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CHAPTER 1 

Abstract 

Self-efficacy involves an individual's belief in their ability to perform a given task. Job 

satisfaction is influenced by an individual 's personality traits and organizational factors. 

University students were surveyed using the Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS) and the General 

Perceived Self-Efficacy (GSE) Scale. Results of an independent samples t-test did not show a 

significant difference between the self-efficacy perceptions of part-time and full-time workers. 

Results of correlational analysis did not show a significant difference between job satisfaction 

and self-efficacy for part-time workers, although, a significant relationship was found to exist 

between job satisfaction and self-efficacy of full-time workers. Results of a series of ANOV As 

found that significant differences exist between facet job satisfaction of part-time and full-time 

workers for the facets of pay, fringe benefits , and operating conditions. 



CHAPTER II 

INTRODUCTION 

Organizations have long sought ways to achieve higher levels of employee job 

satisfaction as a primary means of obtaining more productive employees and decreasing 

employee absenteeism and turnover (Spector, 1986). Muchinsky (2003) defines job satisfaction 

as the degree of pleasure an employee deprives from his or her job. Basic differences in 

personality and affectivity predispose people to be differentially satisfied with various aspects of 

their lives, including their jobs (Heller, Judge & Watson, 2002). Personal experience dealing 

with people shows us that some people are dissatisfied regardless of the job they are in whereas 

other people appear satisfied regardless of past and present job histories (Arvey, Bouchard, Segal 

& Abraham, 1989). This everyday occurrence has led researchers to spend many decades 

searching for the reasons behind these differences in employee levels of job satisfaction. Recent 

research suggests that measuring specific personality traits may be beneficial in predicting 

employee's job satisfaction. (Judge, Heller & Mount, 2002; Crapanzano, James & Konovsky, 

1993). 

The nature of today's workforce is changing due to globalization and technological 

advances (Robbins, 2003) . Organizations are relying more and more on part-time workers to 

accomplish their organizational objectives. Differences between full-time and part-time 

employees have important implications for theories of organizational behaviour and 

interventions designed to predict and control behaviour (Thorsteinson, 2003). The challenge for 

organizations is to make themselves more accommodating to diverse groups of employees 

(Robbins, 2003) . Part-time and full-time workers may value different aspects of their jobs, and 



differences between the groups may only appear when investigating facet satisfaction 

(Thorsteinson, 2003). 

The purpose of this study is to determine if there are differences between part-time and 

full-time workers with respect to self-efficacy. This study will also examine if there is a 

relationship between self-efficacy and overall job satisfaction of part-time and full-time workers. 

Finally, this study will determine whether differences exist in the facet job satisfaction for part­

time and full-time workers. 



CHAPTER III 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Self-Efficacy 

The concept of self-efficacy was first identified by Albert Bandura in his 1977 

publication "Self-efficacy: Toward a Unifying Theory of Behavioral Change" (Pajares, 2002). 

Generalized self-efficacy is one's estimate of one's capabilities of performing, at a global level 

across many contexts (Bono & Judge, 2003). Self-efficacy is defined as the individual's belief 

that he or she is capable of performing a task and includes task difficulty (Robbins, 2003). 

Perceived self-efficacy is measured in terms of judgments of personal capabilities and the 

strength of that belief (Bandura & Locke, 2003). 

Self-efficacy beliefs also help determine how much effort people will expend on an 

activity, how long they will persevere when confronting obstacles, and how resilient they will be 

in the face of adverse situations (Pajares, 2002). It reflects the belief of being able to control 

challenging environmental demands by means of taking adaptive action (Schwarzer & Scholz, 

n.d.). The dimensions of self-efficacy are magnitude (the level of difficulty that a person 

believes they are capable of executing) and strength (the judgment about the magnitude) 

(Robbins, 2003). 

Bandura ( 1994) states: 

the four sources through which people develop their efficacy are mastery 

experiences, seeing people similar to oneself manage task demands successfully, 

social persuasion that one has the capabilities to succeed in given activities, and 

inferences from somatic and emotional states indicative of personal strengths and 



vulnerabilities. (Summary). 

Self-efficacy beliefs provide the foundation for human motivation, well-being, and 

personal accomplishment (Pajares, 2002). Perceived self-efficacy is an influential determinant 

of career choice and development (Bandura, 2000). Research from meta-analyses consistently 

shows that efficacy beliefs contribute significantly to the level of motivation and performance 

(Bandura & Locke, 2003). The higher your self-efficacy, the more confidence you have in your 

ability to succeed in a task (Robbins, 2003). People's accomplishments are generally better 

predicted by their self-efficacy beliefs than by their previous attainments, knowledge, or skills 

(Pajares, 2002). 

Self-Efficacy and Job Satisfaction 

Many researchers have attempted to establish the dispositional or personality sources of 

joh satisfaction. Dispositional factors arc the rclati\·cly stable traits that predispose individuals to 

react to their en\'ironmcnt in certain ways (Schaubrocck. Ganster & Kemmerer, 1996). Recently 

researchers ha\'e begun to explore the psychological processes that might underlie dispositional 

sources of job satisfaction (Judge. Bono & Locke. 2000). Job satisfaction has been thought to be 

at least partl y deten11ined by one's dispositional factors (Schaubrocck. Ganster & Kemmerer, 

19% ). One factor that has impeded theoretical explanations of the dispositional source of job 

sati sfaction is the lack of a framework describing the structure and nature of personality (Judge, 

Heller & t-.tount. 2002) . Some researchers argue that stable indi\'idual differences might be as 

important a factor in deten11ining job attitudes as that of the job or work environment itself 

(Ar\'cy. Bouchard. Segal & Abraham. 1989). Therefore. it is of great importance to know how 

strong dispositional influences are in comparison to situational determinants such as working 

conditions when it comes to job satisfaction (Dorrnann & Zapf, 2001 ). 



Arvey et al. (1989) suggest: 

that job satisfaction dimensions or elements that explicitly represent extrinsic work 

environmental factors ( e.g., the working conditions, supervision, etc.) are less likely to 

demonstrate genetic components than job satisfaction elements that may reflect more 

direct experiences of the job by individuals (i.e. intrinsic aspects of job satisfaction). 

(188) 

They found that there is a significant genetic component to intrinsic job satisfaction as well as to 

general job satisfaction. Dormann and Zapf (2001) also reported that the effect of personality 

dispositions on job satisfaction is mediated by working conditions. 

One framework that may explain the personological basis of job satisfaction is Judge, 

Locke, and colleagues' concept of core self-evaluations (Judge, Heller & Mount, 2002). The 

core self-evaluations concept was originally proposed as a potential explanatory variable in the 

dispositional source of job satisfaction (Judge & Bono, 200 1 ). Core self-evaluations influence 

job satisfaction, in part, because positive individuals actually obtain more challenging jobs, and 

also because they perceive jobs of equal complexity as more intrinsically fulfilling (Bono & 

Judge, 2003). According to Judge et al. (2002), core self-evaluations are a broad personality trait 

that is manifested in self-esteem, locus of control, generalized self-efficacy, and low neuroticism. 

Heller et al. (2002) found that when the four traits are combined into a single composite measure, 

the overall core trait correlated 0.3 7 with job satisfaction. Judge and Bono (2001) found that 

generalized self-efficacy has a positive, non zero relationship with job satisfaction (r = .45). 

Judge et al. (2000) found a direct link between core self-evaluations and job satisfaction. 

It is critical to understandino the role of core self-evaluations in job satisfaction to begin to sort 
=, 

out differences in perceptions from difference in actual jobs held (Judge, Bono & Locke, 2000). 



Hypotheses 

Hypothesis I : There is a significant difference in self-efficacy perceptions of part- and 

full-ti me workers. 

Hypothesis 2: Self-efficacy perceptions will have a positive relationship with overall job 

sati sfaction. 

Hypothes is 2a: Self-effi cacy perceptions will have a posit ive relationship with overall job 

sati sfacti on for part-time workers. 

Hypothesis 2b: Self-effi cacy perceptions wi ll have a positive re lationship with overall 

job sati sfac tion for full-t ime workers . 

Job Sati sfac ti on 

The extent to which people are satisfi ed with their work ha been an enduring research 

interest (Koustelious & Bagiati s, 1997). Much research ha been conducted concerning the 

accurate measurement of job sati sfacti on. In ea rl y tudie . job ati fac tion wa refe rred to as ifit 

were a single va ri ab le (Koustelios & Bagiatis. 1997). 

Pre\·ious research concerning job satisfac ti on ha been conducted in applied work 

settings (Le \·in & Stokes, I 989: Moyle , I 995: cha ubrocck ct al. , I 996) umerou tudies 

ha\ e indicated clea rl y that there are seYera l discriminably different area of JOb sati faction 

(Koustelios & Bagi atis. 1997) Researcher have found that high leYel of job ati faction are 

assoc iated \Yith hi gh job complexity (J udgc, Bono, & Locke, :2 000: cl a med Fried & Froom, 

200 I) Other typical fac tors that are included in JOb ati sfac ti on are nature of work, supervision, 

present pay. promotion opport unities. and relati ons with co-workers (Robbins, 2003 ). Barling, 

Kcllo\,·ay and IYcrson (2003) fo und that hi gh quality work is associated with hi gher levels of job 

sa ti sfactio n Ind ividuals also ha\ e higher level s of job sati sfaction when they have high goal 



commitment and goal attainability (Maier & Brunstein, 2001 ), and job control (Elovainio, 

Kivimaki , Steen & Kalliomaki-Levanto, 2000). High intrinsic work characteristics (Judge, Bono 

& Locke, 2000), and high procedural justice (Kernan & Hanges, 2002) are also reported to 

influence job satisfaction. Additional findings are that participative management and effective 

communication with one's supervisor are associated with job sati sfaction (Kim, 2002). 

Job Sati sfaction and part-time versus full-time workers 

One of the more comprehensive changes taki ng place in organi zations is the addition of 

temporary or contingent employees (Robbins, 2003). The e contingent employees include part­

time workers. For the purpose of this tudy, , orker are defi ned a part-time worker if they 

were employed less than 30 hour . Contingent worker recei ,·e low r alarie than if the) were 

pe rmanent employees performing the ame work, and th y rarely rccei \·e fri nge b n fit uch a 

medical i1u 1ra nce or pen ions ( Muchin ky, _oo~ ) me r1.: earcher ha\ e peculated that pa rt-

time empl oyees may be more di ssati . fied hccau e th1.:y c mpare their ituati n wi th that of full­

time employees (Thorstein on, 200 ). 

These noticed difference bet ,,eell full -111111.: allJ art-111111.: \\Orker ha lead re earcher to 

quc. tion whether difference. in Job att itude. e:x1 t bet \\ CCll part-time and full-ttme ,,. rker . 

\ luch or the research compa ring part -t ime and full-tim' ,,orl-er on j b anitude ha la ked a 

~1rong theore tical basis (Thor tei n o il . _00~) omc rc ·carcher · ha , e found that mot temporary 

· · - · · · · " I h. k · 00 ~) Howe\·er 
,, orkcrs are \·e~ d1 s. att s!ted mth their employmen t relat1 n. htp " uc 1

11 ~ • - · ' 

a meta-analysis by Thorsteinson (2003) fo und that there wa little difTerenc b tw n ful l-time 

and p::ir t- time employees Oil job sa ti sfaction. 

• • · · fi d·ngs when 
Gm~n the large numbers of pan-t11ne workers and the incon I tent in 

1 -

co · · l b tt 'r under tanding of possible 
mpanng part-time employees with full -t11nc cmp oyces, a e c 



differences between the two groups is important (Thorsteinson, 2003). The present study 

attempts to identify the magnitude of the difference between part-time and full-time workers on 

specific facets of job satisfaction. This study is important because it will help organizations 

determine what components of job satisfaction, if any, are valued by part-time and full-time 

workers. 

Hypothesis 

9 

Hypothesis 3: There is a significant difference between facet job satisfaction of part-time 

and full-time workers. 



CHAPTER IV 

METHOD 

Participants 

The participants in this study were undergraduate and graduate students from a small 

southern public liberal arts university. 54% (N = 38) of the participants possessed part-time 

employment and 46% (N = 32) of the participants possessed full-time employment. Of the full­

time participants, 78% (N = 25) were Caucasian, 19% (N = 6) were African-American, and 3% 

(N = 1) were Hispanic. In addition, 66% (N = 21) were female . 44% (N = 14) of the full-time 

workers participating in this study were full-time students. 19% (N = 6) of the full-time 

participants worked between 30 to 39 hours per week, 72% ( = 23) worked bet\veen 40-49 

hours per week and 9% (N = 3) worked more than 50 hours per week. The full-time participants 

worked in the following industries: service (9%), manufacturing/industrial (28%), clerical (31 %), 

profess ional (22%) and 9% indicated other as their industry. The age of the full-time participants 

ranged from 19 to 49 with a mean age of31.7 . 

Of the 38 part-time participants, 63% = 24) were Caucasian, 29% (N = 11) were 

African-American, 5% (N = 2) were Hispanic and 3% (N = 1) indicated other as their racial 

group. In addition, 76% (N = 29) were female and 82% (N = 31) of the participants were 

single. 95 % (N = 36) of the part-time workers participating in the study were full-time students. 

71¾ (N = 27) of the part-time participants worked benveen 10 to 20 hours per week. The part­

time participants worked in the following industries: service (53 %), clerical (34%), professional 

(3°1 ) · d' d"Oth " 'obindustries 10 and 31 % indicated other as their industry. Some of the m 1cate er J 



included chi Id care and campus student workers. Two of the participants selected multiple 

industries. The age of the part-time participants ranged from 18 to 45 with a mean age of22.9. 

One participant 's data was excluded because it was incomplete. Table 1 summarizes the 

classification of the participants by age, gender, marital status, and student status. Table 2 

summarizes the classification of the participants by nature of job. 

TABLE 1 

Classification of Participants by Age, Gender, Marital Status, and Student Status 

Part-time Full-time 
Age Marital Status Gender student student Total 

18-21 : 20 (53%) Single: 29 (76%) Male: 9 (24%) 

Part-time 

11 

Worker 22+ : 18 (47%) Married : 9 (24%) Female: 29 (76%' 2 (5%) 36 (95%) 38 (100%) 

18-21: 4 (12%) Single: 14 (44%) Male: 11(34%) 
Full-time 
Worker 22+ : 28 (88%) Married : 18 (56% Female: 21(66%) 18 (56%) 14 (44%) 32 (100%) 

Total 70 (100%) 70 (100%) 70 (100%) 

TABLE 2 

Classification of Participants by Nature of Work 

Manufacturing/ 
Other !Total Clerical Industrial Professional Service 

Part-time 
1 (3%) 10 (31 %) 38 (100%) Worker 17 (53%) 11(34%} 0 (0%) 

Full-time 
7 (22%) 3 (9%) 32 (100%) Worker 3 (9%) 10(31 %) 9 (28%} 
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Self-Efficacy. Respondents were asked to complete the 10 ·t G 
-1 em eneral Self-Efficacy 

Scale (GSE) developed in 1993 by Schwarzer & Jerusalem (refer to Appendix B). The GSE 

scale was created for the general adult population to assess a general sense of perceived self­

efficacy with the aim in mind to predict coping with daily hassles as well as adaptation after 

experiencing all kinds of stressful life events (Jerusalem & Schwarzer, 1993). However, the 

GSE scale was slightly modified by the addition of the phrase "at work" to better focus on the 

subjects work beliefs. Respondents were asked to respond to questions based on their beliefs of 

their current abilities. Each item refers to successful coping and implies an internal-stable 

attribution of success (Jerusalem & Schwarzer, 1993 ). In samples from 23 nations, the internal 

consistency for the GSE ranged from .76 to .90, with the majority in the high .80s (Jerusalem & 

Schwarzer, 1993). The reliability of the GSE scale for the present study was 0.85 for full-time 

workers and 0.83 for part-time workers. 

Job Satisfaction. Respondents were asked to complete the 36-item Spector (1994) Job 

Satisfaction Survey (JSS) (refer to Appendix C). They were asked to respond to questions 

concerning the job that they currently held. Although the Job Satisfaction Survey was originally 

developed for use in human service organizations, it is applicable to all organizations (Spector, 

1986). The JSS measures nine facets of job satisfaction and has one overall job satisfaction 

s T • · · ( 73) · · n ( 82) fringe benefits core. he facets are pay(. 75), promot10n opportumties . , supervisw · ' 

(. 73), contingent rewards (.76), operating conditions (.62), coworkers (.60), nature of work (.73), 

and communication (.71). The internal consistency reliability for the Job Satisfaction Survey is 

9H 91 fi ralljob satisfaction of 
· or all facets (Spector, 1986). The reliability of the JSS was · or ove 

full -time workers and .88 for part-time workers for the present study. 
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Self Efficacy Measure. The GSE had 10 items that were scored using a 4-point scale. 

The total self-efficacy score was calculated by adding the responses (l l0)"' h . . - 1or eac item. This 

measure does not require reverse scoring. Total general self-efficacy scores range from 10 to 40_ 

The higher the score the more self-efficacious the person is said to be. 

Job Satisfaction Survey. The JSS has 36 items that was scored on a 6-point Likert type 

scale such that a rating of 1 is associated with "strongly disagree" and a rating of 6 is associated 

with "strongly agree" for positively worded items. The ratings were reversed for negatively 

worded items. Total job satisfaction scores were calculated by adding the responses ( 1-6) for 

each item after any necessary reversals ha\e been made. TotaJjob satisfaction scores ranged 

from J6 to 21 6. Each indiYidual facet scores. which arc based on four items, can range from 4 to 

24. The hi gher the total score the more satisfi ed the employee is said to be. 

Procedure 

Par1i cipants were first made aware of the study through a posting on the research board in 

the Ckmrnt building. Participants were asked to sign up for 15 minute tjme slots utilizing the 

f11 re-111 rntinncd p()s ting. \\'hen part ic ipan ts report ed to the research site they were told that they 

11 ere JWlici pat ing in a research study measuri ng sci f-cfficacy and job satisfaction of part -t ime 

J id fu ll-time \\Wkcrs. Each parti cipant was gi ,·cn a consent infomtation sheet and a 

• . . • cd I lf-efficac,· and J·ob satisfaction 
qucsii,111 11 :i irc packet. The quest10nna1re packet contam t te sc • 

1 1) · . · · based on their current job. ~ci cs. an1c1pants were asked to complete the qucst1 onnaircs 

R •l · . . . . Id that results to the GSE scale 
~ ·111 ng 1L1 the issues of in fo n11 cd consent. par11c1pants "ere to 

:inJ JSS \\ \ )UIJ be kept confidential. To support the confident iality of the results the 

Il l , · . The questionnajres were stapled 
· L$ttL)nnaires diJ not ha\'e an\' identifong info mrntion. 

. . -



thcr for the purpose of matching statistical data. To control se fli 
wgc quence e ects, reverse 

countcrhalancing was achieved by designing the questionnaire packets in such a way that half the 

questionnaire packets had the GSE scale followed by the JSS whereas the other half had the JSS 

followed by the GSE. Lastly, participants were asked to complete a demographic questionnaire 

which asked the participants to identify their age, gender, marital status (single or married), 

ethnicity, student status (full- or part-time), job status (full- or part-time) and nature of work 

(service, manufacturing/industrial, clerical, professional or other). Participants were informed 

that racial infonnation was only requested on the demographic sheet for identification of sample 

racial breakdown and would not be used in the study. The participants were asked to return all 

test items to a designated box in the back of the room and were told that placing their 

questionnaire packet in the designated box would show their consent to participate in the 

research. In addition, participants were told that any parties interested in the final results of the 

study would be able to view a completed version of the project on the Clement research bulletin 

board at the conclusion of the study. 



CHAPTER V 

RESULTS 

The mean general self-efficacy for part-time workers was 33.47 (SD= 4 15 SEM = 
· , .67). 

The mean general self-efficacy for full-time workers was 34.09 (SD= 3.63, SEM = _64). The 

means of the part-time and full-time workers scores on the GSE was compared using an 

independent samples t-test to see if significant difference existed between the two groups. 

Hypothesis 1, which stated that there is a significant difference in self-efficacy 

percept ions of part-time and full-time workers, was not supported (t = -0.66, p > .05, df = 68). 

The means, standard deviations and standard error of measurement was computed for the 

nine JSS subscales (pay, promotion opportunities, supervision, fringe benefits , contingent 

re11·ards, operating conditions, coworkers, nature of work , communication) for both samples. 

Tab le 3 summari zes the current part-time worker facet job satisfaction data. Table 4 

summari zes the current full-tim e worker facet job satisfaction data. Figure I shows a pictorial 

depiction of the comparison between part-time and ful l-time workers on each facet of job 

sati sfaction. 
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TABLE 3 

PART-TIME WORKER JOB SATISFACTION DATA 

Part-time Workers 

Mean Standard Deviation 
Standard Error 

of Measurement Pav 13.63 5.01 0.81 Promotion Oooortunities 12.11 4.39 0.71 Supervision 18.97 4.21 0.68 
Frinqe Benefits 13.26 3.70 0.60 

Contingent Rewards 14.97 4.72 0.77 
Operating Conditions 16.95 3.04 0.49 

Coworkers 18.05 3.97 0.64 
Nature of Work 18.50 3.06 0.50 
Communication 17.61 3.42 0.56 

* N = 38 

TABLE 4 

FULL-TIME WORKER FACET JOB SA TISF ACTIO DAT A 

Full-time Workers 

Standard Error 
Mean Standard Deviation of Measurement 

Pay 16.03 4.00 0.71 
Promotion Oooortunities 12.44 4.59 0.81 

Supervision 19.28 3.84 0.68 

Fringe Benefits 17.19 4.68 0.83 

Contingent Rewards 16.00 4.37 0.77 

Operating Conditions 14.84 4.25 0.75 

Coworkers 18.25 3.46 0.61 

Nature of Work 18.34 3.98 0.70 

Communication 16.28 4.42 0.78 

* N = 32 
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The items were entered into a statistical package (SYST AT) and the descriptive statistics 

were computed. The mean job satisfaction score for the part-time workers was 143.95 (SD= 

22. 13, SEM = 3.59). The mean job satisfaction score for the full-time workers was 145.66 (SD= 

24.75, SEM = 4.38). A Pearson r correlation coefficient was performed to test the relationship 

between self-efficacy and overall job satisfaction of part-time and full-time workers. 

Hypothesis 2, which stated that self-efficacy would have a positive relationship with 

overall job satisfaction, was supported (I= 0.27, p < .05, df= 1). Hypothesis 2a was not 

supported since job satisfaction was not found to have a significant relationship with self­

efficacy perceptions for part-time workers (I= 0.09, p > .05, df = 38). Hypothesis 2b, which 

stated that self-efficacy perceptions would have a positive relationship with overall job 

satisfact' .- . ( 0 49 < 05 dlf = 32) The coefficient of ion 1or full-time workers, was supported I= • , P · , · 

detem1ination (r2) was computed for each sample to explain the amount of job satisfaction that 

can be accounted for by self-efficacy. The amount of job satisfaction in full-time workers that 
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counted for by self-efficacy is 0.24. A scatterplot (Figure 2) was generated to show the can be ac 

. hip between self-efficacy and overall job satisfaction for part-time workers. Self-relat10ns 

· on the X-axis and overall job satisfaction score is on the Y-axis. Figure 3 shows the efficacy is 

I t of the relationship between self-efficacy perceptions and overall job satisfaction for scatterp 0 

. vorkers This figure illustrates the positive direction relationship between self-full-t1rne , · 

efficacy and job satisfaction. 
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A series of Analysis of Variances (ANOV A) were conducted to identify the differences 

between part-time and full-time workers on each facet of job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was 

the independent variable and the two treatment levels in this study were part-time or full-time 

work status. The results of the ANOV As indicated that there was a significant difference 

between the means of the two groups for the job satisfaction facets of pay (F = 4. 77, p < .05, df = 

68), fringe benefits (F = 15.34, p < .05, df= 68), and operating conditions (F = 5.80, p < .05, df= 

68), 

Hypothesis 3 stated that there is a significant difference between facet job satisfaction of 

part-time and full-time workers. No significant differences were found to exiSt between part-

time a d f 1 . . · · wards coworkers nature n u I-time workers on the facets of promotion, superv1swn, re ' ' 

of Work d . . , an commumcatlon. 



CHAPTER VI 

DISCUSSION 

The results of this study offer clarification for previous re h d' . 
searc regar mg the differences 

that exist between part-time and full-time workers with respect to the· If ffi . ir se -e 1cacy perceptions 

and overall and facet levels of job satisfaction. Since the participants in this study came from a 

wide variety of organizations and industries, the significant relationships found in this study are 

not exclusive to one organization or type of industry, thus making the findings more 

generalizable and externally valid. Therefore, this study adds to general knowledge because it 

helps organizations detennine what components of job satisfaction are valued by most part-time 

and full-time workers. 

The results of this study illustrate that facet job satisfaction differs for part-time and full­

time workers in the areas of benefits, conditions and pay. This study furthered previous research 

on the satisfaction of part-time and full-time workers by identifying the sources of contention 

between part-time and full-time workers. The relationship found between self-efficacy and job 

satisfaction for full-time workers supported the previously mentioned research by Judge and 

Bono (200 I). 

The higher the total score on the JSS the more satisfied the employee is said to be. 

According to Spector (1986) scores between 109 and 143 will be considered neutral and scores 

greate th Full-t1·me workers were found to possess an overall r an 144 will be considered satisfied. 

job · . d 11 J. ob satisfaction of satisfaction of 145.66 whereas part-time workers possesse an overa 

143.95 _ These results are in the same direction as Thorsteinson's findings (2003) that full-time 

~k · k~ rs are more satisfied wi th their work than part-t11ne wor e · 
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Research shows that most tempora1y workers are ve d' . . 
ry 1ssat1sfied with their employment 

lationship (Muchinsky, 2003). However, the results of this stud d. . 
re Y contra 1cts Muchinsky' s 

arlier result by providing evidence that shows part-time workers (M = 143 95) . 
e . are relatively 

satisfied by their employment situation. Part-time participants were asked whether their part-

time employment had a voluntary nature or not. Ninety percent (N = 34) f th . . o e part1c1pants 

sought part-time employment voluntarily. The voluntary nature of the participants part-time 

employment could help rationalize why the part-time workers in this sample tended to be 

satisfied with their situation. 

Limitations and Future Research 

One limitation of this study was the small sample size of the participants. It would be 

beneficial to redo this study with a larger pool of participants. A larger sample\ ould improve 

the external validity and generalizability of the results. Another limitation\ a the fact that the 

age of the participants was only di vi ded into two categories. This prohibited further analysi of 

age influences on the self-efficacy perceptions and job satisfaction of part-t ime and full-time 

workers. 

Thi s study only began to unravel the differences between part-time and full-time worker · 

Future studies should continue to explore the existing differences between part-tim and full -

. · d f 11-t' ne worker elf-ti me workers. Future studies should also evaluate whether part-time an u 11 

cOicaey perceptions and job satisfaction differ by industry. 
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APPENDIX A 

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please answer the following que t· b s ions a out yourself 

I. Age: 

2. Gender: Male __ Female 

3. Marital Status: __ Single ___ Married 

4. Race: 

5. Student Status: 

African-American 

Asian/Pacific Islander 

Other 

Part-time 

6. Working Status: __ Part-time 

__ Caucasian 

__ Hispanic 

Full-time --

Full-time --

7. Number of hours worked per week on the Part-time job: __ _ 

8. Number of hours worked per week on the Full-time job: __ _ 

9. Nature of Part-time job: 

10. Nature of Full-time job : 

Service a.nufacturin , indu trial 

Clerical Profe ional 

Other (Specif) ______ _ 

Service 

Clerical 

fanufa turin , indu trial 

Professional 

Other (Specif ) ______ _ 

1 . ·1 d ·ctetoholdapart-timejob? 
I. If you are a Part-time worker did you voluntan Y eci 

_ __ Y 

,I./ 



APPENDIX B 

General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSE) 

PLEASE CHOOSE THE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH 
CLOSEST TO REFLECTING YOUR OPINIONQABUESTION THAT COMES 

OUT IT. 

I = Not at all true 

2 = Hardly true 

3 = Moderately true 

4 = Exactly true 

1) I can always manage to solve difficult problems at work if I try hard enough. 

2) If someone opposes me at work, I can find means and ways to get what I want. 

3) It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals at work. 

4) I am confident that I could deal efficiently with unexpected events at work. 

5) Thanks to my resourcefulness, I know how to handle unforeseen situations at work. 

6) I can solve most problems at work if I invest the necessary effort. 

7) I can remain calm when facing difficulties at work because I can rely on my coping abilities. 

8) When I am confronted with a problem at work, I can usually find several solutions. 

9) If I am in trouble at work, I can usually think of something to do. 

10) No matter what comes my way at work, I'm usually able to handle it. 
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,:::::::=-
JOB SATISFACTION SURVEY 

Paul E. Spector 
Department of Psychology 
University of South Florida 

Copyright Paul E. Spector 1994, All rights reserved . 
....--

PLEASE CIRCLE THE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH .r: >, 
u "i:i 
:::l ~ >, 

QUESTION THAT COMES CLOSEST TO E .... ~ "i:i .r: 
"' .,: u c "8 ~ ~ :::l 

REFLECTING YOUR OPINION "' E 
-~ .,: "' E 

> vi "8 c "' "' "' -~ 
E "' ABOUT IT. "' ~ "' vi > bi> co bi> "' "' "' <'I el <'I e " t V) V) ... 

c:S c:S c:S 
co co 
< < < 

I I feel I am being paid a fai r amount for the work I do. I 2 3 4 5 6 

2 There is rea ll y too li tt le chance for promotion on my job. I 2 3 4 5 6 

3 My supervisor is qui te competent in doing his/her job. I 2 3 4 5 6 

-1 I am not satisfied with the benefits I receive. I 2 3 4 5 6 

5 When I do a good job, I receive the recogn ition for it that I should receive. I 2 3 4 5 6 

6 Many of our rules and procedures make doing a good job difficult. I 2 3 5 6 

7 I like the people I work with. I 2 3 4 6 

I sometimes fee l my job is meaningless. 
I 2 3 4 6 

9 Communications seem good within th is organization . 
I 2 3 4 5 6 

10 Raises arc too few and far between. 
I 2 3 4 5 6 

II I 2 3 4 5 6 
lnose who do well on the job stand a fair chance of be ing promoted. 

12 I 2 3 4 5 6 

- ~ty supervisor is unfai r to me. 
I 2 3 4 5 6 

1.1 The benefits we receive are as good as most other organizations offer. 
I 3 4 5 6 

14 I do not feel that the work I do is appreciated. >---
3 5 6 I 2 .j 

Ji 
~ty effons to do a good job are seldom blocked by red tape. - 3 .j 6 I 2 

16 1 find I hal'c to work harder at my job because of the incompetence of 

r-----~people I work with. 

1: I 2 3 4 5 6 

---- ._!_! ikc doi ng the things I do at work. 
2 3 4 5 6 

I IS 
Tiie goals of this organization are not clear to me. """=-



~ -
PLEAS E CIRCLE THE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH 

.c >, 

QUESTION THAT COMES CLOSEST TO :, ~ 
~ !.'! b b .c REFLECTING YOUR OPINION c " .E £ (J 

] b !.'! 
:, 

" .2.0 .E " 
E > vi ABOUT IT. " " " 2.0 ] c 

~ ~ ~ vi " > 
" " " Copyright Paul E. Spector 1994, All rights reserved . i:l " " ~ ~ ~ a 6 6 < -< -< ~ 

1 feel unappreciated by the organization when I think about what they pay 19 I 2 3 4 5 6 
me . 

....-
People get ahead as fast here as they do in other places. 20 I 2 3 4 5 6 -

21 My supervisor shows too little interest in the feelings of subordinates. I 2 3 4 5 6 -
22 The benefit package we have is equitable. I 2 3 4 5 6 

23 There are few rewards for those who work here. I 2 3 4 5 6 

24 I have too much to do at work. I 2 3 4 5 6 

25 I enjoy my coworkers. I 2 3 4 5 6 

26 I often feel that I do not know what is going on with the organization. I 2 3 4 5 6 

27 I feel a sense of pride in doing my job. I 2 3 4 5 6 

28 I feel satisfi ed with my chances for salary increases. I 2 3 4 5 6 

29 There are benefits we do not have which we should have. I 2 3 4 5 6 

30 I like my supervisor. I 2 3 4 5 6 

3 I I have too much paperwork. 
I 2 3 4 5 6 

32 I don't feel my efforts are rewarded the way they should be. 
I 2 3 4 5 6 

I 2 3 4 5 6 
33 I am satisfied with my chances for promotion. 

I 2 3 4 5 6 
34 There is too much bickering and fighting at work. 
~ 

35 My job is enjoyable. I 2 3 4 5 6 - 4 5 6 I 2 3 36 Work assignments are not fu lly explained. ~ 
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