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ABSTRACT

A number of studies on leadership styles and job satisfaction have been conducted in higher
education, but there has been less research on leadership styles in relation to faculty job
satisfaction. In particular, there is a need for more knowledge about these issues in science,
technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) disciplines and in developing country
contexts. The purpose of this study is to investigate leadership styles of Heads of Departments
(HODs) for improving faculty job satisfaction, in STEM-related fields. The influences of
moderators and mediators on the relationship between HOD’s leadership styles and faculty job
satisfaction are investigated and a new model is developed. Based on a predominantly post-
positivist perspective, this study adopts an explanatory mixed methods approach. In the first
stage, participants respond to a survey questionnaire on factors related to job satisfaction and
HODs’ leadership styles. In the second stage, using a nested sequential sampling design,
participants are interviewed to explore these two issues. The results show that the most effective
leadership styles practiced by HODs in improving faculty job satisfaction are transformational
leadership and transactional contingent rewards. Practicing laissez-faire and transactional passive
management-by-exception behaviours has a significant negative effect on faculty job
satisfaction. In addition, leadership styles have significant impacts on faculty job satisfaction and
its elements including work and collegiality, supervision, and to a lesser extent, promotion.
Moreover, investigation of the indirect impacts of leadership styles on faculty job satisfaction
identified one partial moderator including work-life balance and seven partial mediators
including achievement, responsibility, advancement, relationships, institutional and
administrative culture, feedback, and autonomy on the relationship between leadership styles and

faculty job satisfaction. A new model is developed to explain the relationships between



leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. Finally, recommendations are made for

stakeholders and for future research.

Key words:
Leadership styles, Job satisfaction, HODs and Faculty, STEM-related Fields, Moderators,

Mediators, United Arab Emirates (UAE)
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

An organisation’s success depends on hiring and retaining satisfied employees (Corderio 2010).
In higher education institutions, faculty job satisfaction plays an essential role in the
accomplishments of organisations (Corderio 2010). High levels of faculty job satisfaction have
been found to create more committed work efforts contributing to the quality and efficacy of
teaching (Marsh & Hattie 2002). Successful interaction between faculty and students can
improve the quality of student learning and increase student interest in their intellectual
development (Endo & Harpel 1982). Many studies have emphasized job satisfaction as a
decisive factor in various aspects of work life and organizational behaviour such as
organisational performance, effectiveness, absenteeism, and turnover (e.g. Alhawary &
Aborumman 2011; Bentley et al. 2015; Brayfield & Crockett 1955; Decker et al. 2009; Galaz-
Fontes 2003; Thatcher et al. 2002). Faculty satisfaction is associated with increased productivity,
(Blackburn & Lawrence 1995; Zey-Ferrell 1982) with benefits for research, innovation, and

society.

In addition, universities can benefit from the positive association between faculty job satisfaction
and retention rate in terms of business related issues; if retention grows by 5%, the costs would
decline by 10% and the substantial productivity would grow by 65% (Wong & Heng 2009).
Hence, faculty job satisfaction is considered vital for improving the productivity of generations
of students, enhancing the quality of higher education and the effective functioning of academic

institutions, and building up higher education institutions’ public reputation and recognition. The



more university leaders understand and adopt policies to enhance faculty job satisfaction, the
more likely it is for universities to maintain powerful and healthy education institutions
(Bozeman & Gaughan 2011; Hagedorn 2000). Many researchers such as Al-Omari (2008),
Bateh and Heyliger (2014), Stumpf (2003) and Sadeghi and Lope Pihie’s (2013) reported that
there is a significant relationship between academic leaders’ leadership styles and faculty job

satisfaction.

Several studies (e.g. Bolda & Nawaz 2010; Chen 2004; Greiman 2009) reported a positive
significant relationship between transformational leadership and faculty job satisfaction.
However, in the private sector, leaders may prefer more transactional than transformational
leadership (Bolda & Nawaz 2010). According to Pinnington (2011), leadership is conceptualised
differently in the public sector to the private sector and therefore, transformational leadership
should not be treated as entirely context independent. In addition, male leaders may practice
transactional leadership while female leaders practice transformational leadership (Al-Hourani
2013). As a result, academic leaders have to select and practice a suitable leadership style
appropriate to their university’s organizational culture to increase their faculty job satisfaction
and improve the quality of their faculties, schools and departments (Shaw 2005). Since
leadership styles are underpinned by context and culture, the preferred leadership styles in
various cultural contexts are not similar (Shah 2006) and have a considerable influence on
faculty members’ job satisfaction in that particular context (Al-Omari 2008; Madlock 2008).
Most studies on leadership styles and job satisfaction have been carried out in developed
countries and less is known about developing countries; the results in developed countries cannot

be applied in developing countries without modifications (Rodwell 1998; Shah 2010).



The impact of leadership on job satisfaction can be moderated or mediated by some variables.
Till now, no study has investigated the mediating and moderating role of any variable on the
relationship between HODs’ leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction, in STEM-related
fields. However, there is a limited number of related studies in education and other settings that
show leadership can affect job satisfaction both directly and indirectly through appropriate

mediators and moderators (Rokhman & Hassan 2012; Saleem 2015; Zhu et al. 2013).

1.2 Purpose and Research Questions

The aim of this study is to contribute to knowledge about the relationship between leadership
styles and job satisfaction in higher education in a developing country context. It investigates the
impact of full range leadership styles practiced by HODs as a predictor of faculty job satisfaction
in STEM-related fields in higher education institutions in the UAE. Since job satisfaction is
considered a multi-dimensional concept (Brief & Weiss 2002; Locke 1969), including multiple
factors seems to be necessary. This study also investigates the moderating role of triggers
(Hagedorn 2000 & Author) and the mediating role of demographic, (Hagedorn 2000 & Author),
motivators and hygienes (Hagedorn 2000, Herzberg et al. 1959, Spector 1985 & Author),
environmental conditions (Hagedorn 2000, Herzberg et al. 1959 & Author), identity (Author),
and job design (Hackman & Oldham 1974 & Author) on the relationship between leadership
styles and faculty professional job satisfaction. Measuring the effects of these factors is a unique

characteristic of this study.

The purpose of this study is to investigate the relationship between HODs’ leadership styles and

faculty job satisfaction factors, in STEM-related fields, in the UAE. It also investigates the



impact of moderators and mediators on this relationship. The intention is to gain a better
understanding of the leadership styles practiced by HODs, the most effective elements that
satisfy faculty in their job, and the impacts of moderators and mediators on the relationship
between HODs’ leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction, in STEM-related fields.

Three main questions guide the research:

RQ1. What are the most effective leadership styles for HODs in relation to faculty job
satisfaction, in STEM-related fields?

RQ2. What are the main job satisfaction elements for faculty in relation to HODs’ leadership
styles, in STEM-related fields?

RQ3. What are the most important factors apart from leadership style that influence faculty job
satisfaction?

The general approach of this study in addressing the main questions is socio-cultural using
leadership theories primarily from Burns (1978) and Avolio and Bass’s (1991) full range
leadership. In addition, Hagedorn’s (2000) conceptual framework for faculty job satisfaction,
Herzberg’s (1959) two-factor theory, Hackman and Oldham’s (1974) job characteristics model
(JCM), and Spector’s (1985) job satisfaction survey (JSS) have been selected to be used in a

complex multicultural environment (Table 1.1).

Leadership Theories Job Satisfaction Theories
= Transformational Leadership Theory = Conceptual Framework for Faculty Job Satisfaction
(Burns 1978) (Hagedorn 2000)
=  Full Range Leadership Theory =  Two-Factor Theory
(Avolio & Bass 1991) (Herzberg 1959)

= Job Characteristics Model
(Hackman & Oldham 1974)

= Job Satisfaction Survey
(Spector 1985)

Table 1.1 Theories Used in This Study



Based on a predominantly post-positivist perspective, this study applies an explanatory mixed
methods approach to better understand the research problem. This study aims to contribute to
improving the quality of leadership in higher education by providing the stakeholders with
relevant ideas and information when making decisions about hiring, retaining, transferring,

supporting and satisfying faculty.

1.3 Research context

1.3.1 Background Information and Culture Characteristics

The United Arab Emirates (UAE) was formed in 1971 and includes the following emirates: Abu
Dhabi, Dubai, Ajman, Fujairah, Ras al Khaimah, Sharjah and Umm al Qaiwain. It is one of the
GCC (Gulf Co-operation Council) States and is located in the Middle East region of Asia. The
UAE is governed by a Supreme Council of Rulers made up of the seven emirs, who appoint the
prime minister and the cabinet. In the 1950s the UAE’s economy was based on fishing and pearl
industry, then in 1962 by exporting oil in Abu Dhabi, the country’s economy and society began
to change totally. The late Sheikh Zayed supervised the progression of all the seven emirates and
led the oil incomes into education, healthcare, and the national foundation. In less than 40 years,
the country has changed from a traditional to a modern country; from a tribal culture dependent
on fishing and agriculture to a world-class foundation. Generally, the UAE is considered a
traditional tribal Islamic society (Ali et al. 1995; Ali & Al-Kazemi 2005). It is an Arab and
Muslim country in which social life is majorly affected by the rules and culture of Islam. The
UAE society has its core values derived from the instructions of Islam and the local culture and

customs. Religion is viewed as an integral part of life by all UAE nationals.



According to Suliman (2006) the six layers of culture in the UAE that affect work values are
regional (religion, language, society), national (human resources, policies, practices), generation,
social class, gender, and organisational culture. Among these, regional and national are the most
powerful layers that affect work values in the UAE (Suliman 2006). The significance of four
Arab principles, namely Honour, Hospitality, Group Welfare and Religion has been recorded.

(Feghali 1997; Hesselgrave & Rommen 2003). Religion has a huge impact on Arab’s every day
behaviour, having a greater current influence than in many of the Western countries (Ali & Al-
Owaihan 2008; Hesselgrave & Rommen 2003; Loosemore & Al-Muslimani 1999). Arabs live in
compliance to Islam’s standards and teachings. It is generally considered that Islam plays a very
pervasive and influential role in Arab culture. In addition, families are close-knitted (Ali & Al-
Owaihan 2008; Weisfeld 1990) as commitment to family highly matters in Arab countries
(Feghali 1997; Hesselgrave & Rommen 2003; Nydell 2006). According to Kechichian (1999) the
power and the role of ruling families of the seven emirates were of far greater importance than
tribal differences and rivalries and the attitudes of the rulers were generally shaped by the
principles of Islam. Yasin et al. (1997) states that the Arab culture shows affiliation due to the

importance of family and religion factors.

According to Robbins and Coulter (2012), national culture is certainly an important situational
variable in determining the most effective leadership style. What works in the US is not likely to
be effective in the UAE or UK. National culture has an impact on leadership style due to its
influences on the way that followers react. Effective leaders cannot practice their styles randomly
because they are compelled by the cultural conditions of their followers. For example, based on

some cross-cultural leadership studies (e.g., Elliott 2009, pp. 37), “In the United States, leaders



are expected to look great, sound great, and be inspiring. In other countries, not so much.”.
Effective German leaders are characterized by high performance orientation, low compassion,
low self-protection, low team-orientation, high autonomy, and high participation. Hofstede
(1991) defined culture as a group’s response to its social environment. “Culture shapes
everything” (Hickson & Pugh 1995, p.90). Hofstede developed one of the most widely
referenced frameworks for assessing cultures and assisting leaders to better understand
dissimilarities in national cultures. He found that countries vary on five dimensions of national
culture. The 5 dimensions of national culture are: Power Distance (PDI), Individualism versus
Collectivism (IDV), Masculinity versus Femininity (MAS) Femininity, Uncertainty Avoidance

(UAI), and Long-Term Orientation (LTO).

Since every single country has its own special cultural dimensions, the management practices
also need to be special, relevant and applicable to that particular society (Hofstede 1980).
According to Hofstede (1983), the UAE’s culture is collectivist, masculine, and high in both
power distance and uncertainty avoidance. Findings from Globe Middle East cluster (Kabasakul
& Bodur 2002) reveal that it is a group-oriented, masculine, hierarchical, and low in future
orientation. Since the UAE depends on expatriate workers (Enshassi & Burgess 1990; Yasin &
Zimmerer 1995), issues related to national culture are prevalent. Therefore, expatriates who are
interested in working in Arab countries must base their programmes on an in-depth
understanding of cultural conditions to be successful (Cerimagic 2010). Rees-Caldwell and
Pinnington (2013) discuss differences in national culture and their effects on British and Arab
project managers and conclude that how a project manager comprehends the planning stage of a
project is influenced by national culture. The cultural differences may also limit the universality

of the new leadership paradigms, such as the theory of transactional and transformation



leadership developed by Bass and Avolio (1994), who stated that this theory has some degree of
universality, as it holds up considerable universal potential (Randeree & Ghaudhry 2007). These
cultural characteristics have played an important role in shaping business leadership styles as
well as their effects and outcomes in Asian countries (Chhokar et al. 2007; House et al. 2013).
Furthermore, the levels of individuals who are from different cultures’ job satisfaction are
reported fairly dissimilar by a number of researchers (Hom et al. 2012; Lincoln & Kalleberg,

1985; Yavas et al. 1990).

1.3.2 Higher Education

In terms of higher education in the UAE, a considerable development and progress in the last
forty years has also been shown. The increasing number of established public and private
institutes with a high quality of standards as well as the improvement of existing institutes by
equipping them with modern technologies and offering new disciplines represents the
progression as both quantitative and qualitative. The significant change in higher education
started since 1976 by founding the United Arab Emirates University. At a later time in 1988, the
Higher Colleges of Technology and then Zayed University were established. Although, the
education system in the UAE was new, it has been rapidly expanding due to its educational
policy for more private and prestigious campuses. Therefore, there are some federal and public
higher education institutions along with many private foreign institutions. These private
institutions follow different educational models such as American, Australian, British, and

Canadian.

This international academic accreditation emphasizes the high quality of academic standards in

the UAE. Universities in the UAE have also been qualified by employing expatriates’ faculty.



There are literatures demonstrating that employing expatriate faculty not only fills vacant
positions especially in science and math areas and brings international scholars and expertise but
it also may improve scientific innovation and increase students’ awareness regarding
international perspectives and the workplace (Aguirre 2000; Altbach 2005; De Wit 2002;
NAFSA 2006; Stromquist 2007). To improve the education level, the strategic state plan of
higher education was also made (Master Plan for UAE 2007). According to HH Sheikh Hamdan
bin Mubarak Al Nahayan, Minister of Higher Education and Scientific Research, the strategic
plan aims to develop a distinct learning environment and create a globally competitive group,
and intends to achieve a knowledge- based society and the sustainable development of the UAE.
As higher education in the UAE aims to accelerate the economic growth and prepare nationals to
compete effectively in the global market, the UAE government has been relying heavily on
borrowing and implementing Western educational models, practices and expertise (Kirk 2010;
Mullen et al. 2013). However, this does not provide an appropriate national role model for

students (Al Farra 2011; Kirk 2010) and they need to be modified.

In spite of all the efforts and the increasing number of developed institutes and students
enrolled, higher education in the UAE needs to be improved to get closer to the universal
standards of quality. The problem needs to be considered more particularly when it comes to
STEM-related fields. Effective education in STEM-related fields is a significant factor for the
ongoing development of a global knowledge society. Everyone deserves the enjoyment of
understanding and learning about the natural world. In addition, to have different kinds of jobs,
people are required to have some advanced skills such as being able to think critically and solve

expected and unexpected problems. STEM education can contribute to learners’ intellectual



competencies such as independent learning, critical thinking, and decision making (National
Research Council (NRC) 1996; Schraw et al. 2006). According to Hanushek and Kimko (2000),
countries with higher mathematics and science test scores, have shown better quality in their
education system and higher rate in economic growth. Therefore, it is necessary to make STEM

interests and development in students from the early years of their education.

To reach those high skills, the UAE vision 2021(2009), seeks to make the UAE a leading
economy based on knowledge and innovation by the year 2021 and he UAE is investigating in
the development of science and increase the number of science graduate students. Data from
EFA Global Monitoring Report (Education for all 2011) demonstrates that only 21% of Emirati
students attending UAE universities are enrolled in science or engineering programs, with the
large majority pursuing humanities, social sciences, or business degrees. Reports from secondary
schools might present one of the major issues that leads to the low science student number in
tertiary science education. According to Forawi’s (2014) study, only 1.5% of Emirati students in
middle school and high school think of being a scientist (of any kind of science). These results
are a warning that in the near future due to the lack of interests and ability in science and math,
there will be serious problems in higher education. This study aims to improve the quality of
higher education in the UAE by identifying the most effective leadership styles to satisfy faculty

members in STEM-related fields.

1.4 Significance of the Study
Many job satisfaction and leadership styles’ studies have been conducted on faculty in higher
education, but relatively much less has been done on the satisfaction of faculty in relation to

HODs’ leadership styles.
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1. There are no published empirical studies on the impact of HODs’ leadership styles on
improving faculty job satisfaction, in STEM-related fields, in the UAE context and even
throughout other countries. Also, there is no research in general, that has focused on HODs’
leadership styles and little research that has focused on faculty, in STEM-related fields. Several
studies have taken the leadership styles and job satisfaction of academic members in higher
education in developed countries into account, but evidence from developing countries is
majorly unavailable. This study can also contribute to fill the gap in the literature regarding the

UAE and even other developing countries.

2. Studying faculty in STEM-related fields can help diversify the faculty pool, which enhances
creativity, change, and competition (AAUW 2010). The diversity also expands the current
resources required to boost organizational performance (Barinaga 2007). The quality of teaching
and learning can only develop with the contentment of faculty members (Chen et al. 2006;
Nigam & Jain 2014). Low satisfaction levels cause high turnover, low retention rates, and the
loss of skillful, adept faculty in STEM-related fields. As a result, a slow-down in research, a loss
of specialized faculty, faculty for chair committees, and faculty to mentor graduates appear.
These concerns highlight the value of studying faculty job satisfaction and practicing appropriate

leadership styles by HODs to keep their faculty satisfied as much as possible.

3. This study adds to current leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction literature by
investigating the effects of mediators and moderators. The suggested potential mediators include
Demographic (Gender, Ethnicity, Institutional type, Academic discipline), Motivators and
Hygienes (Achievement, Recognition, Responsibility, Advancement, Working conditions, Job
security), Environmental conditions (Student quality or relationships, Administration,

Institutional climate or culture), Identity (Need to belong, Self-esteem, Religious and cultural
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values), and Job design (Skill variety, Autonomy, Feedback). The suggested potential
moderators include Change in life stage, Change in family-related or personal circumstances,
Transfer to a new institution, Change in perceived justice, Change in mood or emotional state.

This is a unique characteristic of this study.

4. Although there are many studies on job satisfaction in higher education, existing
measurements have been narrow and incomplete (Morgeson & Humphrey 2006) and a more
comprehensive measure seems necessary. In terms of theoretical framework, the use of Burns
(1978) and Avolio and Bass’s (1991) full range leadership, Hagedorn’s (2000) conceptual
framework for faculty job satisfaction, Herzberg’s (1959) two-factor theory, Hackman and
Oldham’s (1974) job characteristics model (JCM), and Spector’s (1985) job satisfaction survey
(JSS) allowed for a more holistic view as well as a more nuanced view of the complex processes
and contexts that contribute to leadership styles and job satisfaction. For instance, in this manner,
faculty job satisfaction cannot be understood solely by analysing national databases or looking at
solitary variables such as salary or rank. Instead, it must be measured while considering the
complexity of the many contexts at work. Furthermore, more data needs to be collected from
developing countries, and the theories should be checked in different cultural contexts and
unique professional, social and economic environments (Garrett 1999). For example, Hagedorn’s
framework has been applied in previous analyses of job satisfaction majorly in the USA, but, to
the best of the author’s knowledge, it has not been used in developing countries yet. There is no
study employing all above theories to investigate the relationship between leadership styles and

job satisfaction.

5. In terms of methodological approaches points of view, this study is an addition to the current

12



body of literature on leadership styles and job satisfaction through a mixed methods approach.
The majority of the existing research incorporated qualitative methods, thus decreasing a fuller
understanding of the personal opinions. This mixed methods approach provides a more holistic
view of HODs, academic members of faculty and deans of colleges, in STEM-related fields, and

a better understanding that may be extended to other universities.

1.5 General Assumptions and Implications

The findings provide some possible implications for the management of universities,
departments, research programs, and teams to analyze job satisfaction of faculty in their
universities and to make better decisions in sensitive situations such as university climate and
culture, retaining, and supporting and satisfying faculty, to reflect upon and criticize existing
leadership styles and to reform and improve existing leadership styles to increase faculty job
satisfaction in universities, to contribute to reduce faculty turnover and the cost (financial, social,
organizational), and to improve the overall performance of the universities in STEM-related

fields.

The results of this study may assist administrators in making organisational or administrative
changes that could elevate job satisfaction of faculty members in STEM-related fields. From a
managerial perspective, university administrators would be advised to raise faculty job
satisfaction by designing training programs for academic leaders in higher education to be
prepared for their role as a leader since a majority of administrators in higher education have not
attended any training programs to prepare for their roles as leaders (Land 2003). They also may

provide their dissatisfied faculty with some training programs.

13



Understanding these job satisfaction factors is a key to solve the problems, develop a better
workplace and improve the organisation’s quality. Deans, HODs, and other university
administrators aiming to foster faculty success, can focus on all of the identified factors, or if
they need to assist a struggling professor in one area more than another, they might deliberately
target the development of certain factors to increase the odds of success. It is hoped that the
leadership styles and job satisfaction factors of academic members found in this study are useful
for HODs to practice a more appropriate leadership style, for management to develop work
environments in to enhance faculty job satisfaction levels, and generally lead to a great
advancement in the level of academic members around the world, particularly in developing

countries and the UAE higher education.

1.6 Organisation of the Chapters

The thesis is organised into six chapters. In Chapter one, a background review of the research
problem is presented, in order to help clarify the purpose, rationale, research questions, and the
cultural and higher educational background of the context of the study. The significance of the
study is also identified, together with general assumptions and implications encountered. In
Chapter two, the literature review provides an overview of the different areas of the research
problem including HODs’ leadership and faculty job satisfaction in STEM-related fields,
leadership theories and constructions, job satisfaction theories, job satisfaction factors, the
relationship between leadership style and job satisfaction, and the theoretical framework. The
aim of this chapter is to provide the background for the proposed study of the leadership styles of
HODs and its impact on their faculty job satisfaction in STEM-related fields. Chapter three

describes the approach and methodology employed in this study together with relevant ethical

14



considerations and the design of the methods of data collection. In addition, the procedures
provide a brief account of the pilot studies and the data collection procedures in each phase of
the study. Chapter four includes the preliminary analysis from validity to reliability, factor
analysis, as well as the descriptive analysis of the participants. This chapter also includes
analysis of the collected data in the first quantitative phase of the study, employing a wide
variety of statistical tests, as well as analysis of the collected data in the second qualitative phase
of this study based on semi-structured in-depth interviews. All these results are discussed in
Chapter five for the three main research questions and the related hypotheses. Chapter five also
presents a summary of the results, the main findings related to each question and the final model
of HODs leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction in STEM-related fields. The final chapter,
Chapter 6, consists of theoretical, methodological, and practical conclusions and implications as

well as the limitations of this study and directions for future research.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

This study investigates the relationship between HODs’ leadership styles and faculty job
satisfaction factors, in STEM-related fields, in the UAE. It also investigates the impact of
moderators and mediators on this relationship. To understand the landscape of this research
study, it is crucial to review the literatures that are relevant to the topic. The literature review
consists of the following: HODs’ leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction in STEM-related
fields, leadership theories, Full Range Leadership Styles in current literature, job satisfaction in
literature, job satisfaction theories, job satisfaction variables in this study, relationship between

leadership styles and job satisfaction, and the theoretical framework.

To identify the number of studies on leadership styles and job satisfaction in higher education,
‘Google Scholar’ was searched for the related studies, published from 1997 to 2017. The search
revealed that, 43,100 publications cited leadership styles in higher education and 209,000
publications cited job satisfaction in higher education. Similarly, the search revealed 25,200
publications that referenced relationships between leadership style and job satisfaction in higher
education and 5,970 publications that referenced the impact of moderators and mediators on the
relationship between leadership styles and job satisfaction in higher education for the years 1997
through 2017. Reviewing the most related studies on leadership styles and job satisfaction in
higher education and subsequent meta-analyses such as Judge and Piccolo (2004), Kelali and
Narula (2015), and Wang et al. (2011) showed that the social scientists typically based their
conclusions on leadership styles and job satisfaction in which data were collected through survey

questionnaires and then analysed quantitatively. This study employed a mixed methods approach
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in which the conclusions are based on both survey questionnaire and in-person interviews
analysed respectively quantitatively and qualitatively. Therefore, this study contributes to the

literature in terms of its research design, as an explanatory mixed methods design.

2.1 HODs’ Leadership Styles and Faculty Job Satisfaction, in STEM-related Fields

Department chairs/ Heads have a significant role in managing universities (Allen 2003; Bowman
2002; Hecht et al. 1999; Lucas & Associates 2000), they can be seen as the single most
important administrative position in higher education institutions (Gmelch & Parkay 1999).
Tucker (1992), catalogued 54 separate duties of HODs such as curriculum and budget manager,
change agent, mentor, mediator, entrepreneur, recruiter, rule interpreter, planner, and department
representative. In addition, the quality relationships between HODs and faculty greatly
influences the socialization of new faculty, the ongoing motivation of long-term faculty, and the
acceptance of departmental expectations concerning teaching and scholarly activity (Hecht et al.
1999). Therefore, it is crucial for HODs to adapt their own communication and relationships
styles and skills to promote effective leadership in their department. Since, different disciplines
have different expectations regarding leadership approaches (Bryman 2007), practicing an
appropriate leadership style related to that particular discipline seems vital. Sapienza (2005, p.
476) stated that “effective science leaders are described as caring and compassionate, possessing
managerial skills, technically accomplished to lead a scientific effort, and being a good role

model”.

Effective education in STEM-related fields is a significant factor for the ongoing development of
a global knowledge society. It is widely accepted that STEM education aims to foster learners’

intellectual competencies such as independent learning, critical thinking, and decision making
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(National Research Council (NRC) 1996; Schraw et al. 2006). Given the importance of STEM to
national economies and success (e.g. Rising Above the Gathering Storm, National Academy of
Sciences, 2007 and Rising Above the Gathering Storm Revisited, National Academy of
Sciences, 2010), all countries need to be promoting STEM and STEM education to everyone.
The lack of research on leadership styles and job satisfaction in STEM-related fields are
themselves a barrier to overcome in pursuit of the critically important goal of STEM education in
science, technology, engineering, and mathematics in higher education. In this regard, this study
investigated the most appropriate leadership style of HODs in STEM-related fields that includes
science, technology, engineering and mathematics which have clearly delineated paradigms and

well-established rules and standard for scientific practice (Kuhn 1962).

HODs in STEM-related fields have to attract and establish creative, enthusiastic, and gratified
respectable scientists and supervise to exchange and apply the scientific information and data to
the external environment (Siegel et al. 2004). In addition, an active collaboration of faculty in
STEM-related fields is the vital key. Faculty members must take various roles of being a mentor,
a consultant, an advisor, a friend, and/ or an editor. They can take those roles if they feel satisfied
towards their career. A great deal of literature suggests that faculty dissatisfaction can influence
productivity, work performance, retention, absenteeism, and turnover (Brayfield & Crockett
1955; Griffeth et al. 2000; Herzberg et al. 1959; Spector 1997; Tack & Patitu 1992). From the
other point of view, job satisfaction can enhance productivity, creativity, and retention and
reduce absenteeism and turnover (Brown & Mitchell 1993). Therefore, HODs in STEM-related
fields should satisfy their faculty by considering their needs and practicing an effective
leadership style to reach the goals of STEM education and improve the quality of higher

education.
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The satisfaction of academic faculty members contributes to the strength of the STEM enterprise
in universities for at least three major reasons. First, satisfied faculty form a stronger connection
with their organisation and have less tendency to leave (Daly & Dee 2006; Rosser 2004; Zhou &
Volkwein 2004). The retention of faculty has significant economic impacts for the university and
the cost of turnover is high (Ambrose et al. 2005; Daly & Dee 2006; Johnsrud & Rosser 2002). A
university estimated that it could take 10 years for a new science or engineering faculty member
to reach enough of a positive revenue stream from grants and to recoup start-up costs (Hopkins
2004). Second, satisfied faculty are more productive (Blackburn & Lawrence 1995; Zey-Ferrell
1982). If maximum job satisfaction is reached, faculty can contribute greatly to the workplace
(Duong, 2014). Third, increased faculty satisfaction is also correlated with teaching quality and
effectiveness (Marsh & Hattie 2002), and effective student-faculty communication yields better
student outcomes, such as appeal to academic jobs and intellectual growth and learning (Endo &
Harpel 1982). Hence, faculty satisfaction allows for effective functioning of academic
organizations and has valuable influences on the knowledge and human capital output. The more
university adminstrators and research leaders comprehend and target faculty satisfaction, the
more likely it is for universities and research teams to retain strong, beneficial education and

research activities (Bozeman & Gaughan 2011; Hagedorn 2000).

Many studies have found a strong link between perceptions of the faculty role and job
satisfaction and academic discipline (Hemmasi 1992; Neal 1990; Neumann & Finaly 1991; Opp
1992; Terpstra & Honoree 2004). Xu (2008) investigated that the motivation factors for faculty
of different disciplines are different; for example, faculty in pure sciences is influenced by some
factors including salary, job autonomy, opportunities for advancement, and external funding.

Also, faculty in hard, pure disciplines have less job satisfaction than those in soft, pure
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disciplines (Mukhtar 2012). According to Welch and Jha (2015), rewards, reputation, and
recognition have been the highlight of prior studies and portray fundamental intermediate
outcomes in the academic science and engineering enterprise (August & Waltman 2004;
Hagedorn 1994; Leahey 2007; Mamiseishvili 2011). Other aspects of satisfaction may be
present. For instance, satisfaction with course load, satisfaction with benefits, and satisfaction

with quality of students, (Smart 1990; Rosser 2004, 2005).

Since the STEM-related fields, particularly, are highly male-dominated and male-centric, the
recruitment, retention, and advancement of women are more difficult (e.g., Etzkowitz et al. 2000;
Fox 2001). A study by Ward and Sloane (2000) which was based on a sample of 900 academics
at five Scottish universities, found major discrepancies in job satisfaction levels according to the
gender and disciplinary affiliation of faculty members. Among female faculty members, the
engineers were most satisfied, while social scientists were the least. Among male faculty
members, social scientists were most satisfied, while the natural/physical scientists were the
least. According to Shapira and Griffith (1990), engineers and scientists tend to differ in their
educational antecedents, work practices, norms and cognitive styles. Liu (2001) found that
academic members who mostly teach, express more dissatisfaction with their job; and faculty in
the natural and engineering fields probably spend more time on research than teaching. Ward and
Sloane (2000) observed that engineering faculty members are more satisfied with pay compared
to scientists, social scientists, medical and arts faculty members. However, there is no strong
theory suggesting that field affects job satisfaction and, moreover, the selection effects are likely
too complex to accommodate in a study based on questionnaire data (Bozeman & Gaughan
2011). It is worthwhile mentioning that, Hagedorn did not recognize academic discipline as a

vital predictor of job satisfaction.
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2.2 Leadership

2.2.1 Leadership Theories

The interest towards leadership theory has rooted in 5000 B.C. The significance of the role of
leaders has caused a wide range of leadership theories from the Great Man Theory of Leadership
(Carlyle 1907; Galton 1870), to Trait Theory (Gray & Smeltzer 1989; Green 1994),
Environmental Theory (Bogardus 1918; Hocking 1924), The “Situational Leadership” model
(Hersey & Blanchard 1977), Blake and Mouton’s Managerial Grid (1978), Transactional theory
(Burns 1978), and to Avolio and Bass’s (1991) full range leadership theory. Figure (2.1)

represents the timeline of leadership theories.

TIMELINE OF THE THEORIES OF LEADERSHIP

1939 1999
1031, 1981 -
Early Theorists] Interactive 'Modem Theorists ™
Theorists I I

Personal-Situational

Transacions

Interactive Expectation
Behavioral :
Transformational
Environmenrtal
Theory

Figure 2.1 Timelines of Leadership Theories

Among all of the theories, full range leadership has been a favorite subject for research in
literature and debates in scholarly communities and has become the most researched and

validated leadership theory around the world (Kirkbride 2006). According to Robbins and
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Coultar (2005), full range leadership theory has been called as cutting-edge leadership theory. It
is demonstrated as the mainstream in leadership research by Stordeur et al. (2001). The
transformational leadership theory was first proposed by Burns (1978) and then extended by
Bass (1985). Bass modified and elaborated Burns’s theory to establish his own transformational
theory. In 1991, Avolio and Bass proposed the Full Range Leadership Theory (FRLT). The label,
full range leadership, indicates the wide viewpoint of what comprises a large variety of
leadership styles. These styles have been identified to capture a broad range of leadership
behaviours from transformational leadership to transactional and laissez-faire, each of which

have made distinctive contributions to effective and ineffective leadership (Avolio & Bass 2004).

Generally, transformational leadership constitutes of behavior that promotes subordinates’
higher-order needs, targets their growth needs individually, leads to performance that exceeds
expectations, suggests new resolutions, shares the leader’s vision effectively, appreciates change,

and is a source of satisfaction among followers. (Bass 1985; Bass & Avolio 2000).

Transformational leadership style can nurture followers’ dedication to institutions and motivate
them to exceed what is expected from them (Bass, 1985; Bass & Riggio 2006; Miia et al. 2006;
Sivanathan & Fekken 2002). In contrast, transactional leadership can achieve validity through
rewards, praises, and promises that would fulfill the immediate needs of followers (Northhouse
2010). It involves followers by rewarding them in exchange for achieving goals (Burns 1978).
According to Bass (1985), transactional leadership is reinforced by exchange theory, where a
leader and subordinates set the goals and the procedure of obtaining objectives by exchanging
rewards, and using coercion to attain the subordinate’s compliance to fulfill organizational

performance. Laissez-faire leadership is described as the absence of leadership. A laissez-faire
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leader discards his/her liability, procrastinates, does not give feedback, and is not very attentive
to the subordinates’ needs. Transformational, transactional and laissez-faire are represented by
nine distinct features: five transformational (idealized influence attributed, idealized influence
behaviour, inspirational motivation-charisma, intellectual stimulation, and individualized
consideration), three transactional (contingent rewards, management-by-exception active,
management-by-exception passive), and one laissez-faire. Figure (2.2) depicts the whole range of

leadership styles from non-leadership (laissez-faire) to the more transformational styles.

Transformational
Leadership

Idealized
influence
Inspirational
motivation

Intellectual
stimulation

Transactional
Leadership

Individualized
consideration

Contingent
reward

Management-
by-exception

Laissez-faire

Source: Adapted from Kirkbride (2006)

Figure 2.2 The Full Range Leadership Styles (Avolio & Bass 1991)

The full range leadership construct has gained tremendous popularity among researchers and
practitioners and it is one of the most broadly used comprehensive leadership theories. This is a

popular construct that comprises a broad range of leadership behaviours.
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2.2.2 Variables of the Full Range Leadership Theory in This Study
For the purposes of the research conducted and among all of the theories and models, all
variables and components of the Full Range Leadership Theory (Avolio & Bass 1991) were

included in the conceptual framework of this study.

Transformational leadership- The essence of transformational theories is that leaders transform
their followers through their inspirational nature and charismatic personalities. Rules and
regulations are flexible, guided by group norms. These attributes provide a sense of belonging
for the followers as they can easily identify with the leader and his/her purpose.

Transformational leadership is comprised of the following:

Idealized Influence (Attributed & Behaviour)- Leaders exhibit conviction, emphasize trust, act
responsible, present their morals, and underscore the value of purpose, dedication, and ethics.
Such leaders are liked role models who highlight pride, devotion, reliance, and alignment around

a shared purpose.

Inspirational Motivation- Leaders set an inspiring vision, challenge followers to aim high, act

enthusiastically, and offer encouragement and purpose for what needs to be accomplished.

Intellectual Stimulation- Leaders question old assumptions and beliefs, take interest in radical

approaches, and appreciate the expression of ideas.
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Individualized Consideration- Leaders treat others on an individual basis; they consider their

needs, abilities, and dreams, listen attentively, and help them develop and rise.

Transactional leadership- It is the basis of most leadership models, which focus on exchanges
between leaders and followers (Northouse 2010). It is an extrinsic-based motivation procedure
that allows leaders to attain their goals, while followers attain external rewards for job
performance. An example is a manager who gives rewards, such as promotions, extra pay, or
holidays, to high-achieving employees. Transactional leadership constitutes the following
components:

Contingent Rewards- Leaders utilize a constructive path-goal transaction of rewards for
performance. They explain their expectations, trade promises and resources, set mutually
satisfying agreements, discuss for resources, exchange assistance with effort and offer

commendations for successful follower performance.

Management-by-Exception (Active & Passive)- Active leaders look over followers’ performance
and correct them in case of deviations from the standard. They set rules to prevent mistakes.
Passive leaders fail to engage unless problems become major. They wait to take action until

mistakes become too noticeable.

Laissez-faire- It is typical for managers who do not react systematically to situations and
problems which arise. Passive leaders do not clarify misunderstandings, do not make their
expectations clear, and do not set clear objectives and performance standards for their followers.

This style has very often a serious negative effect upon individual, group and organisational
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results. Outcomes are most of the time exactly opposed to the intended consequences. This is

why this outlook on leadership is often called “no leadership”.

2.2.3 Full Range Leadership Styles in Literature

Full range leadership styles is one of the most powerful contemporary theories of leadership and
the positive effects of transformational leadership have been investigated in many studies. These
studies often employed a quantitative research approach in their empirical investigations. For
example, in Matzler et al.’s (2015) study, in which the data were collected from 411
entrepreneurs and managing directors of small and medium-sized Austrian companies, a
quantitative approach was employed; in Chou et al’s (2013) study, in which the data collected
from 39 teams in Taiwan including 3-35 people per team, a quantitative approach was employed;
and in Sakiru et al.’s (2014) study, in which the data were collected from 217 lecturers of
Nigerian lecturers studying at three research universities, a quantitative approach was also

employed.

According to Bodla and Nawaz (2010, p.210), “The full range leadership model is probably the
most researched and validated leadership model in use worldwide today”. It has been one of the
most cited and powerful influential contemporary theories of leadership (Felfe & Schyns 2010;
Judge & Bono 2000; Matzler et al. 2015; Van Knippenberg & Sitkin 2013). The transformational
leadership model is at present arguably the dominant paradigm of leadership (Ashkanasy 2003).
Many researchers have demonstrated that transformational leadership is the most influential
leadership style (Al- Hourani 2013; Lopez-Zafra et al. 2012). It has been widely used in different

fields such as educational, industrial, business, hospital, and military circumstances, supports a
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wide range of thought of leadership than other theories, and focuses on followers’ needs, values,
and morals (Bass & Avolio 2000; Northouse 2004; Northouse 2010; Shamir et al. 1993; Yukl
1999). Full range leadership theory has also been employed in a number of countries.
Transformational leadership has been found to be more acceptable and effective than
transactional leadership in most empirical studies across multiple cultures including Canada,
India, Japan, the Netherlands, and Singapore as well as the United States (Arvey et al. 2015).
There is abundant literature on the positive effects of transformational leadership (e.g. Herrmann

& Felfe 2014; Matzler et al. 2015; Wang et al. 2011).

In a recent meta-analysis, Wang et al. (2011) confirm a positive relationship between
transformational leadership behaviour and the creative performance of the followers, arguing that
leaders encourage and intellectually stimulate followers to challenge the status quo, question
prevailing assumptions, take risks, suggest innovative ideas and engage in divergent thinking
(Bass 1985). Followers are also encouraged to experiment among different options without the
fear of failure (Wang et al. 2011). Transformational leaders influence followers through powerful
emotions when describing their values and ideals, which leads followers to internalize these
values and ideals (Ashkanasy 2003). The leaders’ “idealized” values and ideals become relevant
to the followers” own values and ideals (llies et al. 2012). Through these transformational
leadership behaviours, followers are motivated to perform at higher levels (Matzler et al. 2015).
By motivating followers to seek new approaches and identifying with their needs,
transformational leaders can push their followers to be more indulged in work, which yields
higher levels of dedication to the organization (Walumbwa et al. 2004). Bass (1990) stated that

the ideal leaders for their followers are transformational leaders who are reported as most
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effective and successful among other leaders. It can create valuable and positive change in the
followers (Chou et al. 2013), it is very efficient regarding followers’ development, performance,
decision making skills, and can facilitate team performance (Bass & Avolio 1994; Dvir et al.
2002; Walumbwa et al. 2004; Wang & Howell 2012). However, Tourish and Pinnington (2002)
claim that there are a large number of potential shortcomings with the application of

transformational leadership style in organisations.

Chaudhry and Javed (2012) emphasize on the positive, strong and significant relationship
between transformational leadership and the employee commitments. A study of Bolda and
Nawaz (2010) showed that 265 faculty members in the public and private districts in Pakistan
were using transformational and laissez- faire (passive) leadership styles similarly. However, the
faculty in the private sector was using transactional leadership more than the public sector.
Greiman’s (2009) study of some American agricultural deans found that they prefer
transformational leadership style and then transactional style. The same result has been achieved
for American agricultural and life science leaders (Jones & Rudd 2008), as well as Taiwanese
nursing deans (Chen 2004), and American university presidents (Levine 2000). There is a very
limited number of studies in Arab countries about leadership styles in higher education. A study
of three university deans in Egypt and Lebanon by Al-Hourani (2013) investigated that women
leaders at the three universities practiced transformational leadership style while men leaders
used transactional styles that academic science leadership is related with both academic
reputation and network structure. The findings in Sakiru et al.’s (2014) study revealed that the
most commonly used leadership styles among the HODs of Nigeria public university are

transformational leadership styles, with the highest mean of 3.9032.
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There is no study which focuses on HODs’ leadership styles in STEM-related fields but it is
obvious that to be a successful HOD, the required skills should be considered in their leadership
style. Most of the studies on leadership styles are limited to developed countries (Foskett &
Lumby 2003; Geijsel et al. 2003; Northouse 1997; Shah 2010) and less is known about
developing countries (Shah 2010). The Globe study, as the most extensive and comprehensive
cross-cultural study of leadership ever undertaken, found that leadership has some universal
aspects. Particularly, a number of elements of transformational leadership appear to be associated
with effective leadership regardless of what country the leader is in (McCrae et al. 2004). In spite
of that, the results in Western countries cannot be applied in developing countries without
modifications (Rodwell 1998); leadership styles are underpinned by context and culture, the
preferred leadership styles in different cultural contexts are different (Shah 2006; Shahin &
Wright 2004). Therefore, there is “no one leadership style” that can improve the productivity of
institutions in all cultural contexts (Al-Omari 2007). By far the transformational leadership style

is the most and laissez-faire is the least dominant styles that has been reported.

2.3 Job Satisfaction

Generally, job Satisfaction is "simply how people feel about their jobs and different aspects of
their jobs. It is the extent to which people like [satisfaction], or dislike [dissatisfaction] their
jobs” (Spector 1997, p.2). The most common definition of job satisfaction in organisational
research is from Locke (1976), who explained job satisfaction as a satisfying, positive emotional

state that stems from the praise received for one’s job experience.

2.3.1 Job Satisfaction in Literature
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Many research studies emphasized the vital role of job satisfaction in organisations and
investigated the most effective factors for increasing job satisfaction. These studies often
employed a quantitative approach in their empirical research. For example, in Tan and Waheed
(2011) study in which conceptual framework utilized was Herzberg’s two-factor theory, the data
were collected from 152 sales personnel from ladies clothes stores in Malaysia and a
quantitative approach was employed. In studies that have utilized Hagedorn’s conceptual
framework for faculty job satisfaction as their conceptual framework a quatitative approach was
employed such as: August & Waltman (2004), the data were collected from 247 female tenured
and tenure-track faculty in a research university located in the Midwest; Bentley et al. (2015), in
which the data were collected across 19 countries with a total sample size of 24,194 academics;
and Hesli and Lee (2013), in which data were collected from academic political scientists in the
US. The only study that used a mixed methods approach was Gardner’s (2012) study, in which
the conceptual framework was based on Hagedorn’s (2000) conceptual framework of faculty job
satisfaction, the data were collected from 472 faculty members through a survey in the US, and
among them 11 women were also interviewed. Many studies that investigated the effective
factors for improving job satisfaction were also employed a quantitative research approach. For
instance, Welch and Jha’s (2015) study, in which the data were collected from the six fields in
the 151 Carnegie Designated Research Extensive universities in the United States, and Bender
and Heywood’s (2006) study, in which the data were collected from 31,845 PhD-level scientists
in the United States across academic and nonacademic sectors, both of these studies employed a

quantitative approach.
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Job satisfaction remains the most broadly researched topic in organizational behavior and human
resource management (Spector 1997). Understanding job satisfaction is necessary to the health
of the organization, as they are interdependent (Wood 1976), which leads to greater productivity
and enthusiasm to accept new responsibilities (Robbins & Coulter 2012). Employee
dissatisfaction can cause turnover, absenteeism, poor attitudes, low commitment, reduce
employee morale, and low productivity (Herzberg et al. 1959; Smart 1990). In universities,
faculty job satisfaction is crucial. It improves productivity and increases quality of work-life that
humans desire naturally (Johnsrud et al. 2000). In addition, it affects different aspects of work-
life attitudes such as job performance and absenteeism (Herzberg et al. 1957) which increase job
quality. There is a positive strong relationship between job satisfaction and job performance
(Judge et al. 2001). The literature demonstrating the positive relationship between job
satisfaction and job performance goes back on the Hawthorne studies (Roethlisberger &
Dickerson 1939) and continues to be studied till now (Decker et al. 2009; Parsons & Broadridge

2006).

Satisfied faculty are more committed and contribute quality inputs to teaching and research,
thereby enhancing the quality of student output. On the other hand, dissatisfied faculty
contributes negatively to the quality of education. Furthermore, faculty job satisfaction can
decrease the turnover rate because if faculty’s expectations are met they continue their academic
success, if not, turn over will occur (Murray & Cunningham 2004). In terms of business-related
issues, a 5% increase in retention may reduce the costs by almost 10% (Wong & Heng 2009). In
the United States 77% of employees are dissatisfied with their jobs (Mardanov et al. 2008). The

estimated salary for replacing an unsatisfied faculty member is $57000 (Finch et al. 2010).
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Therefore, job satisfaction of faculty is considered to be crucial for enhancement of quality of
higher education, thus shaping and determining significantly the productivity of generations of
students. The public face of the institutions along with their recognition increase with satisfied
faculty. Indeed, it is vital for administrators in higher education to understand the effective

factors on enhancing job satisfaction among faculty.

Most of the research on job satisfaction has emphasized on organisational business and industrial
setting (Platsidou & Dimantopoulo 2009), and there is a lower number of literature on job
satisfaction levels of academic faculty members (Sabharwal & Corley 2009). Research on usual
workplace environments is not generalizable to the academic profession as the qualifying
standards of a professor are different from other professional positions: a professor must act as a
teacher, friend, consultant, editor, advisor, and colleague. Therefore, more research needs to be
conducted on faculty. Recently, there has been an evident increase in the number of studies
related to job satisfaction of academics. Unfortunately, data from job satisfaction of academic
members in higher education of STEM-related fields is scarce and this gap needs to be filled.
Studying university faculty job satisfaction in STEM-related fields is significant because these
faculty have a critical role in higher education, which includes researching new theories and

concepts and bringing in grant dollars.

2.3.2 Job Satisfaction Theories

The basis of job satisfaction theory was first proposed by Maslow (1943, 1954). He declared that
human motives can appear sequentially to gratify a hierarchy of five basic requirements
including physiological, safety, self-esteem, love, and self-actualization. Some scholars have

investigated job satisfaction based on Maslow’s (1943) theory. However, most of them prefer to
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work on cognitive processes of job satisfaction such as attitudinal viewpoints rather than the
basic needs of Maslow’s theory (Spector 1997). Herzberg’s two-factor theory is compatible with
the need hierarchy theory of Maslow; Maslow pertains to the needs, whereas, Herzberg deals
with goals to satisfy those needs. For example, Herzberg’s motivators are satisfied by self-
esteem and self-actualization needs of Maslow, while Herzberg’s hygiene is satisfied by
physiological, safety and belongingness needs of Maslow. This is the reason Herzberg’s two-
factor theory is often believed to be an extension of Maslow’s need hierarchy theory (Herzberg
et al. 1959). Despite the similarities there are some major differences between the two theories.
For example, Maslow’s theory has a sequential arrangement of needs but Herzberg’s theory does
not, or Maslow believed that any irrespective need of its level can be a motivator, but Herzberg

believed that only the higher order needs can be the motivators.

In the two-factor theory, there are two factors which can affect job satisfaction: hygienes and
motivators. Hygiene factors encompass the doing of the job including supervision, interpersonal
relations, physical working conditions, salary, company policy and administration, benefits, and
job security. Motivation factors lead to positive job attitudes because they satisfy the need for
self-actualization. They are achievement, recognition, the work itself, responsibility,
advancement and growth. In Herzberg’s theory, it is not possible to improve job satisfaction by
improving any of the ten hygiene factors. The only way to improve job satisfaction is improving
the six motivation factors. In addition, if there is not one of the motivators such as achievement,
it would not lead to job dissatisfaction, just not job satisfaction. Therefore, the hygiene and
motivation factors in Herzberg’s theory work in two different realms when influencing on job

attitudes. Table (2.1) shows the job satisfaction and dissatisfaction factors proposed by Herzberg.
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Motivation Factors (JS) Hygiene Factors (JDs)

Achievement Supervision
Recognition Interpersonal relationships (Peers & Subordinates & Supervisors)
Work itself Salary
Responsibility Physical working conditions
Advancement Benefits
Growth Job security
Company policy & administration benefits
Personal life

Table 2.1 Job Satisfaction and Dissatisfaction Factors (Herzberg et al. 1959)

Many research studies have utilised Herzberg’s two-factor theory (e.g. Manisera 2005; Ssesanga
& Garret 2005; Tan & Waheed 2011). Also, much of this theory has been confirmed by more
exacting research (Diener 1985; Gawel 1997; Knight & Westbrook 1999). However, Herzberg
was criticized by psychologists and researchers. For example, Ewen (1964) claimed that
Herzberg’s theory can examine only a very limited scope of jobs and used just one measure of
job attitudes. Ewen had found only one factor, the work itself, in line with Herzberg’s theory.
Also, Vroom (1964) argued that Herzberg was uncovering people making themselves ‘look
good’’ by ascribing liked occurrence to internal factors and disliked occurrence to external.
Gaziel in 1986 questioned the core assumptions of Herzberg’s theory and Lawler (1970) and
Schwab et al (1971) believed that in their findings, there is not strong evidence related to the
two-factor theory. It has been demonstrated that, despite its criticism, Herzberg’s two-factor
theory still has utility nearly 50 years after it was first developed (Basset-Jones & Lioyd 2005)
and has been validated through different studies, and served as the basis for many job satisfaction
evaluations.

Hagedorn’s (2000) Conceptual Framework of Faculty Job Satisfaction is the basis of this study

as it is a practical framework to apply to a community college study. Hagedorn theorises the
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factors linked to job satisfaction within academia through her ‘Conceptual Framework for
Academic Job Satisfaction’. Hagedorn’s framework and in particular the motivators and
hygienes factors is being influenced by a predominant theory of job satisfaction developed by
Herzberg et al. (1957, 1959); it builds upon Herzberg’s two-factor theory. Hagedorn suggested a
clear account for the application of Herzberg’s two-factor theory to academic work by
combining some factors to the motivator and hygiene factors. Hagedorn modified and expanded
the two-factor theory to account for extra factors (such as demographics, environments, and life-
changing events) by applying the 1993 National Survey of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF: 93)
administered during the 1992-93 academic year (National Center for Education Statistics 1993).
Hagedorn (2000) departs from Herzberg and colleagues’ (1993) work by combining motivators
and hygienes into a single category and separating the influence of workplace relationships and
culture into ‘environment’ category. Hagedorn introduces demographic factors as mediators for
job satisfaction and also theorises the importance of external events and introduces them as

triggers.

Hagedorn’s framework includes two types of constructs that work together to affect job
satisfaction: mediators and triggers. Hagedorn (2000, p.6) defines a mediator as “A variable or
situation that influences (moderates) the relationships between other variables or situations
producing an interaction effect”. She defines a trigger as “A significant life event that may be
either related or unrelated to the job”. According to Hagedorn (2000), there are three types of
mediators: (1) motivators and hygienes such as work itself or recognition; (2) demographics such
as ethnicity or academic discipline; and (3) environmental conditions such as collegial

relationships or student quality or relationships. The framework contains six triggers: (1) change
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in life state; (2) change in family-related or personal circumstances (3) change in rank or tenure

(4) transfer to a new institution; (5) change in perceived justice; and (6) change in mood or

emotional state (Hagedorn 2000). Hagedorn’s model is shown in Figure (2.3). The curved arrow

indicates the feedback complexity between the state of mediators and triggers which will

influence the nature of job satisfaction.

Hagedorn (2000)

Mediators Triggers
Motivators and Demographics Environmental Conditions Change or Transfer
Hygienes
Achievement Gender Collegial relationships Change in life stage
Recognition Ethnicity Student quality or relationships Change in family-related or
Work itself Institutional type Administration personal circumstances
Responsibility Academic discipline Institutional climate or culture Change in rank or tenure
Advancement Transfer to new institution
Balary Change in perceived justice
Change in mood or emotional
state
Job Satisfaction Continuum
Disengagement Acceptance/ Tolerance Appreciation of job

Actively engaged in work

Figure 2.3 Conceptual Framework for Faculty Job Satisfaction (Hagedorn 2000)

Hagedorn’s (2000) variation of Herzberg’s two-factor theory was reputable in research and is

compatible with studying faculty members. Hagedorn’s framework has been employed in

previous studies in the USA (August & Waltman 2004; Bentley et al. 2015; Gardner 2012; Hesli
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& Lee 2013). There are very limited studies as an international comparative research or in

developing countries with the same framework of Hagedorn. Bentley et al. (2015) conducted a

study on academic job satisfaction from an international comparative perspective including 19

countries.

Another Job satisfaction theory applied to this study’s theoretical framework is the Job
Characteristic Model developed by Hackman and Oldham in 1974 (Figure 2.4). They propose
that all types of jobs can be measured through five core job dimensions including skill variety
(the extent to which an individual must use different skills to perform his or her job), task
identity (the extent to which an individual can complete a whole piece of work), task significance
(the extent to which a job impacts others’ lives), autonomy (the freedom an individual has in
carrying out work), and feedback (the extent to which a job imparts information about an
individual’s performance). These work characteristics were expected to increase positive
behavioural (e.g., job performance) and attitudinal (e.g., job satisfaction) outcomes and decrease
negative behavioural outcomes (e.g., absenteeism). In their meta-analytic examination, Fried and
Ferris (1987) found that these five characteristics were strongly related to job satisfaction,
growth satisfaction, and internal work motivation, with weaker relationships to job performance
and absenteeism. Hackman and Oldham’s model has been widely used in studies such as

Astrauskaite et al. (2014).
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Hackman and Oldham (1974)

CORE JOB CRITICAL PERSONAL AND
DIMENSIONS PSYCHOLOGICAL WORK OUTCOMES
STATES
Skill Variety Experienced ) High Internal
Task Identity Meaningfulness Work Motivation
Task Significance of the Work
Experienced High Quality
Autonomy » Responsibility - Work Performance
for Outcomes
of the Work High Satisfaction
with the Work
Knowledge of the
Feedback » Actual Results of
the Work Activities _ Low Absentecism

and Turnover
\EMPLOYEE GROWTH /

NEED STRENGTH

Figure 2.4 The Job Characteristics Model of Work Motivation (Hackman & Oldham 1974)

This study also benefitted from Spector’s (1985) job satisfaction model. Spector (1997) discusses
that job satisfaction affects people’s attitudes towards their jobs and its aspects. Spector (1997)
explains that for researchers to comprehend these attitudes, they also need to apprehend the
complicated and interrelated facets of job satisfaction. A facet of job satisfaction can be
explained as any part of a job that produces feeling of satisfaction or dissatisfaction (Spector
1997). This view can be of use to organisations that aim to recognize employee retention areas
that could be improved (Saari & Judge 2004). The JSS survey was developed by Spector (1985)
to measure general reactions of employees to their job. The nine subscales in the instrument
measure the following sub-constructs: satisfaction with pay, promotion, supervision, benefits,
rewards, operating procedures, co-workers, work itself, and communication (Table 2.2). The
Spector’s Job Satisfaction Scale has been widely used (Giri & Kumar 2010; Hassan et al. 2008;

Sierpe 1999) as a measure of nine dimensions of job satisfaction in human service and as well as
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the measurement of global job satisfaction.

Job Satisfaction Explanation
1. Pay Satisfaction with pay and pay raises
2. Promotion Satisfaction with promotion opportunities
3. Supervision Satisfaction with person’s immediate supervision
4. Benefits Satisfaction with monetary and non-monetary fringe benefits
5. Contingent rewards Satisfaction with appreciation, recognition and rewards for good work
6. Operating procedures  Satisfaction with operating policies and procedures
7. Co-workers Satisfaction with co-workers
8. Nature of work Satisfaction with type of work done
9. Communication Satisfaction with communication within the organization

Table 2.2 Sub-scales of Job Satisfaction Survey (Spector 1985)

2.3.3 Job Satisfaction Variables in This Study

Studies of the higher education sector have used various factors to measure job satisfaction of
academic members. Oshaghbemi (1997) used eight scales to measure satisfaction of faculty in
the UK, namely teaching, research, administration and management, present pay, promotions,
supervision/supervisor behavior, behavior of coworkers and physical/working conditions.
Ssesanga and Garrett (2005) used nine general elements including teaching, research,
governance, remuneration, opportunities for promotion, supervision, co-worker’s behaviour,
working environment and the job in general to measure the academic’s job satisfaction in
Uganda. A study of Chen et al. (2006) used six satisfaction factors, namely organization vision,
respect, result feedback and motivation, management system, pay and benefits and work
environment to measure academic’s job satisfaction in China. August and Waltman (2004) found
that the quantity of publications and presentations was not an important factor for the women
faculty job satisfaction or in Gardner’s (2012) study, the role of environmental conditions such

as collegial relationship was emphasized. In addition, Xu (2008) investigated that the motivation
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factors for faculty of different disciplines are different. For example, faculty in pure sciences is
influenced by some factors including salary, job autonomy, opportunities for advancement, and

external funding.

University academic staff is busy with complex work in an increasingly demanding environment.
They have different assignments to do: to teach, to follow their students, to research etc. In this
complex work environment, they are affected by lots of factors and these can increase or
decrease their job satisfaction. Satisfaction of faculty is demonstrated to be greatly influenced by
the institutional factors, such as leadership, collegial and student relationships, climate and
culture of the institution (Grunwald & Peterson 2003; Hagedorn 2000; Zhou & Volkwein 2004).
In addition, faculty job satisfaction is reported to be influenced significantly with teaching their
subject area, working with students, and collegial relationships in Marston’s (2010) study.

The job aspects that are typically linked to low satisfaction include pay (Oshagbemi 1997;
Oshagbemi 2000), university policies, resource availability, work environment (August &
Waltman 2004; Kelly 1989, Rosser 2004, 2005), and tenure and promotion processes (Bender &
Heywood 2006; Oshagbemi 1997; Tack & Patitu 1992). Or particularly in academic science and
engineering, the three fundamental factors are rewards, reputation and recognition (Welch & Jha
2015). Measuring satisfaction with various elements of the job as well as overall satisfaction,
allows researchers and organizations to find out not only whether people are satisfied with their
jobs but also, more importantly, which parts of the job are related to satisfaction or

dissatisfaction (Hackman & Oldham 1975, Smith et al. 1969; Spector 1985).

According to the results from international comparative studies on factors related to job
satisfaction in different countries such as Bentley et al. (2015), academic job satisfaction is

highly contextual, it is problematic to apply the job satisfaction factors in one context to other
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national contexts or to apply a model from a developed country to a developing country. As a
result, based on the purpose of this study, the most related and appropriate factors/variables of
job satisfaction for faculty in STEM-related fields were selected among all of the related well-
known theories and models to investigate their effects as mediators or moderators on the
relationship between leadership styles of HODs and faculty job satisfaction in STEM-related
fields. Table (2.3) represents all job satisfaction variables following by introducing and

describing each variable.

Faculty Job satisfaction (6 Variables) | Variables

= Work itself
These factors were selected based on = Salary
Hagedorn (2000), Herzberg et al. =  Promotion
(1959), Spector (1985) and = Collegial relationship
Author’s own origination including = Supervision
General job satisfaction (4 items). =  General job satisfaction
Moderators (6 Variables) Variables
= Change in life stage
These factors were selected based on = Change in family related/personal circumstances
Hagedorn (2000) and = Transfer to a new institution

Author’s own origination including

change in perceived justice (3 items). " Change in perceived justice

= Change in mood or emotional state
= Change in rank

items), religious and cultural values

cultural values
(7items), feedback (1 item). )

= Job design (Skill variety, Autonomy, Feedback)

" Mediators (20 Variables) Variables

% = Demographic (Gender, Ethnicity, Institutional type,
,g These factors were selected based on Academic discipline)

g Hagedorn (2000), Herzberg et al. =  Motivators & Hygienes (Achievement, Recognition,
= (51959)’ Hackman & Oldham (1974), Responsibility, Advancement, Working conditions, Job
= pector (1985) and .

§ Author’s own origination including security)

2 | responsibility (3 items), job security (1 * Environmental conditions (Student quality or

& | item), self-esteem (litem), student relationships, Administration, Interpersonal relations,
<2 | quality or relationships (1item), Institutional climate or culture

— | institutional climate or culture (3 = Identity (Need to belong, Self-esteem, Religious and
c

Table 2.3 Job Satisfaction Variables in the Initial Conceptual Framework
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2.3.3.1 Faculty Job Satisfaction Elements

Faculty Job Satisfaction Elements

Eeasieanlipierien Work itself, Salary, Promotion, Collegial

L J

relationship, Supervision, General job

satisfaction

Work itself- A factor shaping faculty job satisfaction is the work itself, which is “A derived
measure comparing the actual proportions of time spent in research and teaching to the desired
time spent in these activities” (Hagedorn 2000). Almost all faculty members describe their work
as involving research, teaching and service and, just as important, most evaluations of faculty
work, whether for yearly performance evaluation, contract renewal or tenure and promotion,
center on these three categories of activities. To measure work itself, this study asked about time
spending on various activities including research, teaching, and internal and external services as
well as feeling about the nature of job. In the last two decades, higher ranked universities require
more research and publication activity of their faculty (Bozeman & Gaughan 2011). Olsen et al.

(1995) found that greater time spent on research improved job satisfaction.

Salary- Hagedorn (2000) defines it as “natural log of salary”. According to Herzberg (1966),
this category includes all sequences of events in which compensation plays a role. Salary
measures achievement and recognition and contributes to job satisfaction. Faculty’s salary not
only measures status and equity in the workplace but also affects faculty’s morale positively or

negatively (Laden & Hagedorn 2000). Salary has also been utilized as a tool to examine position
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and justice as factors that affect job satisfaction (Bender & Heywood 2006; Hagedorn 1996,
2000). Similarly, one might assume that pay motivation is extrinsic and straightforward people
want to be paid more. But in fact, research shows that the amount of pay often is less important
to workers than perceptions in the fairness of pay and the expectation of relationship between
pay and performance (Bozeman & Gaughan 2011; Erez & Isen 2002; Hagedorn 1996; Kalleberg
1977; Whitehouse 2001). This study measured salary through asking questions about the natural
log of salary, feeling about the amount of salary, and feeling about benefits. Hagedorn (2000)
found that job satisfaction levels of employees were greatly influenced by compensation. A
positive relationship between salary and faculty job satisfaction has been proved in many studies

(Ehrenberg et al. 1991; Zhou & Volkwein 2003).

Promotion- Hagedorn (2000) stated that advancement in academia relates to promotion of rank
and achievement of tenure. This study measured promotion through asking questions about the
duration of employment in the current position, satisfaction the chances for promotion and with
the promotion process overall, and the opportunity for promotion (fairly distributed or not). In
Ssesanga and Garret’s (2005) study, the majority of respondents felt that undervaluing of
teaching excellence in the reward system accounted for their misgivings with promotion. That
promotion would lead to an increase in pay it is plausible to deduce that Ugandan deans’
dissatisfaction with promotion is in part, explained by inadequate and erratic pay. In addition, the
respondents’ dissatisfaction with promotion arose inter alia from their being unappreciated and

un-recognised for achievements made, where 58% of the sample felt unhappy.

Supervision-Supervision will be perceived by workers as a major constraint for their work

(Spector 1997). This study measured supervision through asking questions about respondents’
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satisfaction with the supervisor’s competitiveness, willingness to delegate responsibility and
technical ability of the supervisors. In Ssesanga and Garret’s (2005) study, respondents strikingly
were pleased with supervision, an extrinsic aspect of academic work. The data revealed that
supervision satisfaction among Ugandan academics rose proportionately with rank. Many studies
found that supervision has a significant and positive impact on the job satisfaction levels of

faculty such as Cohen and Wills (1985), Pienaar et al. (2007), and Kula & Guler (2014).

Collegial relationships- “Item(s) measuring collegial relationships not available in the data set”
(Hagedorn 2000). One’s interactions and views about one’s colleagues and the department play a
significant role in faculty job satisfaction (August & Waltman 2004; Bozeman & Gaughan 2011;
Hagedorn 1996, 2000; Rosser 2004). Faculty who spend less time working alone and who have a
higher number of collaborators will tend to have higher job satisfaction (Bozeman & Corley
2004). This study measured this factor through asking about feeling of collegial relationships.
According to Hesli and Lee (2013), a more collegial work setting is strongly accompanied by
higher job and professional satisfaction. Such relationships can be sources of support and

networking among faculty members (Hagedorn 1996).

General job satisfaction- This study measured general job satisfaction through asking questions
about academic faculty members’ overall feeling towards their satisfaction of their job including

4 items.
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2.3.3.2 Variables Suggested as Potential Moderators

Moderators (IVs)

Change in life stage

Change in family-related/personal CIRC
Transfer to a new institution

Change in perceived justice

Change in mood or emotional state
Change in rank

Leadership Styles h J * Faculty Job satisfaction

Change in life stage- Hagedorn (2000) defines it as a “sample split into 3 age groups: Young-35
and younger Middle Aged-36 to 54 Senior-55 and over”. Because work and life are
interdependent, the transitions into different life stages play a significant role in job-related
outcomes. This study measured change in life when asking the respondents’ age the way
Hagedorn defines. According to Hagedorn (1994), faculty with twenty-five years or more until
reported retirement (novices) attained satisfaction from the positive relations with the
administration and communication with the students. Faculty between fifteen and twenty years
from reported retirement (mid-careerists) attained satisfaction from appropriate compensation.
Lastly, faculty who will retire in five years or less (disengagers) attained satisfaction from

positive relationships with administration as well as appropriate compensation.

Change in family-related/personal circumstances- Hagedorn (2000) defines that as “sample
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split by marital status: Single, never married Married Separated or divorced”. The birth of a

baby, the death of someone close, marriage, divorce, illness, or other significant events can
greatly change a faculty member’s outlook on both life and work. This study measured the factor
through asking some questions about respondents’ marital status and department supportiveness
of family. According to Sax et al. (2002) and Bozeman and Gaughan (2011), married faculty
expressed higher levels of job satisfaction than did their unmarried colleagues. Balancing work
and family is a known issue in academia and a major concern for faculty of all disciplines
(Mason & Goulden 2002; Rosser & Daniels 2004). It is a more serious concern for faculty in
STEM-related fields because of the nature of the field such as long work hours, and frequent
travel (Mason & Ekman 2007; Monroe et al. 2008). Rosser and Daniels (2004, p.144) state, “The
issue of balancing work with family responsibilities is the most pervasive and persistent
challenge facing female science and engineering faculty members, spanning the variables of

time, type of institution, and discipline”.

Transfer to a new institution - “Sample split between: At institution, less than 4 years, At
institution 10 years or longer” (Hagedorn 2000). This study measured transfer to a new
institution through asking about the duration of employment in the current institution of each
respondent. According to Harrigan (1999, p.1): “If all faculty were hired and retained until
retirement after thirty years of service, we would expect an equilibrium turnover rate of about
one-third of the faculty every ten years or 3.3 percent per year. An alternative hypothetical
university, which hired all [of] its faculty on probation and which denied tenure to all of them in
their seventh year, would have an equilibrium turnover rate of one-seventh or 14.3 percent per
year. Thus, we would expect the ‘normal’ turnover rate to fall somewhere between these two

extremes”. Single institution studies usually report migration levels that are consistent with
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Harrigan’s estimates. It is an unwritten but well-known truism among faculty that the most
facilitated path to a promotion in rank or a substantial raise in pay may be an offer from another
institution. Regardless of the reasons behind moving, the environment switch will always mean
new surroundings, responsibilities, students, colleagues, and adapting. Faculty who come from
other institutions may experience a sense of culture shock, particularly in regard to new
colleagues, new students, new institutional missions, and new responsibilities (Hagedorn 2000).

Thus, like the other triggers, a change in institutions results in movement on the continuum.

Change in perceived justice- “Sample split by responses regarding observations of gender and

ethnic prejudice: Low,/High” (Hagedorn 2000). This study measured change in perceived

justice through asking questions of gender discrimination and the respondents’ feeling towards
that. In the two related studies of female college faculty (Hagedorn 1996), a highly significant
relationship was found between gender-based wage differentials and multiple measures of
satisfaction. There were significant relationships between job satisfaction and intent to remain in
academia with gender-equitable salary structures than to level of salary. More dissatisfaction was
felt when females recognized their salary to be less than their male colleagues compared to when
all faculty were not paid much. Equity regarding salary levels is only one area of discrimination
that can cause dissatisfaction. Promotion, hiring, awarding of tenure, and nomination for awards
are other areas of discrimination (Hagedorn 2000). A sudden realization of inequity serves as a
strong trigger and is likely to cause a strong reaction followed by a significant move on the
satisfaction continuum. According to Hagedorn (1996), the findings indicates that as gender
based wage differentials increased, global job satisfaction of female faculty decreased. Hesli &
Lee (2013) states that although it is denied by many, discrimination does exist within the

profession.
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Change in mood or emotional state - “Items measuring change in mood or emotional state not
available” (Hagedorn 2000). Change in mood or emotional state has been found to play a strong
role in satisfaction (Hagedorn 2000). This study measured change in mood or emotional state
through asking questions of the overall emotional well-being of the faculty members. This
trigger is related to affective disposition, such as mood or a tendency towards a fixed emotional
phase. Although baffling and complex, emotions are important in all personal and social
endeavors in work attitudes (lzard et al. 1984; Young 1996). While the institution cannot majorly
affect mood or character, a recent study of job applicants revealed that 20-30% of the variance in
work performance and attitudes was directly influenced by preexisting personality factors
(Furnham et al. 1999). Supporting this finding is another recent inquiry that reported a high level
of association between job satisfaction and mood (Weiss et al.1999). Positive mood is associated
with positive outcomes, including better job satisfaction (Connolly & Viswesvaran 2000), and
improved performance (Cropanzano & Wright 2001). Thus, mood is a pivotal variable that is

strongly responsible for one’s location on the job satisfaction continuum.

Change in rank-Hagedorn (2000) defines change in rank as “sample split between: Recently

promoted [n rank for more than 5 years”. Baldwin and Blackburn (1990, p. 20) wrote

“Professors change as they progress through the faculty ranks and as their careers place different
demands on them”. A change in rank causes a change in perspective on the position,
expectations, and responsibility. This study measured change in rank through asking questions
about being promoted in the last 5 years. Many studies have been reported a positive relationship
between rank and job satisfaction (Eyupoglu & Saner 2009; Hesli & Lee 2013; Okpara et al.

2005; Oshagbemi 1997; Tack & Patitu 1992).
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2.3.3.3 Variables Suggested as Potential Mediators

Leadership styles Faculty Job satisfaction

Mediators
Demographic (Gender, Ethnicity, Institutional type, Academic discipline)
Motivators & Hygienes (Achievement, Recognition, Contingent rewards,
Responsibility, Advancement, Working conditions, Job security)
Environmental conditions (Student quality or relationships,
Administration, Interpersonal relations, Institutional climate or culture)
Identity (Need to belong, Self-esteem, Religious and cultural values)
Job design (Skill variety, Autonomy, Feedback)

2.3.3.3.1 Demographic

Ample evidence in the literature supports the important role of demographics in job satisfaction
(Bullers 1999; Hagedorn 1994, 1996; Olsen et al. 1995; Smart 1990). Demographics, unlike the
other hypothesized mediators, are stable and constant during the career. However, in some
studies (Bentley et al. 2015) most of the results for the demographic variables were weak and
insignificant. The weakness of these variables suggest that demographics play only a minor role
in predicting job satisfaction when compared to the other clusters of variables in Hagedorn’s
framework (Bozeman & Gaugham 2011; Bentley et al. 2015). Demographic includes the

following 4 variables:

Gender- Hagedorn (2000) defines gender as a “Dichotomous variable indicating male or
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female”. Although gender is one of the most commonly researched demographics, the evidence
remains mixed and inconclusive with regard to the effects of gender on job satisfaction
(Hagedorn 2000). The effects of gender on job satisfaction cannot be understood without
considering the effects of rank, tenure status, salary, family status and work-family conflict. This
study measured the effect of gender on job satisfaction by asking respondents’ of being male or
female. The majority of studies that focus on faculty satisfaction have examined the relationship
between satisfaction and gender (August & Waltman 2004; Bilimoria et al. 2006; Callister 2006;
Hagedorn 2000; Sax et al. 2002). Most of these studies have reported that male faculty are more
satisfied than females in overall levels of job satisfaction (e.g., Bilimoria et al. 2006; Callister
2006; Hult et al. 2005; Hagedorn 1996; Seifert & Umbach 2008). However, other studies (e.g.,
Hesli & Lee 2013; Okpara et al. 2005; Oshagbemi 1997; Sabharwal & Corley 2009; Ward &
Sloane 2000) did not report any noticeable systematic discrepancies between male and female

faculty members in overall levels of job satisfaction.

Ethnicity- Hagedorn (2000) defines ethnicity as “Two dichotomous variables indicating if
African American or Hispanic”. This study measured ethnicity by asking the country(ies) of
citizenship. Although relatively few studies of academic faculty have focused on race (Bender &
Heywood 2006), the very few studies available have found that white faculty members tend to
feel more satisfied (Seifert & Umbach 2008). In addition, literature suggest that both intrinsic
and extrinsic dimensions of job satisfaction (financial and career, convenience, and relationships
with co-workers), are lower for females and faculty of color than for their male and White
colleagues. Some studies have noted that faculty members of color are more involved in teaching
and service activities than research, which can cause a decrease in productivity and opportunities

to obtain tenure (Toutkoushian 1999).
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Institutional type- Hagedorn (2000) defines it as “Carnegie designation”. Faculty who work at
Carnegie Research | or Il universities have higher levels of satisfaction than those who work at
other types of universities (Sabharwal & Corley 2009). Institutional type, as a variable, defines
institutional control (public vs. private), mission (teaching focused vs. research focused),
organizational structures, and goals (Gardner 2012). This study considered kind of university
based on being as a private, federal, or other. Previous studies reported that those who work in
top ranked departments and/or in private organisations normally have higher levels of job and

professional satisfaction (Ethington et al. 1989; Sabharwal & Corley 2009).

Academic discipline- This factor is “Categorized by Biglan type (hard/soft, pure/applied,
life/nonlife)” (Hagedorn 2000). The Biglan (1973) classification is one of the more widely
accepted models of disciplinary classification because of the number of studies done to
empirically validate it; Biglan’s clustering of academic disciplines in three dimensions. There
has been limited literature on how academic discipline affects faculty job satisfaction. Xu (2008,
p.56) stated, “Academic specialties of university faculty determine their professional values and
concerns, which in turn exert direct and distinctive impact on their turnover intentions”. This
study measured the role of academic discipline through asking the main teaching disciplines, the
field of specialization, and the degrees. The classification of all 13 disciplines were based on
Biglan (1973) and all categorized as being in Hard disciplines. There are many studies
emphasized the important role of disciplines in job satisfaction such as Etzkowitz et al. (2000),
Fox (2001), Shapira and Griffith (1990) and Ward and Sloane (2000). However, there is no
strong theory suggesting that field affects job satisfaction and, moreover, the selection effects are
likely too complex to accommodate in a study based on questionnaire data (Bozeman &

Gaugham 2011). It is worthwhile mentioning that, Hagedorn did not find academic discipline as
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an essential factor of job satisfaction.

2.3.3.3.2 Motivators and Hygienes

Motivators and hygienes include the following 6 variables:

Achievement- Hagedorn (2000) defines achievement as the “number of publications and
presentations”. In Hagedorn’s framework, publications represent achievement, which leads to
increase job satisfaction. Herzberg et al. (1959) identified achievement, as the “opposite of
failure and the absence of achievement”. Researchers can recognize job achievement through
accomplishments, resolutions, work evidence, and the results of one’s work (Herzberg et al.
1959). This study measured achievement through factors including number of publications (e.g.,
articles, books, presentations) in the last 5 years and respondents’ feeling of accomplishment.
Productivity, in terms of research and publication, is reported as a predictor of faculty job
satisfaction (August & Waltman 2004; Blackburn & Lawrence 1995; Hagedorn 2000; Lahey &

Vihtelic 2000; Olsen et al. 1995; Sabharwal & Corley 2009).

Faculty in the disciplines of natural sciences, engineering and the health sciences have higher
expectations for publications (Parveen 2009). Faculty members who spend more time teaching
than researching are more likely to be less satisfied (Bender & Heywood 2006; Liu 2001; Olsen
et al. 1995; Sabharwal & Corley 2009). On the other side, the findings in August and Waltman’s
(2004) investigated achievement by examining professional productivity for female faculty, they
found that there is not a significant relationship between the number of publications and

presentations and faculty job satisfaction.

Recognition- Hagedorn (2000) defines recognition as “Measure indicating chairperson status
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and engagement in funded or creative endeavors”. According to Herzberg, et al. (1959),
recognition at work is an intrinsic factor that positively impacts job satisfaction. The source of
the recognition can be almost anyone from the supervisor to the general public, and the act can
involve any type of notice: praise and blame can both be categorized as recognition. This study
measured the recognition based on the leader status and rewards toward a good job. Faculty who
are satisfied with recognition and rewards are more motivated which results in higher
productivity (Appelbaum et al. 2005). Herzberg et al. (1959) and Hagedorn (2000) claimed that
recognition and achievement have the strongest relationships with positive job attitudes. On the
other hand, Bentley et al. (2015) found that additional research publications had no significant

relationship with faculty job satisfaction.

In STEM-related fields, recognition from colleagues is the basic form of success (Welch & Jha
2015). All other forms of success such as monetary compensation, advancement in hierarchy and
rank, and enlarged access to human and material scientific capital derive from recognition
(Stephan 2004). Therefore, scientists share their knowledge with colleagues and in turn receive
recognition. Previous studies have found that recognition and rewards are primary sources of
satisfaction among academic faculty (Hagedorn 1994; Mamiseishvili 2011). Leahey (2007)
argues that recognition and research visibility are obtained when others are familiar with a
faculty member’s research and think highly of his or her intellectual contribution. Alternatively,

perceived lack of recognition may lead to lower levels of satisfaction.

Responsibility- It is defined as the “number of committees served and chaired” by Hagedorn
(2000). Herzberg et al. (1959) discuss that responsibility is the group of events from which a
person derives satisfaction, such as the responsibility of one’s work or the work of others. This

study measured the responsibility asking about the number of committees chaired or served in
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the last five years, feeling about responsibilities, and attitude regarding the main responsibilities.
Several studies have reported that responsibility and job satisfaction have a positive effect on
each other (Bowen 1980; Bowen & Radhakrisha 1991; Herzberg et al. 1959; Padilla-Velez
1993). On the other hand, Moxley (1977) reported that responsibility is related to job
dissatisfaction and other studies found that responsibility and job satisfaction have no effect on
each other (Cano & Miller 1992; Castillo et al. 1998). According to August and Waltman (2004),
there are some limitations for women; they tend to be excluded from important committees and

decision-making.

Advancement- Hagedorn (2000) defines advancement as “Derived measure calculated from
time in rank”. Advancement in academia includes a promotion of rank or the accomplishment of
tenure (Hagedorn 2000). Eyupoglu and Saner (2009) reported that there were significant
relationships between the facets of advancement including compensation, co-workers, and
variety with academic rank suggesting that extrinsic satisfaction is dependent on rank. Herzberg
defines the advancement factor as an actual change in the status or position of a faculty member.
This study measured advancement through asking questions about academic position and
chances for advancement. Previous studies have reported that faculty members who are of color,
female, and foreign-born have struggled and labored to move forward within the ranks of
academia (Corley & Sabharwal 2007; Hagedorn 1996; Laden & Hagedorn 2000; Perna 2003;

Turner & Myers 2000).

Working conditions-Knowing how to use a positive work environment to increase employee
satisfaction and reduce turnover is a key to developing a high-performance workforce. A number
of scholars, such as Herzberg (1968) and Spector (2008), have stated that the work environment

has a significant effect on the level of (dis)satisfaction of employees. This study measured
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working conditions through asking questions of working as a full-time or part-time employer and
the first job in higher education. In Parsons and Broadbride’s (2006) study, the main findings
support Herzberg’s theory in that the managers exhibit high levels of satisfaction with intrinsic
factors (e.g., variety and challenge of the job, high degree of control) and lower levels of
satisfaction with extrinsic factors (e.g., pay, job status, working conditions). In fact, the primary
determinants of job dissatisfaction are extrinsic factors (hygienes) including working conditions
(Herzberg, 1959). However, Pinder (1998) claims that hygiene factors, like salary, interpersonal
relations and working conditions may also act as motivators; the two-factor theory has been
criticized for not considering the individual difference of needs and values when describing work

motivation (Parsons & Broadbride 2006; Tietjen & Myers 1998).

Job security-Job security is also an essential facet for academicians in institutions of higher
learning. The more secure the job is, the more satisfied the academicians are with their job.
Dhanapal et al. (2013), Khalid and Irshad (2010) as well as Khalid et al. (2012) stated that
employees of public sector are more satisfied with their job security as compared to private
sector. It is natural for an employee to seek a new job when he is unsatisfied with his current job
due to lack of security. This study measured job security through asking questions of faculty
members’ beliefs and feeling about their job security. If people do not feel secure in terms of
their job, they pay a great deal of attention to remunerations such as salary, fringe benefits,
allowances, recognition, and financial rewards. The findings of a study in the UAE found that the
employees have a strong emphasis on salary and incentives in which one of the main reason is
about a very low job security (Aksu & Aktas 2005), particularly for non-UAE nationals

(Budhwar & Mellahi 2007).
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2.3.3.3.3 Environmental Conditions

Environmental conditions include the following 4 variables:

Student quality or relationships (students)- Hagedorn (2000) defines it as “Satisfaction with
student quality”. This study measured this factor through asking about satisfaction about quality
of students and relationship with them. August and Waltman (2004) found that the quality of
relations with students is among the best predictors of overall satisfaction. However, some
studies, for example studies in Australia, present that that the quality of academic-student
relations has arguably decreased since the massification of Australian higher education has
increased student numbers and diversity, and declined student funding (Mclnnis 2003; Moodie
2008). The general view that student preparation is reducing can be back-traced to at least the
late 1970s in Australia. (Harman & Meek 2007). Many academics find it difficult to teach a
larger, more diverse, and less academically prepared student group (Bentley et al. 2015). One of
the main dimensions of job satisfaction is satisfaction with quality of students (Smart 1990;

Rosser 2005).

Administration- Hagedorn (2000) defines administration as the “measure of satisfaction with
administrative decisions”. This study measured the administration factor through asking
questions about policies and communications between management and academics. These
policies should include all academics equally, however, in Aguirre et al.’s (1994) study, women
faculty felt excluded from important decision making at the administrative level of academia.

This can act as an obstacle to women and other underrepresented faculty members (Aguirre
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2000; Jayakumar et al. 2009). Gardner (2012) noted the lack of support from the administration

that was a recurring theme could be problematic.

Interpersonal Relations-This is a hygiene factor that is defined by Herzberg (1959) as the
relationship between peers, subordinates and superiors. Relationships with colleagues, students
and administrators can significantly impact faculty job satisfaction (Hagedorn 2000). This study
measured interpersonal relationships through asking questions of faculty members’ feeling of
their relationships with administrators and the ways that administrators supports them. This
relationship is significant to job (dis)satisfaction. Gross and Napior (1967) found relationships
with superiors, relationships with subordinates, and relationships with peers as the significant job
dissatisfiers. According to Tsitmideli et al. (2017), the main factor that impacts on job
satisfaction and employee performance is the developed relationship between the supervisor and

subordinates.

Institutional climate or culture- Hagedorn (2000) defines it as “measures of perceived
improvement in various aspects of the college”. Perceptions on the culture and climate of the
organisation can greatly impact job satisfaction of faculty members (Hagedorn 2000). In higher
education, culture is defined as “the collective, mutually shaping patterns of norms, values,
practices, beliefs, and assumptions that guide the behaviour of individuals and groups” (Kuh &
Whitt 1988, p. 12). These norms, values, practices, beliefs, and assumptions can serve a
development for faculty members or serve as obstacles to them. This study asked the respondents
some questions about their satisfaction in various aspects of the institute to measure institutional

climate or culture variable. Several studies reported that faculty job satisfaction can be greatly
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influenced by institutional factors such as leadership, collegial and student relationships, climate
and culture of the university (Grunwald & Peterson 2003; Hagedorn 2000; Zhou & Volkwein
2004). August and Waltman (2004) found that one of the best predictors of overall satisfaction

was departmental climate.

2.3.3.3.4 Identity

Identity includes the following 3 variables:

Need to belong- The need to belong is the motivation to have positive, constant, and meaningful
interactions and relationships with other people (Baumeister & Leary 1995). This study
measured need to belong through asking questions about faculty members’ need and feeling
towards the belongingness motivation regarding their job. The need to belong is a significant
predictor of women’s intention to leave STEM-related fields jobs, and it has been emphasized as
an important factor of success and retention in STEM-related fields (Dasgupta 2011; Good et al.
2012; Walton & Cohen 2011). People ask themselves “do I belong?” in deciding whether to
enter, continue, or abandon relationships, for socially stigmatized individuals, certainly, this

question may be visited and revisited (Walton & Cohen 2007).

Strong reactions may occur when others threaten one’s need to belong through rejection,
ostracism, stigmatization, and other signs, which indicate that others do not have interest in
building relationships (Leary & Allen 2011). Moreover, individuals who belong to
disadvantaged groups find themselves in situations where their abilities are in doubt, for
instance, in high-stakes academic or professional environments, the need to belong is likely to
play an important role (Dasgupta 2011). The need to belong might influence behaviours and

career choices (Baumeister & Leary 1995; MacDonald & Leary 2005). For example, Richman et
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al. (2011) argued that the need to belong was an important indicator of prosperous careers among

female professors who successfully pursued their STEM careers.

Self-esteem- self-esteem is defined as “the degree to which an individual believes him/herself to
be capable, significant, and worthy as an organizational member” and is labeled organization-
based self-esteem (OBSE) (Pierce et al. 1989, p. 625). Self-esteem refers to a feeling of personal
self-worth (Crocker & Major 1989). This study measured self-esteem through asking questions
about faculty members’ feeling of personal self-worth. Self-esteem has been one of the most
studied individual characteristics in personality psychology over the past several decades
(Baumeister 1999). Low self-esteem is associated with a broad assortment of personal and social
problems; high self-esteem is associated with dramatic improvements in many aspects of human

life (Baumeister 1999).

In fact, previous researchers found that individuals with high self-esteem had a greater
persistence in spite of failure, suggesting that self-esteem facilitated resilience (Shrauger &
Rosenberg 1970). Self-esteem related to turnover intentions, job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, motivation, and performances (Greenhaus & Badin 1974; Pierce & Gardner 2004).
Similarly, Gardner and Pierce (2001) found a negative relationship between self-esteem and
turnover intentions. Specifically, employees who believed that their companies view them as
important had a tendency to report low levels of turnover intentions. Lee (2013) found self-

esteem as one of the critical predictors for men and women in STEM-related fields.

Religious and Cultural Values- The UAE society is strongly influenced by religion and culture
so this study measured the probable impact of religious and cultural values on faculty job

satisfaction in higher education through asking some questions. Those cultural values questions
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were designed to fit the particular culture of the UAE. Religion has a huge impact on Arab’s
every day behaviour (Ali & Al-Owaihan 2008; Hesselgrave & Rommen 2003; Loosemore & Al-
Muslmani 1999). In addition, families are very close in the Arab countries and family loyalty is
extremely important (Feghali 1997; Hesselgrave & Rommen 2003; Nydell 2006). Therefore,
religion and family are some of the core values in the UAE which can influence the faculty job
satisfaction. Many studies confirmed that the levels of individuals’ job satisfaction who are from
different cultures are fairly dissimilar (Jain et al. 1979; Lincoln & Kalleberg 1985; Yavas et al.

1990).

2.3.3.3.5 Job Design

Job design includes the following 3 variables:

Skill variety- “The degree to which a job requires a variety of different activities in carrying

out the work, which involve the use of a number of different skills and talents of the employee.”
(Hackman & Oldham 1974). When a task requires a person to engage in activities that challenge
or stretch his skills and abilities, that task almost invariably is experienced as meaningful by the
individual and that individual may find the job of great significance even it is not in any absolute
sense (Hackman & Oldham 1976). This study measured skill variety through asking questions of
the requested skills. Fried and Ferries (1987) discussed the consistence of the relationship
between skill variety and job satisfaction. If organisations select to develop skill variety,
autonomy, and job feedback the performance in the organisations will be increased, the
absenteeism may be reduced. In addition, attitudinal or psychological outcomes could be

improved by focusing primarily on skill variety, task significance, autonomy, and job feedback
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(Fried & Ferries 1987).

Autonomy- “The degree to which the job provides substantial freedom, independence, and

discretion of the employee in scheduling the work and in determining the procedures to be used
in carrying it out.” (Hackman & Oldham, 1974). Job autonomy is an important job resource that
is characterized by the extent to which the job allows individuals to decide and choose how to
plan their assignments and accomplish them (Hackman & Oldham 1975; Parker et al. 2001). The
individual should feel strong personal responsibility for the success and failures that occur on the
job. The outcomes greatly depend on the individual’s efforts, initiatives, and decisions rather
than on the exactness of given instructions from the boss or a manual of job procedures
(Hackman & Oldham 1976). This study measured autonomy through asking questions about

faculty members’ satisfaction of freedom they have.

Across a wide range of studies, job satisfaction has been shown to significantly correlate with job
performance, with the highest correlation found in jobs requiring complexity and autonomy
(Judge et al. 2001). The findings in Gozukara & Colakoglu’s (2016) study, showed that
autonomy at workplace enhances the satisfaction levels of employees. In addition, many
researchers such as Blegen (1993), Hackman and Oldham (1980), Fried and Ferris (1987), Lee
(1998), and Pousette and Hansen (2002) reported that there is a positive relationship between job
autonomy and job satisfaction. Siddique et al. (2011) found that leadership styles which provide
higher autonomy and involvement in the decision making are the preferred leadership styles of

the faculty.

Feedback- The job characteristic that fosters knowledge of results is feedback which is defined

as follows “The degree to which carrying out the work activities required by the job results in
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the employee obtaining direct and clear information about the effectiveness of his or her

performance” or “The degree to which the employee receives clear information about his or her

performance from supervisors or from co-workers”. (Hackman & Oldham 1974). This study

measured feedback through asking questions about faculty members’ satisfaction of the provided
feedback from supervisors. The relation between these job characteristics and job satisfaction is
consistent as summarized by a meta-analysis conducted by Fried and Ferris (1987). In addition,
because job feedback is associated with all of the psychological and behavioural measures
investigated, the development of this task dimension potentially could benefit the organization
more than the development of any one of the remaining task dimensions. Church (2000) found
that managers who received more favorable multisource feedback had lower turnover and higher

service quality in their workgroups.

2.4 Relationship between Leadership Styles and Job Satisfaction

The spirit of leadership is shown by followers; without followers, there is no leadership. So, it is
crucial for leaders to undertake a suitable leadership style that would enhance the job satisfaction
of their followers. In universities, the administrators who aim to increase their university’s
effectiveness and validity wisely look for the factors for satisfying their faculty as a vital
approach to assist in their overall functioning. Two fundamental factors for organisational
success are effective leadership and employee job satisfaction (Kelali & Narula 2015). Since
leadership styles may cause faculty satisfaction or dissatisfaction (Al-Omari 2008; Amin et al.
2013) and different leadership styles have different impact on job satisfaction (Chen &

Silverthorne 2005), the adoption of an appropriate leadership style is critical.
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Many studies in the business context show a significant relationship between leadership styles
and employee job satisfaction. These studies have often employed a quantitative research
approach in for their investigations, for example, Frooman et al.’s (2012) study, in which the
data were collected from 120 employees of a national mail delivery company in the US. A
number of studies in higher education have focused that the satisfaction of faculty is generally
greatly influenced by the leadership of the university. These studies have often employed a
quantitative approach for their research investigations. For example, Leary et al.’s (1999) study,
in which the data were collected from 165 full-time faculty members at 11 public institutions of
higher education in the state of West Virginia; Sadeghi and Lope Pihie’s (2013) study, in which
the data were collected from lecturers from three of the leading Research Universities in
Malaysia; and Bateh and Heyliger (2014), in which data were collected from 104 full-time
faculty members who taught at a single institution in the State University System of Florida.
Only Duong’s (2014) study employed a mixed methods approach in which the data were
collected through a survey from 200 faculty members and an e-mail interview with 10 out of 200
of the academics working full-time in the five member universities of Vietnam National
Universities. In terms of the studies that have found a significant relationship between
transformational leadership and transactional leadership with faculty job satisfaction, they also
have utilized a quantitative approach. For instance, Chen’s (2004) study, in which the data were
collected from 286 nursing faculty members on Taiwan; Webb’s (2009) study, in which the data
were collected from 223 vice-presidents and chief officers from 104 member CCCU institutions;
and Hamidifar’s study (2009), in which the data were collected from 386 non-teaching
employees at IAU branches in Iran who have worked for at least one year or more either as

administrators, human resources staff or librarians.
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2.4.1 Relationship between Leadership Styles and Job satisfaction: Literatures in Business,
Industry, and Health Care System

There is a number of studies that have examined the relationship between leadership styles and
job satisfaction; however, most of them have been studies extensively in business, industry or the
health care system. For example, Awamleh et al. (2005) investigated the transformational
leadership style and its direct effect on job satisfaction and employees’ performance in UAE
banking. The results of this study show that leadership styles of transactional and
transformational have a significantly positive effect on employees’ job satisfaction and
performance. Cetin et al. (2012) investigated the different leadership styles and communicative
skills of top Turkish bank employees and the effect their leadership has on the lower-level
employees’ work ethic and motivation. The empirical findings of this study show that there is a
strong relationship between transactional leadership style and communicative skills with job
satisfaction. However, there is not any clear influence of individualized and transformational

leadership styles on bank employees’ job satisfaction.

In addition, Long et al. (2014) investigated different aspects of transformational leadership on
job satisfaction in a governmental company in Malaysia. Findings of this study show that among
the transformational leadership criteria only the individualized consideration has a significant
effect on job satisfaction. Baysaka and Yener (2015) studied leadership styles and job
satisfaction among hospital employees in Istanbul. Results of this study show that there is a weak
relationship between leadership style and perceived satisfaction. Furthermore, Frooman and his
colleagues (2012) examined transformational and passive avoidant leadership as determinants of

absenteeism. They noticed that transformational leadership decreases illegitimate absenteeism,
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while passive avoidant leadership elevates it, and transformational leadership positively predicts

job satisfaction, while passive avoidant leadership negatively does so.

2.4.2 Relationship between Leadership Styles and Job satisfaction: Literatures in Higher

Education

In an educational setting, the satisfaction of faculty is generally greatly influenced by leadership
of the university (Chen et al. 2006; Duong 2014; Grunwald & Peterson 2003; Hagedorn 2000;
Leary et al. 1999; Sadeghi et al. 2012; Zhou & Volkwein 2004). In a review, Kelali and Narula
(2015) synthesized studies for the link between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction.
They found a strong and significant relationship between leadership styles and faculty job
satisfaction. Furthermore, transformational leadership is the dominant leadership style among

transactional and laissez-faire.

Most of the research on leadership styles of academic administrators and how they affect
employees’ job satisfaction in higher education has been conducted in Western countries. These
studies mostly emphasize that there is a positive significant relationship between
transformational leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction, whereas, there is a negative
relationship between laissez-faire and job satisfaction. However, transactional leadership showed
a different relationship in those contexts. For example, Bateh and Heyliger (2014) investigated
the influence of three leadership styles as a predictor of job satisfaction in a state university in
Florida. The results yielded that faculty members who recognized either transformational
leadership or transactional leadership as the dominant leadership style had increased job
satisfaction. However, faculty members who found passive leadership dominant had reduced job

satisfaction.
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Stumpf (2003) also studied this relationship in North Carolina and stated that transformational
leadership along with the first two components of transactional leadership including contingent
rewards and management by exception active were positively linked to overall job satisfaction,
whereas the third component of transactional leadership, management by exception passive and
laissez-faire were negatively related to the work attitude mentioned above. In addition, Web
(2009) investigated the leadership behaviours of presidents of Christian colleges and universities
in North America and the he combination of transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire
leadership behaviours that are significant predictors of job satisfaction among followers. Web
found that attributed charisma, individual consideration, and contingent reward were significant
predictors of followers’ job satisfaction. However, management-by-exception (active) was a
significant negative predictor of job satisfaction. Brown and Moshavi (2002) investigated the
faculty reactions to transformational and contingent reward leadership by department chairs in
the US. Findings indicated that the idealized influence (charisma) component of transformational
leadership was significantly more predictive of desired organizational outcomes than has been

reported in other setting. Surprisingly, contingent reward was not predictive in this setting.

Although many studies have investigated faculty job satisfaction and dissatisfaction in developed
countries, little is investigated it in developing countries. Because both the leadership styles and
job satisfaction factors are highly contextual, the achieved results in western countries cannot be
applied in developing countries without modifications (Little 1996; Rodwell 1998; Welch & Jha
2015). The findings in Sadeghi and Lope Pihie’s (2013) study in in Malaysian RUs revealed that
inspirational motivation and idealized influence are the most used practices of transformational
leadership by HODs and realized that transformational leadership enhances lecturers’ job

satisfaction more than other styles. The HOD exhibit transformational leadership fairly often,

66



transactional leadership sometimes and laissez-faire every once in a while, as perceived by
lecturers. A study from Taiwan (Chen 2004) showed a moderate job satisfaction through nursing
faculty. They were more satisfied with their dean who practiced the transformational leadership

style of individual consideration and the transactional style of contingent reward.

Hamidifar (2009) examined this relationship in Iran and claimed that active leadership including
transformational and transactional was significantly correlated with job satisfaction, while
passive leadership styles were highly and negatively correlated with job satisfaction. In Dastoor
et al.’s (2003) study from a Thai context results showed that the transformational leadership has
a more positive relationship with faculty job satisfaction than transactional, and laissez-faire has
the least effects on faculty job satisfaction of faculty. In addition, contingent rewards and active
management by exception of the transactional leadership styles showed a significant positive
relationship with job satisfaction and the passive management by exception showed a significant
negative relationship. Sakiru et al. (2014) investigated the relationship between leadership styles
(transformational, transactional, laissez-faire) and job satisfaction, determined the common
leadership style that is commonly used by the Head of the Department, and determined the level
of job satisfaction among the lecturers. The result obtained in Sakiru et al.’s (2014) study
revealed that the lecturers’ job satisfaction in a public university in Nogeria is significantly

dependent on HODs’ leadership styles.

Amin et al. (2013) investigated the interaction between leadership styles (transformational,
transactional and laissez-faire) and faculty job satisfaction (intrinsic, extrinsic, and overall) in a
public university in Pakistan. The findings underscore an important link between the group of

independent variables and the faculty’s intrinsic, extrinsic, and overall job satisfaction. There
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was a strong positive relationship between transformational leadership and the faculty’s intrinsic,
extrinsic and overall job satisfaction. However, this relationship was weak positive and
insignificant between laissez-faire and faculty’s intrinsic, extrinsic and overall job satisfaction
and this relationship was weak, negative and insignificant between transactional leadership and
faculty’s intrinsic, extrinsic and overall job satisfaction. There are some more studies that
confirm the positive association between department chair’s transformational leadership
behaviours with faculty satisfaction with the department chair and perceptions of organizational

effectiveness (Brown & Moshavi 2002; Czech & Forward 2010).

Reviewing the studies examining the effectiveness of different leadership styles and its impact
on job satisfaction in higher education affirmed that the most prominent leadership style was
transformational, followed by transactional. A number of the studies have concluded that a
combination of the two leadership styles is ideal for maintaining employees’ or faculty members’
job satisfaction. Yukl and Van Fleet (1992, p.176) noted “Bass views transformational and
transactional leadership as distinct but not mutually exclusive processes”. Judge and Piccolo
(2004) in their meta-analysis study found that transformational and transactional leadership had
positive effects on job satisfaction, and that the profound connection between these styles makes
distinguishing their effects difficult. As a result, the most effective leaders use both
transformational and transactional leadership and transactional leadership can serve as a
foundation for building transformational leadership (Bass & Riggio 2006). There are no research
studies on HODs’ leadership styles in relation to faculty satisfaction globally and in the UAE in

STEM-related fields.
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2.4.3 Indirect Relationship between Leadership Styles and Job satisfaction: Literatures

including Moderators and Mediators’ Impacts on this Relationship

In terms of the indirect effects of leadership styles on faculty job satisfaction through moderators
and mediators, all of the reviewed studies employed a quantitative approach for their research
investigations. For example, Rokhman and Hassan’s (2012) study, in which the data collected
from 370 employees in 60 institutions of Islamic microfinance in Indonesia; Tsaia et al.’s (2009)
study, in which the data were collected from 282 employees and their immediate supervisors in
10 insurance companies in Taiwan; Saleem’s (2015) study, in which the data were collected
from 217 teachers teaching in public sector universities of Lahore, Pakistan; Braun et al.’s (2013)
study, in which the data were collected from 360 employees from 39 academic teams at a large
German research university; Yousef’s ( 2000) study, in which the data were collected from 430
employees at major organisations in the UAE; Kimura’s (2012) study, in which the data were
collected from a sample of 200 employees working in Japanese companies; and in Zhu et al.’s
(2013) study, in which the data collected from 318 supervisor-subordinate dyads from a

manufacturing organization located in mainland China.

The research shows the impact of leadership on job satisfaction whether directly or through
moderating and mediating factors. There is no research study that has until now been conducted
to investigate the moderating and mediating roles of any factor between HODs leadership styles
and job satisfaction in STEM-related fields. Therefore, in this section, some of the more related
studies were reviewed. Most of them have been studied in business, and industry setting and few

studies following studied in higher education setting.

Yousef’s (2000) study was conducted to investigate the potential mediating role of
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organizational commitment in the relationships of leadership behaviour with the work outcomes
of job satisfaction and job performance in the UAE. He also examined the moderating effects of
national culture on the relationships of leadership behaviour with organizational commitment,
job satisfaction and job performance in such a setting. The findings showed that those who
perceive their superiors as adopting consultative or participative leadership behaviour are more
committed to their organizations, more satisfied with their jobs, and their performance is high.
Also, national culture can moderate the relationship of leadership behaviour with job satisfaction.
Tsai et al. (2009) examined the mediating role played by employee positive mood on the
relationship between transformational leadership and employee work outcomes in Taiwan.
Results showed that transformational leadership both directly influenced employee task
performance and helping coworker behaviour and had an indirect effect through employee
positive moods. Yang (2014) evaluated the influence of leadership style and employee trust in
their leaders on job satisfaction in large insurance companies in Taiwan. The results revealed that
the effect of transformational leadership on job satisfaction was mediated by leadership trust and

highlighted the importance of leadership trust in leadership-satisfaction relationships.

Zhu et al.’s (2013) study looked into the mediating effects of cognitive and affective trust on the
link between follower ideas about transformational leadership behavior and their work outcomes
in a Chinese manufacturing company. The results showed that affective trust fully mediated the
relationships between transformational leadership and the work outcomes of followers, including
their affective organizational dedication, organizational citizenship behaviours (OCBs), and job
performance. In contrast, cognitive trust negatively mediated the relationship between
transformational leadership and follower job performance, and had trivial effects on their

affective organizational commitment and organisational citizenship behaviours. These findings
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underscore the significance of affective trust as a mechanism that translates transformational

leadership into positive work outcomes for the organisation.

Walumbwa and Lawler (2003) examined the moderating effect of collectivism on the
relationships between transformational leadership, work-related attitudes and perceptions of
withdrawal behaviours for employees from banking and financial sectors in China, India and
Kenya. The results found support for the moderating effect of collectivism on the relationship
between transformational leadership and work-related outcomes, such as facets of job
satisfaction, organizational commitment and perceptions of organizational withdrawal

behaviours.

Kimura’s (2012) study was conducted to explore the causal relationship among transformational
leadership, perceptions of organizational politics, market orientation, and work-related outcome
in Japanese companies. It was assumed that organization-level perceptions of organizational
politics and market orientation mediate the relationship between top management’s
transformational leadership and employees’ work-related outcomes and that perceptions of
organizational politics diminish market orientation. The findings revealed that both perceptions
of politics and market orientation mediated the relationship between transformational leadership
and employees’ job satisfaction. However, perceptions of organizational politics were not
significantly correlated with market orientation. A study by Rokhman and Hassan (2012) was
conducted to explore the relationship of transformational leadership with organizational justice
and work outcomes. Specifically, the study examined the potential role of procedural justice as
mediator of transformational leadership and work outcomes, namely, job satisfaction,
organizational commitment, and turnover intention in Indonesia. The findings indicated that

transformational leadership contributed significantly to procedural justice perceptions as well as
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to the three work outcomes. Also, procedural justice had significant effect on all the three work
outcomes. The test of mediation effect of procedural justice on transformational leadership and
work outcome relationship indicated no significant mediating effect on job satisfaction and

turnover intention, though it was partially significant with organizational commitment.

In higher education, there are few related studies. Saleem (2015) investigated the impact of
leadership styles on job satisfaction and to see if perceived organizational politics has a
mediating role or not. The results revealed that transformational leadership has a positive impact
on job satisfaction and transactional leadership has a negative impact on job satisfaction of
faculty in Pakistan. In addition, perceived organizational politics partially mediate the
relationship between both leadership styles and job satisfaction. Braun et al.’s (2013) study was
analyzed the relationships between transformational leadership, job satisfaction, trust in
supervisor, and team performance in a German university. The findings revealed that there was a
positive relationship between transformational and job satisfaction at individual and team levels
of analysis and to objective team performance. The relation between individual perceptions of
supervisors' transformational leadership and job satisfaction was mediated by trust in the
supervisor as well as trust in the team. Yet, trust in the team did not mediate the relationship

between team perceptions of supervisors' transformational leadership and team performance.

According to the literature, culture can moderate this relationship. In addition, the important
factors that can mediate the effect of different leadership styles on job satisfaction are
organizational commitment, employee positive mood, organizational politics, and particularly
justice and trust. All of the above studies were employed a quantitative approach (similar to
many of the job satisfaction and leadership style studies) and there is a lack of employing a

qualitative approach.
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2.5 Theoretical Framework

The theoretical framework of this study uses Avolio and Bass’s (1991) full range leadership
styles (FRLT) as well as Hagedorn’s (2000) conceptual framework for faculty job satisfaction,
Herzberg’s (1959) two-factor theory, Hackman and Oldham’s (1974) job characteristics model
(JCM), and Spector’s (1985) job satisfaction survey (JSS). The theoretical framework is
informed by the purpose of the study and relevant literature, and it addresses the research
questions and the selected design and instruments. To address the first research question related
to HODs’ leadership styles in STEM-related fields, the full range leadership theory (FRLT)
developed by Avolio and Bass (1991) provides the theoretical framework for this study. The
transformational leadership theory was first proposed by Burns (1978) and then extended by
Bass (1985). Bass modified and elaborated Burns’s theory to establish his own transformational
theory. In 1991, Avolio and Bass proposed the full range leadership including transformational,
transactional and non- transactional laissez-faire represented by nine distinct features: five
transformational (idealized influence attributed, idealized influence behaviour, inspirational
motivation — charisma, intellectual stimulation, individualized consideration), three transactional
(contingent reward, management-by-exception active, management-by-exception passive), and
one laissez-faire. According to Bass and Avolio (2000), laissez-faire (passive leadership/non-

leadership) is usually correlated with effectiveness negatively.

Many researchers have demonstrated transformational leadership as the most powerful
leadership style (Al- Hourani 2013; Bass 1990; Eagly et al. 2003; Lopez-Zafra et al. 2012,
Matzler et al. 2015). Transformational leadership has been widely used in different fields such as

educational, industrial, business, hospital, and military circumstances, supports a wide range of
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thought of leadership than other theories, and focuses on followers’ needs, values, and morals
(Bass & Avolio 2000; Northouse 2004, 2010; Shamir et al. 1993; Yukl 1999). Bass (1990) stated
that the ideal leaders for their followers are transformational leaders who are reported as most
effective and successful among other leaders. It can create valuable and positive change in the
followers (Chou et al. 2013), it is very efficient regarding followers’ improvement, performance,
decision making skills, and can facilitate team performance (Bass & Avolio 1994; Dvir et al.

2002; Walumbwa et al. 2004; Wang & Howell 2012).

To address the second and third research questions related to faculty job satisfaction, Hagedorn’s
(2000) conceptual framework for faculty job satisfaction, Herzberg’s (1959) two-factor theory,
Hackman and Oldham’s (1974) job characteristics model (JCM), and Spector’s (1985) job
satisfaction survey (JSS) were employed to provide the theoretical framework for this study with
an emphasis on Hagedorn’s model. Hagedorn’s conceptual framework for academic job
satisfaction (2000) is based on Herzberg et al.’s (1959) two-factor theory Herzberg considered
job satisfaction to be derived from two sources: motivators (intrinsic factors) and hygienes
(contextual and extrinsic factors). The two-factor theory considers factors promoting job
satisfaction to be different to those which prevent dissatisfaction. Motivators (intrinsic factors),
such as challenging and interesting work, help promote job satisfaction but do not prevent
dissatisfaction if certain hygiene factors are left unmet, such as satisfactory salary or workplace
policies. By contrast, satisfactory salary and hygiene factors, whilst effective at preventing
dissatisfaction, do not lead one to be satisfied, as job satisfaction is believed to be an outcome of
motivator factors and the intrinsically rewarding elements of one’s work. Many studies of
academic job satisfaction have offered support to Herzberg and colleagues’ two-factor theory,

including Hill (1987, in Lacy & Sheehan 1997, p. 307) who concluded that job satisfaction is
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related to intrinsic factors (the work itself), while dissatisfaction arises from factors external to

the job.

Hagedorn (2000) offers a clear account for how the two-factor theory may be applied to
academic work. The conceptual framework of Hagedorn (2000) consists of two types of
constructs that act on each other and affect job satisfaction including mediators and triggers.
There are three types of mediators: 1) motivators and hygienes; 2) demographics; and 3)
environmental conditions. The second type of construct in Hagedorn’s model is trigger which is
Hagedorn’s main departure from Herzberg’s theory and considered as a significant life event
related or unrelated to the job. Hagedorn’s conceptual framework consists of six unique triggers
including: 1) change in life stage; 2) change in family-related or personal circumstances (for
example, birth, death, divorce, illness of self or significant other); 3) change in rank or tenure; 4)
transfer to a new institution; 5) change in perceived justice; and 6) change in mood or emotional
state. This study was selected Hagedorn’s model as the main academic job satisfaction
theoretical framework because it is a very conductive model to examine faculty job satisfaction.
A great deal of studies has emphasized that Hagedorn’s model is reputable for research and
compatible for faculty member subjects (August & Waltman 2004; Castillo & Cano 2004;
Corley & Sabharwal 2007; Grunwald & Peterson 2003; Reybold 2005). Hagedorn’s conceptual
framework has been the basis for some job satisfaction studies in higher education (e.g. August

& Waltman 2004; Bentley et al. 2013; Bentley et al. 2015; Gardner 2012; Markus 2011).

Another theory that employed as part of the theoretical framework of this study is Hackman and

Oldham’s Job Diagnostic Survey (1974) which measures perceived characteristics of jobs. Six
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sub-scales were used including skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, feedback
from the job, feedback from the agent, and the composite motivation potential score. High scores
on each of these sub-scales presents high level of that characteristics. It shows the relationship
among the core job dimensions, the critical psychological states, and on the job outcomes.

The model suggests that positive personal and work outcomes (high internal motivation, high
work satisfaction, high quality performance, and low absenteeism and turnover) are obtained
when three “critical psychological states" are available (experienced meaningfulness of the work,
experienced responsibility for the outcomes of the work, and knowledge of the results of the
work activities). The theory proposes that the three Critical Psychological States are created by
the presence of five "core" job dimensions. Experienced Meaningfulness of the work is enhanced
primarily by three of the core dimensions: skill variety, task ldentity, and task significance.
Experienced Responsibility for work outcomes is increased when a job has high autonomy.
Knowledge of Results is increased when a job is high on feedback. This model has been used in
different research studies such as Buys et al. (2007), Harvey et al. (1985), and Kulik et al.
(1988). This study was included skill variety, autonomy and feedback from Hackman and

Oldham’s theory.

The last theory of job satisfaction which was selected as part of the conceptual framework of this
study is Spector’s job satisfaction survey. To fill the need for an instrument for human services, a
new job satisfaction instrument, the Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS) was developed by Spector in
1985. This scale measures nine aspects of job satisfaction, which were chosen from a review of
the literature on job satisfaction dimensions. It was designed specifically for human service,

public, and nonprofit sector organizations, although it may be applicable to others as well. Those
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nine aspects include pay, promotion, supervision, benefits, contingent rewards, operating
procedures, co-workers, nature of work, and communication. This survey has been used in

different research studies such as Nigam and Jain (2014).

Some factors were added to the conceptual framework of this study by Author. For example,
some cultural values items were designed to fit the particular culture of the UAE; according to
Fox et al. (2006) religion and family are some of the core values in the UAE which can influence
the faculty job satisfaction as motivators. Or some items were added to cover the motivation
factors for faculty in STEM-related fields; Xu (2008) investigated that the motivation factors for
faculty from various disciplines and concluded that their motivations are, to some extent,
different. In addition, some factors/items unique to the academic faculty occupational type (e.g.
time spent teaching higher education students) and other factors that, although not unique, are

not commonly associated with other professions (e.g. laboratory equipment).

The theoretical framework of this study uses Avolio and Bass’s (1991) Full Range Leadership
Styles (FRLT) as well as Hagedorn’s (2000) conceptual framework for faculty job satisfaction,
Herzberg’s (1959) two-factor theory, Hackman and Oldham’s (1974) job characteristics model
(JCM), and Spector’s (1985) job satisfaction survey (JSS). For the purposes of the research
conducted and among all of the discussed theories and models, the following initial variables
were included in the conceptual framework of this study. To investigate the most appropriate
HODs’ leadership styles in improving faculty job satisfaction, in STEM-related fields, a
conceptual framework was proposed (Figure 2.5) and the following main hypotheses were

examined:
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H1. There is a significant relationship between leadership styles of HODs and job satisfaction of

faculty members, in STEM-related fields.

H2. Faculty job satisfaction is best represented as a composite of 5 or less elements.

H3-1. Hagedorn’s (2000) triggers moderate the relationship between leadership styles of HODs

and job satisfaction of faculty members, in STEM-related fields.

H3-2. Hagedorn’s (2000) mediators, identity, and job design mediate the relationship between

leadership styles of HODs and job satisfaction of faculty members, in STEM-related fields.
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1. Change in life stage
2. Change in family-related/personal CIRC
3. Change in rank

Moderators
4. Transfer to a new institution
5. Change in perceived justice
H3-1 6. Change in mood or emotional state
H2
: H1 . A
Leadership Styles h 4 Faculty Job Satisfaction
Transformational Leadership style 1. Work itself
Idealized Influence Attributed 2. Salary
Idealized Influence Behaviour 3. Promotion
Inspirational Motivation H3-2 4. Collegial relationship
Intellectual Stimulation 5. Supervision
Individualized Consideration 6. General job satisfaction
Transactional Leadership Style
Contingent Rewards Mediators

Management-by-exception Active
Management-by-exception Passive
Laissez-faire

1. Demographic Gender, Ethnicity, Institutional type, Academic discipline

2. Motivators & IIvgienes Achievement, Recognition, Responsibility, Advancement, Working conditions,
Job security

3. Environmental conditions Student quality or relationships, Administration, Interpersonal relations,
Institutional climate or culture

4. Identity Need to belong, Self-esteem, Religious and cultural values

5. Job design Skill variety, Autonomy, Feedback

Figure 2.5 Initial Model of HODs’ Leadership Styles and Faculty Job Satisfaction, in STEM-related Fields
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

This study investigates the relationship between HODs’ leadership styles and faculty job
satisfaction factors, in STEM-related fields. It also investigates the impact of moderators and
mediators on this relationship. An explanatory mixed methods approach was employed with
participants including deans, HODs, and academic members of faculty, in STEM-related fields.
The following sections explain the research philosophy and research approach, site selection and

participants, ethical considerations, data collection methods, procedures, and trustworthiness.

3.1 Research Philosophy and Approach

This section discusses the research philosophy and research approach selected for investigating
HODs’ leadership styles in relation to faculty job satisfaction, in STEM-related fields. Since, the
philosophical ideas influence the practice of research, they need to be identified. Based on a
predominantly post-positivist perspective, this study adopts an explanatory mixed methods
approach. The first phase of this study uses a quantitative empirical research approach in which
the investigation is primarily based on post-positive claims for developing knowledge, and uses a
survey questionnaire to collect statistical data as its mode of inquiry. According to Philips and
Burbules (2000), post-positivists challenge the traditional belief about the certainty and truth of
knowledge. It acknowledges an objective reality but convinces it as incompletely apprehensible
(Lincoln & Guba 2000). Therefore, it is impossible for individuals to capture completely a true

representation of reality.

One strength of post-positivism as a research philosophy and methodology is its capacity for
generating explanations of research phenomena which guide methods of forecasting and control.

Post-positivism is amenable to the scientific investigation of cause-effect interrelationships of
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phenomena which can be learned, determined, and generalized (Lincoln & Guba 2000). Post-
positivism as a worldview is seen as the primary basis and anchor for quantitative research
approaches (Ponterotto 2005). According to Creswell (2014), post-positivism consists of four
main elements. First, determination, in which causes determine outcomes. Second, reductionism,
in which the intention is to reduce the ideas and separate them into a manageable set for
systematic, rational investigation, for instance, the variables and variable relationships and their
analysis and interpretation through hypotheses. Third, empirical observation and measurement,
in which constructing numeric measures of observations and studying the behaviour of
individuals are of central important for post-positivist researchers. The last element is theory
verification, in which a researcher starts with a theory, tests the theory and then makes necessary

revisions, and conducts additional investigations.

The second phase of this study uses a qualitative approach, in which the inquirer makes
knowledge claims based primarily on constructivist perspectives. The constructivist or social
constructivist worldview, is one particular epistemological, ontological and axiological approach
to qualitative research. According to Creswell (2014), constructivism as a worldview and choice
of methodology consists of four main elements. First, understanding, in which individuals
construct meanings of their experiences about specific objects. These meanings are numerous
and varied so the qualitative researcher can look for the complexity of views. Second, multiple
participant meanings, in which qualitative researchers ask general and open-ended questions so
that the participants can develop the meaning of a situation and share their views. Third, social
and historical construction, in which these meanings are based on participants’ social, cultural

and historical experiences and perspectives. The last element, is theory generation, in which
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qualitative researchers interpret the meanings that participants have about the world and develop

a theory or pattern of meaning.

According to Hansen (2004), in constructivism, reality is built in the mind of the participants.
Fundamentally, the constructivist paradigm adopts a hermeneutical approach in which meaning
is covered and has to be uncovered through processes of deep reflection (Schwandt 2000). The
interactive dialogue between the investigator and the object of investigation can stimulate
research involving deep reflection. According to Lincoln & Guba (1985), constructivists
emphasize the central role of intense interactions between researcher and participants in which
the researcher is involved and immersed for significant periods of time in the community and the
participants’ world, following a naturalistic research design. This study employed semi-
structured, in-depth face-to-face interviews, as its method of naturalistic inquiry. Hence, this

phase of the research adopts a qualitative research design and approach.

The overall study is therefore based on post-positivism and constructivism with the predominant
emphasis on the former paradigm. Considering the theoretical framework and research questions
of this study, neither quantitative nor qualitative designs alone are able to achieve the purpose of
the study. When the two designs are mixed they strengthen each other and provide a deeper
insight on the topic (Creswell 2008, 2014; Tashakkori & Teddlie 2010), which seems most
appropriate for this thesis. This study uses explanatory mixed methods with strong emphasis
placed on quantitative problem formulation. In the first quantitative research phase, the
researcher collects and analyses data and the results and interpretations are elaborated and

explained further through the qualitative data. The quantitative results inform the kinds of
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participants to be involved in the qualitative phase as well as the kinds of questions which will be
asked of the participants. According to Creswell (2014), the overall purpose of an explanatory
mixed methods design is that the qualitative data assist with elaboration of the quantitative
results. The procedure adopted in this study includes collecting survey questionnaire data in the
quantitative phase and analyzing them, and then following this up with qualitative, semi-
structured, in-depth interviews with participants who were selected purposefully to elaborate on
the survey results. The completion of the multi-part survey questionnaires by HODs and faculty
members in the quantitative phase renders it plausible to generalize from these results to the
population, and interviewing deans of colleges, HODs and faculty members in the qualitative
phase, using detailed qualitative, mostly open-ended interviews, facilitates data collection and

analysis of more detailed viewpoints and ideas from the interviewees.

This study is drawn from a variety of literatures in education, leadership and management, job
satisfaction, STEM-related fields in higher education, and the research context. Specifically, the
research for this thesis seeks to build on existing knowledge of transformational and
transactional leadership styles and their relevance to the job satisfaction of academics employed
in faculties in STEM-related fields in higher education institutions. According to Greene et al.
(1989), mixed methods studies provide five major purposes: triangulation to seek convergence of
outcomes; complementarity to investigate overlapping or different aspects of a phenomenon;
initiation to find out conflicts; development to apply quantitative and qualitative strategies
sequentially; and expansion to add breadth or scope to a project. A large number of educational

psychology studies such as Pintrich and DeGroot (1990), Paris et al. (2001), Perry et al. (2002),
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and Johnson and Turner (2003) all suggest that a mixed methods design helps researchers apply

multiple methods of collecting data and can illuminate divergent views.

A quantitative survey questionnaire usually asks participants to average their answers across
situations that relate to the stability and generalizability of their view (Maxwell & Loomis 2002).
In contrast, a qualitative open- ended interview usually provides rich descriptions that present the
underlying complexities of particular situations (Perry et al. 2002). Qualitative research can add
meaning to the numbers, provide deeper answers, and cover the weaknesses such as
measurement problems in quantitative approaches (Hanson et al. 2005; Johnson & Christensen
2014). Therefore, applying both quantitative and qualitative approaches enriches the findings and
increases their validity and reliability. Besides all of these benefits, researchers usually face some
difficulties related to mixed methods designs, such as learning multiple methods and approaches

and how to mix them, interpreting conflicting results, and allocating more time.

To address the research questions of the study, quantitative and qualitative research approaches
were combined in a sequential explanatory mixed method design that included two phases
(Figure 3.1). In the first phase, quantitative data was collected and analysed and, in the second
phase, qualitative data (Creswell 2014; Creswell & Clark 2007). In this research study, the data
was collected through a survey questionnaire first, then follow-up interviews were applied to

complete the data collection process of the empirical study.
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15 Phase 2nd Phase

Quantitative Qualitative
Data Cg‘:l]ection —»| Follow up with [ Data C;‘:llcction —*| Interpretation
Analysis Analysis

Figure 3.1 Sequential Explanatory Mixed Methods Design (Creswell 2014)

Later, it was decided to interview 5 deans of colleges prior to the quantitative phase of the study,
however, all interviews are reported together and the only difference is the time of interviews
due to the research study access to the deans. Therefore, the overall study employs an
explanatory mixed methods design including quantitative and qualitative approaches with an

emphasis on the former approach (Figure 3.2).

Qualitative
Interview with
Deans
15t Phase 2nd Phase
Quantitative Qualitative
Data C;:]ection — Follow up with Data C;:]ection —| Interpretation
Analysis Analysis

Figure 3.2 Mixed Methods Design of This Study

Most of the studies in academic leadership in relation to faculty job satisfaction are based on a
quantitative approach to research (e.g., Amin et al. 2013; Bateh & Heyliger 2014; Braun et al.
2013; Chen 2004; Saleem 2015; Waters 2013). Applying a qualitative design besides the

quantitative design has been suggested in a number of the related studies to obtain more exact
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results. This study therefore may add valuable results to the related literature since it employs

both quantitative and qualitative approaches.

3.2 Site Selection and Participants

This empirical study was planned to be carried out in 5 universities, 4 of which are in 3 emirates
of the UAE and 1 in the UK. These universities offer degrees in science, technology, engineering
and mathematics. The target population was considered to consist of 1558 deans, HODs and
faculty members in STEM-related fields. Two universities in the UAE did not provide approval
letters to conduct the study due to their special rules and the researcher was only able to
interview with two deans of their colleges in STEM-related fields. In addition, the number of
responses from the university in the UK was not enough to be included and represent the
population. Therefore, only two universities in the UAE were open to run the study with a
limited access to some of the Departments in one of the two universities. As a result, a total
number of 193 deans, HODs, and faculty members from 13 departments in STEM-related fields
were accessible to be invited. The above limitations decreased the number of potential
participants from 1558 to 193 including 5 deans, 14 HODs, and 174 faculty members. STEM-
related fields were selected due to the researchers’ background in physical chemistry, the
importance of STEM-related fields to improve life quality particularly in transition from a
developing country to a developed country, and the big gap in the related literatures on this topic.
The departments were selected in relation to the National Science Foundation definition of
STEM-related fields and all are categorized as Hard disciplines (Biglan 1973). These
departments included Applied Biology, Applied Physics and Astronomy, Chemistry, Computer

Science, Mathematics, Civil and Environmental Engineering, Electrical and Computer
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Engineering, Architectural Engineering, Industrial Engineering and Engineering Management,
Sustainable and Renewable Energy Engineering, Mechanical Engineering, Nuclear Engineering
and Engineering Management. The target population included deans of colleges, HODs, and all

academics including lecturers, assistants, associates and full Professors, in STEM-related fields.

The study includes two phases of data collection. In the first phase of quantitative research, all
188 HODs and faculty members were invited to fill a survey questionnaire. In the second phase
of qualitative research, several (total of 11) of the participants were invited to individual face-to-
face interviews (5 deans were invited and interviewed prior to the first phase). Selecting
participants in this phase was based on a purposeful sampling and related to the results of the
first phase. This study followed Onwuegbuzie and Collins’s (2007) framework of sampling in
mixed research, which is a sequential sampling design regarding the time orientation criteria, and
a nested sequential sampling design regarding the sample relationship criteria. In this study, the
sequential sampling was the application of the data from the quantitative phase to form the
sample selection in the qualitative phase. The nested sampling was the selection of a small
number of participants from the original larger set of survey respondents of the quantitative

phase to participate in the next qualitative phase.

3.3 Ethical Consideration

An ethical approach was adopted throughout the study and was guided by the British University
in Dubai, (BUID) ethical code of conduct. Following the acceptance of the study proposal and
prior to data collection, the application was submitted to the BUID Review Board to gain ethical
approval to conduct the study as it involves human subjects. Informed consent forms were

obtained from every single participant both who filled the online survey questionnaire and /or
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being interviewed in-person. An invitation letter outlining the purpose of the study, the data

required and the procedures to be followed, as well as the rights of the participants were sent.

Throughout the data collection period, before carrying out interviews and through in-person
meetings, a formal introduction of the researcher and the objective of the study was made.
Participants were also reassured that their participation would not incur any harm, especially to
their job security or position in their university. Moreover, they were informed of the voluntary
nature of their participation: they could refuse or withdraw at any time without any
repercussions. Anonymity was ensured by the use of pseudonyms of universities and participants
if needed, and the participants’ awareness that their responses are highly confidential, and the
only person who access to them is the researcher. The researcher informed all respondents about
the survey questionnaire in three ways; through the first invitation email for filling the online
questionnaire, through the in-person invitation to participate in the study to fill the survey in their
office, and the last time, in the first page of the survey and prior to filling the survey
questionnaire (Appendix 3.1& 3.2). In addition, the researcher informed all interviewees about
the above information in three ways; through the first invitation email for interviewing, through
the in-person invitation to participate in an interview in their office, and the last time prior to

interviewing (Appendix 3.3).

3.4 Data Collection Methods

Since this research study employed a mixed methods strategy, data were collected and analysed
in two separate phases including quantitative and qualitative phases. In the first, quantitative
phase, the data was collected through a multi-part survey questionnaire. In the second, qualitative

phase, data was collected through semi- structured in-depth interviews.
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3.4.1 First Phase: Employing Survey Questionnaires

The instrumentation for the first phase of data collection in this study consisted of two survey
questionnaires: a three-part survey questionnaire for academic members of faculty and a two-part
survey questionnaire for HODs both hosted by Survey Monkey
(http://www.surveymonkey.com). The survey questionnaires were designed for both the UAE
and the UK Contexts. There are few differences among them related to their cultural and
contextual differences. These surveys were designed as tools, to recognize the most effective
leadership styles of UAE and UK’s Heads of Departments/Schools in STEM-related fields for
maximizing the satisfaction of academic members of faculty throughout their careers. The
allocated time for filling the survey questionnaire was about 25 minutes for academic members
of faculty and 15 minutes for HODs. The research surveys can be found in Appendix (3.1) and
Appendix (3.2) for the UAE context. To design the survey questionnaires, the conceptual

framework of this study was considered for every single item.

3.4.1.1 First Part of Survey Questionnaire- Demographic (Self-designed)

The first part of the survey for both academics and HODs consisted of 26 similar personal and
demographic questions developed by the researcher to assist the researcher in gathering data
about particular attributes of the participants. It sought demographic information including
gender, age, ethnicity, marital type, change in family, job title, income level, institutional type
and academic discipline, qualifications, activities, responsibilities and recognition. Regarding the

conceptual framework of this study, the demographic questions were based on the constructs in
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Hagedorn’s (2000) conceptual framework, Herzberg’s (1959) two-factor theory and Author’s

consideration of the context of this study.

3.4.1.2 Second Part of Survey Questionnaire-Leadership Style

The second part of the survey for both academics and HODs consisted of Bass and Avolio’s
(1995) 45-item Leadership Questionnaire. The only difference between academics’ and HODS’
leadership questionnaires was that the academics answered leadership style questions about

HODs, whereas HODs filled a self-report questionnaire about their own leadership styles.

3.4.1.2.1 The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire

MLQ5X is the most widely used instrument in the study of transformational leadership
behaviours (Kirkbride 2006) and “is considered the best validated measure of transformational
and transactional leadership” (Ozaralli 2003, p. 338). MLQ was originally designed in 1985 by
Bass, then underwent some revisions since its inception, most notably in 1995 when Avolio,
Bass and Jung developed a revised version, MLQ Form 5X; which is used in the present research
study. The internal constructs of the MLQ have been studied, reported, and confirmed by the
academic community numerous times since it was first introduced. The MLQ has proven to be

highly consistent across academic disciplines (Bragg 2008).

The questionnaire is the latest version of Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire form 5X (MLQ-
5X) developed by Bass and Avolio (1995). It contains 45 descriptive items to be answered on a
0-4 rating scale. In this scale zero to four represent “not at all”, “once in a while”, “sometimes”,
“fairly often”, and “frequently if not often”, respectively. This questionnaire is designed to

collect data on the faculty members’ perceptions and attitudes about HODs’ leadership styles.
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Full range leadership styles are categorized into three leadership styles: transformational
leadership, transactional leadership and laissez-faire. Transformational leadership is comprised
of the factors of idealized influence (attributed), idealized influence (behaviour), inspirational
motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration. Transactional leadership is
comprised of the factors of contingent reward, management-by-exception (active) and
management-by-exception (passive). Laissez- faire leadership has only one particularized factor,

laissez-faire leadership.

MLQ5X evaluates all nine factors of full range leadership theory. Four items on the survey
measure each leadership factor, so there are twenty items on the survey for transformational
leadership factors, twelve items for the transactional factors, and four items for the laissez-faire
factor. In addition, there are four, three, and two items, respectively, for the three factors
including extra effort, effectiveness, and satisfaction with the leader. Since its inception, MLQ5X
has been consistently used in academic research to distinguish between effective and ineffective
leaders in studies involving leadership in academic institutions, financial institutions, military
organizations, and many other professional settings (Avolio & Bass 2004; Bass & Riggio 2006;
Walumbwa et al. 2008). It has been translated into different languages such as French, Chinese,
and Spanish to be used in research project trainings and other assessments. MLQ5X, used in this
study, was previously used in approximately 200 research programs, doctoral dissertations, and
masters’ theses globally between 1991 and 1995, when the authors originally published their data

on reliability and validity (Avolio et al. 1999; Bass & Avolio 2000).

3.4.1.2.2 Reliability and Validity of Leadership Questionnaire
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The aim of using MLQ is to show the important factors that distinguish between effective and
ineffective leadership (Avolio & Bass 2004). It is a proven instrument that is used for measuring
transactional and transformational leadership (Avolio & Bass 2004). The coefficient alpha of
reliability for the nine leadership factors in MLQ5X range from .74 to .94 (Avolio et al. 1999). In
addition, an existing positive and significant correlation among the five transformational
subscales (average r = .83) and between the five transformational subscales and the contingent
reward subscale (average r = .71) shows a high validity of this test (Bass & Avolio 2000). It
appears to be an adequate test, which has good construct validity and adequate reliability (Bass

& Avolio 1993).

MLQ5X has gone through repeated revisions and refinements over the years in order to
strengthen its reliability and validity and has proven to be both a valid and a reliable tool to
measure the leadership dimensions of transformational leadership (Bass & Riggo 2006). In 1995,
Avolio, Bass, and Jung confirmed the validity of the MLQ using a Confirmatory Factor Analysis
with LISREL V11, utilizing the maximum likeliness estimation method and adjusted modification
indices. The analysis tested the convergent and discriminate of the leadership styles to determine
which statements did not fit the model parameters. The results confirmed the nine-factor
leadership model with five factors of transformational leadership, three factors of transactional
leadership, and one factor of laissez-faire leadership. The validity testing was based on more than
2,000 subjects collected from nine independent sample groups ranging from 66 to 475

participants (Avolio et al. 1995).

In 1999, Avolio, Bass and Jung investigated the best-fit model for the MLQ along with its

validity and reliability; they found the nine factors model as the best model for the MLQ and
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confirmed the validity and reliability of the MLQ (Avolio & Bass 2004; Avolio et al. 1999). In
2004, Avolio and Bass analysed two independent sets of data consisted of 23 samples that were
used to validate and cross-validate the MLQ. The reliabilities for all of the leadership practices
examined by the MLQ and for each individual leadership factor ranged from .74 to .94,
signifying a very high degree of internal consistency. The reliabilities within each independent
data set signaled that the MLQ reliably measured each leadership practice throughout the
analyzed data sets. In addition, in 2006, Bass and Riggio, researched the internal consistency of
the MLQ and reported that they found excellent internal consistency for the MLQ with alpha
coefficients above .80. These researchers found correlations of the MLQ rate-rerate follower

ratings ranged from .66 to .79 for the transformational leadership practices.

Therefore, there is considerable evidence that the MLQ is both a valid and reliable instrument to
measure the four factors of transformational leadership (Bass & Riggio 2006). Researchers
regard the MLQ as the best validated measure of transformational leadership (Avolio & Bass
2004; Bass & Riggio 2006; Walumbwa et al. 2008). This should provide researchers with
confidence, to some certain extent, in using the MLQ5X version to measure the nine leadership

factors representing transformational, transactional, and non-leadership behaviours.

3.4.1.3 Third Part of Survey Questionnaire- Job Satisfaction (Self-designed)

The third part of the academics’ survey questionnaire consisted of 27 job satisfaction questions
(including 92 item questions) developed by the researcher to be answered on a five Likert scale
from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. It was designed based on the theoretical
framework of the study and the purpose of the study. This is the first job satisfaction survey

questionnaire which is based on 4 well-known theories and models of job satisfaction to the best
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of the researchers’ knowledge. There are different ready-made job satisfaction questionnaires
available such as Job Satisfaction/ Dissatisfaction Scale (JS/DS) (Wood 1973); Job Descriptive
Index (JDI) (Smith et al. 1969); Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) (Weiss et al.
1966); Global Job Satisfaction (GJS) (Pond & Geyer 1991); and Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS)
(Spector 1985). However, the researcher decided to develop a set of items and constructs more
appropriate to the job satisfaction of members of academic faculties because the existing
questionnaires are mostly intended for people employed in business sectors, which are often

different cultural, organisational and work contexts.

Morgeson and Humphrey (2006) discuss that although there are a number of studies on job
satisfaction in higher education, existing measures are incomplete, narrow, and problematic. For
example, Parker, Wall, and Cordery (2001), criticized one of the most commonly employed
measures, the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS; Hackman & Oldham, 1980) and claimed that there is
a narrow set of motivational job characteristics and numerous other work characteristics have
been neglected. In addition, Taber and Taylor’s (1990) meta-analytic review questioned the low
internal consistency with the JDS survey. If scholars solely use the JDS without the larger work
design literature, their research could be flawed (Moregeson & Humphrey 2006). In addition,
most ready-made of job satisfaction questionnaires are designed primarily for western cultures
that needs to be modified for the especial context of each study. The theoretical framework
behind this study’s survey questionnaire includes the main theories and criteria on job
satisfaction in the literature to form a new model, and there is no similar framework in the related
literature so far. The job satisfaction questions were mostly based on Hagedorn’s (2000)

conceptual framework for faculty job satisfaction, Herzberg’s (1959) two-factor theory,
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Hackman and Oldham’s (1974) job characteristics model (JCM), and Spector’s (1985) job

satisfaction survey (JSS).

Hagedorn’s (2000) conceptual framework for faculty job satisfaction consists of different
constructs including Motivators and Hygienes (Achievement, Recognition, Work itself,
Responsibility, Advancement, Salary), Demographics (Gender, Ethnicity, Institutional type,
Academic discipline), Environmental Conditions (Collegial relationships, Student quality or
relationships, Administration Institutional climate or culture) and Change or Transfer (Change in
life stage, Change in family-related or personal circumstances, Change in rank or tenure,
Transfer to new institution, Change in perceived justice, Change in mood or emotional state. All
constructs in Hagedorn’s conceptual framework were considered in designing the survey
questionnaire as Hagedorn’s model is the only particular developed model for academics.
Among 92 item questions of this study’s job satisfaction survey (Part I11), 17 items were based
on Hagedorn’s (2000) conceptual framework that were designed either by the author (9 items)

and the remainder were selected from Gardner (2012) and Bentley et al. (2015).

Herzberg’s (1959) two-factor theory consists of two main factors that can affect job satisfaction:
Hygiene factors (supervision, interpersonal relations, physical working conditions, salary,
company policy and administration, benefits, job security) and Motivation factors (achievement,
recognition, work itself, responsibility, advancement and growth). All of the components in
Herzberg’s theory were also considered in designing this survey questionnaire. Among 92 item

questions of this study’s job satisfaction survey, 17 items were based on Herzberg’s (1959) two-
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factor theory that were designed either by the author (2 items) and the remainder were selected

from Moxley (1977), Hoyt (2007), Boeve (2007), and Tan and Waheed (2011).

Hackman and Oldham’s (1974) job characteristics model (JCM) consists of five core job
dimensions including skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback. The
three job core dimensions including skill variety, autonomy, and feedback were considered in
designing this survey questionnaire. Among 92 item questions of this study’s job satisfaction

survey, 8 items were based on Hackman and Oldham’s (1974) job characteristics model.

Spector’s (1985) job satisfaction survey (JSS) investigates employees’ general reaction to their
job through the following 9 subscales: satisfaction with pay, promotion, supervision, benefits,
contingent rewards, operating procedures, co-workers, nature of work and communication. All
subscales except the operating procedures were considered in designing this survey
questionnaire. Among 92 item questions of this study’s job satisfaction survey, 20 items were

employed from Spector’s (1985) job satisfaction survey.

The selection of items from each theory and model were based on the purpose and research
questions of this study as well as the previous related literatures. The need to belong items were
selected from Leary et al.” (2007) scale and 3 items of the self-esteem variable were selected
from Rosenberg’s (1965) scale. The remaining 24 question items of this study’s job satisfaction
survey were developed by the author and based on the conceptual framework, contextual and

cultural points of view.
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3.4.1.3.1 Dependent and Independent Variables

A dependent variable is a criterion or variable that is to be predicted or explained (Zikmund

2003). Faculty job satisfaction is the dependent variable in this study as it is influenced by other

variables. It consists of six elements namely work itself, salary, promotion, supervision, collegial

relationship and general job satisfaction. Faculty members rated their level of satisfaction on a

five-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. According to Zikmund

(2003), an independent variable is a variable that is expected to influence the dependent variable.

In this study, leadership styles as well as all mediators and moderators are considered as

independent variables. They can cause faculty satisfaction or dissatisfaction. Table (3.1) shows

all the variables.

DEPENDENT VARIABLES

» Job Satisfaction

Work itself

Salary

Promotion

Supervision

Collegial relationship
General job satisfaction

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Leadership Styles

Transformational leadership styles (Idealized influence attributed, Idealized influence behaviour,
Inspirational motivation, Intellectual stimulation, Individualized consideration)

Transactional leadership styles (Contingent reward, Management-by-exception active, Management-by-
exception passive)

Laissez-faire

Mediators

Demographic (gender, ethnicity, institutional type, academic discipline)

Motivators & Hygienes (achievement, recognition, responsibility, advancement, working conditions, job
security)

Environmental conditions (student quality or relationships, administration, interpersonal relations,
institutional climate or culture)

Identity (need to belong, self-esteem, religious and cultural values)

Job design (skill variety, autonomy, feedback)

Moderators
Triggers (change in life stage, change in family related or personal circumstances, transfer to a new
institution, change in perceived justice, change in mood or emotional state, change in rank)

Table 3.1 Dependent and Independent Variables

97



3.4.2 Second Phase: Employing a Semi-Structured In-depth Interview

Due to the lack of literature on HODs’ leadership styles in relation to faculty job satisfaction in
STEM-related fields, it was crucial to develop the second phase of this study with a qualitative
approach to answer the research questions posed. Qualitative approaches have the capacity to
obtain data that often cannot be easily obtained through quantitative approaches. Qualitative
research enables the researcher to employ various methods of inquiry and forms of data
collection that cannot be employed in a quantitative approach. Researchers can explore
numerous research problems holistically through interviews. Interviews can be complex, unsure,
time consuming practices that provide the researchers with a complex set of matters to address
and consider (Kvale & Brinkman 2009). So, distinguishing the questions need to be asked, the
order and structure of these questions, the required time, and the culture of the environment

should be considered.

The researcher employed a follow-up study of semi-structured in-depth interviews in the second
phase of data collection with 2 HODs and 4 faculty members, and 5 deans were interviewed
prior to the first phase of the study. Implementing the questionnaire research combined with the
interviews, the sources of qualitative data assisted with evaluating similarities and differences in
the identified leadership styles of HODs in STEM-related fields, and determined which were
more effective in improving faculty job satisfaction. In addition, the qualitative research assisted
the researcher with exploring the cultural points of views arising in a diverse sample of

participants.

The required information was gathered by face-to-face, semi-structured in-depth interviews
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designed by the researcher. Semi-structured and in-depth questions are flexible and exploratory

and can help researchers in finding out new ideas on the topic (Merriam 2009).

To focus on special topics, semi-structured interviews can be utilized, which simultaneously
allow the researcher the freedom to formulate questions and sequences to be used in each unique
interview. The researchers can modify questions according to the participants’ responses in the
first stage and follow up the raised concerns. Since semi-structured interviews are a more open
and adjustable research tool, they can take into account organic issues or thoughts that would

normally remain unknown to the researcher.

Therefore, interviewing is a flexible and valuable research tool within the qualitative paradigm.
An interviewer should use a variety of probes and strategies to attain the target depth, in terms of
discovery and description. The main abilities include listening, empathisizng, possessing clarity,
thinking and processing quickly without judgment, and having good memory to avoid
unnecessary recurrences. Building rapport with the participants is also of paramount importance
to the success of the interviews. This would require respect, genuine interest, and portraying

empathy (Kvale & Brinkman 2009; Thompson 2000).

The interview guide of this study consisted of 7 main questions which were open-ended and
mostly brief and simple (Appendix 3.4). There were also some probes and follow-up questions
based on Kvale and Brinkman (2009) and Creswell (2012). The questions were designed based
on the conceptual framework of the study as well as the achieved results from the first
quantitative part. The questions were related to HODs leadership styles and faculty job
satisfaction. The leadership questions were based on the full range leadership theory (Avolio &

Bass 1991), and integrated all nine components. These components were idealized influence
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(attributed and behaviour), inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, individualized
consideration, contingent reward, management-by-exception (active and passive), and laissez
faire leadership. This part was designed to understand the most appropriate leadership styles for
improving job satisfaction of faculty in STEM-related fields. The job satisfaction questions were
based on Hagedorn’s (2000) conceptual framework for faculty job satisfaction, Herzberg’s
(1959) two-factor theory, Hackman and Oldham’s (1974) job characteristics model (JCM), and
Spector’s (1985) job satisfaction survey (JSS) with emphasized on the factors resulted from the
first phase of the study including the key factors of faculty job satisfaction, mediators and
moderators. This part was designed to understand the most important job satisfaction factors for

faculty in relation to HODs leadership styles.

The survey questionnaire was piloted to ensure appropriateness, validity, and reliability by some
deans, HODs and faculty members in STEM-related fields who were not target participants of
the study. The questionnaire was revised based on the comments from the pilot surveys and prior
to the beginning of the research study. The results from the first phase guided the second phase
effectively and modified expectations sufficiently. The participants were interviewed by
appointment and through all ethical considerations. The researcher recorded the interviews using

a voice recorder and written notes and stored them appropriately to prepare for analysis.

3.5 Procedures

3.5.1 Pilot Study

It is a cardinal rule in research to pilot test data collection instruments. This study adopted this

sensible method to fine-tune the procedure and to detect any issues in the survey questionnaire so
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that they can be resolved before the actual research is carried out. Pilot testing empowers
researchers to understand their role as experimenters, provides researchers with a unique
opportunity to improve the design and prevent wasting a lot of time and effort, and reveals the
level of task difficulty (Harris 2010). The pilot testing is very important to build the content
validity of scores on an instrument and to upgrade questionnaire items, style, and scales
(Creswell 2014). Although the body of the instrument is the foundation for researchers to obtain
the required information from participants, some other parts of a questionnaire, such as cover
page, instructions, page design, ordering and grouping of questions, navigational path, and the
length of questionnaire, are also important to facilitate participants’ answers (Bradburn et al.
2004; Dillman 2000), such as cover page, instructions, page design, ordering and grouping of

questions, navigational path, and the length of questionnaire.

3.5.1.1 Piloting Survey Questionnaire

In this regard, a simple pilot feedback form was developed by the researcher to report the points
and problems about different aspects of the questionnaire such as its length and the required time
to fill it out, the ordering of questions and their consistency, and any left-out factors or questions.
The feedback forms were completed while the participants filled out the questionnaires and
through discussions. The think-aloud technique (Johnson & Christenson 2014) was used for
some of the participants during the pilot test. Based on this technique, the researcher asked the
participants to verbalize their thoughts and ideas while they were filling out the questionnaire.
For example, the reason behind their response choice, the clarity of each question in terms of its

similarity and precision, and their perceptions of questions and items. Other participants filled
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out the questionnaire similarly to the actual research study. After each pilot testing, the required

changes were carried out and the modified version was used for the next participant.

These strategies were very helpful in determining whether the questionnaire’s items can measure
what they are expected to measure. A total of 5 participants: one dean, two HODs and three
faculty members were selected from one university in the UAE in order to test the instrument
and incorporate their perceptions and comments into the final version of the instrument. The
pilot survey consisted of filling a three-part survey questionnaire for faculty members and a two-
part survey questionnaire for HODs by the participants, along with some discussions about the
questionnaire related issues. The HODs’ questionnaire included 68 questions in two parts; the
first part consisted of 26 demographic questions and the second part consisted of 45 leadership
style questions as a self-report. The faculty member questionnaire included 85 questions in three
parts; the first part consisted of 26 demographic questions, the second part consisted of 45
leadership style questions about HODs, and the third part consisted of 27 job satisfaction

questions.

All comments were noted and the required adjustments were conducted. For example, one item
was added to question number 92. The item stated ‘I feel satisfied with the work published
together with my students’. In question number 11, one more set of boxes was added to each
item in order to indicate the time participants prefer to spend on different activities; this

modification could make the question easier to answer.

3.5.1.2 Piloting Interview Questions
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In the second phase of the study, one dean, one Head of Department and one faculty participated
in the pilot face to face interview who were not part of the target participants. The pilot
interviewing guide consisted of 11 questions in almost 45 minutes. The participants were
received the invitation emails in advance and interviewed in their offices. All ethical
considerations were shared in the invitation emails, all comments were noted and the required
adjustments were conducted. For example: the number of questions was reduced from 11 to 7
main questions that are more in-depth questions as well as some probes follow-up questions if

required.

To sum up, the pilot study demonstrated to be a valuable approach, not only for enhancing the
precision, productivity, and proficiency of the instruments, but also for providing a firm
empirical understanding of the existing leadership styles of HODs and their effects on faculty job
satisfaction as well as the most effective factors that satisfy faculty. The interaction with deans,
HODs, and faculty was a great opportunity to understand their concerns and challenges regarding
their jobs and through a wide range of activities. Therefore, a pilot study was conducted in two

universities in the UAE.

3.5.2 Data Collection Procedures

This study was planned to collect data from 5 universities; 4 in the UAE including 714 potential
participants, and 1 in the UK including 844 potential participants. Two of the UAE universities
did not provide the required approval due to their special rules for conducting research studies
from outside, although a great effort and time was spent to follow-up the approvals. Regarding

the UK university, after receiving the approval for running the study, the invitation emails to
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participate in the first phase of the study were sent to 844 HODs and faculty members in STEM-
related fields. They received the first invitation email along with the two follow-up reminder
emails personally from the author. A total number of 2455 emails were sent to 844 potential
participants, 80 responses were received, from which 43 were complete. However, due to the low
percentage of the response rate (.05%), the UK university was excluded from the study. These
limitations/ exclusions caused a reduction in the number of sites from 5 universities in two
counties to two universities in one country as well as a reduction in the number of potential
participants from 1558 to 193 deans, HODs, and faculty members in STEM-related fields. The
data almost took 14 months to be collected. The first invitation email was sent on 3 April 2016
and the last thanks for participation in an interview email were sent on 31% May 2017. A great
time was spent and a great effort was exerted; however, due to the universities’ rules and
policies, and also the full schedule of the academics, the researcher had to exclude the three
potential universities. Therefore, the data collection in the first and second phases relate to the

remaining two universities in two emirates in the UAE.

3.5.2.1 First Phase Quantitative Data Collection

After taking the approval from the two remaining universities, to conduct the first phase of the
study, a personal invitation letter was sent to all 188 HODs and academic members of faculty, in
STEM-related fields by the author. The invitation contained a brief explanation of the study, the
ethical considerations, a survey link to the survey hosted by Survey Monkey, and the required
time to fill the survey questionnaire. The first round of invitations and reminders to the HODs
and academics resulted in a response rate of .04% as only 2 HODs and 7 faculty members

completed the surveys. So, due to the cultural points of view, it was decided to travel to meet the
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potential participants in-person. The response rate revealed a considerable increase. However,
the researcher was required to visit the sites and spend full-working days to meet in-person all
188 potential respondents in-person, each for 2 to 3 times to receive the acceptable response rate.
Along with that, each person in the target population received 3 reminder emails. Some of them
asked for more reminders and some asked for a reminder email in an exact day and time that they
expected to be free to fill in the survey. It was pleasing that many of the faculty members and
HODs were very interested in the topic area and discussed their considerations through long
discussions in-person or through emails; they completed the surveys very carefully. On the
whole for the first phase of this study and through 25 full-day visits, and 1128 emails, from 188
potential respondents a total number of 173 responses was received (92%) from which 58 were
incomplete. As a result, 115 complete responses (61%) were included to be analysed. These

complete responses were related to 101 faculty members in STEM-related fields and 14 HODs.

3.5.2.2 Second Phase Qualitative Data Collection

Based on the responses from the first phase of the study, a few number of participants from
HODs and faculty were selected to be interviewed. In addition, to have an integrate perspectives
on the appropriate leadership styles of HODs in relation to their faculty job satisfaction directly
or indirectly and through mediation or moderation effects, the college deans were also invited to
an interview. An invitation email was sent to 5 deans (who were interviewed prior to the first
phase), 2 HODs and 4 faculty members for a face-to-face semi-structured in-depth interview.
The HODs and faculty members were selected based on a criterion considering different aspects.
The main two aspects were the responses of the interviewees from the first quantitative phase

and including interviewees from different departments in STEM-related fields. The invitation
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emails contained a brief explanation of the study, the ethical considerations, and the required
time for interviewing. The interviewees were interviewed by appointment at their office through
all ethical considerations; consent forms were signed, and the interviews were recorded and some
notes were taken by their permission. The recordings and notes were kept in a secure place to be

analysed.

3.6 Trustworthiness

The trustworthiness and validity of the data collected and subsequent analysis was obtained
based on five different strategies discussed by Creswell (2009), Maxwell (1996), Glesne (2011),
and Stake (1995). First, peer debriefing (Maxwell 1996), wherein another colleague was given
access to the transcripts to receive external reflection and feedback on research procedures and
results through all ethical considerations. Second, member checking, wherein the HODs and
faculty members were asked to review the themes that emerged from their interviews. Third,
through methodological triangulation by employing two different research methods; the data was
collected from different resources including deans of colleges, HODs, and faculty members.
Fourth, through a cross-checking process where all the data collected by the two research
methods were cross-checked with each other, and finally, through triangulation of data sources
with the survey, the interviews with two deans who were from two other universities with the
three deans who were from the main two participating universities as well as the interviews with
two HODs, who were new in their position, with the two who were replaced during the period of
this study’s data collection; the researcher received the completed responses through the changes
of their position. All the above strategies were employed to overcome any probable bias and

reduce the occurrence of unfounded personal assumptions by the researcher
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

The purpose of this study is to investigate the relationship between HODs’ leadership styles and
faculty job satisfaction factors, in STEM-related fields, in the UAE. It also investigates the
impact of moderators and mediators on this relationship. The intention is to gain a better
understanding of the leadership styles practiced by HODs, the most effective elements that
satisfy faculty in their jobs, and the impacts of moderators and mediators on the relationship
between HODs’ leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction, in STEM-related fields. Deans of
colleges, HODs, and faculty members, in STEM-related fields participated in this study. This
chapter consists of the preliminary analysis of from validity to reliability, factor analysis, and the
descriptive analysis of the participants. It also includes analysis of the collected data in the first
quantitative phase of the study; employing a wide variety of statistical tests, as well as analysis
of the collected data in the second qualitative phase of this study and through semi-structured in-

depth interviews.

4.1 Preliminary Analyses

Prior to analysis, some preliminary analyses were conducted including validity, reliability, factor
analyses, descriptive statistics for personal characteristics, descriptive statistics for professional

characteristics, and inter-correlations between variables.

4.1.1 Validity and Reliability
One way to ensure that the measurement error is kept minimized is to determine properties of the
measure to prove that it is performing properly. The first property is validity and the second is

reliability. Validity and reliability are vital in survey-based research.
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4.1.1.1 Validity- Testing for Normality using SPSS Statistics

Validity is “whether an instrument actually measures what it sets out to measure” (Field 2009, p.
11). In order to determine normality, two well-known tests are used: the Kolmogorov-Smirnov
Test and the Shapiro-Wilk Test. The Shapiro-Wilk does the same but it has more power to detect
differences from normality, so the test might be reported significant when the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test is not. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test and the Shapiro-Wilk test results are
reported for every single variable (Appendix 4.1). Table (4.1) presents the degree of freedom,
and the significance value of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests for all specified variables. A
significant value of less than 0.05 indicates a deviation from normality. In other words, if the
significance value of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test or Shapiro-Wilk Test is greater than 0.05,
the data is normal. If it is below 0.05, the data significantly deviate from a normal distribution.
According to Table (4.1), the Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test is non-significant (p>0.05) for all of the
variables as a group including leadership styles, transformational leadership styles, transactional
leadership styles, faculty job satisfaction, moderators, and all mediators; demographic,

motivators and hygienes, environmental conditions, job design, and identity.

Therefore, the distribution of the sample is not significantly different from a normal distribution
and it is normal. Laissez-faire is the only variable that has probabilities less than .005 in the both
tests and so it is significantly different from normal. In addition, the probabilities were measured
for all variables’ components (see Appendix 4.1). In order to determine normality graphically,
the output of a normal Q-Q Plot was used. If the data are normally distributed, the data points

will be close to the diagonal line. If the data points stray from the line in an obvious non-linear
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fashion, the data are not normally distributed. Based on the normal Q-Q plots (Appendix 4.2),

the data are also normally distributed.

Variable

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test

Leadership Styles (including 6 variables: Transformational, Transactional,

Laissez-faire Extra Effort, Satisfaction, Effectiveness)

D (80) = 0.077, p>.05 (0.200%)

Leadership Styles (including 3 variables Transformational, Transactional,
Laissez-faire)

D (82) = 0.070, p>.05 (0.200%)

Transformational Leadership Style (including 5 components: Idealized
Influence Attributed, Idealized Influence Behaviour, Inspirational
Motivation, Intellectual Stimulation, Individualized Consideration)

D (85) = 0.091, p>.05 (.080)

Transactional Leadership Style (including 3 components: Contingent
Rewards, Management by Exception Active, Management by Exception
Passive)

D (85) = 0.083, p>.05 (0.200%)

Laissez-faire

D (94) = 0.169, p<.05 (.000)

Faculty Job Satisfaction (including 6 variables: Work Itself, Salary,
Promotion, Supervision, Collegial Relationship, General Job Satisfaction)

D (72) = 0.102, p>.05 (0.063)

Moderators (including 5 variables: Change in Life Stage, Change in
Family-related or Personal Circumstances, Transfer to a New Institution,
Change in Perceived Justice, Change in Mood or Emotional State)

D (66) = 0.105, p>.05 (0.067)

Mediators (including 4 variables)

Demographic (including 4 components)

Motivators and Hygienes (including 5 components)
Environmental Conditions (including 3 components)
Job design (including 3 components)

Identity (including 3 components)

D (80) = 0.091, p>.05 (0.099)
D (100) = 0.083, p>.05 (0.088)
D (41) = 0128, p>.05 (0.090)
D (89) = 0.061, p>.05 (0.200%)
D (89) = 0.119, p>.05 (0.061)
D (85) = 0.078, p>.05 (0.200%)

*This is a lower bound of the true significance.

Table 4.1 Test of Normality

4.1.1.2 Reliability and Factor Analysis (PCFA)

4.1.1.2.1 Reliability of Leadership Styles

Reliability is “whether an instrument can be interpreted consistently across different situations”
(Field 2009, p. 11). Reliability refers to the standard that the instrument will “provide consistent

scores upon repeated administration by alternate forms” and over time (O’Rourke et al. 2005, p.
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158). One of the common classes of reliability estimates is internal consistency reliability.
Cronbach's alpha is the most common measure of internal consistency. It is often used to
determine the reliability of groups of multiple Likert item/questions in a survey questionnaire. A
group of items considered to be indicative of a specific variable should have a minimum
Cronbach’s alpha (coefficient alpha) value of 0.7 according to Brace et al. (2009) and Nunnally

(1970).

Leadership styles was the second part of the survey questionnaire of this study and consisted of
45 question items including transformational leadership (20 items), transactional leadership (12
items), laissez-faire (4 items), extra effort (4 items), satisfaction (4 items), and effectiveness (4
items). The reliability test for leadership styles was reported with an overall reliability coefficient
.934 for 45 leadership style question items (Mean=110.207, SD=28.795), which is very close to
1 (Appendix 4.3). This indicates a very high reliability score. For individual item questions under
leadership, all variables reported a very high reliability score greater than 0.929. The coefficient
Since the focus of this study was transformational leadership style, transactional leadership style,
and laissez-faire, the reliability test was measured for 36 questions related to these three main
types of leadership including transformational leadership (20 items), transactional leadership (12
items), Laissez-faire (4 items). The reliability test for leadership styles was reported with an
overall reliability coefficient; Cronbach’s alpha as .883 for 36 leadership style questions
(Mean=83.690, SD=19.872), which is very close to 1 (Appendix 4.4). This also indicates a very
high reliability score. For individual item questions under leadership, all variables reported a

very high reliability score greater than .872.

110



4.1.1.2.2 Reliability of Faculty Job Satisfaction

The reliability test for job satisfaction was reported with an overall reliability coefficient
Cronbach’s alpha .846 for 92 job satisfaction question items (Mean=303.465, SD=22.377),
which indicates a high level of internal consistency in the scale for this specific sample. For
individual item questions under job satisfaction, the reliability score was found to be greater than

0.837.

Generally, the statistics reveal very high reliability scores throughout the leadership styles and

job satisfaction question item groups of the survey questionnaire.

4.1.1.3 Reliability and Validity of Dependent and Independent Variables

The dependent variable of this study is faculty job satisfaction and the independent variables are

leadership styles, moderators, and mediators. Each variable consisted of different factors.

4.1.1.3.1 Reliability and Validity of Dependent Variable-Faculty Job Satisfaction

For the faculty job satisfaction which included 6 variables/elements (Table 4.2), Cronbach’s

alpha was measured.

Initial Elements No. Cronbach’s Mean SD
items alpha

Faculty Job Satisfaction 24 .685 82.329 8.024
Work itself 3 -1.248 10.333 1.116
Salary 6 225 19.340 2.841
Promotion 4 152 12.233 2.499
Supervision 3 878 11.204 2.214
Collegial relationships 4 .204 13.053 1.635
General job satisfaction 4 919 16.378 2.829

Table 4.2 Cronbach’s Alpha for Faculty Job Satisfaction
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Due to the low Cronbach’s alpha of some of the variables, some items were deleted (Table 4.3).
Deleting 1 item from work itself, 2 items from promotion, and 2 items from collegial
relationships could increase their Cronbach’s alpha to .885. The salary variable discarded due to
low reliability even by deleting some of its items. Therefore, faculty job satisfaction with a very
high Cronbach’s alpha score of (.885) for 13 items consisted of 5 elements: work itself,
promotion, supervision, collegial relationships, and general job satisfaction. Then, an exploratory
principal components factor analysis (PCFA) was performed to investigate the structure of the
data (Appendix 4.5). This analysis resulted in 3 factor groups explaining 69.055% of total
variance (KMO= .820, p<.001). The high KMO score, high percentages of variance, and the
meaningfulness of these 3 factors were the main reasons to retain the factor analysis test results

for faculty job satisfaction.

Initial Variables No. Cronbach’s | Mean SD

items alpha

Faculty Job Satisfaction (includes all items for the 5 variables 13 .885 50.897 | 7.263

below)

Work itself (3items to 2 items, 72-1 deleted) 2 129 8.670 1.417

Promotion (4 items to 2 items, 81& 82-1deleted) 2 .793 6.527 2.078

Supervision 3 .875 11.204 | 2.214

Collegial relationships (4 items to 2 items, 88-2 &88-3 deleted) 2 751 8.284 1.293

General job satisfaction 4 919 16.378 | 2.829

Factor groups (KMO=.820, p<.001) No. % of Eigenvalues
items | Variance

Work and collegiality 8 32.740 4.256

General job satisfaction (97:1,2,3,4), Collegial relationships (88:1,4),

Work itself (72: 2,3)

Supervision 3 19.679 2.558

Supervision (87: 1,2,3)

Promotion 2 16.636 2.163

Promotion (82: 2,3)

Comment
Three new factor groups were identified (components 1,2,3) and selected as dependent variables.

Table 4.3 Cronbach’s Alpha and PCFA for Faculty Job Satisfaction
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4.1.1.3.1 Reliability and Validity of Independent Variables

4.1.1.3.1.1 Reliability and Validity of Independent Variables- Leadership Styles

For the leadership style which consisted of three main variables and their components (Table
4.4), Cronbach’s alpha was measured. The Cronbach’s alpha score for leadership style (36 items)
was .883 (Mean=83.690, SD=19.872), and was almost very high for all of the variables and their
own components excluding the transactional and one of its components: management by
exception active. An exploratory principal components factor analysis (PCFA) was performed to
investigate the structure of the data. This analysis resulted in 9 components explaining 70.276%
of total variance (KMO= .835, p<.001). Distribution of the initial factors in a different number of
the new constructed factors (e.g., the transactional leadership items distributed across 6 different
factor groups) and very low percentage of the variances (except the first one) were the main
reasons to reject the factor analysis test results for the leadership style variable (Appendix 4.4).
Indeed, the factor groups could not explain the theoretical framework of the study; full range
leadership styles. The initial variables including transformational leadership (20 items),

transactional leadership (12 items) and laissez-faire (4 items) were selected for further analysis.

Initial Variables No. Cronbach’s Mean SD
items alpha

Leadership styles (includes all items for the 3 main variables | 36 .883 83.690 19.872
below)
Transformational leadership 20 932 56.551 16.945
Idealized Influence Attributed 4 .781 11.718 4.261
Idealized Influence Behaviour 4 .730 11.818 3.444
Inspirational Motivation 4 787 12.256 4.076
Intellectual Stimulation 4 .832 10.234 3.914
Individualized Consideration 4 .654 9.663 4.028
Transactional Leadership 12 459 24.216 5.688
Contingent Rewards 4 .755 11.645 4.042
Management-by-exception Active 4 495 8.311 3.280
Management-by-exception Passive 4 .682 4.043 3.103
Laissez-faire 4 740 2.969 3.070
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Factor groups (KMO= .835, p<.001) No. % of Eigenvalues
items Variance

Transformational and Transactional leadership 17 24.501 8.821
TF (11A:47,51,44-11B:49,60,40-1M:52,62,35-1S:58,56-1C:57,41),
TA (CR:61,42,37- MEA:53)
Transactional leadership and Laissez-faire 6 11.533 4.152
TA (MEP:38,29,46), LF (31,33,54)
Transformational and Transactional leadership 4 7.888 2.840
TF (IA:36 — 1S:28- 1C:45), TA (CR:27)
Transactional leadership 2 5.101 1.836
TA (MEA:50,48)
Transformational leadership 2 4,931 1.775
TF (1S:34- IM:39)
Transformational leadership 2 4.317 1.554
TF (I1C:55), LF (59)
Transactional leadership 1 4.270 1.537
TA (MEP:43)
Transactional leadership 1 3.968 1.428
TA (MEA:30)
Transformational leadership 1 3.767 1.356
TF (11B:32)
Comment

The initial variables including transformational leadership, transactional leadership and laissez-faire were selected

for further analysis.

Table 4.4 Cronbach’s Alpha and PCFA for Leadership

4.1.1.3.1.2 Reliability and Validity of Independent Variables-Moderators

For moderators which included 6 variables, Cronbach’s alpha was measured (Table 4.5):

Initial Variables No. Cronbach’s Mean SD
items alpha

Moderators 15 132 43.966 6.025
Change in life stage 1 - - -
Change in family or personal circumstances 5 391 13.775 1.839
Transfer to a new institution 1 - - -
Change in perceived justice 6 .500 15.447 | 3.029
Change in mood or emotional state 1 - - -
Change in rank 1 - - -

Table 4.5 Cronbach’s Alpha for Moderators
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Due to the low Cronbach’s alpha of some of the variables, some changes were applied (Table
4.6). Three items were deleted from change in family or personal circumstances and formed a
new variable named as work life balance. Dividing the variable change in family or personal
circumstances into two variables including family or personal circumstances and work life
balance made the items more meaningful. Then one item was deleted from work balance to reach
a higher reliability. In addition, 2 items from change in perceived justice were deleted due to the
same reason and then the 4 remaining items formed two variables including perceived injustice
and low ethnic prejudice. Table (4.6) represents the Cronbach’s alpha for the initial variables and
the resulted variables. Then, an exploratory principal components factor analysis (PCFA) was
performed to investigate the structure of the data (Appendix 4.6). This analysis resulted in 2
factor groups explaining 66.562% of total variance (KMO= .595, p<.001). The very high
percentages of variance, and the meaningfulness of these 2 factors were the main reasons to

retain the factor analysis test results for moderators.

Initial Variables No. Cronbach’s Mean SD
items alpha
Moderators (includes all items for the 7 variables below) 15 132 43.966 6.025
Change in life stage 1 - - -
Change in family or personal circumstances (5 items to 2 2 391 13.775 1.839
items, 95 deleted)
Work life balance (3rejected items from change in family or 2 .698 7.011 1.402

personal circumstances created work life balance variable then
these 3 items 2 items, 95-1 deleted)

Transfer to a new institution (months) 1 - - -

Change in perceived justice (6 items to 5 items, 90-1 deleted) 5 723 11.308 3.366

Change in mood or emotional state 1 - - -

Change in rank (months) 1 - - -

Resulted Variables (items deleted) No. Cronbach’s Mean SD
items | alpha

Moderators (includes all items for the 3 variables below) 6 .559 15.633 3.092

Work life balance 2 .698 7.011 1.402

Change in perceived justice (5 items to 4 items, 90-2 deleted)

- Change in perceived justice divided into two variables:

Perceived injustice (90: 4,5,6) 3 .811 5.936 2.395

Low ethnic prejudice (90:3) 1 - - -
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Factor groups (KMO= .595, p<.001) No. % of Eigenvalues
items Variance
Change in perceived justice 4 40.269 2.416
Perceived injustice (90: 4,5,6), Low ethnic prejudice (90:3)
Work life balance 2 26.293 1.578
Work life balance (95: 2,3)
Comment

Two factor groups were identified (components 1,2) and selected for further analysis.

Table 4.6 Cronbach’s Alpha and PCFA for Moderators

4.1.1.3.1.3 Reliability and Validity of Independent Variables-Mediators

4.1.1.3.1.3.1 Mediators-Demographic

Demographic included 4 variables: gender (1 item), ethnicity (1 item), institutional type (1 item),
and academic discipline (11 items). Due to the types of items for demographic variable, it was
not possible to measure the Cronbach’s alpha or factor analysis. The results of analysis for

demographic presented in the next section.

4.1.1.3.1.3.2 Mediators-Motivators and Hygienes

For motivators and hygienes which included 6 variables, Cronbach’s alpha was measured. The
Cronbach’s alpha score for all selected 26 items was .792 with Mean=90.876 and SD=10.291.
Then, an exploratory principal components factor analysis (PCFA) was performed to investigate
the structure of the data (Appendix 4.7). This analysis resulted in 8 factor groups explaining
70.152% of total variance (KMO= .702, p<.001). Distribution of the initial factors in a different
number of the new constructed factors (e.g., the working condition items distributed across 4
different factor groups) and so the lack of meaningfulness of these 8 factors as well as the low

percentage of the variances were the main reasons to reject the factor analysis test results for the
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motivators and hygienes. Therefore, the initial variables were selected for further analysis (Table

4.7).

Recognition-Informal (75:2)

Initial Variables No. Cronbach’s | Mean SD
items Alpha
Motivators and Hygienes (includes all items for the 6 variables | 26 792 90.876 | 10.291
below)
Achievement 3 .780 12.358 | 2.151
Recognition-Informal 3 611 9.108 2.778
Responsibility 6 .789 20.304 | 4.407
Advancement 3 872 10.266 | 2.802
Working conditions 8 .618 27.521 | 3.904
Job security 3 .808 10.304 | 2.675
Factor groups (KMO=.702, p<.001) No. % of Eigenvalues
items | Variance

Achievement, Recognition-Informal, Advancement Achievement | 6 14.307 3.720
(73: 1,2), Recognition-Informal (75:1) Advancement (80:1,2,3)
Responsibility 5 13.571 3.529
Responsibility (77: 1,2,3,5,6)
Recognition-Informal, Job security, Working conditions 4 9.930 2.582
Recognition-Informal (75:3), Job security (85: 1,2) Working
conditions (11:2)
Working conditions, Responsibility 5 9.260 2.408
Working conditions (11:5,6,7,8), Responsibility (77: 4)
Achievement, Job security 2 6.334 1.647
Achievement (73: 3), Job security (85: 3)
Working conditions 1 5.861 1.524
Working conditions (11:1)
Working conditions 2 5.788 1.505
Working conditions (11: 3,4)
Recognition-Informal 1 5.101 1.326

Comment

6 initial variables were selected for further analysis.

Table 4.7 Cronbach’s Alpha and PCFA for Mediators- Motivators and Hygienes

4.1.1.3.1.3.3 Mediators- Environmental Conditions

For environmental conditions that included 4 variables, Cronbach’s alpha was measured (Table

4.8):
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Initial Variables No. Cronbach’s Mean SD

items Alpha
Environmental conditions 17 .695 58.662 6.622
Student quality or relationships (Students) 4 .100 13.434 | 2.055
Administration 4 .205 12.526 2.088
Institutional climate or culture 6 .875 21.608 4571
Interpersonal relations 3 .829 11.355 | 1.998

Table 4.8 Cronbach’s Alpha for Environmental Conditions

Due to the low Cronbach’s alpha of some of the variables,

some items were deleted. Deleting 1

item from student quality or relationships and 1 item from administration caused a considerable

increase in these two variables as well as the whole reliability of environmental conditions. In

addition, the student quality or relationships divided into two separate variables including student

quality and relationships with students. Then, an exploratory principal components factor

analysis (PCFA) was performed to investigate the structure of the data (Appendix 4.8). This

analysis resulted in 3 factor groups (Table 4.9) explaining 69.633% of total variance (KMO=

.760, p<.001). The high KMO score, high percentages of variance, and the meaningfulness of

these 4 factors were the main reasons to retain the factor analysis test results for environmental

conditions.

Initial Variables No. Cronbach’ | Mean SD

items s alpha

Environmental conditions (includes all items for the 5 variables 15 871 52.977 | 8.521

below)

Student quality or relationships (Students) (4 items to 3 items, 92-4

deleted, the remaining items considered as two single items)

Student quality (2 items-reverse coded) i 137 5.989 | 2.087

Relationships with students (1 item)

Administration (4 items to 3 items, 91-4 deleted) 3 .809 10.150 | 2.845

Institutional climate or culture 6 875 21.608 | 4.571

Interpersonal relations 3 .829 11.355 | 1.998

Factor groups (KMO=.760, p<.001) No. % of Eigenvalues
items | Variance
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Institutional climate or culture 5 24 477 3.672
Institutional climate or culture (93: 1,2,3,5,6)

Relationships 4 17.700 2.655
Interpersonal relations (89: 1,2,3), Relationships with students (92:2)

Institutional and administrative culture 4 16.535 2.480
Administration (91: 1,2,3), Institutional climate or culture (93: 4)

Student quality 2 10.922 1.638

Students quality (92:1,3 reverse coded)

Comment
Four factor groups were identified (components 1,2,3,4) and selected for further analysis.

Table 4.9 Cronbach’s Alpha and PCFA for Environmental Conditions

4.1.1.3.1.3.4 Mediators- Job Design

For job design variables that included 3 variables, Cronbach’s alpha was measured (Table 4.10):

Initial Variables No. Cronbach’s | Mean SD

items Alpha
Job Design (includes all items for the 3 variables below) | 9 370 30.786 | 3.502
Feedback 3 132 9.322 1.490
Autonomy 3 .012 10.717 1.762
Skill variety 3 .384 10.623 | 2.063

Table 4.10 Cronbach’s Alpha for Job Design

Due to the low Cronbach’s alpha of the variables, 3 items (1 item from each variable) were
deleted. It could increase the reliability of each variable and the job design as a group
considerably. Then, an exploratory principal components factor analysis (PCFA) was performed
to investigate the structure of the data (Appendix 4.9). This analysis resulted in 2 factor groups
explaining 66.024% of total variance (KMO= .584, p<.001). A meaningless combination of the

two variables (feedback and autonomy) as the first component, and the low KMO score were the
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main reasons to reject the factor analysis test results for job design. Therefore, the initial

variables were selected for further analysis (Table 4.11).

Initial Factors No. Cronbach’s Mean SD

items alpha

Job Design (includes all items for the 3 variables below) 6 716 22433 | 3.515

Feedback (3 items to 2 items, 86-1 deleted) 2 .816 6.912 1.495

Autonomy (3 items to 2 items, 79-2 deleted) 2 741 7.580 1.670

Skill variety (3 items to 2 items, 78-3 deleted) 2 129 7.926 1.727

Factor groups (KMO= .584, p<.001) No. % of Eigenvalues
items | Variance

Feedback and Autonomy 4 37.493 2.250

Feedback (86: 2,3), Autonomy (79:1,3)

Skill variety 2 28.532 1.712

Skill variety (78: 1,2)

Comment

2 initial variables were selected for further analysis.

Table 4.11 Cronbach’s Alpha and PCFA for Job Design

4.1.1.3.1.3.5 Mediators- Identity

For identity, independent variables that included 3 variables, Cronbach’s alpha was measured

(Table 4.12):
Initial Variables No. Cronbach’s Mean SD
items Alpha
Identity (includes all items for the 6 variables below) 14 518 40.057 4.849
Need to belong 3 .601 10.527 2.019
Self-esteem 4 .307 12.659 2.325
Religious and cultural values 8 .644 16.988 3.562

Table 4.12 Cronbach’s Alpha for Identity

Due to the low Cronbach’s alpha of the variables, 6 items were deleted; 1 item from need to

belong, 2 items from self-esteem, and 3 items from religious and cultural values. So, the
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Cronbach’s alpha increased for each variable. The Cronbach’s alpha for the whole 8 items was
.630 (Mean= 22.797, SD= 3.461). Then, an exploratory principal components factor analysis
(PCFA) was performed to investigate the structure of the data (Appendix 4.10). This analysis
resulted in 3 factor groups explaining 83.570% of total variance (KMO=.742, p<.001). The high
KMO score, the very high percentages of variance (particularly the first one), and the
meaningfulness of these 2 factors were the main reasons to retain the factor analysis test results
for faculty job satisfaction (Table 4.13). The factor analysis grouped the variables as they had

been the designed based on the literature.

Initial items No. Cronbach’s | Mean SD

items alpha

Identity 8 .630 22.797 | 3.461

Need to belong (3 items to 2 items, 74-3 deleted) 2 .643 7.361 1.390

Self-esteem (4 items to 2 items, 76-2, 76-4 deleted) 2 679 8.305 1.502

Religious and cultural values (7items to 4items, 94-1, 94-2, 94-3 4 .966 7.244 3.084

deleted)

Factor groups (KMO=.742, p<.001) No. % of Eigenvalues
items | Variance

Religious and cultural values 4 45.497 3.640

Religious and cultural values (94:4,5,6,7)

Self-esteem 2 19.383 1.551

Self-esteem (76: 1,3)

Need to belong 2 18.691 1.495

Need to belong (74: 1,2)

Comment

3 factor groups were selected for further analysis.

Table 4.13 Cronbach’s Alpha and PCFA for Identity

4.1.1.2 A Summary of the Selected Variables

Based on the reliability scores and factor analysis results (PCFA), the following variables were
selected for further analysis. Table (4.14) represents a summary of the variables, their reliability
scores, KMO scores, the number of items in the survey questionnaire.
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Final Leadership styles & Job Satisfaction Variables

Leadership Styles
(45 items: alpha=.934)
(36 items: alpha=.883, KM0=.835, p<.001)

Transformational Leadership Style

Idealized Influence Attributed (Qs: 36, 44, 47, 51)
Idealized Influence Behaviour (Qs:32, 40, 49, 60)
Inspirational Motivation (Qs:35, 39, 52, 62)
Intellectual Stimulation (Qs:28, 34, 56, 58)
Individualized Consideration (Qs:41, 45, 55, 57)
Transactional Leadership Style

Contingent Rewards (Qs:27, 37, 42, 61)
Management-by-exception Active (Qs:30, 48, 50, 53)
Management-by-exception Passive (Qs:29, 38, 43, 46)
Laissez-faire (Qs:31, 33, 54, 59)

Faculty Job Satisfaction
(13 items: alpha=.885, KM0=.820, p<.001)

Work and collegiality

General job satisfaction(Q97:1,2,3,4)
Collegial relationships (Q88:1,4)
Work itself (Q72: 2,3)

Supervision

Supervision (Q87: 1,2,3)

Promotion

Promotion (Q82: 2,3)

Moderators
(6 items: alpha=.559, KM0O=.595, p<.001)

Change in perceived justice
Perceived injustice (Q90: 4,5,6)
Low ethnic prejudice (Q90:3)
Work life balance

Work life balance (Q95: 2,3)

Mediators

Motivators and Hygienes
(26 items: alpha=.792, KM0O=.702, p<.001)

Environmental conditions
(15 items: alpha=.871, KMO=.760, p<.001)

Job Design
(6 items: alpha=.716, KMO=.584, p<.001)

Identity
(8 items: alpha=.630, KMO=.742, p<.001)

Achievement (Q73: 1,2,3)
Recognition-Informal (Q75: 1,2,3)
Responsibility (Q77: 1,2,3,4,5,6)
Advancement (Q80: 1,2,3)

Working conditions (Q11: 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8)
Job security (Q85:1,2,3)

Institutional climate or culture

Institutional climate or culture (Q93: 1,2,3,5,6)
Relationships

Interpersonal relations (Q89: 1,2,3)
Relationships with students (Q92:2)
Institutional and administrative culture
Administration (Q91: 1,2,3)

Institutional climate or culture (Q93: 4)
Student quality

Students quality (Q92:1,3 reverse coded)

Feedback (Q86: 2,3)
Autonomy (Q79: 1,3)
Skill variety (Q78: 1,2)

Religious and cultural values

Religious and cultural values (Q94: 4,5,6,7)
Self-esteem

Self-esteem (Q76: 1,3)

Need to belong

Need to belong (Q74: 1,2)

Table 4.14 A Summary of the Selected Variables
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4.1.2 Descriptive for Personal and Professional
A total number of 115 participants including 101 members of faculty and 14 HODs, in STEM-

related fields responded completely to the survey questionnaire of this study.

4.1.2.1 Descriptive for Personal Characteristics (Faculty)

Detailed descriptive statistics was conducted on the collected data with N = 101, which was
related to the members of faculty (Table 4.15). Amongst the 101 respondents, a majority of 82%
were recorded as males where females were 18%. In terms of ethnicity, it is observed that a
maximum number of respondents belong to the ethnicity of Canada (15%) followed by Jordan
(14%) and Pakistan (10%). These are the top three ethnicities observed among 34 different
ethnicities of the citizens. When asked about the type of university the respondents worked in, a
majority was observed for private for profit (79%) followed by private for non-profit (20%).
75% of respondents indicated that they have a doctoral degree and, when asked to share details
about employment, a total of 96 % of respondents had a full-time employment. With regard to
monthly salary, a majority of the respondents (51.5%) reported a monthly salary of AED 20,000
— 29,999, followed by 22% with AED 10,000 — 19,999, 14.4% with AED 30,000 to 39,999, and
only 2% of faculty members with a salary of more than AED 50,000 (Mean = 2.958, SD = .923).
In terms of age, a total of 70% respondents reported to be middle aged (i.e. 36 - 54 years old),
followed by 19% as young aged (35 years and lower) and 10% as senior aged (55+ years). When
asked about their religion, a majority of the respondents considered themselves as Muslim
(86%). Regarding their marital status, a total of 84% indicated as married, and the rest indicated

as being single (9%), separated (3%) or living with a partner or significant other (1%). And, for
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whether the marital or non-marital circumstances have existed for the past 12 months, 89% of the

respondents indicates in affirmative.

Research Variable n (Faculty) | % (Faculty) | Research Variable n (Faculty) % (Faculty)

Gender Ethnicity

Male 83 82 Canada 13 15

Female 18 18 Jordan 14 14

Total 101 100 Pakistan 10 10

Missing 0 0 Other* 59 59
Total 98 97
Missing 3 3
*Only top 3 countries
listed

Type of University Degrees

Private for profit 80 79 PhD-holders 76 75

Private for non-profit 20 20 Mon-PhD-holders 25 25

Total 100 09 Total 101 100

Missing 1 1

Employment Age

Full-time 97 96 Young-35 years and 19 19

Part-time 3 3 younger

Total 100 99 Middle aged-36-54 71 70

Missing 1 1 years Senior- 35 years 10 10
and over Total 100 99
Missing 1 1

Monthly Salary Religion

1-9,999 AED 4 4 Muslim 87 86

10,000-19,999 AED 22 22 Non-Muslim 12 12

20,000-29,999 AED 52 513 Total 99 08

30,000-39,999 AED 14 14 Missing 2 2

40,000-49,999 AED 3 3

More than 50,000 AED 2 2

Total 97 96

Missing 4 4

Mean: 2 958

SD: 0.923

Change in family Are the above

Single and never 9 9 circumstances

married (Change in family) the

Married 85 84 same as 12 months

Living with partner or 1 1 ago?

significant other Yes an 89

Separated, divorced, 3 3 MNo 10 10

widowed Total 100 99

Total 98 97 Missing 1 |

Missing 3 3

Table 4.15 Personal Characteristics- Faculty
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4.1.2.2 Descriptive for Personal Characteristics (HODSs)

Detailed descriptive statistics was conducted on the collected data, with N = 14, which was
related to the HODs in STEM-related fields (Table 4.16). All 14 respondents were males who
belonged to the ethnicity USA (29%) followed by UK (14%). These are the top two ethnicities
observed among 9 different ethnicities which they are a citizen to. When asked about the type of
university the respondents worked in, a majority was observed for private for non-profit (86%)
followed by Federal (7%). All respondents indicated that they have a doctoral degree and work
as a full-time employment. With regard to monthly salary, a majority of the respondents (57%)
reported a monthly salary of AED 30,000 — 39,999, followed by 21% with salary AED 20,000 —
29,999, and only 7% with a salary of more than AED 50,000 (Mean = 3.91, SD = 0.71). In terms
of age, a total of 71% respondents reported to be of middle age (i.e. 36 - 54 years old), followed
by the same percentage of 7% as young aged (35 years and lower) and senior aged (55+ years).
When asked about their religion, the 12 HODs considered themselves as Muslim (88%).
Regarding their marital status, a total of 97% indicated as married, and for whether the marital or
non-marital circumstances have existed for the past 12 months, 79% of the respondents indicates

in affirmative.
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Research Variable n (HODs) % (HODs) | Research Variable n (HODs) % (HODs)
Gender Ethnicity
Male 14 100 Usa 4 29
Female 0 0 UK 2 14
Total 14 100 Other* 7 50
Missing 0 0 Total 13 93
Missing 1 7
*Only top 2 countries
listed
Type of University Degrees
Private for non-profit 12 86 PhD-holders 14 100
Federal | 7 Non-PhD-heolders 0 0
Total 13 93 Total 14 100
Missing 1 7
Employment Ape
Full-time 14 100 Young-35 years and 1 7
Part-time 0 0 younger
Total 14 100 Middle aged-36-54 years 10 71
Missing 0 0 Senior- 55 years and over 1 7
Total 12 86
Missing 2 14
Monthly Salary Religion
1-9.999 AED 0 0 Muslim 12 86
10,000-19,999 AED 0 0 Non-Muslim 0 0
20,000-29.999 AED 3 21 Total 12 86
30,000-39,999 AED 8 57 Missing 2 14
40,000-49.999 AED 0 0
More than 50,000 AED | 7
Total 12 86
Missing 2 14
Mean: 3.91
sD: 0.79
Change in family Are the above
Single and never married 0 0 circumstances (Change
Married 13 03 in family) the same as 12
Living with partner or 0 0 months ago?
significant other Yes 11 79
Separated, divorced, or 0 0 Mo 0 0
widowed Total 11 79
Total 13 93 Missing 3 21
Missing 1 7

Table 4.16 Personal Characteristics-HODs
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4.1.2.3 Descriptive for Professional Characteristics (Faculty)

Detailed descriptive statistics for professional characteristics was conducted on the collected data
with N = 101, which was related to the members of faculty (Table 4.17). Faculty members who
participated in this study were in the 17 different teaching disciplines; 17% were in physics, 14%
in civil engineering, 9% in chemistry and the same percentage of the faculty were in mathematics
and statistics discipline. Respondents indicated 93 different fields of specialization with the top
three being structural engineering (3%), statistics (3%), and chemistry (2%). A majority of
respondents were assistant professor (32%) followed by associate professor (30%) and lecturer
(26%). 28 of them started their first job in higher education before 2000 and 64 after 2000
(Mean=2.63, SD=1.97), mostly as assistant professor (5) and lecturer (4) (Mean=4.02, SD=4.08).
In their first job in higher education, 75 worked full-time and 25 part-time (Mean=1.08,
SD=0.50) in a number of different universities including the University of Sharjah (18), Jordan
Science and Technology University (7), and Dulhousie University (2) with mean=2.63 and

SD=1.97.

Regarding time spent on teaching, research, administration and internal service, and external
service, among101 faculty members, 85 spend 30%+ on teaching and only 3 spend 1%-9% on
teaching. Among 101 faculty members, only 33 prefer spending 30%+ of their time on teaching
and 35 prefer 20%-29% (Mean Ta=4.78, SD=0.61; Mean Tp=3.98, SD=0.91). Regarding
research, only 16 faculty members spend 30%+ on research and 27 of them spend only 1%-9%,
while 62 faculty members prefer spending their time on research 30%+ and only 1 faculty prefer
1%-9% (Mean Ra=3.14, SD=1.19; Mean Rp=4.43, SD=0.90). So, the willingness for research is

very high. Among 101 faculty members, 39 spend 20%-29% on administration and internal
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service, only 4 do not spend any time on this, however, only 8 prefer to spend 20%-29% of their
time on administration and internal service, and 43 prefer 10%-19% (Mean Aa=3.14, SD=1.04;
Mean Ap=2.42, SD=0.91). Regarding external service, only 17 faculty members spend 30%+ on
external service and 39 spend 10%-19% on this kind of service, while only 2 prefer spending
time on external service and 42 prefer 1%-9% (Mean Ea=2.62, SD=0.96; Mean Ep=2.71,

SD=0.88).

During 2009 to 2015, these respondents published a number of journal articles (Max=96, Min=0;
Mean= 13.14, SD=15.96), edited books (Max=2, Min=0; Mean=0.21, SD=0.49), authored books
(Max=5, Min=0; Mean=0.30, SD=0.85), and chapter(s) in books (Max=4, Min=0; Mean=0.68,
SD=0.08). They also presented a number of presentations outside the UAE (Max=60, Min=0;
Mean=8.73, SD=10.21) and inside the UAE (Max=20, Min=0; Mean= 2.18, SD=3.15). During
2011-2016 they were member of national/international scientific board (31 out of 101), elected
leader of association or union (5 out of 101), elected leader of an external professional/ academic
organization (5 out of 101), chairperson in an external professional organization (11 out of 101),
and engaged in funded or creative research or consultancy (43 out of 101). In the last 5 years, a
number of committees has been served (Max=25, Min=0; Mean= 6.98, SD=5.84) and chaired
(Max=10, Min=0; Mean= 1.10, SD=2.26) by these faculty members. In the last 5 years, 43 of the
faculty were promoted to a higher rank, while 47 stayed in the same rank. They have worked in
their current institution for a max of 18 years and a minimum of less than a year, and in their

current position, for a max of 23 years and a minimum of less than a year.
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Yariable n (Faculty) | % (Faculty}) | Variable n {Faculty) % (Faculty)
Teaching Discipline Field of
Physics 17 17 specialization
Civil Engineering 14 14 Structural
Chemistry 9 G Engineecring
Mathematics, 9 @ Statistics i i
Statistics Other*® 42 41 Organic Chemistry 2 2
Total 91 90 Orher*
Missing 10 10 Total 29 sR
Min 0, Max 20 Missing a7 96
*Only 3 first highest Min 0, Max 87 4 4
numbers listed *Only top 3 field

of specialization

listed
Academic title Change in rank:
Assistant professor 32 i2 Promoted a higher 43 43
Associate professor 30 L1 rank
Lecturer 2 24 [n the same rank 47 47
Other* 13 12 Total 90 2%
Total 101 100 Missing 11 11
Missing 0 L
*Only top 3 academic
title listed
First Job in HE First Job in HE
Title Year
Assistant Professor kN i] Before 2000 2R 2R
Lecturer 28 28 Adfter 2000 64 64
Teaching Assistant 11 11 Total e a1
Other* D L1 Missing 9 o
Total 101 100 Mean: 2.63
Missing 0 L SO 1.97
Mean: 4.02
S0 4.08
*Only top 3 academic
title listed
University Fullf Part-time
University of Sharjah 18 18 Full-time 75 75
Jordan 5gi & Tech 7 T Part-time 17 17
Lini Dalhousie Lni 2 2 Total a2 a2
Other* 4 4 Missing ] o
Total a9l el Mean: 1.08
Missing 10 10 SD: 0.50
Mean: 227§
5D:21.50
*COnly top 3
universities listed
Time spending on: Teaching Research Teaching Research

Actual Pref Actoal Bref Actual Bref | Actual Pref
(fa) (Tp) | (Ra) (Rp) | (Ta) (Tp) | (Ra) (Rp)

0% ] 1] 7 2 a 1] 7 2
1% -0% i ] 27 1 i i 27 1
1 0%~ 19% 1 22 26 12 1 22 26 12
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20%-20% 10 15 23 20 10 15 23 20
I0%+ BE 13 16 62 54 13 16 il
Total 92 0§ a0 a7 ag Q5 ag 96
Missing 2 5 2 4 2 5 2 4
Mean:
Ta=4.T87T Tp=3.989
Ra=31.141 Rp=4.433
50
Ta= 0,610 Tp=0.911
Ra= 1.195 Rp= 0.200
Admip&Int AdmindInt External External
Service Service Service Service
Actual Pref |  Actual Pref _ | Actual Pref Actual Pref |
LAa) (AR (Ea) (Ep) (Aa) (AR [(Ea}  (Ep)
0% 4 13 f) 5 4 13 7 5
1 %4-0% 12 42 4 36 12 42 455 16
10%%-19% g g 27 43 in i0 27 43
20%-20% 27 o 15 5 27 9 15 S
0%+ 17 2 4 5 17 2 4 5
Total g 0§ o9 o7 9% 95 98 0§
Missing 2 5 2 4 2 5 2 4
Mean:
Aa= 31414 Ap=1417
Ea=1.616 Ep=2.711
5 D
Aa=1.040 Ap=0.914
Ea= 094 Ep= 0889
Estimate the # of:
Journal articles Max Min Total Max Min Total
96 0 03 1 i a2
Missing Mean 5D Missing
S 13.14 15.96 .
Edited books Max Min Total Max Min Toia
2 0 36 2 455 355
Missing bzan 5D Missing
45 0.zl 0.4% 445
Authored books Max Min Total Max Min Total
5 0 56 1 455 53.5
Missing Mean 5D Missing
43 0.30 0.85 445
Chaptier(s} in books Max Min Total Max Min Total
4 [} 65 1 34 &4 5
Missing 5D Missing
kT Mcan 0.08 E1i]
06RE
Conference
presentations outside Max Min Total Max Mlin Total
UAE &0 [} oo 1 1 RO
Missing Mean 5D Missing
11 8.73 10.21 11
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Conference Max Min Taotal Max Min Tuotal
prescntations inside 20 L 7 1 26 T8
LAE Missing Mean sD Mizsing
22 118 1.15 21
A member of: Miemiber Mizsing Total Member Miszing | Total
Mational/International 3l T 101 31 T L0
scicntific board
Elected leader of 5 Qi 101 5 G5 L0
association or union
Elected leader 5 Q6 101 5 G5 L0
external association
Chairperson in an 11 Ll 101 11 G0 1D
external professional
rranizati
Engagement in 43 58 101 43 57 1D
funded or creative
researchiconsultancy
Responsibility at
work
MNumber of Max Min Taotal Max Min Total
committees served 25 0 o7 4 g gt
Missing Mean sD Missing
4 6.9 384 4
MNumber of Max Min Taotal Max Min Tuotal
committees chaired 10 0 ] 1 in G2
Missing bean 5D hizsing
8 1.10 226 8
Transfer to new
imstitution:
Years Max Min Taotal Max Min Tuotal
18 L] 05 5 13 B4
Missing Mean sD Missing
f 446 0B L]
panths Max Min Total Max Mlin Total
10 L] T8 ) 4 77
Missing Mean D Mizsing
21 4.15 193 23
Fromotien in vour
current position:
Years Max Min Taotal Max Min Tuotal
21 L] 2 1 17 71
Missing Mean 5D Mizsing
9 183 4.70 o
Months Max Min Total Max Min Total
11 L] 71 | 3 Ta
Missing Mean sD Mizsing
30 4.34 3.00 30

Table 4.17 Professional Characteristics-Faculty
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4.1.2.4 Descriptive for Professional Characteristics (HODs)

Detailed descriptive statistics for professional characteristics was conducted on the collected data
with N = 14, which was related to the HODs in STEM-related fields (Table 4.18). HODs, who
participated in this study were in the 14 different teaching disciplines, and 13 different field of
specializations. A majority of respondents were professor (57%) followed by associate
professors (36%) and only one Head of Department (7%) was assistant professor. 7 of them
started their first job in higher education before 2000 and 5 after 2000 (Mean= 3.21, SD=1.57),
mostly as assistant professor (5) and lecturer (4) (Mean= 1.78, SD=1.42), 7 worked full-time and
4 part-time (Mean=1.07, SD=0.73) in 12 different universities (Mean=5.57, SD=4.07).
Regarding time spending on teaching, research, administration and internal service, and external
service, among 14 HODs, 7 spend 30%+ on teaching and only 1 spends 1%-9% on teaching.
Among 14 HODs only 3 prefer spending 30%+ of their time on teaching and 7 prefer 10%-19%
(Mean Ta=4.21, SD=0.97; Mean Tp=3.57, SD=0.93). 3 HODs spend 30%+ on research and 3
only 1%-9%, while 11 HODs prefer spending their time on research 30%+ and the remaining 3
HODs prefer 20%-29% (Mean Ra=3.50, SD=1.09; Mean Rp=4.78, SD=0.42). So, the

willingness for research is very high.

Among 14 HODs , 11 spend 30% and more on administration and internal service, and 3, 20%-
29%, while only 2 prefer to spend 30%-+ of their time on administration and internal service and
the majority of them (7) prefer 20%-29% (Mean Aa=4.78, SD=0.42; Mean Ap=3.71, SD=0.82).
Regarding external service, only 1 Head spends 30% and more of his time on external service
and 6 HODs spend 10%-19% on this kind of service, while only 1 HOD prefer spending 30%

and more of his time on external service and 9 prefer 10%-19% on this service (Mean Ea=3.21,
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SD=0.89; Mean Ep=3.07, SD=0.61). During 2009 to 2015, they published a number of journal
articles (Max=100, Min=6; Mean= 26.38, SD=27.62), edited books (Max=3, Min=0; Mean=
1.00, SD=1.41), authored books (Max=1, Min=0; Mean= 1.00, SD=0.51), and chapter(s) in
books (Max=10, Min=0; Mean=2.91, SD=3.47). They also presented a number of presentations
outside the UAE (Max=100, Min=4; Mean= 23.38, SD=25.11) and inside the UAE (Max=15,
Min=0; Mean= 4.54, SD=4.27). During 2011-2016 they were members of the national/
international scientific board (9 out of 14), elected leader of association or union (1 out of 14),
elected leader of an external professional/ academic organization (4 out of 14), chairperson in an
external professional organization (6 out of 14), and engaged in funded or creative research or
consultancy (10 out of 14). In the last 5 years, a number of committees had been served
(Max=52, Min=3; Mean= 20.08, SD=15.72) and chaired (Max=25, Min=1; Mean= 9.16,
SD=7.93) by these HODs. In the last 5 years, 10 of the HODs were promoted to a higher rank,
while others stayed in the same rank. They have worked in their current institution for a max of
17 years and a minimum of less than a year and in their current position, for a max of 9 years and

a minimum of less than a year.
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Variahle n (HODs) % (HODs) Variahle n (HODs) % (HODs)

Teaching Discipline Field of

14 different 14 10 speclalization

disciplines 13 different ficld 13 a3

Total 14 10 of specialization

Missing 0 0 Tuotal 13 a3
Missing 1 7

Academie title Change in rank:

Professor & Chair ] 57 Promoted a higher 10 71

Aszociate Prof & 5 15 rank

Chair In the same rank 4 249

Assistant Prof & 1 7 Total 14 100

Chair 14 100 Miszing ] H

Total 0 L]

Missing

13.First Job in HE Year

Title Before 2000 7 50

Aszistant Professor 5 146 After 2000 5 36

Lecturer 4 249 Tutal 12 6

Other® 3 2 Missing 2 14

Tuotal 12 B Mean: 3.21

Missing 2 14 8D: 1.57

Mean: 1.78

5D 1.42

*Only top 2 academic

title listed

University Full/ Part-time

12 different Full-time 7 50

universitics Part-time 4 29

mentioned Tuotal 11 79

Total 12 & Missing i 21

Miszing 2 14 Mean: 1.07

Mean: 5.57 S5D:0.73

S0 4.07

Time spending on: Teaching Research Teaching Research

Actual Pref Actual  Bref | Actual Bref| Actual  Erpef J
(Ta) (ITp) (Ka) (Bp} (Ta) (Ip) (Ra} (B

0 ] 1] i 0 a 0 a 1]

1%-0%% 1 1 3 0 ) T 21 L]

10%%-1%9% 2 7 4 0 14 50 29 L]

20%%-20% 4 3 4 3 % 1] 249 21

0%+ 7 3 3 11 50 12 21 70

Total 14 14 14 |4 100 100 100 100

Missing H 1] i [ 1] 1] i] 0

Mean:

Ta=4.21 Tp=3.57

Ra= 31.50 Rp=4.78

S0

Ta=0.497 Tp=0.93

Ra= 1.0% Rp= 042
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AdmindInt AdmindInt External External
Service Service Sprviee Serviee Actual
Actual Pref | Actuwal Pref _ | Actwal Pref Eref  (Ea)
LAa)  [Ap) ksl (Ep) (Aa)  (AD) (Ep}
0 ] 0 1] 1] a 1] a i
] %e-0% ] l 3 2 a T 21 14
1 0%-19% ] 4 fi 4 1] 29 41 4
20%%-29% 3 7 4 3 2] S0 29 22z
0%+ 11 2 1 1] T4 14 7 i
Tutal 14 14 14 14 100 100 1o 10
Miszing 1] ] 1] 1] 1] 0 i ]
Mean:
Aa=4.TH Ap= 371
Ea=3.21 Ep=3.07
S0
Aa= 042 Ap= 082
Ea= 089 Ep=0.41
Estimate the # of:
Journal articles Max Min Taotal Max Min Tuotal
L O ] 13 7 7 93
Missing Mean 5D Missing
1 2638 27.62 i)
Edited books Max Min Taotal Max Min Tital
3 1] i 14 if i7
Missing Mean S0 Mizsing
f L.00 14l 43
Authored books Max Min Taotal Max Min Tuotal
1 1] i 21 if 57
Missing Mean S0 Mizsing
f 03K 0.51 43
Chapter (2} in books Max Min Taotal Mhax Min Total
10 1] 11 i) 0 T4
Missing Mean 5D Missing
3 291 147 21
Confercnce
prescniations outside Max Min Taotal hax Min Total
LUAE | O 4 13 i) |4 93
Missing Mean S0 Missing
1 23.3% 25.11 i)
Conference Max Min Taotal Max Min Tuotal
prescntations inside 15 1] 13 7 |4 93
UAE Missing Mean 5D Mizsing
1 4.54 427 i)
you have been a Member Missing Total Member Missing | Total
member of:
National/International 9 5 14 4 ih 100
scientific board
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Elected leader of 1 13 14 T 93 ]
association or union
Elected leader 4 ) 14 29 71 L]
cxternal association
Chairperson in an fi f 14 43 57 L0
cxtemal professional
Cranisati
Engagement in 10 4 14 71 29 L0
funded or creative
research/consultancy
Responsibility at
work
Mumber of Max Min Total Max Min Total
commitiees served 52 3 12 T 7 B
Missing Mean sD Mizsing
2 20,08 15.72 14
Mumber of Max Min Total Max Min Total
commitices chaired 25 1 12 T 7 R
Missing Mean sD Mizsing
2 Q.16 7.93 14
Transfer to new
institution:
Y ears Max Min Total Max Min Total
17 ] 11 7 14 ()
Missing Mean 5D Mizsing
3 T.0% 6.04 21
Months Max Min Total Max Min Total
5 1 10 14 14 71
Missing Mean 5D Mizsing
4 .60 2.71 29
Promaotion in vour
current position:
¥ears Max Min Total Max Min Total
9 [} 11 ) 14 79
Missing Mean 5D Missing
3 327 2.7% 21
Maonths Max Min Total Max Min Total
8 2 10 21 21 71
Missing Mean 5D Missing
4 5.20 163 2%

Table 4.18 Professional Characteristics- HODs
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4.2 Quantitative Data Analysis Results

4.2.1 Inter-correlations among Variables

According to Heppner and Heppner (2004), analyzing and reporting inter-correlations among
variables is important for several reasons. Firstly, it may provide an opportunity to detect any
potential error through the unusual correlations between variables. Secondly, it may provide an
opportunity for further investigation. And thirdly, it may be as part of the main analysis and
provide answers to a special research question. The first table (4.19), represents the inter-
correlations among faculty job satisfaction, leadership styles and all personal characteristics
variables. Table (4.20.1) and Table (4.20.2) represent the inter-correlations among faculty job
satisfaction, leadership styles and all professional characteristics variables. The Note at the
bottom of the tables explains full names for the variables when acronyms are use in the tables.
According to the Table (4.19) of correlations, there is only one significant relationship between
salary and laissez-faire (r= .304, p<.01), but there is not any significant relationship between
salary and faculty job satisfaction. Therefore, further analysis to investigate salary as an
independent variable, moderator, or mediator is meaningless. Other personal characteristics

variables do not show any significant correlation with job satisfaction or leadership styles.
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ICs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 13 14
1.FJS 1.00

2.LS 4427 1.00

3.TL 5497 9517 1.00

4.TA 174 7647 550" 1.00

BJLF -584™ -3057 -512™ -027 1.00

6.Ge 157 .041 .035 .078 -165 1.00

7.Et -.019 .064 .000 .087 .148 -.013 1.00

8.InT .021 .046 .019 111 -107  .848™  .093  1.00

9.De 144 .084 118 .058 -133 .100 -.095 .094 1.00

10.F/P  .112 -153  -116 -156 -084 215" -131 .195 -049 1.00
11.sa  -130 -097 -078 -179 .304™ -452™ .007 -467" -115 -251" 1.00
12.Ag | .037 -025  -062 .020 .149  -264" 144 -239° -125 030 .3747 1.00

13.Rel -110 -080 -066 -.081 .004 -015 123 -.022 045  -066 219" .005 1.00
14.Mar | .007 -158  -141  -084 .033 -112 .051  .029 .069 -.024 .077 287" -.102 1.00

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Note. FJS= Faculty Job Satisfaction; LS= Leadership Styles; TL= Transformational Leadership; TA= Transactional Leadership; LF=
Laissez-faire; Ge= Gender; Et= Ethnicity; InT= Institutional Type; De= Degree; F/P= Full-time/ Part-time; Sa= Salary; Ag= Age;
Rel= Religion; Mar= Marriage

Table 4.19 Inter-correlations among Faculty Job Satisfaction, Leadership Styles and Personal Characteristics
Variables

According to the Table (4.20.1) of correlations, there are some significant relationships between
professional characteristics variables with job satisfaction and leadership styles including
teaching disciplines with faulty job satisfaction (r=.292, p<.01), committees served or chaired
with laissez-faire (r= .297, p<.01) and transfer to new institutions with transformational

leadership (r=-.284, p<.01) and laissez-faire (r=.265, p<.01).

138



ICs 1 2 3 4 5 7 9 10 11 12 13 |14
1.RJS 1.00

2.LS 4427 1.00

3.TL 549™ 951 1.00

4.TA 174 7647 .550™ 1.00

5.LF -584™  -305™ -512" -027 1.00

6.TD 292" .146 .153 .086  -.128 1.00

7.FS 139 128 .094 144 -015 7077 1.00

8.AP .155 .038 .050 074  -191 -.119 -.205"

9.Ps -.045 -.063 -.117 -013  .190 -.018 .168 1.00

10.CSC | -.189 102 .010 172 2977 103 .299™ .253 1.00

11.AR 105 .064 .068 .021 .017 4687 4937 .245 .104 1.00

12.Re -.082 .090 .027 164 071 -.135 -.060 354" 246" 200" 1.00

13.TNL | -.147 -.226 -.284" -080 .265 -.002 -.127 -167  .007 -028 .008 1.00
14.CiR .105 .031 .005 .089 139 313" 293" -246 443" 014  -188 .056 1.00

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Note. FJS= Faculty Job Satisfaction; LS= Leadership Styles; TL= Transformational Leadership; TA= Transactional Leadership; LF= Laissez-

faire; TD= Teaching Disciplines; FS= Field of Specialization; AP= Academic Position; Ps= Publications; CSC= Committees Served or

Chaired; AR= Attitudes towards Responsibilities; Re= Recognition; TNL= Transfer to New Institution; CiR= Change in Rank

Table 4.20.1 Inter-correlations among Faculty Job Satisfaction, Leadership Styles and Professional
Characteristics Variables

ICs

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 11 12 13
1.FJS 1.00
2.LS 442" 1.00
3.TL 549" 951" 1.00
4.TA 174 764 550" 1.00
B LIE -.584™ -.305" -512" -027  1.00
6.TeA -.069 .003 .017 -012  .087 1.00
7.TeP .176 -.048 -.042 -094 119 332" 1.00
8.RA .086 .043 .025 .036 120 111 .155
9.RP -.066 -.056 -.043 -092 124 .208" -.032 1.00
10.AISA -.168 .095 .070 .104 .128 .140 -.074 .068 1.00
11.AISP -.018 .078 .007 .164 .193 .130 .138 .027 3897 1.00
12.AESA -.037 .011 -.043 .126 -002  .020 -.040 -163  .380"  .401™  1.00
13.AESP -.080 127 .136 .039 .001 .075 -.004 .065 3617 2917 4907  1.00

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Note. FJS= Faculty Job Satisfaction; LS= Leadership Styles; TL= Transformational Leadership; TA= Transactional Leadership; LF= Laissez-

faire; TeA= Teaching Actual time spending; TeP= Teaching Preferred time spending; RA= Research Actual time spending; RP= Research

Preferred time spending; AISA= Administration Internal Service Actual time spending; AISP= Administration Internal Service Preferred time
spending; AESA= Administration External Service Actual time spending; AESP= Administration External Service Preferred time spending.

Table 4.20.2 Inter-correlations among Faculty Job Satisfaction, Leadership Styles and Professional
Characteristics Variables
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According to the above table (4.20.2) of correlations, there is not any significant correlation
between the professional characteristics variables with job satisfaction or leadership styles that
needs to be further analysed. Only, there is a need of one more test for the significant
relationship between teaching disciplines (r= .292, p<.01) and faculty job satisfaction. Table
(4.21) shows the regression result test for teaching discipline. There is not any indirect impact of
teaching disciplines on the relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction.
However, teaching disciplines has a significant impact on faculty job satisfaction as the

correlation test and the multiple linear regression test shows (Table 4.21).

Variables B SE B i Adj R? AR? F Change

Path ¢ .160 .038 A42%** | 184 195 17.466***
Leadership styles
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Teaching Disciplines

Pathb & ¢’

Leadership styles

Teaching Disciplines

Faculty job satisfaction

Sobel’s test statistic = 2.447, p<.05
Teaching Disciplines (1V) 310 110 .292%* .074 .085 7.993**
Faculty Job Satisfaction (DV)

149 .038 A11%** .216 .238 11.070***
220 JA11 .208

Table 4.21 Multiple Regression Test Analysis for Teaching Disciplines

4.2.2 Results Related to the First Research Question

RQ1. What are the most effective leadership styles for HODs in relation to faculty job
satisfaction, in STEM-related fields?

H1. There is a significant relationship between leadership styles of HODs and job satisfaction of
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faculty members, in STEM-related fields.

To examine the first research question and hypothesis, the inter-correlations between leadership
styles and faculty job satisfaction were measured and the descriptive statistics for different types
of leadership and their components were calculated. In addition, the linear regressions were
conducted to determine if selected HODs’ leadership styles explain the variance in the job

satisfaction of faculty, in STEM-related fields.

4.2.2.1 Inter-correlations Results

According to Table (4.22) that presents the inter-correlations between different styles of
leadership practiced by HODs and job satisfaction of faculty in STEM-related fields, generally
there were significant correlations between leadership styles and job satisfaction. Leadership
styles as a group, transformational leadership and all its components including idealized
influence attributed; idealized influence behaviour; inspirational motivation; intellectual
stimulation and individualized consideration as well as contingent rewards were correlated to
faculty job satisfaction at .01 level. In addition, management by exception passive and laissez-
faire were correlated to faculty job satisfaction at .01 level but negatively. There is no significant
relationship between transactional leadership as a group, and one of its components;

management by exception passive with faculty job satisfaction.
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ICs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

1.RJS 1.00

2.LS 4427 1.00

3.TL 549™ 951"  1.00

4.11A 532" 833"  .878” 1.00

5.11B 516™  .854™  .884™ 729 1.00

6.IM 576" 831" 913" 796 .804™ 1.00

7.1S 500" .889"  .909™ 7337 .788™ 7927 1.00

8.1C 446" 800" .8317 .665™ 614™ .664™ 7337 1.00

9.TA 174 764" 5507 4947 529™ 430 596 4347 1.00

10.CR 589™  .830"  .866™ .849™ .753™ 827" 7997 6657 558" 1.00

11.MbEA .108 5017 300 223" 322 197 3667 249" 8007 204 1.00
12.MbEP = -.498™ -175 -4127  -420" -3157 -495™ -319" -301" 282" -490™ 139 1.00
13.LF -584"  -305™ -512"  -546"  -477" -.600" -507"  -352™  -.027 -596™ .001 .690™ 1.00

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Note. FJS= Faculty Job Satisfaction, LS= Leadership Styles; TL= Transformational Leadership; 1A= Idealized Influence Attributed; 1I1B=
Idealized Influence Behaviour; IM= Inspirational Motivation; IS= Intellectual Stimulation; IC= Individualized Consideration; TA=
Transactional Leadership; CR= Contingent Rewards; MbEA= Management by Exception Active; MbEP= Management by Exception Passive;
LF= Laissez-faire

Table 4.22 Inter-correlations between Leadership Styles and Faculty Job Satisfaction

4.2.2.2 Descriptive Analysis

The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ-5X) is the standard instrument for assessing
transformational and transactional leadership behaviour (Bass & Avolio 2000; Avolio & Bass
2004). It has been used widely around the world. It includes 9 scales: five transformational
leadership, three transactional leadership, one laissez-faire (non-leadership), and three outcome
scales (extra effort, satisfaction, effectiveness). A total number of 115 faculty members and
HODs answered the 45 leadership styles questions and shared their perspectives on the HODs’
leadership styles in relation to faculty job satisfaction. Tables (4.23 & 4.24) represent the mean,
standard deviation of the responses of 101 faculty members and 14 HODs about HODs’
leadership styles (transformational leadership, transactional leadership, and laissez-faire). The
standard deviation and range are both measures of the spread of a data set. Small standard

deviations (relative to the value of the mean itself) indicate that data points are close to the mean
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A large standard deviation (relative to the mean) indicates that the data points are distant from
the mean. The standard deviations and range and the applied rule between them for all of the
leadership styles and their components related to both faculty and HODs’ perspectives represent
the accuracy of the mean. Recall the probabilities from a standard normal distribution:
approximately 68% of the data is within one standard deviation (higher or lower) from the mean,
95% of the data is within two standard deviations (higher or lower) from the mean and 99% is

within three standard deviations (higher or lower) from the mean.

Based on the perspectives of the faculty members (Table 4.23), the mean score for
transformational leadership styles was much higher (M= 56.57, SD= 17.14) than the mean score
for transactional leadership (M= 24.24, SD= 5.78) and laissez-faire (M= 3.00, SD= 3.10).
Similarly, based on the perspectives of the HODs (Table 4.24) regarding their own leadership
styles, the mean score for transformational leadership styles was much higher (M= 81.09, SD=
7.36) than the mean score for transactional leadership (M= 35.53, SD= 5.22) and laissez-faire
(M= 6.14, SD= 2.28). In addition, in this study, faculty perceived that inspirational motivation
(M= 12.50, SD= 4.13), idealized influence behaviour (M= 11.82, SD= 3.46), and idealized
influence attributed (M= 11.72, SD= 4.30) as well as contingent rewards (M= 11.63, SD= 4.08)
were more practiced by the HODs respectively among all type of behaviours related to
transformational and transactional leadership. Almost similarly, HODs perceived inspirational
motivation (M= 17.07, SD= 1.54), individualized consideration (M= 16.64, SD= 2.20) idealized
influence behaviour (M= 16.42, SD= 2.02), idealized influence attributed (M= 16.27, SD= 2.28)
as well as contingent rewards (M= 16.76, SD= 1.58) were the most leadership behaviours
practiced by HODs themselves. Based on the faculty perceptions, the least three leadership

behaviour were related to management by exception active (M= 8.39, SD= 3.30), management
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by exception passive (M= 4.08, SD= 3.13) and laissez-faire (M= 3.00, SD= 3.10). Similarly,

HODs perceived the least three leadership behaviour as management by exception active (M=

11.64, SD= 2.76), management by exception passive (M= 6.92, SD= 2.58) and laissez-faire (M=

6.14, SD= 2.28).
Leadership Styles Mean SD Range
Min Max
Leadership Styles (36 items) 83.71 20.11 36.00 135.00
Transformational Leadership Styles 56.57 17.14 17.00 100.00
Transactional Leadership Styles 24.24 5.78 13.00.00 | 37.00
Laissez-faire 3.00 3.10 11.00
Transformational Leadership Styles 56.57 17.14 17.00 100.00
Idealized Influence Attributed 11.72 4.30 2.00 20.00
Idealized Influence Bahavior 11.82 3.46 4.00 20.00
Inspirational Motivation 12.50 4.13 3.00 20.00
Intellectual Stimulation 10.25 3.95 1.00 20.00
Individualized Consideration 9.58 4.05 1.00 20.00
Transactional Leadership Styles 24.27 5.78 13.00 37.00
Contingent Rewards 11.63 4.08 2.00 20.00
Management-by-exception Active 8.39 3.30 .00 18.00
Management-by-exception Passive 4.08 3.13 .00 14.00
Laissez-faire 3.00 3.10 .00 11.00
Table 4.23 HODs Leadership Styles- Faculty Perspectives
Leadership Styles Mean SD Range
Min Max
Leadership Styles (36 items) 122.40 10.36 106.00 140.00
Transformational Leadership Styles 81.09 7.36 73.00 93.00
Transactional Leadership Styles 35.53 5.22 28.00 44.00
Laissez-faire 6.14 2.28 4.00 13.00
Transformational Leadership Styles 81.09 7.36 73.00 93.00
Idealized Influence Attributed 16.27 2.28 12.00 19.00
Idealized Influence Bahavior 16.42 2.02 13.00 20.00
Inspirational Motivation 17.07 1.54 14.00 19.00
Intellectual Stimulation 15.85 1.56 12.00 18.00
Individualized Consideration 16.64 2.20 13.00 20.00
Transactional Leadership Styles 35.53 522 28.00 44.00
Contingent Rewards 16.76 1.58 13.00 19.00
Management-by-exception Active 11.64 2.76 8.00 17.00
Management-by-exception Passive 6.92 2.58 4.00 12.00
Laissez-faire 6.14 2.28 4.00 13.00

Table 4.24 HODs Leadership Styles- HODs Perspectives
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4.2.2.3 Stepwise Multiple Regression Results

The researcher also conducted a multiple stepwise regression analysis on the three main
leadership styles measured by the MLQ including transformational, transactional, and laissez-
faire to determine what are the variables that explain the distribution best. The results from the
stepwise regression analysis, shown in Table (4.25), showed that the combination of
transformational leadership and laissez-faire were significantly correlated with the dependent
variable of faculty job satisfaction. As shown in the table, the transformational leadership
practices accounted for approximately 41% of the variance in faculty job satisfaction, and

laissez-faire practices accounted for approximately 32% of the variance, but it was a negative

correlation.
Faculty job satisfaction (DV) B SE B i R? Adj R? | F Change
Leadership styles (1V)
Transformational Leadership 151 .044 .361*** 422 406 11.946***
Laissez-faire -1.435 244 -570*** | 325 316 34.660***

Table 4.25 Step-wise Regression Analysis

As a result, the first hypothesis is confirmed and there is a highly significant relationship
between leadership styles of HODs and job satisfaction of faculty members, in STEM-related
fields. According to the results of all three test results, there are highly positive significant
relationship between transformational leadership and transactional contingent rewards with
faculty job satisfaction. In addition, there is a highly negative significant relationship between

transactional management by exception passive and laissez-faire with faculty job satisfaction.
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4.2.3 Results Related to the Second Research Question
RQ2. What are the main job satisfaction elements for faculty in STEM-related fields in relation
to HODs leadership styles?

H2. Faculty job satisfaction is best represented as a composite of 5 or less elements.

In order to examine the second research question and hypothesis, the correlation test and
regression test were applied to faculty job satisfaction and its elements as outcome variables
(including faculty job satisfaction, work and collegiality, supervision, and promotion) and to
leadership styles variables as predictors. The initial elements of faculty job satisfaction were
work itself, promotion, supervision, collegial relationship, and general job satisfaction. The
factor analysis resulted in three meaningful factor groups including work and collegiality (work
itself, collegial relationship, general job satisfaction), supervision, and promotion (Cronbach’s
alpha= .885). In addition, leadership styles variables consisted of leadership styles,
transformational leadership and its 5 components, transactional leadership and its 3 components,

and laissez-faire (Cronbach’s alpha of .835).

4.2.3.1 Inter-correlations Results

Table (4.26) represents the inter-correlations among faculty job satisfaction dependent variables
and leadership style independent variables. It exhibits a positive significant r value between
faculty job satisfaction and leadership styles a s a group (r= .44, p<.01), faculty job satisfaction
and transformational leadership style (r= .55, p<.01), and also faculty job satisfaction and all
transformational components. Faculty job satisfaction was not significantly correlated to
transactional leadership style (r= .17, p>.05), however, it was correlated significantly with

contingent rewards (r= .59, p<.01) and management by exception passive (r= -.50, p<.01). With

146



regards to laissez-faire, there was a negative significant correlation between faculty job

satisfaction and laissez-faire (r=-.58, p<.01).

In terms of work and collegiality as outcome (dependent variable), the same Table (4.26)
represents a positive significant relationship between work and collegiality and leadership styles
(r=.39, p<.01), work and collegiality and transformational leadership style (r= .51, p<.01), and
work and collegiality and all of the transformational leadership components. Work and
collegiality was not related to transactional leadership style significantly (r= .13, p>.05),
however, it was significantly correlated with contingent rewards (r= .54, p<.01) and management
by exception passive (r= -.47, p<.01). With regards to laissez-faire, there was a negative
significant correlation between faculty job satisfaction and laissez-faire (r=-.55, p<.01). All the
above trends are shown in the same table for supervision as another outcome variable. In
addition to that, there was a significant correlation between supervision and management by
exception active at .05 level (r=.23). In terms of the last outcome variable; promotion, there was
no significant relationship between promotion and leadership styles, transformational leadership,
transactional leadership, individualized consideration, management by exception active, and
management by exception passive. However, there were correlations at p<.05 level between
promotion with idealized influence attributed, idealized influence behaviour, inspirational
motivation, intellectual stimulation positively and with management by exception passive and

laissez-faire negatively.
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ICs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
1.FJS 1.00

2W&C .92  1.00

3.Sup 727497 1.00

4.Pro 637 40" 31" 1.00

5.LS 447 397 37T .20 1.00

6.TL b5 B1T 43" 22 .95 1.00

7.11A 537 48" 427 257 .83” .88 1.00

8.11B 527 46T 417 23 .85 88" 73" 1.00

9.IM 58" B3™ 46T 267 83" 91" 80" .80™ 1.00

10.I1S B0 46T 437 217 .89 91" 73" 79 79" 1.00

11.1C 457 44 33" 17 .80 83" 677 617 667 73" 1.00

12.TA 17 13 21 .07 76" b5 .49™ 53T 43" 60T 43" 1.00

13.CR b9™  B4™ 45T 267 .83” 87" 85" 757 83" 80" 677 567 1.00

14 MbEA .11 .05 23" .00 50" 307 220 327 .20 377 25" 80T .20 1.00
15.MbEP -50" -47" -46" -15 -.18 -417 427 2327 -507 -327 -30" 287 -497 14 1.00
16.LF -58™ -557 -537 -22° -31"  -517 -55" -48" -60" -51" -357 -03 -607 .00 697 1.00

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Notes. FJS= Faculty Job Satisfaction; W&C= Work and Collegiality; Supervision= Sup; Promotion= Pro; Leadership Styles= LS;
Transformational Leadership= TL; Idealized Influence Attributed=11A; Idealized Influence Behaviour= 1IB; Inspirational Motivation=I1M;
Intellectual Stimulation= IS; Individualized Consideration= IC; Transactional Leadership=TA; Contingent Rewards= CR; Management by
Exception Active= MbEA; Management by Exception Passive= MbEP; Laissez-faire= LF

Table 4.26 Inter-correlations among Leadership Styles and Faculty Job Satisfaction VVariables

4.2.3.2 Linear Regression Results

To further examine factors of faculty job satisfaction in relation to HODs leadership style the
regression test is utilized. Tables (4.27 to 4.30) present the outcomes of this test for leadership
styles, transformational leadership with its 5 components, transactional leadership with its 3
components and laissez-faire with faculty job satisfaction, work and collegiality, supervision,
and promotion. Generally, a standardized beta coefficient compares the strength of the effect of
each individual independent variable to the dependent variable. The higher the absolute value of
the beta coefficient, the stronger the effect. The R? based on Cohen’s (1988) rules for illustrating
sizes of effects for multiple regressions depicts that any R? below .0196 would have a small

effect size. R? assess the contribution of new predictors to explaining variance in the outcome.
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And the F-test of overall significance determines whether this relationship is statistically

significant.

Table (4.27) represents the regression test results between faculty job satisfaction as dependent
variable and leadership styles as independent variables. According to this table, the
unstandardized regression coefficient (B = .160) associated with the effect of leadership styles on
faculty job satisfaction was highly significant (p<.001). The F value is highly significant (F=
17.466, p<.001), and it explained 18.4% (Adjusted R?= .184) of the variance. Therefore,
leadership styles showed a highly significant relationship with faculty job satisfaction. Regarding
the relationship between transformational leadership and faculty job satisfaction, the
unstandardized regression coefficient (B = .230) at .001 level and the F value is highly
significant (F= 32.338, p<.001), and it explains 29.2% (Adjusted R?= .292) of the variance.
Therefore, there was also a highly significant relationship between transformational leadership
and faculty job satisfaction. Considering the regression results in the same Table (4.27), all of the
5 transformational leadership components also showed positive significant (p<.001) relationships
with faculty job satisfaction in this sequence regarding the variance they explained: inspirational
motivation (32.4%), individualized influence attributed (27.4%), individualized influence

behaviour (25.7%), intellectual stimulation (24.1%), and individualized consideration (18.9%).

According to the same table, transactional leadership as a group did not show a significant
relationship with faculty job satisfaction (B= .215, p>.05) and it explained 1.7% of variance.
However, transactional leadership’s two components, namely, contingent rewards and
management by exception passive show highly significant relationships at .001 level, the former

a positive relationship (B= 1.066) explaining 33.9% of variance and the latter a negative
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relationship (B= -1.150) explaining 23.9% of variance. For laissez-faire, the unstandardized
regression coefficient (B = -1.353) at .001 level and the F value is highly significant (F= 42.927,
p<.001), and it explained 33.3% (Adjusted R?= .333) of the variance. Therefore, there was a

highly negative significant relationship between laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction.

Faculty job satisfaction (DV) B SE B B Adj R? AR? F Change
Leadership styles (1V)

Leadership Styles .160 .038 A42xx* 184 195 17.466***
Transformational Leadership .230 .040 549*** .292 301 32.338***
Idealized Influence Attributed .898 .158 532*** 274 .283 32.352***
Idealized Influence Behaviour 1.048 196 516*** 257 .267 28.713***
Inspirational Motivation .997 157 B576*** 324 332 40.315%**
Intellectual Stimulation .922 176 B500*** 241 .250 27.403***
Individualized Consideration .836 .189 A46*** .189 199 19.612***
Transactional Leadership 215 .140 174 .017 .030 2.337
Contingent Rewards 1.066 162 .589*** .339 347 43.129***
Management by Exception Active .228 .236 .108 -.001 012 .936
Management by Exception Passive -1.150 | .225 -.498*** .239 .248 26.095***
Laissez-faire -1.353 | .206 -.584*** .333 341 42.927***
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Table 4.27 Regression Test Results of Faculty Job Satisfaction and Leadership Styles

Table (4.28) represents the regression test results between work and collegiality as a dependent
variable and leadership styles as independent variables. According to this table, the
unstandardized regression coefficient (B = .091) associated with the effect of leadership styles on
work and collegiality was highly significant (p<.001). The F value is highly significant (F=
13.351, p<.001), and it explained 14.1% (Adjusted R?= .184) of the variance. Therefore,
leadership styles showed a highly significant relationship with work and collegiality. Regarding
the relationship between transformational leadership and faculty job satisfaction, the
unstandardized regression coefficient (B = .137) at .001 level and the F value is highly
significant (F= 26.584, p<.001), and it explains 24.7% (Adjusted R?= .247) of the variance.

Therefore, there was also a highly significant relationship between transformational leadership
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and work and collegiality. Considering the regression results in the same table, all of the 5
transformational leadership components also showed positive significant (p<.001) relationships
with faculty job satisfaction in this sequence regarding the variance they explained: inspirational
motivation (26.8%), individualized influence attributed (22.1%), intellectual stimulation

(20.4%), individualized influence behaviour (19.7%), and individualized consideration (18.3%).

According to the same table, transactional leadership as a group did not show a significant
relationship with work and collegiality (B= .101, p>.05) and it explained .3% of variance.
However, transactional leadership’s two components, namely, contingent rewards and
management by exception passive show highly significant relationships at .001 level, the former
a positive relationship (B= .634) explaining 28.5% of variance and the latter a negative
relationship (B= -.694) explaining 20.5% of variance. For laissez-faire, the unstandardized
regression coefficient (B = -.883) at .001 level and the F value is highly significant (F= 36.508,
p<.001), and it explained 29.0% (Adjusted R?= .290) of the variance. Therefore, there was a

highly negative significant relationship between laissez-faire and work and collegiality.

Work & Collegiality (DV) B SE B i Adj R? AR? F Change
Leadership styles (1V)

Leadership Styles .091 025 391 *** 141 153 13.351***
Transformational Leadership 137 .027 B5O7*** 247 257 26.584***
Idealized Influence Attributed 524 104 A480*** 221 230 25.392***
Idealized Influence Behaviour .600 131 AB5*** 197 .207 21.154%**
Inspirational Motivation 579 102 526*** .268 276 32.082***
Intellectual Stimulation .566 116 AB2%** .204 214 22.805***
Individualized Consideration .539 122 A40*** .183 193 19.397***
Transactional Leadership 101 091 126 .003 016 1.243
Contingent Rewards, .634 .108 54 2*** .285 .294 34.488***
Management by Exception Active .066 152 .048 -.010 .002 .188
Management by Exception Passive -.694 147 - 464*** .205 215 22.173***
Laissez-faire -.883 138 -.546%** .290 .298 36.508***
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Table 4.28 Regression Test Results of work and collegiality and Leadership Styles
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Table (4.29) represents the regression test results between supervision as a dependent variable
and leadership styles as independent variables. According to this Table (4.29), the
unstandardized regression coefficient (B = .041) associated with the effect of leadership styles on
supervision was highly significant (p<.001). The F value was significant (F= 11.731, p<.01), and
it explained 12.2% (Adjusted R?= .122) of the variance. Therefore, leadership styles showed a
highly significant relationship withsupervision. Regarding the relationship between
transformational leadership and supervision, the unstandardized regression coefficient (B = .056)
at .001 level and the F value is highly significant (F= 17.411, p<.001), and it explained 17.0%
(Adjusted R?= .170) of the variance. Therefore, there was also a highly significant relationship
between transformational leadership and supervision. Considering the regression results in the
same table, all of the 5 transformational leadership components also showed positive significant
relationships with supervision in this sequence regarding the variance they explained:
inspirational motivation (20.3%), intellectual stimulation (17.5%), individualized influence
attributed (16.6%), individualized influence behaviour (16.0%), and individualized consideration

(10.0%).

According to the same table, transactional leadership as a group did not show a significant
relationship with supervision (B= .081, p>.05) and it explained 3.1% of variance. However,
transactional leadership’s two components, namely, contingent rewards and management by
exception passive show highly significant relationships at .001 level, the former a positive
relationship (B= .252) explaining 19.5% of variance and the latter a negative relationship (B= -
.320) explaining 19.7% of variance. There was also a significant relationship between
management by exception active and supervision (B= .157) at .05 level. For laissez-faire, the

unstandardized regression coefficient (B = -.382) at .001 level and the F value is highly
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significant (F= 34.474, p<.001), and it explained 27.6% (Adjusted R?>= .276) of the variance.

Therefore, there was a highly negative significant relationship between laissez-faire and

supervision.
Supervision (DV) B SE B B Adj R? AR? F Change
Leadership styles (1V)

Leadership Styles .041 012 .366** 122 134 11.731**
Transformational Leadership .056 .013 A25%** 170 181 17.411%**
Idealized Influence Attributed 217 .051 A19*** .166 175 18.296***
Idealized Influence Behaviour .264 .064 A13*** .160 170 17.021***
Inspirational Motivation .255 .053 A61*** .203 212 22.925%**
Intellectual Stimulation 250 .057 A29%** 175 184 19.434***
Individualized Consideration 194 .060 .333** .100 111 10.377**
Transactional Leadership .081 .043 207 .031 .043 3.536
Contingent Rewards .252 .054 AB2%** 195 .204 21.832***
Management by Exception Active 157 072 231* .042 .053 4.675*
Management by Exception Passive -.320 .069 - 455%** 197 .207 21.610***
Laissez-faire -.382 .065 -.533*** 276 .284 34.474***
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Table 4.29 Regression Test Results of Supervision and Leadership Styles

Table (4.30) represents the regression test results between promotion as a dependent variable and
leadership styles as independent variables. According to this table, the unstandardized regression
coefficient (B = .021) associated with the effect of leadership styles on promotion was
insignificant (p>.05). The F value was insignificant (F= 2.943, p>.05), and it explained only
2.5% (Adjusted R?= .025) of the variance. In addition, there were no significant relationships
between promotion with transformational leadership (B= .027, p>.05) and its components
individualized consideration (B= .866, p >.05). However, there were significant relationahips
between other transformational leadership’s components at .05 level including inspirational

motivation (Adjusted R?= .056), individualized influence attributed (Adjusted R?= .052),
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individualized influence behaviour (Adjusted R?= .043), and intellectual stimulation (Adjusted

R2=.035).

According to the same table (4.30), transactional leadership (B= .026, p>.05), and two of its
components including management by exception active (B= .001, p>.05) and management by
exception passive (B= -.101, p>.05) did not show a significant relationship with promotion.
However, contingent rewards did show a significant relationship with promotion (B= .133,
p<.05) explaining 5.5% of variance. For laissez-faire, the unstandardized regression coefficient
(B =-.150) at .05 level and the F value was significant (F= 4.505, p<.05), and it explained 3.9%

(Adjusted R?= .39) of the variance.

Promotion (DV) B SE B i Adj R? AR? F Change

Leadership styles (1V)
Leadership Styles .021 012 .196 .025 .038 2.943
Transformational Leadership .027 014 217 .035 .047 3.793
Idealized Influence Attributed 123 .051 .252* .052 .063 5.744*
Idealized Influence Behaviour .138 .064 .233* .043 .054 4.644*
Inspirational Motivation 129 .053 .259* .056 .067 6.021*
Intellectual Stimulation 113 .056 214* .035 .046 4.039*
Individualized Consideration .866 .058 .166 .015 .027 2.286
Transactional Leadership .026 .040 072 -.008 .005 405
Contingent Rewards 133 .055 .257* .055 .066 5.890*
Management by Exception Active .001 .067 .001 -.012 .000 .000
Management by Exception Passive -.101 .072 -.154 .012 .024 1.966
Laissez-faire -.150 .070 -.223* .039 .050 4.505*
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Table 4.30 Regression Test Results of Promotion and Leadership Styles

As a result, the second hypothesis is also confirmed and faculty job satisfaction is best
represented as a composite of the three factor groups selected based on the reliability and factor

analysis results. There are significant relationships between leadership styles and faculty job

154



satisfaction and its different elements, including work and collegiality (work itself, collegial

relationship, and general job satisfaction), supervision, and promotion respectively.

4.2.4 Results Related to the Third Research Question

RQ3. What are the most important factors apart from leadership style that influence faculty job
satisfaction?

H3-1. Hagedorn’s (2000) triggers moderate the relationship between leadership styles of HODs

and job satisfaction of faculty members, in STEM-related fields.

H3-2. Hagedorn’s (2000) mediators, identity, and job design mediate the relationship between

leadership styles of HODs and job satisfaction of faculty members, in STEM-related fields.

To enhance counseling theory, research, and practice, it is necessary to transcend from these
basic questions. One way to achieve this is to investigate moderators and mediators of these
effects. This study investigated the direct impact of leadership styles on job satisfaction related in
the two first questions. The third question aimed to discover the indirect relationship between the
predictors and outcomes through moderators and mediators. It includes two hypotheses; H3-1 is
related to the impacts of the suggested moderators and H3-2 is related to the impact of the

suggested mediators on the relationships between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction.

4.2.4.1 Moderators

A moderator is a variable that changes the direction or strength of the link between a predictor
and an outcome (Baron & Kenny 1986; Holmbeck 1997; James & Brett 1984). Questions with
moderators target ‘when’ or ‘for whom a variable most strongly predicts or leads to an outcome
variable. Therefore, a moderator effect is simply an interaction in which the effects of variables
are interdependent. Interaction effects are important for intervention studies, for example, if
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gender is a significant moderator in a treatment study, and it is ignored, participants may
experience an inappropriate or harmful treatment based on their gender. Interaction effects are
also important in which researchers are curious to investigate if relationships between
independent and dependent variables are stronger for a special group of participants compared to
others. For example, Yousef (2000) found that national culture (nationality) has moderating
impacts on the relationship between leadership behaviour and job satisfaction and those who are
UAE nationals are more satisfied with their jobs. Therefore, Therefore, examining moderator
effects can increase researchers’ comprehension of the links between important predictors and
outcomes, and enhance organisations’ qualities in different aspects. The recognition of
significant moderators of relations between predictors and outcomes signifies the maturity and
sophistication of a field of inquiry (Aguinis et al. 2001; Judd et al. 1995) and is at the heart of
theory in social science (Cohen et al. 2003). This study aimed to step forward by examining the
indirect relationship between the predictors and outcomes through moderators related to the first
hypothesis of the third main question.

This study was planned to examine six moderators on the relationship between HODs leadership
style and faculty job satisfaction. These moderators were selected based on the study’s
theoretical framework and research questions. Then, according to the reliability scores and the
results from factor analysis, two factor groups were identified as the potential moderators in this
study. The two new factors were change in perceived justice (including perceived injustice and
low ethnic prejudice) and work life balance. To examine the first hypothesis of the third
question, which asks how moderators may affect the relationship between leadership styles and
job satisfaction, correlations among all variables were obtained and multiple regression series

were utilised.
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4.2.4.1.1 Inter-correlation

Table (4.31) represents the inter-correlations among faculty job satisfaction, leadership styles
and moderators. It exhibits significant relationships between faculty job satisfaction and
leadership styles (r= .442, p<.01), faculty job satisfaction and transformational leadership (r=
549, p<.01), faculty job satisfaction and laissez-faire (r= -.584, p<.01). In addition, the
relationship between faculty job satisfaction and both change in perceived justice (r= .257,
p<.05) and work life balance (r=.419, p<.01) were significant. Moreover, according to the same
table, there were significant relationships between leadership styles and change in perceived
justice (r= -.257, p<.01), leadership styles and work life balance (r= .419, p<.01),
transformational leadership and change in perceived justice (r= -.279, p<.05) as well as
transformational leadership and work life balance (r=.420, p<.01). Transactional leadership did
not show any relationship with the two moderators, however, laissez-faire correlated

significantly to change in perceived justice (r=.338, p<.01).

ICs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1.FJS 1.00

2.LS 4427 1.00

3.TL .549™ 9517 1.00

4.TA 174 764 550" 1.00

5.LF -584™ | -305™ | -5127 -.027 1.00

6.CiPJ | -.257" -.193 279 -.059 .3387 | 1.00.

7.WLB | .419™ 381" 4207 159 -.125 -.167 1.00

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Note. FJS=Faculty Job Satisfaction; Work and Collegiality= W&C; Supervision=
Sup; Promotion= Pro; Leadership Styles= LS; Transformational Leadership= TL;
Transactional Leadership= TA; Laissez-faire= LF; Change in Perceived Justice=
CiPJ; Work Life Balance= WLB

Table 4.31 Inter-correlations among Moderators, Leadership Styles, and Job Satisfaction
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4.2.4.1.2 Regression Tests

This study measured the moderation effects based on Baron and Kenny’s (1986) criteria. The
moderation effects were tested through hierarchical regression (Baron& Kenny 1986; Cohen &
Cohen 1983). All predictor and moderator variables were centered as they are generally highly
correlated with the interaction terms created from them and centering reduce the
multicollinearity problems. Further benefits also may come when centering the variables (see
Cohen et al., 2003; Cronbach 1988, West et al. 1996). According to Baron and Kenny (1986),
specifically within a correlational analysis framework, a moderator is a third variable that
influences the zero-order correlation between two other variables. The diagram (Figure 4.1)
consists of three casual paths that feed into the outcome variable of task performance. The
moderator hypothesis is supported if the interaction (path c) is significant. There may also be
significant main effects on the predictor and the moderator (paths a and b), but these are not

directly relevant conceptually to testing the moderator (Baron & Kenny 1986).

Predictor
a
Moderator b Out_come
variable
C
Predictor
X
Moderator

Figure 4.1 Moderator Model (Baron & Kenny 1986)

158



Table (4.32) presents the outcomes of the regression tests. To test the moderation effect, linear
and hierarchical regression following the regression procedures outlined by Baron and Kenny
(1986) were used. The unstandardized coefficient, standard error, standardized coefficient, the
significance, adjusted R?, change in R? and F change for the variables are reported in Table
(4.32). The results for the first moderator; change in perceived justice showed that it would not
moderate the relationship between leadership styles and job satisfaction (B= .009, p>0.05). It
would also not moderate the relationship between transformational leadership and job
satisfaction (B=.010, p>0.05), transactional leadership and job satisfaction (B=.015, p>0.05) as
well as laissez-faire and job satisfaction (B=.080, p>0.05). The insignificance F value (p>.05)
and the very low change in R? were also consistent with the results of path ¢ for change in
perceived justice and its ineffectiveness as a moderator between leadership styles of HODs and

job satisfaction of faculty.

According to the same table, the second moderator, work life balance, would also not moderate
the relationship between leadership styles and job satisfaction (B=.041, p>0.05), the relationship
between transactional leadership and job satisfaction (B=.015, p>0.05) as well as the relationship
between laissez-faire and job satisfaction (B=.198, p>0.05), as path c in all of them was
insignificant. However, work life balance would moderate the relationship between
transformational leadership and job satisfaction as the standardized coefficient (B=.050) was
significant at .05 level with a significant F value of 4.906 at .05 level. The R? change associated
with the interaction term (transformational leadership X work life balance) was .039. In other
words, the interaction between transformational leadership and work life balance explained an
additional 3.9% of the variance over and above the 40% explained by the first- order effects of

transformational leadership and work life balance alone. In addition, the relationship between
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transformational leadership and job satisfaction (B=.230, p<.001) and the relationship between
work life balance and faculty job satisfaction (B= 2.089, p<.001) were highly significant. As a
result, work life balance would moderate the relationship between HODs’ leadership style and
faculty job satisfaction partially. It means that, the influence of HOD’s transformational
leadership style on the satisfaction level of faculty will be higher when faculty receive more

support to balance their family and their job.

Faculty Job Satisfaction (DV)

Variables (1Vs) B SE B B AdjR? | AR? | F Change
Path a-Leadership styles .160 .038 A42xx* 184 195 17.466***
Path b-Change in perceived justice - 608 246 _o57* 055 066 | 6.103*
Path c:
Stepl: Leadership styles 147 .038 406*** .209 231 10.639***
Change in perceived justice -.451 .250 -.191
Step2: Leadership styles X Change in .009 013 .075 .203 .005 465
perceived justice
Path a-Leadership styles .160 .038 A42x** 184 195 17.466***
Path b-Work life balance 2.089 497 A19%** 165 175 17.635%**
Path c:
Stepl-Leadership styles .089 .039 .245* .320 .339 17.713%**
Work life balance 2.128 | 513 L4715
Step2-Leadership styles X Work life 041 021 196 .345 .034 3.641
balance
Path a-Transformational leadership 230 .040 549g*** .292 301 32.338***
Path b-Change in perceived justice -608 | .246 -.257* .055 066 | 6.103*
Path c:
Stepl- Transformational leadership .215 042 514%** 297 316 17.091***
Change in perceived justice -.289 229 -.126
Step2- Transformational leadership X .010 .014 071 -.293 .005 .519
Change in perceived justice
Path a-Transformational leadership .230 .040 H4gr** 292 301 | 32.338***
Path b-Work life balance 2.089 | .497 419%* [ 165 175 | 17.635%**
Path c:
Step1-Transformational leadership 155 043 367 384 401 | 24.087***
Work life balance 1.835 | .488 381
Step2- Transformational leadership X .050 023 .209* 416 .039 | 4.906*
Work life balance
Path a-Transactional leadership 215 .140 174 .017 .030 2.337
Path b-Change in perceived justice -.608 246 -.257* .055 .066 6.103*
Path c:
Stepl-Transactional leadership 201 137 163 071 .095 3.902*
Change in perceived justice -.601 .260 -.256*
Step2- Transactional leadership X 015 049 036 059 001 094
Change in perceived justice
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Path a-Transactional leadership 215 140 174 017 .030 2.337
Path b-Work life balance 2.089 | .497 419%* [ 165 175 | 17.635%**
Path c:

Step1-Transactional leadership 066 125 054 245 245 | 12.995%**
Work life balance 2.437 | .496 503***

StepZ- Transactional leadership X Work 115 087 138 253 018 1763

life balance

Path a-Laissez-faire -1.353 | .206 -.584*** 333 341 42.927***
Path b-Change in perceived justice -.608 246 -.257* .055 .066 6.103*
Path c:

Step1-Laissez-faire -1.287 | .218 -.556*** 332 .348 21.880***
Change in perceived justice -.209 222 -.089

Step2- Laissez-faire X Change in .080 072 .105 .334 .010 | 1.218
perceived justice

Path a-Laissez-faire -1.353 | .206 -.584*** 333 341 42.927***
Path b-Work life balance 2.089 497 A419*** .165 175 17.635***
Path c:

Work life balance 1667 | 418 336***

Step2- Laissez-faire X Work life balance | -108 110 .084 437 .007 | .967
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Table 4.32 Results of Regression Test Analyses of Change in Perceived Justice and Work Life Balance
Moderating Leadership Styles on Job Satisfaction

The below scatterplot (Figure 4.2) also represents the moderating role of work life balance on

transformational leadership (predictor) and faculty job satisfaction (outcome) as it is well

distributed.

Scatterplot
Dependent Variable: Faculty Job_Satisfaction
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Figure 4.2 Moderating Role of Work Life Balance on Transformational

Satisfaction

Leadership and Faculty Job
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4.2.4.2 Results Related to Mediators

A mediator is defined as a variable that explains the relation between a predictor and an outcome
(Baron & Kenny 1986; Holmbeck 1997; James & Brett 1984). “Whereas moderators address
“when” or “for whom” a predictor is more strongly related to an outcome, mediators establish
“how” or “why” one variable predicts or causes an outcome variable” (Frazier et al. 2004,
p.116). In other words, a mediator is the system through which a predictor impacts on an
outcome variable (Baron & Kenny 1986). The main aim of mediational analyses is to inspect the
purpose behind the association between a predictor and outcome. (Frazier et al. 2004). For
example, part of a study by Braun et al. (2013) was to analyze the relations between
transformational leadership, job satisfaction, and the mediating role of trust in supervisor in this
relation in a German research university. The results indicated that trust in supervisor mediated
the relationship between individual perceptions of supervisors' transformational leadership and
job satisfaction. If trust in the supervisor is a significant mediator in this case, the reason for
higher individual followers’ job satisfaction was reporting more supervisors’ trustworthiness
provided from transformational leadership styles. Therefore, according to Braun et al.’s (2013)
study, it is very important for an organization to address transformational leadership behaviour at

multiple levels in order to provide supervisors with necessary knowledge and skills.

Similar to the moderator research, it is also very important to test mediation effects outside of
evaluating interventions. An indication of a maturing discipline is turning to explanation and
theory testing of direct relations after they have been demonstrated (Hoyle & Kenny 1999). This
is when this study turned to test the mediation effects on HODs leadership styles and faculty job
satisfaction. According to MacKinnon et al. (2002), the most common method for testing

mediation in psychological research was developed by Kenny and his colleagues (Baron &
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Kenny 1986; Judd & Kenny 1981; Kenny et al. 1998). This study measured the effects of
mediators based on Baron and Kenny’s (1986) criteria. Figure (4.3) represents the 4 paths in

mediation model:

Al
path ¢
Predictor (Variable X)) * Outcome (Variable Y)
B.
path ¢

'

Predictor (Variable X) _patha ,, Mediator (VariableM) _pathbh , Outcome (Variable Y)

Figure 4.3 Diagram of Paths in Mediation Model (Based on Baron & Kenny 1968)

According to this criterion, there are four paths (performed with three regression equations) in
establishing that a variable (M) mediates the relation between a predictor variable (X) and an
outcome variable. Baron and Kenny (1986) stated that, a variable can function as a mediator
when it meets the following conditions: (a) variations in levels of the predictor significantly
account for variations in the presumed mediator (path a), (b) variations in the mediator
significantly account for variations in the outcome (path b), and (c) when paths a and b are
controlled, a previously significant relation between the predictor and outcome variables is no
longer significant (compare path ¢ with ¢’). If M is a complete mediator, the relation between X
and Y will not differ from zero after M is included in the model. If M is a partial mediator, the

relation between X and M will be significantly smaller when M is included but will still be
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greater than zero. To test the significance of mediation effects, Sobel test was applied. According
to Baron and Kenny (1986), Sobel (1982) provided an approximate significance test for the
indirect effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable via the mediator (Baron &

Kenny, 1986).

There are 4 final groups of mediators to be tested for the probable indirect impacts of HODs’
leadership styles on faculty job satisfaction through mediators. They were selected based on the
reliability and factor analysis test results. These groups are: motivators and hygienes (including
achievement, recognition-informal, responsibility, advancement, working conditions, and job
security), environmental conditions (including institutional climate or culture, relationships,
institutional and administrative culture, and student quality), job design (including feedback,
autonomy, and skill variety) and identity (including religious and cultural values, self-esteem,
and need to belong). For each group, first the inter-correlation r was represented and then series

of multiple regressions were reported.

4.2.4.2.1 Motivators and Hygienes

4.2.4.2.1.1 Inter-correlation Results

Table (4.33) represents the inter-correlations among faculty job satisfaction, leadership styles
and motivators and hygienes as potential mediators including achievement, recognition-informal,
responsibility, advancement, working conditions, and job security on this relationship. It exhibits
the correlations between different styles of leadership and faculty job satisfaction, correlations
between these leadership styles and all potential 6 mediators as well as the correlations between

these potential mediators and faculty job satisfaction. Table (4.33) shows that, here were
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significant relationships between leadership style and job satisfaction (r = .442, p<.0l),
transformational leadership and faculty job satisfaction (r = .549, p<.01), and laissez-faire and
faculty job satisfaction (r = -.584, p<.01). In addition, there were significant relationships
between faculty job satisfaction with achievement (r = .676, p<.01), responsibility (r = .470,
p<.01), advancement (r = .629, p<.01), and job security (r = .319, p<.01). In terms of leadership
styles and the potential mediators, there were significant relationships between leadership styles
and achievement (r = .283, p<.05), responsibility (r = .298, p<.01), and advancement (r = .227,
p<.05). Transformational leadership was correlated to achievement (r = .319) and responsibility
(r =.304) at .01 level and to advancement (r = .237) at .05 level of significance. Transactional
leadership was only correlated to responsibility (r = .233) at p<.05. However, laissez-faire was
correlated to most of the potential mediators. It was correlated negatively to achievement (r = -

.349), responsibility (r = -.274) and job security (r = -.347) at p<.01 and correlated to

advancement (r = -.245) at p<.05.

ICs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1.FJS 1.00

2.LS 4427 1.00

3.TL 549" 951" 1.00

4.TA 174 764 550" 1.00

5.LF -584™ -305™  -512"  -.027 1.00

6.Achv 676" .283" 3197 179 -.349™ 1.00

7.Rel .094 .168 .166 .146 -.039 .046 1.00

8.Res 470 .298™ .304™ 233" =274 424 -.006 1.00

9.Adv .629™ 227" 237" 132 -245" 563" .028 .608™ 1.00

10.WoC -.043 .070 .031 .071 .205 .032 218" 101 115 1.00

11.JS .319™ .103 127 .078 -3477 3177 -.093 327" .238" -272°  1.00

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Notes. ICs= Inter-correlations; FIS= Faculty Job Satisfaction; LS= Leadership Styles; TL= Transformational Leadership; TA=
Transactional Leadership; LF= Laissez-faire; Ach= Achievement; Rel= Recognition Informal; Res= Responsibility; Adv=
Advancement; WoC= Working Conditions; JS= Job Security

Table 4.33 Inter-correlations among Motivation and Hygienes, Leadership Styles, and Faculty Job
Satisfaction Variables
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4.2.4.2.1.2 Regression Results

Table (4.34) contains the analyses necessary to examine the probable mediational impact of the
mediators and hygienes (including achievement, recognition-informal, responsibility,
advancement, working conditions, and job security. Following the paths outlined earlier for
testing mediation, for the first mediator, achievement, first, to establish that leadership styles
were related to faculty job satisfaction, faculty job satisfaction was regressed on the leadership
styles variable (path c). The unstandardized regression coefficient (B = .160) associated with the
effect of leadership styles on faculty job satisfaction was significant (p<.001). Thus, path ¢ was
significant and the requirement for mediation in path ¢ was met. To test that leadership styles
were related to achievement, achievement was regressed on the leadership styles variable (path
a). The unstandardized regression coefficient (B= .029) associated with this relation was
significant at p< .05 level, and thus the condition for path a was met. To establish whether
achievement was related to faculty job satisfaction, faculty job satisfaction was regressed
simultaneously on both achievement and leadership styles variable (path b, c¢’). The coefficient
associated with the relation between achievement and faculty job satisfaction (controlling for
leadership styles) also was significant (B= 2.037, p <.001). Thus, the condition for path b was
met (path b was significant). This third regression equation also provided an estimate of path c’,
the relation between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction, controlling for achievement.
When that path is zero, there is complete mediation. However, path ¢’ was .097 and still
significant (p< .01), although it was much smaller than path ¢ (which was B=.160, p<.001). To
test the drop from B= .160, p<.001 to B= .097, p<.01 (from c to ¢’) is significant, the Sobel’s
(1982) test was employed (Sobel’s test statistic = 2.447, p<.05). As a result of the hypothesis,

achievement partially mediates the relationships of leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction.
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To assess the probable impact of achievement on the relationship between transformational
leadership style and faculty job satisfaction, all the above 4 paths were measured. For path c, the
unstandardized regression coefficient (B = .230) associated with the effect of transformational
leadership on faculty job satisfaction was significant (p<.001). Thus, path ¢ was significant and
the requirement for mediation in path ¢ was met. To test that transformational leadership was
related to achievement, achievement was regressed on the leadership styles variable (path a). The
unstandardized regression coefficient (B=.038) associated with this relation was significant at p<
.01 level, thus the condition for path a was met. To establish whether achievement was related to
faculty job satisfaction, faculty job satisfaction was regressed simultaneously on both
achievement and transformational leadership (path b, ¢’). The coefficient associated with the
relation between achievement and faculty job satisfaction (controlling for leadership styles) also
was significant (B= 1.876, p <.001). Thus, the condition for path b was met (path b was
significant). This third regression equation also provided an estimate of path c¢’, the relation
between transformational leadership and faculty job satisfaction, controlling for achievement.
When that path is zero, there is complete mediation. However, path ¢’ was .154 and still
significant (p< .001), although it was smaller than path ¢ (which was B=.230, p<.001). To test
the Sobel’s (1982) test was employed (Sobel’s test statistic = 2.663, p<.01). As a result of the
hypothesis, achievement partially mediates the relationships of transformational leadership and

faculty job satisfaction.

To assess the probable impact of achievement on the relationship between laissez-faire and
faculty job satisfaction, all the above 4 paths were measured. For path c, the unstandardized
regression coefficient (B = -1.353) associated with the effect of laissez-faire on faculty job

satisfaction was significant (p<.001). Thus, path ¢ was significant and the requirement for
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mediation in path ¢ was met. To test that laissez-faire was related to achievement, achievement
was regressed on the laissez-faire variable (path a). The unstandardized regression coefficient
(B= -.246) associated with this relation was significant at p< 01 level, and thus the condition for
Path a was met. To establish whether achievement was related to faculty job satisfaction, faculty
job satisfaction was regressed simultaneously on both achievement and laissez-faire (path b, c’).
The coefficient associated with the relation between achievement and faculty job satisfaction
(controlling for leadership styles) also was significant (B= 1.783, p <.001). Thus, the condition
for path b was met (path b was significant). This third regression equation also provided an
estimate of path ¢’, the relation between laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction, controlling for
achievement. When that path is zero, there is complete mediation. However, path ¢’ was -.895
and still significant (p< .001), although it was smaller than path c. To test the Sobel’s (1982) test
was employed (Sobel’s test statistic = 3.121, p<.01). As a result of the hypothesis, achievement

partially mediates the relationships of laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction.

In terms of responsibility, following the 4 paths, first, to establish that leadership style was
related to faculty job satisfaction, faculty job satisfaction was regressed on the leadership styles
variable (path c). The unstandardized regression coefficient (B = .160) associated with the effect
of leadership styles on faculty job satisfaction was significant (p<.001). Thus, path ¢ was
significant and the requirement for mediation in path ¢ was met. To test that leadership styles
was related to responsibility, responsibility was regressed on the leadership styles variable (path
a). The unstandardized regression coefficient (B= .063) associated with this relation was
significant at p< .01 level, and thus the condition for path a was met. To establish whether
responsibility was related to faculty job satisfaction, faculty job satisfaction was regressed

simultaneously on both responsibility and leadership styles variable (path b, ¢”). The coefficient
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associated with the relation between responsibility and faculty job satisfaction (controlling for
leadership styles) also was significant (B= .575, p <.01). Thus, the condition for path b was met
(path b was significant). This third regression equation also provided an estimate of path ¢’, the
relation between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction, controlling for responsibility.
When that path is zero, there is complete mediation. However, path ¢’ was .126 and still
significant (p< .01), although it was smaller than path ¢ (which was B=.160, p<.001). To test the
drop from B=.160, p<.001 to B=.126, p<.01 (from c to c’) is significant, the Sobel’s (1982) test
was employed (Sobel’s test statistic = 2.019, p<.05). As a result of the hypothesis, responsibility

partially mediates the relationships of leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction.

To assess the probable impact of responsibility on the relationship between transformational
leadership style and faculty job satisfaction, all the above 4 paths were measured. For path c, the
unstandardized regression coefficient (B = .230) associated with the effect of transformational
leadership on faculty job satisfaction was significant (p<.001). Thus, path ¢ was significant and
the requirement for mediation in path ¢ was met. To test that transformational leadership was
related to responsibility, responsibility was regressed on the leadership styles variable (path a).
The unstandardized regression coefficient (B= .076) associated with this relation was significant
at p< .01 level, and thus the condition for path a was met. To establish whether responsibility
was related to faculty job satisfaction, faculty job satisfaction was regressed simultaneously on
both responsibility and transformational leadership (path b, ¢”). The coefficient associated with
the relation between responsibility and faculty job satisfaction (controlling for leadership styles)
also was significant (B= .511, p <.01). Thus, the condition for path b was met (path b was
significant). This third regression equation also provided an estimate of path c¢’, the relation

between transformational leadership and faculty job satisfaction, controlling for responsibility.
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When that path is zero, there is complete mediation. However, path ¢’ was .196 and still
significant (p< .001), although it was smaller than path c. To test the Sobel’s (1982) test was
employed (Sobel’s test statistic = 2.082, p<.05). As a result of the hypothesis, responsibility

partially mediates the relationships of transformational leadership and faculty job satisfaction.

To assess the probable impact of responsibility on the relationship between laissez-faire and
faculty job satisfaction, all the above 4 paths were measured. For path c, the unstandardized
regression coefficient (B = -.1.353) associated with the effect of laissez-faire on faculty job
satisfaction was significant (p<.001). Thus, path ¢ was significant and the requirement for
mediation in Path ¢ was met. To test that laissez-faire was related to responsibility, responsibility
was regressed on the leadership styles variable (path a). The unstandardized regression
coefficient (B= -.390) associated with this relation was significant at p< 05 level, and thus the
condition for path a was met. To establish whether responsibility was related to faculty job
satisfaction, faculty job satisfaction was regressed simultaneously on both responsibility and
laissez-faire (path b, ¢’). The coefficient associated with the relation between responsibility and
faculty job satisfaction (controlling for leadership styles) also was significant (B= .555, p <.001).
Thus, the condition for path b was met (path b was significant). This third regression equation
also provided an estimate of path c’, the relation between laissez-faire and faculty job
satisfaction, controlling for responsibility. When that path is zero, there is complete mediation.
However, path ¢’ was -1.165 and still significant (p< .001), although it was smaller than path c.
To test the Sobel’s (1982) test was employed (Sobel’s test statistic = 2.199, p<.05). As a result of
the hypothesis, responsibility partially mediates the relationships of laissez-faire and faculty job

satisfaction.

To assess the probable impact of advancement on the relationship between transformational
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leadership style and faculty job satisfaction, all the above 4 paths were measured. For path c, the
unstandardized regression coefficient (B = .230) associated with the effect of transformational
leadership on faculty job satisfaction was significant (p<.001). Thus, path ¢ was significant and
the requirement for mediation in Path ¢ was met. To test that transformational leadership was
related to advancement, advancement was regressed on the leadership styles variable (path a).
The unstandardized regression coefficient (B= .037) associated with this relation was significant
at p< .05 level, and thus the condition for path a was met. To establish whether advancement was
related to faculty job satisfaction, faculty job satisfaction was regressed simultaneously on both
advancement and transformational leadership (path b, ¢”). The coefficient associated with the
relation between advancement and faculty job satisfaction (controlling for leadership styles) also
was significant (B= 1.305, p<.001). Thus, the condition for path b was met (path b was
significant). This third regression equation also provided an estimate of path c¢’, the relation
between transformational leadership and faculty job satisfaction, controlling for advancement.
When that path is zero, there is complete mediation. However, path ¢’ was .162 and still
significant (p< .001), although it was smaller than Path c. To test, the Sobel’s (1982) test was
employed (Sobel’s test statistic = 2.066, p<.05). As a result of the hypothesis, advancement

partially mediates the relationships of transformational leadership and faculty job satisfaction.

To assess the probable impact of advancement on the relationship between laissez-faire and
faculty job satisfaction, all the above 4 paths were measured. For path c, the unstandardized
regression coefficient (B = -1.353) associated with the effect of laissez-faire on faculty job
satisfaction was significant (p<.001). Thus, path ¢ was significant and the requirement for
mediation in path ¢ was met. To test that laissez-faire was related to advancement, advancement

was regressed on the leadership styles variable (path a). The unstandardized regression
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coefficient (B= -.226) associated with this relation was significant at p< .05 level, and thus the
condition for Path a was met. To establish whether advancement was related to faculty job
satisfaction, faculty job satisfaction was regressed simultaneously on both advancement and
laissez-faire (path b, c¢’). The coefficient associated with the relation between advancement and
faculty job satisfaction (controlling for leadership styles) was also significant (B= 1.264,
p<.001). Thus, the condition for path b was met (path b was significant). This third regression
equation also provided an estimate of path ¢’, the relation between laissez-faire and faculty job
satisfaction, controlling for advancement. When that path is zero, there is complete mediation.
However, path ¢’ was -1.031 and still significant (p< .001), although it was smaller than path c.
To test the Sobel’s (1982) test was employed (Sobel’s test statistic = 2.245, p<.05). As a result of
the hypothesis, advancement partially mediates the relationships of laissez-faire and faculty job

satisfaction.

Variables B SE B i Adj R? AR? F Change

Path c .160 .038 A42%** .184 195 17.466***
Leadership styles
Faculty job satisfaction

Path a

Leadership styles .029 .011 .283* .068 .080 6.549*
Achievement

Pathb & ¢’

Leadership styles .097 .031 273%* 494 .508 36.111***
Achievement 2.037 .309 580***

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = 2.447, p<.05

Path ¢ .160 .038 A42x** 184 195 17.466%**
Leadership styles
Faculty job satisfaction

Path a

Leadership styles .022 014 .168 016 .028 2.314
Recognition-Informal

Pathb & ¢’

Leadership styles 153 .040 A42*F* 176 .198 8.780***
Recognition-Informal 230 442 .058

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = .493, p>.05
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Path c

Leadership styles
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Leadership styles
Responsibility

Pathb & ¢’
Leadership styles
Responsibility

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = 2.019, p<.05

.160

.038

BaTF

184

195

17.466***

.063

.024

298**

.076

.089

7.193**

126
B

.038
182

.348**
.332**

279

.299

14.742%**

Path c

Leadership styles
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Leadership styles
Advancement

Pathb & ¢’
Leadership styles
Advancement

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = 1.905, p>.05

.160

.038

44275

184

195

17.466***

.030

.015

277*

.039

.052

4.088*

.108
1.377

.029
219

327%**
1Y el

478

493

34.014%**

Path c

Leadership styles
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Leadership styles
Working conditions
Pathb & ¢’
Leadership styles
Working conditions
Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = .473, p>.05

.160

.038

442%*x

184

195

17.466***

.013

021

.070

-.008

.005

372

153
-172

.039
234

4345
-.081

167

91

7.917**

Path ¢

Leadership styles
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Leadership styles

Job security

Pathb & ¢’
Leadership styles

Job security

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = .866, p>.05

.160

.038

442%x

184

195

17.466***

.013

.014

.103

-.002

011

.816

149
717

.037
297

A12%F*
.249*

235

.256

12.234***

Transformational Leadership
Motivators & Hygienes
Faculty Job Satisfaction

SE B

Adj R?

AR?

F Change

Path c

Transformational leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Transformational leadership
Achievement

.230

.049

.549%**

292

301

32.338***

.038

.013

.319**

.090

102

8.818**
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Pathb & ¢’

Transformational leadership
Achievement

Faculty job satisfaction

Sobel’s test statistic = 2.663, p<.01

154
1.876

.034
.290

373***
534***

.549

.561

46.626***

Path c

Transformational leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Transformational leadership
Recognition-Informal
Pathb & ¢’
Transformational leadership
Recognition-Informal
Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic=".105 p>.05

.230

.040

S549***

292

.301

32.338***

.025

.016

.166

.016

.028

2.354

228
.043

.043
406

S45*F*
011

.282

301

15.961***

Path ¢

Transformational leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Transformational leadership
Responsibility

Pathb & ¢’
Transformational leadership
Responsibility

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic=2.082, p<.05

.230

.040

H49***

292

301

32.338***

.076

.027

.304**

.081

.093

7.853**

.196
511

.041
.165

A465%**
.298**

372

.389

22.881***

Path ¢

Transformational leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Transformational leadership
Advancement

Pathb & ¢’
Transformational leadership
Advancement

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic= 2.066, p<.05

.230

.040

H49***

292

301

32.338***

.037

.017

237*

.044

.056

4.650*

162
1.305

.031
.198

A419%**
S27***

547

.560

46.372%**

Path ¢

Transformational leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Transformational leadership
Working conditions

Pathb & ¢’
Transformational leadership
Working conditions

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic=.265, p>.05

.230

.040

549%**

292

301

32.338***

.007

.024

.031

-.012

.001

.075

219
-.136

.042
214

.535***
-.065

270

.290

14.097***

Path c

Transformational leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

230

.040

.549%**

292

301

32.338***
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Transformational leadership

Job security

Pathb & ¢’

Transformational leadership

Job security

Faculty job satisfaction

Sobel’s test statistic= 1.011, p>.05

.019

017

27

.004

.016

1.291

217
.635

.040
.267

S17**F*
.225%

333

351

20.006***

Transactional Leadership
Motivators & Hygienes
Faculty Job Satisfaction

SE B

Adj R

AR?

F Change

Path c

Transactional leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Transactional leadership
Achievement

Pathb & ¢’
Transactional leadership
Achievement

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic= 1.539, p>.05

215

.140

174

.017

.030

2.337

.063

.040

179

.020

.032

2.572

.070
2.236

.109
.308

.057
.648***

421

437

38.301***

Path c

Transactional leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Transactional leadership
Recognition-Informal
Pathb & ¢’
Transactional leadership
Recognition-Informal
Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic=.968, p>.05

215

.140

A74

017

.030

2.337

.065

.048

146

.010

.021

1.811

183
.638

141
460

.149
159

.029

.055

2.144

Path c

Transactional leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Transactional leadership
Responsibility

Pathb & ¢’
Transformational leadership
Responsibility

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic= 1.850, p>.05

215

.140

A74

017

.030

2.337

170

.081

.233*

.042

.054

4.417*

107
737

134
.188

.086
A22%**

178

201

9.030***

Path c

Transactional leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Transactional leadership
Advancement

Pathb & ¢’
Transactional leadership
Advancement

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic=1.156, p>.05

215

.140

174

.017

.030

2.337

.060

.051

132

.005

.017

1.384

.186
1.476

105
233

.163
.584***

373

.389

23.277***
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Path c

Transactional leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Transactional leadership
Working conditions
Pathb & ¢’
Transactional leadership
Working conditions
Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic=.449, p>.05

215

.140

174

.017

.030

2.337

.045

072

071

-.008

.005

.393

174
-.160

.140
247

147
-.077

-.002

.027

.939

Path c

Transactional leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Transactional leadership
Job security

Pathb & ¢’
Transactional leadership
Job security

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic=.674, p>.05

215

.140

174

.017

.030

2.337

.035

.050

.078

-.006

.006

488

181
782

136
307

47
.281*

.084

.108

4.489*

Laissez-faire
Motivators & Hygienes
Faculty Job Satisfaction

SE B

Adj R?

AR?

F Change

Path c

Laissez-faire

Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Laissez-faire
Achievement

Path b & ¢’
Laissez-faire
Achievement

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic= 3.121, p<.01

-1.353

.206

- 584

66

341

42.927%**

-.246

.071

-349%*

112

122

11.936**

-.895
1.783

173
.248

-.390***
543***

.584

.595

59.194***

Path ¢

Laissez-faire

Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Laissez-faire
Recognition-Informal
Pathb & ¢’
Laissez-faire
Recognition-Informal
Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic=.354, p>.05

-1.353

.206

- 584

333

341

42.927***

-.031

.084

-.039

-.009

.002

139

-1.347
466

.206
372

'.582***
JA11

.338

.353

22.396***

Path c

Laissez-faire

Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

-1.353

.206

- 584>

.333

341

42.927***
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Laissez-faire

Responsibility

Pathb & ¢’

Laissez-faire

Responsibility

Faculty job satisfaction

Sobel’s test statistic= 2.199, p <.05

-.390

147

-.274*

.065

.075

7.000*

-1.165
.555

.199
141

- 502*%**
.336***

435

449

32.546***

Path ¢

Laissez-faire

Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Laissez-faire
Advancement

Pathb & ¢’
Laissez-faire
Advancement

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic= 2.245, P<.05

-1.353

.206

'.584***

.333

341

42.927***

-.226

.096

-.245*

.049

.060

5.576*

-1.031
1.264

.153
.169

- 47T
527

.605

.614

64.455***

Path ¢

Laissez-faire

Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Laissez-faire

Working conditions
Pathb & ¢’
Laissez-faire

Working conditions
Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic=.932, p>.05

-1.353

.206

- 584%*

333

341

42.927%**

.261

135

.205

.031

.031

3.738

-1.327
213

224
.200

- 584
105

301

319

17.765***

Path ¢

Laissez-faire

Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Laissez-faire

Job security

Pathb & ¢’
Laissez-faire

Job security

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic=.080, p>.05

-1.353

.206

- 584

333

341

42.927%**

-.297

.086

-.347**

110

120

11.895**

-1.268
270

222
.258

- AT
100

334

.350

22.037***

*p<.05. **p<.01, ***p<.001

Table 4.34 Testing Mediator Effects Using Multiple Regression-Motivators and Hygienes on the Relationship

between HODs’ Leadership Styles and Faculty Job Satisfaction

All of the above paths, were applied for all motivators and hygienes variables. The results show

that among all motivators and hygienes mediators, achievement, responsibility, and advancement

would partially mediate the relationship between transformational leadership and faculty job
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satisfaction and the relationship between laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction. In addition, the
first two of these mediators meaning achievement and responsibility would also mediate the
relationship between leadership styles (as a group) and faculty job satisfaction. For all of these
three mediators, the three related phases of testing mediation effects were met (three phases were

significant) and the Sobel’s test statistic also confirms these mediation effects (Table 4.34).

4.2.4.2.2 Environmental Conditions

4.2.4.2.2.1 Inter-correlation Results

Table (4.35) represents the inter-correlations among faculty job satisfaction, leadership styles
and environmental conditions as potential mediators including institutional climate or culture,
relationships, institutional and administrative culture, and student quality on this relationship. It
exhibits the correlations between different styles of leadership and faculty job satisfaction,
correlations between these leadership styles and all 4 potential mediators as well as the
correlations between these potential mediators and faculty job satisfaction. The table shows that,
there were significant relationships between leadership style and job satisfaction (r = .442,

p<.01), transformational leadership and faculty job satisfaction (r = .549, p<.01), and laissez-

faire and faculty job satisfaction (r = -.584, p<.01). In addition, there were significant
relationships between faculty job satisfaction with institutional climate or culture (r = .366,
p<.01), relationships (r = .572, p<.01), and institutional and administrative culture (r = .517,

p<.01). In terms of leadership styles and the potential mediators, there were significant
relationships between leadership styles and relationships (r = .407, p<.01), transformational
leadership and relationships (r = .492, p<.01) and transactional leadership and student quality (r

= -.332, p<.01). Laissez-faire was correlated to most of the potential mediators including
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institutional climate or culture (r = -.252, p<.05), relationships (r = -.518, p<.01), and

institutional and administrative culture (r = -.391, p<.01).

ICs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1.FS 1.00

2.LS 4427 1.00

3.TL .549™ .951™ 1.00

4TA 174 .764™ .550™ 1.00

5.LF -.584™ -.305™ -512" -.027 1.00

6.ICoC .366™ -.087 -.011 -.126 -.252" 1.00

7.Rels 672" 407 492 192 -518" 3417 1.00

8.I&AC = 517 .081 154 .011 391" .510™ .370™ 1.00

9.5Q 172 -.209 -.099 -.332" -.155 .334™ 240" .306™ 1.00
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Notes. ICs= Inter-correlations; FIS= Faculty Job Satisfaction; LS= Leadership Styles; TL= Transformational
Leadership; TA= Transactional Leadership; LF= Laissez-faire; ICoC= Institutional Climate or Culture= ICoC; Rels=
Relationships= Rels; I&AC= Institutional and Administrative Culture; SQ= Student Quality= SQ

Table 4.35 Inter-correlations among Environmental Conditions, Leadership Styles, and Faculty Job
Satisfaction Variables

4.2.4.2.2.2 Regression Results

Table (4.36) contains the analyses necessary to examine the probable mediational impact of the
environmental conditions including institutional climate or culture, relationships, institutional
and administrative culture, and student quality. Following the paths outlined earlier for testing
mediation, for the relationships as a potential mediator, first, to establish that leadership styles
was related to faculty job satisfaction, faculty job satisfaction was regressed on the leadership
styles variable (path c). The unstandardized regression coefficient (B = .160) associated with the
effect of leadership styles on faculty job satisfaction was significant (p<.001). Thus, path ¢ was
significant and the requirement for mediation in path ¢ was met. To test that leadership styles

was related to relationships, relationships was regressed on the leadership styles variable (path
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a). The unstandardized regression coefficient (B= .048) associated with this relation was
significant at p< .001 level, and thus the condition for path a was met. To establish whether
relationships was related to faculty job satisfaction, faculty job satisfaction was regressed
simultaneously on both relationships and leadership styles variable (path b, c¢’). The coefficient
associated with the relation between achievement and faculty job satisfaction (controlling for
leadership styles) also was significant (B= 1.821, p <.001). Thus, the condition for path b was
met (path b was significant). This third regression equation also provided an estimate of path c’,
the relation between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction, controlling for relationships.
When that path is zero, there is complete mediation. However, path ¢’ was .072 and still
significant (p< .05), although it was much smaller than path ¢ (which was B=.160, p<.001). To
test the drop from B= .160, p<.001 to B= .072, p<.05 (from c to c’) is significant, the Sobel’s
(1982) test was employed (Sobel’s test statistic = 3.390, p<.001). As a result of the hypothesis,

relationships partially mediate the relationships of leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction.

To assess the probable impact of relationships as a potential mediator on the relationship
between transformational leadership style and faculty job satisfaction, all the above 4 paths were
measured. For path c, the unstandardized regression coefficient (B = .230) associated with the
effect of transformational leadership on faculty job satisfaction was significant (p<.001). Thus,
path ¢ was significant and the requirement for mediation in path ¢ was met. To test that
transformational leadership was related to relationships, relationships was regressed on the
leadership styles variable (path a). The unstandardized regression coefficient (B= .069)
associated with this relation was significant at p< .001 level, and thus the condition for path a
was met. To establish whether relationships were related to faculty job satisfaction, faculty job

satisfaction was regressed simultaneously on both relationships and transformational leadership
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(path b, ¢’). The coefficient associated with the relation between relationships and faculty job
satisfaction (controlling for transformational leadership) was also significant (B= 1.514, p
<.001). Thus, the condition for path b was met (path b was significant). This third regression
equation also provided an estimate of path c’, the relation between transformational leadership
and faculty job satisfaction, controlling for relationships. When that path is zero, there is
complete mediation. However, path ¢’ was .125 and still significant (p< .01), although it was
smaller than path ¢ (which was B=.230, p<.001). To test, the Sobel’s (1982) test was employed
(Sobel’s test statistic = 3.636, p<.001). As a result of the hypothesis, relationships partially

mediate the relationships of transformational leadership and faculty job satisfaction.

To assess the probable impact of relationships as a potential mediator on the relationship
between laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction, all the above 4 paths were measured. For path
¢, the unstandardized regression coefficient (B = -1.353) associated with the effect of laissez-
faire on faculty job satisfaction was significant (p<.001). Thus, path ¢ was significant and the
requirement for mediation in path ¢ was met. To test that laissez-faire was related to
relationships, relationships was regressed on the leadership styles variable (path a). The
unstandardized regression coefficient (B= -.397) associated with this relation was significant at
p< .001 level, and thus the condition for path a was met. To establish whether relationships were
related to faculty job satisfaction, faculty job satisfaction was regressed simultaneously on both
relationships and laissez-faire (path b, ¢’). The coefficient associated with the relation between
relationships and faculty job satisfaction (controlling for laissez-faire) also was significant (B=
1.477, p <.001). Thus, the condition for path b was met (path b was significant). This third
regression equation also provided an estimate of path ¢’, the relation between laissez-faire and

faculty job satisfaction, controlling for relationships. When that path is zero, there is complete
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mediation. However, path ¢’ was -.754 and still significant (p< .01), although it was smaller than
path c. To test the Sobel’s (1982) test was employed (Sobel’s test statistic = 3.895, p<.0001). As
a result of the hypothesis, relationships partially mediate the relationships of laissez-faire and

faculty job satisfaction.

To assess the probable impact of institutional and administrative culture as a potential mediator
on the relationship between laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction, all the above 4 paths were
measured. For path c, the unstandardized regression coefficient (B = -1.353) associated with the
effect of laissez-faire on faculty job satisfaction was significant (p<.001). Thus, path ¢ was
significant and the requirement for mediation in path ¢ was met. To test, that laissez-faire was
related to institutional and administrative culture, institutional and administrative culture was
regressed on the leadership styles variable (path a). The unstandardized regression coefficient
(B= -.386) associated with this relation was significant at p< .001 level, and thus the condition
for path a was met. To establish whether relationships was related to faculty job satisfaction,
faculty job satisfaction was regressed simultaneously on both institutional and administrative
culture and laissez-faire (path b, ¢’). The coefficient associated with the relation between
institutional and administrative culture and faculty job satisfaction (controlling for laissez-faire)
also was significant (B=.733, p<.01). Thus, the condition for path b was met (path b was
significant). This third regression equation also provided an estimate of path c’, the relation
between laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction, controlling for institutional and administrative
culture. When that path is zero, there is complete mediation. However, path ¢’ was -1.038 and
still significant (p< .001), although it was smaller than path c. To test the Sobel’s (1982) test was
employed (Sobel’s test statistic = 2.641, p<.01). As a result of the hypothesis, institutional and

administrative culture partially mediate the relationships of laissez-faire and faculty job
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satisfaction.

Leadership styles
Environmental conditions
Faculty Job Satisfaction

SE B

Adj R?

AR?

F Change

Path ¢

Leadership styles

Faculty job satisfaction

Path a

Leadership styles

Institutional climate or culture
Pathb & ¢’

Leadership styles

Institutional climate or culture
Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = .748, p>.05

.160

.038

44275

184

195

17.466***

-.019

.025

-.087

-.006

.008

576

.165
.764

.036
.180

A4475F*
A406***

313

332

17.397***

Path ¢

Leadership styles
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Leadership styles
Relationships

Pathb & ¢’
Leadership styles
Relationships

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = 3.390, p<.001

.160

.038

PYyss

184

195

17.466***

.048

.012

A7

.155

.166

14.923***

.072
1.821

.034
.285

.199*
S97H*F*

480

494

34.207%**

Path ¢

Leadership styles

Faculty job satisfaction

Path a

Leadership styles

Institutional and administrative culture
Pathb & ¢’

Leadership styles

Institutional and administrative culture
Faculty job satisfaction

Sobel’s test statistic = .697, p>.05

.160

.038

4425

184

195

17.466***

012

017

.081

-.007

.007

492

133
1.144

.036
247

358%**
AT

344

.362

19.588***

Path c

Leadership styles
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Leadership styles
Student quality

Pathb & ¢’
Leadership styles
Student quality
Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = 1.427, p>.05

.160

.038

AB42%**

184

195

17.466***

-.022

012

-.209

.031

044

3.462

77
833

.038
.366

4897
252*

235

.256

12.231%**

Transformational Leadership
Environmental conditions
Faculty Job Satisfaction

SEB

Adj R?

AR?

F Change
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Path ¢

Transformational Leadership
Faculty job satisfaction

Path a

Transformational Leadership
Institutional climate or culture
Pathb & ¢’

Transformational Leadership
Institutional climate or culture
Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = .107, p>.05

.230

.040

549***

292

301

32.338***

-.003

.028

-011

-.013

.000

.009

226
.682

.039
.165

526
370

397

413

25.708***

Path ¢

Transformational Leadership
Faculty job satisfaction

Path a

Transformational Leadership
Relationships

Pathb & ¢’
Transformational Leadership
Relationships

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = 3.636, p<.001

.230

.040

549***

292

.301

32.338***

.069

.014

A92%**

.233

242

24.962***

125
1.514

.040
.281

.299**
512***

490

.504

37.023***

Path c

Transformational Leadership

Faculty job satisfaction

Path a

Transformational Leadership
Institutional and administrative culture
Pathb & ¢’

Transformational Leadership
Institutional and administrative culture
Faculty job satisfaction

Sobel’s test statistic = 1.305, p>.05

.230

.040

549***

292

301

32.338***

.026

.019

154

011

.024

1.866

194
.986

.039
226

A52%**
.396%**

409

424

26.553***

Path ¢

Transformational Leadership
Faculty job satisfaction

Path a

Transformational Leadership
Student quality

Pathb & ¢’
Transformational Leadership
Student quality

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = .799, p>.05

.230

.040

549%**

292

.301

32.338***

-.012

.014

-.099

-.003

.010

775

237
.706

.040
317

.565***
.210*

327

.345

19.489***

Transactional Leadership
Environmental conditions
Faculty Job Satisfaction

SEB

Adj R

AR?

F Change

Path c

Transactional Leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

215

.140

174

017

.030

2.337
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Transactional Leadership
Institutional climate or culture
Pathb & ¢’

Transactional Leadership
Institutional climate or culture
Faculty job satisfaction

Sobel’s test statistic = 1.064, p>.05

-.092

.082

-.126

.003

.016

1.255

216
.664

134
197

174
.366**

129

152

6.540**

Path c

Transactional Leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Transactional Leadership
Relationships

Pathb & ¢’
Transactional Leadership
Relationships

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = 1.671, p>.05

215

.140

174

.017

.030

2.337

077

.045

192

.024

.037

2.970

.048
2.076

107
.264

.039
.680***

460

475

32.982***

Path c

Transactional Leadership

Faculty job satisfaction

Path a

Transactional Leadership

Institutional and administrative culture
Pathb & ¢’

Transactional Leadership

Institutional and administrative culture
Faculty job satisfaction

Sobel’s test statistic = .105, p>.05

215

.140

A74

017

.030

2.337

.006

.057

011

-.013

.000

.009

145
1.123

129
.257

117
A53***

201

223

10.325***

Path c

Transactional Leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Transactional Leadership
Student quality

Pathb & ¢’
Transactional Leadership
Student quality

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = 1.532, p>.05

215

.140

174

.017

.030

2.337

-.119

.038

-.332**

.099

JA11

9.817**

.298
124

146
412

241*
.208

.044

.069

2.747

Laissez-faire
Environmental conditions
Faculty Job Satisfaction

SE B

Adj R?

AR?

F Change

Path c

Laissez-faire

Faculty job satisfaction

Path a

Laissez-faire

Institutional climate or culture
Pathb & ¢’

Laissez-faire

Institutional climate or culture
Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = 1.540, p>.05

-1.353

.206

- 584

333

341

42.927%**

-.326

135

-.252*

.053

.063

5.828*

-1.187
.352

214
176

_.518***
.187*

.349

.365

23.292%**
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Path ¢

Laissez-faire

Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Laissez-faire
Relationships

Pathb & ¢’
Laissez-faire
Relationships

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = 3.895, p<.0001

-1.353

.20.6

- 584

.333

341

42.927***

-.397

.071

'.518***

.260

.269

31.613***

-.754
1.477

.210
272

-.326**
A493***

.506

.518

43.579***

Path ¢

Laissez-faire

Faculty job satisfaction

Path a

Laissez-faire

Institutional and administrative culture
Pathb & ¢’

Laissez-faire

Institutional and administrative culture
Faculty job satisfaction

Sobel’s test statistic = 2.641, p<.01

-1.353

.206

- 584

.333

341

42.927***

-.386

.098

_.391***

143

.153

15.507***

-1.038
773

211
217

_.453***
.328**

419

433

30.587***

Path c

Laissez-faire

Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Laissez-faire

Student quality

Pathb & ¢’
Laissez-faire

Student quality
Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = .527, p>.05

-1.353

.206

_.584***

333

341

42.927%**

-.104

071

-.155

.013

.024

2.173

-1.332
178

211
315

_.575***
.051

327

.343

21.446%**

*p<.05. **p<.01, ***p<.001, ****p<.0001

Table 4.36 Testing Mediator Effects Using Multiple Regression-Environmental conditions on the Relationship

between HODs’ Leadership Styles and Faculty Job Satisfaction

The analysis results of the mediational impact of the environmental conditions including

institutional climate or culture, relationships, institutional and administrative culture, and student

quality reveals that relationships would partially moderate the relationship between leadership

styles and faculty job satisfaction, transformational leadership and faculty job satisfaction, and

laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction. In addition, institutional and administrative culture

would partially mediate the relationships of laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction.
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4.2.4.2.3 Job Design

4.2.4.2.3.1 Inter-correlation Results

Table (4.37) represents the inter-correlations among faculty job satisfaction, leadership styles
and job design as potential mediators including feedback, autonomy, and skill variety. It exhibits
the correlations between different styles of leadership and faculty job satisfaction, correlations
between these leadership styles and all 3 potential mediators as well as the correlations between
these potential mediators and faculty job satisfaction. The table shows that, there were significant
relationships between leadership style and job satisfaction (r = .442, p<.01), transformational
leadership and faculty job satisfaction (r = .549, p<.01), and laissez-faire and faculty job
satisfaction (r = -.584, p<.01). In addition, there were significant relationships between faculty
job satisfaction with all three potential mediators including feedback (r = .532, p<.01), autonomy
(r = .554, p<.01), and skill variety (r = .355, p<.01). In terms of leadership styles and the
potential mediators, there were significant relationships between leadership styles and feedback
(r = .395, p<.01), transformational leadership and feedback (r = .395, p<.01), transformational
leadership and autonomy (r = .274, p<.05) and transactional leadership and feedback (r = .250,
p<.05). Laissez-faire was also correlated to feedback (r = -.380, p<.01) and autonomy (r = -.460,

p<.01) significantly.

ICs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1.FJS 1.00

2.LS 4427 1.00

3.TL 549" 951" 1.00

4.TA 174 764" .550™ 1.00

5.LF -584™  -305™ -512" -.027 1.00

6.FB 532" .395" .395™ .250" -.380™ 1.00

7.Aut .554™ .190 274" .040 -.460™ .394™ 1.00

8.5V .355™ .088 141 -.019 -.201 .145 263" 1.00

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Notes. ICs= Inter-correlations; FJS= Faculty Job Satisfaction; W&C= Work and Collegiality;
Supervision= Sup; Promotion= Pro; LS= Leadership Styles; TL= Transformational Leadership; TA=
Transactional Leadership; LF= Laissez-faire; FB= Feedback; Aut= Autonomy; SV= Skill Variety

Table 4.37 Inter-correlations among Job Design, Leadership Styles, and Faculty Job Satisfaction Variables
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4.2.4.2.3.2 Regression Results

Table (4.38) contains the analyses necessary to examine the probable mediational impact of the
job design including feedback, autonomy, and skill variety. Following the paths outlined earlier
for testing mediation, for feedback as a potential mediator, first, to establish that leadership style
was related to faculty job satisfaction, faculty job satisfaction was regressed on the leadership
styles variable (path c). The unstandardized regression coefficient (B = .160) associated with the
effect of leadership styles on faculty job satisfaction was significant (p<.001). Thus, path ¢ was
significant and the requirement for mediation in Path ¢ was met. To test that leadership styles
were related to feedback, feedback was regressed on the leadership styles variable (path a). The
unstandardized regression coefficient (B=.027) associated with this relation was significant at p<
.001 level, and thus the condition for path a was met. To establish whether relationships was
related to faculty job satisfaction, faculty job satisfaction was regressed simultaneously on both
feedback and leadership styles variable (path b, ¢’). The coefficient associated with the relation
between feedback and faculty job satisfaction (controlling for leadership styles) also was
significant (B= 2.161, p <.001). Thus, the condition for path b was met (path b was significant).
This third regression equation also provided an estimate of path c’, the relation between
leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction, controlling for relationships. When that path is
zero, there is complete mediation. However, path ¢’ was .100 and still significant (p< .05),
although it was much smaller than path ¢ (which was B=.160, p<.001). To test the drop from B=
.160, p<.001 to B=.100, p<.05 (from c to ¢’) is significant, the Sobel’s (1982) test was employed
(Sobel’s test statistic = 2.754, p<.01). As a result of the hypothesis, feedback partially mediates

the relationships of leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction.
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To assess the probable impact of feedback as a potential mediator on the relationship between
transformational leadership style and faculty job satisfaction, all the above 4 paths were
measured. For path c, the unstandardized regression coefficient (B = .230) associated with the
effect of transformational leadership on faculty job satisfaction was significant (p<.001). Thus,
path ¢ was significant and the requirement for mediation in path ¢ was met. To test that
transformational leadership was related to feedback, feedback was regressed on the leadership
styles variable (path a). The unstandardized regression coefficient (B= .033) associated with this
relation was significant at p< .001 level, and thus the condition for path a was met. To establish
whether feedback was related to faculty job satisfaction, faculty job satisfaction was regressed
simultaneously on both feedback and transformational leadership (path b, c¢’). The coefficient
associated with the relation between feedback and faculty job satisfaction (controlling for
transformational leadership) also was significant (B= 1.766, p<.01). Thus, the condition for path
b was met (path b was significant). This third regression equation also provided an estimate of
path ¢’, the relation between transformational leadership and faculty job satisfaction, controlling
for feedback. When that path is zero, there is complete mediation. However, path ¢’ was .174
and still significant (p< .001), although it was smaller than path ¢ (which was B=.230, p<.001).
To test the Sobel’s (1982) test was employed (Sobel’s test statistic = 2.559, p<.05). As a result of
the hypothesis, feedback partially mediates the relationships of transformational leadership and

faculty job satisfaction.

To assess the probable impact of feedback as a potential mediator on the relationship between
laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction, all the above 4 paths were measured. For path c, the
unstandardized regression coefficient (B = -1.353) associated with the effect of laissez-faire on

faculty job satisfaction was significant (p<.001). Thus, path ¢ was significant and the
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requirement for mediation in path ¢ was met. To test that laissez-faire was related to feedback,
feedback was regressed on the leadership styles variable (path a). The unstandardized regression
coefficient (B= -.184) associated with this relation was significant at p< .001 level, and thus the
condition for path a was met. To establish whether feedback was related to faculty job
satisfaction, faculty job satisfaction was regressed simultaneously on both feedback and laissez-
faire (path b, ¢”). The coefficient associated with the relation between feedback and faculty job
satisfaction (controlling for laissez-faire) also was significant (B= 1.806, p <.001). Thus, the
condition for path b was met (path b was significant). This third regression equation also
provided an estimate of path c’, the relation between laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction,
controlling for feedback. When that path is zero, there is complete mediation. However, path ¢’
was -1.019 and still significant (p< .001), although it was smaller than path c. To test the Sobel’s
(1982) test was employed (Sobel’s test statistic = 2.816, p<.01). As a result of the hypothesis,

feedback partially mediate the relationships of laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction.

To assess the probable impact of autonomy as a potential mediator on the relationship between
transformational leadership style and faculty job satisfaction, all the above 4 paths were
measured. For path c, the unstandardized regression coefficient (B = .230) associated with the
effect of transformational leadership on faculty job satisfaction was significant (p<.001). Thus,
path ¢ was significant and the requirement for mediation in path ¢ was met. To test that
transformational leadership was related to autonomy, autonomy was regressed on the leadership
styles variable (path a). The unstandardized regression coefficient (B= .027) associated with this
relation was significant at p< .05 level, and thus the condition for path a was met. To establish
whether autonomy was related to faculty job satisfaction, faculty job satisfaction was regressed

simultaneously on both autonomy and transformational leadership (path b, c¢’). The coefficient
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associated with the relation between autonomy and faculty job satisfaction (controlling for
transformational leadership) was also significant (B= 1.785, p<.001). Thus, the condition for path
b was met (path b was significant). This third regression equation also provided an estimate of
path c’, the relation between transformational leadership and faculty job satisfaction, controlling
for autonomy. When that path is zero, there is complete mediation. However, path ¢’ was .182
and still significant (p< .001), although it was smaller than path ¢ (which was B= .230, p<.001).
To test the Sobel’s (1982) test was employed (Sobel’s test statistic = 2.333, p<.05). As a result of
the hypothesis, autonomy partially mediates the relationships of transformational leadership and

faculty job satisfaction.

To assess the probable impact of autonomy as a potential mediator on the relationship between
laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction, all the above 4 paths were measured. For path c, the
unstandardized regression coefficient (B = -1.353) associated with the effect of laissez-faire on
faculty job satisfaction was significant (p<.001). Thus, path ¢ was significant and the
requirement for mediation in path ¢ was met. To test that laissez-faire was related to autonomy,
autonomy was regressed on the leadership styles variable (path a). The unstandardized regression
coefficient (B=-.259) associated with this relation was significant at p< .001 level, and thus the
condition for Path a was met. To establish whether autonomy was related to faculty job
satisfaction, faculty job satisfaction was regressed simultaneously on both autonomy and laissez-
faire (path b, ¢’). The coefficient associated with the relation between autonomy and faculty job
satisfaction (controlling for laissez-faire) also was significant (B= 1.545, p<.001). Thus, the
condition for path b was met (path b was significant). This third regression equation also
provided an estimate of path c’, the relation between laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction,

controlling for autonomy. When that path is zero, there is complete mediation. However, path ¢’
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was -1.051 and still significant (p< .001), although it was smaller than path c. To test the Sobel’s

(1982) test was employed (Sobel’s test statistic = 3.035, p<.01). As a result of the hypothesis,

autonomy partially mediates the relationships of laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction.

Leadership styles
Job Design
Faculty Job Satisfaction

SE B

Adj R?

AR?

F Change

Path ¢

Leadership styles
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Leadership styles
Feedback

Pathb & ¢’
Leadership styles
Feedback

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = 2.754, p<.01

.160

.038

BaTF

184

195

17.466***

.027

.007

.395%**

144

.156

13.648***

.100
2.161

.038
.549

278*
A418***

327

.346

18.257***

Path c

Leadership styles
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Leadership styles
Autonomy

Pathb & ¢’
Leadership styles
Autonomy

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = 1.676, p>.05

.160

.038

4425

184

195

17.466***

.016

.009

.190

.024

.036

2.857

128
2.038

.034
404

354%*x
AT0**

391

408

24.462%**

Path c

Leadership styles
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Leadership styles

Skill variety

Pathb & ¢’
Leadership styles

Skill variety

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = .773, p>.05

.160

.038

AB42%**

184

195

17.466***

.008

.010

.088

-.005

.008

591

150
1.208

.036
.398

A15%F*
.305**

.267

.288

14.325%**

Transformational Leadership
Job Design
Faculty Job Satisfaction

SE B

Adj R?

AR?

F Change

Path ¢

Transformational leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

.230

.040

.549***

292

.301

32.338***
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Transformational leadership
Feedback

Pathb & ¢’

Transformational leadership
Feedback

Faculty job satisfaction

Sobel’s test statistic = 2.559, p<.05

.033

.009

.395%**

.145

.156

14.233***

174
1.766

041
494

BL4
353%*

.398

414

25.418***

Path c

Transformational leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Transformational leadership
Autonomy

Pathb & ¢’
Transformational leadership
Autonomy

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = 2.333, p<.05

.230

.040

S49***

292

.301

32.338***

.027

.010

274%*

.064

.075

6.432*

182
1.785

.037
.385

A435%**
A12%**

444

.458

31.313***

Path c

Transformational leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Transformational leadership
Skill variety

Pathb & ¢’
Transformational leadership
Skill variety

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = 1.144, p>.05

.230

.040

549%**

292

.301

32.338***

.015

.012

141

.008

.020

1.614

214
1.053

.039
.369

S1Ix**
.266**

.353

.370

21.775%**

Transactional Leadership
Job Design
Faculty Job Satisfaction

SE (B)

Beta

Adj R?

AR?

F Change

Path ¢

Transactional leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Transactional leadership
Feedback

Pathb & ¢’
Transactional leadership
Feedback

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = 1.866, p>.05

.215

.140

A74

.017

.030

2.337

.062

.027

.250*

.050

.063

5.145*

.051
1.641

127
512

.041
.528***

272

201

14.795***

Path c

Transactional leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Transactional leadership
Autonomy

Pathb & ¢’
Transactional leadership
Autonomy

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = .374, p>.05

215

.140

174

.017

.030

2.337

.012

.032

.040

-011

.002

129

201
2.228

JA21
426

.163
512%**

273

292

15.276***
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Path ¢

Transactional leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Transactional leadership
Skill variety

Pathb & ¢’
Transactional leadership
Skill variety

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic =.171, p>.05

215

.140

174

.017

.030

2.337

-.006

.035

-.019

-.012

.000

.029

227
1.326

133
433

184
331**

116

.140

6.001**

Laissez-faire
Job Design
Faculty Job Satisfaction

SE B

Adj R?

AR?

F Change

Path c

Laissez-faire

Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Laissez-faire

Feedback

Pathb & ¢’
Laissez-faire

Feedback

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = 2.816, p<.01

-1.353

.206

- 584

.333

341

42.927***

-.184

.049

'.380***

134

144

14.308***

-1.019
1.806

.206
424

- 440+
377%x%

449

463

34.428***

Path ¢

Laissez-faire

Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Laissez-faire
Autonomy

Pathb & ¢’
Laissez-faire
Autonomy

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = 3.035, p<.01

-1.353

.206

- 584

.333

341

42.927%**

-.259

.054

- 460%*>

.202

211

23.332%**

-1.051
1.545

.220
.394

- 436***
.358***

444

.458

34.201%**

Path c

Laissez-faire

Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Laissez-faire

Skill variety

Pathb & ¢’
Laissez-faire

Skill variety

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = 1.582, p>.05

-1.353

.206

- 584**

333

341

42.927%**

-112

.058

-.201

.029

.040

3.697

-1.247
991

.202
.359

'.538***
241%*

.382

.397

26.990***

*p<.05. **p<.01, ***p<.001

Table 4.38 Testing Mediator Effects Using Multiple Regression-Job Design on the Relationship between

HODs’ Leadership Styles and Faculty Job Satisfaction
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The analysis results of the mediational impact of the job design including feedback, autonomy,
and skill variety reveals that feedback would partially moderate the relationship between
leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction, transformational leadership and faculty job
satisfaction, and laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction. In addition, autonomy partially mediate
the relationships of transformational leadership and faculty job satisfaction as well as the

relationships of laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction.

4.2.4.2.4 ldentity

4.2.4.2.4.1 Inter-correlation Results

Table (4.39) represents the inter-correlations among faculty job satisfaction, leadership styles
and identity as potential mediators including religious and cultural values, self-esteem, and need
to belong. It exhibits the correlations between different styles of leadership and faculty job
satisfaction, correlations between these leadership styles and all 3 potential mediators as well as
the correlations between these potential mediators and faculty job satisfaction. The table shows
that, there were significant relationships between leadership style and job satisfaction (r = .442,
p<.01), transformational leadership and faculty job satisfaction (r = .549, p<.01), and laissez-
faire and faculty job satisfaction (r = -584, p<.01). In addition, there were significant
relationships between faculty job satisfaction with religious and cultural values (r = -.269, p<.05)
and self-esteem (r = .471, p<.01). In terms of leadership styles and the potential mediators, there
were significant relationships between transformational leadership and religious and cultural
values (r = -.246, p<.05) and transformational leadership and self-esteem (r = .221, p<.05).

Laissez-faire was also correlated to religious and cultural values (r = -.342, p<.01).
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NtB= Need to Belong

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Notes. ICs= Inter-correlations; FJS= Faculty Job Satisfaction; W&C= Work and Collegiality;
Supervision= Sup; Promotion= Pro; LS= Leadership Styles; TL= Transformational Leadership; TA=

Transactional Leadership; LF= Laissez-faire; R&CV= Religious and Cultural Values; SE= Self-esteem;

ICs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1.FJS 1.00

2.LS 442" 1.00

3.TL 549" 951" 1.00

4.TA 174 7647 550" 1.00

5.LF -.584™ -.305™ -512" -.027 1.00

6.R&CV -.269" -.169 -.246" -.063 .342™ 1.00

7.SE 4717 .108 2217 -174 -.168 -.129 1.00

8.NtB .166 .209 .189 .182 -.065 -.141 160  1.00

Table 4.39 Inter-correlations among Identity, Leadership Styles, and Faculty Job Satisfaction Variables

4.2.4.2.4.2 Regression Results

Table (4.40) contains the analyses necessary to examine the probable mediational impact of

identity including religious and cultural values, self-esteem, and need to belong. Following the

paths outlined earlier for testing mediation and based on the results reported in Table (4.40), all

the 4 paths for all of the potential mediators of job design were measured. However, there was

not any mediator from the identity group that can affect the relationship of HODs leadership

styles on faculty job satisfaction.

Leadership styles
ldentity
Faculty Job Satisfaction

SE B

Adj R?

AR?

F Change

Path c

Leadership styles

Faculty job satisfaction

Path a

Leadership styles

Religious and cultural values
Pathb & ¢’

.160

.038

44255

.184

195

17.466***

-.028

.019

-.169

.015

.028

2.168
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Leadership styles

Religious and cultural values
Faculty job satisfaction

Sobel’s test statistic = 1.198, p>.05

139
-.505

.040
245

374**
-.222*

197

219

9.684***

Path c

Leadership styles
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Leadership styles
Self-esteem

Pathb & ¢’
Leadership styles
Self-esteem

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic =.976, p>.05

.160

.038

4427

184

195

17.466***

.009

.009

.108

-.001

.012

.889

143
1.946

.034
425

396%**
A31F**

.361

379

21.665***

Path ¢

Leadership styles
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Leadership styles

Need to belong

Pathb & ¢’
Leadership styles

Need to belong
Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = .945, p>.05

.160

.038

44275

184

195

17.466***

.014

.008

.209

.031

.044

3.459

151
635

.039
.565

A418**F*
121

.187

.209

9.397***

Transformational Leadership
Identity
Faculty Job Satisfaction

SE B

Adj R?

AR?

F Change

Path ¢

Transformational leadership
Faculty job satisfaction

Path a

Transformational leadership
Religious and cultural values
Pathb & ¢’
Transformational leadership
Religious and cultural values
Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = 1.266, p>.05

.230

.040

549%**

292

301

32.338***

-.048

021

-.246*

.048

.060

4.952*

210
-.350

.044
.230

A490%**
-.155

.284

.303

15.665***

Path ¢

Transformational leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Transformational leadership
Self-esteem

Pathb & ¢’
Transformational leadership
Self-esteem

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = 1.792, p>.05

.230

.040

549%**

292

301

32.338***

.020

.010

221*

.037

.049

4.048*

.196
1.632

.038
404

A468***
.364***

412

428

27.629***

Path c
Transformational leadership
Faculty job satisfaction

230

.040

549%**

292

301

32.338***
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Path a

Transformational leadership
Need to belong

Pathb & ¢’

Transformational leadership
Need to belong

Faculty job satisfaction

Sobel’s test statistic = .962, p>.05

015

.009

189

.024

.036

2.926

222
.605

.041
513

529***
115

.296

314

16.950***

Transactional Leadership
Identity
Faculty Job Satisfaction

SE B

Adj R?

AR?

F Change

Path c

Transactional leadership
Faculty job satisfaction

Path a

Transactional leadership
Religious and cultural values
Pathb & ¢’

Transactional leadership
Religious and cultural values
Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = .962, p>.05

215

.140

174

.017

.030

2.337

-.035

.063

-.063

-.009

.004

.309

151
-.654

138
.257

122
-.285*

.075

.100

3.995*

Path c

Transactional leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Transactional leadership
Self-esteem

Pathb & ¢’
Transactional leadership
Self-esteem

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = 1.471, p>.05

215

.140

174

.017

.030

2.337

-.046

.030

-174

.018

.030

2.461

332
2.379

123
.455

.269**
520%**

273

292

15.248***

Path ¢

Transactional leadership
Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Transactional leadership
Need to belong

Pathb & ¢’
Transactional leadership
Need to belong

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = 1.147, p>.05

215

.140

174

.017

.030

2.337

.043

.026

182

.021

.033

2.693

77
944

141
.592

144
182

.037

.062

2.464

Laissez-faire
ldentity
Faculty Job Satisfaction

SE B

Adj R?

AR?

F Change

Path c

Laissez-faire

Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

-1.353

.206

- 584

.333

341

42.927%**
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Laissez-faire

Religious and cultural values
Pathb & ¢’

Laissez-faire

Religious and cultural values
Faculty job satisfaction

Sobel’s test statistic =.911, p>.05

.348

105

342**

.106

117

11.102**

-1.353
-.218

229
.230

-567***
-.091

347

.363

22.244%**

Path c

Laissez-faire

Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Laissez-faire
Self-esteem

Pathb & ¢’
Laissez-faire
Self-esteem

Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic = 1.526, p>.05

-1.353

.206

- 5847+

333

341

42.927***

-.082

.051

-.168

.017

.028

2.548

-1.216
1.826

185
.376

-.525%**
.388***

475

488

39.052***

Path ¢

Laissez-faire

Faculty job satisfaction
Path a

Laissez-faire

Need to belong

Pathb & ¢’
Laissez-faire

Need to belong
Faculty job satisfaction
Sobel’s test statistic =.579, p>.05

-1.353

.206

- 584+

333

341

42.927%**

-.030

.048

-.065

-.007

.004

377

-1.340
671

.205
435

~57g%
131

.342

.358

22.874%**

*p<.05. **p<.01, ***p<.001

Table 4.40 Testing Mediator Effects Using Multiple Regression-Identity on the Relationship between HODs’

Leadership Styles and Faculty Job Satisfaction

4.3 Qualitative Data Analysis Results

Researchers can explore various research problems in a holistic approach through interviews.

Interviewing is an adjustable and worthy research tool well within the qualitative paradigm. For

focused research, semi-structured interviews can be utilized, which simultaneously allow the

researcher the freedom to formulate questions and sequences to be used in each unique

interview. This thesis employed a semi-structured in-depth interview strategy for its second

qualitative phase of research. A total number of 11 interviewees in STEM-related fields
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participated in this phase. Interview questions were based on the research questions, theoretical

framework, and the results from the first quantitative phase of the study.

4.3.1 Thematic Analysis

Thematic analysis is an inherent, coherent method of categorizing material into specific research
questions, and was the analysis approach taken. It has been recognized to identify, analyse and
report patterns or themes attached to data. (Braun & Clarke 2006). Themes aim to carefully
highlight the participants’ responses. A theme is an aspect that recognizes something critical
within the data in regard to the research questions at hand, and presents some pattern throughout
the data set. A rich discussion and elaboration of the entire data set is required, providing the
reader with a more extensive comprehension of the main themes. The phases of thematic
analysis that were carried out and followed were identified by Braun and Clarke (2006). The first
stage is familiarization with the data, including transcribing, reading and re-reading the data, and

noting initial ideas.

This step was highly pragmatic and allowed the researcher to more greatly understand and
appreciate the data to perform a deeper analysis. The second stage was to create initial codes to
organize data, by looking for interesting trends and unique features, whilst collecting relevant
data for each code. The third stage was to look for themes by collating codes into potential ones.
Then, the themes had to be checked in relation an extract of the entire analysis. Afterwards, clear
names and definitions were set for each theme. Finally, vivid and compelling examples had to be
selected to support the points and how the themes portray the research findings as a whole
(Braun & Clarke 2006). These steps were closely followed in the thematic analysis phase of the

research.
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4.3.2 Results from Semi-Structured In-depth Interviews

The results from the qualitative interviews of the thesis are presented in this section. The analysis

approach utilized was thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke 2006). 11 semi-structured in-depth

face-to-face interviews, lasting on average 45-60 minutes each, were conducted. The interviews

were audio-recorded, fully transcribed, and then coded thematically. The following main themes

have emerged from an analysis of the interviews: HODs leadership style, faculty job satisfaction

factors, STEM-related fields, and extra points. The aforementioned themes have also been

divided into various sub themes. Table (4.41) is a depiction of the themes and sub themes that

have been identified.

Job Satisfaction- STEM-related
Fields

Themes Sub-Themes Code
HODs Leadership Styles Transformational Leadership TL
Idealized Influence Attributed and Behaviour 1A & 1IB
Inspirational Motivation IM
Intellectual Stimulation IS
Individualized Consideration IC
Transactional Leadership TA
Contingent Rewards CR
Management by Exception Active MbEA
Management by Exception Passive MbEP
Laissez-faire LF
Faculty Job Satisfaction Elements | Work and Collegiality W&C
Supervision Sup
Promotion Pro
Faculty Job Satisfaction Factors Work Life Balance WLB
(Moderators & Mediators) Achievement Ach
Responsibility Res
Advancement Adv
Relations Rel
Institutional Climate and Administrative Culture | IC&AC
Feedback FB
Autonomy Aut
Extra Points related to HODs Team work T™W
Leadership Styles and Faculty Leadership training Lt

Table 4.41 Themes in Qualitative Analysis
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4.3.2.1 First Theme: HODs Leadership Styles

In terms of the first theme, leadership styles, two main questions were asked from the
interviewees along with some probes and follow-up questions and based on the 9 components of
full range leadership styles. The two main questions were: “What is the most effective leadership
to satisfy faculty?” and “How can leadership be improved here?”. 5 Deans of colleges, 2 HODs,
and 4 faculty members, in STEM-related fields shared their perceptions and experiences to have
a holistic view about HODs’ leadership styles with improving faculty job satisfaction in the

UAE.

Transformational Leadership- According to Bass (1985) and Bass and Avolio (2000), this
leadership style constitutes of behavior that promotes subordinates’ higher-order needs, targets
their growth needs individually, leads to performance that exceeds expectations, suggests new
resolutions, shares the leader’s vision effectively, appreciates change, and is a source of
satisfaction among followers. In general, leaders who applied transformational leadership were

highly appreciated by the interviewees.

Idealized Influence Attributed and Behaviour- Generally, the interviewees emphasized that
HODs should communicate their own values and the importance of the Organisation’s goals to
be achieved, reveal their prioritized values and the significance of purpose, dedication, and the
ethical consequences of decisions. They should generate pride, loyalty, confidence, and
alignment around a shared purpose. They should be a role model and do what they expect from

faculty in a very honest and transparent approach.
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“Communication is the link between HODs and faculty for the leader to feel close to them,
which improves the outcome. Faculty should know the goals...vision in the strategic plan needs
to be aligned it with the faculty and link the people together.” (Dean#2)

“To work by example, apply by yourself first, collegiality, and accountability are very important.
Faculty are highly intelligent people; you give them the individual needs and opportunity to give
you the goals, and we have set goals from the beginning. People (faculty) should work around
the vision; don’t let them change the vision, university needs should be cared for; we have
annual plan for departments, and then plan for each faculty, and a comparison of these two
represents the achievements all the way through.” (HOD#2)

“To me it is really communication, this is my own personal perception. We have to understand
the personality of each individual (faculty), we have to be transparent, keep their secrets, they’d
feel to belong, I am here for you, ... you (HODs) have to be very transparent and open. They’d
feel safe and know that someone is here to fight for them...” (HOD#1)

“Leaders must know and share the mission, vision, background knowledge of what is offered and
expected, the mission and vision and how to accomplish it, to treat people equally, share
everything with them, and make faculty listen and contribute. Fairness and awareness (clarify
everything) are very important, making people feel happy is the most important thing...”
(Faculty #3)

“Make the faculty feel that they are not different, if sometimes somebody in the same level get
more privileges, let me know and clarify it, ... It is not fair, so just explain it.” (Faculty#4)

“He (HOD) is one of the team not top of the team, ask them about the individual needs and try to
solve the problems if he can, what he wants from me, he should apply it first, first show me and
not do the opposite, this is not an excuse for me but a way of encouraging. HODs should have
plans for goals, not at the end, track it, start by explaining in a meeting.” (Faculty#1)

Inspirational Motivation- Generally, the interviewees mentioned that HODs should challenge
faculty with high standards, and encourage them to achieve the departments’ goals. They should
encourage faculty for what needs to be done and communicate with the optimistically and

enthusiastically.
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“A good environment is crucial, they’d (faculty) take work as a hobby and enjoy. If they take it
as a hobby they’d work very hard. This motivation generated by the environment and by family,
comes with leadership. Faculty need to be self-motivated as well, it is very important...”
(Dean#3)

“We have to explain the organisation’s goals in a very simple way so everybody can understand
their role...we are here to help them to reach the goals...” (HOD#1)

“I think that everything is clear, there are different meetings and they talk about the vision of the
organization so we know what we should do...yes they come to us and encourage...most of the
times senior faculty come to juniors if there is any problem to get the results, this is amazing...l|
really like talking to thecseniors.” (Faculty#2)

Intellectual Stimulation- Generally, the interviewees believed that HODs should provide support
for a creative environment. They should care about faculty initiatives and stimulate in other new
perspectives and ways of doing things, even if they differ from the old perspectives and
approaches.

“Every single faculty has to add something to the organization, and there is enough room for

creativity. Of course, the initiatives come more by talking, approving, and facilitating them,
which is necessary to succeed. HODs don’t have to ignore their initiatives.” (Dean# 4)

“We provide support and they should do their research. They must tell us and we can provide.
Everything is clear from the beginning. They have to work in the same line of the department
that’s why we hire them, whether research or teaching modules.... they have to have research,
and contribute.” (HOD#2)

“There is no time to be creative, as a faculty I am very interested in getting involved in more
projects and research but there is no time, the teaching load is very high...” (Faculty5)
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Individualized Consideration- Generally, the interviewees believed that HODs should consider

faculty’s individual needs, abilities and aspirations, listen, advise and coach.

“This is very important, if HODs want a creative and happy environment, and happy
environment they have to consider their faculty’s needs... in this organization people are very
caring, in this culture people know about each other.” (Dean#1)

“Higher speed for individual needs such as equipment, research assistance, basic needs,
comfortable accommodation for family...” (faculty#4)

“HODs shouldn’t go in different directions, don’t say no to the needs; say the truth (for
providing facilities), in one month or a bit later, look at the bright side of people not only find the
mistakes, respect them, listen to them... And faculty shouldn’t ask too much, ask one and let
people see your progress and then ask for other machines or other things. Step by step...”
(Faculty#2)

“We have workshops for faculty, the criteria, accreditation, students, everything is here but
faculty need to attend and apply them, the workshops are in rotation, TBL (team based learning)
on BB, the course materials and text books on BB... there is everything here, they (faculty) have
to care as well...” (Faculty#2)

Transactional Leadership- Transactional leadership is reinforced by exchange theory, where a
leader and subordinates set the goals and the procedure of obtaining objectives by exchanging
rewards, and using coercion to attain the subordinate’s compliance to fulfill organizational

performance (Bass 1985).

Contingent Rewards- Generally, the interviewees mentioned that the rewarding system is based
on the organization. There are formal awards for successful faculty performance (arrange
mutually satisfactory agreement). There are also rewards such as promotion, extra pay, and

attending conferences for the faculty who exceed their goals.
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“This is based on the organisation, some flexibility is there for all departments. It can be like
giving incentive, money, certificate, recognition and highlight in newspapers, media, ...” (Dean#
2)

“Rewards, ... you fill what you did (in the evaluation form) and then they evaluate and
appreciate, there is money and promotion as well. Also attending conferences for good faculty.
They need to know how to be fair, transparent, how to smile to people, ...” (Faculty#2)

“It is crucial, we have different kinds of rewards, they are not from the Head of Department, they
are from the organization, ...they are available for all, from seniors to juniors. This year we had
four people in this department that won...” (Faculty#5)

Management by Exception Active and Passive- Generally, the interviewees believed that HODs
Must have to watch over faculty performance and act to correct faculty in the case of any
divergence from the rules. They do not have to wait for problems to escalate before taking

action. They have to take care of the progress along the way and not only at the end of the term

or a project.

“If there is any mistake, again communication, I listen to both not just one person, you have to
absorb everybody, so communication and transparency...” (HOD#1)

“Everything from the first week is clear, about problems, we talk about them. we don’t do
anything behind the doors, we face the problems, we don’t hide them.” (HOD#2)

“About mistakes; listen to all parties and give a thought, enough time, and enough thought, we
are not working in a systematic way, you have to be flexible and listen to people.” (Faculty #3)

“We are all in the same boat to achieve better standards of the institute, if they (faculty) have
some weaknesses give them opportunities like training to improve and not feel that they are not
contributing ...” (Faculty#2)
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“Be patient and professional with faculty, specially the new faculty when a problem arises....
discuss it in a very professional way, talk, support, and they (faculty) can improve it...”
(Faculty#4)

“We have a map between department and organization to satisfy them, we have objectives, and
we do an assessment for the outcomes, he needs to keep track if we are in a good way all along
the way before any deviations happen...it is very important.” (Faculty#1)

Laissez-faire- Laissez-faire leadership is described as non-leadership or the absence of
leadership. A laissez-faire leader discards his/her liability, procrastinates, does not give feedback,
and is not very attentive to the subordinates’ needs (Avolio et al. 1999; Northouse 2010).
Generally, the interviewees emphasized that non-leadership behaviours are not being tolerated.

Leaders have to be available, set clear objectives, solve the problems, and supervise the

performances actively.

“Non-leadership ...now can a leader not care about the organisations’ goals and faculty and all

the issues...he can’t ignore his responsibilities or even delay making decisions...it is not
possible, why is he there” (HOD#2)

“How can a leader be passive, some people are born in different ways, just look at what is good
for them not all, don’t communicate, don’t share, if you don’t know what you are doing, the
whole system and the life cycle won’t work. Passive leaders are invisible.” (Faculty#3)

4.3.2.2 Second Theme: Faculty Job Satisfaction Elements

In terms of the second theme, faculty job satisfaction factors, two main questions were asked
from the interviewees along with some probes and follow-up questions. The two main questions
were: “What are the most important ways (factors) to satisfy faculty here?” and “How can
faculty job satisfaction level be improved here?”. 5 Deans colleges, 2 HODs, and 4 faculty

members, in STEM-related fields shared their perceptions and experiences to have a holistic
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view about the direct impact of HODs’ leadership styles to some of the main elements of faculty

job satisfaction.

Work and Collegiality- Since there is a strong relationship between collegial working
environment and higher levels of both job satisfaction and the organisation’s success, enhancing
collegiality in the workplace should be one of the most important considerations for individual
faculty members and the departmental leadership. Interviewees emphasized the importance of
collegiality and were generally happy about the respect, friendliness, collegiality, collaboration,
and cooperation. They believed that collegiality can lead to a higher job satisfaction level,
especially when the working load is high and faculty need to share their feelings and problems
with each other.

“Work itself is crucial, teaching load is based on the university rules and faculty accepted at the

beginning, number one of our goal this year is research, we have given them more research this
year and they are happy, ...” (Dean#4)

“I think that we have a very professional environment, we have different formal and informal
meetings with faculty so they can talk about their problems...senior faculty are very helpful...
(Head#1)

“It is unbelievable (I am so glad) that he (a senior faculty) really takes time to hear my problems
and give me very helpful support”. (Faculty# 4)

“Teaching load is obvious and based on your contract; if you like you can get more and you will
be paid... you know it at the beginning...” (Faculty#2)

“Collegiality is very important, homogeneity, friendliness, equality, sharing respect, considering
that all are very nice, making parties, faculty also should attend the seminars, gatherings,
activities, and be part of that, the more you work with people the more you like them and they
like you. And know what is in your mind ...” (Faculty#2)
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Supervision- Supervision has a significant and positive impact on the job satisfaction levels of
faculty (Perrewe & Carlson, 2002; Cohen and Wills 1985). The interviewees believed that the
role of a professional and qualified HOD who knows how to delegate the responsibilities and
how to support faculty through his supervision is crucial for job satisfaction of faculty and
improvement of the organization.

“Seniors mentor the juniors here, mentorship iS very important. juniors just started they don’t

know how to use the funding, organizing labs, ... so we need mentorship, we look at the report
from seniors and decide about their contracts.” (HOD#2)

“Give the course to the faculty who are specialized, you give the right work to the right people,
don’t make people in many works, just distribute them and schedule them.” (Faculty#2)

“HODs shouldn’t interfere in teaching and works, micromanagement shouldn’t be there...also.”
(Faculty#4)

“Supervision will remind people, to stand on their goals, you need to tell them, it is part of the
system and give the work direction, to make it successful tell them schedule what you expect one
by one... You work in an open world, before exam, and everything is open to all...” (Faculty#2)

“In our department, the HOD help from the seniors to help the juniors and solve problems it is
easier to solve problems, it is excellent.” (Faculty#1)

Promotion-Hagedorn (2000) stated that advancement in academia relates to promotion of rank.
The interviewees believed that there is a need for support during the preparation for promotion.
These supports can be some programs that support scholarly activities that strengthen academic

achievement and advancement.
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“They have to be promoted, they have to improve, they have to have self-assessment. In terms of
education support and any needs, | can support, but the research we don’t know (what they need)
they should say.” (HOD#2)

“Supporting them (faculty) is more important than giving more salary, they need more chances
for promotion...also they need more time to do research, more assistance to run projects.”
(Faculty#1)

4.3.2.3 Third Theme: Faculty Job Satisfaction Factors (Moderators & Mediators)

In terms of the second theme, faculty job satisfaction factors, three main questions were asked
from the interviewees along with some probes and follow-up questions. One of the questions
was: “How far do you think that factors such as collegiality, supervision, or work itself are
important in improving faculty job satisfaction?”. 5 Deans colleges, 2 HODs, and 4 faculty
members, in STEM-related fields shared their perceptions and experiences to have a holistic
view about the factors which can impact indirectly (as moderators or mediators) on the

relationship between HODs’ leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction in the UAE.

Work Life Balance-According to Rosser and Daniels (2004), balancing work and family is a
common issue in all disciplines in higher education. It seems to be more serious for faculty in
STEM-related fields due to the nature of the discipline such as long work hours, and frequent
travel (Mason & Ekman 2007; Monroe et al. 2008). Generally, the interviewees believed that this

is one of the biggest challenges and major concern for academia.

“... here family is very important, yes there are teaching, researching, and other commitments
but they should manage, and we are ready to help if they ask...” (HOD# 1)
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“Work life balance, for academia usually this is the worst thing, | have to give up rewards and
higher positions because of family...” (Faculty#3)

“I love teaching, I love researching and everything | am doing here but balancing between work
and family life is an issue.” (Faculty#1)

“Teaching load is the critical problem; there is no time for family and other commitments ...
(Faculty#4)

Achievement- Researchers can identify job achievement through different factors, such as
successfully completing a task, finding solutions, showing work evidence, and viewing work
results (Herzberg et al. 1959). Some studies found that the number of research and publications
can increase faculty job satisfaction (Hagedorn 2000; Lahey et al. 2000; Sabharwal & Corley
2009). However, some studies did not find any significant change in faculty job satisfaction by
increasing the number of research and publications (August & Waltman 2004). Generally, the
interviewees believed that leaders should consider all the achievements of faculty and encourage

them to contribute more in a positive manner.

“Leaders have to consider all initiatives and success of their faculty, encourage them and support
them... recognition is very important ...” (HOD#1)

“Achievement, it is personal because of the load, they (HOD) encourage faculty for more
research and presentation ... | have a high teaching load and many other commitments,
personally, I am happy with my teaching; Head of Department and students are very
happy...about my researches and other achievements, time is a big problem.” (Faculty#3)

Responsibility- Herzberg et al. (1959) defined responsibility is the events from which a person
derives satisfaction, such as the responsibility of one’s work or the work of others. Some studies

found that responsibility and job satisfaction can affect each other positively (Bowen &
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Radhakrisha 1991; Herzberg et al. 1959; Padilla-Velez 1993); however, others claimed that they
do not have any effects on each other (Cano & Miller 1992; Castillo et al. 1998). Generally, the
interviewees believed that good leaders involve faculty in making decisions for teaching,

research, the community, and the whole organization.

“They (faculty) have to be involved in making decisions, we are one...the benefit will be for all
people here... that is why we ask them to decide about what is happening here...this is not only
for senior faculty, we ask from junior faculty also... (Head#1)

“Yes, here they ask us about everything related to the job and I think most of the faculty are
happy about it ... the problem is the time spent on community service and engagement....
sometimes committees take too long.” (Faculty#5)

Advancement- Herzberg explains the advancement factor as a transition in the rank or positon
of a faculty member. Some reports show that faculty members of color, female, or foreign
origins have struggled and worked harder to be promoted within academia (Corley & Sabharwal
2007; Laden & Hagedorn 2000; Turner & Myers 2000). Generally, the interviewees believed

that there are opportunities for more growth and development.

“There are different seminars and workshops for faculty to participate, they should attend and
benefit from them ... if they need more workshops or a special one we are ready to support ...”
(Dean#2)

“There are opportunities and some faculty attend...I think that self-interest is also very
important. The problem is not always the time but the lack of interest ...” (Faculty#1)
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Relations- Relationships with colleagues, students and administrators can significantly impact
faculty job satisfaction (Hagedorn 2000). The interviewees strongly agreed on the importance of
a good environment where there are professional relationships between leaders, faculty, and

students. They believed that the role of leaders in building these relationships is very important.

“There is a big gap between the high school level and higher education, this is a national
problem not a university problem, this is one of the satisfying factors for faculty to see the
students can research and are outstanding...their relationship is very professional, fairness and
respect is there. Even though the failure is there sometimes, respect is still there.” (HOD#2)

“Relationship between faculty and students: they are very sensitive on their marks that is very
negative but generally it is very important.” (Faculty#4)

“Professional relationships with colleagues and students are critical. About students, friendly
relationship is important and not too much because they misuse the relationship... we can try to
solve even their family’s problems ...” (Faculty#1)

“Relationships with students is very important. we call our students as sons or daughters not
students ...” (Faculty #2)

“Quality of students, they come from high school with not a good quality, it’s a global problem
but more in developing countries. Relationship is very important but difficult in a class with
more than 40 students that we have sometimes...” (faculty#3)

Institutional Climate and Administrative Culture- According to Hagedorn (2000), the climate
and culture of workplace can significantly affect faculty job satisfaction (Hagedorn 2000). In
addition, some institutional factors such as leadership styles, climate and culture, and the
collegial relationships have been emphasized to have a significant effect on faculty job

satisfaction (Grunwald & Peterson 2003; Zhou & Volkwein 2004). The interviewees believed
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that the lack of support from the administration and the way of communication could be

problematic.

“Yes, this is crucial, good environment is a key to success, ... we support them with everything
they ask, it may be late sometimes but we try our best, the only problem is research funding and
this problem is not only in this department that is why salary is important ... about culture, there
IS not any problem, everybody respect others...” (HOD#1)

“Culture sometimes makes problems, there is miscommunication or lack of communication
sometimes because of different language and culture, but it doesn’t make a serious problem.”

(Faculty#4)

Feedback- “The degree to which the employee receives clear information about his or her

performance from supervisors or from co-workers” (Hackman & Oldham 1974, p.5). The

relation between these job characteristics (including feedback) and job satisfaction is consistent
as summarized by a meta-analysis conducted by Fried and Ferris (1987). Generally, the
interviewees believed that giving a productive and on-time feedback is necessary for

improvement and satisfaction.

“Feedback is necessary tell them I like your work you (faculty) should look at this not throw
them away, to read it try to understand it and improve, faculty at the beginning don’t like the
feedback but with time they understand that feedback is very important. Feedback is one way to
accomplish the vision and mission of the organization, everything is online, and you have all
online, feedback construct people if you disagree tell them, always there are some people
(faculty) that don’t like and taking in different ways but they should read and understand and
discuss.” (Faculty#2)

“They (HODSs) need to be more involved in training, workshops in effective leadership styles for
HODs to deal better for the new faculty; many times, problems should be solved just with a
positive feedback, the way of giving feedback is critical.” (Faculty#4)
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Autonomy- “The degree to which the job provides substantial freedom, independence, and
discretion of the employee in scheduling the work and in determining the procedures to be used
in carrying it out” (Hackman & Oldham 1974, p.5). The findings in Gozukara & Colakoglu’s
study (2016) showed that autonomy at the workplace enhances the satisfaction levels of
employees. In addition, Hackman and Oldham (1980) and Pousette and Hansen (2002) reported
that there is a positive relationship between job autonomy and job satisfaction. Generally, the
interviewees believed the important role of autonomy in job satisfaction.

“Freedom is very important, they (faculty) must have enough freedom, should be free to agree or
to disagree...” (Dean#l)

“Dividing the roles, if I know this is my zone, if somebody wants to interfere he should consult
first because | had already planned it, He doesn’t interfere and should see the results at the end.
More freedom within your job...” (Faculty#3)

Extra Points related to HODs Leadership Styles and Faculty Job Satisfaction
Team work was one of the factors that most of the interviewees emphasized on for STEM-
related fields. Training in leadership for HODs was another factor that almost all of the

interviewees emphasized.

“In the management perspective, no difference with STEM [STEM-related fields] with other
disciplines...but team work is not very important but very critical in STEM [STEM-related
fields].” (Dean#5)

“Usually based on credentials people assigned to be a chairman, they need training in leadership,

they must go through proper training... They must also have psycothic tests to be chairman.”
(HOD#2)

215



“Training is very important, even though you are a leader by nature you should learn about the
environment.” (Faculty #3)

“HOD has to keep learning either by training workshops about leadership, management or learn
by reading from others, even the university should ask for this before taking this position.”
(Faculty #1)
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

This section presents the integrated discussions of the results from the first quantitative phase
and the second qualitative phase of the study and links them to relevant literature. In addition, it
provides the main findings related to each research question and presents a new developed
model. A total number of 120 participants including 101 faculty members, 14 HODs, and 5
deans of colleges in STEM-related fields participated in this study. Amongst the 101 faculty,
82% of them were recorded as males where females were only 18%. In addition, a majority of
the respondents (70%) reported to be middle aged (i.e. 36- 54) years and the majority considered
themselves Muslim (86%). Regarding the 14 HODs, all of them were recorded as males, the
majority of the respondents (71%) reported to be middle aged (i.e. 36- 54) years and the majority
considered themselves Muslim (88%). Regarding the 5 deans, all of them were males who

worked in 4 different universities in 3 emirates in the UAE.

5.1 The First Research Question

RQ1. What are the most effective leadership styles for HODs in relation to faculty job
satisfaction, in STEM-related fields?

H1. There is a significant relationship between leadership styles of HODs and job satisfaction of

faculty members, in STEM-related fields.

To investigate the first question, the inter-correlations among variables, the descriptive analysis
of the leadership styles perceived by faculty, the descriptive analysis of the leadership styles
perceived by HODs, the stepwise regression of the main leadership styles, and the semi-

structured interviews were conducted.
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Results from inter-correlations revealed that, the correlation between transformational leadership
and faculty job satisfaction was significant (p<.01) and substantial (r between .50- .69). In
addition, most of the transformational leadership components including inspirational motivation,
individualized influence attributed, idealized influence behaviour and intellectual stimulation had
a substantial and significant (p<.01) correlation with faculty job satisfaction. Only individualized
consideration was in a moderate correlation with faculty job satisfaction (r between .30 to .49,
p<.01). Transactional leadership did not correlate to faculty job satisfaction significantly (p>.05);
however, its components, contingent rewards and management by exception passive, were
significantly and substantially correlated (p<.01); positively for the first one and negatively the
second. In terms of laissez-faire, there was a substantial, significant (p<.01) and negative
correlation between laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction. The results of inter-correlations
between different styles of HODs leadership and job satisfaction of faculty represented that there
was generally a significant positive relationship between transformational leadership and
transactional contingent rewards with faculty job satisfaction. In addition, there were significant
negative relationships between transactional management by exception passive and laissez-faire

with faculty job satisfaction.

After further investigation, the descriptive analysis results showed that based on the perspectives
of the faculty members, the mean score for transformational leadership styles was much higher
(M= 56.57, SD= 17.14) than the mean score for transactional leadership (M= 24.24, SD= 5.78)
and laissez-faire (M= 3.00, SD= 3.10). Similarly, based on the perspectives of the HODs on their
own leadership styles, the mean score for transformational leadership styles was much higher
(M= 81.09, SD= 7.36) than the mean score for transactional leadership (M= 35.53, SD=5.22) and

laissez-faire (M= 6.14, SD= 2.28). As a result, and based on the perspectives of both faculty and
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HODs, the HODs practice transformational leadership and transactional leadership with an
emphasis on the former one. Transformational leaders build a sense of purpose, instill pride, and
acquire respect and trust through charisma (Bass & Avolio 1990). Transactional leaders socialize
with their subordinates to clarify completing tasks and reassure them of rewards (Avolio et al.
1999). Transformational and transactional leaders exhibit various types of behaviour. The
descriptive results showed that faculty and HODs perceived that the most practiced components
of transformational and transactional leadership were inspirational motivation, idealized
influence behaviour and idealized influence attributed as well as contingent rewards respectively.
However, HODs believed that they consider the individualized consideration components as the
second most important of their transformational leadership behaviour, while, faculty considered
that as the lowest practiced transformational leadership behaviour by HODs. Based on both the
faculty and HODs’ perceptions, the least three leadership behaviours were related to

management by exception active, management by exception passive and laissez-faire.

Furthermore, the researcher conducted a multiple stepwise regression analysis on the three main
leadership styles to determine the leadership styles that best explain the distribution. The results
from the stepwise regression analysis, showed that the main leadership styles practiced in
relation to faculty job satisfaction, were transformational leadership, which accounted for
approximately 41% of the variance in faculty job satisfaction and laissez-faire which accounted

for approximately 32% of the variance (negative).

Moreover, eleven semi-structured in-depth interviews were conducted to enrich the achieved
data in the first quantitative of this study and provide a holistic view of the first question. The
results are based on the deans, HODs and faculty members’ perceptions on the most effective
leadership styles practicing by HODs in relation to faculty job satisfaction. The results revealed
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that they strongly agree that transformational leadership is the most effective style with
improving the level of faculty job satisfaction. All transformational leadership components
including idealized influence attributed, idealized influence behaviour, inspirational motivation,
intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration as well as transactional contingent
rewards were emphasized as significant behaviours of effective leaders. They rejected any non-

leadership behaviour including passive management by exception and laissez-faire.

On the whole, the results from both quantitative and qualitative phases were consistent and
answer the first question clearly: transformational leadership is considered the most effective
leadership styles practiced by HODs in which faculty would be more satisfied (explaining 41%
of the variance). Transactional contingent reward is also considered as an effective leadership
styles to increase faculty job satisfaction. In addition, laissez-faire is one of the main leadership
styles (explaining 32% of the variance) that when practiced that, would reduce faculty job
satisfaction level considerably. In other words, faculty job satisfaction depends on
transformational leadership styles and transactional contingent rewards significantly. Practicing
any behaviour related to these two leadership styles will considerably increase faculty job
satisfaction. On the other hand, practicing any non-leadership behaviour including transactional
management by exception passive and laissez-faire will significantly decrease the satisfaction
level of faculty. According to Judge and Piccolo (2004), the non-presence of leadership (laissez-

faire) is almost as significant as the presence of other styles of leadership.

The findings related to the first question, are in line with the literature. For example, researchers
such as Al- Hourani (2013), Lopez-Zafra et al. (2012) and Matzler et al. (2015) have
demonstrated transformational as the most powerful leadership style. In an education setting,

satisfaction of faculty is generally shown to be affected greatly by leadership of the university
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(Chen et al. 2006; Duong 2014; Grunwald & Peterson 2003; Hagedorn 2000; Leary et al. 1999;
Sadeghi et al. 2012; Zhou & Volkwein 2004). In a review, Kelali and Narula (2015) synthesized
studies regarding the relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. They
found that there is a strong and significant relationship between leadership and job satisfaction.
In addition, transformational leadership style has more power to increase job satisfaction of the
faculty among transactional or laissez-faire leadership styles. Transformational leadership has
been found to be more acceptable and effective than transactional leadership in most empirical
studies across multiple cultures including Canada, India, Japan, the Netherlands, and Singapore
as well as the United States (Arvey et al. 2015). Bass (1990) stated that the ideal leaders for their
followers are transformational leaders who are reported as most effective and successful among
other leaders. A study of Bolda and Nawaz (2010) showed that 265 faculty members in the
public and private districts in Pakistan were using transformational and laissez- faire (passive)
leadership styles similarly. However, the faculty in the private sector was using transactional
leadership more than the public sector. Greiman’s (2009) study of some American agricultural
deans found that they prefer the transformational leadership style to the transactional style. The
same result has been achieved for American agricultural and life science leaders (Jones & Rudd
2008), as well as Taiwanese nursing deans (Chen 2004), and American university presidents
(Levine 2000). A study of three university deans in Egypt and Lebanon by Al-Hourani (2013)
investigated that women leaders at the three universities practiced transformational leadership
style while men leaders used transactional styles that academic science leadership is related with
both academic reputation and network structure. The findings in Sakiru et al.’s (2014) study
revealed that the most commonly used leadership styles among the HOD of Nigeria Public

University is transformational leadership styles.
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Many researchers believe that the most influential leaders practice a combination of
transformational and transactional leadership styles (Bass et al. 2012; Bateh & Heyliger 2014;
Yukl & Mahsud 2010). By far, transformational leadership and transactional leadership reported
as the most powerful leadership styles respectively. Yukl and Mahsud (2010) found that the
university and college deans or program directors tended to practice transformational leadership
along with transactional leadership. In terms of the components, one of the most effective
leadership behaviours discovered in this study was inspirational motivation that indicates that the
HODs expressively and characteristically emphasize on the requirement to perform well and
assist to achieve the organizational aims. Bass and Avolio (1994) implied that leaders who
exhibit this behavior are able to strengthen their followers’ responses and clarify main ideas
simply. By idealized influence behaviour and attributed mentioned by both HODs and faculty
members, the HODs are trusted and respected. They retain high morals and the faculty seek to
imitate them. Idealized influence can be attributed (coming from followers) and/or resulted from
the leader’s behaviour. By adopting individualized consideration, the HODs perceived that they
treat their faculty members both equally and individually. Individual needs are acknowledged
and tasks are given to the faculty for learning opportunities. However, the faculty members who
participated in this study did not emphasize on this behaviour. One more behaviour that was
emphasized by both faculty members and HODs was contingent rewards in which faculty
members receive rewards for their good performance. Based on both the faculty and HODs’
perceptions, the least three leadership behaviours were related to management by exception
active, management by exception passive and laissez-faire. Stumpf (2003) also examined this
relationship in North Carolina and claimed that there is a positive relationship between

transformational leadership, transactional contingent rewards and management by exception
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active with overall job satisfaction; however, there is a negative relationship between laissez-
faire and overall job satisfaction. In addition, Brown and Moshavi (2002) looked into faculty
responses to transformational and contingent rewards leaderships by US department chairs.
Findings indicated that the idealized influence (charisma) component of transformational
leadership was significantly more predictive of desired organisational outcomes than what has

been reported in other settings. Surprisingly, contingent reward was not predictive in this setting.

An important observation related to the first question’s results is that, there is a significant
positive relationship between transactional contingent reward leadership and individual
consideration. This is in line with Bass and Riggio’s (2006) study in the US; they suggested that
transactional leadership can serve as a foundation for building transformational leaders. They
also implied that contingent rewards leadership builds standards for performance and equality,

and aims to develop trust between leaders and their followers.

Another important observation related to the first question’s results is that, there is a significant
negative relationship between laissez-faire, and management by exception passive with faculty
job satisfaction. It suggests that the non-leadership behaviours such as avoiding making
decisions, abdicating responsibility and missuse of authority, are strongly perceived by their
faculty as unfair and it can decrease the satisfaction of faculty in STEM-related fields
considerably. This result corresponds to the findings of other research. For example, Brown
(2003) found that laissez-faire leadership and management by exceptions passive had a
statistically significant negative correlation with affective and normative commitment. Also,
Hamidifar (2009) claimed that laissez-faire cause a dissatisfaction to employees and there is a

statistically significant negative effect of laissez-faire on the employee's job satisfaction. In
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addition, Bateh and Heyliger (2014) concluded that faculty who recognized passive leadership as
dominant had reduced job satisfaction. Furthermore, Frooman and his colleagues (2012) found
that there is a positive relationship between transformational leadership and job satisfaction,
while there is a negative relationship between laisse-faire and job satisfaction. However, Susanj
and Jakopec (2012), found that passive leadership styles do not have a negative impact on the job
satisfaction, so and any passive behaviour from leaders does not cause a decrease in the
employee satisfaction. Sager (2009) even found a weak positive relationship between laissez-

faire and continuance commitment.

Overall, the consistency of the findings related to the first question among quantitative results,
qualitative results, and related literature provide full support for the first hypothesis and a clear
answer to the first question. The most effective leadership styles practiced by HODs with
improving faculty job satisfaction are transformational leadership and transactional contingent
rewards. Practicing laissez-faire and transactional passive management by exception behaviours

have a significant negative effect on faculty job satisfaction.

5.2 The Second Research Question
RQ2. What are the main job satisfaction elements for faculty in STEM-related fields in relation
to HODs leadership styles?

H2- Faculty job satisfaction is best represented as a composite of 5 or less elements.

In order to investigate the second research question, inter-correlations among variables, multiple
linear regression analysis, and semi-structured in-depth interviews were conducted.
The inter-correlations were measured among leadership styles, transformational leadership,

transactional leadership, laissez-faire as dependent variables (predictors) with faculty job
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satisfaction, work and collegiality, supervision, and promotion as dependent variables
(outcomes). Results from the inter-correlations revealed that faculty job satisfaction is dependent
on leadership styles, transformational leadership, all of transformational leadership’s
components, and transactional contingent rewards significantly (p<.01). These relationships are
moderate and substantial (Davis 1971). It is also dependent on transactional leadership
management by exception passive and laissez-faire significantly (p<.01) but negatively. Results
from multiple linear regression revealed that the effects of different styles of leadership on
faculty job satisfaction are highly significant. Faculty job satisfaction shows highly positive
significant (p<.001) relationships with leadership styles, transformational leadership, and all its 5
components; inspirational motivation, individualized influence attributed, individualized
influence behaviour, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration respectively.
Faculty job satisfaction also has a positive significant relationship with transactional contingent
rewards (p<.001). Therefore, practicing these behaviours would increase faculty job satisfaction
level significantly. On the other hand, there are negative significant relationships with both
transactional management by exception passive and laissez-faire. Applying these behaviours
would result in a significant decrease in the job satisfaction of faculty. All of the above results

for the relationships between faculty job satisfaction and leadership styles are consistent.

The qualitative results are also in line with the significant positive impacts of transformational
leadership styles, and transactional contingent rewards on faculty job satisfaction level. The
interviewees believe that faculty satisfaction depends significantly on the leadership styles that
are practiced by HODs. It means that when HODs lead their faculty as transformational leaders
with charisma who establish their relationships built on inspiration and personal attention and

encourage their faculty to think more creatively, they would increase the job satisfaction level of
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their faculty significantly. HODs can also benefit from practicing contingent rewards behaviour
of a transactional leader and increase their faculty job satisfaction considerably. Therefore,
HODs can promise rewards for specific levels of effort, and attend to the desires and needs of
faculty based on their efforts. These findings are in line with the literature (Al- Hourani 2013;
Lopez-Zafra et al. 2012; Matzler et al. 2015) that have demonstrated transformational the most
powerful leadership style. In addition, many researchers found that satisfaction of faculty is
generally shown to be greatly influenced by leadership of the university (Chen et al. 2006;
Duong 2014; Grunwald & Peterson 2003; Hagedorn 2000; Kelali & Narula 2015; Leary et al.

1999; Sadeghi et al. 2012; Zhou & Volkwein 2004).

However, HODs should be very careful of non-leadership behaviours. The results of this study
show highly negative significant relationships between non-leadership behaviours and faculty
job satisfaction in the context of this study. In addition, the faculty interviewees believe that
these actions would be considered seriously by faculty as unfair and there is no room for leaders
who do not consider his responsibilities. It means that if, for example, HODs do not take actions
until mistakes, errors, or deviations occur, if they do not make decisions, and if they are not
available when required, the job satisfaction level of their faculty would considerably decrease.
These are in line with some previous studies such as Brown (2003), Hamidifar (2009) and Bateh
and Heyliger (2014). In some contexts, these behaviours have no effect on the job satisfaction of
faculty (Frooman et al. 2012; Sager 2009; Susanj & Jakipec 2012), however, in the context of
this study, these behaviours would result in a significant dissatisfaction level of faculty. One

main reason, may relate to the culture and religion of this context.

In terms of work and collegiality (dependent variable), the correlation table represents positive

significant correlations between work and collegiality and leadership styles, transformational
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leadership, all of the transformational leadership components, and transactional contingent
rewards significantly (p<.01). There are also significant correlations between work and
collegiality with management by exception passive and laissez-faire (p<.01) but negatively.
Results from multiple linear regression on work and collegiality also show highly significant
impacts of relationship styles on this aspect of faculty job satisfaction, work and collegiality.
Leadership styles, transformational leadership, and all its five components including inspirational
motivation, individualized influence attributed, intellectual stimulation, individualized influence
behaviour, and individualized consideration, respectively, increase satisfaction level of faculty
significantly (p<.001). This satisfaction can also be increased through transactional contingent
rewards behaviour of HODs (p<.001). This satisfaction includes not only an overall job
satisfaction of faculty, but also their pride in their job, their enjoyment, and their interpersonal
relations with their colleagues. HODs should consider the significant negative impact of
practicing the transactional management by exception passive and laissez-faire that they can
decrease their great feeling towards their job and collegial relationships significantly (p<.001).
The interviewees also believed the significant impact of HODs in providing an environment
where they can enjoy both their work and their relationships with the leader and colleagues and

can be proud of their job.

Regarding the literature, work itself and its special features such as the opportunity to apply their
initiatives are considered as factors that certainly increase the level of academics’ job satisfaction
(Bryman 2007; Harris et al. 2004; Murry & Stauffacher 2001; Ramsden 1998). According to
Bryman (2007, p.2), “What seems to lie at the heart of this list is the need for leader to create an
environment or context for academics and others to fulfil their potential and interest in their

work”. Hagedorn (2000) discussed that perceptions of climate and culture of the workplace, and
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relationships with superiors, peers, and students are some factors that can significantly increase
faculty job satisfaction. Collegial relationships are usually a source of support and network
system for faculty members (Hagedorn 1996; Matzler et al. 2015). And this is the leader who is
expected to play a role and cultivate collegiality (Bryman 2007). Olsen (1993) discussed that
academic staff in US universities have experienced a decline in collegial relationship, which
caused them disappointment as they consider that in terms of professional values and feeling of
self-worth, having support from colleagues, is more effective than other factors such as being

dissatisfied with salary.

In terms of supervision (dependent variable), the correlation table represented positive significant
correlations between work and collegiality and leadership styles, transformational leadership, all
of the transformational leadership components, and transactional contingent rewards
significantly (p<.01). It has a significant relationship with transactional management by
exception active at .05 level. There are also significant correlations between work and
collegiality with management by exception passive and laissez-faire significantly (p<.01) but
negatively. Results from multiple linear regression reveal that supervision can also be influenced
significantly by practicing effective leadership styles. Transformational leadership styles and all
its components including inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, individualized
influence attributed, individualized influence behaviour, and individualized consideration
respectively increase the supervision aspect of faculty job satisfaction significantly (p<.001).
Supervision can also be significantly improved through practicing transactional contingent
rewards (p<.001), and management by exception active (p<.05). It means that the HODs who
practice these behaviours are more competent in doing their job, more willing to delegate

responsibility, and faculty are more satisfied regarding their HODs’ technical abilities. Results of
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this study confirms that practicing non-leadership behaviours such as passive management by
exception and laissez-faire can significantly (p<.001) deteriorate supervision. The interviewees
also emphasized the important role of HODs to increase job satisfaction in terms of supervising.
They believed that the role of a professional and qualified HOD who knows how to delegate the
responsibilities and how to support faculty through his supervision, is crucial for job satisfaction
of faculty and improvement of the organization. Results are consistent with the literature and
many researchers consider that supervision has a significant and positive impact on the job

satisfaction levels of faculty (Perrewe & Carlson 2002; Cohen & Wills 1985).

In terms of promotion (dependent variable), the correlation table represented only some
significant correlations at p<.05 level between promotion with idealized influence attributed,
idealized influence behaviour, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation positively and
with management by exception passive and laissez-faire negatively. Results from multiple linear
regression reveals that promotion has only significant relationships with inspirational motivation,
individualized influence attributed, individualized influence behaviour, and intellectual
stimulation respectively at .05 level. It shows a positive significant relationship with contingent
rewards (p<.05) and a negative significant relationship with laissez-faire (p<.05). It means that
taking on an active leadership can increase the chance of promotion and faculty satisfaction
about these chances. Conversely, taking on non-leadership practices by HODs, decrease faculty
satisfaction towards their chances of being promoted and basically decrease these chances.
Results from the interviews also confirm that the HOD has an important role to support the
faculty during the preparation for promotion. This support can include some programs that
provide scholarly activities that strengthen academic achievement and advancement. The faculty

believed that promotion is more important that the amount of salary. The findings are consistent
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with the literature; Hagedorn (2000) noted that growth in academia correlates with promotion of
rank. According to Bryman (2007), academics are usually notably less content with matters such
as pay and promotion prospects, forming the assumption that they tend to exchange the

pecuniary aspects of their jobs with the intrinsic ones.

Overall, the consistency of the findings related to the second question among the quantitative
phase results, qualitative results, and related literature provides full support for the second
hypothesis and a clear answer to the second question. Leadership styles have significant impacts
on faculty job satisfaction and its elements including work and collegiality, supervision and to a
lesser extent promotion. The impacts of transformational leadership and transactional contingent
rewards are positive, while transactional passive management by exception and laissez-fair have

negative impacts and can decrease the job satisfaction of faculty significantly.

5.3 The Third Research Question

To enhance counseling theory, research, and practice, it is necessary to transcend from these
basic questions. One way to achieve this is to investigate moderators and mediators of these
effects. Both moderators and mediators hold a great potential to develop researchers’
understanding in counseling psychology research beside other areas of research in psychology
(Baron & Kenny 1986; Holmbeck 1997; James & Brett 1984). The third research question of this

study examines effects of moderators and mediators

RQ3. What are the most important factors apart from leadership style that influence faculty job
satisfaction?
H3-1. Hagedorn’s (2000) triggers moderate the relationship between leadership styles of HODs

and job satisfaction of faculty members, in STEM-related fields.
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H3-2. Hagedorn’s (2000) mediators, identity, and job design mediate the relationship between

leadership styles of HODs and job satisfaction of faculty members, in STEM-related fields.

5.3.1 Moderators

Among 6 initial planned potential moderators, two factor groups were identified based on the
reliability scores and factor analysis results. The two new factors were change in perceived
justice (including perceived injustice and low ethnic prejudice) and work life balance. To
investigate the impact of these factors as potential moderators on the relationship between
leadership styles and job satisfaction, correlations were obtained multiple linear regressions,
multiple hierarchical regression tests were utilised and semi-structured in-depth interviews were
conducted. Results from inter-correlations between faculty job satisfaction, leadership styles, and
change in perceived justice shows that, there are significant (p<.01) correlations between faculty
job satisfaction with leadership styles, transformational leadership, and laissez-faire. However,
the correlation with laissez-faire is negative. In terms of the potential moderators: there is a low
positive significant (p<.05) correlation between faculty job satisfaction and change in perceived
justice, and a moderate positive significant (p<.01) correlation between faculty job satisfaction
and work life balance. The correlations between all leadership styles, transformational
leadership, and laissez-faire with change in perceived justice and work life balance are
significant and positive, except laissez-faire that shows significant negative correlations with

both moderators.

The best well-known three-path criteria of testing moderation effects (Baron & Kenny, 1986)
was selected to measure any moderation effects of change in perceived justice on the relationship
between leadership styles and faulty job satisfaction, transformational leadership and faulty job

satisfaction, transactional leadership and faulty job satisfaction, and laissez-faire and faulty job
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satisfaction. All paths were repeated to investigate if there are any moderation effects of work
life balance on all the above relationships. Multiple linear regression, and multiple hierarchical
regression tests were applied and all of the dependent variables were centered prior to testing
moderations. Results from moderation tests reveal that change in perceived justice would not
moderate the relationship between leadership styles, transformational leadership, transactional
leadership, and laissez-faire with faculty job satisfaction (path c in all of them was insignificant).
Regarding work life balance, there is not any moderation effect of work life balance on the
relationship between leadership styles, transactional leadership, and laissez-faire with faculty job
satisfaction (path ¢ in all of them was insignificant). However, work life balance can moderate
the relationship between transformational leadership and faculty job satisfaction. All paths in the
moderation effects model were significant and the interaction between transformational
leadership and work life balance explained an additional 3.9% of the variance over and above the
40% explained by the first- order effects of transformational leadership and work life balance

alone.

As a result, work life balance would moderate the relationship between HODs’ leadership style
and faculty job satisfaction partially; the well distribution in the scatterplot also confirms this
moderation effect. It means that, the influence of HOD’s transformational leadership style on the
satisfaction level of faculty will be higher when faculty receive more support to balance their
family and their job. The interviewees also emphasized on the important role of work life
balance and believed that this is one of the biggest challenges for academia. According to Rosser
and Daniels (2004), balancing work and family is a common issue in higher education and one of

the main issues among faculty in all disciplines. However, it is weightier for faculty STEM-
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related fields due to the nature of the field such as competitiveness, long work house, and
constant travel (Mason & Ekman 2007; Monroe et al. 2008). Rosser and Daniels (2004, p.144)
stated, “The issue of balancing work with family responsibilities is the most pervasive and
persistent challenge facing female science and engineering faculty members, spanning the
variables of time, type of institution, and discipline”. In Gardner’s (2012) study, females also
exhibited dissatisfaction with the paucity of policies to reinforce work-family balance. The
importance of work life balance’s role to improve job satisfaction is undoubtable and consistent

with literature.

Regarding the triggers in Hagedorn’s (2000) framework, there are very few studies. August and
Waltman’s (2004) study on factors related to job satisfaction found only weak impacts for trigger
variables. Bentley et al. (2015) who included three out of six triggers in their studies, note that
triggers are hard to operationalize in the absence of longitudinal data to assess satisfaction before
and after a certain event, they found only life stage in a significant relationship with job
satisfaction. There is no study on the moderating role of change in perceived justice and work
life balance on the relationship between leadership styles and job satisfaction. Yousef (2000)
found that national culture (nationality) has moderating impacts on the relationship between
leadership behaviour and job satisfaction and those who are UAE nationals are more satisfied
with their jobs. Therefore, looking into moderator effects can raise researchers’ comprehension
of the links between important predictors and outcomes and improve organisations’ quality in
different aspects. This study confirms that there are some factors that can impact on the
relationship between leadership styles and job satisfaction as moderators. Therefore, the results

of moderators in this study are not only consistent with the literature that emphasized the
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importance role of work life balance on job satisfaction, but also with the literature that found the
indirect effects of leadership styles on job satisfaction through moderators. However, the
moderating role of work life balance is one of the results of this study that can be added to the

literature.

Overall, the first hypothesis of the third research question is supported and work life balance
would moderate the relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. It is also
important to find that change in perceived justice would not moderate this relationship. The
recognition of vital moderators of relations between predictors and outcomes signifies the

maturity and sophistication of a field of inquiry (Aguinis et al. 2001; Judd et al. 1995).

5.3.2 Mediators

RQ3. What are the most important factors apart from leadership style that influence faculty job
satisfaction?

H3-2. Hagedorn’s (2000) mediators, identity, and job design mediate the relationship between

leadership styles of HODs and job satisfaction of faculty members, in STEM-related fields.

A mediator is the system through which a predictor impacts on an outcome variable (Baron &
Kenny 1986). An indication of a maturing discipline is turning to explanation and theory testing
of direct relations after they have been demonstrated (Hoyle & Kenny 1999). This is when the
study turned to test the mediation effects on HODs leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction.
To examine the mediation effects related to the second hypothesis (H3-2), inter-correlations and
multiple regression tests were applied and semi-structured in-depth interviews were conducted.

The outcome was faculty job satisfaction and the predictors were leadership styles,
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transformational leadership, transactional leadership, and laissez-faire. The 4 final potential
mediator groups that were selected based on the reliability test and factor analysis test results
consisted of: motivators and hygienes (including achievement, recognition-informal,
responsibility, advancement, working conditions, and job security), environmental conditions
(including institutional climate or culture, relationships, institutional and administrative culture,
and student quality), job design (including feedback, autonomy, and skill variety) and identity
(including religious and cultural values, self-esteem, and need to belong). This study measured
the mediation effects based on the most widely used method to assess mediation, which is the
causal steps approach outlined in the classic work of Baron & Kenny (1986), including 4 paths to
establish mediation effect of a variable. In addition, Sobel’s (1982) test was applied as it is a
significant test for the indirect effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable via
the mediator. All of the 4 paths of the mediation test and Sobel test were measured for the final 4

groups (including 16 variables) of potential mediators.

5.3.2.1 Motivators and Hygienes

Results from inter-correlations among faculty job satisfaction, leadership styles and motivators
and hygienes mediators showed that there are significant correlations between leadership styles,
transformational leadership, and laissez-faire with faculty job satisfaction (p<.01). This
correlation with the laissez-faire is negative. In addition, there are significant positive
correlations between faculty job satisfaction with achievement, responsibility, advancement, and
job security at .01 level. Leadership styles has significant relationships with responsibility at .01
level, and with achievement and advancement at .05 level. Transformational leadership has

significant relationships with achievement and responsibility at .01 level, and with advancement
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at .05 level. Transactional leadership was only correlated to responsibility (p<.05). Furthermore,
laissez-faire is negatively correlated to achievement, responsibility, and job security at p<.01 and
correlated to advancement at p<.05. Results from the regression test analysis show that,
achievement partially (Sobel’s test statistic = 2.447, p<.05) mediates the relationships of
leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. The faculty, who feel more satisfied are more likely

to be prouder of their contributions and achievements in their department.

This is the first study that explicitly identifies the mediating role of achievement in the
relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. Thus, it is has contributed to
existing efforts towards understanding how leadership styles influence faculty job satisfaction
through some practices. These practices include recognition of faculty’s achievements, giving
them feelings of accomplishment, and providing facilities to increase faculty contribution in a
positive manner. Results from the regression test analysis also show that, achievement partially
(Sobel’s test statistic =2.663, p<.01) mediates the relationships of transformational leadership
style and faculty job satisfaction. The faculty who feel more satisfied are more likely to be
prouder of their contributions and achievements in their department. This is the first study that
explicitly identifies the mediating role of achievement in the relationship between
transformational leadership style and faculty job satisfaction. Thus, it has contributed to existing
efforts towards understanding how transformational leadership style influences faculty job
satisfaction through some practices. This finding suggests that HODs exhibiting transformational
leadership are more likely to facilitate achievement practices, recognize their faculty’s

achievement and assist them for more contribution to help them be more satisfied with their job.
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These practices include recognition of faculty’s achievements, giving them feelings of
accomplishment, and providing facilities to increase faculty’s contribution in a positive manner

In addition, results from the regression test analysis show that, achievement partially (Sobel’s
test statistic =3.121, p<.01) mediates the relationships of laissez-faire and faculty job
satisfaction. The faculty who feel more satisfied are more likely to be prouder of their
contributions and achievements in their department. This is the first study that explicitly
identifies the mediating role of achievement in the relationship between laissez-faire and faculty
job satisfaction. Thus, it has contributed to existing efforts towards understanding how laissez-
faire influences faculty job satisfaction through some practices. As there is a negative
relationship between laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction at p<.001, this finding suggests that
HODs exhibiting laissez-faire are more likely to impede achievement practices and will prevent
the faculty members’ increased job satisfaction. These practices include recognition of faculty’s
achievements, giving them feeling of accomplishments, and providing facilities to increase
faculty’s contribution in a positive manner. The quantitative results also show that there is not
any mediation effect of achievement on the relationship between transactional leadership and
faculty job satisfaction. The qualitative interviews also show the important role of leaders to
increase faculty job satisfaction through considering all the achievements of faculty and

encouraging them to contribute more in a positive manner.

In terms of responsibility, results from the regression test analysis show that, responsibility
partially (Sobel’s test statistic =2.019, p<.05) mediates the relationships of leadership styles and
faculty job satisfaction. The faculty who feel more satisfied are more likely to be more satisfied
regarding their influence and the amount of responsibilities they have in their department. This is

the first study that explicitly identifies the mediating role of responsibility in the relationship
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between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. Thus, it has contributed to existing efforts
towards understanding how leadership styles influences faculty job satisfaction through some
practices. These practices include involving faculty in making decisions for their teaching,
research, the organization and the community. Results from the regression test analysis show
that, responsibility partially (Sobel’s test statistic =2.082, p<.05) mediates the relationships of
transformational leadership style and faculty job satisfaction. The faculty who feel more satisfied
are more likely to be more satisfied regarding their influence and the amount of responsibilities
they have in their department. This is the first study that explicitly identifies the mediating role
of responsibility in the relationship between transformational leadership style and faculty job
satisfaction. Thus, it has contributed to existing efforts towards understanding how leadership
styles influences faculty job satisfaction through some practices. This finding suggests that
HODs exhibiting transformational leadership are more likely to facilitate responsibilities
practices and will help them be more satisfied with their job. These practices include involving

faculty in making decisions for their teaching, research, the organization and the community.

Results from the regression test analysis show that, responsibility partially (Sobel’s test statistic
=2.199, p<.05) mediates the relationships of laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction. The faculty
who feel more satisfied are more likely to be more satisfied regarding their influence and the
amount of responsibilities they have in their department. This is the first study that explicitly
identifies the mediating role of responsibility in the relationship between laissez-faire and faculty
job satisfaction. Thus, it has contributed to existing efforts towards understanding how leadership
styles influences faculty job satisfaction through some practices. As there is a negative
relationship between laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction at p<.001, this finding suggests that

HODs exhibiting laissez-faire are more likely to impede responsibilities practices and will
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prevent the faculty members’ increased job satisfaction. These practices include involving
faculty in making decisions for their teaching, research, the organization and the community. The
quantitative results also show that there is not any mediation effect of responsibilities on the
relationship between transactional leadership and faculty job satisfaction. The qualitative
interviews also reveal that if leaders involve faculty in making decisions from teaching and

research, to the community and organisation’s problems, they would feel more satisfied.

Results from the regression test analysis show that, advancement partially (Sobel’s test statistic
=2.066, p<.05) mediates the relationships of transformational leadership style and faculty job
satisfaction. The faculty who feel more satisfied are more likely to have more opportunities for
growth and advancement. This is the first study that explicitly identifies the mediating role of
advancement in the relationship between transformational leadership style and faculty job
satisfaction. Thus, it has contributed to existing efforts towards understanding how leadership
styles influences faculty job satisfaction through some practices. This finding suggests that
HODs exhibiting transformational leadership are more likely to facilitate advancement practices
and will help them be more satisfied with their job. These practices include providing the faculty
members enough opportunities for professional growth through formal education, enough
opportunities to objectively evaluate their accomplishments, and enough opportunities to

increase their responsibilities for advancement.

Results from the regression test analysis show that, advancement partially (Sobel’s test statistic
=2.245, p<.05) mediates the relationships of laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction. The faculty
who feel more satisfied are more likely to have more opportunities for growth and advancement.
This is the first study that explicitly identifies the mediating role of advancement in the

relationship between laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction. Thus, it has contributed to existing
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efforts towards understanding how leadership styles influences faculty job satisfaction through
some practices. As there is a negative relationship between laissez-faire and faculty job
satisfaction at p<.001, this finding suggests that HODs exhibiting laissez-faire are more likely to
impede advancement practices and will prevent the faculty members’ increased job satisfaction.
These practices include providing the faculty members enough opportunities for professional
growth through formal education, enough opportunities to objectively evaluate their
accomplishments, and enough opportunities to increase their responsibilities for advancement.
The quantitative results also show that there is not any mediation effect of advancement on the
relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. In addition, advancement did
not affect the relationship between transactional leadership and faculty job satisfaction as a
mediator. The qualitative interviews also reveal that providing opportunities for more growth and
improvement through seminars, workshops, and conferences are very helpful to increase their

satisfaction.

Another important result coming from this study is that, results also show that there is not any
mediation effect of recognition-informal, working conditions, and job security as the three
suggested potential mediators of this study on the relationship between any of the leadership
styles, transformational leadership, transactional leadership, or lasses-faire with faculty job
satisfaction. This is the first study that explicitly identifies the lack of mediating role of these
variables as potential mediators in the relationship between leadership styles and faculty job
satisfaction. Thus, it has contributed to existing efforts towards understanding how leadership

styles influences faculty job satisfaction through some practices.

240



5.3.2.2 Environmental Conditions

Results from inter-correlations among faculty job satisfaction, leadership styles and
environmental conditions mediators showed that there were significant correlations between
leadership styles, transformational leadership, and laissez-faire with faculty job satisfaction
(p<.01). This correlation with the laissez-faire is negative. In addition, there were significant
relationships between faculty job satisfaction with institutional climate or culture, relationships,
and institutional and administrative culture at .01 level. There were also significant correlations
between leadership styles and relationships, transformational leadership and relationships, and
transactional leadership and student quality at .01 level and the last correlation was negative.
Laissez-faire was negatively correlated to all institutional climate or culture (p<.05),
relationships (p<.01), and institutional and administrative culture (p<.01). Results from the
regression test analysis show that, relationships partially (Sobel’s test statistic =3.390, p<.001)
mediates the relationships of leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. The faculty who feel
more satisfied are more likely to have satisfying relationships with superiors, colleagues and

students.

This is the first study that explicitly identifies the mediating role of relationships in the
relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. Thus, it has contributed to
existing efforts towards understanding how leadership styles influences faculty job satisfaction
through some practices. These practices include providing the faculty members with required
supports from superiors and colleagues, and building an environment that helps form good
relationships with superiors, colleagues, and students. Results from the regression test analysis

also show that, relationships partially (Sobel’s test statistic =3.636, p<.001) mediates the
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relationships of transformational leadership style and faculty job satisfaction. The faculty who
feel more satisfied are more likely to have satisfying relationships with superiors, colleagues and
students. This is the first study that explicitly identifies the mediating role of relationships in the
relationship between transformational leadership style and faculty job satisfaction. Thus, it has
contributed to existing efforts towards understanding how leadership styles influences faculty job
satisfaction through some practices. This finding suggests that HODs exhibiting transformational
leadership are more likely to facilitate relationships practices and will help them be more
satisfied regarding their job. These practices include providing the faculty members with
required supports from superiors and colleagues, and building an environment that helps form

relationships with superiors, colleagues, and students.

Results from the regression test analysis show that, relationships partially (Sobel’s test statistic
=3.895, p<.0001) mediates the relationships of laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction. The
faculty who feel more satisfied are more likely to have satisfying relationships with superiors,
colleagues and students. This is the first study that explicitly identifies the mediating role of
relationships in the relationship between laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction. Thus, it has
contributed to existing efforts towards understanding how leadership styles influences faculty job
satisfaction through some practices. As there is a negative relationship between laissez-faire and
faculty job satisfaction at p<.001, this finding suggests that HODs exhibiting laissez-faire are
more likely to impede relationships practices and will prevent the faculty members’ increased
job satisfaction. These practices include providing the faculty members with required supports
from superiors and colleagues, and building an environment that helps form good relationships

with superiors, colleagues, and students. The quantitative results also show that there is not any
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mediation effect of relationships on the relationship between transactional leadership and faculty
job satisfaction. The interviewees also strongly agreed on the importance of a good environment
where there are professional relationships between leaders, faculty, and students. They believed

that HODs can play a significant role to build these relationships.

Results from the regression test analysis show that, institutional and administrative culture
partially (Sobel’s test statistic =2.641, p<.01) mediates the relationships of laissez-faire and
faculty job satisfaction. The faculty, who feel more satisfied are more likely to be satisfied
regarding the policies and communications in the department. This is the first study that
explicitly identifies the mediating role of institutional and administrative culture in the
relationship between laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction. Thus, it has contributed to existing
efforts towards understanding how leadership styles influences faculty job satisfaction through
some practices. As there is a negative relationship between laissez-faire and faculty job
satisfaction at p<.001, this finding suggests that HODs exhibiting laissez-faire are more likely to
impede institutional and administrative culture practices and will prevent the faculty members’
increased job satisfaction. These practices include providing the faculty members with a
supportive attitude towards teaching and research, providing them with well-maintained and
appropriate research funding, and building good communication between management and
academics. The quantitative results also show that, there is not any mediation effect of
institutional and administrative culture on the relationship between leadership styles and faculty
job satisfaction. In addition, institutional and administrative culture did not effect on the
relationship between transactional leadership and faculty job satisfaction as well as transactional
leadership and faculty job satisfaction as a mediator. The qualitative interviews revealed that the

lack of support from the HODs and the way of communication and interactions could be
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problematic. Therefore, HODs have to avoid non-leadership behaviours.

Another important result arising from this study is that, there is not any mediation effect of
institutional climate or culture and student quality as the two other suggested potential mediators
of this study on the relationship between any of the leadership styles, transformational
leadership, transactional leadership, or lasses-faire with faculty job satisfaction. This is the first
study that explicitly identifies the lack of mediating role of these variables as potential mediators
in the relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. Thus, it has contributed
to existing efforts towards understanding how leadership styles influences faculty job satisfaction

through some practices.

5.3.2.3 Job Design

Results from inter-correlations among faculty job satisfaction, leadership styles and job design
mediators showed that there are significant correlations between leadership styles,
transformational leadership, and laissez-faire with faculty job satisfaction (p<.01). This
correlation with the laissez-faire is negative. In addition, there are significant positive
correlations between faculty job satisfaction with all three feedback, autonomy, and skill variety
at .01 level. Leadership styles has significant relationship with feedback at .01 level,
transformational leadership has significant relationship with feedback at .01 level and with
autonomy at .05 level, and transactional leadership also has a significant relationship with
feedback at .01 level. Furthermore, laissez-faire is negatively correlated to feedback and
autonomy at p<.01. Results from the regression test analysis also show that, feedback partially
(Sobel’s test statistic =2.754, p<.01) mediates the relationships of leadership styles and faculty

job satisfaction. The faculty, who feel more satisfied are more likely to receive feedback and be
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happy with its quality. This is the first study that explicitly identifies the mediating role of
feedback in the relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. Thus, it has
contributed to existing efforts towards understanding how leadership styles influences faculty job
satisfaction through some practices. These practices include providing the faculty members with
on-time and productive feedback in which they feel satisfied with the overall quality of the

supervision they receive at work.

Results from the regression test analysis show that, feedback partially (Sobel’s test statistic
=2.559, p<.05) mediates the relationships of transformational leadership style and faculty job
satisfaction. The faculty who feel more satisfied are more likely to receive feedback and be
happy with its quality. This is the first study that explicitly identifies the mediating role of
feedback in the relationship between transformational leadership style and faculty job
satisfaction. Thus, it has contributed to existing efforts towards understanding how
transformational leadership style influences faculty job satisfaction through some practices. This
finding suggests that HODs exhibiting transformational leadership are more likely to facilitate
feedback practices and will help them to be more satisfied regarding their job. These practices
include providing the faculty members with on-time and productive feedback in which they feel
satisfied with the overall quality of the supervision they receive at work. Results from the
regression test analysis show that, feedback partially (Sobel’s test statistic =2.816, p<.01)
mediates the relationships of laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction. The faculty who feel more
satisfied are more likely to receive feedback and be happy with its quality. This is the first study
that explicitly identifies the mediating role of feedback in the relationship between laissez-faire

and faculty job satisfaction. Thus, it has contributed to existing efforts towards understanding
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how laissez-faire influences faculty job satisfaction through some practices.

As there is a negative relationship between laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction at p<.001,
this finding suggests that HODs exhibiting laissez-faire are more likely to impede feedback
practices and will then prevent the faculty members’ increased job satisfaction to be more
satisfied with their job. These practices include providing the faculty members with on-time and
productive feedback in which they feel satisfied with the overall quality of the supervision they
receive at work. The quantitative results also show that there is not any mediation effect of
feedback on the relationship between transactional leadership and faculty job satisfaction. The
qualitative interviews also revealed that providing a productive and on-time feedback is
necessary for improvement and satisfaction, and the role of HODs is very important. Results
from the regression test analysis show that, autonomy partially (Sobel’s test statistic =2.333,
p<.05) mediates the relationships of transformational leadership style and faculty job
satisfaction. The faculty who feel more satisfied are more likely to be satisfied with the level of
autonomy they have in the department. This is the first study that explicitly identifies the
mediating role of autonomy in the relationship between transformational leadership style and
faculty job satisfaction. Thus, it has contributed to existing efforts towards understanding how
transformational leadership style influences faculty job satisfaction through some practices. This
finding suggests that HODs exhibiting transformational leadership are more likely to facilitate
autonomy practices and will help them to be more satisfied with their job. These practices
include satisfying the faculty members with the level of autonomy they have in teaching their
courses, and providing considerable opportunities for independence and freedom in how they

work.

Results from the regression test analysis show that, autonomy partially (Sobel’s test statistic
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=3.035, p<.01) mediates the relationships of laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction. The faculty
who feel more satisfied are more likely to be satisfied with the level of autonomy they have in
the department. This is the first study that explicitly identifies the mediating role of autonomy in
the relationship between laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction. Thus, it has contributed to
existing efforts towards understanding how laissez-faire influences faculty job satisfaction
through some practices. As there is a negative relationship between laissez-faire and faculty job
satisfaction at p<.001, this finding suggests that HODs exhibiting laissez-faire are more likely to
impede autonomy practices and then will prevent the faculty members to be more satisfied
regarding their job. These practices include satisfying the faculty members with the level of
autonomy they have in teaching their courses, and providing considerable opportunities for
independence and freedom in how they work. The quantitative results also show that there is not
any mediation effect of autonomy on the relationship between leadership styles and faculty job
satisfaction. In addition, autonomy would not mediate the relationship between transactional
leadership and faculty job satisfaction. The qualitative interviews also reveal that autonomy and
freedom at work are important factors to increase faculty job satisfaction and HODs should

provide enough freedom.

5.3.2.4 Identity

Results from inter-correlations revealed that there were significant correlations between faculty
job satisfaction with all leadership styles, transformational leadership, and laissez-faire at .01
level. The last correlation with laissez-faire was negative. In addition, there were significant
correlations between faculty job satisfaction with religious and cultural values (p<.05) and self-

esteem (p<.01). Transformational leadership had significant correlations with both religious and
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cultural values and self-esteem at .01. Laissez-faire was also correlated to religious and cultural
values at .01 level. However, results from regression revealed that another important result
coming from this study is that, there is not any mediation effect of skill variety as the last group
(including religious and cultural values, self-esteem, and need to belong) of the suggested
potential mediators of this study on the relationship between any of the leadership styles,
transformational leadership, transactional leadership, or lasses-faire with faculty job satisfaction.
This is the first study that explicitly identifies the lack of mediating role of these variables as
potential mediators in the relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction.
Thus, it has contributed to existing efforts towards understanding how leadership styles

influences faculty job satisfaction through some practices.

The results on the mediation effects on the relationships between leadership styles and faculty
job satisfaction are consistent with the literature. However, there is no study in which the impact
of these mediators has been examined. There are some studies on the mediation effect on the
relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction in business setting for
example, Yang (2014) evaluated the influence of leadership style and employee trust in their
leaders on job satisfaction in large insurance companies in Taiwan. The results revealed that the
effect of transformational leadership on job satisfaction was mediated by leadership trust and
highlighted the importance of leadership trust in leadership-satisfaction relationships. Zhu et al.’s
(2013) study investigated the impacts of trust as a mediator on the relationship between follower
perceptions of transformational leadership behaviour and their work outcomes in China. The
findings revealed that affective trust fully mediated the relationships between transformational

leadership and the work outcomes of followers, including their affective organizational
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dedication, organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs), and job performance. In contrast,
cognitive trust negatively mediated the relationship between transformational leadership and
follower job satisfaction, and insignificantly affected their organizational commitment and

organizational citizenship behaviors.

Kimura’s (2012) study was conducted to explore the causal relationship among transformational
leadership, perceptions of organizational politics, market orientation, and work-related outcome
in Japanese companies. It was assumed that organization-level perceptions of organizational
politics and market orientation mediate the relationship between top management’s
transformational leadership and employees’ work-related outcomes and that perceptions of
organizational politics diminish market orientation. The findings revealed that both perceptions
of politics and market orientation mediated the relationship between transformational leadership
and employees’ job satisfaction. A study by Rokhman and Hassan (2012) was conducted to
explore the relationship of transformational leadership with organizational justice and work
outcomes. Specifically, the study examined the potential role of procedural justice as a mediator
of transformational leadership and work outcomes, namely, job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, and turnover intention in Indonesia. The findings indicated that transformational
leadership contributed significantly to procedural justice perceptions as well as to the three work
outcomes. Also, procedural justice had significant effect on all the three work outcomes. The test
of mediation effect of procedural justice on transformational leadership and work outcome
relationship indicated no significant mediating effect on job satisfaction and turnover intention,

though it was partially significant with organizational commitment.

In higher education, there are few related studies. Saleem (2015) investigated the impact of

leadership styles on job satisfaction and to see if perceived organizational politics has a
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mediating role or not. The results revealed that transformational leadership has a positive impact
on job satisfaction and transactional leadership has a negative impact on job satisfaction of
faculty in Pakistan. In addition, perceived organizational politics partially mediate the
relationship between both leadership styles and job satisfaction. Braun et al.’s (2013) study was
conducted to analyze the relations between transformational leadership, trust in supervisor and
team, job satisfaction, and team performance via multilevel analysis in a German research
university. The results indicated that there is a positive relationship between transformational
leadership and followers' job satisfaction at both individual and team levels. The results also
showed that trust in the supervisor and trust in the team can mediate the relationship between
individual perceptions of supervisors' transformational leadership and job satisfaction. In
addition, Wulumba and Lawler (2003) found that collectivism strengthens the effect of
transformational leadership on employees’ job satisfaction. And justice has been found to be

another mediator of leadership to job satisfaction (Mayer et al. 2008)

The mediating role of 4 final groups of mediators including 16 potential mediators on the
relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction were examined. The results
show that all assumptions of mediation for predicting job satisfaction for 7 out of the 16 potential
mediators are fulfilled and achievement, responsibility, advancement, relationships, institutional
climate and administrative culture, feedback and autonomy identified as partial mediators
between both leadership and faculty job satisfaction. Table (5.1) shows the partial mediators

discovered in this study.
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Mediators

Motivators and Hygienes Job Design
Achievement: LS*, TL**, LF **(-) Feedback: LS**, TL*, LF** (-)
Responsibility: LS*, TL*, LF* (-) Autonomy: TL*, LF** (-)

Advancement: TL*, LF *(-)

Environmental conditions Identity
Relationships: LS *** TL*** | F*****(-)
Institutional and administrative culture: LF **(-)

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 (the significance in Sobel Test)
Table 5.1 Discovered Partial Mediators

There is no study that investigates the impact of these mediators on the relationship between
leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. The results are in line with a number of studies that
found these variables in a significant relationship with job satisfaction. Satisfaction of faculty is
also shown to be affected by achievement (August & Waltman 2004; Blackburn & Lawrence
1995; Hagedorn 2000; Lahey & Vihtelic 2000; Olsen et al. 1995; Sabharwal & Corley 2009),
responsibility (Bowen 1980; Bowen & Radhakrisha 1991; Herzberg et al. 1959; Padilla-Velez
1993), advancement (Corley & Sabharwal 2007; Eyupoglu & Saner 2009; Hagedorn 1996;
Laden & Hagedorn 2000; Perna 2003; Turner & Myers 2000), relationships (August & Waltman
2004; Hagedorn 2000; Gross & Napir 1967; Tsitmideli et al. 2017), institutional climate and
administrative culture (Grunwald & Peterson 2003; Hagedorn 2000; Sabharwal & Corely 2009;
Zhou & Volkwein 2004), feedback (Fried & Ferris 1987; Church 2000) and autonomy (Blegen
1993; Hackman & Oldham 1980; Fried & Ferris 1987, Gozukara & Colakoglu 2016; Lee 1998;

Pousette & Hansen 2002).

The results are also in line with a number of studies that emphasized the direct impact of
leadership styles on faculty job satisfaction. Leadership of the university can greatly affect

faculty job satisfaction directly (Bass & Riggio 2006; Bateh & Heyliger 2014; Duong 2014,
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Grunwald & Peterson 2003; Hagedorn 2000; Judge & Piccolo 2004; Kelali & Narula 2015;
Sabharwal & Corely 2009; Sakiru et al. 2014; Sadeghi et al. 2012; Welch & Jha 2015; Zhou &

Volkwein 2004).

And more importantly, the results are in line with some studies that emphasized the indirect
impact of leadership styles on job satisfaction. These findings are much in line with the studies
conducted by Braun et al. (2013), Gadot (2007), Kimura (2012), Mayer et al. (2008), Rokhman
and Hassan (2012), Saleem (2015), Talat et al. (2013), Yang (2014), Wulumba & Lawler (2003),
Zhu et al. (2013) recommended that the relationship between leadership and job satisfaction are
also indirect (intervened). They proposed that trust, justice, organizational politics, market
orientation, collectivism, and organizational commitment are the mediators between leadership

and job satisfaction (mostly in business setting).

It is noteworthy to mention that, almost all of the above studies (related to the mediation effects)
employed a quantitative approach (similar to most of the job satisfaction and leadership style
studies) and there is a lack of employing a qualitative approach. Therefore, the discovered
mediation effects of achievement, responsibility, advancement, relationships, institutional
climate and administrative culture, feedback and autonomy through a mixed methods approach
would add to the literature and lead to more valuable studies. In addition, the other 9 suggested
mediators which would not moderate the relationships between leadership styles and faculty job

satisfaction in this study would also add to the literature and lead to more valuable studies.
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5.4 A Summary

RQ1. What are the most effective leadership styles for STEM Heads of Departments in relation to faculty
job satisfaction?

H1. There is a significant relationship between leadership styles of Heads of STEM Departments and job
satisfaction of STEM faculty members.

MMA. Inter-correlations, Descriptive analysis of the LS perceived by faculty, Descriptive analysis of the LS
perceived by HODs, Stepwise regression, Semi-structured in-depth interviews with STEM Deans, HODs and
Faculty members.

Sig. (+)

LS, TL, I1A, TIB, IM, IS,
IC,CR

Sig. (-)

LF, MbEE:

L J

FIs

RQ2. What are the main job satisfaction elements for STEM faculty in relation to Heads of Departments’
leadership styles?

H2. Faculty job satisfaction is best represented as a composite of 5 or less elements.

MMA. Inter-correlations, Multiple linear regression, Semi-structured in-depth interviews with STEM Deans,
HODs and Faculty members.

Sig. (1): LS, TL, I1A, IIB, IM, IS, IC, CR
Sig. (-): LF, MbEP. —_— FJS

Sig. (+): LS, TL, I1A, IIB, IM, IS, IC, CR _ Work &
Sig. (-): LF, MbEP " Collegiality
Sig. (+): LS, TL, IIA, IIB, IM, IS, IC, CR _

Sig. (-): LF, MbEA, MbEP *|  Supervision
Sig. (+): LS, IIA, IIB, IM, IS, CR _

Sig. (-): LF * | Promotion
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RQ3. What are the most important factors apart from leadership style that influence faculty job
satisfaction?

H3-1. Hagedorn’s (2000) triggers moderate the relationship between leadership styles of Heads of STEM
Departments and job satisfaction of STEM faculty members.

MMA. Inter-correlations, Multiple linear regression, Multiple Hierarchical regression tests, Semi-structured in-
depth interviews with STEM Deans, HODs and Faculty members.

Work Life Balance

L J

LS FIS

RQ3. What are the most important factors apart from leadership style that influence faculty job
satisfaction?

H3-2. Hagedorn's (2000) mediators, identity, and job design mediate the relationship between leadership styles
of Heads of STEM Departments and job satisfaction of STEM faculty members.

MMA. Inter-correlations, Multiple regressions tests, Semi-structured in-depth interviews with STEM Deans,
HODs and Faculty members.

LS FIS

Mediators

Motivators & Hygienes
Achievement: L5*, TL**, LF **(-), Responsibility: LS*, TL*, LF* (-}, Advancement: TL*, LF* (-)

Environmental Conditions
Relationships: LS*** TL*** LF**** (), Institutional and administrative culture: LF **(-)

Job Design
Feedback: LS**, TL*, LF**(-) Autonomy: TL* LF** (-)

(Significance in Sobel tests: *p<.05, **p=.01, ***p<.001, ****p<.0001)

Note. MM A= Mixed Methods Approach; FIS= Faculty Job Satisfaction; LS= Leadership Styles; TL=
Transformational Leadership; LF= Laissez-faire; ILA= Idealized Influence Attributed; IIB= Idealized Influence
Behaviour; IM= Inspirational Motivation; [S= Intellectual Stimulation; IC= Individual Consideration; CR=
Contingent Rewards; MbEA= Management by Exception Active; MbEP= Management by Exception Passive
(Significance in Sobel tests: *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, ****p<0001)

Figure 5.1 A Summary of the Findings
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5.5 Main Findings

5.5.1 RQ1. What are the most effective leadership styles for HODs in relation to faculty job

satisfaction, in STEM-related fields?

The inter-correlations among leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction variables, the
descriptive analysis of the leadership styles perceived by faculty, the descriptive analysis of the
leadership styles perceived by HODs, the stepwise regression of the main leadership styles, and
the semi-structured in-depth interviews with deans of colleges, HODs, and faculty members in
STEM-related fields were conducted to examine the first question. The independent variables
consisted of transformational leadership and its 5 components, transactional leadership and its 3
components, and laissez-faire and the dependent variable consisted of faculty job satisfaction.
The main three findings from the first research question are consistent among all of the

conducted tests, interviews, and with the literature:

1. The most effective leadership style in improving job satisfaction of faculty members in
STEM-related fields is mainly transformational leadership and then transactional leadership style
in a much lesser extent and through practicing contingent rewards behaviour. Inspirational
motivation was the most practiced transformational leaders’ behaviour, followed by idealized
influence attributed, idealized influence behaviour, intellectual stimulation, and individualized
consideration. The adjusted R? value of transformational leadership shows 41% of the variance,
which indicates that the satisfaction of the faculty for this research, heavily depends on the
transformational leadership practiced by HODs. Indeed, the transformational leadership is the

dominant leadership style in this study.
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This result is consistent with literatures. Bass (1990) and Avolio et al. (1999) discussed that
transformational leaders are reported as the perfect leaders for their followers, they are the most
effective, successful, and influential leaders among other leaders. Transformational leaders are
more involved with colleagues and followers than transactional leaders are. Rather than a simple
exchange or agreement, they provide a sense of purpose, spark pride, and acquire trust through
charisma (Bass 1990). The transformational leadership model is at present arguably the dominant
paradigm of leadership (Ashkanasy 2003) and many researchers have demonstrated that
transformational leadership is the most influential leadership style (Al- Hourani. 2013; Kelali &
Narula 2015; Lopez-Zafra et al. 2012; Matzler et al. 2015). It has been found to be more
acceptable and effective than transactional leadership across multiple cultures (Arvey et al.

2015).

2. Due to the significant positive relationship between transactional contingent reward leadership
and transformational individual consideration in this study (r = .665**), transactional leadership
style may serve a foundation for building transformational leaders as contingent rewards
leadership builds expectations for performance and fairness, and aims to develop trust between
leaders and their followers (Bass & Riggo 2006). The significant positive relationship between
the contingent behaviour and faculty job satisfaction in this study implies that the job satisfaction
of faculty is also significantly dependent on the use of contingent reward. The results are
consistent with some studies that found contingent rewards behaviour is positively related to
subordinate satisfaction such as Podsakoff et al. (1981) and Judge and Piccolo (2004). Similar
findings in other studies such as Abdalla and Pinnington (2012, p.192), Avolio et al. (1988) and
Waldman et al. (1990) reveal that contingent rewards leader behaviour is positively related to

follower attitude and performance.
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In a meta-analysis study, Judge and Piccolo (2004) noted that separating the unique effects of
transformational leadership and transactional leadership is difficult as they are so highly related.
Yukl and Van Fleet (1992. P.176) noted “Bass views transformational and transactional
leadership as distinct but not mutually exclusive processes”. In addition, many researchers
emphasized that the most effective leaders employ both transformational leadership and
transactional leadership (Bass et al. 2012; Bateh & Heyliger 2014; Yukl & Mahsud 2010). The
results of many studies in different cultures also found a combination of transformational and
transactional leadership styles with an emphasis on the former style such as investigation of
leadership styles of American science deans in Greiman’s study (2009), American science
leaders in Jones and Rudd’s (2008) study, Taiwanese nursing deans in Chen’s (2004) study,
American university presidents in Levine’s (2000) study, and Nigerian HODs of a public

university in Sakiru et al.’s (2014) study.

3. Due to the significant negative relationship between laissez-faire, and management by
exception passive with faculty job satisfaction, the non-leadership behaviours such as avoiding
making decisions, abdicating responsibility and misuse of authority, are strongly perceived by
the faculty as unfair and inappropriate and would decrease the satisfaction of faculty in STEM-
related fields considerably. The adjusted R? value of laissez-faire shows 32% of the variance,
which indicates that the satisfaction of the faculty for this research considerably decrease by
practicing laissez-faire by HODs. The absence of leadership (laissez-faire) is almost as
significant as the presence of other styles of leadership (Judge & Piccolo 2004). The result of
non-leadership behaviours in this study corresponds to the findings of other research such as
Brown (2003), Hamidifar (2009) and Bateh and Heyliger (2014). However, some studies found a

neutral impact of passive leadership such as Susanj and Jakipec (2012).
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Overall, the most effective leadership styles practiced by HODs with improving faculty job
satisfaction are transformational leadership and transactional contingent rewards. Practicing
laissez-faire and transactional passive management by exception behaviours has a significant

negative impact on faculty job satisfaction.

5.5.2 RQ2. What are the main job satisfaction elements for faculty in relation to HODs’

leadership styles, in STEM-related fields?

The inter-correlations among leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction variables, the multiple
linear regression between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction variables, and semi-
structured in-depth interviews with deans of colleges, HODs, and faculty members in STEM-
related fields were conducted to examine the second question. The independent variables
consisted of leadership styles, transformational leadership and its 5 components, transactional
leadership and its 3 components, and laissez-faire and the dependent variables consisted of
faculty job satisfaction and its elements including work and collegiality, supervision, and
promotion. The main four findings from the second research question are consistent among all of

the conducted tests, interviews, and with the literature:

1.The effects of different styles of leadership on faculty job satisfaction are highly significant.
There are highly positive significant relationships between leadership styles, transformational
leadership, and all its 5 components; inspirational motivation, individualized influence attributed,
individualized influence behaviour, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration
respectively with faculty job satisfaction. It means that when HODs lead their faculty as
transformational leaders with charisma who establish their relationships built on inspiration and
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personal attention and encourage their faculty to think more creatively, these HODs increase the
job satisfaction level of their faculty significantly. In addition, faculty job satisfaction has a
highly positive significant relationship with transactional contingent rewards, so HODs can also
benefit from practicing contingent rewards behaviour of a transactional leader and significantly
increase faculty job satisfaction. These behaviors include promising rewards for specific levels
of effort, and attending to the desires and needs of faculty based on their efforts. However,
HODs should be very careful of non-leadership behaviours as there are highly negative
significant relationships with both transactional management by exception passive and laissez-
faire. Applying these leadership styles and behaviours will decrease job satisfaction of the
faculty significantly. It means that if, for example, HODs do not take any action until mistakes,
errors, or deviations occur, if they decline to make decisions or are not accessible when required,
and if they select to take no authority, the job satisfaction level of their faculty will considerably

decrease.

The above results are in line with many prior studies that emphasized the significant direct
relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction, emphasized that
transformational leadership style is more pronounced in faculty job satisfaction as compared to
transactional, and emphasized on the importance of practicing transformational leadership
components and transactional contingent rewards component (Brown & Moshavi 2002; Chen &
Silverthorne 2005; Chen et al. 2006; Dastoor et al. 2003; Duong 2014; Grunwald & Peterson
2003; Hagedorn 2000; Judge & Piccolo 2004; Kelali &Narula 2015; Leary et al. 1999; Sadeghi
et al. 2012; Sadeghi & Lope Pihie’s 2013; Sakiru et al. 2014; Stumpf 2003;Webb 2009; Zhou &

Volkwein 2004).

2. The effects of different styles of leadership on work and collegiality are highly significant.
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Leadership styles, transformational leadership, and all its 5 components including inspirational
motivation, individualized influence attributed, intellectual stimulation, individualized influence
behaviour, and individualized consideration respectively increase work and collegiality
satisfaction level of faculty significantly. This satisfaction can also be increased through
transactional contingent rewards behaviour of HODs. This satisfaction includes faculty’s pride in
their job, their enjoyment, and their interpersonal relations with their colleagues. HODs should
consider the significant negative impact of practicing the transactional management by exception
passive and laissez-faire as they can significantly decrease faculty’s great feeling towards their
job and collegial relationships. Many researchers emphasized the significant role of leaders in
increasing faculty job satisfaction regarding their work itself with particular facets of it, such as
considering their initiatives or research findings (Bryman 2007; Harris et al. (2004); Murry &
Stauffacher 2001; Ramsden 1998). In addition, the crucial role of leaders in creating an
environment for faculty to fulfil their potential and interest in their works is the heart of the list
that leaders should care about (Bryman 2007). This environment, not only provides mutual

supports in different aspects of work, but also provides a feeling of pride and joy.

3. The effects of different styles of leadership on supervision are also highly significant.
Leadership styles, transformational leadership and all its components including inspirational
motivation, intellectual stimulation, individualized influence attributed, individualized influence
behaviour, and individualized consideration, respectively, increase the supervision aspect of
faculty job satisfaction significantly. Supervision can also be improved significantly through
practicing transactional contingent rewards and management by exception active. The HODs
who practice these behaviours are more competent in doing their job, more willing to delegate

responsibility, and faculty are more satisfied regarding their HODs’ technical abilities. Knowing
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how to delegate the responsibilities and how to support faculty through their high-quality
supervision are crucial for job satisfaction of faculty and improvement of the organization. The
results of this study confirm that practicing non-leadership behaviours such as passive
management by exception and laissez-faire can significantly deteriorate supervision. Results are
consistent with the literature and many researchers consider that supervision has a significant and
positive impact on the job satisfaction levels of faculty (Perrewe & Carlson 2002; Cohen & Wills

1985).

4. The effects of different styles of leadership on promotion are significant (p<.05). Results
reveal that promotion has only significant relationships with inspirational motivation,
individualized influence attributed, individualized influence behaviour, and intellectual
stimulation, respectively. It shows a positive significant relationship with contingent rewards and
a negative significant relationship with laissez-faire. HODs can play an important role to support
the faculty during the preparation for promotion. This support can include some programs that
provide scholarly activities that strengthen academic achievement and advancement. It means
that taking an active leadership can increase the chance of promotion and faculty satisfaction
about these chances. Conversely, taking non-leadership practices by HODs, decreases faculty
satisfaction towards their chances of being promoted and basically decreases these chances. The
interviewed faculty believed that promotion is more important that the amount of salary. The
findings are consistent with the literature; Hagedorn (2000) noted that advancement in higher
education is related to promotion of rank. According to Bryman (2007), academics are usually
notably less content with matters such as pay and promotion prospects, forming the assumption

that they tend to exchange the pecuniary aspects of their jobs with the intrinsic ones.
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Overall, the main job satisfaction elements for faculty in relation to HODs’ leadership styles in
STEM-related fields are work and collegiality, supervision, and promotion with an emphasis on
the first two factors. Leadership styles have significant impacts on faculty job satisfaction and its
elements including work and collegiality, supervision and to a lesser extent promotion. The
impacts of practicing transformational leadership, its components, and transactional contingent
rewards are positive and would lead to a significant increase in work and collegiality,
supervision, and promotion approaches and the satisfaction level of faculty. While practicing
non-leadership behaviours; transactional passive management by exception and laissez-faire
would lead to a significant decrease in work and collegiality, supervision, and promotion

approaches and the satisfaction level of faculty.

5.5.3 RQ3. What are the most important factors apart from leadership style that influence
faculty job satisfaction?
To enhance counseling theory, research, and practice, it is necessary to transcend from these

basic questions. One way to achieve this is to examine moderators and mediators of these effects.

5.5.3.1 Investigation of Moderators

The identification of essential mediators of relations between predictors and outcomes signifies
the maturity and sophistication of a field of inquiry (Aguinis et al. 2001; Judd et al. 1995). The
inter-correlations, multiple linear regression, and multiple hierarchical regression tests among
moderators, leadership styles, faculty job satisfaction variables along with semi-structured in-
depth interviews with deans of colleges, HODs, and faculty members in STEM-related fields
were conducted to examine the impact of moderators on the relationship between HODs

leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. The predictors consisted of leadership styles,
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transformational leadership, transactional leadership, laissez-faire, the outcome consisted of
faculty job satisfaction, and the two moderators consisted of change in perceived justice and
work life balance. Investigating moderator impacts would increase researchers’ understanding of
the relationships between important predictors and outcomes. The main three findings are

consistent among all of the conducted tests, interviews, and with the literature:

1. The investigation of the moderating effects of change in perceived justice on the relationship
between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction revealed that change in perceived justice
would not moderate the relationship between any of the leadership styles, transformational

leadership, transactional leadership, and laissez-faire with faculty job satisfaction.

2. The investigation of the moderating effects of work life balance on the relationship between
leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction revealed that there is not any moderation effect of
work life balance on the relationship between leadership styles, transactional leadership, and

laissez-faire with faculty job satisfaction.

3. The investigation of the moderating effects of work life balance on the relationship between
leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction revealed that work life balance can partially
moderate the relationship between transformational leadership and faculty job satisfaction,
explaining an additional 3.9% of the variance over and above the 40% explained by the first-
order effects of transformational leadership and work life balance alone. It means that, the
influence of HOD’s transformational leadership style on the satisfaction level of faculty will be

higher when faculty receive more support to balance their family and their job.

Balancing work and family is a common problem in higher education and one of the main issues
for faculty members of all disciplines (Mason & Goulden 2002; Rosser & Daniels 2004). It
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seems to be a more serious issue for faculty in STEM-related fields (Mason & Ekman 2007;
Monroe et al. 2008), particularly for female science and engineering faculty members (Rosser &
Daniels 2004). The importance of work life balance’s role to improve job satisfaction is
undoubtable and consistent with literature. There is no published study that could be found on
the moderating role of change in perceived justice or work life balance on the relationship
between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. The investigation of moderators in this
study is much in line with the studies that show the impact of moderators on the relationship
between leadership styles and job satisfaction such as Yousef’s (2000) study that found the

impact of national culture as a moderator on this relationship.

Overall, the moderating roles of 2 final moderators in the relationship between HODs leadership
styles and faculty job satisfaction in STEM-related fields were examined. The results show that
all assumptions of moderation for one moderator are fulfilled, and work life balance identified as
a partial moderator on the relationship between leadership and faculty job satisfaction that can be

added to the literature.

5.5.3.2 Investigation of Mediators

A mediator is the system through which a predictor impacts on an outcome variable (Baron &
Kenny 1986). An indication of a maturing discipline is turning to explanation and theory testing
of direct relations after they have been demonstrated. (Hoyle & Kenny 1999). The inter-
correlations, multiple regressions tests among mediators, leadership styles, faculty job
satisfaction variables along with semi-structured in-depth interviews with deans of colleges,
HODs, and faculty members in STEM-related fields were conducted to examine the impact of
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mediators on the relationship between HODs leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. The
predictors consisted of leadership styles, transformational leadership, transactional leadership,
and laissez-faire, the outcome consisted of faculty job satisfaction, and the mediators consisted
of 4 groups including motivators and hygienes (including achievement, recognition-informal,
responsibility, advancement, working conditions, and job security), environmental conditions
(including institutional climate or culture, relationships, institutional and administrative culture,
and student quality), job design (including feedback, autonomy, and skill variety) and identity
(including religious and cultural values, self-esteem, and need to belong). The main findings are

consistent both among all of the conducted tests, interviews, and with the literature.

5.5.3.2.1 Motivators and Hygienes

The investigation of the mediating effects of the first group of the mediators, motivators and
hygienes, on the relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction resulted in
three main findings which are consistent among all of the conducted tests, interviews, and with

the literature:

1. Achievement would partially mediate the relationship between leadership styles and faculty
job satisfaction, the relationship between transformational leadership style and faculty job
satisfaction, and the relationship between laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction. The faculty
who feel more satisfied are more likely to be prouder of their contributions and achievements in
their department. This is the first study that explicitly identifies the mediating role of
achievement in the relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. Thus, it
has contributed to existing efforts towards understanding how leadership styles influences
faculty job satisfaction through some practices. These practices include recognizing faculty’s

achievements, giving them feelings of accomplishment, and providing facilities for higher
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faculty contribution in a positive manner. The finding suggests that HODs exhibiting
transformational leadership behaviours are more likely to facilitate achievement practices,
however, practicing laissez-faire non-leadership behaviours is more likely to impede
achievement practices and will prevent the faculty members from becoming satisfied with their

job.

2. Responsibility would partially mediate the relationship between leadership styles and faculty
job satisfaction, the relationship between transformational leadership style and faculty job
satisfaction, and the relationship between laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction. The faculty
who feel more satisfied are more likely to be more satisfied regarding their influence and the
amount of responsibilities they have in their department. This is the first study that explicitly
identifies the mediating role of responsibility in the relationship between leadership styles and
faculty job satisfaction. Thus, it has contributed to existing efforts towards understanding how
leadership styles influences faculty job satisfaction through some practices. These practices
include involving faculty in making decisions for their teaching, research, the organization and
the community. The finding suggests that HODs exhibiting transformational leadership
behaviours are more likely to facilitate responsibilities practices, however, practicing laissez-
faire non-leadership behaviours is more likely to impede responsibilities practices and will

prevent the faculty members from becoming more satisfied with their job.

3. Advancement would partially mediate the relationship between transformational leadership
style and faculty job satisfaction, and the relationship between laissez-faire and faculty job
satisfaction. The faculty who feel more satisfied are more likely to have more opportunities for

growth and advancement. This is the first study that explicitly identifies the mediating role of
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advancement in the relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. Thus, it
has contributed to existing efforts towards understanding how leadership styles influences
faculty job satisfaction through some practices. These practices include providing the faculty
members with enough opportunities for professional growth through formal education, enough
opportunities to objectively evaluate their accomplishments, and enough opportunities to
increase their responsibilities for advancement. The finding suggests that HODs exhibiting
transformational leadership behaviours are more likely to facilitate advancement practices,
however, practicing laissez-faire non-leadership behaviours are more likely to impede
responsibilities practices and will prevent the faculty members from becoming more satisfied

with their job.

4. Results also revealed that, there is not any mediation effect of recognition-informal, working
conditions, and job security as the three suggested potential mediators of this study on the
relationship between any of the leadership styles, transformational leadership, transactional
leadership, or lasses-faire with faculty job satisfaction. In addition, there is not any mediation
effect of achievement, responsibilities, and advancement on the relationship between
transactional leadership and faculty job satisfaction. Furthermore, advancement would not
mediate the relationship between leadership styles (as a group) and faculty job satisfaction. This
is the first study that explicitly identifies the lack of mediating role of these variables as potential
mediators in the relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. Thus, it has
contributed to existing efforts towards understanding how leadership styles do or do not

influence faculty job satisfaction through particular practices.

5.5.3.2.2 Environmental Conditions

The investigation of the mediating effects of the second group of the mediators, environmental
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conditions, on the relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction resulted in
three main findings which are consistent among all of the conducted tests, interviews, and with

the literature:

1. Relationships would partially mediate the relationship between leadership styles and faculty
job satisfaction, the relationship between transformational leadership style and faculty job
satisfaction, and the relationship between laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction. The faculty
who feel more satisfied are more likely to have satisfying relationships with superiors, colleagues
and students. This is the first study that explicitly identifies the mediating role of relationships in
the relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. Thus, it has contributed to
existing efforts towards understanding how leadership styles influences faculty job satisfaction
through some practices. These practices include providing the faculty members with required
supports from superiors and colleagues, building an environment that would help faculty form
good relationships with superiors, colleagues, as well as students. The finding suggests that
HODs exhibiting transformational leadership behaviours are more likely to facilitate
relationships practices, however, practicing laissez-faire non-leadership behaviours are more
likely to impede relationships practices and will prevent the faculty members from becoming

more satisfied with their job.

2. Institutional and administrative culture would partially mediate the relationships between
laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction. The faculty who feel more satisfied are more likely to
be satisfied regarding the policies and communications in the department. This is the first study
that explicitly identifies the mediating role of institutional and administrative culture in the
relationship between laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction. Thus, it has contributed to existing

efforts towards understanding how leadership styles influences faculty job satisfaction through
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some practices. These practices include providing the faculty members with a supportive attitude
towards teaching and research, providing them with well-maintained and appropriate research
funding, and building good communication between management and academics. As there is a
negative relationship between laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction, practicing laissez-faire
non-leadership behaviours is more likely to impede institutional and administrative culture

practices and will prevent the faculty members from becoming more satisfied with their job.

3. Results also revealed that, there is no mediation effect of institutional climate or culture and
student quality as the other two suggested potential mediators on the relationship between any of
the leadership styles, transformational leadership, transactional leadership, or lasses-faire with
faculty job satisfaction. In addition, there is not any mediation effect of institutional and
administrative culture on the relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction,
and the relationship between transactional leadership and faculty job satisfaction. Furthermore,
relationships would not mediate the relationship between transactional leadership and faculty job
satisfaction. This is the first study that explicitly identifies the lack of mediating role of these
variables as potential mediators in the relationship between leadership styles and faculty job
satisfaction. Thus, it has contributed to existing efforts towards understanding how leadership

styles do or do not influence faculty job satisfaction through some practices.

5.5.3.2.3 Job Design
The investigation of the mediating effects of the third group of the mediators, job design, on the
relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction resulted in three main findings

which are consistent among all of the conducted tests, interviews, and with the literature:
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1. Feedback would partially mediate the relationship between leadership styles and faculty job
satisfaction, the relationship between transformational leadership style and faculty job
satisfaction, and the relationship between laissez-faire and faculty job satisfaction. The faculty
who feel more satisfied are more likely to receive feedback and be happy with its quality. This is
the first study that explicitly identifies the mediating role of feedback in the relationship between
leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. Thus, it has contributed to existing efforts towards
understanding how leadership styles influences faculty job satisfaction through some practices.
These practices include providing the faculty members with on-time and productive feedback, so
they would feel satisfied with the overall quality of the supervision they receive at work.

The finding suggests that HODs exhibiting transformational leadership behaviours are more
likely to facilitate feedback practices; however, practicing laissez-faire non-leadership
behaviours is more likely to impede feedback practices and will prevent the faculty members

from becoming more satisfied with their job.

2. Autonomy would partially mediate the relationship between transformational leadership style
and faculty job satisfaction, and the relationship between laissez-faire and faculty job
satisfaction. The faculty who feel more satisfied are more likely to be satisfied with the level of
autonomy they have in the department. This is the first study that explicitly identifies the
mediating role of autonomy in the relationship between transformational leadership style and
faculty job satisfaction. Thus, it has contributed to existing efforts towards understanding how
transformational leadership style influences faculty job satisfaction through some practices.
These practices include satisfying the faculty members with the level of autonomy they have in

teaching their courses, and providing considerable opportunities for independence and freedom
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in how they work. The finding suggests that HODs exhibiting transformational leadership
behaviours are more likely to facilitate autonomy practices, however, practicing laissez-faire
non-leadership behaviours is more likely to impede autonomy practices and will prevent the

faculty members from becoming more satisfied with their job.

3. Results also revealed that, there is not any mediation effect of skill variety as another
suggested potential mediator on the relationship between any of the leadership styles,
transformational leadership, transactional leadership, or laissez-faire with faculty job satisfaction.
In addition, there is not any mediation effect of feedback and autonomy on the relationship
between transactional leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. This is the first study that
explicitly identifies the lack of mediating role of these variables as potential mediators in the
relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. Thus, it has contributed to
existing efforts towards understanding how leadership styles do or do not influence faculty job

satisfaction through some practices.

5.5.3.2.4 Identity
The investigation of the mediating effects of the fourth group of the mediators, identity, on the
relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction resulted in one main finding

which are consistent among all of the conducted tests, interviews, and with the literature:

1. Results revealed that there is not any mediation effect of religious and cultural values, self-
esteem, and need to belong on the relationship between any of the leadership styles,
transformational leadership, transactional leadership, or lassez-faire with faculty job satisfaction.
This is the first study that explicitly identifies the lack of mediating role of these variables as on

the relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. Thus, it has contributed to
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existing efforts towards understanding how leadership styles do not influence faculty job
satisfaction through some practices related to religious and cultural values, self-esteem, and need

to belong.

There is no study that investigates the impact of all above mediators on the relationship between
leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. The results are in line with a number of studies that
found these variables are in a significant relationship with job satisfaction (August &Waltman
2004; Fried & Ferris 1987, Gozukara & Colakoglu 2016; Laden & Hagedorn 2000; Sabharwal &
Corley 2009; Tsitmideli et al. 2017), particularly with Hackman and Oldham (1980), Hagedorn
(2000), Herzberg et al. (1959), and Spector (1985) that were part of the theoretical framework of
this study. The results are also in line with a number of studies that emphasized the direct impact
of leadership styles on faculty job satisfaction (Bass & Riggo 2006; Bateh & Heyliger 2014;
Duong 2014; Hagedorn 2000; Judge & Piccolo 2004; Kelali & Narula 2015; Sabharwal &
Corley 2009; Sadeghi et al 2012; Welch & Jha 2015; Zhou & Volkwein 2004). And more
importantly, the results are in line with some studies that emphasized the indirect impact of
leadership styles on job satisfaction through mediators (Braun et al. 2013; Gadot 2007; Kimura
2012; Mayer et al. 2008; Rokhman & Hassan 2012; Saleem 2015; Talat et al. 2013; Yang 2014;
Wulumba & Lawler 2003; Zhu et al. 2013). They discovered that trust, justice, organizational
politics, market orientation, collectivism, and organizational commitment are the mediators

between leadership and job satisfaction.

Overall, the mediating role of 4 final groups of mediators including 16 mediators on the
relationship between HODs leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction were examined. The
results show that all assumptions of mediation for predicting job satisfaction for 7 out of the 16

potential mediators are fulfilled and achievement, responsibility, advancement, relationships,
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institutional and administrative culture, feedback and autonomy identified as partial mediators

between both leadership and faculty job satisfaction.

5.6 Final Model of HODs’ Leadership Styles and Faculty Job Satisfaction, in STEM-

related Fields

Work Life Balance

Leadership Styles

Moderators
H3-1
H2
Hi . .
h 4 Faculty Job Satisfaction
1.Work and Collegiality”  _

Transformational Leadership style
Idealized Influence Attributed
Idealized Influence Behaviour
Inspirational Motivation
Intellectual Stimulation
Individualized Consideration
Transactional Leadership Style
Contingent Rewards
Management-by-exception Active
Management-by-exception Passive
Laissez-faire

{Work itself, Collegial relationships,
General job satisfaction)

H3-2 2. Supervision
3. Promeotion

Mediators

1. Motivators & Ilygienes Achievement, Responsibility”, Advancement

2. Environmental conditions Relationships, Institutional and Administrative Culture
3. Job design Autonomy, Feedback®

Note. a, b, ¢ includes variables of Author’s own origination.

Figure 5.2 Final Model of HODs’ Leadership Styles and Faculty Job Satisfaction, in STEM-related Fields
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION

The purpose of this study is to investigate the relationship between HODs’ leadership styles and
faculty job satisfaction factors, in STEM-related fields, in the UAE. It also investigates the
impact of moderators and mediators on this relationship. The intention is to gain a better
understanding of the leadership styles practiced by HODs, the most effective elements that
satisfy faculty in their job, and the impacts of moderators and mediators on the relationship
between HODs’ leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction, in STEM-related fields.

This chapter presents the theoretical, methodological, and practical implications and concludes

with limitations and directions for future research.

6.1 Theoretical

The results of this study have theoretical implications for understanding the direct and indirect
impacts of leadership styles of HODs on faculty job satisfaction, in STEM-related fields. The
results would help expand researchers’ theorizing on the impacts of leadership behaviours on job

satisfaction in higher education particularly in STEM-related fields.

1. This study is based on six rich and well-known theories and models in leadership and job
satisfaction areas. The study has benefited from Avolio and Bass’s (1991) full range leadership
theory, Burns’ (1978) transformational leadership, Hagedorn’s (2000) faculty conceptual
framework, Herzberg’s (1959) two-factor theory, Hackman and Oldham’s (1974) job
characteristics model (JCM), Spector’s (1985) job satisfaction survey (JSS). The use of all these

theories and models allowed for a more nuanced view of the complex processes and contexts that
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contribute to leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. There is no study that employed all 6
simultaneously. The results of this study are consistent with the theoretical framework along with

new results to add to literatures.

The Full Range Leadership Theory (FRLT) proposed by Avolio and Bass (1991) which is based
on the transformational leadership theory proposed by Burns (1978), consists of three main
leadership styles including transformational leadership and its 5 components, transactional
leadership and its 3 components, and laissez-faire. Based on the FRLT, the transformational
leadership style is the most and laissez-faire is the least dominant style that has been reported.
This study also found the transformational leadership as the most effective and dominant
leadership style practiced by HODs, in which the faculty job satisfaction would considerably
increase (explaining 41% of the variance), and laissez-faire as the least effective leadership style
(explaining 32% of the variance), in which the faculty job satisfaction would considerably
decrease. It can be assumed that, the absence of leadership (laissez-faire), is almost as significant

as the presence of other styles of leadership (Judge & Piccolo 2004).

In addition, there is a significant positive relationship between transactional contingent rewards
leadership and transformational individual consideration. Contingent rewards leadership has the
potential of molding expectations for performance and fairness and building trust between
leaders and their followers (Bass & Riggo 2006). Judge and Piccolo (2004) noted that separating
the unique effects of transformational leadership and transactional leadership is difficult as they
are so highly related. Yukl and Van Fleet (1992, p.176) noted “Bass views transformational and
transactional leadership as distinct but not mutually exclusive processes”. It seems that in line
with Bass and Riggio (2006), transactional leadership can serve as a foundation for building

transformational leaders.
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The conceptual framework for faculty job satisfaction, developed by Hagedorn (2000), argues
that the highest predictors of faculty job satisfaction were the work itself, salary, relationships
with administration, student quality and relationships, and institutional climate and culture. This
study also found the significant positive effects of work itself, relationships with administration,
relationships with students, and institutional and administrative culture on faculty job
satisfaction. It added that work itself and collegiality can also be an element of faculty job
satisfaction and be greatly influenced by transformational leadership. This study also added that
relationships (with administration, colleagues and students), institutional and administrative
culture would also have mediation effects on the relationship between HODs leadership styles
and faculty job satisfaction, in STEM-related fields. In addition, this study added that work life
balance, one of the triggers in Hagedorn’s framework namely change in family related and
personal circumstances, would have moderation effects on the relationship between HODs
leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction, in STEM-related fields. The study did not find any
significant influence of recognition, salary, and the demographic factors on job satisfaction in the

context of this study that Hagedorn (1994, 1996) had found.

The two-factor theory, developed by Herzberg’s (1968), indicates that rather than demographic
variables such as education, rank, gender, and age, the factors that Herzberg ultimately found to
be influential in either increasing job satisfaction or decreasing job dissatisfaction were only
achievement, recognition, work itself, responsibility, advancement, and (to a lesser degree)
salary. This study also found the significant positive effects of achievement, work itself,
responsibility, and advancement on job satisfaction. It added that achievement, responsibility,
and advancement would also have mediation effects on the relationship between HODs

leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction, in STEM-related fields.
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The job characteristics model, developed by Hackman and Oldham in 1975, argues that five core
dimensions of job characteristics lead to satisfied and productive employees. This study also
found the significant positive effects of skill variety, autonomy, and feedback on job satisfaction.
It added that feedback and autonomy would also have mediation effects on the relationship

between HODs leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction, in STEM-related fields.

The job satisfaction survey (JSS), developed by Spector (1985), argues that there are nine
subscales in the instrument to measure the satisfaction including pay, promotion, supervision,
benefits, rewards, operating procedures, co-workers, work itself, and communication. This study
also found the significant positive effects of promotion, supervision, co-workers, work itself on
job satisfaction. It added that supervision and promotion can also be two elements of faculty job
satisfaction and be greatly influenced by transformational leadership. This study also added that
relationship with colleagues/co-workers would also have mediation effects on the relationship

between HODs leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction, in STEM-related fields.

2. There is a positive significant relationship between transformational leadership and
transactional contingent rewards with faculty job satisfaction. However, there is a negative
significant relationship between laissez-faire and passive management by exception with faculty
job satisfaction. Understanding how a leader’s behaviour may increase faculty job satisfaction, or
how a leader’s behaviour, such as non-leadership behaviours, may unintentionally decrease the
likelihood of job satisfaction among faculty, provides an important theoretical insight into the

more nuanced effects of leader behaviour.

3. This study analysed all components of transformational and transactional leadership. The

analysis consisted of the components of transformational leadership including idealized influence
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attributed, idealized influence behaviour, inspirational motivation, intellectual motivation, and
individualized consideration. In addition, it consisted of the transactional components including
contingent rewards, management by exception active and management by exception passive.
This allowed measuring the contribution of these components to faculty job satisfaction and its
elements, a more concise prediction of the effective leadership behaviours, and a higher strength

in the achieved results and reasons behind them.

4. Whereas existing research has traditionally examined the ways leaders impact on job
satisfaction, this research also assesses how leaders can also directly influence on three main
different elements of job satisfaction including, work and collegiality, supervision, and
promotion along with the faculty job satisfaction itself. Therefore, it broadens the research scope
of job satisfaction. This study contributes to the leadership and job satisfaction theoretical
framework and literatures by providing a more comprehensive portrayal of the impacts of

leadership behaviours on the job satisfaction elements of faculty.

5. This study introduced several factors in improving faculty job satisfaction. To increase faculty
job satisfaction, a range of factors is required, depending on the particular situations and goals
made, the job satisfaction will require on a decidedly particular factor. For example, increasing
the practices of autonomy creates a distinctly different job than improving collegial relationships.
In addition, some departments may be high on one of the job satisfaction factors, and further
increases will not be manageable, or may have negligible effects. Given that the developed
model in this study consists of a wide range of effective factors that influence job satisfaction
directly and indirectly through moderators and mediators, an assessment of these different job

satisfaction factors in different situations is possible. For example, if it is impossible to change
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the work itself, another option would help increase faculty job satisfaction.

6. This is the first study that explicitly discovered the moderating role of 1 moderator in the
relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. This partial moderator is work
life balance. Thus, this study has contributed to existing efforts towards understanding when and
for whom leadership styles influences faculty job satisfaction through the effect of moderators.
This advances researchers’ understanding of effective leadership and the moderators in

engendering job satisfaction.

7. This is the first study that explicitly discovered the mediating role of 7 mediators in the
relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. These partial mediators are:
achievement, responsibility, advancement, relationships, institutional and administrative culture,
feedback, and autonomy. Thus, this study has contributed to existing efforts towards
understanding how and why leadership styles influences faculty job satisfaction through
strengthening these mediators. This advances researchers’ understanding of effective leadership
and the mediators in engendering job satisfaction. It uncovers how leadership is conducive to the
deployment of the mediators, which in turn significantly contribute to faculty job satisfaction.
This implies that the positive impacts of transformational leadership on faculty job satisfaction
will be stronger when the organizational context facilitates the mediators’ activities. This
advances researchers’ understanding of effective leadership and the mediators in engendering job

satisfaction.

8. This study examined all the moderation and mediation test’s paths for 5 more moderators and
9 more mediators and introduced them as the factors that would not moderate or mediate the

relationship between leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction. Change in perceived justice is
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the examined factor that could not moderate this relationship and recognition-informal, working
conditions, job security, institutional climate or culture, student quality, skill variety, religious
and cultural values, self-esteem, and need to belong are the examined factors that could not
mediate this relationship. Should these findings be supported in future research studies, they will
assist researchers and leaders to be less inclined to spend time and effort to analyze, understand,

and practice such relationships and factors.

9. This study clarified the type and strength of the effects of the leadership styles (Independent
variable) on faculty job satisfaction (Dependent variable). Transformational leadership was the
vriable that best represented the variance (41%) of most satisfying variables of faculty job
satisfaction. This study demonstrated that HODs who employ transformational leadership
behaviours and transactional contingent rewards can be more effective in satisfying faculty. In
addition, laissez-faire was the variable that best represented the variance (32%) of the least
satisfying variables of faculty job satisfaction. Therefore, these findings empirically contribute to
the current body of knowledge related to the leadership styles of academic leaders, particularly in
developing countries by demonstrating the extent to which HODs’ leadership styles influence

faculty job satisfaction

10. This study can be used to forecast effects or impacts of full range leadership style and its 9
components on the faculty job satisfaction and its elements in this study including work and
collegiality, supervision, and promotion. For example, it can predict that transformational
inspirational motivation behaviour would significantly increase faculty job satisfaction as it
explains 32.4% of the variance or it can help increase faculty job satisfaction in terms of
supervision approaches as it explains 20.3% of the variance. Therefore, it holds much potential

for furthering researchers’ understanding and expectation when running research in different
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areas.

11. This study can contribute to prediction and explanation of the trends and future values of the
effects of leadership styles on faculty job satisfaction through moderators and mediators. For
example, if HODs practice to help faculty to achieve more, to recognize their achievements and
encourage them to contribute more, it will lead to an increase in faculty job satisfaction as
achievement would mediate the relationship between leadership styles and faculty job
satisfaction with regards to the findings of this study. However, if HODs focus on practices to
include faulty in the organisation’s plans, or make them feel that they belong, it will not lead to
more faculty job satisfaction as need to belong would not mediate the relationship between
leadership styles and faculty job satisfaction with regard to the findings of this study. Therefore,
it holds much potential for furthering researchers’ understanding and expectation when running

research in different areas.

12. Overall, these results may help expand researchers’ theorizing on the effects of leaders in
higher education on their faculty job satisfaction in different ways. The new and extended
developed conceptual framework in this study can be employed in different contexts and
disciplines as the introduced factors are related to all higher education institutions and
organisations without any restrictions. In addition, the designed survey questionnaire can be

utilised in different contexts and disciplines with only slight modifications.
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6.2 Methodological

This study has methodological implications for researchers to develop more rigorous and
effective designs.

1. This study adds to the existing body of literature on leadership styles and faculty job
satisfaction through providing a unique mixed methods analysis of the most effective leadership
styles and the most important faculty job satisfaction factors by investigating perceptions from
deans of colleges, HODs, and faculty members quantitatively and qualitatively. This approach
allowed for a more holistic view and a better understanding that may also be extended to other
institutions. Most of the studies in academic leadership in relation to faculty job satisfaction are
based on a quantitative approach (e.g., Amin et al. 2013; Bateh & Heyliger 2014; Braun et al.
2013; Chen 2004; Saleem 2015; Waters 2013). Applying a qualitative design besides the
quantitative design has been suggested in a number of the related studies to obtain more exact
results. This study may add valuable results to the related literature since it employed both

quantitative and qualitative approaches.

2. One of the important components of this study that can be added to the literature
methodologically is the designed job satisfaction survey. While there are many studies on job
satisfaction in higher education, the measurements are narrow, incomplete and problematic; if
researchers simply use them without examining the larger work design literature, their research
runs the risk of being deficient (Morgeson & Humphrey 2006). Therefore, in order to test,
critique, and extend Hagedorn’s (2000) conceptual framework, which is the only framework for
faculty job satisfaction, a range of constructs have been included from Herzberg’s (1959) two-

factor theory, Hackman and Oldham’s (1974) job characteristics model (JCM), Spector’s (1985)
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job satisfaction survey (JSS), and Author. It has been designed particularly for job satisfaction of
academia in higher education, in STEM-related fields, and for two contexts; the UAE and the
UK (two separate versions with small contextual modifications). The survey may be applicable

internationally through a small modification related to its disciplinary and the contextual items.

3. Another important component of this study is the interviews with 11 deans, HODs, and faculty
members, in STEM-related fields. To really understand what is the leadership styles of HODs,
there is a need to know what HODs actually do; by understanding members of staff’s perceptions
on HODs’ actions and not simply their description of what they are doing (Bargh et al. 2000;
Bryman 2007). The use of such data, multi-source information and objective measures can also
prevent skewing results due to common method bias (Podsakoff et al. 2012). Therefore, this is
important to obtain the data from different sources for their validity. It seems that interviewing
different groups of stakeholders could provide a rich and detailed description on the most

effective HODs leadership styles and the most important faculty job satisfaction factors.

4. To develop counselling theory, research, and practice, it is essential to surpass these
fundamental questions. One method for achieving this is to investigate moderators and mediators
of relations between predictors and outcomes which represent the maturity and sophistication of
a field of inquiry (Aguinis et al. 2001; Judd et al. 1995). The methodological and statistical
challenge of investigating mediation has made methodology for assessing mediation an active
research topic. Investigating both moderators and mediators in this study can increase
researchers’ understanding in further research and in different areas of leadership styles and job

satisfaction in higher education or even in other settings such as business, health, and industrial.
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6.3 Practical

The findings of this study in relation to past research have significant practical implications
because across a wide variety of higher education organisations, faculty job satisfaction and
dissatisfaction has been repeatedly linked to leadership styles. Faculty job satisfaction is one of
the most influential aspects in higher education and is crucial to the development, advancement,
and effectiveness of the higher education institutions. Therefore, practicing an appropriate

leadership style and considering job satisfaction factors is necessary.

1. The results will provide chancellors, provosts, presidents, deans, HODs, and faculty members
with a reference source to apply when making decisions about hiring, supporting, and budgeting,
as well as the ways to improve faculty job satisfaction, retention, and quality in higher education.
Job satisfaction is a key predictor of intention to remain in or leave an academic position
(Hagedorn 1996; Rosser 2004; Smart 1990; Seifert & Umbach 2008). If faculty job satisfaction
and the retention rate increase, there will be no need for the extra cost of selection and hiring of
new faculty and this will add financial stability to the organisation (Froesche & Sinkford 2009).
As a 5% growth in retention rate can result in a 10% decline in costs, and a 65% increase in
productivity further (Wong & Heng 2009). The results of this study would assist the decision
makers in hiring new faculty and keeping the current faculty to avoid extra cost and add financial

stability.

2. Faculty members have a critical role in the success of higher education organisations (Bateh &
Heyliger 2014; Cordeiro 2010). The job satisfaction of academic members has been examined by
a number of researchers in developed countries, however, there is a lack of studies from
developing countries, which is a gap that needs to be filled (e.g., Eyupoglu & Saner 2009;

Ssesanga & Garrett 2005; Duong 2014). Since in higher education satisfaction of faculty is
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generally demonstrated to be greatly influenced by leadership of the university (Duong 2014;
Grunwald & Peterson 2003; Hagedorn 2000; Kelali & Narula 2015; Leary et al. 1999; Sadeghi et
al. 2012; Zhou & Volkwein 2004), this study investigated the impact of leadership styles on
faculty job satisfaction, on faculty job satisfaction elements, and on faculty job satisfaction
through moderators and mediators. It is hoped that the gap is bridged by developing a new and

extended conceptual framework and particularly in STEM-related fields.

3. Higher education institutions should provide training that target transformational leader
behavior to equip leaders with essential knowledge and skills. HODs take a dual role of an
administrator and a faculty member (Bowman 2002). Most accept the position without
leadership training, without a vision for the program, without a clear understanding of the time
demands and inherent stress and conflict in the position, and without an awareness of the effects
on their career or personal life (Czech & Forward 2010). An examination of the academic
leaders’ problems found that HODs are among the least prepared of all managers (Stanton-Spicer
& Spicer 1987). Transformational leadership has to be considered in hiring, promoting, and
training academic leaders. Since, leadership development in academia experience some
weaknesses to date (Peus et al. 2010; Smith & Hughey 2006), it would benefit from applying
merged training and coaching approaches based on the transformational leadership concept

(Braun et al. 2009).

4. Another important observation deducted from the result was the adjusted R? value of
transformational leadership that showed 41%, which indicates that the selected education
departments for this research heavily emphasize on transformational leadership. In addition,

practicing laissez-faire that represented 32% of the variance, can decrease the satisfaction of
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these faculty considerably. Furthermore, transactional contingent rewards significantly increase
and transactional passive management by exception significantly decreases faculty job
satisfaction. These leadership styles do not only increase or decrease faculty job satisfaction, but
also some elements of it including work and collegiality, supervision, and promotion.
Furthermore, these leadership styles not only increase faculty job satisfaction directly but also
has a potential to increase it through a moderator, work life balance and mediators including
achievement, responsibility, advancement, relationships, institutional and administrative culture,
feedback, and autonomy. These results informed that faculty job satisfaction heavily relies on
leadership styles and it plays a crucial role in determining the satisfaction of the faculty in
STEM-related fields. As a result, higher education organisations must carefully analyze what
kind of leadership they should adopt if they want to increase faculty job satisfaction. Below are

the behaviours that an effective leader should learn and apply regarding the results of this study:

Individualized influence (attributed)- It means that certain leadership traits or qualities are
attributed to the leader, such as a leader possessing high levels of energy, self-confidence, strong
convictions and personal beliefs. Transformational leaders that display characteristics of
individualized influence are often charismatic and they are role models who are respected and
typically admired by others, leaders that display a high level of attributed individualized
influence have a clear sense of vision, purpose and mission, and they tend to take risks to achieve

SUCCESS.

Individualized influence (behavior)- Leadership characteristics have less to do with their
attributes than their behaviours. Leaders with high levels of behavioural individualized influence
often display personal conviction and trust. They emphasize on personal values and morals and

they demonstrate high levels of purpose, commitment and ethics.
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Inspirational motivation- Leaders act in ways that encourage others to reach to higher standards,
articulate a compelling vision of the future, and generate enthusiasm for shared responsibilities
and challenge followers. Therefore, leaders should clearly communicate their expectations

demonstrate a commitment to the goals and a shared vision.

Intellectual stimulation- Leaders make faculty more interested and excited in on their work,
encourage them to be creative, facilitate initiatives, and support innovations. Leaders should
create an environment that challenges faculty and convinces them to self-evaluate. These guide

faculty to change for the higher standards of the goals.

Individual consideration- Leaders focus on a follower’s growth and development based on the
faculty’s individual talents, knowledge, and competencies, and to achieve individual and
organizational goals. Leaders ensure that individuals are specifically motivated and engaged in
the transformation process at the organizational level. Considering individuals’ needs, abilities
and aspirations, and helping them develop their strengths are some practices of individual
consideration behaviour. According to (Homrig 2001, p. 6) individual consideration “not only
educates the next generation of leaders, but also fulfills the individuals need for self-
actualization, self-fulfillment, and self-worth. It also naturally propels followers to further
achievement and growth”. According to Avolio et al. (1999) individualized consideration has
been cited as the one transformational leadership dimension that may work in tandem with
transactional leadership practices to produce positive impacts on individual motivation and

performance.

Transactional Contingent rewards- Leader can define some goals for faculty, then provide a

reward when the goal is met. The leader and faculty can both work to achieve a specified result
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in order to receive the reward. Contingent reward is reported to influence the organizational

results positively (Blanchard & Johnson 1985; Howell & Avolio 1993; Lowe et al. 1996).

Management-by-exception (passive)- leaders try to solve the problems or correct faculty’s
undesired activities after acting. Leaders would only become involved in the work of the faculty
and take action after problems become serious. Since, in this study, transactional passive
management by exception was found to have a significant negative impact on the faculty job
satisfaction whether the relationship is direct or indirect, these practices will lead to a significant

decrease in faculty job satisfaction, so leaders should avoid these practices.

Laissez-faire- Leaders do not take stand on issues, avoid making decisions, and do not focus on
the goals of organization. Leaders do not build a professional relationship with faculty and so
there is not any interaction. Since, in this study, laissez-faire was found to have a significant
negative impact on the faculty job satisfaction whether the relationship is direct or indirect, these
practices will lead to a significant decrease in faculty job satisfaction so leaders so leaders should

avoid laissez-faire leadership practices.

Faculty Job Satisfaction Elements Practicing an appropriate leadership style as discussed above,
would also significantly increase faculty job satisfaction elements including work and
collegiality, supervision, and promotion through some practices such as increasing faculty’s
feeling of pride in their job, their enjoyment, and their interpersonal relations with their
colleagues. These HODs are more competent in doing their job, more willing to delegate
responsibility, more willing to increase the chance of promotion for faculty members and faculty

satisfaction about these chances.
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The Impact of Moderators- Effective leaders also consider the impact of moderators such as the
impact of work life balance on the relationship between leadership styles and faculty job
satisfaction. They consider that the influence of HOD’s transformational leadership style on the
satisfaction level of faculty will be higher when faculty receive more support to balance their
family and their job particularly for whom work in STEM-related fields regarding their nature of
work. Transformational leaders foster faculty’s work life balance. These leaders take into
consideration the goals, needs, and interests of individuals (Chun et al. 2009; Walumbwa et al.

2005), which can make faculty members more satisfied with their jobs.

The Impact of Mediators- Moreover, effective leaders with the help of organisations can also
predict faculty job satisfaction by strengthening the mediators including achievement,
responsibility, advancement, relationships, institutional and administrative culture, feedback, and
autonomy among faculty. They consider how and why one variable such as leadership styles
predicts an outcome such as job satisfaction. Some of the required practices to strengthen these
mediators are: giving faculty feelings of accomplishment, providing facilities to increase
faculty’s contribution in a positive manner, involving faculty in making decisions for their
teaching, research, the organization and the community, providing faculty enough opportunities
for professional growth through formal education, providing faculty enough opportunities to
objectively evaluate their accomplishments, and enough opportunities to increase their
responsibilities for advancement, providing faculty with required supports from superiors and
colleagues, building an environment that helps form good relationships with superiors,
colleagues, and students, providing faculty members with a supportive attitude towards teaching
and research, providing them with well-maintained and appropriate research funding, and

building good communication between management and academics, providing the faculty
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members with on-time and productive feedback in which they feel satisfied with the overall
quality of the supervision they receive at work, satisfying the faculty members with the level of
autonomy they have in teaching their courses, and providing considerable opportunities for

independence and freedom in how they work.

6.4 Limitations and Future Research Directions

The researcher acknowledges that this research has limitations that need to be addressed in future

research.

The participants were from four main disciplines including science, technology, engineering and
mathematics. Regarding the response rate (61%), the findings of this study can be confidently
generalized to the population in the same disciplines. In addition, the findings may be partially
generalized to other disciplines and areas of professional work organization. Employing the same
instrument (Two versions is available; one for the UAE’s participants, and one for the UK’s
participants) in other contexts around the world seems applicable with very light modifications to
be contextually appropriate. Employing the same instrument for other disciplines seems

applicable with the light modifications to meet the disciplinary requirements.

Decreasing the number of sites was one of the main issues faced; two UAE Universities were
excluded due to their rules for providing approval, and one UK university was excluded due to
the low response rate. These problems of site access and survey data collection caused a
considerable reduction in the number of potential participants from 1558 to 193 and extended the

data collection period from April 2016 to May 2017.

The unsatisfactory number of participants in the present study is one of the circumstances that
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may have negatively influenced the results. The author admits that 120 deans, HODs and faculty
members (120 accepted from193), may be a small sample and may have too little of a variability
which could reduce correlations between variables, making the elaboration of these correlations
by the model more difficult. A larger sample would have the potential to test the conceptual

framework of the study and would provide more precise estimates to report.

Another great concern of this research study was the time frame. Confirmation or
disconfirmation from the 5 universities to provide the approval and run the study, meeting almost
all of the participants in-person and inviting them to fill the survey questionnaire with several
follow-up reminders, and meeting the interviewees in-person and inviting them to an interview,
were very time-consuming. The sites were geographically split and there were invariably delays
in scheduling university visits due to busy calendars, vacations, replacements, and other

unexpected events.

The length and completion time of the survey could have influenced the participants’ reaction to
the task and their responses. However, the number of survey questions about issues regarding
demographic (26 questions), leadership styles (45 questions, alpha= .929), and faculty job
satisfaction (27questions; 92 items alpha= .846), were quite enough so that the selection of

variables for analysis was not restricted by the available information from the interview guide.

The reliability of the mediators was a bit less than .90, which is recommended for the mediating
variables, this may have caused an underestimation of the relationship between mediators and

outcome and an overestimation between predictor and the outcome (Hoyle & Robinson 2003).

It would be useful to broaden the developed conceptual framework concerning the relevance of
leadership and job satisfaction in academia. This model is restricted to the positive influence of
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full range leadership styles on faculty job satisfaction moderated by work life balance and
mediated by achievement, responsibility, advancement, relationships, institutional and
administrative culture, feedback, and autonomy. Thereby, this study neglected other styles of

leadership, additional moderators, additional mediators, and disciplines.

Moreover, further research could be carried out longitudinally in order to examine the effects of
moderators of this study on the relationship between HODs leadership styles and faculty job
satisfaction, if the short-term nature of participants’ assignments do not lead to high percentages

of non- responses in follow-up studies.

Finally, increased knowledge about the factors influencing job satisfaction in relation to
leadership styles is of great importance to higher educational organisations. This study advances
researchers’ understanding of effective leadership and the moderators and mediators in
engendering job satisfaction. It uncovers how leadership fosters moderators and how leadership
is conducive to the deployment of the mediators, which in turn significantly contribute to faculty
job satisfaction. It is hoped that this study will provide researchers, chancellors, administrators,
deans of colleges, HODs, faculty members and all decision makers in higher education with a
reference source to use when making decisions about budgets, hiring, support staff, and ways to
improve faculty job satisfaction, retention, and quality in higher education. It is hoped that, this
study will encourage researchers to apply the developed conceptual framework and employ the
instrument in different contexts and a larger sample size, and will inspire future research on the
impact of leadership styles on faculty job satisfaction in STEM-related fields both directly and

through moderators and mediators.
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The focus of this study is to gain a better understanding of the leadership styles practiced by Heads of
STEM Departments, the most effective factors that satwsty faculty in their job, and the most appropriate
HODs' leadership styles that can help with improving faculty job satistaction.

The first part of the guestionnaire includes demographic guestions, the second part includes leadership
style questions, and the third part asks you to respond to the job satisfaction questions. Please ensure that
you answer ALL of the gquestions. Completion of the survey is your indication of consent to voluntarily
participate in this research.

Completing this survey will take about 25 minutes and all responses wall remain anonymous and non-
attributable. The identities of participants will remain strictly confidential. The results of this study will be
published, but no names or identitying information wall be included in the publications.

You may contact me at 050 2518532 or via email at fatemeh.mirshahi@yahoo.com if additional information
s needed or you have any concern about research. My Director of Studies for this research project is
Professor. Ashly H. Pinnington whom can be reached via his email: ashly. pinnington@buid.ac.ae

* 1. Contact information (Your information are strictly confidential, they are available only to the
researcher and no names or identitying information will be included in the publications).

Work Email Address

University Name

Department Name

2.1 plan to discuss this research with a small sample of respondents and in follow-up interviews. If
you are willing to attend an interview, please select option yes.

s

Mo

* 3. | understand that my individual participation is entirely confidential.
Yes

Exit Survey

331



Part |- Demographics

This section asks you to provide information about yourself. Please be reminded that all your answers are
confidential.

4. Are you:
Miale

Female

5. State the country/ countries which you are a citizen?

6. What is the kind of university that you are working in?
Private for profit
Private hor non-profit
Feder

Other (please specify)

7. What are the Titles, the Universities and the Years that you achieved your degrees?

Docioral

Master

Bachelor

Deploma
Cenificates

(refated to your job)

Other

8. What is your main teaching discipline?

9. What is your field of specialization?
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|

10. What is your academic title and position?

11. For each of the activities below, please indicate the approximate percentage of time you spend
annually. Then mention your preferred time spending on each.

1% 109 20%¢-
0% 996 195 29% 30%+

Teaching-Actual time spent on teaching
Teaching-Your prelerred allocatien
Research-Actual tme spent on Research
Research-Your preferred allocation

Administration and internal service-Actual tme spent on admenistration and internal
service

Administration and internal service-Your preferred allocatien

External service (e.g. Community outreach, participaton in professional
committees)-Actual tme spent on external service

External service (e.g. Community outreach, partic:ipaton in professional committees)-Your
preferred allocation

12. Are you employed full or part time at this institution?
Full tme

Part tme

13. What was your first job in higher education?
Job Titke

Name of the Universay:
Year

Full ime/ Part tme
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14. What is your monthly salary (excluding all allowances)?
(Your responses to these items are strictly confidential. They will be used only in statistical
summaries)

1- 9,999 AED
10,000~ 19,999 AED

) 20,000- 29,999 AED
30,000- 39,999 AED

| 40,000- 49,999 AED

More than 50,000 AED

15. For all of the categories below, please estimate the number of journal articles, edited books,
authored books, chapters in books, presentations at conferences you have had from 2009 to 2015?

Journal artcles
Edited books
Authored books

Chapter(s) in books

Presentations at
conferences outside the
UAE

Presentations at
conferences in the UAE

16. This question is about recognition in your organization. During 2010-present date, which of the
following have you been a member of? Tick all those that apply.

National/international scientfic board

Elected leader of a professional association or unicn

Elected leader of an external professionalfacademic organization
Chairperson in an external professional role

Engagement in funded or creative research /consultancy

17. Please answer the following two questions about responsibility at workplace.
What is the number of committees you have served on in the last S years?

What is the number of commitiees you have chaired n the last 5 years?
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1B. What is your age?
Young—35 years and younger

Middie aged—36 1o 54 years

Sensor—55 years and over

19. Would you consider yourself as a:
Muslim

Mon-Mushm

20. This guestion is related to change in your family and personal circumstances. Are you:
Single and never married
Marred
Living with partnes or signibcant other

Separated, divorced, or widowed

21. Were your circumstances in the question above the same as 12 months ago?
Yios

No

22. This question is related to change in your rank. Have you been:
Promoled to a higher rank within the last 5 years

In the same academic rank for mone than 5 years

23. This question is related to transfer to a new institution. How long have you been employed in
your current institution?

Years:

Maniths

24, This question is related to promotion in your current institution. How long have you been
employed in your current position?

Years:

Manths
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25. When you feel exceptionally good about your job, what aspects of the job come to mind? Mame
3 aspects (Please respond regarding your attitudes toward your teaching research, and
organizational responsibilities).

26. When you feel exceptionally bad about your job, what aspects of the job come to mind? Name 3
aspecis (Please respond regarding your attitudes toward your teaching research, and
organizational responsibilities).
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Part II- Leadership Styles

This questionnaire is used o describe the leadership style of Heads of the STEM Departments.
Forty-fve descriptive statements are listed on the followang pages. Judge how frequently each staterment
fits the person you are describing. Please answer all tems.

27. Provides me with assistance in exchange for my efforts

Frequenily, il not
Mot at all Once in a while Sometimes Fairly often ahways
28. Re-examines critical assumptions to question whether they are appropriate
Frequenthy. i not
Mot at all Once in a while Sometimes Fairly often ahways
29. Fails to interfere until problems become serious
Frequently. it not
Mot at all Once in a while Sometimes Fairty often by

30. Focuses attention on irregularities, mistakes, exceptions, and deviations from standards

Frequenthy. il not
Mot at all Once in a while Sometimes Fairty often ahways
31. Avoids getting involved when important issues arise
Frequently, if not
Mot at all Onee in a while Sometimes Fairty aften Alwilys
32. Talks about their most important values and beliefs
Frequently, if net
Mot at all Onee in a while Sometimes Fairty aften Always
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33. Is absent when needed

Mot at all Once in a while Sometimes Fairly often

34. Seeks different perspectives when solving problems

Mot at all Once in a while Sometimes Fairly aften

35. Talks optimistically about the future

Mot at all Onice in a while Sometmes Fairly often

36. Instills pride in me for being associated with him/her

Mot ot all Once in a while Sometimes Fairty often

Frequently. il net
ahways

Frequently. il net
ahways

Frequently, it not
ahways

Frequenthy. If not
ahways

37. Discusses in specific terms whao is responsible for achieving performance targets

Mot at all Once in a while Somielimes Fairty often

38. Waits for things to go wrong before taking action

Mot at all Once in a while Someumes Fairly often

39, Talks enthusiastically about what needs to be accomplished

Mot at all Once in a while Someumes Fairly often

Frequently. if not
ahwrays

Frequently, if not
always

Frequently. il not
Ahwrays
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40. Specifies the importance of having a strong sense of purpose

Frequently, if not
Mot at all Once in a while Sometimes Fairly often ahways
41. Spends time teaching and coaching
Frequenthy, if not
Mt at all Once in a while Sometimes Faurty aften alhways

42. Makes clear what one can expect to receive when performance goals are achieved

Frequently, if not
Mot at all Once in a while Sametimes Fairly aften alwiys
43. Shows that he/she is a firm believer in “If it aint broke, don't fix it.”
Frequently, it not
Mot at all Once in a while Sometimes Fairty often always
44. Goes beyond self-interest for the good of the group
Frequently. if not
Mot ai all Once in a while Somelimes Fairty often ahways
45. Treats me as an individual rather than just as a member of a group
Frequently. if net
Mot ai all Once in a while Sometimes Fairly often always
46. Demonstrates that problems must become chronic before taking action
Frequently, if not
Mot at all Once in a while Sometimes Fairty aften always
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47. Acts in ways that builds my respect

Frequently, il not
Mot at all Once in a while Sametimes Fairhy aften ahwarys

48. Concentrates his/her full attention on dealing with mistakes, complaints, and failures

Frequenitly, il not
Mot at all Once in awhile Sometimes Fairly aften ahwiys

49. Considers the moral and ethical consequences of decisions

Frequently, it not
Mot al all Once in a while Sometimes Fairky alen ahvays

50. Keeps track of all mistakes

Frequently. if nold
Mot at all Once n o while Somatimes Fairly aften ahwiys

51. Displays a sense of power and confidence

Frequenthy, il not
Mot at all Once in awhile Somelimes Fairhy often ahways

52. Articulates a compelling vision of the future

Frequenthy. il not
Mot at all Once in awhile Somelimes Fairhy often ahways

53. Directs my attention toward failures to meet standards

Frequenthy, il not
Mot at all Once in a while Sametimes Fairly often ahways
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54. Avoids making decisions

Mot at all Onece in a while Sometimeas Fairly often

55. Considers me as having different needs, abilities, and aspirations from others

Mot at all Onece in awhile Sametimeas Fairly often

56. Gets me to look at problems from many different angles

Mot at all Onece in awhile Sametimes Fairly often
57. Helps me to develop my strengths
Mot al all Once in a while Sometimes Fairly often

58. Suggests new ways of looking at how to complete assignments

Mot at all Once in a while Sometimes Fairhy often
59, Delays responding to urgent questions
Mot at all Onee in a while Sometimes Fairly aften

60. Emphasizes the importance of having a collective sense of mission

Mot at all Onee inawhile Sometimes Fairly often

Frequently, if net
atways

Frequently, if net
always

Frequently, if not
ahways

Frequently, if not
ahways

Frequenthy. if not
ahways

Frequenthy. i not
ahways

Frequenthy. if not
ahways
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61. Expresses satisfaction when | meet expectations
Mot at all once in a while Sometimes
62. Expresses confidence that goals will be achieved
Mct at all once in a while Sometimes
63. Is effective in meeting my job-related needs
Sometimes

Mot al all Once in a while

64. Uses methods of leadership that are satistying

Mot al all Once ina while Sometimes
65. Gets me to do more than | expected to do
Mot al all Once ina while Sometimes

66. Is effective in representing me to higher autharity

Mot at all Onee in a while Somelimes
67. Works with me in a satisfactory way
Mot at all Once ina while Sometimes

Fairly often

Fairly often

Fairly aften

Fairly aften

Fairly often

Fairly often

Fairly often

Freguently, if not
ahways

Frequenthy. il not
always

Freguently, il not
ahways

Freguently. if not
ahways

Frequenthy, il not
ahways

Frequenthy, il not
ahways

Frequenthy. il not
ahways
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68. Heightens my desire to succeed

Frequently, if not
Mot at all Once in a while Sometimes Fairty often ahways

69. Is effective in meeting organizational requirements

Frequently, if not
Mot at all Once in a while Sometimes Fairly often ahways

70. Increases my willingness to try harder

Frequently, if not
Mot at all Once in a while Sormelimes Fairly olten ahways

71. Leads a group that is effective

Frasquenthy, if not
Mot all Once ina while Somaetimes Fairly often ahways
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Part lll- Job Satisfaction

The purpose of this study is to gain an understanding of your attitude regarding your academic job. Below
are listed some factors that may relate to the level of satisfaction or dissatisfaction that you find in your job.
Please reflect on your job and rate your current satisfaction for all of the following statements.

T72. Work itself

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Meutral Agree  Agroa

| sometimes leel my job is meaningless (
I feel a sense of pride in doing my job [

My job is enjovable (

73. Achievement

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Meutral Agree  Agree

L am prowd to work in this organisation because i recognizes my
achievements

| feel satislied with my job because it gives me a feelng of accomplishment

| feel | have contributed towards my organisation in a pasitive manner [

74. Need to belong

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagroe Neudtral Agroe  Agres

I need to feel that there are people | can turn 1o in tmes of need (
| have a strong need o belong

It bothers me a great deal when | am not included in cther people’s plans [

75. Recognition

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree MNeudtral Agree  Agree

wWhen | do a gooed job, | receive the recognition Tor it that | should receive ] | {
There are few rewards for those who work here

| don't feel my efforis are rewarded the way they should be ) [
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76. Self-esteem

Strengly Strongly
Disagree Disagree MNeutral Agree  Agree
On the whole, | am satisfied with mysell () S (" a &
| feel | do not have much o be proud of ) i
| feel that | am a person of worth, at least on an equal level with others » | [
| wigh | eoubd have more respect for mysell () ) $ )
77. Responsibility
Strangly Strongly

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  Agree
| i invalved in making decisions for research ) |
| am involved in making decisions for leaching programs ) i
| am involved in making decisions far the organisation {
| am responsiole for decisions related 1o community engagement |
| feel satistied with the amount af responsibility | have |

| feel satistied with the percewved influence | have al the depanment level

78. Skill variety

Strongly Strengly
Disagree Disagroe Neutral Agree  Agree

The job requires me (0 use a number of complex or high-level skills ] L |
The job requires me to do many different things al work

| do not receive any professional development courses for the skills | need |

79. Autonomy

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  Agree

| am completely satished with the level of autonomy that | have in teaching .. r £

Iw mursgﬁ |- N o -

| would like more freedom to determine the conlent, materials, and texis for .

Iy COurses

The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and freedom in — — ~ —

how | do the work o o o ) -
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80. Advancement

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Meutral Agree  Agree

| have enough opportunities provided for professional growth through formal
education

| have enough apportunity 1o objectvely evaluate my accomplishmeants ) (

| have opportunities for increased responsibilibes ) ( (

81. Change in rank

Strongly Strangly
Disagree Disagree Meutral Agree  Agree

| am satistied with the promotion process overall i

82. Promotion

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree MNeutral Agree  Agree

There s really too lithe chance for promotion in my job |
Thiose wha do well on the job stand a fair chance of being promaotid |

| wm salisfied with my chances lor promation |

83. Salary

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  Agree

| feel | am being paid a fair amount for the work | do |
Raises are oo few and lar between

| feel satisfied with my chances for salary increases ) ( (

84. Benefits

Stronghy Strangly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  Agree

| am not satisfied with the benefits | recoive . [ (
The benelits we receive are as good as most other organisations offer ) i

The benefil package we have is equitable (L) [ ® 8 )
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85. Work security

Strongly Stronaly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree

| believe my job is secure L) B (
| feel satisfied vath the amount of job security that | have &3 O S

| feel safe when | am working in the laboratories and doing expenments and
projects

86. Feedback
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree

The supervisors and co-workers on this job almaost never give me any
“feedback” about how well | am doing in my work

/
{

| am satisfied with the overall quality of the supervision | receive in my work () S (]

The feedback | receive is usually en-time and productive ( () &

87. Supervision

Strengly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree

My supervisor is quite competent in doing his/mer job : ( (
My supervisor has a high willingness to delegate responsibility ) ( (
Generally | feel satisfied with the technical ability of the administrater to

whom | report
88. Collegial relationships
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree
1 like the people | work with @) ® ® @ )

1 find | have to work harder at my job than | should because of the
incompetence of people | work with

There is too much bickering and fighting at work O Q) L]

| feel satislied about interpersenal relations with my colleagues & )
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89. Interpersonal relations (superior)

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Meutral Agree  Agree

I feel very comionable requesting assistance Irom academic departmaent
faculty when | have questions about my courses or students

| feel my perlormance has improved because of the suppart from my
supervisor

| feel satistied al work because of my relationship with my supervisar (" |

90. Change in perceived justice

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  Agree

| feel that female and male faculty are treated laify |
| feel that funding is allocated 1o particular people unfairly (
There & o low level of ethnic prajudice at my InSULLOR |
Prejudice against my gender group alects me |
Personally, | experenced gender discrimination |

Due 1o gender discrimination, the average lemale facully ore deprived of
oppertunites thal are ovallable © men

91. Policies and communications

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Meuiral Agree  Agree

Al my instilution there |s good communication betseen management and
academics

Al my instiution there |5 a supportive atiiude of admmistrative stall wwards
teaching

Al iy institution thefe |S a supportive atitude Wowands research ] ) i

The goals of this organisaton are nol clear to me ] i i
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92. Students

Students lack motivaton ar the academic skills 10 succeed in my courses
| leel satisfied aboutl the interpersonal relabons with my students

| feel unsatisfied about my students' guality because | have o spend mone
i than | would like teaching basic skills due o student deficiencies

| feel satisfied with the work published together with my students

93. Institutional climate! culture

The classrooms | teach in are well-maintained and appropriate
The laboratories are well-maintained and appropnate

The research equipment & well-maintained and apprograte
The reseasch lunding 15 well-malntained and appropriate

Thie computer facilibes are well-maintained and appeogariate

Thie secretanal support & wel-maimained and approprate

94. Religious and cultural values

There are subsianilal dierences in aitiivdes toward women's advancement
in the UAE as a developing country

The rebgion and different aspects of culture of the UAE are considered in this
workplace

There is no problem in this workplace regarding the religion and culture of
this country

The rebgion and cultural values in UAE higher education are the main
barriers to ieaching studenis

The rebgion and cultural values in  UAE higher education are the main
barriers to research

The rebgion and cultural values in UAE higher education are the main
barriers to working relationships with colleagues

The rebgion and cultural values in the UAE higher educabon are the main
barriers o communcation with students

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Meutral Agree  Agres

r S~ o

Stronghy Strongly
Disagree Disagree Meulral Agree  Agree

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Meutral Agree  Agroe
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95, Change in family related and personal circumstances

1 am usually satished with how | balance my professional and personal lite 8 (

Maost faculty in my depanment are supportive of colléagues wha want 1o
bakance their tamily and career lives

The depariment is supportive of family leave C C

96. Change in mood/ emotional state

Stronghy Stronghy
Disagree Disagree Meutral Agree  Agree

I would rate my overall emotional well-being as excelient (

97. General job satistaction

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree MNeutral Agree  Agree

| am satisfied with my job (
I am happy with the way my colleagues and supenors treal me
1 arm satistied with what | achieve atl work {

1 leel good at work

98. Additional Comments
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Appendix 3.2 HODs Survey Questionnaire

Consent Form

The focus of this study is to gain a better understanding of the leadership styles practiced by Heads of
STEM Departments, the most effective factors that satisty faculty in their job, and the most appropriate
HODs' leadership styles that can help with improving faculty job satisfaction.

The first part of the guestionnaire includes demographic questions and the second part includes leadership
style questions. Please ensure that you answer ALL of the guestions. Completion of the survey is your
indication of consent to voluntarily participate in this research.

Completing this survey will take about 15 minutes and all responses will remain anonymous and non-
attributable. The identities of participants will remain strictly confidential. The results of this study will be
published, but no names or identitying information will be included in the publications.

You may contact me at 050 2518532 or wvia email at fatemeh. mirshahi@yahoo.com if additional information
is needed or you have any concern about research, My Director of Studies for this research project is
Professor, Ashly H. Pinnington whom can be reached via his email: ashly.pinningtond buid.ac.ae

1. Contact information (Your information are strictly confidential, they are available only to the
researcher and no names or identifying information will be included in the publications).

‘Waork Email Address

Univirsity Mame

Drepariment Mame

2.1 plan to discuss this research with a small sample of respondents and in follow-up interviews. If
you are willing to attend an interview, please select option yes.

Yies

Mo

* 3. | understand that my individual participation is entirely confidential.
Yes

Exil Survey
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Part |: Demographics

This section asks you to provide information about yourself. Please be reminded that all your answers are
confidential.

4, Are you:
Mgl

Female

5. State the countryl countries which you are a citizen?

6. What is the kind of university that you are working in?
Private for profi
Private for nom-profit
Federa

Other (please specify)

7. What are the Titles, the Universities and the Years that you achieved your degrees?

Docioral
Mastor
Bachelor

Diploma
Cerlificates
(related to your job)

Qther

8. What is your main teaching discipline?

9. What is your field of specialization?
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10. What is your academic title and position?

11. For each of the activities below, please indicate the approximate percentage of time you spend
annually. Then mention your preferred time spending on each.

1%- 1096 20%¢-
0% 9% 19% 29% 30%+
Teaching-Actual time spent on teaching ' ) )
Teaching-Your preferred allocation
Research-Aciual tme spent on Research
Research-Your greferred allocation

Administration and internal service-Aclual tme spent on admenistration and internal
service

Administration and internal service-Your preferred allocation

External service (¢.g. Community outreach; participaton in professional
committees)-Actual tme spent on external service

External service (e.g. Community outreach, participation in professional committees)-Your
preferred allocation

12. Are you employed full or part time at this institution?
Full tme

Part time

13. What was your first job in higher education?

Job Title
Name of the University:
Year

Full ime/ Part tme
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14. What is your monthly salary (excluding all allowances)?
(Your responses to these items are strictly confidential. They will be used only in statistical
summaries)

1- 9,989 AFD

10,000- 19,999 AED
20,000 29,999 AED
30,000 39,999 AED
40,000 49,999 AED

Mare than 50,000 AED

15. For all of the categories below, please estimate the number of journal articles, edited books,
authored books, chapters in books, presentations at conferences you have had from 2009 to 20157

Jaurmal arbeles
Edved books
Authored books

Chapter(s) in books

Presentations al
conlerences oulssde the
UAE

Presentations al
conferences in the UAE

16. This question is about recognition in your organization. During 2010-present date, which of the
following have you been a member of? Tick all those that apply.

Nationalfintermatonal scientfic board

Elecied leader of a professional associalion or unicn

Elected leader of an external professionalfacademic organizaticn
Chairperson in an extemnal professmonal role

Engagement in funded or creative research /consultancy

17. Please answer the following two questions about responsibility at workplace.
What i< the number of commillees you have sened on in the last § years?

What = the number of committees you have chaired n the last 5 years?
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1B. What is your age?
Young—35 years and younger

Middie aged—36 1o 54 years

Sensor—55 years and over

19. Would you consider yourself as a:
Muslim

Morn-Mushm

20. This question is related to change in your family and personal circumstances. Are you:
Single and never married
Marred
Living with panngs of signehcant ather

Separated, divorced. or widowed

21. Were your circumstances in the question above the same as 12 months ago?
Yies

MNo

22. This question is related to change in your rank. Have you been:
Promotied 1o a higher rank within the last 5 years

in the same academic rank for more than 5 years

23. This question is related to transfer to a new institution. How long have you been employed in
your current institution?

Years:

Manths

24, This question is related to promotion in your current institution. How long have you been
employed in your current position?

Years:

Maniths
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25. When you feel exceptionally good about your job, what aspects of the job come to mind? Name
3 aspects (Please respond regarding your attitudes toward your teaching research, and
organizational responsibilities).

26. When you feel exceptionally bad about your job, what aspects of the job come to mind? Name 3
aspects (Please respond regarding your attitudes toward your teaching research, and
organizational responsibilities).
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Part ll- Leadership Styles

This questionnaire is used to describe your leadership styles as the Head of STEM Department.
Fonty-fve descriptive statements are listed on the following pages. Judge how frequently each statement

fits your leadership styles. Please answer all items.

27. | provide others with assistance in exchange for their efforts

Mot at all Once in awhile Sometimes Fairly ofen

28. | re-examine critical assumptions to question whether they are appropriate

Mot at all Once in a while Sometimes Fairly ofen

29. | fail to interfere until problems become serious

Mot el Onice in a while Sometimes Fairly often

30. | focus attention on irregularities, mistakes, exceptions, and deviations from standards

Mot at all Onee ina while Sometimes Fairly often

31. | avoid getting involved when important issues arise

Mot at all Once inawhile Sometimes Fairly ofen

32. | talk about my most important values and beliefs

Mot at all Onece inawhile Sometimes Fairly often

Frequently, il not
ahways

Fresquenthy, il not
ahways

Frequently, it not
ahways

Frequently, il not
ahlways

Frequenthy, il not
always

Frequenthy. il not
ahways
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33. 1 am absent when needed

Mot at all Onee in awhile Soametimes

34. | seek different perspectives when solving problems

Mot at all Onee in awhile Sametimes

35. | talk optimistically about the future

Mot at all Once in a while Sometimes

36. | instill pride in others for being associated with me

Nt all Onee in o while Sometimes

37. 1 discuss in specific terms who is responsible for achieving performance targets

Not ot all Once ina while Sometimes

38. | wait for things to go wrong before taking action

Mot at all Once inawhile Sometimes

39. | talk enthusiastically about what needs to be accomplished

Mot at all Once inawhile Somelmes

Fairly aften

Fairly aften

Fairly aften

Fairly alten

Fairhy often

Fairly often

Fairly often

Frequenthy. if not
ahways

Friesquenthy. if Aot
ahwiays

Frequenthy, if not
ahways

Frequently, if not
ahways

Frequently. if not
ahlwiays

Frequently, if not
ahways

Frequenthy, if not
ahvays
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40. | specify the importance of having a strong sense of purpose

Frequently, if not
Mot at all Once in a while Sometimes Fairty often ahways
41. 1 spend time teaching and coaching
Frequenily, if not
Met at all Once in a while Sometimes Faurty aften alwdys

42. 1 make clear what one can expect to receive when performance goals are achieved

Frequenily, il not
Mot at all Once in a while Sarmetimes Fairty afen dharilys
43. 1 show that | am a firm believer in "If it ain't broke, don't fix it.”
Frequently. it not
Mot at all Once in o while Sometimes Fairty often ahvys
44. | go beyond self-interest for the good of the group
Freguantly. if not
Med at all Onee in a while Sometimes Fairy often ahvways
45. | treat others as an individual rather than just as a member of a group
Frequenily. if net
Mot at all Once in a while Sometimes Fairty often Ahways
46. | demonstrate that problems must become chronic before | take action
Frequently, il not
Mot at all Once in a while Sormetimes Fairty aften Ally's
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47.1 act in ways that builds other's respect for me

Mot at all Once in a while Somelimes

Faurly alten

Frequenthy, if not
abways

48. | concentrate my full attention on dealing with mistakes, complaints, and failures

Mot at all Once ina while Someumes

48, | consider the moral and ethical consequences of decisions

Mot at all Once in a while Somelimes

50. | keep track of all mistakes

Mot ot all Onice ina while Sometimes

51. | display a sense of power and confidence

Mot at all Once in a while Sometimes

52. | articulate a compelling vision of the future

Mot at all Onice ina while Somelimes

53. | direct my attention toward failures to meet standards

Mot at all Once ina while Sometimes

Fairly aften

Fairly aften

Fairty often

Fairly aften

Fairly often

Fairly aften

Frequenthy, if net
ahways

Frequenthy, il not
ahways

Frequently, if not
aherary's

Frequently, if not
ahway's

Frequently, if net
always

Frequenthy, if net
ahways
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54. | aveid making decisions

Mot at all Once in a while Sometmes Fairly often

Frequently. if not

55. | consider an individual as having different needs, abilities, and aspirations from others

Mot at all Once in a while Someumes Fairly often

56. | get others to look at problems from many different angles

Mot at all Once in a whibe Sometimes Fairly aften

57. 1 help others to develop their strengths

Mot at all Once in o while Somelimes Fairty often

58. | suggest new ways of looking at how to complete assignments

Mot at all Once in a while Sometimes Fairly often

59, | delay responding to urgent questions

Mot at all Once in a while Sometimes Fairly often

60. | emphasize the importance of having a collective sense of mission

Mot at all Once in a while Sometumes Fairly often

Frequently, if net
ahwrys

Frequently, il not

Frequently, if not
ahwiys

Frequently. il not
alway's

Fregquently, if not
always

Frequently, if not
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61. | express satisfaction when others meet expectations

Mot at all Once in a while

62. | express confidence that goals will be achieved

Mot at all Once in a while

63. | am effective in meeting others' job-related needs

MNed at all Once in a while

64, | use methods of leadership that are satistying

Not af all Once in a while

65. | get others to do more than they expected to do

Not at all Onice in a while

66. | am effective in representing others to higher authority

Mot at all Once in a while Sometimes
67. | work with others in a satisfactory way
Mot at all Once in a while Sometimes

Samelimes

Samelimes

Sometimes

Sometimes

Somelimes

Fairly often

Fairly often

Fairly alten

Fairty oftén

Fairly often

Fairly aften

Fairly aften

Frequenthy, if net
ahways

Frequently, if net
ahways

Frsquenthy. if not
ahwarys

Frequenthy. if not
ahways

Frequently. if not
ahways

Frequently, if net
aAlways

Frequently, if net
ahways
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68. | heighten others’ desire to succeed

Mot at all Once in a while Sometimes

69. | am effective in meeting organizational requirements

Mot at all Once in a while Sometmes

70. I increase others' willingness to try harder

Mot at all Once in a while Sometimes

71.1lead a group that is effective

Med at ol Once in a while Sometimes

72. Additional Comments

Fairly olten

Fairty aften

Fairty aften

Fairty often

Frequently. if not
ahays

Frequently, if net

Frequenthy. il not

Frequently, if not
ahways
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Appendix 3.3 Consent Form

Consent Form

This research study examines the influence of leadership on the job satisfaction of academics.
The focus of this study is to gain a better understanding of the leadership styles practiced by
heads of STEM Departments, the most effective factors that satisfy faculty in their job, and the
most appropriate Heads of Departments® leadership styles that can help with improving faculty
Job satisfaction.

Interview Protocol:

1.The participant will be briefed prior to interview with the study purpose and ohjectives
explaining the following:

*  Anonymity

*  Privacy of answers

* Right to refrain or withdraw without any negative consequences

2. Permission for recording the interview will be requested at the beginning of the interview.
3. Notes will also be taken during the interview.
4. Interviews will be given the opportunity to check the data collected for authentication.

5. All data collected throughout the study will be safely kept in a private locked cupboard until
the end of the project and the dissemination of the results. Later, hard copies will be disposed
using a shredder and after all the study's results have been published, all transcripts recording
will be deleted.

You may contact me at 0502518532 or via email at Fatemeh.mirshahif@yahoo.com 1f
additicnal information is needed or you have any concern about research. My director of
studies for this research project is Professor Ashly Pinnington whom can be reached via his
email: ashly.pinningtoni@buid.ac.as

# By clicking this box, I understand that my participation is completely voluntary and
confidential

Name:
Contact Number|
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Appendix 3.4 Interview Questions (the Main Questions)

Interview Schedule

1. What 15 the most effective leadership to satisfy faculty?

2. What are the most important ways (factors) to satisfy faculty here?

3. How far do you think that factors such as collegiality, supervision, or work itself are
important in improving faculty job satisfaction? (DVs)

4. To what extent do you think that factors such as quality of students and relationships,
responsibility, achievement, and feedback are important in improving faculty job satisfaction?
(Mediators)

5. How far do you think that factors such as work life balance, change in perceived justice,

salary, and the first job in higher education are important in improving faculty job satisfaction?
(Moderators)

6. How can leadership be improved here?

7. How can faculty job satisfaction level be improved here?

Thank you for your time and participation
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Appendix 4.1 Tests of Normality: Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk Tests

Variable

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test

Shapiro-Wilk Test

Leadership Styles-A (Transformational,

Transactional, Laissez-faire Extra Effort, Satisfaction,

Effectiveness)

D (80)=0.077, p>.05 (0.200%)

D (80)=0.981, p>.05 (0.294)

Leadership Styles-Aa (Transformational,
Transactional, Laissez-faire)

D (82)=0.070, p>.05 (0.200%)

D (82)=0.990, p>.05 (0.809)

Transformational Leadership Style
Idealized Influence Attributed
Idealized Influence Behaviour
Inspirational Motivation

Intellectual Stimulation
Individualized Consideration

D (85)=0.091, p>.05 (.080)
D (85)=0.107, p<.05
D (85)=0.115, p<.05
D (85)=0.129, p<.05
D (85)=0.113, p<.05
D (85)=0.144, p<.05

D (85)=0.984, p>.05 (0.379)
D (85)=0.975, p>.05 (0.099)
D (85)=0.976, p>.05 (0.120)
D (85)=0.970, p>.05 (0.046)
D (85)=0.973, p>.05 (0.074)
D (85)=0.959, p<.05

Transactional Leadership Style
Contingent Rewards

Management by Exception Active
Management by Exception Passive

D (85)=0.083, p>.05 (0.200%)
D (85)=0.106, p<.05

D (85)=0.088, p>.05 (0.153)
D (85)=0.970, p<.05

D (85)=0.980, p>.05 (0.214)
D (85)=0.977, p>.05 (0.129)
D (85)=0.988, p>.05 (0.621)
D (85)=0.938, p<.05

Laissez-faire

D (94)=0.169, p<.05

D (94)=0.856, p<.05

Extra Effort
Satisfaction
Effectiveness

D (90)=0.138, p<.05
D (90)=0.237, p<.05
D (90)=0.132, p<.05

D (90)=0.949, p<.05
D (90)=0.908, p<.05
D (90)=0.959, p<.05

Faculty Job Satisfaction
Work Itself

Salary

Promotion

Supervision

Collegial Relationship
General Job Satisfaction

D (72)=0.102, p>.05 (0.063)
D (72)=0.110, p<.05
D (72)=0.128, p<.05
D (72)=0.193, p<.05
D (72)=0.263, p<.05
D (72)=0.270, p<.05
D (72)=0.278, p<.05

D (72)=0.941, p<.05
D (72)=0.923, p<.05
D (72)=0.956, p<.05
D (72)=0.819, p<.05
D (72)=0.858, p<.05
D (72)=0.834, p<.05
D (72)=0.799, p<.05

Moderators

Change in Life Stage

Change in Family-related or Personal Circ
Transfer to a New Institution

Change in Perceived Justice

Change in Mood or Emotional State

D (66)=0.105, p>.05 (0.067)
D (66)=0.410, p<.05
D (66)=0.118, p<.05
D (66)=0.117, p<.05
D (66)=0.103, p>.05 (0.080)
D (66)=0.375, p<.05

D (66)=0.958, p<.05
D (66)=0.671, p<.05
D (66)=0.964, p>.05 (0.052)
D (66)=0.868, p<.05
D (66)=0.972, p>.05 (0.137)
D (66)=0.760, p<.05

Mediators (except Motivators & Hygienes)

Demographic

Gender

Ethnicity

Institutional Type

Academic Discipline

Motivators and Hygienes (except Recognition)

D (80)=0.091, p>.05 (0.099)

D (100)=0.083, p>.05 (0.088)
D (100)=0.475, p<.05
D (100)=0.125, p<.05
D (100)=0.349, p<.05
D (100)=0.100, p<.05

D (80)=0.976, p>.05 (0.128)

D (100)=0.963, p<.05
D (100)=0.543, p<.05
D (100)=0.952, p<.05
D (100)=0.787, p<.05
D (100)=0.962, p<.05
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Achievement
Recognition
Responsibility
Advancement
Working Conditions
Job Security

Environmental Conditions

Student Quality or Relationships (Students)
Administration

Institutional Climate or Culture

Job Design
Skill Variety
Autonomy
Feedback

Identity

Need to Belong

Self-esteem

Religious and Cultural Values

D (41)=0128, p>.05 (0.090)
D (41)=0.200, p<.05

D (41)=0.193, p<.05
D (41)=0.165, p<.05
D (41)=0.133, p>.05 (0.067)
D (41)=0.151, p<.05

D (41)=0.901, p>.05 (0.020)
D (41)=0.768, p<.05

D (41)=0.915, p<.05
D (41)=0.956, p>.05 (0.113)
D (41)=0.938, p<.05
D (41)=0.948, p>.05 (0.059)

D (89)=0.061, p>.05 (0.200%)
D (89)=0.114, p<.05
D (89)=0.104, p<.05
D (89)=0.147, p<.05

D (89)=0.987, p>.05 (0.538)
D (89)=0.971, p<.05
D (89)=0.975, p>.05 (0.086)
D (89)=0.949, p<.05

D (89)=0.119, p>.05 (0.061)
D (89)=0.152, p<.05
D (89)=0.140, p<.05
D (89)=0.178, p<.05

D (89)=0.969, p<.05
D (89)=0.952, p<.05
D (89)=0.941, p<.05
D (89)=0.934, p<.05

D (85)=0.078, p>.05 (0.200%)
D (85)=0.105, p<.05

D (85)=0.151, p<.05

D (85)=0.086, p>.05 (0.181)

D (85)=0.985, p>.05 (0.459)
D (85)=0.970, p<.05
D (85)=0.942, p<.05
D (85)=0.987, p>.05 (0.536)

*This is a lower bound of the true significance.
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Appendix 4.2 Normal Q-Q Plots

Normal Q-Q Plot of A_Leadership_Styles
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Expected Normal

Expected Normal

Normal Q-Q Plot of A_1_Transformational_Leadership
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Expected Normal

Expected Normal

Normal Q-Q Plot of A_3_Laissez_faire
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Expected Normal

Expected Normal
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Expected Normal

Expected Normal

Normal Q-Q Plot of B_Faculty_Job_Satisfaction
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Expected Normal

Expected Normal

Normal Q-Q Plot of C_1_Demographic
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Expected Normal

Expected Normal

Normal Q-Q Plot of C_3_Environmental_Conditions
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Expected Normal

Normal Q-Q Plot of C_5_ldentity

3

7~

1

-2-

30

T
40

Observed value

50

G0

375



Appendix 4. 3 Reliability for Leadership Styles (45 Qs)

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's Alpha Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items N of Items
.934 .925 45

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean Scale Corrected Item- Squared Cronbach's
if Item Variance if Total Multiple Alpha if Item
Deleted Item Deleted Correlation Correlation Deleted
Provides me with assistance in  107.3659 797.889 .370 .702 933
exhange for my efforts
Re-examines critical 107.8293 794.143 .602 .640 931
assumptions to question
whether they are appropriate
Fails to interfere until problems 109.0976 854.534 =377 .788 .938
become serious
Focuses attention on 108.1463 828.744 -.018 523 .936
irregularities, mistakes,
exceptions, and deviations
from standards
Avoids getting involved when  109.2195 851.408 -.358 778 .938
important issues arise
Talks about their most 107.6585 812.647 .235 .526 .934
important values and beliefs
Is absent when needed 109.8293 840.341 -.296 791 .936
Seeks different perspectives 107.3171 785.627 .605 .647 931
when solving problems
Talks optimistically about the  107.1098 784.445 .604 733 931
future
Instills pride in me for being 107.5366 786.918 518 778 .932
associated with him/her
Discusses in specific terms 107.3293 788.199 .586 776 931

who is responsible for
achieving performance targets
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Waits for things to go wrong
before taking action

Talks enthusiastically about
what needs to be accomplished
Specifies the importance of
having a strong sense of
purpose

Spends time teaching and
coaching

Makes clear what one can
expect to receive when
performance goals are
achieved

Shows that he/she is a firm
believer in "If it ain't broke,
don't fix it."

Goes beyond self-interest for
the good of the group

Treats me as an individual
rather than just as a member of
a group

Demonstrates that problems
must become chronic before
taking action

Acts in ways that builds my
respect

Concentrates his/her full
attention on dealing with
mistakes, complaints, and
failures

Considers the moral and ethical
consequences of decisions
Keeps track of all mistakes
Displays a sense of power and
confidence

Articulates a compelling vision
of the future

Directs my attention toward
failures to meet standards

109.6220

107.0000

107.3171

107.2683

107.3902

108.6341

107.4512

107.7073

109.4390

106.8902

108.0000

106.9390

108.0854
107.0732

107.3049

108.0854

851.571

793.309

784.812

789.606

772.784

828.037

781.312

791.222

837.163

775.778

800.765

775.293

817.758
777.970

773.202

789.931

-413

477

.692

.503

715

-.003

556

408

-.148

734

.345

772

133
734

.755

491

.823

.703

.798

.615

.815

.606

733

707

.756

795

.685

.867

.726
.884

.865

.681

.937

932

931

932

.930

.935

931

933

.936

.930

.933

.930

.935
.930

.930

932
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Avoids making decisions
Considers me as having
different needs, abilities, and
aspirations from others

Gets me to look at problems
from many different angles
Helps me to develop my
strengths

Suggests new ways of looking
at how to complete
assignments

Delays responding to urgent
questions

Emphasizes the importance of
having a collective sense of
mission

Expresses satisfaction when |
meet expectations

Expresses confidence that
goals will be achieved

Is effective in meeting my job-
related needs

Uses methods of leadership
that are satisfying

Gets me to do more than |
expected to do

Is effective in representing me
to higher authority

Works with me in a
satisfactory way

Heightens my desire to succeed
Is effective in meeting
organizational requirements
Increases my willingness to try
harder

Leads a group that is effective

109.3049

108.6220

107.5000

107.4878

107.6829

109.5976

107.1585

106.9512

106.9634

107.1463

107.1098

108.0000

107.5122

106.9390

107.2561
106.9146

107.2805

107.0488

851.622

798.090

772.056

762.426

768.145

840.466

777.938

765.479

772.530

770.768

768.124

802.198

772.105

772.725

762.860
770.672

762.204

770.121

-.364

.364

.805

.838

.818

-221

733

.805

.765

.798

.842

.357

711

.766

.808
.781

.802

77

77

.686

.900

916

.889

.800

.850

.902

.899

.894

916

579

.846

.868

914
.907

.903

927

.938

.933

929

929

929

.936

.930

929

.930

929

929

.933

.930

.930

.929
.930

.929

.930

378



Appendix 4. 4 Reliability and Factor Analysis for Leadership Styles (36 Qs)

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's Alpha Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items N of Items

.883 .868

36

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean Scale Corrected Item- Squared Cronbach's
if Item Variance if Total Multiple Alpha if Item
Deleted Item Deleted Correlation Correlation Deleted
Provides me with assistance in  80.8571 375.015 335 .613 .881
exhange for my efforts
Re-examines critical 81.2976 370.453 613 578 877
assumptions to question
whether they are appropriate
Fails to interfere until problems 82.5833 409.354 -.324 .708 .892
become serious
Focuses attention on 81.6429 393.871 -.013 376 .888
irregularities, mistakes,
exceptions, and deviations from
standards
Avoids getting involved when  82.7143 407.773 -.312 .665 .891
important issues arise
Talks about their most 81.1310 381.368 .280 445 .882
important values and beliefs
Is absent when needed 83.3095 400.409 -.220 .676 .887
Seeks different perspectives 80.8333 365.996 .566 591 877
when solving problems
Talks optimistically about the  80.5476 365.865 .555 .688 877
future
Instills pride in me for being 80.9881 365.843 .508 .730 .878
associated with him/her
Discusses in specific terms who 80.8095 367.915 562 .643 877

is responsible for achieving
performance targets
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Waits for things to go wrong
before taking action

Talks enthusiastically about
what needs to be accomplished
Specifies the importance of
having a strong sense of
purpose

Spends time teaching and
coaching

Makes clear what one can
expect to receive when
performance goals are achieved
Shows that he/she is a firm
believer in "If it ain't broke,
don't fix it."

Goes beyond self-interest for
the good of the group

Treats me as an individual
rather than just as a member of
a group

Demonstrates that problems
must become chronic before
taking action

Acts in ways that builds my
respect

Concentrates his/her full
attention on dealing with
mistakes, complaints, and
failures

Considers the moral and ethical
consequences of decisions
Keeps track of all mistakes
Displays a sense of power and
confidence

Articulates a compelling vision
of the future

Directs my attention toward
failures to meet standards

Avoids making decisions

83.1190

80.5000

80.7976

80.7262

80.8690

82.1310

80.9286

81.1905

82.9048

80.3571

81.4762

80.4048

81.5714
80.5357

80.7976

81.5595

82.7738

407.576

370.422

364.380

366.563

359.537

391.248

362.910

369.144

398.304

360.883

375.409

360.244

384.874
361.071

359.440

366.394

407.358

-.350

447

.700

518

.653

.053

540

.398

-.105

675

.340

718

170
.700

.697

520

-.305

.765

.632

.750

495

.699

511

584

.665

.643

751

.617

.756

.637
741

.788

.608

.690

.890

879

875

877

875

.886

877

.880

.888

874

.881

874

.884
874

874

877

891
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Considers me as having 82.0952 372.714 375
different needs, abilities, and
aspirations from others

Gets me to look at problems 81.0000 357.205 771
from many different angles

Helps me to develop my 80.9643 351.770 774
strengths

Suggests new ways of looking  81.1667 354.912 .786
at how to complete assignments

Delays responding to urgent 83.0714 402.284 -.216
questions

Emphasizes the importance of ~ 80.6429 362.401 679
having a collective sense of

mission

Expresses satisfaction when |~ 80.4286 353.838 .749
meet expectations

Expresses confidence that goals 80.4405 358.298 711

will be achieved

.612

829

.869

.851

.650

778

.864

.853

.880

873

872

872

.889

875

872

874

KMO and Bartlett's Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .835
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity ~ Approx. Chi-Square 1873.074
df 630
Sig. .000

Total Variance Explained
Extraction Sums of Squared

Rotation Sums of Squared

Initial Eigenvalues Loadings Loadings
% of Cumulative % of Cumulative % of Cumulative
Component Total Variance % Total Variance % Total Variance %
1 13.054 36.261 36.261 13.054 36.261 36.261 8.821 24.501 24.501
2 3.060 8.499 44.760 3.060 8.499 44.760 4.152 11.533 36.035
3 1.699 4.720 49.481 1.699 4.720 49.481 2.840 7.888 43.922
4 1534 4.262 53.743 1534 4.262 53.743 1.836 5.101 49.023
5 1417 3.937 57.679 1417 3.937 57.679 1.775 4.931 53.954
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6
7

8

9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36

1.295
1.167
1.059
1.013
.906
.889
.868
182
718
.630
.588
.553
.537
.488
426
.388

.358
.342
310
.286
.228
225
214
182
.169
.148
129
118
.084
.078
.056

3.598
3.241
2.942
2.815
2.516
2.469
2412
2.172
1.995
1.751
1.633
1.536
1.491
1.355
1.184
1.076
.994
951
.862
7194
.633
.624
.595
.506
470
411
.357
.329
234
216
.156

61.278
64.519
67.461
70.276
72.792
75.261
77.673
79.844
81.839
83.591
85.223
86.760
88.250
89.605
90.790
91.866
92.860
93.811
94.673
95.467
96.100
96.725
97.320
97.826
98.296
98.707
99.064
99.393
99.627
99.844
100.000

1.295
1.167
1.059
1.013

3.598
3.241
2.942
2.815

61.278
64.519
67.461
70.276

1.554
1.537
1.428
1.356

4.317
4.270
3.968
3.767

58.271
62.541
66.508
70.276

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Scree Plot

12.57

10.049

Eigenvalue

5.09

0.0

S5

Component Number

Fod Fod Fod P Fd Pl Fd Bod P P Ll Ll Lo L Lo L L

Rotated Component Matrix?

Component

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1S-58.Suggests new ways of looking at .800 -243 161 162 .108 .184
how to complete assignments
IA-47.Acts in ways that builds my respect 781 -124 202 113 -.197
IC-57.Helps me to develop my strengths 761 -.238 .241 199 112
IM-62.Expresses confidence that goals will .758 -134 -106 .393 -212 110
be achieved
CR-42.Makes clear what one can expect to .750 -195 251 147 -132 -.109
receive when performance goals are
achieved
IB-60.Emphasizes the importance of 727 -.229 319 102 -152 -132
having a collective sense of mission
CR-61.Expresses satisfaction when | meet .724 -.223 .109 481
expectations
IC-41.Spends time teaching and coaching  .679 -.122
1S-56.Gets me to look at problems from 673 -230 .203 110 .256 .252 173 218

many different angles
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IB-40.Specifies the importance of havinga .662 -169 276 .290 -.178 173
strong sense of purpose

IM-52.Articulates a compelling vision of  .626 -.346 .321 217 .248
the future

IB-49.Considers the moral and ethical .624 -260 .261 .168 .235 120 147
consequences of decisions

MA-53.Directs my attention toward .590 311 222 348 109  -.193
failures to meet standards

IA-51.Displays a sense of power and 552 -174 472 274 163 .263
confidence

IM-35.Talks optimistically about the future .495 -241 326 -134 .196 -.146 144 247
CR-37.Discusses in specific terms who is  .484 -180 .356 -362 217 272
responsible for achieving performance

targets

IA-44.Goes beyond self-interest for the 410 -191 393 248 .269 =227 -.154

good of the group

MP-38.Waits for things to go wrong before -.225 797 -158 -.148 -.158
taking action

MP-46.Demonstrates that problems must 765 -.147 192 -120 .163
become chronic before taking action

LF-33.1s absent when needed -157 747 -121 -.103

LF-54.Avoids making decisions -.320  .665 123 -117 -177
MP-29.Fails to interfere until problems -294 630 289 312 -.189
become serious

LF-31.Avoids getting involved when -278 565 -107 -.222 338 .381
important issues arise

CR-27.Provides me with assistance in 224 -.305 .690 -.110 -.197
exchange for my efforts

IA-36.Instills pride in me for being .380 .651 -165 .247 -342

associated with him/her

IC-45.Treats me as an individual rather 154 .631 222 348 -.214

than just as a member of a group

I1S-28.Re-examines critical assumptionsto  .463 -133 481 .154 .208 .259
question whether they are appropriate

MA-50.Keeps track of all mistakes 110 .860 .140
MA-48.Concentrates his/her full attention  .175 .650 .508 -.145 195

on dealing with mistakes, complaints, and
failures
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1S-34.Seeks different perspectives when .360 -.244 266

solving problems

IM-39. Talks enthusiastically about what 418 -226 145
needs to be accomplished

IC-55. Considers me as having different .369
needs, abilities, and aspirations from others
LF-59. Delays responding to urgent -266 461
questions

MP-43. Shows that he/she is a firm believer

in "If it ain't broke, don't fix it."

176
MA-30. Focuses attention on irregularities, -.130
mistakes, exceptions, and deviations from
standards

IB-32. Talks about their most important 196

values and beliefs

.187

.552

442

.206

-.286

767

523

170

-.292

-.267

745

-111

159

125

-.104
-129 204
-156 297
794

.803

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 15 iterations.
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Appendix 4. 5 Reliability and Factor Analysis for Faculty Job Satisfaction

Faculty Job Satisfaction (92 items)

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's Alpha  Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items N of Items
.846 .866 92

Faculty Job Satisfaction (6 elements)

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's Alpha Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items N of Items

.885 .893 13

KMO and Bartlett's Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .820

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity ~ Approx. Chi-Square ~ 721.899

df
Sig.

78
.000

Extraction Sums of Squared

Total Variance Explained

Rotation Sums of Squared

Initial Eigenvalues Loadings Loadings
% of Cumulative % of Cumulative % of Cumulative
Component Total Variance % Total Variance % Total Variance %
1 5.870 45.150 45,150 5.870 45.150 45.150 4.256 32.740 32.740
2 1.598 12.289 57.439 1.598 12.289 57.439 2.558 19.679 52.419
3 1.510 11.616 69.055 1.510 11.616 69.055 2.163 16.636 69.055
4 .988  7.602 76.657
5 .786  6.043 82.700
6 574  4.419 87.119
7 435 3.347 90.466
8 311 2.394 92.861
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9 273 2101 94.962

10 213 1.639 96.601
11 181 1.395 97.996
12 155 1.194 99.191
13 105 .809 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotated Component Matrix®

Component

2 3
97-2.1 am happy with the way my colleagues and superiors treat me .829 215
97-4. | feel good at work 812 174 324
97-1. | am satisfied with my job 171 .232 .339
97-3. | am satisfied with what | achieve at work 744 .180 .238
88-4.1 feel satisfied about interpersonal relations with my colleagues .730 231 -221
72-3. My job is enjoyable .610 .105 437
88-1.1 like the people | work with .580 371
72-2. | feel a sense of pride in doing my job .550 -.120 407
87-2. My supervisor has a high willingness to delegate responsibility .888
87-1. My supervisor is quite competent in doing his/her job 223 .838 .226
87-3.Generally | feel satisfied with the technical ability of the administrator to .370 799 234
whom | report
82-2.Those who do well on the job stand a fair chance of being promoted 117 163 .829
82-3. | am satisfied with my chances for promotion .153 .828

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations.
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Appendix 4. 6 Reliability and Factor Analysis for Moderators

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items N of Items

.559 .532 6

KMO and Bartlett's Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .595
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity ~ Approx. Chi-Square  159.173

df 15
Sig. .000

Total Variance Explained
Extraction Sums of Squared

Rotation Sums of Squared

Initial Eigenvalues Loadings Loadings
% of Cumulative % of Cumulative % of Cumulative
Component Total Variance % Total Variance % Total Variance %
1 2.541 42.351 42.351 2.541 42.351 42.351 2.416 40.269 40.269
2 1.453 24.211 66.562 1.453 24.211 66.562 1.578 26.293 66.562
3 .838  13.966 80.528
4 520 8.670 89.197
5 408 6.799 95.996
6 240 4.004 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Component Matrix?

Component

1 2
90-6.Due to gender discrimination, the average female faculty are deprived of .828 .256
opportunities that are available to men
90-5. Personally, | experienced gender discrimination .806 104
90-4. Prejudice against my gender group affects me 764 .236
90-3.There is a low level of ethnic prejudice at my institution .587 .186
95-3.The department is supportive of family leave -.304 .824
95-2.Most faculty in my department are supportive of colleagues who want to balance  -.430 779

their family and career lives

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
a. 2 components extracted.
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Appendix 4.7 Reliability and Factor Analysis for Mediators-Motivators and Hygienes

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's Alpha Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items N of Items

792 777 26

KMO and Bartlett's Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .702

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity ~ Approx. Chi-Square 960.887
df 325
Sig. .000

Total Variance Explained

Extraction Sums of Squared Rotation Sums of Squared
Initial Eigenvalues Loadings Loadings
% of Cumulative % of Cumulative % of Cumulative
Component Total Variance % Total Variance % Total Variance %
1 6.191 23.810 23.810 6.191 23.810 23.810 3.720 14.307 14.307
2 2.898 11.147 34.957 2.898 11.147 34.957 3.529 13.571 27.878
3 2.438 9.377 44,334 2.438 9.377 44.334 2.582 9.930 37.808
4 1.717 6.604 50.938 1.717 6.604 50.938 2.408 9.260 47.069
5 1.562 6.008 56.945 1.562 6.008 56.945 1.647 6.334 53.403
6 1.231 4.736 61.682 1.231 4.736 61.682 1.524 5.861 59.264
7 1.168 4.492 66.173 1.168 4.492 66.173 1.505 5.788 65.052
8 1.035 3.979 70.152 1.035 3.979 70.152 1.326 5.101 70.152
9 .986 3.794 73.947
10 .877 3.374 77.320
11 757 2,912 80.232
12 .663 2.551 82.783
13 .637  2.450 85.232
14 516 1.984 87.216
15 495 1.902 89.118
16 422 1.621 90.740
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17 393 1513 92.252
18 352 1.354 93.606
19 339 1.303 94.910
20 316 1.215 96.124
21 261 1.005 97.130
22 206 791 97.921
23 182 .700 98.621
24 147 .566 99.187
25 123 473 99.661
26 .088 .339 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotated Component Matrix®

Component

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
73-1.1 am proud to work in this organisation because .753 .295 164 .185
it recognizes my achievements
73-2.1 feel satisfied with my job because it gives me .749 .160 344
a feeling of accomplishment
75-1.When | do a good job, | receive the recognition .720 110 241 -.116 278
for it that | should receive
80-3.1 have opportunities for increased .706 372 142 169 .105
responsibilities
80-2.1 have enough opportunity to objectively .680 514 -
evaluate my accomplishments .206
80-11 have enough opportunities provided for .615 512 -131 -.139 -
professional growth through formal education .188
77-5.1 feel satisfied with the amount of responsibility .183 737 .207 -
I have 117
77-6. | feel satisfied with the perceived influence | 729 360 -.128 .102 .171
have at the department level
77-1.1 am involved in making decisions for research  .223 726 -148 .176
77-2.1 am involved in making decisions for teaching .187 608 .226 104 487 -
programs 116
77-3.1 am involved in making decisions for the 192 586 .276 264 -145 -291

organisation
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85-2.1 feel satisfied with the amount of job security ~ .225
that | have

85-1.1 believe my job is secure 142
75-3.1 don’t feel my efforts are rewarded the way -.222
they should be

11-2.Teaching-Your preferred allocation 161
11-7.External service (e.g. Community outreach;
participation in professional committees)-Actual time
spent on external service

11-8.External service (e.g. Community outreach; 135
participation in professional committees)-Your
preferred allocation

11-6.Administration and internal service-Your
preferred allocation

11-5. Administration and internal service-Actual -.269
time spent on administration and internal service
77-4.1 am responsible for decisions related to 185
community engagement

85-3.1 feel safe when I am working in the
laboratories and doing experiments and projects
73-3.1 feel | have contributed towards my 468
organisation in a positive manner
11-1.Teaching-Actual time spent on teaching
11-4Research-Your preferred allocation
11-3.Research-Actual time spent on Research .238

75-2.There are few rewards for those who work here

-.287

.248

139

374

.239

-.287

.188

781

.769

-.538

-.530

-.158

-122

.265

333

-.142
-.123
-413

-.207

112

.389

.849

.631

.610

516

409

123

.358

167

229  -101 -
150
210 -136 -
.165
204 -206 -
139
77 437 -
.335
152
-.170 115
436
194 130 .369
-347 -
.258
.748 -
.150
.639
.705
-.126 .860
-166 .432
-.123 -
.160

162

111

.188

.263

139
430

.243

224
792

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 16 iterations.
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Appendix 4. 8 Reliability and Factor Analysis for Mediators- Environmental conditions

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's Alpha Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items N of Items

871 874 15

KMO and Bartlett's Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .760

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 688.899
df 105
Sig. .000
Total
Variance
Explained
Extractio
n Sums Rotation
Initial of Sums of
Eigenvalue = Squared Squared
S Loadings  Loadings
% of % of
Componen % of Cumulativ Varianc  Cumulativ Varianc  Cumulativ
t Total Variance e % Total e e % Total e e %
1 5.556 37.042 37.042 555 37.042  37.042 3.67 24477  24.477
6 2
2 2.021 13.476 50.518 2.02 13476 50.518 265 17.700  42.177
1 5
3 1.568 10.451 60.968 156 10451 60.968 248 16,535 58.712
8 0
4 1.300 8.665 69.633 1.30 8.665 69.633 1.63 10.922  69.633
0 8
5 901 6.004 75.637
6 722 4.812 80.449
7 577 3.849 84.298
8 .538 3.588 87.886
9 401 2.674 90.560
10 .367 2.445 93.005
11 .290 1.930 94.935
12 257 1.713 96.648
13 201 1.342 97.990
14 .168 1.118 99.108
15 134 .892 100.000
Extraction
Method:
Principal
Componen
t Analysis.
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Rotated Component Matrix?

Component
1 2 3 4

93-2.The laboratories are well-maintained and appropriate .840 174
93-1.The classrooms | teach in are well-maintained and appropriate .839 176 118
93-3.The research equipment is well-maintained and appropriate .787 .286 117
93-5.The computer facilities are well-maintained and appropriate 774 .187 187
93-6.The secretarial support is well-maintained and appropriate 724 .153 .169 113
89-3.1 feel satisfied at work because of my relationship with my supervisor .875 271
89-1.1 feel very comfortable requesting assistance from academic .266 773
department faculty when | have questions about my courses or students
89-2.1 feel my performance has improved because of the support from my 739 .333 101
supervisor
92-2.1 feel satisfied about the interpersonal relations with my students .288 .650 -150  .130
91-2.At my institution there is a supportive attitude towards research 159 174 .795
91-1.At my institution there is good communication between management  .162 .788 235
and academics
91-3.At my institution there is a supportive attitude of administrative staff  .208 .260 714
towards teaching
93-4.The research funding is well-maintained and appropriate 451 .546 117
92-3.Reverse coding_| feel unsatisfied about my students' quality bacause I = .102 176 .905
have to spend
92-1.Reverse coding_Students lack motivation or the academic skills to 224 .340 .803

succeed in my courses

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations.
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Appendix 4. 9 Reliability and Factor Analysis for Mediators- Job Design

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's Alpha Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items N of Items

716 723 6

KMO and Bartlett's Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .584
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity ~ Approx. Chi-Square  165.487

df 15
Sig. .000

Total Variance Explained

Extraction Sums of Squared Rotation Sums of Squared
Initial Eigenvalues Loadings Loadings
% of Cumulative % of Cumulative % of Cumulative
Component Total Variance % Total Variance % Total Variance %
1 2.542 42.364 42.364 2.542 42.364 42.364 2.250 37.493 37.493
2 1.420 23.660 66.024 1.420 23.660 66.024 1.712 28.532 66.024
3 .958 15.961 81.986
4 453 7.544 89.530
5 .385 6.413 95.942
6 243 4.058 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotated Component Matrix?

Component

1 2
86-2.1 am satisfied with the overall quality of the supervision I receive in my work .822
86-3.The feedback | receive is usually on-time and productive .820
79-1.1 am completely satisfied with the level of autonomy that | have in teaching my .679 189
courses
79-3.The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and freedom in how I  .653 371
do the work
78-2.The job requires me to do many different things at work 875
78-1.The job requires me to use a number of complex or high-level skills 874

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.
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Appendix 4. 10 Reliability and Factor Analysis for Mediators- Identity

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's Alpha Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items N of ltems

.630 .637 8

KMO and Bartlett's Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .742
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity ~ Approx. Chi-Square  532.910

df 28
Sig. .000

Total Variance Explained

Extraction Sums of Squared Rotation Sums of Squared
Initial Eigenvalues Loadings Loadings
% of Cumulative % of Cumulative % of Cumulative

Component Total Variance % Total Variance % Total Variance %
1 3.744 46.802 46.802 3.744 46.802 46.802 3.640 45.497 45.497
2 1.666 20.823 67.625 1.666 20.823 67.625 1.551 19.383 64.880
3 1.276 15.945 83.570 1.276 15.945 83.570 1.495 18.691 83.570
4 555  6.931 90.502
5 .398 4.980 95.482
6 .208 2.603 98.084
7 106 1.330 99.414
8 .047 586 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Rotated Component Matrix®

Component
2

94-6.The religion and cultural values in UAE higher education are the main
barriers to working relationships with colleagues

94-5.The religion and cultural values in  UAE higher education are the main
barriers to research

94-4.The religion and cultural values in UAE higher education are the main
barriers to teaching students

94-7.The religion and cultural values in the UAE higher education are the main
barriers to communication with students

76-1.0n the whole, I am satisfied with myself

76-3.1 feel that | am a person of worth, at least on an equal level with others
74-2.1 have a strong need to belong

74-1.1 need to feel that there are people | can turn to in times of need

961

.956

.939

.938

-.187

-.101

891

846 .182
.889

161 .806

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 4 iterations.
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