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+ The Relationship Between Job Satisfaction and Involvement in

Decision-Making

- CHENG Chun-Mei, Ph, D., Associate Professor

National Taiwan College of Physical Education

Abstract

The purpose of this paper was to explore the relationship between job satis-
‘factjo;l and involvement in decision-making. The paper also discussed how and
why job satisfaction was enhanced by involvement in decision-making. There
were many issues related to job satisfaction:
1. The possible causes of job satisfaction,
2.\ Possible effects of job satisfaction,
3. Possible causes of job dissatisfaction,
4. Possible e¥fects of job dissatisfaction,
9. Job satisfaction and productivity,
6. Job facet satisfaction,
7. Jobenrichment, and
8. Involvement in decision-making.
This paper followed a four-chapter format. Chapter One was an introduc-
tion to the study. Chapter Two presented a review of literature that related job
satisfaction and involvement in decision-making. Chapter Three presented the
analysis of the literature, and Chapter Four presented the conclusions.

In this paper the author indicated and concluded that involvement in the de-

cision-making process improved job content for employees. The logical process
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was that it did this by making work more meaningful, relevant, challenging,
and interesting. Therefore, better job content led to higher levels of motivation
and higher levels of motivation led to greater productivity and increased job sat-

isfaction.,
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30 CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

Job satisfaction has been a subject of interest to many researchers.
Numerous studies have been undertaken to determine the factors contribu-
ting to grc'c.l.ter job satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Moreover, the outcomes of
both job satisfaction and dissatisfaction have.been explored.

The extensive amount of research and theory about job satisfaction is
founded on two primary reasons. The first is that job satisfaction is of value for
itself. This is based on a humanitarian concern for the worker. An underlying as-
sump,tion would be that employers should want their employees to be satisfied.
Therefore, if the variables that predict job satisfaction can be determined and
if-those variables can be controlled, job satisfaction can be achieved.

The second reason is that job satisfaction may be a predictor of some desir-
able outcomes for the organization. If job satisfaction were shown to be a pre-
dictor of outcomes highly valued by organizations, such as increased work pro-
duction or leNs absenteeism, it would be in the best interest of the organization
to attempt to control any independent variables that predict job satisfaction.

Patchen(1970)suggested that greater job satisfaction is associated with
higher work achievement. Porter and Lawler(1968)found the relationship be-
tween these two variables to be complex in that satisfaction was found to be
closely related to performance, but satisfaction was not found to be a predictor
of performance. Kressel(1979)found that good job performance leads to both in-
trinsic and extrinsic rewards, which in turn lead to greater job satisfaction.

Researchers and theorists have stated that dissatisfaction can cause a var-
iety of undesirable outcomes for an organization. A lack of commitment to the

job, low productivity, labor unrest, sabotage, accidents, and mental health

Ll
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problems have all been considered as possible outcomes of low levels of job sat-
isfaction. Absenteeism can be costly to an organization, especially if substitute
workers must be hired at additional expense. If workers are not replaced, pro-
duction could be affected. An increase in employee turnover rates can cost an
organization additional time and money in retraining program. These increased
costs can be viewed as having a negative impact on organizational efficiency.

Longer retention of employees and better attendance are two behavioral
outcomes of increased job satisfaction that are well founded in the research
(P.ortigal, 1976). Even if job satisfaction did not result in positive behavioral
outcomes, the organization should be interested in the welfare of its employees.
- Humanitarian reasons alone should motivate management to strive for
increased job satisfaction.

.~ The involvement of others in the decision-making process is often
associated with job satisfaction. Decision-making has been widely discussed in
thet literature on leadership styles and leadership theory. The early work of
Lewin, Lippit, & White(1937)generated enthusiasm for democratic models of
decision-making. Saunders and Phillips made a case for involving others in the
decision-making process when they wrote, “Groups are more capable of mak-
ing adequate decisions which affect the group than is a status leader "
(Saunders & Phillips, 1966, p.84). Moreover, they contend that greater support
for decisions will follow when there is involvement in the decision-making
process. Collaborative decision-making results in creating ownership for those
carrying out decisions, according to Harrison, Killian, and Mitchell(1989). In-
deed, it is logical that individual would have greater ownership for decisions
they help to make.

Frymier(1987)argued that failure to empower teachers results in their

perceptions that they are viewed in negative ways, and people with this
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perception tend not to work hard. Further, he contended that “decentralizing
significant decisions maximize participants “motivation” (p.14). Barth(1986)
said that successful principals not only involve teachers in decision-making,
they are fready to relinquish decision-making authority to teachers. In addition,
effective principals are ready to share the responsibilities for failures, while at-
tributing successes to the teachers. Bradley(1990)wrote that good managers
have always provided for shared involvement in decision-making.

 Increased satisfaction is another reason cited for involving teachers in de-
cision-making. Stimson and Appelbaum(1988)discussed the difference between
the use of personal power and positional power. Teachers are more satisfied
’ whcn’principals use personal power, opposed to positional power.

Teachers are also more satisfied when they believe principals care about
teacher opinions, yet most teachers’ lack the opportunity to make decisions, ac-
cording to Stimson and Appelbaum.

1 .Much of the literature on administrative theory has emphasized the value
of involving others in the decision-making process. The role of the principal
can be vieweM as a facilitator of the decision-making process, rather than the
one who makes all the decisions. It is not the function of the chief executive
to make decisions, it is his function to monitor the decision-making process, to
make certain that it performs at the optimum level” (Griffiths, 1959, p.89).

Among the possible reasons discussed for promoting a model of shared de-
cision-making are generating greater support for decisions made, better quality
decisions, increased effectiveness, and creating greater job satisfaction. These
reasons :;re likely to be interrelate. )

It is recognized that there may be many factors contributing to the overall
level of job satisfaction for teachers. When principals strive to improve job sat-

isfaction among teachers, they must find variables that are within their area of
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influence. This study has attempted to show that involvement in the decision-

making process is one variable that positively impacts job satisfaction.

CHAPTER TWO

Review of Literature

There are many vriables presented in the literature as predictors of job sat-
istaction or dissatisfaction. On the other hand, the literature includes variables,
which could be outcomes of job satisfaction or dissatisfaction. They are:absen-
tee rates, level of job conflict, mental health, morale, physical health, pro-

-ductivity, and turnover rates.

Possible Causes of Job Satisfaction

“Organizational factors associated with reward affect job satisfaction
(Baron and Greenberg, 1990). In the opinion of the authors, the issue is that sat-
isfa"crion is positively related to the fairness of the reward systems used. Peskin
(1973) stated that money is a mixed motivator and is unpredictable as a
satisfier. It is Peskin's opinion that money may induce a person to take a job or
remain longer at a given position, but money cannot guarantee Job satisfaction.

The quality of supervision is associated with job satisfaction. In reporting
other research findings, Hoy and Miskel(1987)wrote that the quality of leader-
ship correlates highly with teacher morale. Moreover, the authors state that the
quality of communication in an organization relates to overall teacher job satis-
faction. Daily(1988)wrote that considerate supervision leads to greater job sat-
isfaction. 'in discussing considerate supervision, the author also stated his be-
lief that meaningful participation in decision making is a method of improving
satisfaction. Bass(1990)reported that favorable employee attitudes toward their

supervisors contribute to increased job satisfaction. Bass cited several sources
Ll
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to substantiate that leadership makes a difference in the satisfaction levels of
employees. He also reported the positive relationship between role clarity and
job satisfaction, and how this relates to the quality of supervision.

The work itself is often as an important source of job satisfaction. Lee(196
5)notes that enhanced satisfaction occurs when employees can exercise initiat-
ive in carryiﬁg out assignments. He reports that increased involvement in goal
setting is associated with increased satisfaction. Peskin(1973)reported that it is
the job content that provides a foundation for satisfaction. Johns(1988)
reported that challenging work contributes to greater job satisfaction as long as
the }vork does not generate frustration of failure. There are certain
characteristics of jobs that seem to contribute to greater job satisfaction such as
variety, challenge, a reasonable workload, and social interaction(Baron and
Greenberg, 1990).

Personal characteristics also affect job satisfaction. High self-esteem,
hiéh‘ ability to handle stress, the belief that one has influence or control over
outcomes, hngh status, greater seniority, and high levels of general life satis-
faction are ah associated with greater job satisfaction(Baron & Greenberg 199
0). The authors recognized that cause and effect relationships between these
characteristics and job satisfaction are unclear.

Sergiovanni(1967)found that achievement recognition and the
responsibility associated with work account for teacher satisfaction.

Possible Effects of Job Satisfaction

Daily(1988)also lists the following as key consequences of job satisfaction
better physical health for employees, better mentdl health for employees, lower
rates of employee turnover, and fewer occurrences of unexcused absence.

These consequences are generally accepted in the literature.
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Possible Causes of Job Dissatisfaction

The causes of dissatisfaction are in some cases the absence of the very
factors that can lead to satisfaction. Peskin(1973)rported that many workers
factors that can lead to satisfaction. Peskin(1973)reported that manyt workers
feel discontent when deprived of control, decision-making, or problem-solving
opportunities. These feelings of discontent are most common among college
‘graduates, skilled technicians, and achievement-oriented workers. And it is the
opinion of Peskin that these are the workers most likely to respond by quitting.

Levitt(1991)wrote about the dangers of the routinization of work, in that it
deadens alertness, imagination, and energy. Levitt stated that the great task of
. leadership is to be innovative.

Kottkamp, Provenzo, and Cohn(1986)replicated a 1964 study on job satis-
faction for teachers in Dade County, Florida. They found some decline over
this 20-year period in overall job satisfaction for teachers and a greater decline
in,‘tl'_le level of satisfaction with their schools. Lortie(1986), who conducted the
orfginal research in 1964, discussed the research of Kottkamp, Provenzo, and
Cohn. Lortie suggested that a significant increase in the number of teachers
that receive no satisfaction from status-related rewards is among the reasons
for these declines in satisfaction.

The lack of opportunity to participate in decision making, for example, is
the greatest source of teacher dissatisfaction(Hoy & Miskel, 1987). Busching
and Rowls(1985) argued that failure to utilize teacher expertise would result in
increased teacher militancy and greater job-related dissatisfaction.

Possible'Effects of Job Dissatisfaction

Interest in improving job satisfaction generally stems from perceptions
about the effects of dissatisfaction, and the interest in avoiding those

outcomes.
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. Dissatisfaction may result in inconsistent efforts to achieve, complaints,
formal grievances, disputes, absences, lack of punctuality, reduced commit-
ment to work, lower production, and social concerns(Barbash, 1976).
Understandably, all of these potential results of dissatisfaction are
undesirable, and management has a vested interest in minimizing them.

Goodlad(1984)reported increased turnover due to dissatisfaction. Portigal
(1976)reported a strong relationship between turnover and dissatisfaction and a
weaker relationship between dissatisfaction and absenteeism. The author felt
that dissatisfaction might result in more grievances and collective bargaining
difficulties, and might increase the probability of strikes. Portigal also
. reported that there is evidence linking dissatisfaction to poorer mental health
and declines in longevity. Jaffe and Scott(1988)reported tht “personal health,
burnout, and work satisfaction are intimately connected " (p.22). Johns(1988)
also discussed the results of job dissatisfaction. Negative effects on physical
th‘lth, life span, and mental health are viewed as outcomes. Off-the-job
dissatisfaction, absence from work, increased turnover, and poorer
performance were also examined as outcomes. Johns pointed out that the cause
and effect relationships between these variables and job satisfaction are often
unclear.

Performance is more often seen as a predictor of satisfaction, rather than
one of the outcomes of satisfaction. Howarth(1984)noted that the dissatisfied
employee might demand more money for other than financial reasons. He also
argued that lower production rates and higher rates of absence, tardiness, and
sabotage are ways for workers to establish unofficial controls.

Job Satisfaction and Productivity

The relationship between job satisfaction and productivity has been of

special interest to researchers. Early interest in job satisfaction arose from the
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‘belief that satisfied people would perform better in organizations(Porter,
Lawlcr, and Hackman, 1975). In the Hawthorn studies Elton Mayo(1933)
concluded that the most significant factor affecting organizational pro-
ductivity was interpersonal relationships. That is, higher productivity is more
likely to occur when the social and psychological needs of the workers have
been satisfied. An implication of this conclusion is that satisfaction with at
“least one aspect of the job, interpersonal relationships, results in greater pro-
ductivity. The research of Kressel(1979)indicated a positive relationship be-
tween satisfaction and performance.

Srivastva and others(1977)examined the relationship between job satis-
faction and productivity. The authors reported that autonomy is positively re-
lated to both job satisfaction and performance. A democratic supervisory style
is_.also positively related to both job satisfaction and productivity. These
findings supported Herzberg’s theory that job satisfaction and productivity are
re.!atcd outcomes triggered by other independent variables. The findings
fur-t‘hcr showed a positive correlation between job challenge and job satis-
faction, and Petween job challenge and performance outcomes. The sirongest
relationships were those between autonomy and job satisfaction, and between
intrinsic work factors(job content)and job satisfaction.

Daily(1988)outlined the three most commonly held views concerning the
relationship between satisfaction and performance:

1.Satisfaction causes performance.

2.Performance causes satisfaction.

3.Intrinsic and extrinsic rewards govern the performance-satisfaction re
lationship.

Daily found the third view the most plausible. Under his theory there is no

direct relationship between satisfaction and performance. An indirect relation-
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.ship does seem to exist between the two dependent variables. It is the equitable
distribution of both intrinsic and extrinsic rewards that connect the two
variables. Job satisfaction remains an important indicator of an organization’s
ability to meet the needs of its employees in the workplace.

Job Facet Satisfaction

Johns(1988)contrasted job facet satisfaction with overall satisfaction. The
work itself, pay, promotion, recognition, benefits, working conditions, super-
vision, co-workers, and organizational policy are considered the most relevant
ffjicets.

Daily(1988)broke down job satisfaction into five components. They are sat-
isfaction with work, pay, promotion, supervision, and co-workers. A teacher
may be very satisfied in one area and not in another. This is very similar to the
thinking of victor Vroom(1964). He examined the concept of job satisfaction as
a set of dimensions rather than a single dimension. That is, a worker may be
vety. satisfied with one particular dimension of his job, and very dissatisfied
with another dimension. He reported that these different dimensions are posi-
tively interrelated and that additional research is needed to determine why this
interrelationship exists.

Job Involvement, Success, and Job Enrichment

Gruneberg(1979)found a positive correlation between job in volvement
and job satisfaction. He further reported that job success leads to greater job sat-
isfaction, “presumably because success enhances an individual’s self-esteem.”
(p.52) These findings are supportive of the idea that productivity is a predictor
of satisfaction rather than the converse.

The research of Locke(1965 & 1967)establishes a relationship between sat-
isfaction and task success. Subsequent research of Locke and Bryan(1967)

shows a relationship between performance goals and the level of performance.
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The research of Locke helps clarify the relationship between the pro-
ductivity and satifaction, relating both to the work itself.

Job enrichment programs are designed to reduce boredom and increase job
satisfaction by making work more meaningful. Job enrichment gives the
worker responsibility for a whole product or service. Howarth(1984)stated that

job enrichment increases motivation and efficiency that result in greater job sat-

‘isfaction. He reported that many companies using job enrichment programs

claim the following benefits: increased sales, greater productivity per person,
better quality, greater flexibility of the work force, higher levels of satis-
faction, greater commitment to the job, decreased supervisory needs, and
decreased rates of absence, turnover, and sabotage. Yorks(1979)discusses job
enrichment and job redesign as ways to involve workers in decision-making and
team production.

Involvement in Decision Making

X _The benefits of involving employees in the decision-making process have
been examined by a considerable number of researchers. Studies have been
directed pringarily at the relationship between participatory management and
satisfaction, but many other reasons are discussed in the literature. Bass(1990)
pointed out decision acceptance, decision quality, organizational commitment,
and job satisfaction among the possible benefits of participation Kimbrough
and Burkett(1990)indicated improved human relations, human development,
collegiality, enhanced commitment, and better communication as some of the
benefits of participatory management.

Locke and Schweiger(1979)examined the use of participative decision mak-
ing aginst organizational effectiveness. The possible benefits from partici-
pation in decision-making were categorized into two groups. The first group in-

cluded improved morale, greater job satisfaction, reduced turnover, less absen-
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teeism, and reduced conflict. The authors believed that participation in de-
‘c‘ision-making generally improves satisfaction, but this may depend on what
the employee wants to obtain from the process and whether or not it is obtained.

The second group of possible benefits included higher production, better
decision quality, better production quality, and reduced conflict and costs.
They argued that the interests of employees, stockholders, and customers are
fundamentally the same. Tannenbaum, Weschler, and Massarik(1961)suggested
that participation in decision-making might lead to improvements in pro-
doctivity and improvements in decision quality. Locke and Schweiger
maintained that the use of participation in decision making and efforts to im-
_ prove job satisfaction must be considered as means to an end, and that end is a

more successful organization.

Involvement and School Effectiveness

Goodlad(1984)found that schools ard perceived by teachers to be more ef-
fec;:tive when teachers are more satisfied, and that teachers are more satisfied
whén they are able to participate in decision making. Effective school
principals are, able to secure faculty involvement when making instructional
decisions, and they are able to develop and maintain the motivation for improv-
ing instruction, according to Taylor and Levine,(1991). Miskel(1987)found that
teachers describe schools as organizationally effective when decision making
is shared.

Shedd and Bacharach(1991)wrote that the involvement of teachers in the
decision-making process leads to greater organizational commitment, enhanced
morale, improved satisfaction, greater motivation, increased cooperation, and
reduced conflict. An example is the use of collaborative decision making in
schools in Gorham, Maine. Teachers helped to develop strategies for the more

efficient usage of limited resources, which they believed, improved the effec-
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‘liveness of their schools(Goldman and O’Shea, 1990),

. Duttweiler(1986)advocated involving teachers in the decision-making
process as a way of motivating them. He contended that principals of effective
schools use a participatory leadership style. A case was made by Kinder(1978)
for developing a teacher team to facilitate involvement in the decision-making
process. He argued that the lack of teacher participation will result in less suc-
cessful schools. He wrote, it is one thing to make a decision and another to
carry it out” (p.87). Kinder was obviously inferring that decisions would be
implemented more effectively when decision ownership exists with those

responsible for implementation. He stated that teacher involvement results in

more correct decisions, and that group leaders are helped by this involvement.

CHAPTER THREE

Analysis of the Literature

-4
"

The research of Morse and Reimer(1956)examined the effects of involve-
ment in decision-making on job satisfaction. In order to conduct this study,
experimental programs in shared decision-making were created. While satis-
faction increased for those groups, production increased in all groups.

Bullock(1984)reported that 43 of 60 studies found a positive relationship
between participative decision-making and job satisfaction. He found a weak
link between satisfaction and performance. Studies involving the use of
performance-based pay demonstrated a positive relationship between
performance-based pay and higher levels of performance. These same studies
also found a negative relationship between performance-based pay and job sat-
isfaction. Bullock also reported a positive correlation between satisfaction and

team building when there are opportunities for employees to exert influence on
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‘[he decision process.
‘ The research of Vroom(1964)on the effects cf participation in decision-
making on satisfaction suggested that the personality of the participant is an im-
portant dimension in the equation. Particiption is most positively related to sat-
isfaction among persons high in need of independence and low in need of autho-
ritarianism.. Vroom reported there was no evidence that participation had any
-negative effects on either satisfaction or performance.

Later work by Vroom and Jago( lQSS)squested two reasons why job satis-
faction is enhanced by involvement in decision-making. First, by being
involved, participants are better able to see that decisions reflect their own
interests. Secondly, the value participants place on involvement in decision-
making for its own sake is increasing. The authors found that this involvement
Cn_ilbles people to use their talents in meaningful ways and be part of a group
process.

X Reyes(1989)examined organiztional commitment, autonomy in decision-
ma](‘ing. and job satisfaction for public school teachers and mid-level school
administratog.s. The administrators were more satisfied with their jobs, more
committed to school, and were more autonomous in decision making than were
teachers. While both groups showed relatively high involvement in decision
making, levels of involvement for administrators was higher than correspond-
ing levels for teachers. Belasco and Alutto found significantly lower levels of
satisfaction among teachers who were “decisionally deprived” (1972,p.51).

They also found that teachers with high levels of satisfaction have less job
tension and less militant attitudes. Schmuck( 197?_)f0und that both the teachers’
perception of their extent in involvement in decision making and the
perceptions of their satisfaction with decision making were positively related

to teacher jobsatisfaction.

Ll
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. Bass(1990)stated that it is not so much the act of particiption that is
satisfying, but the feeling and knowledge that genuine opportunities exist for
participation if desired. He pointed out that only about 50 percent of that eli-
gible to 'vote actually vote in general elections. He argued that this is a
satisfying state to those not voting, but if the right to vote were abridged, a
great outcry. would arise. If this logic is sound, the implication is that
opportunities for teacher involvement in decision making ought to be provided,

but involvement should be voluntary.

CHAPTER FOUR

Conclusions

* The relationship between job content and job satisfaction has been well es-
tablished. Herzberg, et al. (1959),Lee,(1965),Sergiovanni, (1967),and Srivastva,
et '!il:( 1977)are among those who have established this connection. The relation-
ship between job content and the motivation to work likewise has been estab-
lished by the*same sources. Moreover, motivation and productivity are posi-
tively correlated.

The relationship between involvement in decision making and employee
perceptions about job content is less clear. Lawler(1986)established an indirect
link between participation in decision making and motivation. Moreover, he
found a connection between participation in goal setting and motivation.

Much of the literature is also proved that involvement in the decision-mak-
ing prucv;:ss improves job content for employees. The logic is that involvement
in decision making improves job conten' by making work more meaningful,
relevant, challenging and interesting. Better job content leads to higher levels
of mot‘ivation'z Higher levels of motivation lead to greater productivity and

increased job satisfaction.

Al
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