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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this research study was to exanfimaseload size, length of
employment, and position at the organization a#fédboth the job satisfaction and the
organizational commitment. The participants comesisbf probation officers, drug and
alcohol counselors, psychiatrists and psychologisksng with other support staff to
enable these programs to be effective. The questiom was distributed at DCCCP
located in Nashville, Tennessee and community cbams programs throughout the
state of Tennessee. The questionnaire consistadasic Demographic Survey, the Job
Satisfaction Survey (JSS), and the Organizatiomrah@itment Questionnaire (OCQ).
Staff members will be informed about the natur¢éhefstudy and asked to participate.

There is a correlation of -.426, a negative magerglationship, between caseload
size and job satisfaction; as caseload size inesegsb satisfaction decreases. The
ANOVA value is 2.667 and level of significance .Q48isplaying the role at an

organization effects job satisfaction.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problem

Correctional alternative sentencing programs, saglthose researched in this
study, have high turnover rates. The issue isttiee are many disgruntled employees,
and the question is whether this issue is causechbgload size, length of employment,
or an employee’s position at the organization. ®herall goal of this research project is
to determine the level of job satisfaction and argational commitment among staff in
the State of Tennessee that are employed withinecttonal alternative sentencing
programs.
Applied Significance

This study is designed to measure the job satiefacand organizational
commitment of community corrections workers by ngeaf a survey questionnaire.
Additionally, the author will list the universal woepts that serve as a foundation for job
satisfaction and organizational commitment. Theeaesh will begin by reviewing
literature that examines the philosophy behind pdiisfaction and organizational
commitment. Moreover, the author will examine aefirte some of the characteristics of
job satisfaction and organizational commitment asasared by the Job Satisfaction
Survey (JSS) and the Organizational Commitment @uesire (OCQ), which are
scales used to measure employees’ opinions. Tleanadger will examine the historical

aspects of probation and the transformation of Camty Corrections.
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Further, the author will analyze the data fromgbeveys to determine the level of
satisfaction and commitment within these organmresti Through these evaluations, the
reader can identify strengths and weaknesses wiltlese organizations. The objective of
this research is to examine these two alternativebagiion-sentencing programs
throughout the state of Tennessee. The resultgigarcorrectional alternative sentencing
organizations some insight on improving these mogr and promoting better
communication and unity amongst supervisors andadkers.

This study is important on both applied and pumeaech grounds. On practical
grounds, this research can have significance idefating policies and regulations in
reference to how supervisors within correctionderalative sentencing organizations
communicate with their employees. Furthermore, #tigly could have significance in
determining whether these entities are effectivariproving communication and work
productivity. This study will allow programs in th®tate of Tennessee to determine
whether ones job dissatisfaction and a lack of mmgdional commitment is contributed
to caseload size, length of employment, or rolanabrganization. Many employers who
strive to understand how issues (such as job aotgngromotions, co-workers,
supervision, pay, job titles, and commitment) maffuence job satisfaction and their
organizations could use this study as a guide.

Scientific Significance

Scientific applications for this study are primartb contribute to the body of

knowledge that already exists on job satisfactiond 4o the organizations by its

employees’ commitment. This research will providgter data on how employees from
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alternative sentencing programs in Tennessee deghia satisfaction and organizational
commitment in their professional careers. The stiugther defines the significance of
job satisfaction and organizational commitment tgelates to caseload size. This
research seeks to answer three questions: 1)elazab size is a direct influence on job
satisfaction and organizational commitment, 2)h# tength of time at an organization
has a significant effect on job satisfaction angaoizational commitment, and 3) if an
employee’s role at an organization effects thein gatisfaction and organizational
commitment. The researcher hypothesizes:

e Officers with a larger caseload size will have Igss satisfaction, as well as
organizational commitment, than those who have alsncaseload size,
e Those with a longer length of employment will be ren@atisfied and have a
higher organizational commitment, and
e Employees that have a caseload will have a lowdr sgatisfaction and
organizational commitment than those who havesltttino caseload.
Organization of Study
This study is divided into five main chapters. Cleapone serves as an
introduction to the issues and reasons for theystdentifying important elements to be
examined and the need for such an examinationsahent issues to be investigated by
the researchers are identified in this chapter. 3&eond chapter contains a thorough
review of the literature available on the subjetfat satisfaction and organizational
commitment. Also, this chapter gives a brief ovewiof alternative sentencing programs

and organizations.
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Chapter three explains the research design, maihddta collection, sampling,
and analysis. Chapter four provides details aboairésults of the survey conducted for
this research. The conclusions are presented iptehéive. This chapter provides the
researchers interpretations of data based on tiinfis as they are related to job
satisfaction and employees commitment to the orgdion. The appendix section
includes a sample questionnaire as well a deseeipgtatistics for the organizational
commitment questionnaire as well as the job satifa survey. The organization of this
thesis should provide a logical, structured, formmatvhich to examine the information

gathered in this study.



CHAPTER Il

LITERATURE REVIEW

Historical Perspective of Job Satisfaction

The definition of a job is a paid position of réguemployment (Merriam-
Webster, 2011). The definition of satisfaction ¢endefined as the fulfilment of one’s
wishes, expectations, or needs or the pleasurevedkerfirom this (Merriam-Webster,
2011). So when thinking of job satisfaction one aasume that job satisfaction, in short,
is a fulfillment of a paid position of regular erogient.

Many authors of job satisfaction research havefaohd one single universal
definition. Hoppock (1935) defined job satisfactiasm any combination of psychological,
physiological, and environmental circumstances tiaaises a person truthfully to say, “I
am satisfied with my job.” Muchinsky (2000) defingd satisfaction as the degree of
pleasure an employee derives from his or her job.shtisfaction has been defined, by
Locke (1976), as a positional, emotional stateltiegufrom the appraisal of one’s job or
job experience. According to Kalleberg (1977), jeltisfaction defines an overall
affective orientation on the part of individualswerd work roles, which they are
presently occupyingA Theory of Job Satisfaction 176). Spector (2006) defines job
satisfaction as an attitudinal variable that reéfldtow people feel about their jobs overall
as well as how they feel about various specificeat of their jobs. Carrol (1973)
suggested that the multitude of definitions maldhfftcult for researchers to measure job

satisfaction.
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A common approach to examining if one is satistgith his or her job is by way
of interview and/or questionnaires. Survey rese&athe most efficient and typical type
of research that most researchers use. Descripgs@arch in many studies is used in
gathering information about interest of some em@ésy practices, concerns, attitudes,
and preferences (Gay and Airasian, 2003). Thesesty@f questionnaires can be
considered to be voluntary and performed anonynypudtich can leave room for more
honesty in the answers that individuals give whesponding to attitudes, opinions, and
rationale.

The Job Descriptive Scale, sometimes called Jazijive Index, (JDI) is one
of the most prevalent job satisfaction scales alyevailable for researchers, according
to Spector (2006). Literature reveals that the JIddscriptive Scale is the most
methodically authenticated research tool as a meadyjob satisfaction (Spector, 2006).
The Job Descriptive Scale has five characteristitsjob satisfaction: work, pay,
promotional opportunities, supervision, and co-veorkWith there being only five
characteristics, there are a few restrictions \lils scale. Some researchers, who are
referred to as “organization” researchers, oftea tie JDI to conduct job satisfaction
research. Spector (2006) noted over 100 publishedies used the JDI. Many more
surveys of this nature have been completed sirecedmpletion of these studies. The use
of the JDI provides an extensive amount of proothef research legitimacy. Criticism is
not foreign when evaluating the works of using ib#, because this scale does not apply
to those that fall into the categories of thosé Wodunteer and intern (Cook et al., 1981).

The JDI references, more so, those that are paiologees and not those that are
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performing internships or volunteer services; hosvethis criticism may be true for most
job satisfaction scales (Spector, 2006). Reseadhethe future could explore whether
there is significant differences in the level db gatisfaction between paid employees and
those that intern or volunteer.

Two Approaches to the Study of Job Satisfaction

The global approach and the facet approach aréamhecommon approaches to
the study of job satisfaction. The global appro&xistudying job satisfaction acts as a
single, inclusive feeling toward the employee’s {@pector, 2006). The facet approach,
concentrates on job characteristics, which weredltiscussed earlier in the chapter, or
different parts of the job; for example rewards y(par bonus possibilities), job
circumstances, and the nature of the job. The datteit are commonly studied when
attempting a study from this particular approaah [@aying promotions, supervision, co-
workers, and job conditions (environment) (Spe@06).

The facet approach allows for a broader picturplfsatisfaction. An individual
typically has different levels of satisfaction withe various facets of his or her work. He
or she may be very displeased with pay and roomp&y increase and/or a possible
bonus, but pleased with the nature of the workifitaed the supervision on the job
(Spector, 2006).

Research on Job Satisfaction & Other Variables

Muchinsky (2000) witnessed that the relationshipmeen job satisfaction and job

performance has been researched for over 40 y@ars.of the most continuing myths

about employee behavior is the link between jolsfsation and job performance. To be
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more precise, the more satisfied employee will haetter job performance. It is
suggested that these are the reasons the emploge&stlike to be productive and happy
in their work. The insinuation is the employer atpgs to satisfy their employees,
because job performance will be unsuccessful ifrethe an unsatisfied employee
(Muchinsky, 2000). The reason being one is reldtedhe other. Muchinsky (2000)
argued that there are some organizations that ntt@ynpt to increase productivity
through strict management policy and procedure elimes that could negatively affect
job satisfaction.

Stress and the Workforce

Occupational stress has been commonly correlatéd thve law enforcement
workforce, but it also has an adverse affect oreisdwther employment agencies as
well. The American Institute of Stress 2000 Inte§avey found that 65% of workers
reported stress in the workplace. Nineteen perkeainployees terminated their previous
employment due to workplace stress, and 10% sthtadhey experienced firsthand, or
acknowledged physical abuse that occurred dueetgotih related stress. Individuals that
participated in this survey were current employieeseas that were largely composed of
organizational structures that are disciplined egards to their daily operations and
purposes. Lack of independence, meaning the iner@athe workload and absence of
involvement employees give to their field, is founde a result related to the employees
and their perspective careers.

It is argued (Inlander, 1996) that in many fieldssingle employee is currently

doing the job that 3.1 employees were accountable ii the previous decade.
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Corrections programs have established policiesded to lower employees stress levels
by attacking several issues that pertain to theif-baeing, as an outcome of this problem.
The policies include: decreasing deadlines with sltermined timelines, encouraging
open communication with authority (supervisors, agars, etc.), exhibiting concern for
the safety and well being of employees, and payimuge attention to equality in job
titles.

Due to the seriousness of correcting these pslitiethe better, various programs
have applied seven additional mechanisms thatpacate employment satisfaction; they
are as follows: skill, discretion, benefits, sodialations, social rights, meaningfulness,
and integrating family and social life with professal life. Garcez (2006) quoted a study
that was conducted in 2005 referred to as the SH&Mey (Society for Human
Resource Management). This study surveyed progvamse primary goal is to address
the overall job satisfaction of their employers thre following categories: benefits,
compensation, work/life balance, job security, @egeral others. The capability of an
employee to apply and improve his or her skill lepertains to an employee’s skill
discretion. The level of control a superior hashwmaking his or her own work and
preparing a schedule is autonomy. A democraticagmbr to dealing with grievances and
rules addresses the area of social relations. Bmetoworking together to achieve one
goal are caused by social rights. Meaningfulnessi@s that employees understand what
superiors (management, supervisors, etc.) expent them. Integration of family and
societal obligations demonstrates management adkdgment of their employee’s

needs to take care of matters not related to the jo
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Issues Influencing Job Satisfaction

Education: The individual's level of education Haesen found to influence both
job satisfaction and organizational commitment.déwice suggest as education increases
for blue-collar employees, job satisfaction decesas job may become less fulfilling to
a middle class employee when new values are incatguah, according to authors Rice,
McFarlin, and Bennet (1998). Rogers (1991) supplotties statement by suggesting that
employees who have more formal education have nasm@rations and increased
expectations. Job dissatisfaction becomes a fadten aspirations and expectations, that
are raised, are not obtained.

Individuals with a master degree seem to be thusehave the lowest level of job
satisfaction (Dyer & Theriault, 1976). Employeesgimhigher recognized education, that
are employed in corrections, have the most jobatisfsction because of the lack of
social integration with the existing protective dey not much career advancement, and
job quality as a whole, says authors Rice, McFadimd Bennet (1998).

Pay: Pay can be dissatisfying, because it temippraas a change in job attitudes
according to past research (Herzberg, 1966). Itlmarargued that those with a larger
salary are more satisfied with their job than thtis® are paid a lower salary (Carroll,
1973). Job security and benefits are common catggoio compensate for low
satisfaction from financial incentives. Many reséars have made an effort to link job
satisfaction with being satisfied with salary. Whatemployee is paid and what they feel
their employment salary is worth determines paysfaition. When there is a gap

between what employees are paid and what theytliegl should be paid the more job
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dissatisfaction results (Lawler, 1973). There has lIbeen enough experimental data
concerning pay satisfaction as it relates to jdisfsetion.

Gender: In the last 30 years, there has beenndisant attempt to multiply the
number of females that are employed in the fielccafrections (Horne, 1985). Some
researchers reported that females in the fieldoofections have higher job satisfaction
than their male coworkers (Horne, 1985). HowevexrjiHand Smith (1964) reported that
prior research found that females have a habitenfigoless satisfied than their male
coworkers. The argument is that although women nteg® from their jobs than men,
they have lower expectations, and should be asfiggtias, if not more satisfied than,
men (McNeese-Smith, 1996). It is presumed frors tancept that women should be
more satisfied than men when job levels and workards are held constant (Horne,
1985). Locke (1975) suggested there is no relatipnsetween gender and correctional
job satisfaction. One may reasonably concludettig&e is no consensus about the nature
of the relationship between job satisfaction ancdge.

Turnover and Job Satisfaction

One can assume that turnover rates are high iardeeof Community Corrections
due to job satisfaction or the lack thereof. Oliy&®98) noticed that high turnover is
usually the result of not being satisfied with fbb and a combination of the ability to
secure more fitting employment elsewhere. Manywviadials begin looking for better
employment when there is consistent dissatisfactiotih their current employment
situation. If the job market is up or down, detaration to resign from an organization is

dependent on if there is a better employment oppdyt (Mobley, 1977).
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The more possibilities an organization presentstdoemployers for personal
growth and advancement, the more employers will il®ined to stay with the
organization. High turnovers in the workplace haween reported to have costly
consequences for any organization (McNeese-Sma®6)1L This outcome can be due to
the organization losing large amounts of money,kwours that are used to conduct
interviews, background checks, and training for lesv hire employee. It is noted by
Herman (1999) that employee turnover is the mosunderstood and discovered to be
expensive by some researchers for productivitycieficy, and profits. A direct cost of
high turnover that is affected is recruitment cpostdection costs, hiring and placement
costs, as well as separation cost. Indirect ce$es to the transferring of personnel from
within the organization, the time allocated for nemployee training, negative public
relations, and informed lines within the organiaatiHerman (1999) explains that hiring
and recruiting costs can at minimum double the ahsalary of the employee being
placed. Job satisfaction reduces absenteeism amavar (Whiteacre, 2006).

Administration leaders within organizations ar@eKmg for incentives to keep
long-term, valuable employees, because they arereawh the benefits of having
employees wanting to stay with the organization.isiRg job satisfaction is a
fundamental way of decreasing high turnover; cor@diemployees are more likely to
remain in the organization than employees thahateso committed (Muchinsky, 2000).
Employees have a hard time committing to a compelmgre they are not that involved.
Employees who have engaged in greater amounts pfogee training reported more

commitment to their organization and less cynicisbout the possibility of
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organizational change (Rogga, Schmidt, Shull, &rfitih 2001). Whiteacre (2006) states
the overall best predictor of an employee’s jobséattion is based upon happiness. In
early studies the best predictor has been knowretwork satisfaction. These findings
are important to the corrections field because tadg more information to previous
research that shows correctional employees havglerhthan average risk for heart
attacks, high blood pressure and ulcers, and thaedional officers have shorter life
spans, higher divorce rates and higher rates afhalsm than the general public
(Whiteacre, 2006).

Organizational Commitment

There are many variables that are important whesctribing the way one may
perceive their employers or organizations. Orgdimmmpal commitment expresses the
employee’s attachment to an organization. This istrang, direct reflection of job
satisfaction, yet different (Meyer, Bobocel, & Alle1991). Organizational commitment
has many of the same variables as job satisfactmmhjding job characteristics, role
variables, turnover, absence, and age (Specto6)200
Historical Perspective of Probation

Probation is releasing convicted offenders ines¢bmmunity under a conditional
suspended sentence, avoiding imprisonment for thaféenders who exhibit good
behavior under the supervision of a probation effiDCCCP, 2005). Around the 17
century judges in the state of Massachusetts usedetion to suspend a sentence of a
particular offender. Due to overcrowding in pris@ml jails, this was a direct influence

on alternative sentencing. Boston Municipal JudgeeiPO. Thatcher exercised lenience
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during sentencing. Examples of his lenience welevaig offenders to be released on
their “good name,” commonly referred to as RORe&@ask on recognizance), either
before or after the charges were adjudicated. fidsslted in an indefinite suspension of
the offender’s sentence. Judge Thatcher assumédsiich sentences would persuade
convicted offenders to practice good behavior amdica committing new crimes
(Petersilia, 2002).

The actions of Judge Thatcher were regarded aseeunsor of probation.
However, John Augustus began modern probationcéteern was that alcoholics were
being incarcerated until they were sober and Fetytneeded help, not incarceration. He
took them into his Boston home as an act of compasSsince Augustus’s successful
supervision and reformation of the nation’s firgblpationer in 1841, probation has
become the most commonly used supervised sentenuitigod in this country (Black,
1990).

Due to the success of probation, Massachusettstheadirst state to pass a
probation statute in 1878. Captain Savage, a fopukece officer, was the first probation
officer to be hired in Boston. Between 1886 and(l. 20number of houses were allocated
in low income neighborhoods, for the purposes sfstiang the poor and improving the
lives of disadvantaged probationers by providingesuision and enforcing rules and
regulations. These homes were experimental effodsinently in the development and
use of probation during that period (Peterisili@02).

There are many opinions about rehabilitation wimtarcerated. One belief is that

incarceration does not deter crime. Abadinsky (2@d8ues that incarcerating offenders
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only makes matters worse because newly confineendérs learn more about crime
from more experienced, violent prisoners. It isidedd that probation is far less
expensive than long term incarceration. Some fomwhsprobation or alternative
sentencing programs, such as Community Correctiangd Drug Courts are less
expensive and can be utilized to rehabilitate drifignders and deter criminal behavior.
Historical Perspective of Community Corrections

Community Corrections is defined as any communégda program designed to
supervise convicted offenders as an alternativenadrceration, either by county, city,
state or federal authority that provides variouvises to offenders (DCCCP, 2005). The
purpose of community-based programs is to affoobationers the opportunity to avoid
confinement and remain within their communitiestisat they perform productive work
to support themselves and to repay victims for dessuffered (Markley, 1994). The
programs were also designed to supervise offendérs are not a danger to the
community while not in prison; however, it can b#ficult to determine which offenders
are more dangerous than others. Community correcgapervise offenders according to
conditions that are court ordered. Offenders apeeted to have various responsibilities
such as fee payments, stress compensation, conyraanitice, and restitution in some
cases. There is also a continuation of punishméietrenl through more controlled
supervision and greater accountability (DCCCP, 2006mmunity corrections programs
are often used in a way to refer to a range of ghments known as intermediate
sanctions. Intermediate sanctions are programgmssito closely control or monitor

offender behaviors. There are several possible imggarof intermediate punishments.
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Therefore, the term is used in several settingsluding a variety community based
offenders programs involving non-incarcerated sanst (DCCCP, 2005). Some
characteristics of intermediate sanctions are eyrfeequent monitoring, and contact by
program officials (Hoy & Worrall, 2005). Offendens intermediate programs are given
considerable restrictions of movement within tr@mmunities, it is contemplated that
such intensive monitoring and control promote dldggree of compliance with program
requirements. It is sometimes presumed that intersiipervision deters offenders from
committing new crimes. Most likely those offendevio are eligible for Community
corrections programs are low risk, nonviolent offers. Community corrections also
supervise offenders who create little or no riskhe public if they should be released
into the community under close supervision. Furtfe@e, community corrections
reduces prison and jail overcrowding by divertirgtain offenders into these programs
or by releasing inmates back into the communityeunstrict supervision. Male and
female offenders are “clients” of this alternatisentencing program (Hoy & Worrall,
2005).

Both Hoy and Worrall (2005) agree with Markley 49 when he stated that the
various mission statements concerning communityections programs throughout the
United States enforce a philosophy that providetaicetypes of offenders with a range
of rehabilitative treatment that focuses on theamckment of their personal abilities and
professional skills. By doing this, it is believéigat their chances for recidivism are

minimized. One way to accomplish this is throughmowunity-based programs
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established through Community Corrections prograrhese programs include halfway
houses, outreach centers, and monitoring systems.

The first state to employ Community Correctionswalifornia. This was due to
the state’s Probation Subsidy Program, which wagiben 1965 (Lawerence, 1991).
This program was used to provide local communiigl additional resources to manage
larger numbers of probationers. One of the ressuntglemented was a community
residential center where probationers could receienseling, assistance in gaining
lawful employment, and other forms of guidance angervision. Nevertheless, it took
another decade for a large scale of philosophikdissto occur among different U.S.
jurisdictions so that Community Corrections coulel implemented more widely. Galil
Hughes (1990) adds that the Safe Street Act of 1868 the emergence of the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) prosttithe bases for developing more
community-based corrections programs. The Presgle@ommission on Law
Enforcement and Administration of Justice Reportl®67 was one of the first official
acknowledgements of the need for community-basedrams as a possible front-end
solution to prison and jail overcrowding (Americ&mobation & Parole Association,
1996).

The President’s Law Report suggests that offenithatsare being supervised by a
community-based program cost less than it maytoos¢ep a prisoner incarcerated. The
LEAA provides extensive funding for experimentsdéommunity based programming.
Since incarceration has been unable to offer thieligpuany sustainable proof that

offenders leave rehabilitated, policymakers are vowed of the argument that
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community corrections programs are no more of adliantage than incarceration. This
statement has been noted to be an indirect watabhg that community corrections can
be as effective as incarceration at rehabilitatfignders (Mays & Gray, 1996). The
effect that being incarcerated has on some prisoiseanother variable that has lead to
the development of community-based programs.

Most community corrections programs offer increlasentencing options to local
courts, victim assistance, and provide a publiziserto local governments that is cost
efficient. Since these programs are grant fundides avoid paying the cost of daily jail
fees to house a prisoner, or the imprisonment ofFwolent offenders; which leads to
taxpayers saving money. Felony offenders that andeaced to community corrections
are held accountable for paying fees for their stip®n and the cost of the program.
Examining Tennessee Community Corrections Programs

There are currently various alternative sentengiragrams throughout the State
of Tennessee. The Tennessee General Assembly, &5, 1&proved community
corrections programs as a solution in reducingothe¥crowding in correctional facilities.
Lawmakers believe that it is important for inmavgghin the Tennessee Department of
Corrections to be provided with the proper sup&misand services with the goal of
reducing the likelihood of recidivism (Tennesseg@&ement of Corrections, 2005). In
1985 Tennessee Community Corrections Program \a&aedt
Goals

Hartland (1996) stated that any program that setekspreserve offender

attachments to their communities by diverting tHesm incarceration and housing them
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in local neighborhoods will cause the community daticize. The two principle
objections for alternative sentencing programs @refreeing dangerous felons has some
risk to public safety, and (2) that these offendemmain free, and perceived as going
unpunished. Restitution payments to victims, pulsévice work requirements, fee
payments, accountability to abide by strict rules @aomplying with what seems to be
unreasonable behavioral restrictions and limitatiare all forms of punishments. Some
citizen’s think, however, that offenders shouldibearcerated to visibly illustrate total
control by authorities and true retribution for tbeme committed (Hoy and Worrall,
2005).
Summary

When the Tennessee Community Corrections Progrvaens implemented, there
was a greater need for more supervision among défsn due to there being a significant
increase in drug related crimes. Those offendearbeded treatment the most were not
subject to any kind of release into the communrétlythis time it was apparent that a
residential facility was needed. After taking irdocount this special need, Judge Seth
Norman realized that these individuals needed apatiention to overcome their drug
addictions and in addition to Community Correctigm®gram began the Davidson
County Drug Court Program.

The research presented in this study focuseslbagtisfaction and organizational
commitment among Community Corrections Programsuidfinout the state of Tennessee,
in addition to the Davidson County Drug Court Pexgr These organizations are

alternative sentencing programs that focus on ibteion and recidivism. The
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researcher conducted a survey study and analyzedidata from the employees who
participated anonymously in the research and wéstabdo so, due to the participants
being fellow employees.

An analysis of the research illustrates that thestmstudied causes of job
satisfaction are independent variables usuallycaatsal with job performance, regular
absence, and turnover rate. There are other vasdbat may influence employees’ level
of job satisfaction and organizational commitmenhis research will focus on the
relationships between job satisfaction, educatiolelel, race, gender, length of

employment, and pay satisfaction, among others.
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CHAPTER 1l
METHODOLOGY

In this chapter the researcher will discuss theatbées in the study as well as the
research design, how the data was collected andslrement used to collect the data,
sampling, and how the data was analyzed.

Variables

Independent variables: the independent variablethis study are as follows:
caseload size, length of employment, role (positi@ge, gender, and type of agency
employed. The independent variable can be testeseaif it influences the dependent
variable. Caseload size and age are the two indepérvariables in this study that are
measured with an open-ended question. All otheepeddent variables are measured
with multiple-choice questions. Each of these iresefent variables was asked with a
basic demographic questionnaire.

Dependent variables: the dependent variables snsthidy are job satisfaction and
organizational commitment. Job satisfaction is mea$ with a 180-point scale made up
of 36 likert scale questions. Organizational commeitit is measured with a 45-point
scale comprised of 9 likert scale questions. Theeddent variable is the outcome from
these two scales.

Research Design

The current study will explain the treatment cdiotis and both the control and

experimental group. The treatment conditions ims tBpecific research are the

independent variables, which are believed to b&ienting the outcome, dependent
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variables. The control group in this research iplegees with small caseloads and the
experimental group is employees with larger caskloalhis research design is
commonly defined as a quasi-experimental designquAsi-experimental design has
many similarities with the traditional experimentidsign, but they specifically lack the
element of random assignment to treatment or cbrgroups. Quasi-experimental
designs do not allow for the researcher to conth@l assignment to the treatment
conditions. In this study there is no control doeaseload size being pre-determined.
Data Collection

The instrument used to gather data in this studyneso from several
guestionnaires that make up three sections thapletenthe job satisfaction survey. The
first section, mostly close-ended questions, cosmsiEseven demographic questions that
address age, gender, employment title/length, ameklocad size are all questions
comprised on the general demographic questionndifee second section is the
organizational commitment questionnaire, which mag questions, was from a previous
study and developed by Cook and Walls (1980). T 6ection of the survey is the job
satisfaction survey, which has a total of 36 qoestivas developed by Paul E. Spector
(1994) at the University of South Florida. Bothtsat 2 and section 3 are measured on a
6-point likert scale.

Four agencies in the State of Tennessee were tedtand asked to participate in
the voluntary, anonymous job satisfaction surveye Tesearcher required all participants
in the study to review and sign an informed consemmh before any questionnaires were

distributed (Appendix E). The week following thellection of informed consent, those
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employees that decided to go forward with the stwbre then given the survey
guestionnaire and instructed to return it withiveek. The researcher followed up with
each agency that agreed to participate and colleele anonymous surveys. See
Appendix A for a copy of the questionnaire.

Sample

The population represented in this research is dgsae Community Corrections
employees. The researcher wanted to use a purpsengle instead of random selection.
When a purposive sample is selected, the sampdeirss to represent those intended,
whereas with random sampling it is not a true regméation and can sometimes deem
sampling error. The researcher does not have anaisdmple size. There were a total of
87 employees asked to participate and of thosen®dloyees, 56 employees returned
anonymous surveys, meaning a response rate ofré8rpe
Data Analysis

The data that was collected in the questionnaire managed and coded using
SPSS. Descriptive stats are used to describe tin@lsaANOVA’s and Pearson’s R
correlations are used to analyze the relationdigpaeen the independent and dependent

variables.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

Overview

In this chapter the researcher will display theistiaal analysis and results from
the job satisfaction and organizational commitms&mtvey. There were 87 employees
from various Tennessee community corrections prograsked to participate in the job
satisfaction survey. Of the 87 employees, 56 cotagléhe survey and returned it to the
researcher, causing a response rate of 73 percent.
Demographics

In this section the researcher will define angldig the categorical demographic
variables used in Table 1 and Table 2 using daseziptats.

In Table 1 the reader will note the frequency afteaariable and the percentage.
This table shows that most respondents are fefhkre are various levels of education
that one may have in this profession other thategelcourse work. While majority of
employees have a college degree, 91.1 % of themedspts are college educated whether
it is a bachelor’'s, some post-graduate work, oroat-graduate degree. The primary
positions of respondents were probation/case offi@qualing a 64.30 %. This is
important to the researcher due to the researcbthgpis and will be discussed later in
the chapter. It is important to the researcher tiatength of employment is accounted,
because this could have some significance in oglab job satisfaction, which will be

reviewed later in the chapter. Forty-three percé@mployees are within their first three
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years or less; this percentage is indicative ofga kurnover rate, and maybe evidence of

little job satisfaction. While the researcher id m@uiring as to the type of institution

having an effect on organizational commitment/j@tisdaction, the information was

gathered.
Table 1
Categorical Demographics
Variables Frequency Percentage
Gender
Male 22 39.3
Female 34 60.7
Education
Trade school 5 8.9
College degree 25 44.6
Some Post-grad 10 17.9
Post-grad Degree 16 28.6
Position
Probation officer 20 35.7
Assessor 2 3.6
Case officer 16 28.6
Administrator 14 25.0
Counselor 3 5.4
Length of Employment
<3 Years 24 42.9
3-5 Years 12 21.4
6-10 Years 12 21.4
>10 Years 8 14.3
Type of Institution
Public a7 83.9
Private 4 7.1
Proprietary 5 8.9

Note: Positions percentage totals to 98.2 % dumissing information from 1

respondent.
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Table 2 represents two scale variables that are repsesented in means. All
other variables in this study are categorical anel assessed with frequencies and
percentages therefore these two tables are sepafae average age of respondents is
36, the eldest being the age of 67. The mean a$aize, for those respondents that
carry a caseload, is about 70. The largest repardseéload size is 156. There are 15
missing responses for caseload size, in which ésearcher has concluded from data

gathering, are respondents that reported themselwesdministrators that do not carry

caseloads.
Table 2
Demographic Statistics
Scale N Mean Minimum Maximum
Age of Respondent 56 36.16 21 67
Caseload Size 41 69.59 2 156

Note: Majority of 15 missing cases were administrgtvithout caseloads.

Scales

In this section the researcher will discuss thelesc used to measure
organizational commitment and job satisfaction. Bhganizational commitment survey
consists of 9 likert scale questions. The minimwore, indicating the least committed
employee, is 6 points. The maximum score, indicatire most committed employee, on

the organizational commitment survey is 45 poirisd the lowest, least committed
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employee, is zero. The reader can reference Appdhdivhich indicates the average for
each question.

The job satisfaction survey consists of 36 likedale questions. The job
satisfaction questionnaire has a maximum score806f doints, indicating the absolute
most satisfied employee, and the lowest possibteesof zero. The job satisfaction
survey has also been provided to the reader in AgigeC to reference the average for
each question.

The following table displays averages for the rssflom the job satisfaction
guestionnaire and organizational commitment quesoe. The most committed
employer rated their commitment a 45 and the leasimitted a 6. The most satisfied
employer rated their satisfaction score a 141 &eddast satisfied employer rated their

satisfaction a 33.

Table 3

Descriptive Statistics

Scale N Mean Minimum Maximum
Org. Commitment 55 26.55 6 45
Job Satisfaction 49 90.66 33 141

Note: Survey’s not counted due to missing infororatonsists of 7 Job
Satisfaction Survey’s & 1 Organizational Commitm8ntvey’s
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Correlations & ANOVA

In this section, the researcher uses a Pearson+iRel&mn to compare the
relationship between caseload size and job sdisfaend organizational commitment.
This correlation is necessary when 2 scale varsahite being measured. The researcher
hypothesizes that caseload size effects an emptoyeb satisfaction as well as
organizational commitment. There is a correlatibn426, which is a negative moderate
relationship, between caseload size and job setisfa Meaning when caseload size
increases job satisfaction decreases. Table 4agsphe correlation and that the research
hypothesis will be accepted, because the leveigoifscance is .01, leaving only a 1 %
chance that the result is due to sampling errdre full hypothesis is rejected because of
this significance.

Organizational commitment and caseload size havanegative moderate
correlation of -.395 with significant level of .01dhe research hypothesis can be
accepted, because this produces the same ressthtasl above, when caseload size
increases organizational commitment of an emplaemeases. The null hypothesis is

rejected.
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Table 4
Correlations between Caseload size, Job satisfa@i®rganizational
Commitment

Scale Job Satisfaction Org. Commit.
N 36 40

Pearson Correlation -.426** -.395*

Sig. (2-tailed) .010 .012

Note: **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 léy2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 lev2kgiled).

Table 5 displays the results for measurementseofdlationship between the time
employed at an organization and job satisfactiomgusan ANOVA (Analysis of
Variance). An ANOVA is different from that of PearsR Correlation, in that an
ANOVA provides a statistical test that determinkethe means of several variables are
equal and there is significant difference betwdses¢ means. The ANOVA value is
2.055 this value is significant at the .12 levehefefore the research hypothesis is
rejected that time employed at an organizationamasffect on job satisfaction and accept
the null hypothesis that length of employment has significant impact on job

satisfaction.
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Table 5

ANOVA comparing Length Employed and Job Satisfactio
Scale N Mean
>3 Years 21 88.81
3-5 Years 12 77.67
6-10 Years 9 99.90
<10 Years 7 106.57
Total 49 90.66

Note: ANOVA Value: 2.055

Level of Significance: .12

Table 6 displays the correlation between role at omganization and job
satisfaction using an ANOVA. The ANOVA value is @6 and level of significance
.045, displaying a statistical significant diffecen This table allows the research
hypothesis to be accepted that the role at an @a@on has an influence on job
satisfaction and reject the null hypothesis. Theamsedisplay that probation and case

officers have less job satisfaction than their aorkers.
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Table 6

ANOVA comparing Role and Job Satisfaction

Scale N Mean
Assessor 2 102.00
Probation Officer 17 82.59
Case Officer 16 82.94
Counselor 2 131.50
Administration 11 104.09
Total 48 90.48

Note: ANOVA Value: 2.667
Level of Significance .045

Summary of Results

The researcher can summarize statistically thexerare females that responded
than male and there are more college educated gegdothan those who may have
attended trade school, post graduate course wodtaduate degrees. The researcher has
statistically indicated that the research hypothesin be accepted that larger caseloads
lead to less job satisfaction and less organizati@ommitment. The researcher also
notes that statistically length of employment hasstatistical significant effect on job
satisfaction, rejecting the research hypothesist,Lthe researcher accepts the research
hypothesis that an employee’s role or positionha brganization does influence job
satisfaction due to there being a significant vahag probation officers and case officers

have less job satisfaction than any other position.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

Summary

The purpose of this research was to examine jobfaetion and organizational
commitment of employees at Tennessee communitgcition programs. The researcher
hypothesized that there are three different effés cause a decrease in job satisfaction
and organizational commitment with employees of femsee community corrections
programs. The first hypothesis was that caseloael wiould affect an employee’s job
satisfaction as well as organizational commitmevels. Generally, as caseload size
increases, job satisfaction and organizational citmemt would decrease. Table 4 uses a
Pearson’s R, which shows a negative moderate atioelbetween caseload size and job
satisfaction as well as caseload size and orgamnedtcommitment. In this case the
research hypothesis was accepted that caseloadssae influence on job satisfaction

and organizational commitment and therefore theareher rejects the null hypothesis.

Table 5 reflects the relationship between length enfiployment and job
satisfaction using an ANOVA, which is the seconsesgch hypothesis. The hypothesis
stated that time employed at an organization hasffant on job satisfaction. In this case
the research hypothesis was rejected and the ypdthesis that length of employment
has no significant impact on job satisfactwas accepted. The statistics indicated that
the ANOVA level of 2.055 is significant at the .18vel, which is no significant

relationship. Simply stating that one variable haselationship with the other variable.
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Last the researcher hypothesized that dependeaih @mployee’s role (position)
job satisfaction and organizational commitment dsn affected. Table 6 uses an
ANOVA, as Table 5, to statistically compare theaeables. Table 6 indicates that there
is an ANOVA value of 2.667 and a level of significa at .045. Therefore, the research
hypothesis, that the role at an organization imfbgs job satisfaction, can be accepted
and the null hypothesis, that role does not eféecemployee’s job satisfaction score, is
rejected. Those who hold an administrative pasjtisuch as clerical, supervisor, or
management yield a higher job satisfaction scoam thhose that have a case officer or

probation officer position.

The literature review in Chapter 2 highlights tdeas behind job satisfaction and
organizational commitment but gives the historgsppects of the community corrections
programs. This research has brought forth the nchiayacteristics that contribute to job
satisfaction and organizational commitment of Tesee community correction
employees. Those characteristics would include, dret not limited to, gender, an
employee’s caseload size, and the role, which grieme has at their organization. This
research can presume that with a combination sktlcharacteristics consequences, such
as high turnover rates, can become an issue Hariessed by administration staff.

Chapter three and four are both important, in that purpose of the research,
gathering of information, scales used, and analgssdiscussed and explained. These
two chapters also elaborate on the characteristaiscontribute to dissatisfied and under
committed employees. The most significant findifgtteese two chapters would be in

Chapter 4 Table 4, the correlation table of casklsae and the relationship to job
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satisfaction and organizational commitment. Thiblgdaconcluded that there was a
significance of .01, meaning a 1 % chance theresaagling error.

The researcher will also note that other tharetiheing more female respondent’s
than male respondent’s, the research indicatestaresting fact that an employee who is
a probation or case officer are less satisfied tinair co-workers who are assessors,
counselors, and administration. Since statist@geghat the higher the caseload the more
dissatisfied an organization employee, it would enaense that probation and case
officers are overall the least satisfied. The reada reference Table 6 to review this
statistical conclusion.

Limitations

A major limitation in this study would be the lehgf the survey and the amount
of time it took a participant to complete the sytv€he survey was 4 pages and took an
approximate 15 minutes to complete. Many employbesame disinterested once
discovering the length and time of the survey asked to no longer participate. The
second limitation of the study would be reliabilithe researcher explained that the
survey was voluntarily and anonymous but did ngiesuse the employees while they
took their survey. Participants could have completbe survey together or were
persuaded to answer a question with the influedfcene of their co-workers. The
researcher also took extreme complication in regsrdinding research that was current
relating to job satisfaction and organizational cotment.

Although the research collected reflects the lefglob satisfaction particularly

within Davidson County and nearby counties, theeaesher experienced difficulty in
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obtaining information from agencies that were ameee hours away. The researcher was
limited to four alternative sentencing programshivitTennessee. Yet, there are 14 other
community corrections programs throughout the stdtdennessee. As a result, the
researcher was limited to a smaller sample.

Implications

Those that are employed in the field of criminatice perceive job satisfaction
as a relevant topic. It is important for the reaenote that financial issues surrounding
job satisfaction as criminal justice agencies dtenobeset with high turnover rates, high
overtime, expensive training costs, and the largesion of operating budgets are in the
area of personnel. Simply stated, unsatisfied wsrke a criminal justice environment
present a large financial burden. Criminal justieeganizations would be greatly
benefitted if policies were established encouragithexible work schedules to
accommodate complex family relationships, pay itiges based on merit, non-monetary
benefits such as free parking, financial rewards fot taking sick leave, and other
methods to express worker appreciation.

Using the data gathered in this particular stuithg, researcher proposes that
organizations should first explore caseload sizecamparison to each individual
employer. Many organizations have an ideal “aveérageeload size that they would like
for each officer to have. In reality, there are enprobationers than there are officers; this
issue causes more paperwork. The researcher pspieeorganizations should explore
the idea of hiring maybe two to three individudlattcan handle the paperwork only. For

example there could be one individual that writemrants for all officers, as well as
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conducts home visits, curfew calls, and other papes that may cause the officer to be
more accepting to a larger caseload size becaespaerwork is a little less. Another
officer could be hired to handle all intakes, otations, and any court coverage needed.
This would allow the officer to have more time &ietoffice being available for
probationers and more time to maintain files angepaork.

Organizations may also explore the idea of thdwe &ctually have caseloads
could be given incentives such as flex time for éxd¢ra time that is required do to
paperwork or having to stay later to finish papekvdrhe rational for this is, most
organizations are state funded, meaning theseftme salary positions. Although these
positions are often paid too little and requir@tadf time and paperwork to be finished in
a timely manner, many employees would appreciadribentive of being able to have
time to flex for the hours that are worked pastyftvours per week. This flex- time could
be used before any vacation time is applied to tfieOne may see this as well, there is
a possibility that more than forty hours is worla@da weekly basis and poses a threat to
vacation time never being applied. A good way tlabee this could be only allowing no
more than 4 hours flex time monthly with the maximamount being 48 hours annually.
An employee would have to use this time within te&ar accumulated and must be
subtracted from any vacation or sick time first a@hnot be paid out if an employee
resigns from the position.

According to the researcher’s findings, those Wwhee an administrative position
have more job satisfaction, proposing to be motesfagad. This could be a result of

having less paperwork from not having to supenaseaseload. Most administrative
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positions are those of supervisors and managersaendn turn paid a higher salary.
Therefore, the incentive stated above would applyfficers only.

Future Research

The researcher recommends that if future researcee fit into this topic, that
one should research more in depth as to pay gealieess why promotions and pay are
low within these organizations, or research ag tbd beneficial perks mentioned above
were implemented in lieu of pay increase and it thauld reduce turnover. Researchers
can explore if job security, the company moralewgh and opportunity (advancement)
can affect an individuals satisfaction and commiitraes well.

Future researchers can improve the data gathermcess from providing only
guestionnaires to conducting interviews as welin8andividuals are more inviting to a
conversation, interview versus strictly pen to papecess. This would improve the
reliability of the research. Geographical limitasowere proposed in this study; this issue
can be avoided in future research via mail, emad &ourtesy follow-ups. If the
researcher is requesting feedback via mail, a esyrollow-up should be sent within
two weeks of the original mailing. A request shofdd feedback should not be sent via
email because this causes the research to no Idmeganonymous; however, courtesy
follow-ups can be sent via email asking the ageifcythey have received the
guestionnaires or are willing to continue theirtjggpation in this study. The researcher
could send a small thank you, such as coupon, mthre&k you cards, candy, or some
form of a small monetary incentive to let the pap@ants know their feedback is not only

valued but critical and appreciated.
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The researcher appreciates the data analysisiofrdbearch and hopes that it

helps organizations and their employees with fuguoavth.
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Appendix A
General Demographic Questionnaire
Directions: Please answer all questions listed below astruthfully as possible.
1. What isyour gender?
A. Male

B. Female

2. What isyour age?

3. What isthe highest level of education you have completed?
A. trade/technical/vocational training

B. college graduate

C. some postgraduate work

D. post graduate degree

4. Which of thefollowing best describesyour primary roleat your
institution?

A. Assessor

B. Probation Officer

C. Case Officer

D. Counselor

E. Administrator (clerical, supervisor, managec,)et

5. Your institution would best be described as:
A. Public

B. Private (non profit)

C. Proprietary (for profit)

6. How long have you been employed at your organization?
A. Less than 3 years

B. 3-5 years

C. 6-10 years

D. Over 10 Years

7. How many cases do you currently supervise?




Appendix B

Organizational Commitment Questionnaire

QUESTIONS:
PLEASE CIRCLE THE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH QUESTION THAT = >
COMES CLOSEST TO REFLECTING YOUR OPINION é g . E
— ] 3 Q
ABOUTIT. >38 % > £ S
=S =5 5% 2
(5] (5] (] = L
® © O W = >
B B B @ o o
T © © L L Q0
L 2 2 bBb bBb bb
A A A< <<
1.1 am quite proud to tell people who it is I work for? 2 4 6
2.1 sometimes feel like leaving the organization for good? 1 2 3 456
3.Tam not willing to put myself out just for the organization? 12 3 456
4. Even if the organization was struggling financially I would be 12 3 456
reluctant to find another employer?
5. 1feel myself to be part of the organization? 12 3 456
6. In my work I like to feel | am making some effort, not just for 12 3 456
myself, but for the organization as well?
7. The offer of a bit more money with another employer would not 1 2 3 4 5 6
seriously make me think of changing my job?
8.1 would not recommend a close friend to join our staff? 1 2 3 4 5 6
9. To know that my own work had made a contribution to the good of 1 2 3 4 5 6

the organization would please me?




Appendix C

Job Satisfaction Survey

2
PLEASE CIRCLE THE ONE NUMBER FOR g £ . ==
EACH QUESTION THAT COMES CLOSEST TO =3 E > £z
o = &
REFLECTING YOUR OPINION - s 3 2%k
5] 5] 5] ]
ABOUTIT. 25883
Baa<L
1 [ feel I am being paid a fair amount for the work I do. 123456
2 There is really too little chance for promotion on my job. 123456
3 My supervisor is quite competent in doing his/her job. 123 456
4 [ am not satisfied with the benefits I receive. 123456
5 When I do a good job, I receive the recognition for it that [ 123 456
should receive.
6 Many of our rules and procedures make doing a good job 123 456
difficult.
7 I like the people I work with. 123 456
8 [ sometimes feel my job is meaningless. 123456
9 Communications seem good within this organization. 123456
10 | Raises are too few and far between. 123456
11 | Those who do well on the job stand a fair chance of being 123 456
promoted.
12 My supervisor is unfair to me. 123 456
13 | The benefits we receive are as good as most other 123456
organizations offer.
14 | Ido not feel that the work I do is appreciated. 123 456
15 | My efforts to do a good job are seldom blocked by red 123456
tape.
16 | Ifind I have to work harder at my job because of the 123456
incompetence of people I work with.
17 | llike doing the things I do at work. 123456
18 | The goals of this organization are not clear to me. 123456
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19 [ feel unappreciated by the organization when I think 123 456
about what they pay me.
20 People get ahead as fast here as they do in other places. 123 6
21 My supervisor shows too little interest in the feelings of 123 456
subordinates.
22 | The benefit package we have is equitable. 123 456
23 There are few rewards for those who work here. 123 456
24 [ have too much to do at work. 123 456
25 I enjoy my coworkers. 123 456
26 | Ioften feel that I do not know what is going on with the 123 456
organization.
27 | Ifeel a sense of pride in doing my job. 123 456
28 | Ifeel satisfied with my chances for salary increases. 123 456
29 There are benefits we do not have which we should have. 123 456
30 [ like my supervisor. 123 456
31 [ have too much paperwork. 123 456
32 | Idon't feel my efforts are rewarded the way they should 123 456
be.
33 [ am satisfied with my chances for promotion. 123 456
34 | There is too much bickering and fighting at work. 123 456
35 My job is enjoyable. 123 456
36 | Workassignments are not fully explained. 123 456
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Appendix D

Organizational Commitment Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum Maximum Mean

56 1 6 4.70
| am proud to tell people who
| work for.
| feel like leaving the 55 1 6 3.80
organization for good.
| am not willing to put myself 56 1 6 3.64
out for the organization.
If the organization is 56 1 6 2.86
struggling financially, | would
be reluctant to find another
employer.
| feel like part of the 56 1 6 4.50
organization.
I like to feel | am making 56 1 6 5.07
some effort for the
organization.
The offer of more money 56 1 6 3.00
would not make me change
jobs.
| would not recommend a 55 1 6 3.44
friend to join our staff.
Pleases me to know my 56 3 6 5.39

work benefits the

organization.

Valid N (listwise) 55




Job Satisfaction Descriptive Statistics

Appendix E

N Minimum Mean
| am being paid a fair
55 2.11
amount.
There is too little chance for
) 56 4.57
promotion.
My supervisor is competent. 55 4.76
| am not satisfied with my
) 55 2.98
benefits.
When | do a good job | get
N 56 3.21
recognition.
Many of our rules make
) ] 56 3.54
doing a good job hard.
| like the people | work with. 55 4.96
| sometimes feel my job is
) 56 3.14
meaningless.
Communication seems
56 2.98
good.
Raises are few and far
56 5.16
between.
Those who do well will be
55 2.75
promoted.
My supervisor is unfair. 55 2.25
The benefits we receive are
55 4.47
as good as anywhere else.
My work is not appreciated. 55 3.80
My efforts to do a good job
are seldom blocked by red 54 3.48
tape.
I work harder because my
] 56 3.23
coworkers are incompetent.
| like doing the things | do at
56 4.68

work.
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The goals of this organization

55 2.62
are not clear to me.
| feel unappreciated when |
] 55 4.38
think about my pay.
People get ahead as fast
55 2.38
here as somewhere else.
My supervisor shows no
interest in feelings of 55 3.20
workers.
Our benefit package is
) 52 4.31
equitable.
There are few rewards for
56 4.46
those that work here.
| have too much work to do. 56 4.14
| enjoy my coworkers. 55 5.02
| feel I don't know what is
) ] o 56 3.98
going on in the organization.
| feel a sense of pride in
) ) 56 4.80
doing my job.
| feel satisfied with my
chances for salary 55 2.33
increases.
There are benefits we don't
55 3.73
have that we should.
| like my supervisor. 55 4.67
| have too much paperwork. 56 4.46
I don't feel my efforts are
rewarded the way they 55 4.36
should be.
| am satisfied with my
] 55 2.53
chances for promotion.
There is too much bickering
o 55 411
and fighting at work.
My job is enjoyable. 56 4.43
Work assignments are not
) 55 2.89
fully explained.
Valid N (listwise) 49
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Appendix F

MIDDLE
T_EMME SSEE

STATE LN IVERSITY
Juiy 31, 2062

Ashiay Groce
Department of Criminal Justice AdminisTaion

EEQatenimal misl edy ., JOEhug, NSFTETIs ey

Prodocol Tite: <ok Satele:iom mul Chy | i withie Dayvabss Caunty Communsy Correciens asl
Dharvidbiosn Oty Bard i3 Pealal ot mid Pasde™

Profocol Number: 13-019
Dear Investigatoris},

The MTSU Insttutional Review BOard, or 3 rEpresentative of the IRB, Nas reviewed the researcn
proposal identifled above. The MTSU IRB or its representative has determined that the study poses
minimal riek to participants and qualfles for an axpedited review unger the 45 CFR 45.110 Category 7.

Aporowal is granted for one {1} year from fhe date of this |efier for 200 paricipants.

Acconding o MTSU Poilcy, 3 reseancher ks defined 35 anyons who works with data or has contact with
parkipanis. Anyone mesting this definiion nesds to be Bsted on Be prolocal and neads to provide 3
cerificate of Taining to e OMee of Compliance IF you add resaarchers to an approved project,
pleass forward an updated Raf of researchers and thelr cerfificatss of tralndng to the OMce of
Compllance (oo Emily Bom, Box 134} before they begin to work on the profect. Any changs o
the protocol must be submitied to the IRE before Impéementing Tis change.

Pigase note that any unanficipated nams t0 paricioanis or 3dverse events must be raponed o the
Omice of Compilance at (515) 4%4-9%16.

wou will need 1o sumit an end-cd-project Tom to the Offce of Compilance upon compleson of your
reseanch jocated on the IRS webslle. Compiete reseanch means that you have Anished coliecing and
analyzng dats. Bhould you not indsh your research within the one (1) period, you muat
submit & Progress Report and rsquest 3 continuation prior to the e dats. Please ow
time for review and reguestad revisions. Your study expires July 31, 2013,

Also, 2il resaarch matenials most be retained by the P or facufty advisor (i the P15 3 shadent) for at
laast three |3] years after Rudy compistion. Should you have any qUesHoNs of Ness aodional
Information, péease dio not hesliate 1o conlact me.

Sincansly,
F F i
':.HJ;.IIII |‘I_,r'|'"-|"

Research Comance Omcer
Middie Ternesses Siate University
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Appendix G

51

LLRERT]
a8 Aoproeed
Datw: 778173003

INFORMED CONSENT

My pame 1z Ashley Gross and I !II:I.EII:IIEDﬂ‘T’ 3 sraduate snident fryimg to falfill the
partial requirement of nny thesis in tha Master's of Criminal Fustice Administration prosmam at
Middle Tenneszee State University. The parpose of this shady & fo examine job satisfaction
amaoagst the staff of the Davidson Counry Comommery Gnrretums?mgram.rtnsresun:hﬂl
be conducted by a questionnaire. The qestionmaire will consist of the Tob Descriptive Index
{TDL), Orzanirational Copmitment Cuestonraire (0], and varsous aitadinal and
demographic quastions.

The daca will be obmined by wiilzing an anonymous, veliniary guestonoaimre. e
parmcipant iz volunerridy filmge cur the gruesdonneire and may choone (e armwer ar ot arswer
any qf these guestions. There are ng anticipaied risky and you can withdraw o oy fme with no
nesshe consaguences. It will ks approsEmarsly thirty mimates to read the sureey and 81 ot
the answer shest Also, the researcher will notify each individual that they ars to remain ughfal
about thelr opinions of therr owerall job satisfaction and moral within the orpanizaton

Tou omast first read and sign this informed consant fiom and renam before the ressarcher
is able to dismibube the survey. All wiling participants of the prosram mmderstand they will be
given a week duning the data-zatherms period to actively participate. The participants will hanve
ane weak to renon the sureey to the researcher within the provaded envelope. AT participants
shpazld undersiand they are fres to email me at Zrese ashlsyvie i -:um-uru]]ﬁ]i BE2-B5E0aE
voa have aoy questions Or CODCAIms

I'would finally like to thank every pamcipant for takmz their tme to 0 out this survey.
These =ffons will snable oue to conEnue with pry ressarch and come one step cieser to fdfilline
my Thesis Teguirements.

If vom have amy questions, comments, ¢r concerns about the study or the informed consent,
vom may write or call Ashley Grose at Davidson Connty Commumity Corrections at 408 2™

Ave North, Soite 2100, Nashwville, TN 37201, 615-862-2589

I acknowiadze thot T have read understand. and received a copy of the Consent Fomme.

Signemre Dasx



