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INTRODUCTION

Higher education in Saudi Arabia is undergoing major 
developmental changes.[1] Inevitably, this has resulted in 
increased accountability among faculty with respect to 
productivity and time management, which in turn has 

increased work pressure. Faculty members are pivotal 
elements of  an educational institution, and their motivation 
and job satisfaction are likely to be essential requirements 
for any successful educational process.[2]

Address for correspondence: Dr. Radwa Hamdi Bakr, College of Medicine, Imam Abdulrahman Bin Faisal University, P. O. Box 1982, Dammam 31441, 
Saudi Arabia. 
E‑mail: rhmohamed@iau.edu.sa

Access this article online
Quick Response Code:

Website:
www.sjmms.net

DOI:
10.4103/sjmms.sjmms_105_17

How to cite this article: Bakr RH, Jarrar MK, Abumadini MS, Al Sultan AI, 
Larbi EB. Effect of leadership support, work conditions and job security on 
job satisfaction in a medical college. Saudi J Med Med Sci 2019;7:100-5.

This is an open access journal, and articles are distributed under the terms of the Creative 
Commons Attribution‑NonCommercial‑ShareAlike 4.0 License, which allows others to 
remix, tweak, and build upon the work non‑commercially, as long as appropriate credit 
is given and the new creations are licensed under the identical terms.

For reprints contact: reprints@medknow.com

Background: Faculty members are crucial elements of an educational institution, and their job satisfaction 
is likely essential for success of the educational process. Leadership support, work conditions and perceived 
job security could be factors affecting academic job satisfaction.
Objective: The aim of the study was to investigate the effect of leadership support, work conditions and 
perceived job security on the overall academic job satisfaction of faculty.
Materials and Methods: A  cross‑sectional survey, using a structured questionnaire, was conducted to 
determine the effect of leadership support, work conditions and perceived job security on academic job 
satisfaction among faculty and teaching staff at the College of Medicine, Imam Abdulrahman Bin Faisal 
University, Dammam, Saudi Arabia. Multiple regression analysis was performed to examine the significance 
of these relationships at 95% confidence interval and P < 0.05 level of significance.
Results: Leadership support ( = 0.187, t = 2.714, P = 0.007), work conditions ( = 0.199, t = 2.628, 
P = 0.009) and perceived job security ( = 0.264, t = 3.369, P = 0.001) were found to be significantly 
associated with overall academic job satisfaction.
Conclusion: The results of this study support the hypothesis that faculty and teaching staff working with 
supportive leaders and favorable work conditions as well as having an optimized sense of perceived job 
security demonstrate significantly higher levels of overall academic job satisfaction. These findings provide 
input for policymakers, and their implementation could enhance an institution’s vitality and performance, 
and thus enable it to fulfill its goals.
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Job satisfaction is an elusive notion that has been increasingly 
disputed and refined. Since the late 1950s, numerous theories 
and models have been developed in an attempt to explain 
the essence and causes of  job satisfaction.[2] Herzberg et al.[3] 
proposed that job satisfaction was two dimensional, with 
certain factors leading to job satisfaction and others causing 
dissatisfaction. In 1968, Herzberg[4] refined the dual‑factor 
theory and postulated that only aspects related to job 
content  (e.g.,  achievement, responsibility and the work 
itself) contribute to job satisfaction, while aspects related to 
job context (e.g., salary, job security and work conditions) 
can cause job dissatisfaction but not satisfaction. More 
recently, Quarstein et al., in their “situational occurrence 
theory” of  job satisfaction, expounded that job satisfaction 
is driven by two factors: “situational occurrences” and 
“situational characteristics.” The theory contends that both 
or either of  these factors can cause overall job satisfaction 
or dissatisfaction.[5]

In terms of  job satisfaction among faculty in a university 
setting, different sets of  factors tend to dominate the 
equation. Pearson and Seiler[6] asserted that “higher order” 
needs are at stake for university faculty, especially because 
academics usually exert considerable control regarding job 
“content” factors such as the teaching and learning process 
and molding students’ minds. On the other hand, faculty 
members usually have minimal control over “context” 
factors, such as the work conditions where teaching and 
research are taking place. The authors concluded that 
because of  the degree of  control that faculty members 
have over “content” elements, their degree of  satisfaction 
is mostly dependent on “context” factors.[6]

Similarly, Hill[7] appraised the usefulness of  Hertzberg’s 
“dual theory” for assessing faculty job satisfaction in higher 
education. He contended that major causes of  satisfaction 
among university faculty would likely be intrinsic factors 
such as teaching, research and scholarly activities and the 
nature of  their work itself. In contrast, major causes of  
dissatisfaction would likely be extrinsic factors such as 
pay, benefits, administrative support, work conditions and 
relationship with colleagues.[7]

Previous research on the work life of  faculty has studied 
the effect of  factors such as motivation, rewards and 
salary, productivity, instructional and learning technology[8] 
and gender or minority issues.[9] However, there is 
limited understanding of  the effect of  institutional and 
professional issues on faculty members’ overall job 
satisfaction, as few studies have concurrently examined 
the impact of  leadership support, work conditions and 
perceived job security on their overall job satisfaction. 

This study aims to examine these three key dimensions and 
determine their influence on overall job satisfaction among 
academic faculty at a medical college in Saudi Arabia.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

A quantitative cross‑sectional design was used to determine 
the effect of  leadership support, work conditions and 
perceived job security on overall job satisfaction among 
faculty and teaching staff  at the College of  Medicine, 
Imam Abdulrahman Bin Faisal University, Dammam, 
Saudi Arabia. Ethical approval for the study  (reference 
no. IRB‑2018‑01‑148) was obtained from the Institutional 
Review Board of  Imam Abdulrahman Bin Faisal University, 
Dammam, Saudi Arabia.

Clustered random sampling was used for this study. 
The study was carried out between May 2016 and 
March 2017. The study questionnaire was distributed 
to faculty  (professors, associate professors and assistant 
professors) and teaching staff  (lecturers and demonstrators) 
through the chairpersons of  all 23 departments. Using 
computer‑generated random numbers, faculty and 
staff  were randomly selected and invited to voluntarily 
participate in the study.

The academic job satisfaction survey was carried out as part 
of  the requirements for program academic accreditation. 
The Academic Job Satisfaction Questionnaire, which 
was developed and validated in an earlier study by 
Al‑Rubaish et al.,[10] was utilized in this study. The structured 
questionnaire is composed of  two parts. The first part 
consists of  eliciting demographic data such as age, gender, 
qualifications and duration of  service. The second part 
consists of  46 items subdivided into 11 domains including 
that of  leadership supervision, work conditions and 
perceived job security. At the end of  the questionnaire, one 
item asked respondents to rate their overall job satisfaction. 
All items were scored on a 5‑point Likert scale (1 = strongly 
disagree and 5 = strongly agree).

Data entry and analysis were performed using Statistical 
Package for the Social Sciences version 21 (IBM Corporation, 
Armonk, NY, USA). Descriptive statistics and multiple 
regression analysis were utilized. The level of  significance 
was 95% confidence interval  (CI) and P < 0.05. Factor 
analysis and Cronbach’s alpha coefficient test were 
conducted to test the validity and internal consistency of  
the study instrument, respectively. The value for the study 
variables was  >0.70, which is considered a satisfactory 
level for Cronbach’s alpha coefficient.[11] Mahalanobis D2 
statistics was used for determining outliers. If  Mahalanobis 



Bakr, et al.: Factors of academic job satisfaction

102 	 Saudi Journal of Medicine & Medical Sciences | Volume 7 | Issue 2 | May-August 2019

D2 exceeded the chi‑square critical value, respondents were 
considered as outliers.[12] At P = 0.001 significance level and 
52 degrees of  freedom, the chi‑square critical value of  the 
study was 89.27; respondents reaching this critical value were 
omitted from the study.[13,14] Independent sample t‑test and 
one‑way ANOVA test were utilized to compare differences 
in job satisfaction between the study participants according 
to their gender, position and qualifications.

RESULTS

Of  the total 466 faculty and teaching staff  members at 
the College of  Medicine, Imam Abdulrahman Bin Faisal 
University, 286 were randomly selected to participate 
in the study. A  total of  220 respondents returned the 
questionnaire, representing a 78.6% response rate. Missing 
data were replaced by the mean. Data were cleaned and a 
total of  15 (6.8%) respondents were considered outliers 
and omitted from the study. Therefore, all further analyses 
included 205 respondents. Of  these, 138 respondents were 
males  (67.3%; male:  female ratio = 2:1) and most were 
assistant professors (46.8%) [Table 1].

Independent samples t‑test indicated insignificant 
differences in the academic job satisfaction scores for 
males (M = 3.95, standard deviation [SD] = 0.92, standard 
error  [SE] = 0.08) and females  (M = 4.07, SD = 0.70, 
SE  =  0.09; t  [−0.96] = 1.62, P  =  0.34, two‑tailed) 
at P  <  0.05 [Table  2]. The differences in the means 
(mean difference = −0.12, 95% CI: −0.38–0.13) were 
negligible (η2 = 0.0045). One‑way ANOVA results indicated 
insignificant differences between the participants in terms 
of  position (mean square = 0.80, F = 1.08, P = 0.37) and 
qualification (mean square = 0.32, F = 0.43, P = 0.78) at 
P < 0.05 [Tables 3 and 4].

Academic job satisfaction among faculty and teaching staff  
was found to be significantly associated with leadership 
support, work conditions and perceived job security at 
P < 0.001 (F = 26.752; P = 0.000) [Table 5]. The value of  
R2 indicates that these variables predicted 0.285 variances 
of  academic job satisfaction among faculty and teaching 
staff  at the College of  Medicine, Imam Abdulrahman 
Bin Faisal University. Leadership support ( = 0.187, 
t = 2.714, P = 0.007), work condition ( = 0.199, t = 2.628, 
P = 0.009) and perceived job security ( = 0.264, t = 3.369, 
P = 0.001) were found to have significantly positive impacts 
on academic job satisfaction at P < 0.01. These findings 
indicate that faculty and teaching staff  with a greater 
leadership support, better work conditions and perceived 
job security by one SD had greater job satisfaction by 
18.7%, 19.9% and 26.4%, respectively.

DISCUSSION

Faculty members are vital components of  an educational 
institution, and their motivation and job satisfaction 
are essential for the success of  these organizations. 
Higher education in Saudi Arabia is undergoing major 
developmental changes, which in turn can affect job 
satisfaction among faculty.[1,2] In this study, leadership 

Table 3: Differences in academic job satisfaction among 
study participants according to their position
Position Mean SD SE CI

Lower Upper

Demonstrator 3.83 0.83 0.13 3.57 4.09
Lecturer 3.79 0.44 0.20 3.24 4.34
Assistant professor 4.08 0.80 0.08 3.92 4.24
Associate professor 3.90 0.91 0.16 3.57 4.24
Professor 3.92 1.09 0.21 3.48 4.36
Others 4.50 0.55 0.22 3.93 5.07

Mean square = 0.80; F = 1.08; P = 0.37; CI – Confidence interval; 
SD – Standard deviation; SE – Standard error

Table 2: Differences in academic job satisfaction among 
study participants according to their gender
Gender n Mean SD SE t P Mean 

difference
CI

Lower Upper

Male 138 3.95 0.92 0.08 −0.96 0.34 −0.12 −0.38 0.13
Female 67 4.07 0.70 0.09

CI – Confidence interval; SD – Standard deviation; SE – Standard error

Table 1: Characteristics of the study participants
Variable n (%)

Gender
Male 138 (67.3)
Female 67 (32.7)

Age (years)
<30 34 (16.6)
30‑40 62 (30.2)
41‑50 39 (19.1)
51‑60 51 (24.8)
>60 19 (9.3)

Highest qualification
Bachelor's degree 24 (11.7)
Postgraduate diploma 4 (2.0)
Master's degree 6 (2.9)
PhD 58 (28.3)
Board fellowship 113 (55.1)

Current position
Demonstrator 41 (20.0)
Lecturer 5 (2.4)
Assistant professor 96 (46.8)
Associate professor 31 (15.1)
Professor 26 (12.7)
Others* 6 (2.9)

Experience (years)
<5 57 (27.8)
5‑10 59 (28.8)
11‑15 33 (16.1)
16‑20 24 (11.7)
21‑25 4 (1.9)
>25 28 (13.7)

*Others included clinical specialists and consultants involved in teaching 
students
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support, work conditions and perceived job security 
were found to have a significantly positive impact on job 
satisfaction among academic faculty and teaching staff  
at the College of  Medicine of  Imam Abdulrahman Bin 
Faisal University, Saudi Arabia. This supports the claim 
that a healthy work environment is positively associated 
with overall job satisfaction.[15,16]

This study found that faculty with higher leadership support 
by one SD had greater job satisfaction by 18.7%, indicating 
a positive relationship between leadership support and 
faculty job satisfaction. This finding is similar to that 
stated in the “organizational support theory,” according 
to which an employee’s performance improves as a direct 
result of  their superior’s support. This, in turn, deepens 
the employee’s commitment and adherence to the goals of  
the institution and reduces their likelihood of  leaving.[17]

Similar to our findings and the organizational support 
theory, Winter and Sarros[18] found that a supportive 
leadership style and participation in the decision‑making 
process were significant factors in enhancing job satisfaction 
and, consequently, commitment to the institution among 
faculty. Similarly, Smerek and Marvin Peterson[19] found 
that satisfaction with supervisors had one of  the strongest 
impacts on overall faculty satisfaction and was preceded 
only by the work itself. In South Africa, Bull[20] found that 
leadership supervision, along with  the nature of  work, 
opportunities for advancement and salary, was a critical 
factor influencing faculty job satisfaction. Shamima et al.[21] 
also found leadership supervision to be one of  the major 

factors that led to job satisfaction among teachers in 
Bangladesh. Our results are also consistent with those of  
Tom et al.,[22] who found that in the United States, leadership 
supervision and interpersonal relationships were among 
the five intrinsic or “motivator” factors that had significant 
effects on faculty satisfaction.[22]

Staff  involvement in the decision‑making process 
constitutes a critical concern in organizational research 
and is considered a key indicator of  organizational 
performance.[23‑25] Traditionally, academic work had largely 
been self‑regulated. However, the autonomy of  faculty 
members has come under significant strain owing to 
increased managerial authority over work.[18] The degree 
to which a superior exercises authority over subordinates 
has been shown to cause stress and burnout.[26] In a 
university setting, a leader’s personality, work ethic, 
interpersonal relationships and administrative approach 
have been shown to be important factors that affect the 
performance of  faculty members.[27] Recent initiatives in 
Jordanian universities have concentrated on increasing the 
autonomy of  faculty and increasing their involvement in 
the decision‑making process.[28] Researchers have indicated 
that providing autonomy to faculty members results in 
a sense of  engagement and empowerment that allows 
them to evolve within their profession and seek more 
responsibilities in line with their status.[28] Accordingly, the 
authors believe that faculty should be given the freedom 
to make changes with the assurance that their efforts can 
make a difference. In addition, efforts should be undertaken 
to increase the participation of  faculty in decision‑making, 
as their ability to make effective decisions is paramount for 
successful performance of  a university.

Based on our results and those of  previous studies, the 
authors agree with Winter and Sarros’s[18] recommendation 
that training supervisors to improve their interpersonal 
and communication skills as well as their decision‑making 
would have a positive trickle‑down effect in impacting job 
satisfaction among both themselves and their faculty.

The results of  this study demonstrated that faculty having 
higher satisfaction with their work conditions by one SD had 
greater overall job satisfaction by 19.9%. Unfavorable work 
conditions have been shown to be critical factors that cause 
job dissatisfaction among employees.[21] Several studies 
have demonstrated that work conditions are particularly 
crucial factors in determining the overall job satisfaction 
among academic faculty.[2,6,29] Our results concur with the 
findings of  Darmody and Smyth's[30] study conducted 
in Ireland. Their study found that found that along with 
salary, promotion and fringe benefits, work condition is a 

Table 5: Multiple regression analysis of leadership support, 
work conditions and perceived job security on academic job 
satisfaction
Variable Standardized 

coefficient β
SE t P 95% CI

Constant 0.320 4.721 0.001 0.878‑2.138
Leadership support 0.187* 0.082 2.714 0.007 0.061‑0.385
Work condition 0.199* 0.073 2.628 0.009 0.048‑0.335
Perceived job security 0.264* 0.070 3.369 0.001 0.097‑0.373

R2 = 0.285; F = 26.752**; Significance of F = 0.000. *Significant 
at P < 0.01; **Significant at P < 0.001. CI – Confidence interval; 
SE – Standard error

Table 4: Differences in academic job satisfaction among 
study participants based on their qualification
Qualification Mean SD SE CI

Lower Upper

Bachelor's degree 3.88 0.80 0.16 3.54 4.21
Postgraduate diploma 3.75 0.50 0.25 2.95 4.55
Master's degree 4.33 0.82 0.33 3.48 5.19
PhD 3.98 0.93 0.12 3.74 4.23
Fellowship 4.01 0.85 0.08 3.85 4.17

Mean square = 0.32; F = 0.43, P = 0.78; CI – Confidence interval; 
SD – Standard deviation; SE – Standard error
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major factor impacting the overall faculty job satisfaction. 
Similarly, our findings also support the results of  other 
studies that have demonstrated a correlation between 
a healthy work environment and reduced job stress, 
which in turn significantly enhances the overall employee 
satisfaction.[31,32] On the other hand, our results contradict 
Herzberg’s[33] assumption that employees’ commitment to 
the institution and degree of  overall satisfaction cannot be 
enhanced by improving work conditions.

The findings of  this study revealed that faculty with higher 
perceived job security by one SD had greater job satisfaction 
by 26.4%. This factor exerts considerable influence on job 
satisfaction and supports the “norm of  reciprocity” theory, 
which posits that “positive actions bring about more 
positive actions while negative actions bring about more 
negative actions.”[34] The supportive effect of  job security 
on overall job satisfaction is also supported by the “social 
exchange theory,”[35] which states that human relationships 
are forged by the use of  a subjective cost–benefit analysis 
and comparison of  alternatives.

Job satisfaction, primarily a cognitive evaluation that is 
composed of  extrinsic components, is directly influenced 
by adverse economic conditions. This may be considered 
important in view of  the current global and regional 
economic crisis, as a negative view of  the future would 
inevitably impact job security, and thus result in job 
dissatisfaction.[36] Several studies have shown that, in 
an academic setting, perception of  job security results 
in loyalty of  faculty toward their institution,[37] whereas 
perceived job insecurity results in job dissatisfaction and 
lower commitment to an organization.[38] Similarly, Ma 
et al.[39] stated that “the existence of  job security is likely 
to bolster employees’ perceptions of  organizational 
support which would in turn help foster organizational 
commitment.” On the other hand, Chughtai and Zafar[40] 
argued that job security only had a minor effect on overall 
job satisfaction compared with other more influential 
factors such as the primary work undertaken, promotion 
opportunities, training opportunities and salary. This may 
indicate that faculty members are more likely to be satisfied 
with a job that rewards them academically and financially 
than with a job in which they feel more secure.

Overall, it can be stated that because faculty members 
are essential for the efficient running of  an institution,[8] 
job satisfaction among them inevitably plays a role in 
the success of  an institution. Consequently, this research 
presents several practical implications. First, job satisfaction 
is critical not only because of  a humanistic desire to 
enhance the nature of  work but also because of  its potential 

effect on an institution’s outcomes such as productivity 
and retention.[41] Hence, administrators concerned with 
the performance and efficiency of  their institution should 
prioritize this aspect. Second, given the financial constraints 
to which any college or university is subject, administrators 
who wisely use the resources of  their institutions to impact 
faculty job satisfaction will, in effect, enhance the overall 
functioning of  the institution.

Limitations
Three dimensions of  faculty job satisfaction were 
considered in this study. However, there are other 
environmental factors that affect job satisfaction. These 
include collegial relationships, salary, staffing adequacy and 
recognition. These factors can be added to the study model 
and investigated in future research. This study, which had 
a cross‑sectional design and was carried out in the College 
of  Medicine, may be replicated in other settings and a 
longitudinal, larger sample may be utilized to ensure the 
causality between the study variables.

CONCLUSION

The results of  this study support the hypothesis that faculty 
and teaching staff  working with supportive leaders, in 
favorable work conditions and having an optimized sense 
of  job security demonstrate significantly higher levels of  
overall job satisfaction. Therefore, the current study agrees 
with previous reports showing that factors related to “job 
context” rather than “job content” are more likely to affect 
faculty job satisfaction. The findings of  this study provide 
input for policymakers to promote adequate leadership 
support, favorable work conditions and enhance job 
security to maintain a satisfied body of  faculty and teaching 
staff, which in turn could optimize the institution’s vitality 
and performance and enable it to fulfill its goals.
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