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ABSTRACT 

STEFANIE DIANE SWANGER 

PROTECTING OUR MOMS: AN INVESTIGATION OF WORKPLACE INCIVILITY AND 
JOB SATISFACTION FOR MOTHERS WORKING IN STUDENT AFFAIRS 
 
Under the direction of CAROL ISAAC, Ph.D. 

Research indicates that workplace incivility affects the higher education workplace and has been 

shown to reduce job satisfaction. Existing literature on these two variables focuses heavily on 

academic faculty, failing to investigate this trend for student affairs staff members. Additional 

evidence points to motherhood bias at work, which often presents itself as harsh performance 

reviews, missed opportunities for promotion, and reduced wages. This is exceptionally 

problematic for the student affairs field in which women represent almost three-quarters of 

student affairs employees. 

This study investigated the correlation between workplace incivility and job satisfaction 

for mothers working in student affairs using One-way ANOVA and independent samples t-tests. 

Five hundred and eighty-four student affairs mothers participated in the study and completed the 

Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS) and Workplace Incivility Scale (WIS). 

The results of this study indicate that mothers working in student affairs express the 

highest levels of job satisfaction with the nature of the work, supervision, and coworkers, while 

expressing the lowest levels of satisfaction with pay and promotion potential. Compared to 

historical data, student affairs moms expressed the lowest levels of job satisfaction versus higher 

education workers and United States all industry workers. Concerning workplace incivility, 95% 

of student affairs mothers had experienced at least one uncivil act at work in the preceding 12 

months, while 17 % had experienced all seven types of workplace incivility. Additionally, 

participants who had experienced workplace incivility demonstrated a statistically significant 
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reduction in overall job satisfaction and satisfaction in each of the nine JSS subscales. This study 

presents a call to action for administrators to develop policies and procedures for addressing 

uncivil acts in the workplace directed toward student affairs mothers, while urging mothers to 

report such acts through the appropriate channels. 

Future research should focus on greater participant diversity and additional demographics 

to understand the relationship between workplace incivility and job satisfaction based on 

institution type, and participant degree levels, job titles, and wages. Additionally, investigation of 

these two variables along with attrition and turnover intentions may provide the field a greater 

understanding of the impact of workplace incivility for student affairs mothers. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

For 40 years, scholars have investigated the job satisfaction of student affairs 

professionals in the united states, focusing on a variety of variables affecting satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction such as supervision (Bender, 1980; Jo, 2008; Strayhorn, 2009; Tull, 2006),  job 

stress (Hersi, 1993; Mullen et al., 2018), and discrimination (Blackhurst, 2000a; Croteau & Lark, 

2011). Job dissatisfaction in higher education is especially problematic when it leads to attrition 

(Jo, 2008; Marshall et al., 2016; Mullen et al., 2018), and research suggests that no one is 

immune as graduate students (Silver & Jakeman, 2014), new professionals (Marshall et al., 2016; 

Rosser & Javinar, 2003; Tull, 2006), mid-level managers (Rosser & Javinar, 2003), and chief 

administrators (Jo, 2008; Tull, 2014) have all demonstrated an intent to leave the field. Turnover 

is problematic in higher education as it disrupts service, reduces well-being, and leaves those 

remaining in the organization to address shortfalls and eventually adjust to new colleagues (Jo, 

2008; Mullen et al., 2018). This is especially important in an era of financial restraints in higher 

education, which can be problematic for employees within student affairs departments who are 

left to compete for funding with their academic counterparts (Schuh, 2016).  

Because women hold 71% of all student affairs jobs and 56% of the top student affairs 

leadership positions (Pritchard & McChesney, 2018), there is a need for research to address the 

existing gap in the literature to examine women’s job satisfaction in student affairs. Although 

discriminatory and illegal, it is well-known that women with children are less likely to be hired 

and suffer from a motherhood penalty (Correll et al., 2007; Fuegen et al., 2004; Jee et al., 2019).  

Mothers experience challenges in the workplace, even in female-dominated professions (Isaac, 

2011), including education and student affairs. These challenges can be experienced as a 
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relatively new phenomenon labeled workplace incivility. This "low-intensity deviant behavior" 

(Andersson & Pearson, 1999, p. 457) is ambiguous in its intent to harm and includes behaviors 

such as being ignored or excluded, receiving demeaning or derogatory remarks, being addressed 

unprofessionally, and receiving questions about one's ability to complete their work 

responsibilities (Cortina et al., 2001). Research has shown that victims of workplace incivility 

are more likely to have lower job satisfaction (Frisbee et al., 2019; Koon & Pun, 2018; Miner et 

al., 2014, 2019; Zurbrügg & Miner, 2016), exhibit turnover intentions (Luparell, 2004; Miner & 

Cortina, 2016; Peters, 2014; H. Taylor et al., 2019), and be affected mentally and physically 

(Jiang et al., 2017; Lasala et al., 2016; Welbourne et al., 2015).  

While widely researched in various career fields, workplace incivility is an emerging 

topic of research in higher education, with existing research focusing primarily on faculty and 

students (Caza & Cortina, 2007; Settles & O’Connor, 2014; Williams et al., 2013), and very few 

studies focusing on staff, including both academic and administrative (Ismail & Ali, 2016; 

Pantano, 2017; Sakurai & Jex, 2012; Welbourne et al., 2015). Studies in higher education have 

indicated that those who experience workplace incivility reported lower job satisfaction for both 

the victim and those that witness the uncivil act (Frisbee et al., 2019; Koon & Pun, 2018; Miner 

et al., 2014, 2019; Zurbrügg & Miner, 2016). Existing higher education research indicates that 

women and mothers are more likely to experience workplace incivility than their male peers 

(Cortina, 2008; Miner et al., 2014; Pantano, 2017; Settles & O’Connor, 2014; H. Taylor et al., 

2019; Zurbrügg & Miner, 2016), which is problematic to student affairs because of the 

preponderance of women. 

A review of workplace incivility literature resulted in only one study conducted 

exclusively on student affairs staff, a doctoral dissertation by Pantano (2017) that focused on 
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workplace incivility and organizational commitment. Out of 777 student affairs professionals 

participating in the study, over 95% of participants reported experiencing some form of 

workplace incivility during the previous year, with women experiencing significantly more 

workplace incivility than their male peers (Pantano, 2017). Additionally, Pantano reported a 

significant relationship between experienced workplace incivility and employee’s desire to 

depart from the position, institution, and the student affairs profession, thus reducing institutional 

commitment.  

Beyond workplace incivility, parenting status presents additional workplace challenges 

for women (Correll et al., 2007; Fuegen et al., 2004). Student affairs research focusing on the job 

satisfaction of mothers has looked at the conflict of balancing life as a mother and student affairs 

professional (Spangler, 2011; Terrell & Gifford, 2005) but failed to address other job satisfaction 

concerns like attrition, supervision, work environment, co-workers, stress, and burnout. Faced 

with reduced pay, fewer opportunities for advancement, perceptions of reduced work 

commitment, and the potential for wage penalties associated with using work-family policies 

stemming from cumulative disadvantage (Martell et al., 1996; Valian, 2005), mothers face biases 

and barriers in the workforce including workplace incivility which may affect job satisfaction, a 

phenomenon needing further investigation. Understanding the experiences of working mothers 

may provide institutions and student affairs administrators insight into the specific challenges 

that mothers face in the workforce, which in turn affects employee job satisfaction.  

Statement of the Problem 

Workplace incivility affects higher education environments in the United States, with up 

to 95% of academic faculty and staff members experiencing at least one uncivil act per year 

(Pantano, 2017). Looking past the uncivil acts, workplace incivility has been shown to decrease 
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job satisfaction and organizational commitment while increasing turnover intentions, leading to 

attrition (Frisbee et al., 2019; Miner et al., 2014, 2019; Miner & Cortina, 2016; Pantano, 2017). 

The presence of workplace incivility in higher education presents a concern for student affairs 

administrators who are already faced with existing financial pressures and high turnover 

concerns (Marshall et al., 2016; Schuh, 2016; Tull, 2014).  

Despite the vast existing knowledge on student affairs job satisfaction, little is known 

about the effect of workplace incivility on job satisfaction, specifically for those women who are 

mothers working in the profession. Because of the dearth of literature focused on this 

intersection, it is not known if and to what extent that workplace incivility affects the job 

satisfaction for mothers working in student affairs, which presents challenges for student affairs 

leaders addressing common concerns like employee behavior, staff retention, job satisfaction, 

and employee wellness. Contemporary researchers have called for an investigation of workplace 

incivility in student affairs (Pantano, 2017; Wagner et al., 2019), which, when paired with job 

satisfaction research, will provide foundational knowledge to understand the prevalence of 

workplace incivility in student affairs and its interaction with job satisfaction. Furthermore, the 

results of this research will assist student affairs administrators in addressing incivility incidents 

in higher education among students, faculty, administrators, and staff (Miner & Cortina, 2016; 

Wagner et al., 2019; Welbourne et al., 2015). 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this quantitative, descriptive study was to examine the effect of workplace 

incivility on job satisfaction for mothers that work in student affairs departments at public or 

private, non-profit and for-profit institutions of higher education in the United States. An 

exploration of the interaction of incivility and job satisfaction addressed the call to investigate 
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workplace incivility in student affairs to determine if there are positive or negative impacts on 

job satisfaction.  

Research Questions 

The following research questions guided this study.  

1. What is the level of job satisfaction for mothers working in student affairs as measured 

by the Job Satisfaction Survey? 

2. How does job satisfaction for mothers working in student affairs compare to the 

American higher education worker and all industry worker norms in the United States?  

3. What is the overall frequency of workplace incivility for mothers working in student 

affairs as measured by the Workplace Incivility Scale? 

4. Are there statistically significant differences in the impact of experienced workplace 

incivility on the individual job satisfaction levels for each of the nine identified subsets in 

the Job Satisfaction Survey? 

5. Are there statistically significant differences in the impact of experienced workplace 

incivility on the overall job satisfaction level for mothers working in student affairs based 

on: 

• Race 

• Age 

• Sexual Orientation 

• Relationship Status 

• Parenting Status, including the ages and number of children living in the home 

• Years of Student Affairs Work Experience 

• Student Affairs Functional Area 



 

 

6 

 

• 3-Year Career Outlook 

• Gender of the Immediate Supervisor 

• Number of Direct Employees 

Conceptual Framework 

This study, focusing on the impact of workplace incivility on job satisfaction for mothers 

working in student affairs, used a multi-theory approach applying Weiss and Cropanzano's 

(1996) affective events theory, Cortina's (2008) selective incivility theory, and Eagly’s (1987)  

social-role theory. The combination of these theories provided a unique conceptual framework to 

explore the job satisfaction of mothers in student affairs through the mediating factors of 

affective events, selective incivility, and social roles.  

Weiss and Cropanzano (1996) posit that job satisfaction is an individual's positive or 

negative evaluative judgment about their work, which opposes traditional viewpoints that job 

satisfaction is “an affective or emotional reaction” (p. 2). Weiss and Cropanzano view job 

satisfaction as a combination of affect and job beliefs specific to each individual, arguing that job 

attitudes can evolve and fluctuate over time based on current circumstances. Therefore, affective 

events theory focuses on "the structure, causes, and consequences of affective experiences at 

work" (p.11), meaning that workplace events can impact the employee's mood, or affect, thus 

influencing job satisfaction. Specifically, the affective events theory was chosen as it will allow 

the researcher to view specific workplace incidents, such as workplace incivility, as an affective 

event, which has the potential to influence job satisfaction.  

Secondary to the affective events theory, the researcher selected Cortina's selective 

incivility theory (2008) for this study because of the population of interest, mothers. The 

selective incivility theory states that individuals may be victims of conscious or unconscious acts 
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of incivility due to their race, age, or gender. Cortina and colleagues (2008; 2011) further define 

this theory calling it a form of modern discrimination, and state that selective incivility is a 

"modern manifestation of bias that alienates women and people of color from work life" (Cortina 

et al., 2011, p. 2).  

Understanding that many participants, in addition to their identity as a woman and a 

mother, balance several other marginalized identities, the selective incivility theory was used to 

explore how some mothers who experience workplace incivility may be more prone to this 

modern form of discrimination due to the intersectionality of their identities (Crenshaw, 1989). 

In her 1989 article, Crenshaw argued that there is a “problematic consequence of the tendency to 

treat race and gender as mutually exclusive” (p. 139). Crenshaw developed the concept of 

intersectionality by demonstrating that black women in three different historical court cases were 

mistreated because their race discrimination and their sex discrimination were viewed 

independently and not collectively. Defined as intersectionality, Crenshaw argued that there are 

conceptual limitations when viewing any account of discrimination through a single lens. Using 

Crenshaw’s definition of intersectionality, the women in this study might have experienced 

workplace incivility as a result of any number of their marginalized identities, including but not 

limited to gender, parenting status, race, or sexual orientation. Understanding that the unique 

intersection of participant identities may result in varying levels of experienced workplace 

incivility, results were explored by race, age, and sexual orientation.  

Connecting Cortina’s selective incivility theory to the literature on the motherhood 

penalty in the workplace, Ridgeway and Correll (2004) stated that motherhood is a status 

characteristic by which mothers are devalued by the larger society and viewed as less worthy and 

competent in the workplace than their non-mother peers. Social-role theory provided the 
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overarching lens through which one can understand why women are subject to bias and 

discrimination in and out of the workplace (Eagly, 1987). Social-role theory suggests that the 

expected behaviors of men and women are driven by societal expectations and gender 

stereotypes. These social roles do not account for any biological, familial upbringing, or personal 

characteristics of the unique individual. Through the concept of social roles, women are 

portrayed to be kind, nurturing caregivers, and men are portrayed to be independent, in-control 

leaders (Eagly, 1987). Using social-role theory in the context of this study, the researcher gained 

an understanding of why women and mothers may be more prone to experience workplace 

incivility and affective events. 

The combination of affective events theory, selective incivility theory, and social-role 

theory provided the framework to understand the effect of experienced workplace incivility on 

job satisfaction for mothers who work in student affairs. The addition of social-role theory 

provided a unique viewpoint through which one can recognize the societal and cultural beliefs 

which pre-dispose women to bias and discrimination. Collectively these three concepts provided 

the conceptual framework that guides this study.  

From the top-down, social-role theory provided the overarching view to understand why 

women and mothers in student affairs may be viewed as challenging traditional social roles 

through their engagement in the workforce (Eagly, 1987; Eagly & Wood, 2016). Although 

women’s workforce engagement in both student affairs and industry has grown over the past 70 

years (Pritchard & McChesney, 2018; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2019), social-role 

expectations dictate that women are still expected to be more communal (nurturing and caring 

for others) and less agentic (independent thinking and actions; Eagly, 1987). Working mothers 

are expected to fulfill caregiver responsibilities and could be viewed as challenging social-role 
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expectations through their engagement in work outside of the home (Aranda & Glick, 2014; Bear 

& Glick, 2016; Correll et al., 2007; Fuegen et al., 2004). The expectations that women exhibit 

communal instead of agentic behaviors could be especially problematic for those mothers in 

student affairs leadership and authority roles.  

 

Figure 1  

Conceptual Framework 
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Because working mothers challenge society's social-roles expectations, they may become 

more likely to be the target of bias and discrimination at work through the concept known as 

selective incivility (Cortina, 2008). This form of modern discrimination posits that incivility 

victims may be consciously or unconsciously chosen due to their race, gender, or age, all three of 

which could affect mothers in student affairs. When workplace incivility occurs, the resulting 

action is recognized as an affective event (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Affective events in the 

student affairs workplace may result in changing moods, affects, and evaluative judgments about 

an individual’s satisfaction at work.  

Through the lens of the conceptual framework, this study measured job satisfaction to 

determine if working mothers who have experienced at least one affective work event (Weiss & 

Cropanzano, 1996), in this case, workplace incivility, report different levels of job satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction versus those participants who have not experienced workplace incivility. 

Furthermore, the researcher explored ten demographic categories to determine if race, age, 

sexual orientation, relationship status, parenting status (including the ages and number of 

children living in the home), years of student affairs work experience, student affairs functional 

area, 3-year career outlook, gender of the immediate supervisor, and number of direct employees 

affected the interaction between workplace incivility on job satisfaction, supporting the theory of 

selective incivility. It is important to note that this study did not attempt to determine if 

participants are satisfied or dissatisfied, as the job satisfaction instrument does not designate a 

cutoff point where job satisfaction turns to dissatisfaction. Instead, data from the study was 

viewed through the lens of the conceptual framework allowing the investigation of potential 

trends in job satisfaction for those individuals who have experienced workplace incivility versus 

their peers who have not experienced workplace incivility. 



 

 

11 

 

Significance of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to provide foundational knowledge on the interaction 

between job satisfaction and workplace incivility for mothers in student affairs. While workplace 

incivility research is prevalent in various industries, including higher education, little is known 

about the incidence and impact of incivility in student affairs. The findings of this study add to 

the existing body of knowledge in various career fields focusing on the interaction between 

workplace incivility and job satisfaction and have extended the conversation, providing 

foundational knowledge on the interaction between these two variables for mothers working in 

student affairs. Educational administrators reviewing the findings may apply the knowledge 

gained from this study to address the rise in workplace incivility in higher education and address 

its potential impact on employee job satisfaction. Addressing the gap in the literature, the 

researcher hopes that the results of this study will expand the research on the interaction between 

workplace incivility on job satisfaction in student affairs. 

Procedures 

This descriptive study used a quantitative, cross-sectional design to investigate job 

satisfaction and workplace incivility of mothers working in student affairs. Job satisfaction was 

measured using the Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS; Spector, n.d.), a 36-item instrument that 

measures overall job satisfaction and satisfaction in nine sub-categories, including “pay, 

promotion, supervision, fringe benefits, contingent rewards (performance based rewards), 

operating procedures (required rules and procedures), co-workers, nature of work, and 

communication” (para. 1). Workplace incivility was measured using the Workplace Incivility 

Scale (WIS; Cortina et al., 2001), an instrument that measures the frequency of incivility 
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experiences reported by a participant. Specifically, this study surveyed participants on their 

experienced workplace incivility over the past year.  

The JSS and WIS were paired with ten demographic questions to collect information on 

race, age, sexual orientation, relationship status, parenting status (including the ages and number 

of children living in the home), highest academic degree earned, current position job level 

(example: entry, mid, executive-level), 3-year career outlook, gender of the immediate 

supervisor, and number of direct employees. Participants for the study were solicited from the 

Student Affairs MomS (S.A.M.S.) Facebook group, which is a social community of self-

identified mothers who work or have worked in student affairs. For this study, a mother was 

defined as an individual who identifies as a woman with children, including biological, adoptive, 

foster, and step-mothers. The study participants were limited to those who currently work in 

student affairs, eliminating those who have left the field for other career or personal 

opportunities. 

The researcher sought Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval from the researcher’s 

host institution, Mercer University. The survey was open for 30 days and was timed to coincide 

with the mid-point of the semester, as not to survey participants during the start or end of the 

semester, traditionally a time for a high volume of work in the student affairs field. Data was 

collected using the SurveyMonkey platform, which ensured participant anonymity through the 

omission of collecting email or other identifying information. After the survey concluded, the 

researcher used the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) to run descriptive and 

inferential analysis to determine the interaction between workplace incivility and job satisfaction 

for student affairs mothers, in addition to investigating potential variances in interaction based on 

the ten identified demographics. 
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Limitations and Delimitations 

This study had several limitations and delimitations that must be considered when 

reviewing the study results. First, this study was limited by the fact that the sample population 

was selected from a single source, namely a social media interest group. Study participants from 

this group may represent individuals who are more involved professionally and socially due to 

the fact that they sought out a work-related group on a social media platform. However, the 

benefits of using a social media interest group are worthy of note. The use of this platform 

provided a broad sample of student affairs mothers from various functional areas, institutions, 

and job levels, which may or may not be replicated through a membership list provided by a 

national professional association. Nevertheless, it may have excluded those individuals who 

choose not to engage in social media and those who prefer not to mix work and personal life by 

joining work-themed groups on their personal social media profiles. Therefore, the results from 

this study are not representative of all mothers that work in student affairs. 

 Secondly, this study was limited by the fact that it used self-reported data, which can 

lead to participant social desirability bias. Gordon (1951) describes this phenomenon as "the 

motivation of a majority of respondents to mark socially acceptable alternatives to items, rather 

than those which they believe apply to themselves" (p. 407). Because this is a descriptive study 

in which the researcher wished to conduct "research in fields that have not been researched 

before in order to identify the current issues" (Hale & Napier, 2014, p. 24), self-reported data 

helped the researcher to gain a basic understanding of the workplace incivility phenomena in 

student affairs and its effect on job satisfaction. 

A third limitation of this study was the use of a social media group to identify and solicit 

study participants, which could have resulted in a low response rate. The target population for 
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this study was the Student Affairs MomS Facebook group, which was created in February 2016, 

and as of November 2020, had over 7,000 members of the group. Because of the passive nature 

of Facebook groups, there was no adequate way to determine the number of active and 

participating group members. Additionally, there were no mechanisms to identify how many of 

the 7000+ group members met all participation parameters, meaning that they were currently 

working in a student affairs department at a public or private, non-profit or for-profit, higher 

education institution in the United States. Therefore, The targeted response rate for this study 

was 5-6% based on participant trends for online studies (Hardigan et al., 2016; Van Mol, 2017). 

In the end, this social media forum provided a unique opportunity to gain insight from 

individuals from different institutions, functional areas, and job levels, providing a unique look 

into the intersection of workplace incivility and job satisfaction for mothers in student affairs. 

Final participation in the study exceeded the targeted response rate. 

Lastly, the researcher acknowledged the cross-sectional nature of this study. As a 

descriptive study that is exploratory in nature, this study aimed to "examine current attitudes, 

beliefs, opinions, or practices" (Creswell & Guetterman, 2019, p. 386) concerning workplace 

incivility and job satisfaction. This snapshot of beliefs and attitudes was used to gain a base level 

understanding of the impact of workplace incivility on job satisfaction in student affairs, which 

makes cross-sectional research desirable. 

A delimitation of this study was the purposeful selection of the population. The 

researcher acknowledged the value of researching other populations in student affairs to 

determine the impact of workplace incivility on job satisfaction. However, given the dearth of 

literature on workplace incivility in student affairs, the researcher intentionally selected a 

population that that was both accessible and representative of the 71% of females that work as 
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student affairs staff members (Pritchard & McChesney, 2018), who may experience the impact 

of social-role expectations (Eagly, 1987), selective incivility (Cortina, 2008), and the 

Motherhood Penalty (Budig & England, 2001; Correll et al., 2007) due to their status as a 

woman and a mother. Despite the limitations listed above, this study explored the interaction of 

workplace incivility and job satisfaction in student affairs, previously missing in the literature.  

Definition of Terms 

Job Satisfaction is defined by Weiss and Cropanzano (1996) as the “evaluative judgment 

made about one's job” (p. 11) that includes both an employee’s beliefs about their work and the 

employee’s affective experiences.  

Mothers are defined by Merriam Webster (n.d.) as a female parent. For this study, the 

author has defined female parents as those who identify as a woman (see definition below) and 

have children, including biological, adoptive, step, and foster mothers. 

Student Affairs Professionals are individuals working at public and private, non-profit 

and for-profit institutions of higher education in functional areas whose departmental mission is 

aimed at the holistic development of college students. The National Association of Student 

Personnel Administrators (NASPA; Wesaw & Sponsler, 2014) has identified thirty-nine 

functional areas which include but are not limited to On-Campus Housing, Career Services, 

Campus Activities, TRIO/Educational Opportunity, Judicial Affairs, Wellness Programs, 

Counseling Services, Orientation, and other similar departments. This population does not 

include academic faculty.  

Women are defined as individuals who self-identify as a woman, female, or feminine, 

including cisgender, transgender, and any other similar gender identities.  

Workplace Incivility is defined by Andersson and Pearson (1999) as "low-intensity 
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deviant behavior with ambiguous intent to harm the target, in violation of workplace norms for 

mutual respect. Uncivil behaviors are characteristically rude and discourteous, displaying a lack 

of regard for others" (p. 457). Because this study focuses on mothers, the researcher will 

investigate workplace incivility through the lens of the selective incivility theory (Cortina, 2008), 

which states that individuals may be subjected to conscious or unconscious bias or uncivil acts 

due to their race, age, or gender.   

Summary 

The literature provides evidence that the existence of workplace incivility has detrimental 

effects on job satisfaction for all employees in higher education, but specifically for women and 

mothers (Miner et al., 2014; Settles & O’Connor, 2014; H. Taylor et al., 2019; Zurbrügg & 

Miner, 2016). While research indicates that job satisfaction can be enhanced through work-life 

balance, rewards, and intrinsic motivation (Beeny et al., 2005; Hirt et al., 2005; Silver & 

Jakeman, 2014; Spangler, 2011; Terrell & Gifford, 2005), none of these factors address the 

events, incidents, behaviors, and individuals that can influence job satisfaction through social-

role expectations, affective events, and uncivil acts (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Cortina, 2008; 

Eagly, 1987; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). This study sought to fill a gap in the literature by 

investigating the interaction between workplace incivility and job satisfaction on mothers in 

student affairs, a population subjected to conscious and unconscious workforce biases. 

This study on the impact of workplace incivility on job satisfaction for mothers working 

in student affairs is presented in five chapters. In this chapter, the researcher presented 

background information on the topics, providing a purpose for the study, and research questions 

to guide the investigation. Additionally, the researcher defined important terms and outlined the 

conceptual framework using Weiss and Cropanzano's (1996) affective events theory, Cortina's 
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(2008) selective incivility theory, and Eagly’s social-role theory (Eagly, 1987). Finally, the 

researcher discussed the anticipated limitations and delimitations for the planned study.  

Chapter 2 will review relevant literature on student affairs job satisfaction and, in the 

absence of workplace incivility research focused on student affairs staff, will also cover 

appropriate literature on workplace incivility from higher education and other career fields. In 

Chapter 3, the researcher will discuss details of the research design, including instrumentation, 

population and sample, data collection, and data analysis.  



 

 

18 

 

CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The investigation of factors attributing to job satisfaction on the impact on student affairs 

professionals reveals that job satisfaction is more than a solitary concept. Scholars suggest that 

job satisfaction is a “positive or negative evaluative judgment about one's work” (Weiss & 

Cropanzano, 1996, p. 2), which can be comprised of many factors such as pay, supervision, co-

workers, and communication (Spector, 1985). Additionally, the evaluation of one’s current job 

satisfaction status can ebb and flow depending on the specific work environment, interactions, 

and events that have recently happened (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Therefore it is important 

that student affairs professionals recognize that job satisfaction is not a static, unchangeable 

status, but rather a combination of intrinsic and extrinsic factors that can positively and 

negatively impact job performance and satisfaction (Blackhurst, 2000a; Hirt et al., 2005; 

Strayhorn, 2009; Tull, 2006).  

Many student affairs practitioners say that they joined the profession for the potential to 

perform rewarding work with students (Arnold, 1982; Hirt et al., 2005; Marshall, 2009; Silver & 

Jakeman, 2014), but unfortunately, the actual job is not always as expected. Practitioners suggest 

they have experienced a reduction of job satisfaction due to stress and burnout, ineffective 

supervision, and poor work-life balance (Beeny et al., 2005; Guthrie et al., 2005; Jo, 2008; 

Marshall et al., 2016; Mullen et al., 2018; Tull, 2006). Research indicates that lowered job 

satisfaction can lead to turnover intentions and eventual attrition from the field, which is 

exceptionally problematic for all members of the student affairs profession (Burns, 1982; 

Marshall et al., 2016; Rosser & Javinar, 2003; Silver & Jakeman, 2014). While student affairs 

funding remained consistent in the early 2000s, current financial pressures, including state and 
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federal budget cuts and reduced student enrollment, present concerns for the future (Schuh, 

2016). Recognizing that student affairs departments often compete for funding with their 

academic peers and receive funding based on student enrollment and fees, practitioners must 

recognize the future funding challenges that are present for student affairs programming and 

practices (Schuh, 2016).    

One emerging area of job satisfaction research in higher education involves the 

investigation of workplace incivility (Koon & Pun, 2018; Miner & Cortina, 2016; Zurbrügg & 

Miner, 2016). Defined as a “low-intensity deviant behavior” (Andersson & Pearson, 1999, p. 

457), incivility is a relatively new concept in the workplace misbehavior arena that can be hard 

to identify due to its ambiguous nature (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Cortina, 2008; Lim et al., 

2008; E. A. Taylor et al., 2013), and recent research points to its prevalence in the workplace. 

Gluckman (2017) reported an unpublished study on incivility performed by former Miami 

University professor Alana Van Gundy, which surveyed more than 830 faculty. Van Gundy’s 

study found incivility in the academe was prevalent, with 64% of survey participants 

experiencing faculty incivility and 77% indicating that they had witnessed uncivil acts 

(Gluckman, 2017). A separate study of 734 student affairs practitioners found that more than 

95%  had experienced at least one uncivil action at work in the prior year (Pantano, 2017). 

While some topics are well researched in education, incivility is an emerging research 

topic (Andersson & Pearson, 1999). When investigating the impact of incivility in higher 

education, research has focused on job satisfaction, turnover intentions, organizational 

commitment, and employee well-being (Karim et al., 2015; Lasala et al., 2016; Luparell, 2004; 

Miner et al., 2014, 2019; Zurbrügg & Miner, 2016). Many existing higher education incivility 

studies focus on the faculty-to-faculty incivility and the interaction of faculty and students in the 
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classroom (Clark et al., 2013; Elder et al., 2010; Peters, 2014; Wagner et al., 2019), while 

significantly fewer studies focus on administrative staff and their experiences with workplace 

incivility (Ismail & Ali, 2016; Miner & Cortina, 2016; Welbourne et al., 2015), and one study 

focusing specifically on student affairs (Pantano, 2017). 

When investigating workplace incivility, it is interesting to note that women report 

experiencing workplace incivility more than their male peers (Settles & O’Connor, 2014; H. 

Taylor et al., 2019; Zurbrügg & Miner, 2016), as research points to specific challenges for 

women and mothers in the workforce (Correll et al., 2007; Harkness & Waldfogel, 2003; 

Ridgeway & Correll, 2004; Ruppanner et al., 2018), including specific concerns in higher 

education about sex discrimination, a sexist climate, and concerns for safety (Blackhurst, 2000a; 

Miner & Cortina, 2016; Settles & O’Connor, 2014). Mothers in the workforce are often faced 

with balancing the responsibilities of multiple life-roles, such as employee, spouse, parent, or 

leader (Marshall, 2009; Richter, 1990; Sallee, 2015; Tuten & August, 2006). Female student 

affairs administrators have lamented about the difficulty of balancing life as a woman, mother, 

and student affairs practitioner (Marshall, 2009; Spangler, 2011; Terrell & Gifford, 2005), 

causing some to give up personal interests, pass on professional opportunities, and sacrifice time 

with families.  

This study sought to understand the interaction between workplace incivility and job 

satisfaction for mothers working in student affairs. Results may provide administrators’ insight 

into the unique challenges for mothers in the workforce and data specific to student affairs, a 

population previously uninvestigated for these factors. The literature was reviewed through the 

lens of the population of interest, mothers working in student affairs, to provide a more thorough 

understanding of the benefits and complications when combining motherhood and student affairs 
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work. The literature is introduced by the conceptual framework guiding this investigation and 

then is broken up into the following major sections: 1) Women in the Workforce, 2) An 

Investigation of Student Affairs Job Satisfaction, and 3) An Investigation of Higher Education 

Workplace Incivility. 

Women in the Workforce 

According to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (Toossi & Morisi, 2017), women 

comprised approximately one-third of the labor force in the 1950s. Over time, that number has 

increased, with women making up 46.8% of the total United States labor force in 2015, and 

continued growth for women is expected to rise to 47% by 2024. Women’s participation in the 

workforce has steadily increased throughout the years, reducing the gender gap between working 

men and women, which once was a difference of 40.8% in 1950 and is now merely a 7% 

difference in favor of men (Toossi & Morisi, 2017).  

Over the past six decades, the growth of women in the U.S. workforce has outpaced men, 

a trend that is projected to continue (Toossi & Morisi, 2017). As of 2018, 57.1% of all U.S. 

women over the age of 16 were members of the workforce (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 

2019). Additionally, 71.4% of mothers with children under the age of 18 are participating in the 

current workforce, with participation highest among moms with children ages 6 to 17 and lowest 

for those with children under the age of three, 76.5% and 62%, respectively (U.S. Bureau of 

Labor Statistics, 2019). These statistics closely align with assumptions that mothers join or return 

to the U.S. labor force once compulsory education begins (Harkness & Waldfogel, 2003). 

Women currently outpace men regarding degree attainment, with 44% of women and 

only 37.5% of men having a bachelor’s degree or higher in 2018 (U.S. Bureau of Labor 

Statistics, 2019). In contrast, 15.7% of men attended four or more years of college in 1970, 
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whereas only 11.2% of women did the same. Women’s growth educationally and professionally 

has outpaced men for the last seven decades. However, current occupational choices show 

gendered trends when looking at women in management, professional, and related occupations. 

When compared with men, women currently represent the majority of registered nurses (89%), 

elementary and middle school teachers (80%), and accountants (61%), while occupying minimal 

representation in software development (19%), CEOs (27%), and lawyers (37%; U.S. Bureau of 

Labor Statistics, 2019).  

Looking specifically at student affairs, women's initial growth in the student affairs 

profession was slow, but current trends mimic those in US workforce history. While women held 

early academic positions, the dean of women position is cited as the first women’s employment 

position in student affairs (McClelellan & Stringer, 2016; Schwartz & Stewart, 2016). Alice 

Freeman Palmer is often credited as the first Dean of Women at the University of Chicago in 

1892 (Schwartz & Stewart, 2016), setting off a trend of dean of women appointments across the 

nation (McClelellan & Stringer, 2016). Scholars suggest that the dean of women position was 

created out of a desire to provide services specific to women and to advocate for the growing 

needs of women students, while the later created dean of men position was created as an answer 

to the dean of women position and was situated to provide parallel services for men (McClelellan 

& Stringer, 2016).  Early on, the dean of women position reported directly to top university 

administration, while additionally focusing on vocationalism, or the act of connecting young 

women’s academic achievements to work opportunities, what we now call career services 

(McClelellan & Stringer, 2016). While Palmer was appointed as the first dean of women in 1892, 

it was not until almost 30 years later in the 1920s that Walter Dill Scott, President of 

Northwestern University, developed the student personnel field, now commonly known as 
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student affairs (Schwartz & Stewart, 2016). Even in the early years, Scott recognized the 

importance of women in student affairs and appointed his first female student affairs leader, 

Esther McDonald, as the Assistant Director of Women in 1924 (Schwartz & Stewart, 2016).  

While Scott recognized the importance of women in student affairs, women’s growth in 

the profession did not initially grow as expected. Post World War II, the introduction of the GI 

Bill resulted in the increase of men’s enrollment in higher education, validating the need for the 

dean of men position, which subsequently overshadowed the need for women’s representation in 

student affairs at that time (McClelellan & Stringer, 2016; Schwartz & Stewart, 2016). The 

resulting action was the creation of the dean of students role, very often held by a man, and the 

eventual elimination of the dean of women role (McClelellan & Stringer, 2016; Tuttle, 1996). 

While administratively necessary to reduce the unnecessary duplication of services, the 

elimination of the dean of women position removed female student affairs professionals from the 

university administrative and policy-making ranks, thus continuing men’s dominance in student 

affairs top leadership roles (Tuttle, 1996). Many years later, women’s higher educational needs 

and subsequent advocacy would return, resulting in the creation of women’s resource centers at 

colleges and universities in the 1970s (Tuttle, 1996; Wilson, 2016). However, today's women’s 

resources centers, while providing appropriate advocacy for female student needs, do not replace 

the devastating loss of intentional selection of top student affairs women administrators in the 

dean of women position (Tuttle, 1996), a role that benefited both students and female student 

affairs employees.  

Contemporary research indicates that student affairs women were still disadvantaged at 

the senior student affairs officer level through the 1990s and early 2000s, with women occupying 

the majority of entry and mid-level positions while a disproportionate amount of men occupied 
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the top leadership roles (Blackhurst, 2000b; Howard-Hamilton et al., 1998). However, recent 

developments over the past 20 years indicate that this is no longer the case. According to CUPA-

HR, in 2018, women made up 71% of student affairs positions and 56% of the top leadership, 

which was higher than the 58% of women working in higher education in general (Pritchard & 

McChesney, 2018). Unfortunately, research indicates that although women are well represented 

in top student affairs leadership roles, they still face challenges at work, like burnout and stress 

(Beeny et al., 2005; Howard-Hamilton et al., 1998; Marshall et al., 2016), discrimination 

(Blackhurst, 2000a; Croteau & Lark, 2011), long work hours (Beeny et al., 2005; Marshall et al., 

2016), lack of flexible work schedules (Jo, 2008), and difficulties with their supervisor (Jo, 2008; 

Marshall et al., 2016). These concerns demonstrate the continued importance of advocating for 

women’s equality in the student affairs workforce.  

Balancing Work and Home Life 

For student affairs professionals, it is not enough to distribute equal amounts of time to 

work, academics, family, and personal responsibilities to achieve the mythical work-life balance 

(Beeny et al., 2005; Guthrie et al., 2005; Sallee, 2015; Terrell & Gifford, 2005). Student affairs 

professionals identify balance as a developmental process involving four stages: “self-

knowledge, intentionality, commitment to self-care, and reflection” (Guthrie et al., 2005, p. 116). 

This four-stage model of balance encourages the mixing of personal and professional roles with 

an encouragement to avoid compartmentalization (holding each role and its activities separate 

from the others). Working with the idea that professionals should commit to self-care, Guthrie et 

al. (2005) suggest that to achieve balance, one must become comfortable with saying no. Tarver, 

Canada, and Lim (1999) noted a connection between student affairs job satisfaction and an 

internal locus of control. These findings indicated that when a student affairs professional took 
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control of their lives and had more responsibility for their behaviors, higher job satisfaction 

resulted. When commanded by the professional, both balance and locus of control positively 

affect job outlook and satisfaction. 

Individuals do their best to manage the responsibilities of each of their social roles, but 

when the role responsibilities clash or create dissonance, role strain is created (Goode, 1960). 

Goode (1960) describes role management as a sequence of “role bargains” where individuals 

may seek to implement alternative behaviors to reduce or remove role strain (p. 483). Goode 

theorizes that individuals generally want to meet the expectations of their life roles and will use 

prioritization, triage, and mediator techniques to minimize role strain (Goode, 1960, pp. 486–

487).  However, Goode states that if one “conforms fully or adequately in one direction, 

fulfillment will be difficult in another” (p. 485). While role strain might sound entirely negative, 

it is not to say that seemingly different roles cannot positively influence each other, as mothers 

frequently demonstrate resiliency acquired from their ability to balance work and parent roles 

(Miner et al., 2014; Ridgeway & Correll, 2004).  

The literature discusses the struggles of balancing life as a mother and student affairs 

professional. Issues plaguing parents in student affairs include difficulty balancing demanding 

work responsibilities which result in reduced time with family and marital strain, abandoning 

hobbies, social activities, and time for self, and passing up promotion and work opportunities 

(Beeny et al., 2005; Marshall, 2009; Sallee, 2015; Terrell & Gifford, 2005). However, all 

experiences of being a woman and mother in student affairs are not negative. Women reported 

feeling more empathetic in their work as a student affairs professional and that their children 

benefited from the diverse collegiate environment (Marshall, 2009). 

Time is a valuable resource, and many student affairs professionals experience work 
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duties that often fall outside of traditional work hours (Beeny et al., 2005; Marshall et al., 2016). 

In a survey of Senior Student Affairs Officers (SSAO), participants cited flex-time as a valued 

benefit to promote work-life balance (Beeny et al., 2005). Although both men and women 

responded positively about the use of flex-time, male SSAOs reported higher satisfaction with 

their current ability to balance personal and work responsibilities (Beeny et al., 2005). Failure to 

balance work and life responsibilities can result in stress. In a survey of 153 professionals who 

have left the field, participants reported that they perceived high levels of burnout and stress 

while working in student affairs, 53% and 63%, respectively (Marshall et al., 2016). While it 

appears that the number of hours worked and stress does not seem to affect the SSAO job 

satisfaction negatively, Beeny et al. (2005) discovered that female SSAOs are significantly more 

likely than their male counterparts to hide stress related to balancing their work and personal 

commitments. While females might hide stress more often than males, this statistic indicates that 

stress is suppressed even at the highest rankings of student affairs professionals. 

 Additionally, Marshall et al. (2016) found that practitioners who left the field frequently 

cited concerns with balancing personal and professional responsibilities, which resulted in 

reduced time with loved ones. While some studies show that participants can engage in work-life 

balance as a personal choice (Guthrie et al., 2005), these statistics from Marshall et al. (2016) 

indicate that failure to address this complicated issue will result in dissatisfied employees that 

leave the field sooner, rather than later. Mullen, Malone, Denney, and Santa Dietz (2018) added 

further evidence with their study of 789 student affairs professionals by stating that although 

most participants reported low burnout symptoms, in actuality, 21% of the respondents exhibited 

moderate to high burnout symptoms. This result indicated that some student affairs professionals 

lack self-awareness regarding burnout, which may impact all areas of work and life. 



 

 

27 

 

One possible explanation for work-life stress is how professionals transition from home-

to-work and then later from work-to-home. In a study of work and life transition styles, Richter 

(1990) discovered that men and women approach this task differently. Men typically approached 

the transitions between their work and home social-roles by providing ample time for self before 

assisting others, while women typically served others before focusing on themselves. Richter’s 

conclusion that burnout is not a factor of a women’s age or career stage but rather a reflection of 

their family life cycle closely mirrors social-role expectations and second shift or caregiver 

assumptions placed on women and mothers (Eagly, 1987; Hochschild, 2012).  

The Penalties of Motherhood 

Motherhood can present many challenges for women in the workforce. One body of work 

establishes that motherhood is subject to bias and discrimination by which mothers are viewed as 

less competent and qualified than their non-mother peers (Ridgeway & Correll, 2004). Identified 

as a status characteristic, motherhood is portrayed to be incompatible with the expectations of an 

ideal worker because mothers are perceived to be nurturers and caretakers, a concept which is 

reinforced by cultural beliefs and gender stereotypes (Eagly, 1987; Ridgeway & Correll, 2004). 

The idea that women are less agentic and more communal than their peers is a concept known as 

social-role theory (Eagly, 1987; Eagly & Wood, 2016). The theory postulates that social 

behaviors are dictated by gender and sex stereotypes rather than biological factors or an 

individual’s upbringing (Eagly, 1987). In other words, women are expected to fulfill the 

gendered roles set forth for them by society, and these expectations have no regard for a 

woman’s individual and unique talents and abilities. In that manner, women and mothers in the 

workforce are constantly having to prove their ability and competence more so than their male 

peers, simply because society sees them as communal, nurturing, and sensitive (Eagly, 1987).   
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Research indicates that working mothers are judged more harshly than their childless 

female peers and their male counterparts. Mothers experienced discrimination in the workplace 

through harsher performance standards, questions concerning their job competence and 

commitment, reduced salaries, and fewer promotions than their childless peers (Correll et al., 

2007; Fuegen et al., 2004). On the other hand, fathers received higher salaries, more leniency 

with work performance, and were viewed as more committed than their childless male peers 

(Correll et al., 2007; Fuegen et al., 2004). Surprisingly, childless women were viewed more 

favorably than childless men, leading the researchers to suggest that women who forgo 

childbearing may be viewed as more work committed since they do not fulfill a traditional 

gender stereotype (Correll et al., 2007). These results suggest that the discrimination experienced 

due to one’s parenting status may be potentially more potent than the discrimination resulting 

from gender stereotypes (Fuegen et al., 2004; Ridgeway & Correll, 2004). 

Research demonstrates that mothers are penalized at work through wage disparities, a 

concept commonly known as the motherhood penalty (Avellar & Smock, 2003; Budig & 

England, 2001; Correll et al., 2007; Fuegen et al., 2004; Harkness & Waldfogel, 2003). 

Statistically, women are likely to earn from 7-15% less than their childless peers for each child 

they have (Budig et al., 2016; Budig & England, 2001; Jee et al., 2019). When studied over time, 

researchers discovered that the motherhood penalty has not decreased but instead has remained 

stable when compared to previous years (Avellar & Smock, 2003; Jee et al., 2019; Weeden et al., 

2016). In fact, researchers have noted that women currently have more work experience, are 

working further into pregnancy, and are returning quicker after pregnancy than their earlier 

peers, yet the motherhood penalty remains stable (Avellar & Smock, 2003). Interestingly, the 

motherhood wage penalty appears to be stronger for married women than single or divorced 
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mothers, indicating that the motherhood penalty is not solely tied to parenting status alone 

(Budig & England, 2001). Statistics indicate that unmarried mothers in the United States are 

more likely to participate in the workforce than their married mother peers, 77.3% and 69%, 

respectively (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2019).  

Harkness and Waldfogel (2003) conducted a study on the motherhood penalty, analyzing 

data from seven industrialized countries. Results indicated that countries with large gender wage 

gaps between men and women also had similar family-wage gaps between mothers and non-

mothers. Wage penalties for mothers in most countries appear to diminish as the youngest child 

ages (Harkness & Waldfogel, 2003). Specifically, in the US, the most significant decrease in 

wage penalty occurred when the youngest child turns 6, which coincides with the transition from 

pre-school to elementary. Of the seven countries in the study, the Nordic countries exhibited the 

lowest motherhood wage penalty, which the researchers suggest may be due to the extensive 

material leave and support policies in place by these counties (Harkness & Waldfogel, 2003). 

The largest gaps in pay between mothers and non-mothers were found in the United States, 

Germany, and the U.K. (Budig et al., 2016; Harkness & Waldfogel, 2003; Sigle-Rushton & 

Waldfogel, 2006). In support of these findings, gender researcher Virginia Valian (2005) cites 

the gender schema or stereotype that childcare is a woman’s responsibility, which is a reason that 

is often mentioned why women fail to reach the top of the academic ladder. 

Looking specifically at pay in the student affairs field, similar wage disparities between 

men and women can be found. Although CUPA-HR views student affairs wages as an exemplar 

of wage equity, there is still a wage disparity with female administrators making $0.82 to their 

white male peers in higher education (Pritchard & McChesney, 2018). In 2018, the U.S. Bureau 

of Labor Statistics (2019) reported that women currently make 81.1% of men’s weekly wage for 
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all participants in the workforce, indicating that student affairs is not as far ahead as CUPA-HR 

appears to present. Additionally, CUPA-HR found that as median pay increased, women's 

representation decreased, resulting in fewer women in top higher education administrative 

positions (Bichsel & McChesney, 2017).  

To overcome social-role expectations and the motherhood penalty, women must 

explicitly express that they are the household breadwinner or devoted to their work over their 

family (Aranda & Glick, 2014; Bear & Glick, 2016). In an experiment focusing on gender 

differences in hiring trends, women were significantly penalized during the hiring process for 

expressing a family devotion instead of a work devotion, whereas men were not penalized for 

expressing a devotion to work or family (Aranda & Glick, 2014). Additionally, family devoted 

women were recommended for hire at statistically significant lower rates than family-devoted 

men, demonstrating that parenting has a greater negative impact on mothers than fathers, 

highlighting the impact of social-role theory (Eagly, 1987). Women who expressed devotion to 

their work instead of their family overcame the penalty and were recommended for hire at 

similar rates to work devoted men (Aranda & Glick, 2014).  

In a separate study investigating the concept of a breadwinner bonus and caregiver 

penalty, similar results were found (Bear & Glick, 2016). In a survey of 457 individuals, Bear 

and Glick (2016) found that when it was clear that a mother was the breadwinner for her family, 

she received a higher salary and access to leadership opportunities than the equally qualified 

female candidates who were labeled as a caregiver and those with unspecified familial roles. 

Additionally, when the researchers did not specify caregiver or breadwinner roles, results 

indicated that participants in the study assumed caregiver status for women and breadwinner 

status for men and subsequently penalized women through lower salary and reduced leadership 
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training offers. As a result, Bear and Glick suggest that the motherhood penalty may be better 

described as a breadwinner bonus and caregiver penalty, whereby women can reduce or erase the 

wage penalties received as a result of motherhood by demonstrating their devotion to work and 

their breadwinner status of their nuclear family unit. However, men did not appear to be 

penalized by being labeled as a caregiver. Because the caregiver penalty was gendered impacting 

only women, the researchers suggested that perhaps the idea of a male caregiver no longer 

violates the ideas of traditional male stereotypes and that potentially males contribute fewer 

caregiving hours than their female caregiving counterparts, leaving more time for work 

commitments. 

Mothers also experience discrimination during the hiring process. In an audit study where 

researchers submitted comparable parent and non-parent resumes to open job opportunities, the 

childless female candidate received more than twice as many callbacks than the mother 

candidate who had comparable qualifications (Correll et al., 2007). In contrast, no significant 

difference in callbacks between the childless male candidate and father candidate appeared to 

exist. Similarly, in the laboratory component of the same study, non-mothers received a 

recommendation for hire six times more often than mothers of equal qualifications (Correll et al., 

2007). When motherhood status was apparent during the hiring process, women were 

recommended for hire far less than their childless female peers with identical qualifications, 47% 

and 84%, respectively, leading the researchers to suggest that perhaps “the glass ceiling women 

face could be, in part, a motherhood ceiling” (Correll et al., 2007, p. 1334). While the 

discrimination of mothers during the hiring process was apparent, Correll and associates pointed 

out that their study could not pinpoint exactly why mothers were at the receiving end of 

discrimination. 
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The disadvantages of motherhood in the workplace are not solely limited to salary or 

hiring. Research has found that women who use family-friendly workplace policies to care for 

their family, like maternity leave, telecommuting, or flexible schedules, are often penalized (Bear 

& Glick, 2016; Glass, 2004; Morgenroth & Heilman, 2017). While these human resource 

policies appear to be forward-thinking and beneficial to the employee, women using these 

benefits were viewed as less competent, less worth of workplace rewards, and experienced a 

stunted wage growth when compared to their peers who did not use the family-friendly 

workplace benefits (Glass, 2004; Morgenroth & Heilman, 2017). However, individuals who 

choose not to use the policies incurred other penalties. Women who choose not to take maternity 

leave were viewed as a worse parent and undesirable partner when compared to their peers using 

the maternity leave benefit (Morgenroth & Heilman, 2017).  

While the penalties of a flexible work schedule are apparent, there are some positives. In 

a cross-national study of mothers, Ruppanner, Lee, and Huffman (2018) discovered that all 

workers in countries with flexible work opportunities experience higher-quality jobs, regardless 

of gender or parenting status. By viewing data from 32 nations, the researchers concluded that 

their study provided evidence that flexible work should be approached through legislation on the 

national level rather than managed at the organizational level. However, it is important to 

recognize that in a separate study performed by the Leadership Foundation for Higher Education 

(2016), results indicated that flexible work opportunities showed no significant impact on job 

dissatisfaction or stress level for men or women. 

An Investigation of Student Affairs Job Satisfaction 

Beginning in the 1980s, researchers investigated demographic and environmental factors 

in an attempt to uncover the factors that might be related to student affairs job satisfaction 
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(Bender, 1980). In a seminal study, Bender (1980) surveyed 145 student affairs professionals to 

understand job satisfaction and performance, paying attention to gender differences and years of 

service to service to determine if either affected job satisfaction. Results indicated that while 

student affairs professionals were largely satisfied, men were more satisfied than women, and 

younger professionals exhibited higher dissatisfaction than their experienced peers. Participants 

were generally satisfied with their colleagues, students, and the work they performed but had 

concerns about the value of their work in the larger university community and the lack of 

opportunities for advancement (Bender, 1980).  

Many scholars later supported Bender’s findings. During the first 20 years of job 

satisfaction research (1980 – 2000), trends emerged concerning job satisfiers (Blackhurst et al., 

1998; Ting & Watt, 1999; Wilson, 2000), attrition (Bender, 1980; Burns, 1982; Lawing et al., 

1982; Rosser & Javinar, 2003), gender differences (Blackhurst et al., 1998; Hersi, 1993; 

Howard-Hamilton et al., 1998), and perceived lack of opportunities for advancement (Bender, 

1980; Blackhurst, 2000b). While potentially easy to dismiss as dated research, early job 

satisfaction researchers like Bender, Burns, Blackhurst, and Hersi raised many concerns that are 

still valid in current-day student affairs practice, especially in an era of financial constraints 

(Schuh, 2016). Researchers continue to investigate student affairs job satisfaction comparing 

race, gender, position, and institution, among other variables. More than 40 years after the initial 

study, concerns about job satisfaction still plague the field of student affairs, which indicates that 

the pursuit of job satisfaction research is still valid, and that solution has yet to be found. Results 

over the next 20 years (2001 – 2020) revealed similar outcomes to those discovered in the first 

20 years. Job satisfaction research has been broken down into job reward and motivation, and 

supervision and role conflict, while also focusing on specific barriers for women, minorities, and 
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parents. 

Job Motivation and Reward 

Central to the idea of job satisfaction is the idea of intrinsic motivation. Many student 

affairs professionals state that they enter the field to help others and that they (the professional) 

gain great personal satisfaction from the job they perform (Bender, 1980; Hirt et al., 2005; Silver 

& Jakeman, 2014; Ting & Watt, 1999). Many factors keep employees motivated at work, like 

good relationships with mentors and coworkers, the potential to impact the lives of students, and 

a positive perception of student affairs work (Bender, 1980; Hirt et al., 2005; Silver & Jakeman, 

2014; Ting & Watt, 1999). Additionally, student affairs practitioners have expressed that their 

intrinsic motivators, such as the sense of accomplishment from performing student affairs work, 

can be equally if not more motivating than the extrinsic motivators (Bender, 1980; Hirt et al., 

2005). However, it is important to recognize that the competing interests of student affairs and 

academics in a higher education setting can create dissonance for professionals, which detracts 

from employee motivation and desire to do student affairs work (Silver & Jakeman, 2014).  

Because of their unique work and environmental characteristics, Hirt, Schneiter, and 

Amelink (2005) investigated the relationships and rewards for student affairs professionals 

working at liberal arts institutions. Participants in this study indicated that they spent the majority 

of their work hours interacting with students, followed by student affairs colleagues, and then 

support staff, totaling more than 70% of their time. When asked to identify the rewards at liberal 

arts institutions, participants selected “engaging in meaningful work, working in a positive 

environment, having good relationships with coworkers, and having the ability to influence 

decisions” as their top four rewards (Hirt et al., 2005, p. 11). In general, these student affairs 

professionals indicated a higher job satisfaction for the intrinsic rewards than the extrinsic ones. 
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Specifically, these participants placed salary, recognition, benefits, and office space on the lower 

end of the reward scale. Hirt et al. concluded that student affairs professional at liberal arts 

colleges derived their job satisfaction from seeing the results of the time and energy spent with 

students; thus, the reward was found in work. 

Supervision and Role Conflict 

Supervisor and supervisee relationships can have a great impact on employee satisfaction 

and retention. Because student affairs work environments can be varied, depending on employee 

functional area and institution demographics, factors such as a poor relationship with a 

supervisor and role confusion further complicate the workplace environment and can lead to 

employee attrition (Jo, 2008; Marshall et al., 2016; Tull, 2014), while positive factors such as 

supervision style and socialization with colleagues can benefit the work environment (Strayhorn, 

2009; Tull, 2006). It is vital that student affairs practitioners recognize how these potential 

attrition factors (supervisor relationship and role confusion) affect the workplace culture and 

understand that they affect all levels of employees from entry-level to top-executive.  

In a study of 435 new student affairs professionals, Tull (2006) examined “synergistic 

supervision, job satisfaction, and intention to turnover” (p.465) while accounting for the impact 

of race, gender, and length of supervision relationship. The results indicated that synergistic 

supervision had a positive relationship with job satisfaction and a negative relationship with 

intention to turnover. New student affairs professionals had a lower intention to turnover when 

they had a supervisor with a higher ranking position; in other words, new professionals believed 

that supervisors with an elevated title had a long work history and more knowledge to share with 

the new professional. By contrast, participants in this study were more likely to exhibit a higher 

intention to turnover when synergistic supervision was lacking. Strayhorn (2009) provided 
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further evidence that staff relationships can positively affect job satisfaction. In a survey of 74 

new student affairs professionals, Strayhorn found that new professionals who had frequent 

interactions with their institutional peers and supervisors and those who socialized with their 

institutional peers had higher job satisfaction. From these findings, Strayhorn advocated for the 

early and formalized socialization of new student affairs professionals. These studies by Tull and 

Strayhorn provide potential action items to address the early attrition trends of young student 

affairs professionals reported in various research (Bender, 1980; Mullen et al., 2018; Silver & 

Jakeman, 2014; Tull, 2006).  

Negative interactions with a supervisor can be one of the leading factors of job 

dissatisfaction and the intent for employee turnover (Jo, 2008; Marshall et al., 2016). Marshall 

and colleagues (2016) surveyed 153 student affairs professionals that left the field and found that 

42% of survey participants stated that they did not appreciate their supervisor, and 45% of 

participants left the field within their first 5 five years. Participants also mentioned ineffective 

supervisors and the broader organizational culture as reasons for their departure. In another study 

of 30 women higher education administrators, Jo (2008) found that treatment by one’s supervisor 

was the cause of departure from the field for some participants and that power dynamics, such as 

a faculty supervisor with a staff supervisee, further complicated the relationship. More alarming 

than the supervisor-supervisee relationship was the long-term impact that poor relationships have 

on an institution. Jo stated that employees that leave because of a poor supervisor relationship are 

less likely to seek other employment opportunities at the same institution. Additionally, findings 

suggested that units with high turnover could lead to demoralized employees that stay behind.  

Attrition in the student affairs field does not discriminate and affects the entire culture 

from the top down (Blackhurst et al., 1998; Lawing et al., 1982; Tull, 2014). Tull (2014) 
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investigated the relationship between role ambiguity, role conflict (discrepancies between job 

tasks and work demands), job satisfaction, and the propensity to leave in community college 

senior student affairs officers (SSAOs). The results of this survey of 228 community colleges 

SSAOs indicated that top administrators who have negative perceptions of their role are likely to 

have reduced job satisfaction, while SSAOs with positive perceptions of their role are less likely 

to exhibit job dissatisfaction and a propensity to leave. It is not surprising that SSAOs 

experiencing job dissatisfaction exhibit a higher tendency to leave their positions or institutions. 

To decrease the likeliness of role ambiguity and conflict, Tull suggests that individuals that 

desire to enter into an SSAO position should prepare for such opportunities by completing a 

terminal degree, engaging in mentoring, attending institutes and training programs, and 

reviewing legal briefings and reports pertinent to student affairs practitioners (Tull, 2014, p. 61). 

Tull’s findings were supported by Blackhurst et al. (1998), who discovered that women student 

affairs administrators who had high levels of role conflict and ambiguity reported higher 

intentions to leave their institutions and lower life satisfaction. These studies reveal that turnover 

affects every level of a student affairs division, from new professionals to SSAOs. While there is 

no magic formula for addressing retention and job satisfaction, these studies indicate that good 

supervisor-supervisee relationships, along with clear communication of role responsibilities, may 

help promote both satisfaction and student affairs retention. 

Barriers for Women 

Women experience specific barriers to job satisfaction that are not reported as frequently 

by men. In general, women expressed concerns with lack of promotion potential, rigid or 

difficult work schedules, along with stress and discrimination as reasons for job dissatisfaction 

(Blackhurst, 2000a; Jo, 2008; Marshall et al., 2016; Ting & Watt, 1999). In a study by Marshall 
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et al. (2016), participants were asked to reflect on their time in student affairs. Only 40% of the 

participants cited a potential for advancement, while others perceived limited opportunities for 

advancement due to self-imposed geographic restrictions.  

In a sample of 30 women higher education administrators, Jo (2008) found that 

employees become dissatisfied when the path to promotion is unclear, and it can ultimately result 

in departure from the institution. In the case of college fundraisers, many left not because they 

were looking for new opportunities but because they were dissatisfied and approached by a 

competitor for a position at a new institution that offered what they were looking for (Jo, 2008). 

Marshall et al. (2016) also supported this notion by stating that individuals that left the field did 

so because they received a more attractive offer, not because they were dissatisfied (p. 153). 

Additionally, Ting and Watt (1999) identified a lack of promotion opportunities for women as a 

reason for departure. Each of these studies indicates that promotion opportunities need to be 

clearly defined and communicated to women in student affairs and that failure to communicate 

such information can lead to employee dissatisfaction and attrition.  

Job turnover among women administrators can stem from the “inability to negotiate a 

flexible work schedule” (Jo, 2008, p. 576). The ability to use a flexible work schedule has far-

reaching effects regarding job satisfaction and reducing attrition (Jo, 2008; Ruppanner et al., 

2018; Wright & Yaeger, 2016). In a study of women administrators in higher education, 

participants stated that inconsistency in the ability of employees to use flexible work schedules 

could raise questions about academic organization’s effectiveness (Jo, 2008). Additionally, some 

employees left for a new job with a flexible work schedule even when it resulted in a reduced 

salary, therefore showing that flexible work schedules have the potential to offset a job with a 

lower salary. 
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The benefits of flexible work are not limited to women working in higher education, nor 

is it limited to the United States. Ten years after the study by Jo, Ruppanner et al. (2018) used 

data from the cross-national International Social Survey Programme to study women in the 

workforce and highlighted the benefit of national flexible work measures for all employees. 

Ruppanner and colleagues found that employees reported working in higher-quality jobs when 

they resided in counties that support flexible work schedules, as opposed to countries where 

flexible work is not as widely supported. Additionally, mothers specifically experience higher 

job satisfaction and job quality when flexible work is permitted, as they are able to work their 

desired schedule (Ruppanner et al., 2018). 

Throughout the life cycle, personal priorities change; thus, women may identify flexible 

work as a means to match their work environment with their current personal values (Wright & 

Yaeger, 2016). Wright and Yaeger (2016) stated that there is an evolution in work and life 

priorities and that women likely place a different significance on their work and work 

environments after starting a family. Flexible work is desired by working women to ease the 

integration of four domains, work, self, family, and community (Wright & Yaeger, 2016, pp. 38–

39). However, women do not always feel comfortable engaging in conversations about flexible 

work because there is a notion that doing so creates “an impression that considering one’s self 

and one’s three other domains is more important than company vision and purpose” (Wright & 

Yaeger, 2016, p. 38). To alleviate this concern, company leadership could enact change at the 

organization level, rather than placing the burden to ask for flexible work on the individual 

employee. Wright and Yaeger conclude that both men and women benefit when there is a 

corporate culture change placing value on flexible work. Although potentially not as significant 

as supervisory work relationships and opportunities for promotion, women have indicated that a 
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fair chance to use a flexible work schedule can assist in job satisfaction (Jo, 2008; Ruppanner et 

al., 2018; Wright & Yaeger, 2016).  

In addition to extrinsic concerns like promotion and work schedules, some women 

reported workplace barriers that were more intrinsically driven. In a survey of  344 student 

affairs administrators, Howard-Hamilton et al. (1998) discovered differences in emotional 

exhaustion based on gender as measured by the Maslach Burnout Inventory. In the study, single 

men and women showed similar amounts of emotional exhaustion, while married women 

showed considerably higher emotional exhaustion than married men. The gender difference in 

emotional stress was not just related to marital and parental status but also education. Howard-

Hamilton et al. (1998) found that emotional exhaustion for women increased with their degree 

level while it decreased for men. Later research by Mullen et al. (2018) found that burnout was 

not impacted by gender or degree level separately; however, it is important to recognize that they 

did not investigate the compounding factors of both gender and degree level when viewing 

burnout results. 

In addition to the increased emotional stress experienced by women, some have noted 

experiencing gender-based discrimination in the workplace. In a study of 290 female student 

affairs professionals, nearly 60% of women reported receiving a lower salary than their male 

counterparts, while 20% indicated that they missed out on a promotion potential based on their 

sex (Blackhurst, 2000a). Additionally, 15% of survey participants experienced unwanted sexual 

advances from male colleagues (Blackhurst, 2000a). 

Barriers for Minorities 

It is important to recognize that workplace barriers are not limited to women. In a study 

of 174 lesbian, gay, and bisexual student affairs professionals, Croteau and Lark (2011) reported 
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that the ability for one to be open concerning their sexuality in their workplace had an impact on 

both job satisfaction and discrimination. When able to share sexual orientation information in the 

workplace, student affairs professionals were more likely to be satisfied but also more likely to 

experience discrimination. Although appearing to be a double-edged sword, Croteau and Lark 

concluded that there are benefits to being open in the workplace, including the potential for 

increased job satisfaction and the ability to serve as a role model for others in the LGBT 

community. Because there is a potential for heightened discrimination of women in the 

workplace based on gender and sexual orientation, this intersectionality calls for further research. 

Additionally, it provides a further understanding of the complexities of multiple role balance and 

the interplay of roles and job satisfaction. 

Just as the student affairs work environment affects men and women, it also impacts 

individuals of color differently than their white peers. In a study of women student affairs 

administrators, Blackhurst (2000b) noted that mentoring relationships might have significant 

benefits such as reducing role conflict and increasing institutional commitment. However, the 

benefits of mentorship may differ by race, with women of color reporting fewer benefits than 

their white peers. When compared with white peers who had mentors, women of color without 

mentors reported increased role ambiguity and sex discrimination, indicating that the absence of 

a mentor for women of color can be “particularly disadvantageous” (Blackhurst, 2000b, p. 582). 

Attrition for women of color is traditionally higher than that of their white peers (Ting & 

Watt, 1999). In a study investigating sex discrimination among women student affairs 

professionals, Hispanic women were significantly more dissatisfied with their job satisfaction 

than their white and Asian peers (Blackhurst, 2000a). In this same study, Blackhurst found that 

perceptions of sex discrimination varied by race, with women of color reporting significantly 
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higher rates than white women. In their study, Ting and Watt (1999) noted that the selection of a 

functional area could lead to a higher rate of attrition for women of color. Ting and Watt clarified 

that the majority of women of color in the study worked in non-traditional functional areas such 

as minority student services, student support services, and academic support, which are 

departments that typically have unstable funding and high work pressures.  

Barriers for Parents 

The parental role presents unique challenges for both men and women working in student 

affairs. While working in higher education, Sallee (2015) found in a sample of 18 parents that 

they reported that the balance of their many roles (such as work, family, and personal roles) has 

caused them to abandon other areas of interest like hobbies and volunteer activities (Sallee, 

2015). These participants reported that they were forced to designate hours for family time, just 

like they do so for academic and work responsibilities. However, for these participants, the 

parental role always trumped other life roles. Explicitly, mothers expressed guilt over missing 

parts of the children’s lives due to other obligations. In a similar study of mothers who were 

higher education administrators, participants acknowledged that advanced careers meant limited 

personal time, increased marital strain, and reduced time with their children (Marshall, 2009). 

Additionally, participants acknowledged that they put advanced degrees, promotions, 

involvement in professional associations, and potentially a higher salary on hold until their 

children were grown. However, these women did express the advantages of fulfilling both work 

and parent roles. Specifically, the participants expressed they felt more empathetic due to having 

children, that they were making a “positive impact on society” (Marshall, 2009, p. 210), and that 

their children benefited from exposure to a diverse environment. 

What is more concerning is the impact the parental role can have on career selection. 
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Sallee (2015) noted that the parental role caused some participants to be selective in their career 

path, eliminating certain departments because of the perceived after-hours responsibilities. This 

trend is especially problematic for those functional areas with non-traditional hours and 

responsibilities that could lead to high turnover (Beeny et al., 2005; Marshall et al., 2016). The 

factors expressed in each of these studies demonstrates the potential impact that parenting may 

have on a student affairs woman’s career development and trajectory. 

It should be noted that the parental role affects men and women differently. Male SSAOs 

are more likely than Female SSAOs to report that they would rearrange a work schedule for a 

family commitment and arrange their work schedule around their personal commitments (Beeny 

et al., 2005). Additionally, female SSAOs in this same study commented that their children and 

partners specifically mentioned their long work hours. As a result, these women expressed a 

higher likeliness of seeking employment in another career field than men (Beeny et al., 2005). 

However, it is important to note that no significant differences in job satisfaction were found 

between women with children and without children (Blackhurst, 2000a). 

An Investigation of Higher Education Workplace Incivility 

Andersson and Pearson (1999) define workplace incivility as a “low-intensity deviant 

behavior with ambiguous intent to harm the target, in violation of workplace norms for mutual 

respect. Uncivil behaviors are characteristically rude and discourteous, displaying a lack of 

regard for others” (p. 457). Workplace incivility differentiates itself from existing workplace 

misbehaviors through its ambiguous nature and intent to harm, while other misbehaviors, such as 

aggression and violence, are intentional in their desire to harm others (Andersson & Pearson, 

1999). Workplace incivility perpetrators may excuse their behaviors, stating that they did not 

intend to harm another individual, using victim hypersensitivity, misinterpretation, and instigator 
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ignorance as an excuse for their actions or to hide or deny their intent to harm (Andersson & 

Pearson, 1999). Additionally, Andersson and Pearson argue that incivility shares some 

characteristics with aggression, as both are deviant behaviors that can harm but has no 

similarities with violence, defined as a high-intensity behavior that is physically aggressive with 

clear intent to harm. Left unaddressed, workplace incivility can result in a series of retaliatory 

actions that can lead to more dangerous behaviors like aggression and violence or a hostile work 

environment, a theory known as an incivility spiral (Andersson & Pearson, 1999). Uncivil 

actions in the workplace include insulting or derogatory remarks, being ignored or paid little 

attention to, receiving questions about your competence, and being spoken over, yelled at, or 

swore at, among others (Cortina, 2008; Cortina et al., 2001, 2011). While uncivil acts may vary 

from location to location, and identification of these behaviors as uncivil may even vary from 

victim to victim, Andersson and Pearson (1999) insist that workplace incivility can be defined as 

those actions which “disrupt mutual respect in the workplace” (p. 455).  

Incivility researchers Porath and Pearson (2013) conducted a study of 800 managers 

representing various industries and reported the severe impact of workplace incivility. When 

focusing on worker productivity and the impact of incivility, employees reported decreasing their 

work efforts and work quality, 48% and 38%, respectively, while 63%  of victims actively 

avoided their instigators which resulted in less time dedicated to their work (Porath & Pearson, 

2013, para. 11). Additionally, Porath and Pearson stated that 78% of employees reported a 

decline in their commitment to their organization, while 12% ultimately left their employer. 

More recently, in an opinion piece, Murrell (2018) reported that workplace incivility was a 

“serious contemporary issue” that is preventable through workplace leader role modeling and 

actions to address the disruptive behaviors (para. 5). Although this is an emerging topic in 
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education, research over the past 16 years demonstrates the prevalence of workplace incivility in 

the academic environment, which urges a further investigation of its potential impact on student 

affairs (Wagner et al., 2019). In this study, the literature is presented by first exploring the 

incidence of workplace incivility in higher education, followed by highlights of the impact at the 

organizational and individual levels. 

Workplace Incivility Incidence in Higher Education 

Workplace incivility in higher education affects all job levels and types, with reports 

indicating that 27% to 96% of individuals have experienced at least one form of workplace 

incivility (Cortina & Magley, 2009; Pantano, 2017; H. Taylor et al., 2019; Williams et al., 2013). 

Often called annoying and frustrating (Miner & Cortina, 2016), these incivility incidents affect 

various disciplines and are perceived to be more prevalent by higher education employees than 

by students (Wagner et al., 2019). Additionally, employee perceptions of an uncivil work 

environment directly related to higher incidents of workplace incivility and being the target of 

uncivil actions (Miner et al., 2019). One study of 577 faculty and students representing various 

disciplines indicated that incivility is highest among nursing faculty and students, and followed 

by engineering and liberal arts when compared to their business, education, and science and math 

peers (Wagner et al., 2019). However, all disciplines in the study reported mean incivility scores 

from faculty between 2.00 and 2.95 on a 4-point scale, indicating that incivility is a campus-wide 

issue (Wagner et al., 2019).  

Incivility Instigators: Peers, Supervisors, Subordinates, and High-Performers 

Workplace incivility research in higher education reveals that the instigators of uncivil 

acts can be peers, supervisors, subordinates (including students), and even high performing 

employees. Research in higher education revealed that 89.1% to 93.5% of faculty members 
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reported workplace incivility as a mild, moderate, or severe problem (Casale, 2017; Clark et al., 

2013). Similarly, 96.2% of student affairs practitioners in one study reported experiencing at 

least one uncivil act from a coworker or supervisor in the past year (Pantano, 2017).  

Faculty described uncivil actions from their peers in the form of being ignored, being 

spoken over, being corrected or spoken about in public forums, and receiving non-verbal cues 

such as eye rolls and groans (Clark et al., 2013; Frisbee et al., 2019; E. A. Taylor et al., 2013). 

When self-reporting on uncivil behaviors, faculty most commonly used media and technological 

devices at inappropriate times, a behavior that they believe to be most egregious when 

committed by their peers (Wagner et al., 2019). Among faculty, incivility presented itself as a 

power dynamic between colleagues reporting that their peers failed to perform workloads, 

refused to listen, sabotaged others, made rude remarks such as comments about their appearance 

and family responsibilities, and took credit for the work of others (Clark, 2013; Clark et al., 

2013; H. Taylor et al., 2019; Wagner et al., 2019). When reflecting on the factors that influence 

faculty-to-faculty incivility, participants reported stress, demanding workloads, unclear roles, 

organizational conditions, superiority, and multiple roles as the top responses (Clark et al., 2013, 

p. 215). In a qualitative study of novice nursing faculty, participants who experienced workplace 

incivility reported feeling belittled and rejected by their peers, sensing that experienced faculty 

were possessive over their academic territory and had a desire to see new faculty fail (Peters, 

2014). Additionally, faculty members who had experienced incivility from peers reported a lack 

of mentorship and power struggles with their fellow department members (Clark, 2013; Peters, 

2014; E. A. Taylor et al., 2013).  

Coping mechanisms for peer-instigated incivility included avoiding the instigator, 

minimizing the experience, and exhibiting learned indifference (Peters, 2014; Williams et al., 
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2013). It is important to note that incivility victims in higher education rarely made formal 

complaints or reported their concerns of uncivil behavior to their supervisors (Clark et al., 2013; 

Cortina & Magley, 2009; E. A. Taylor et al., 2013); therefore making it challenging to address 

incivility at the organizational level. However, when coping with workplace incivility, supervisor 

support helps (Sakurai & Jex, 2012). In a study of faculty and staff, supervisor social support 

weakened the impact of workplace incivility on work efforts, such that work efforts remained 

higher in the presence of workplace incivility for those who experienced high supervisor social 

support as opposed to low supervisor social support (Sakurai & Jex, 2012). Suggestions to 

improve uncivil peer-to-peer environments included the promotion of communication, creation 

of workplace incivility policies, demonstration of effective leadership to handle uncivil 

situations, and execution of incivility training (Bibi et al., 2013; Clark, 2013; Lasala et al., 2016; 

Sakurai & Jex, 2012; Zurbrügg & Miner, 2016).  

While not heavily researched, there is evidence of workplace incivility in higher 

education from subordinates and supervisors  (Frisbee et al., 2019; Lasala et al., 2016; H. Taylor 

et al., 2019; Williams et al., 2013). In a study of 14 academic nursing administrators, participants 

reported experiencing subtle and direct inappropriate actions related to incivility and bullying 

from their subordinate faculty members (Lasala et al., 2016). These actions included yelling, 

shouting, shunning, eye-rolling, using computers in meetings, arriving late, conducting side 

conversations, and failing to engage (Lasala et al., 2016). Additionally, department heads 

reported that high-performing instigators of incivility would not hesitate to target supervisors in 

their uncivil actions and often did (Williams et al., 2013).  

Faculty have reported uncivil behavior from their supervisors with uncivil comments 

about family responsibilities (H. Taylor et al., 2019), in addition to supervisors ignoring or 
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paying little attention to their employees (Frisbee et al., 2019). Additionally, young faculty under 

the age of 40 were more likely to experience uncivil acts from supervisors, coworkers, and 

students (H. Taylor et al., 2019). These examples of subordinate and supervisor incivility support 

the need for higher education incivility research that includes all levels of individuals, including 

subordinates and supervisors (Jiang et al., 2017). 

Subordinate incivility is not limited to colleagues and coworkers, as it can also occur 

from students. Student incivility toward faculty can result from receiving criticism, negative 

feedback, or a failing grade (Luparell, 2004; Wagner et al., 2019). One study reported that 63.9% 

of student-to-faculty incivility cases resulted from receiving negative feedback on academic 

performance (Luparell, 2004). Additionally, academic status does not provide immunity from 

student incivility, as students targeted faculty of all ranks (assistant, associate, and full 

professor), both tenured and non-tenured (Elder et al., 2010). 

Student uncivil acts can take many forms, from disrespectful communication to non-

verbal gestures (Jiang et al., 2017; Luparell, 2004; H. Taylor et al., 2019), and it does not just 

affect the instructor. Faculty reported that students misused electronic media during class, fell 

asleep, paid little attention, and arrived late for class, disrupting teaching for the faculty and the 

learning environment for all involved (Frisbee et al., 2019; Jiang et al., 2017; Wagner et al., 

2019). In and outside of the classroom, uncivil acts occur through inappropriate requests for 

grade accommodations, intimidation, rating faculty low on evaluations, and inappropriate 

commentary on faculty appearance (Frisbee et al., 2019; Jiang et al., 2017; Luparell, 2004; H. 

Taylor et al., 2019). While some studies reported aggressive behaviors (Luparell, 2004), others 

suggested that faculty were more likely to experience inappropriate or irresponsible uncivil 

actions from students (Elder et al., 2010; Frisbee et al., 2019; Wagner et al., 2019), which is in 
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line with the Andersson and Pearson (1999) definition of workplace incivility as “low-intensity 

deviant behavior” (p. 457). 

Research shows that specific university environments and student characteristics may be 

more prone to student-to-faculty incivility (Elder et al., 2010; Jiang et al., 2017). Faculty 

working with large class sizes, in larger institutions, and at institutions in large communities 

reported higher levels of student incivility than faculty working in smaller environments (Elder 

et al., 2010). Elder et al. (2010) posit that these larger environments provide anonymity to 

students, and these environments can encourage incivility. Additionally, in a study of 136 faculty 

members, participants who reported working with students exhibiting academic entitlement 

behaviors experienced higher levels of student incivility (Jiang et al., 2017). Entitled students 

requested grade accommodations, exceptions to the rules, and more time with the professors, 

while often blaming the instructor and not taking personal responsibility for their actions (Jiang 

et al., 2017). Both working in large environments and working with entitled students increased 

the frequency of student uncivil behaviors experienced by faculty (Elder et al., 2010; Jiang et al., 

2017). 

To handle student incivility, faculty reported using coping mechanisms, including 

remaining calm, tactful, and assertive but professional (Jiang et al., 2017). Additionally, some 

faculty acknowledged requests for grade accommodations but did not provide a grade adjustment 

and reemphasized expectations, while others made full or partial grade adjustments for the 

uncivil student (Jiang et al., 2017). Jiang et al. (2017) posit that their research provides evidence 

that incivility may not be about a power imbalance, and that uncivil behavior can come from a 

subordinate, such as the student-to-faculty incivility exhibited above, and thus urge researchers 

to include subordinate incivility in their studies when measuring workplace incivility.  
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In higher education, some uncivil acts were instigated by the organization's top 

performers. A high-performing instigator is an employee that is productive for the department 

but exhibits uncivil actions that reduce coworker morale (Williams et al., 2013). The prevalence 

of high-performing instigators may be attributed to the unique organizational characteristics of 

academic freedom and tenure, which are not prevalent in other industries (Williams et al., 2013). 

In a study of 11 academic department heads, Williams et al. (2013) reported that academic 

freedom provided a shield for high performing instigators as no participant reported that high 

performing instigators at their institutions had lost a job as a result of their uncivil actions, which 

was troublesome for the employees and staff in the department. In fact, the tenure status of the 

high-performing instigator did not affect the uncivil actions they exhibited either, with high-

performing instigators exhibiting uncivil behaviors before and after the attainment of tenure 

status (Williams et al., 2013). Additionally, victims of uncivil actions from high performing 

instigators were selected without regard to the victim’s tenure status, indicating that the 

environment of academic freedom provided an “emboldening effect” justifying the instigator’s 

actions (Williams et al., 2013, p. 46). Expressing a similar sentiment, nursing faculty that 

experienced faculty-to-faculty incivility expressed surprise at the lack of professionalism in the 

academe, believing that their highly educated peers should act with decorum and respect (Peters, 

2014). From supervisors to students, each of these different types of incivility instigators 

presents a unique challenge to the management of the higher education work environment, 

student affairs included. 

Demographic Differences in Workplace Incivility 

Workplace incivility researchers in higher education have detailed several demographic 

differences in the instigation and coping of uncivil actions. Individually these studies point to 
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demographic differences in workplace incivility based on race (Welbourne et al., 2015), gender 

(Miner & Cortina, 2016; Pantano, 2017; Settles & O’Connor, 2014; E. A. Taylor et al., 2013; H. 

Taylor et al., 2019; Zurbrügg & Miner, 2016), parenting status (Miner et al., 2014), and sexual 

identity (Zurbrügg & Miner, 2016), many of which are protected under the Equal Employment 

Opportunity Commission (n.d.). Additionally, researcher Lilia Cortina and colleagues (2008; 

2011) stated that individuals maybe be targets of incivility, consciously or unconsciously, 

because of their gender, race, or age, a theory known as selective incivility. Cortina (2008) 

further defines this theory by calling it modern discrimination and stresses the importance of 

incivility research on outgroup members and minorities. 

Concerning gender, female employees were most likely to experience higher levels of 

incivility from students, coworkers, and supervisors, than their male peers (Pantano, 2017; 

Settles & O’Connor, 2014; H. Taylor et al., 2019; Zurbrügg & Miner, 2016). Additionally, at the 

intersection of gender and parenting status, mothers reported higher levels of workplace 

incivility than did fathers (Miner et al., 2014). The gender of the uncivil instigator also matters. 

In a survey of 584 faculty members, male instigated incivility experienced by female faculty 

members was often delivered as feelings of female incompetence and female irrelevance, while 

incivility instigated by female supervisors and colleagues often came in the form of female-to-

female hostility (E. A. Taylor et al., 2013). In a study of 1,702 university faculty and staff 

members, researchers found that witnessing incivility toward women reduced organizational 

trust and increased turnover intentions in both men and women, but the effect was more 

substantial for women (Miner & Cortina, 2016). However, it is essential to note that when 

observing witnessed incivility toward women, men reported a greater perception of interpersonal 

injustice than women (Miner & Cortina, 2016).  
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When looking at race, Welborne and colleagues (2015) found in a study of 262 faculty 

and staff that Hispanic males experienced more incivility than their peers, while Hispanic women 

were the least likely to experience incivility for all gender and race combinations, including their 

male and white peers (Welbourne et al., 2015). The researchers posit that Hispanic employees 

might demonstrate a resiliency to incivility learned through their social and familial cultural 

traits; therefore, incivility may impact victims differently based on their ethnicity and cultural 

background, a theory that should be further investigated.  

Concerning parenting status, both mothers and fathers are targets of workplace incivility. 

Mothers and non-mothers reported similar levels of workplace incivility, indicating that 

parenting status is not the cause for higher levels of incivility incidence for women (Miner et al., 

2014). However, the same was not true of men, with fathers reporting higher levels of workplace 

incivility than non-fathers. Looking at the impact of high levels of incivility on parents provided 

a different outlook. For women, as the number of children increased, mothers were more likely 

to have higher job satisfaction and less depression than their peers with fewer children, 

suggesting a factor of resiliency demonstrated by mothers of many children; fathers and non-

fathers did not demonstrate this same resiliency (Miner et al., 2014). In actuality, non-mothers 

reported greater negative effects from incivility resulting in lower job satisfaction, increased 

depression, and increased turnover intentions than non-fathers (Miner et al., 2014). Miner and 

colleagues (2014) posit that non-mothers might be in a disadvantaged position and susceptible to 

workplace incivility because they have not conformed to gender norms by becoming a mother, 

suggesting why non-mothers experienced greater negative personal effects with workplace 

incivility than mothers in their study. 

Focusing on sexual orientation, sexual minorities and heterosexuals reported similar 
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levels of workplace incivility (Zurbrügg & Miner, 2016). However, sexual minority women 

experienced the most workplace incivility, while sexual minority men were the least likely to 

experience incivility among all gender and sexual orientation combinations (Zurbrügg & Miner, 

2016). Zurburgg and Miner (2016) suggest that the power sexual minority men have by being 

male provides enough power to overcompensate for the potential negative effects of incivility 

directed toward sexual minorities, another relationship that should be investigated further. 

When looking at higher education studies focusing on workplace incivility, except for 

gender, very few studies investigated the same demographics, making cross-study comparisons 

difficult. However, collectively, these studies demonstrate the need for further incivility research 

in higher education and its impact on minority or out-group members (Cortina, 2008; E. A. 

Taylor et al., 2013). Additionally, these studies provide evidence of the potential for modern 

discrimination exhibited through selective incivility and further the call for incivility research on 

outgroup members in higher education (Cortina, 2008; Cortina et al., 2011). 

Workplace Incivility Impact at the Organizational Level 

Understanding the organizational impacts of higher education workplace incivility 

provides educational leaders with the opportunity to address workplace misbehavior for all 

members of the affected environment. Incivility researchers have revealed that high job demands 

can result in instigated workplace incivility (Koon & Pun, 2018) and that workplace incivility 

has a significant negative relationship with work effort (Sakurai & Jex, 2012). Both of these 

studies signal an organizational impact where high demands lead to incivility, which then leads 

to decreased work effort (Koon & Pun, 2018; Sakurai & Jex, 2012), a relationship that should 

not be ignored. The potential negative impacts of workplace incivility on higher education at the 

institution or organizational level have been organized into the following categories: 
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organizational commitment, counterproductive work behavior, turnover intentions, work climate, 

and lack of institutional response to uncivil actions. 

Organizational Commitment 

Organizational concerns of workplace incivility include individual trust and commitment 

to the organization. Workplace incivility perceptions and incidents in higher education have a 

negative relationship with organizational commitment, such that employees who have been 

victims of incivility exhibit a lower commitment to their organization (Ismail & Ali, 2016; 

Karim et al., 2015; Pantano, 2017). A study investigating three types of organizational 

commitment developed this idea further by discovering that workplace incivility has a negative 

relationship with affective (emotional attachment) and normative (supporting the organization) 

commitment but a positive relationship with continuance (cost of leaving the organization) 

commitment (Ismail & Ali, 2016). These findings indicate that workplace incivility causes 

individuals to weaken their emotional attachment and support of the organization while 

strengthening the desire to stay at the organization over the fear of benefit losses and personal 

sacrifices (Ismail & Ali, 2016, p. 94). Additionally, witnessing incivility toward women reduced 

the organizational trust for both men and women in higher education (Miner & Cortina, 2016). 

Specifically related to student affairs, workplace incivility has been shown to reduce 

commitment to the position, institution, and the student affairs profession, potentially leading to 

departure (Pantano, 2017).  

Counterproductive Work Behaviors 

The impact of witnessing or being the target of workplace incivility can produce negative 

work behaviors (Bibi et al., 2013; Sakurai & Jex, 2012). When faculty and staff members 

experience workplace incivility, they are more likely to produce deviant behavior, which can 
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affect the organization (Bibi et al., 2013; Karim et al., 2015; Sakurai & Jex, 2012; Zahoor et al., 

2019). As such, workplace incivility has a positive relationship with counterproductive work 

behavior (CWB; Karim et al., 2015; Sakurai & Jex, 2012; Zahoor et al., 2019). Specifically, 

faculty members that experience incivility are likely to exhibit “abuse, production deviance, 

sabotage, theft, and withdrawal” behaviors harming their institutions (Bibi et al., 2013, p. 329). 

However, the most prevalent counterproductive work behavior was withdrawing from the 

organization and work duties, while production deviance (working slowly or incorrectly) came in 

close behind (Bibi et al., 2013). When looking at work-life balance, individuals with high work-

family conflict and high workplace incivility are more likely to exhibit counterproductive work 

behaviors (Zahoor et al., 2019). Additionally, individuals with high work-family conflict 

exhibited a stronger relationship between counterproductive work behaviors and job insecurity, 

which can be troublesome for organizations that understand that incivility increases 

counterproductive work behaviors (Zahoor et al., 2019). 

Turnover Intentions 

The culmination of negative behaviors can result in turnover intentions and loss for the 

organization (Williams et al., 2013). Research overwhelmingly indicates that perceptions of 

working in an uncivil environment and experiences with workplace incivility increase intentions 

to turnover (Frisbee et al., 2019; Karim et al., 2015; Luparell, 2004; Miner et al., 2014, 2019; 

Miner & Cortina, 2016; Pantano, 2017; Peters, 2014; H. Taylor et al., 2019). The potential to 

leave an organization due to workplace incivility affects all levels of employees, from 

administrators down to faculty and staff  (Frisbee et al., 2019; Karim et al., 2015; Lasala et al., 

2016; Luparell, 2004; Miner et al., 2014, 2019; Miner & Cortina, 2016; Peters, 2014; H. Taylor 

et al., 2019). However, the desire to leave varied by study, with 14% to 62.5% of individuals 
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expressing a desire to leave their positions in the next five or more years (Frisbee et al., 2019; 

Lasala et al., 2016; Luparell, 2004). In a study of student affairs professionals, experienced 

workplace incivility had a statistically significant relationship with a participant’s desire to leave 

their position, institution, and the profession (Pantano, 2017). 

Participants did not have to be victims of workplace incivility to exhibit turnover 

intentions, as turnover intentions increased for both men and women when the employee 

witnessed incivility toward women (Miner & Cortina, 2016). Non-mothers were more likely to 

exhibit turnover intentions than mothers in the presence of incivility, while fathers and non-

fathers alike expressed similar turnover intentions (Miner et al., 2014). These results are 

attributed to the resilience that mothers develop by balancing two low-status social roles, 

whereas non-mothers are left to fight discrimination because of unfulfilled gender stereotypes 

due to their non-mother status, neither of which are a concern for men (Eagly, 1987; Miner et al., 

2014; Ridgeway & Correll, 2004). At the organizational level, job dissatisfaction can lead to 

turnover intentions; therefore, workplace incivility, which can lower job satisfaction, is 

problematic for organizations when it leads to turnover intentions (Miner et al., 2014, 2019; H. 

Taylor et al., 2019). 

Work Climate 

Studies indicated that perceptions of workplace incivility and experiences with incivility 

affect work climate (Clark, 2013; Peters, 2014; Settles & O’Connor, 2014; Wagner et al., 2019). 

Wagner and colleagues (2019) discussed a culture issue in academia because faculty not only 

view certain behaviors as uncivil but also admit to committing such uncivil acts themselves. The 

studies included in this analysis point to the unique nature of higher education, organizational 

characteristics, and competition as factors that might affect work climate.  
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Miner et al. (2019) discovered that the presence of certain organizational characteristics, 

such as “hierarchical governance, individualism, hostile interaction styles, and competition” (p. 

542), were more likely to result in uncivil work environments. Additionally, organizational 

politicking had a significant positive relationship with both workplace incivility and job stress 

(Hakeem et al., 2019). However, supervisor leadership can help. Participants who perceived high 

levels of resonant leadership in their supervisor reported significantly lower incidents of faculty-

to-faculty incivility (Casale, 2017). Incivility concerns among higher education professionals 

were not limited to the campus environment either. One study of 458 participants at an academic 

conference reported concerns with incivility, an unfriendly and sexist climate, and feelings of 

exclusion, demonstrating that organizational attitudes extend to off-campus environments, 

affecting professional development and conference satisfaction (Settles & O’Connor, 2014). 

Several studies have alluded to the notion of competition exhibited through workplace 

incivility as a challenge to the work climate in higher education (Peters, 2014; E. A. Taylor et al., 

2013). Victims of faculty-to-faculty incivility reported feeling as though their peers wanted new 

faculty members to fail (Peters, 2014). This feeling of failure was established through senior 

faculty exhibiting a possessiveness of territory, not providing mentorship, refusing to answer 

questions, and failing to offer assistance to new faculty members (Peters, 2014). In another 

study, female faculty in a male-dominated industry described their experience with incivility as a 

“power play” by their male colleagues to exert authority and organizational power, but their 

challenges were not limited to their male faculty members (E. A. Taylor et al., 2013). Taylor and 

colleagues (2013) use social identity theory to explain why some female study participants 

experienced incivility from their female colleagues, as those colleagues attempt to join the "in" 

group of male colleagues by mimicking male hostile behavior and disparaging their female 



 

 

58 

 

coworkers.  

Lack of Institutional Response 

A common concern in the research was the lack of institutional response and lack of 

employee trust in the organizational policies and processes to address uncivil actions (Clark et 

al., 2013; Lasala et al., 2016; Luparell, 2004; Sakurai & Jex, 2012; E. A. Taylor et al., 2013). In 

one study, 43% of faculty that experienced faculty-to-faculty incivility failed to report the 

incidents (Clark et al., 2013). Even administrators expressed frustration with the institutional 

response, reporting that upper administration withheld support when a request for assistance to 

address faculty incivility and bullying was made (Lasala et al., 2016). Moreover, lack of 

supervisor support to address workplace incivility can communicate an organizational culture 

that is accepting of incivility (Williams et al., 2013).  

The lack of institutional response to incivility left employees feeling trivialized, 

disregarded, and fearful of retaliation (Clark et al., 2013; Luparell, 2004; E. A. Taylor et al., 

2013). However, studies also reported the potential positive side of institutional support. Sakurai 

and Jex (2012) reported that supervisor social support weakens the impact of workplace 

incivility on work efforts, showing the importance of institutional response to incivility incidents. 

Additionally, a study of 584 health administrative faculty revealed that 40.1% to 52.6% of 

faculty who had ever experienced various acts of coworker, supervisor, and student incivility 

believed that their institution's leadership would respond appropriately (H. Taylor et al., 2019). 

However, the individuals who experienced uncivil actions more often reported lower confidence 

in administration response, indicating that repeated incidents of incivility reduce trust in 

administrator response (H. Taylor et al., 2019). 

Workplace Incivility at the Individual Level 
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Workplace incivility impact does not stop at the organizational level; there are 

ramifications at the individual level as well. Existing research establishes the impact of 

workplace incivility for the individual employee on emotional intelligence and personal well-

being, as well as job satisfaction. 

Emotional Intelligence and Personal Well-being 

Research highlighting emotional intelligence indicated that workplace incivility has a 

negative relationship with emotional intelligence (Bibi et al., 2013; Karim et al., 2015), such that 

individuals who display higher emotional intelligence are less affected by workplace incivility. 

Additionally, Bibi et al. (2013) reported that individuals low in emotional intelligence are more 

like to commit counterproductive work behaviors. Karim et al. (2015) support these findings by 

showing that emotional intelligence has a negative relationship with both counterproductive 

work behaviors and perceived workplace incivility. On the other hand, emotional intelligence has 

a positive relationship with organizational commitment and job satisfaction (Karim et al., 2015). 

In fact, emotional intelligence moderated the relationship between workplace incivility and 

counterproductive work behaviors (Bibi et al., 2013), such that individuals with high emotional 

intelligence were less likely to exhibit counterproductive work behaviors when they experienced 

workplace incivility, a benefit to the individual and the organization. Because emotional 

intelligence appears to lessen the impacts of workplace incivility and the potential for 

counterproductive work behaviors (Bibi et al., 2013; Karim et al., 2015), researchers have called 

for emotional intelligence training for higher education employees.  

The impact of workplace incivility on personal well-being can be long-lasting, with 

faculty participants recalling the impact of student instigated incivility years after the incident 

occurred (Luparell, 2004). Employee responses to incivility included stress, lost sleep, burnout, 
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and emotional exhaustion (Jiang et al., 2017; Lasala et al., 2016; Luparell, 2004; Welbourne et 

al., 2015). Also, faculty and administrators reported the effects of incivility on their 

psychological well-being, including anxiety and depression, which led to the need for medication 

and even hospitalization (Lasala et al., 2016; Miner et al., 2014, 2019; E. A. Taylor et al., 2013). 

Experiences with incivility caused faculty members to exhibit feelings of self-doubt, which 

caused concerns for their academic reputation (Luparell, 2004; Peters, 2014). To cope with 

uncivil actions and minimize the impact on personal well-being, faculty took the path of least 

resistance and implemented avoidance strategies (Clark et al., 2013; Cortina & Magley, 2009; 

Peters, 2014; Williams et al., 2013). Left unaddressed, continuous exposure to uncivil events 

reduced employee well-being (Miner & Cortina, 2016) and caused concerns for personal safety 

(Luparell, 2004).  

Connecting Employee Job Satisfaction and Workplace Incivility 

Numerous studies provide evidence that perceptions of working in an uncivil work 

environment and personal experiences with workplace incivility reduce job satisfaction (Frisbee 

et al., 2019; Karim et al., 2015; Koon & Pun, 2018; Miner et al., 2014, 2019; H. Taylor et al., 

2019; Zurbrügg & Miner, 2016), which can reduce job performance and organization 

profitability (Ismail & Ali, 2016). The effects of uncivil acts were compounded, such that 

experiencing multiple acts of incivility resulted in lower job satisfaction (H. Taylor et al., 2019). 

While workplace incivility had a negative relationship with job satisfaction, it had a positive 

relationship with job stress (Zurbrügg & Miner, 2016), which is concerning as this shows not 

only can workplace incivility cause dissatisfaction but also additional stress that could lead to 

additional dissatisfaction. 

One study of 462 nursing faculty members listed the top reasons for job dissatisfaction as 
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pay, followed by “communication, supervision, incivility from other faculty and administrators, 

operating procedures, and potential for promotion” (Frisbee et al., 2019, p. 277), directly 

connecting faculty qualitative responses for job dissatisfaction with incivility. The most 

significant relationships between workplace incivility and job dissatisfaction came from 

supervisor and coworker instigated incivility as opposed to student instigated incivility, 

indicating that faculty expect student incivility and are less affected by it (Frisbee et al., 2019). 

Summary 

Women frequently experience discrimination in the workplace in the form of wage 

discrepancies, reduced representation in leadership roles, and concerns of work-life balance 

(Bichsel & McChesney, 2017; Harkness & Waldfogel, 2003; Ting & Watt, 1999). In addition to 

sex-based discrimination, parenting presents additional opportunities for bias in the workplace. 

Mothers are frequently viewed as less competent and committed than non-mothers and are often 

subjected to the motherhood or caregiver penalty (Bear & Glick, 2016; Correll et al., 2007; 

Fuegen et al., 2004; Ridgeway & Correll, 2004). Given the prevalence and growing number of 

women in the workforce and women in student affairs (Bichsel & McChesney, 2017; Pritchard 

& McChesney, 2018; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2019), it is important to consider issues 

specific to women when investigating job satisfaction and workplace incivility. 

The emergence of workplace incivility as a unique form of workplace misbehavior has 

resulted in higher education research from the past 20 years focusing on faculty, staff, and 

students. The prevalence and impact of workplace incivility in higher education has been 

documented for both for the organization and individual employees, demonstrating that 

workplace incivility affects all levels of higher education employees regardless of job title or 

tenure status (Elder et al., 2010; Sakurai & Jex, 2012; Welbourne et al., 2015; Williams et al., 
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2013). The presence of workplace incivility has caused concerns in turnover intentions, 

organizational commitment, and work climate (Frisbee et al., 2019; Lasala et al., 2016; Miner et 

al., 2014, 2019; Pantano, 2017; Settles & O’Connor, 2014). Connecting the two concepts, 

experienced workplace incivility has been shown to lower job satisfaction (Miner et al., 2014; H. 

Taylor et al., 2019; Welbourne et al., 2015). Unfortunately, less is known about the incidence 

and impact of workplace incivility in student affairs. Existing literature on workplace incivility in 

student affairs focuses on organizational commitment (Pantano, 2017) while failing to address 

concerns of job satisfaction, gender, and parenting status addressed in this literature review. 

Although a complex subject, job satisfaction can be defined as an evaluative judgment 

comprised of job beliefs and work events, which can be influenced by social-role expectations 

and negative behaviors like workplace incivility (Cortina et al., 2001; Eagly, 1987; Weiss & 

Cropanzano, 1996). This study took a quantitative look at the interaction between job satisfaction 

and workplace incivility for mothers working in student affairs to explore how societal roles and 

expectations may influence workplace behavior and satisfaction judgments. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 

During the past four decades, various studies have investigated the job satisfaction of 

student affairs professionals, focusing on trends by gender (Beeny et al., 2005; Bender, 1980; 

Blackhurst et al., 1998; Marshall et al., 2016), job level (Bender, 1980; Rosser & Javinar, 2003; 

Strayhorn, 2009; Tull, 2014), and supervision style (Jo, 2008; Strayhorn, 2009; Tull, 2006). 

Student affairs professionals often cite their personal drive and intrinsic motivation to help 

students succeed as their reason for joining the profession (Hirt et al., 2005; Silver & Jakeman, 

2014). Recent literature on job satisfaction in student affairs has focused on job stress and 

burnout (Marshall et al., 2016; Mullen et al., 2018), closely tying job dissatisfaction to turnover 

intentions and eventual attrition (Marshall et al., 2016; Mullen et al., 2018; Tull, 2014).  

Given that women fill 71% of student affairs staff positions and 56% of student affairs 

leadership roles (Pritchard & McChesney, 2018), it is important to examine the work conditions 

and job satisfaction levels for this population. Student affairs women reported experiencing 

lower job satisfaction and higher burnout and stress levels than their male counterparts (Beeny et 

al., 2005; Hersi, 1993). Additionally, student affairs women have reported concerns in the 

workplace that do not support work-life balance, such as long work hours and lack of flexible 

work schedules, which resulted in reduced time for self (Beeny et al., 2005; Jo, 2008; Marshall, 

2009; Marshall et al., 2016; Sallee, 2015). These issues were further exacerbated as women 

became mothers. Student affairs mothers reported issues with marital strain, lack of time for 

family, and passing up promotion opportunities because of their status as both a working 

professional and mother (Beeny et al., 2005; Marshall, 2009; Sallee, 2015; Terrell & Gifford, 

2005). These studies point to the disparities between men and women in the student affairs 
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workforce, which is exceptionally problematic, given women's predominance in the field. 

Over the past 20 years, workplace incivility has emerged as a trend, with current research 

pointing to a connection between workplace incivility and job dissatisfaction in higher education 

(Miner et al., 2014; Welbourne et al., 2015; Zurbrügg & Miner, 2016). Defined in 1999, 

Andersson and Pearson posit that workplace incivility is a unique and subtle form of workplace 

misbehavior, which differs from the more direct and egregious forms of workplace misbehavior 

like harassment, bullying, and violence. Characterized by hard to identify behaviors like being 

ignored or excluded, gossiping, or receiving doubt or judgment (Cortina et al., 2001), workplace 

incivility is hard to explain and report due to its ambiguous intent to harm (Andersson &  

Pearson, 1999). While uncivil acts may result out of ignorance and not malice, and the 

identification of uncivil acts may differ by environment or organization, Andersson and Pearson 

(1999) posit that it is possible to define workplace incivility as those behaviors that "disrupt 

mutual respect in the workplace" (p. 455).  In addition to existing connections between 

workplace incivility and lowered job satisfaction (Koon & Pun, 2018; Miner & Cortina, 2016; 

Opengart et al., 2019), experienced workplace incivility also has a connection to turnover 

intentions and attrition (Chen & Wang, 2019; Frisbee et al., 2019; Gabriel et al., 2018; Lasala et 

al., 2016; H. Taylor et al., 2019).  

Workplace incivility is exceptionally problematic for those individuals who find 

themselves part of a minority or outgroup (Cortina, 2008). This theory, known as Selective 

Incivility, posits that gender, race, and potentially age can make individuals more susceptible to 

workplace incivility, calling the trend a form of “modern discrimination” in the workplace 

(Cortina, 2008, p. 66). Several studies in higher education have demonstrated that women are 

more likely to experience workplace incivility than their male co-workers (Settles & O’Connor, 
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2014; H. Taylor et al., 2019; Zurbrügg & Miner, 2016). 

Connecting incivility to parenting, Miner and colleagues (2014) discovered that, in 

addition to lowered job satisfaction, workplace incivility disproportionately affects mothers more 

than fathers, and incivility incidents are more prevalent for mothers with three or more children. 

When paired with the Motherhood Penalty (Budig & England, 2001; Correll et al., 2007), these 

findings are exceedingly alarming for women in the workforce, student affairs not excluded. 

Researchers have discovered that mothers are disadvantaged at work, primarily through wage 

disparities (Budig & England, 2001; Correll et al., 2007), due to the perceptions that mothers are 

perceived as less available for work and of lower job competence than their non-parent peers 

(Correll et al., 2007; Fuegen et al., 2004). Ridgeway and Correll (2004) suggest that motherhood 

is a status characteristic by which mothers experience stronger parenting discrimination than the 

discrimination that they would experience due to sex alone. The researchers posit that mothers’ 

heightened discrimination is due to the cultural bias that postulates motherhood is incompatible 

with the expectations of an ideal worker. 

There is a dearth of literature on workplace incivility and its connection to job 

satisfaction in student affairs. While existing higher education studies in job satisfaction and 

incivility focus on faculty and students (Caza & Cortina, 2007; Itzkovich & Dolev, 2017; Settles 

& O’Connor, 2014; Williams et al., 2013), only a few studies focused on academic and non-

academic staff (Ismail & Ali, 2016; Sakurai & Jex, 2012; Welbourne et al., 2015), with a 

noticeable lack of information specific to student affairs staff. Of the existing higher education 

studies looking at workplace incivility and job satisfaction, only a few focus on gender (Miner & 

Cortina, 2016; H. Taylor et al., 2019; Zurbrügg & Miner, 2016) or parenting status (Miner et al., 

2014). This gap in the literature demonstrates the need for further research on the interaction 
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between workplace incivility and job satisfaction for mothers working in student affairs.  

This chapter outlines the research questions, research design, population, procedures, 

instrumentation, as well as the data collection and analysis for this study. 

Research Questions 

This research study was a quantitative analysis investigating the interaction between 

workplace incivility and job satisfaction for mothers working in student affairs. The researcher 

asked participants to complete the Job Satisfaction Survey (Spector, n.d., 1985) and Workplace 

Incivility Scale (Cortina et al., 2001), along with a demographic questionnaire. Results from the 

survey were analyzed, focusing on key demographics to determine whether workplace incivility 

has an impact on overall job satisfaction and if that effect varies based on personal, employment, 

and familial factors. 

The following research questions guided this study.  

1. What is the level of job satisfaction for mothers working in student affairs as measured 

by the Job Satisfaction Survey? 

2. How does job satisfaction for mothers working in student affairs compare to the 

American higher education worker and all industry worker norms in the United States?  

3. What is the overall frequency of workplace incivility for mothers working in student 

affairs as measured by the Workplace Incivility Scale? 

4. Are there statistically significant differences in the impact of experienced workplace 

incivility on the individual job satisfaction levels for each of the nine identified subsets in 

the Job Satisfaction Survey? 

5. Are there statistically significant differences in the impact of experienced workplace 

incivility on the overall job satisfaction level for mothers working in student affairs based 
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on: 

• Race 

• Age 

• Sexual Orientation 

• Relationship Status 

• Parenting Status, including the ages and number of children living in the home 

• Year of Student Affairs Work Experience 

• Student Affairs Functional Area 

• 3-Year Career Outlook 

• Gender of the Immediate Supervisor 

• Number of Direct Employees Supervised 

Research Design 

This study used a quantitative, non-experimental design to investigate the interaction of 

workplace incivility and job satisfaction for mothers working in student affairs. This descriptive 

study used a survey design to collect information about job satisfaction and workplace incivility 

for this population. Descriptive research aims to use statistics to provide details and describe a 

phenomenon, such as job satisfaction and workplace incivility (McMillian & Wergin, 2010, p. 

6). Specifically, descriptive research was appropriate for the current study as the goal for this 

research was to understand more about the interaction between job satisfaction and workplace 

incivility for a single population, mothers in student affairs, a phenomenon that has been largely 

uninvestigated for this population.  

A survey design was selected for this study because the researcher sought to describe job 

satisfaction and workplace incivility trends for a large population of individuals and use the 
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survey data to gain knowledge of attitudes, opinions, and behaviors (Creswell & Guetterman, 

2019, p. 21). In addition to understanding the trends for these two variables, the researcher 

investigated their interaction and potential variance based on demographic variables. Because 

this study aimed to collect information on participant attitudes, beliefs, and opinions at one point 

in time, a cross-sectional survey design was used (Creswell & Guetterman, 2019, p. 386). 

Variables 

The following variables were identified and defined for this descriptive study: job 

satisfaction, mothers, student affairs professionals, women, and workplace incivility. 

Additionally, the demographic characteristics, which were observed, have been identified. 

The researcher defined the following variables: 

Job Satisfaction is defined by Weiss and Cropanzano (1996) as the “evaluative judgment 

made about one's job” (p. 11), that includes both an employee’s beliefs about their work and the 

employee’s affective experiences.  In this study, job satisfaction was measured by the Job 

Satisfaction Survey (Spector, 1985).  

Mothers are defined by Merriam Webster (n.d.) as a female parent. For this study, the 

author defined female parents as those who identify as a woman (see definition below) and have 

children, including biological, adoptive, step, and foster mothers. 

Student Affairs Professionals are individuals working at public and private, non-profit 

and for-profit institutions of higher education in functional areas whose departmental mission is 

aimed at the holistic development of college students. The National Association of Student 

Personnel Administrators (NASPA; Wesaw & Sponsler, 2014) has identified thirty-nine 

functional areas which include but are not limited to On-Campus Housing, Career Services, 

Campus Activities, TRIO/Educational Opportunity, Judicial Affairs, Wellness Programs, 
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Counseling Services, Orientation, and other similar departments. This population does not 

include academic faculty.  

Women are defined by the author as individuals who self-identify as a woman, female, or 

feminine, including cisgender, transgender, and other similar gender identities.  

Workplace Incivility is defined by Andersson and Pearson (1999) as "low-intensity 

deviant behavior with ambiguous intent to harm the target, in violation of workplace norms for 

mutual respect. Uncivil behaviors are characteristically rude and discourteous, displaying a lack 

of regard for others" (p. 457). In this study, workplace incivility was measured by the Workplace 

Incivility Scale (Cortina et al., 2001). 

Demographics collected in this study were race, age, sexual orientation, relationship 

status, parenting status (including the ages and number of children living in the home), years of 

student affairs work experience, student affairs functional area, 3-year career outlook, the gender 

of the participant’s immediate supervisor, and the number of direct employees supervised. 

Population, Sample, and Participants 

The population for this study was mothers that work in higher education institutions 

within the division of student affairs or work within a unit typically contained in the division of 

student affairs, including individuals working at institutions of higher education in functional 

areas whose departmental mission is aimed at the holistic development of college students. These 

functional areas include but are not limited to On-Campus Housing, Career Services, Campus 

Activities, TRIO/Educational Opportunity, Judicial Affairs, Wellness Programs, Counseling 

Services, Orientation, and other similar departments. NASPA identified 39 student affairs 

functional areas in the most recent Chief Student Affairs Officer census report (Wesaw & 

Sponsler, 2014), and the researcher used those 39 identified areas to group participants in this 
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study. This population did not include academic faculty. 

Using convenience sampling (Creswell & Guetterman, 2019), the participants were 

recruited from an online forum of women who have self-identified as mothers working in student 

affairs.  This forum, called S.A.M.S. (Student Affairs MomS), is a Facebook group 

(https://www.facebook.com/groups/1729332837298569/) of more than 7,000 members that are 

current and former student affairs professionals. For this study, mothers were defined as 

individuals that identify as women with children. This included mothers of biological, adopted, 

foster, and step-children. To capture current and accurate data, the researcher only surveyed 

currently employed members of the student affairs field who have been in the field for at least 12 

months. 

The use of the Student Affairs MomS group was ideal as it provided a unique insight 

from individuals representing different institutions, geographical areas, functional areas, and 

years of service. It is likely that no national organization, such as the NAPSA Student Affairs 

Administrators in Higher Education, or the American College Personnel Association (ACPA), 

would have be able to produce a similar mailing list of mothers in the student affairs field. 

Additionally, membership in ACPA and NASPA is cost-prohibitive ($179 and $242 each year, 

respectively), which may have prevented some student affairs professionals from accessing 

resources provided by the organization, including solicitation for participation in research 

studies. Membership in the Student Affairs MomS Facebook group was free, making use of this 

particular forum the ideal mechanism for reaching the intended population. 

Instrumentation 

This study used both the Job Satisfaction Survey (Spector, 1985) and Workplace Incivility 

Scale (Cortina et al., 2001). Additionally, these two instruments were accompanied by a series of 
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ten demographic questions developed by the researcher, which are outlined below. 

Job Satisfaction Survey 

Job satisfaction was measured using the Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS), which was 

developed by Dr. Paul Spector (Spector, 1985), Distinguished Professor of Psychology at the 

University of South Florida.  The JSS is a 36-item survey with nine subscales measuring job 

satisfaction in the areas of “pay, promotion, supervision, fringe benefits, contingent rewards 

(performance based rewards), operating procedures (required rules and procedures), co-workers, 

nature of work, and communication” (Spector, n.d., para. 1), in addition to producing an overall 

job satisfaction level comprised of all nine subscales. Individual questions are rated on a six-

point Likert scale (1=disagree very much to 6=agree very much), and each subscale is comprised 

of four separate questions. Questions on the JSS are both positively and negatively worded (17 

questions and 19 questions, respectively). Negatively worded questions were reverse scored.  

Based on a sample of 2,870 responses, Spector calculated the internal reliability for each 

of the nine subscales to be a coefficient alpha between .60 for the subscale co-workers, to .82 for 

the subscale supervision, and an overall coefficient alpha of .91 for the entire scale (Spector, 

n.d.). Spector states that although the instrument was created with human service organizations 

in mind, the assessment is applicable for all organizations. Additionally, on his website, Spector 

(n.d.) provides norms for many industries, including higher education. The norm data includes 

the mean, weighted mean, and standard deviation of sample means for each subscale as well as 

the instrument as a whole. Spector reports American higher education norms based on 14 data 

samples, which include 3,764 participant responses. These higher education norms provided by 

Spector were used to gain a basic understanding of job satisfaction for mothers in student affairs 

and how they compare to the overall satisfaction rate in the field of higher education, addressing 
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research questions 1 and 2. Additional comparison were made with the entire American sample 

population provided by Spector, which contains 148 samples and 40,618 participants. The JSS 

was selected for its reliability, and because Spector provides norm data for both all industry and 

higher education workers, which was used for a comparison analysis with study participant data. 

Workplace Incivility Scale 

Workplace incivility was measured using the Workplace Incivility Scale (WIS), which 

was developed by Cortina and associates (2001). The WIS is a seven-item scale that measures 

the frequency of uncivil actions experienced at work (Cortina et al., 2001). Participants were 

asked to rate each question on a four-point scale (1=never to 4=many times), assessing the 

frequency of co-worker and supervisor instigated acts of incivility directed toward the participant 

during a specified timeframe. The option of a fifth response (5=do not know) was available for 

survey respondents who were unsure if they have experienced a particular uncivil action. 

Responses to the seven scale items were summed to determine an overall frequency of workplace 

uncivil actions for each participant. For this study, participants were asked about the frequency 

and incidence of workplace incivility events over the past year. 

Based on a sample of 1,167 responses, Cortina et al. (2001) determined that the WIS is 

both valid and reliable and that the seven items appropriately represent a single-factor model of 

workplace incivility. Concerning reliability, the WIS coefficient alpha was calculated at .89. 

Additionally, Cortina et al. (2001) calculated convergent validity by comparing the WIS to 

Donovan and colleagues’ (1998) Perceptions of Fair Interpersonal Treatment (PFIT) scale, which 

measures fair and civil treatment at work. Because the PFIT scale and the WIS purport to 

measure opposite behaviors, civil and uncivil treatment at work, respectively, a negative 

correlation was expected. Cortina et al. (2001) found a negative Pearson correlation of -.59, 
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supporting the WIS's convergent validity. The factor loading calculations for the seven items in 

the WIS, ranging from .58 to .84, determined that these seven items represented a single-factor 

model of workplace incivility. In addition to being both valid and reliable, the WIS was selected 

because of its simple, understandable language, and because it does not require study participants 

to have an understanding or working definition of workplace incivility prior to taking the study. 

Demographic Questionnaire 

The JSS and WIS were paired with a questionnaire of ten demographic questions 

developed by the researcher to collect information on personal, employment, and familial 

factors. The demographic questions collected data on race, age, sexual orientation, relationship 

status, parenting status (including the ages and number of children living in the home), years of 

student affairs work experience, student affairs functional area, 3-year career outlook, the gender 

of the participant’s immediate supervisor, and the number of direct employees supervised. The 

demographic questionnaire was formulated using guidance from the American College Personnel 

Association (ACPA) standard for demographic questions (Moody et al., 2013) and the National 

Association of Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA) definition of function areas (Wesaw 

& Sponsler, 2014). 

Concerning the order of instruments for this study, questions concerning job satisfaction 

were placed before questions concerning workplace incivility as not to bias or negatively 

influence the evaluation of current job satisfaction for participants in this study. Given this 

study’s definition of job satisfaction as the “evaluative judgment made about one's job” (Weiss 

& Cropanzano, 1996, p. 11), which focuses both on the mixture of both affective events and 

individuals beliefs, the researcher recognized that recalling incidents of workplace incivility, an 

affective event, might have negatively influenced one’s current evaluation of their job 



 

 

74 

 

satisfaction. The JSS data was collected prior to the WIS data to avoid priming effects (Van De 

Walle & Van Ryzin, 2011), whereby the participant may have rated a subsequent item negatively 

due to the connectedness of previous information provided or collected. This allowed the 

participant to judge their current job satisfaction without being influenced by recalling negative 

events, like uncivil actions in the workplace. 

Data Collection 

The survey was administered electronically through SurveyMonkey to the sample 

population, members of the Student Affairs MomS (S.A.M.S.) Facebook group in February 

2021. The researcher extended the invitations to participate in the study through a group post to 

the members of the Facebook group. The recruitment posts provided the study flyer, which 

provided information about the study, targeted population, and researcher contact information. 

Additionally, potential participants were provided a SurveyMonkey link where they could learn 

more about participation in the study, review the consent form and IRB approval information, 

and then begin the survey if so desired.  

Data collection occurred via the Mercer University institutional SurveyMonkey account, 

provided to research participants by the university. Electronic data collection, such as 

SurveyMonkey, has been recognized as a method to quickly collect extensive data while using 

technology familiar to the participants (Creswell & Guetterman, 2019, p. 392). Specifically, 

because this study used an online social networking platform to identify and communicate with 

the participants, electronic data collection was an ideal fit. While research indicates that the 

potential response rate for online surveys is lower than paper surveys (Hardigan et al., 2016; 

Manfreda et al., 2008), the benefit of using electronic data collection allowed participants to 

learn about the study, read the informed consent, and complete the JSS, WIS, and demographic 
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questionnaire in one sitting while using the same technology. In the end, this study did not 

appear to be negatively impacted by the use of an online survey, as participation exceeded the 

targeted participation level. 

Prior to the survey, participants were provided the participant consent form and asked to 

consent electronically to participate in the study. After consenting to participation in the study, 

participants began with questions on the JSS, followed by the WIS, and then a series of 

demographic questions about race, age, sexual orientation, relationship status, parenting status 

(including the ages and number of children living in the home), years of student affairs work 

experience, student affairs functional area, 3-year career outlook, the gender of the participant’s 

immediate supervisor, and the number of direct employees supervised. Participants who did not 

consent to participate in the study were thanked for their time and provided instructions to close 

their browser. 

Data Collection occurred in 2021, starting on February 1. Understanding the relentless 

and time-consuming nature of the student affairs field and the struggle for balance in work tasks 

(Beeny et al., 2005; Guthrie et al., 2005), the researcher identified the mid-semester as optimal 

timing for data collection. By avoiding the beginning and end of the semester, the researcher 

hoped that participants would have a manageable workload that permitted participation in the 

study. The timeframe for data collection in this study was February 1, 2021, through March 2, 

2021, which matched the intended mid-semester target. After the initial participation invitation, a 

follow-up post was be made in the Facebook group 15 days after the initial invitation, with a 

final invitation posted on day 28. Data collection concluded 30 days after the survey launched. 

Recent studies suggest that standard online survey response rates of 5 – 6% are typical 

during the first round of recruitment, with increased results using reminders and incentives 
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(Hardigan et al., 2016; Van Mol, 2017). Given these statistics and the fact that this study did not 

use an incentive for survey response, the researcher targeted a 6% response rate goal, which 

equated to approximately 420 survey responses. At the conclusion of the data collection period, 

669 participants had responded to the call to participate, exceeding the targeted participation rate. 

Institutional Review Board 

The researcher gained Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval from Mercer 

University. The Student Affairs MomS group is located on a publicly available social media 

website, Facebook, which did not have a governing Institutional Review Board. Additionally, the 

Student Affairs MomS group did not require approval before posting information about research 

study recruitment. However, out of professionalism and courtesy, the researcher contacted the 

group administrator to obtain permission before posting the survey, which was granted by the 

group owner and moderator. All participants received an informed consent form at the start of 

their survey, along with the IRB approval documentation. 

Data Analysis 

Each question in the JSS was rated on a 6-point scale. The 36-item JSS contained both 

positively and negatively worded questions. As such, 19 questions were reversed scored. The 

overall job satisfaction score was comprised of scores from all 36 items and had a minimum 

score of 36 and a maximum score of 216. Each job satisfaction subscale contained four 

questions, therefore indicating that each subscale had a minimum score of 4 and a maximum 

score of 24. Spector provided industry norm scores for American higher education professionals 

on his website, which were used as a comparison set for researcher reference (Spector, n.d.).  

Questions on the WIS were rated on a 4-point scale from 0=never to 3=many times, with 

the option of a fifth response for Do Not Know. The overall workplace incivility rating was 
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calculated by summing the responses from each of the seven items. Participant’s responses of Do 

Not Know were treated as missing data.  

All data analysis were be performed on the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS 

v.27) software, a software program designed to run a wide variety of statistical procedures 

(Cronk, 2018). The researcher ran descriptive and inferential analysis for the collected data.  

To answer research question one, the researcher used SPSS to calculate the standard 

measures of central tendency (mean, median, mode), and measures of dispersion (range, standard 

deviation, variance) to calculate participant overall job satisfaction, as guided by Spector 

(Spector, n.d.) in the Job Satisfaction Survey scoring instructions. A comparison of job 

satisfaction and demographic variables was performed through Oneway ANOVA, and 

independent samples t-tests.  

Research question two compared participant overall job satisfaction scores to the norm 

data provided by Spector (n.d.) for American higher education and American all industry survey 

samples. As calculated for research question one, the overall job satisfaction mean score was 

used for this comparison. Additional comparisons between participant subscale scores and norm 

data subscale scores also occurred. 

To answer research question three, it was necessary to calculate a workplace incivility 

frequency score for each participant. The researcher used SPSS to sum the seven responses from 

each participant to create this overall incivility frequency rating. Scores ranged from 7 to 28, 

where a score of seven represented no experienced incivility in the past year, and a score of 28 

indicated that a participant has experienced all seven types of uncivil actions at the highest 

frequency level. Additionally, the researcher calculated measures of central tendency and 

measures of dispersion to analyze overall incivility scores for the entire group of participants. 
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Lastly, the researcher ran a bivariate analysis using a combination of t-tests and Oneway 

ANOVA to determine if there are any statistically significant trends between experienced 

workplace incivility and each of the demographic variables of race, age, sexual orientation, 

relationship status, parenting status (including the ages and number of children living in the 

home), years of student affairs work experience, student affairs functional area, 3-year career 

outlook, the gender of the participant’s immediate supervisor, and the number of direct 

employees supervised.  

Research question four compared WIS frequency scores to the mean scores of the JSS 

(overall and the nine subsections) to observe the interaction between these two variables. The 

researcher ran a bivariate correlation between these two variables and calculated Pearson’s r to 

determine if there was a connection between experienced workplace incivility and job 

satisfaction.  

Research question five compared JSS and WIS scores to determine if there were any 

statistically significant differences in the interaction between experienced workplace incivility 

and the overall job satisfaction level for mothers working in student affairs, based on the 

collected demographics. The researcher used MANOVA and eta squared to review the variance 

between each demographic variable and workplace incivility or job satisfaction. 

Summary 

Chapter 3 outlined the proposed research questions, research design, population, 

procedures, instrumentation, as well as data collection and analysis for this study, which focused 

on job satisfaction for mothers working in student affairs. The Job Satisfaction Survey (Spector, 

1985), and Workplace Incivility Scale (Cortina et al., 2001), along with a demographic 

questionnaire, were administered electronically to a large social media platform of women that 
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have self-identified as mothers working in student affairs. IRB approval was obtained prior to 

data collection. All data as analyzed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS 

Prior research indicates that job satisfaction and workplace incivility have a significant 

negative relationship (Frisbee et al., 2019; Karim et al., 2015; Koon & Pun, 2018; Miner et al., 

2014, 2019; H. Taylor et al., 2019; Zurbrügg & Miner, 2016). Specifically, mothers and women 

are more likely to experience higher levels of workplace incivility than their male peers, both 

with and without children (Miner et al., 2014; Pantano, 2017; Settles & O’Connor, 2014; H. 

Taylor et al., 2019; Zurbrügg & Miner, 2016). This is exceptionally problematic for women in 

student affairs who already report concerns about discrimination, lack of opportunity for 

promotion, and difficult work schedules (Blackhurst, 2000a; Jo, 2008; Marshall et al., 2016; Ting 

& Watt, 1999). Unfortunately, there is a dearth of literature concerning the interaction between 

workplace incivility and job satisfaction for mothers working in student affairs, demonstrating a 

need for investigation. 

This study aimed to investigate the interaction between job satisfaction and workplace 

incivility for mothers working in student affairs. The researcher investigated the interaction 

between these two variables and various demographic variables to determine if and what factors 

have a relationship with job satisfaction and workplace incivility for mothers in student affairs. 

Research Questions 

The following research questions guided this study.  

1. What is the level of job satisfaction for mothers working in student affairs as measured 

by the Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS)? 

2. How does job satisfaction for mothers working in student affairs compare to the 

American higher education workers and all industry worker norms in the United States?  
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3. What is the overall frequency of workplace incivility for mothers working in student 

affairs as measured by the Workplace Incivility Scale (WIS)? 

4. Are there statistically significant differences in the interaction between experienced 

workplace incivility on the individual job satisfaction levels for each of the nine 

identified subsets in the Job Satisfaction Survey? 

5. Are there statistically significant differences in the interaction between experienced 

workplace incivility on the overall job satisfaction level for mothers working in student 

affairs based on the participant provided demographics of: 

• Race 

• Age 

• Sexual Orientation 

• Relationship Status 

• Parenting Status (including the age of children living in the home) 

• Year of Student Affairs Work Experience 

• Student Affairs Functional Area 

• Three-Year Career Outlook 

• Gender of the immediate supervisor 

• Number of professional staff directly supervised  

Setting and Context of the Study 

This study was conducted during the early months of 2021. The survey was distributed 

via the Student Affairs MomS (SAMS) Facebook group, an online group of self-identified 

mothers who work or have worked in student affairs. The researcher targeted this group for 

participation because it is the largest online community for this population (White, n.d.). 
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Initial survey distribution commenced on February 1, 2021, and continued for 30 days, 

with the survey closing on March 2, 2021. Potential survey participants were contacted three 

times via group message on days one, 15, and 28. The researcher provided potential participants 

with information on the purpose of the study, IRB approval, informed consent, and instructions 

for participation. Throughout the recruitment period, 669 individuals expressed interest in 

participating in the research study by reviewing the informed consent and agreeing to participate 

in the survey. However, 72 prospective participants failed to answer any questions on the survey, 

leaving 597 individuals remaining in the study. 

Data Cleaning Procedures 

Data cleaning was conducted starting in April 2021 and concluded in June of that same 

year. The researcher conducted data cleaning to account for missing data, remove non-

participants, check for outliers, and prepare data for analysis (Osborne, 2013).  

Upon inspection of the data, the researcher discovered that 72 participants failed to 

answer a single question in the survey, resulting in the removal of these participants from the 

data set. Additionally, 13 more respondents failed to answer 15 or more questions, resulting in 

insufficient data for analysis. The researcher removed these 13 participants, representing less 

than 2% of total participants, leaving 584 survey respondents in the final data set.  

Next, the researcher addressed discrepancies in participant-provided demographic 

information. Specifically, the researcher used existing response options to reclassify a participant 

response when appropriate (for example, reclassifying participant-provided responses of “White 

and Latina” and “Asian and White” as the existing available response “Multiracial or a 

Combination of two or more racial identities.”) When the existing available response options did 

not capture the unique participant response, a new response category was created, or the 
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participant-provided response was left in the “other” category. When reclassifying participant 

student affairs functional areas, two unbiased subject matter experts were consulted to determine 

if the participant-provided response represented one of the existing 39 NASPA functional areas 

(Wesaw & Sponsler, 2014), if a new response category should be created, or if the response was 

too unique and should be left in the other category. In total, 96 participant-provided unique 

functional area responses were addressed by the team of experts, resulting in six reclassifications 

or participant responses, eight new functional area categories, and 19 participants remaining in 

the other/unclassified category. 

Using SPSS, visual binning was performed to convert two string variables (participant 

age and number of employees supervised) into categorical variables suitable for analysis. Finally, 

the JSS and WIS data were checked for skewness, kurtosis, and normality. Upon inspection of 

the data, the researcher determined that skewness and kurtosis scores fell within the allowable 

range, and therefore, JSS and WIS scores are normally distributed. 

Missing Data 

The researcher identified missing data in participant survey responses to the Job 

Satisfaction Survey (JSS; Spector, 1985), Workplace Incivility Scale (WIS; Cortina et al., 2001), 

and a demographic questionnaire. When item responses were missing within the scales of the 

JSS or WIS, they were estimated by the mean of the respondent’s present items for that scale. 

Missing data in the demographics section were not estimated.  

Outliers 

Because the majority of survey questions were Likert scale responses, the opportunity for 

outliers was minimal. However, all data were reviewed using SPSS descriptive statistics to 

evaluate if the given answer fell within the allowable responses. After reviewing all data, the 
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researcher determined that all participant responses fell within the allowable range, and there 

were no outliers in the dataset. 

Demographics of the Respondents 

The sample consisted of mothers working in student affairs who were members of the 

Student Affairs MomS Facebook group. In total, 669 individuals responded to the initial call for 

participation. However, after data cleaning, 85 respondents were removed due to insufficient 

data. Five hundred and eighty-four participants remained in the final data file for analysis. 

The researcher collected personal and work-related demographics for the respondents. 

The respondent's personal demographics are race, age, sexual orientation, relationship status, and 

parenting status. In addition to the personal related variables mentioned above, the researcher 

collected information on the participant's parenting status and the ages of their children. The 

work-related demographics are the number of years worked in student affairs, the number of 

professional staff directly supervised, gender of the immediate supervisor, and participant three-

year career outlook. All demographics are reported as frequencies and percents. Participant 

personal demographics are reported in Table 1. 
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Table 1  

Personal demographics of survey participants 
Personal demographics n % 

Race   
African American or Black 38 6.5 
American Indian, Alaska Native, Indigenous, or First Nations 1 .2 
Asian or Asian American 17 2.9 
Hispanic or Latinx 34 5.8 
Multiracial or a combination of two or more racial identities 18 3.1 
White, Caucasian, or European American 468 80.1 
No response 8 1.4 

Age   
Age <= 29 46 7.9 
Age 30 - 34 128 21.9 
Age 35 - 39 195 33.4 
Age 40 - 44 134 22.9 
Age 45+ 70 12.0 
No response 11 1.9 

Sexual orientation   
Asexual 5 .9 
Bisexual 31 5.3 
Heterosexual 515 88.2 
Homosexual 14 2.4 
Queer 4 .7 
Pansexual 3 .5 
Demisexual 1 .2 
No response 11 1.9 

Relationship status   
Divorced or separated 40 6.8 
Domestic partnership or civil union 8 1.4 
Married 513 87.8 
Single 12 2.1 
Widowed 2 .3 
No response 9 1.5 

Parenting status   
I have children living in my home 549 94.0 
I have children; some live in my home, some do not live in my home 23 3.9 
I have children, none live in my home 3 .5 
No response 9 1.5 

Note. N = 584 
 
 

Of the total respondents, 80.1% were White, Caucasian, or European American, while 
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18.5% of respondents reported a minority race. Of the remaining participants, 6.5% were African 

American or Black, 5.8% were Hispanic or Latinx, 3.1% were Multiracial or a combination of 

two or more racial identities, 2.9% were Asian or Asian American, and 0.2% American Indian, 

Alaska Native, Indigenous, or First Nations. In comparison, 1.4% did not respond to the 

question.  

Looking at age, a large majority of participants (78.3%) fell within the 15 year age range 

of 30 – 44. The largest age group was the 35 – 39-year-olds (33.4%), closely followed by ages 

40 – 44 (22.9%) and ages 30 – 34 (21.9%). Of the remaining participants, only 7.9% were under 

the age of 29, and 12% were over the age of 45. Additionally, 1.9% of participants chose not to 

disclose their age.  

Respondents were overwhelmingly heterosexual (88.2%), with only 9.9% of participants 

indicating they were a sexual minority, and 1.9% did not respond. Of the other sexual 

orientations, 5.3% of respondents were bisexual, 2.4% were homosexual, 0.9% were asexual, 

0.7% were queer, 0.5% were pansexual, and 0.2% were demisexual.  

Looking at relationship status, 87.8% of respondents reported that they were married. Of 

the remaining 10.6% of respondents, 6.8% reported that they were divorced or separated, 2.1% 

were single, 1.4% were in a domestic partnership or union, and 0.3% were widowed, while 1.5% 

chose not to respond. 

Respondent parenting status was largely homogenous, with 94% of respondents reporting 

that all of their children lived in the home. Only 3.9% of participants reported that they had 

children living in and out of the home and 0.3% reported that all of their children lived outside of 

the home. Additionally, 1.5% of participants chose not to provide information about their 

parenting status. As such, the participant profile is predominantly White/Caucasian (80.1%), 
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ages 35 – 39 (33.4%), heterosexual (88.2%), and married (87.8%), with all of their children 

currently living in their home (94%).  

In addition to parenting status, participants were asked to provide information on the ages 

of children living in their home. Respondents could select multiple categories to represent the 

various ages of their children. A large number of respondents had children in the infant/toddler 

(42.1%), pre-school (39.6%), and early childhood phases (43%). Table 2 outlines all participant 

responses for children's ages. 

 

Table 2 

Ages of the respondent’s children 

Child ages n % 

Infant/toddler: 0 – 2 years of age 246 42.1 
Pre-school: 3 – 5 years of age 231 39.6 
Early childhood: 6 – 10 years of age 251 43.0 
Middle childhood: 11 – 13 years of age 85 14.6 
Teenager: 14 – 17 years of age 58 9.9 
Over 18 years old 29 5.0 
None of my children currently live in my home 3 .5 

Note. N = 584. n and percentages will not add up to 100% due to respondents selecting multiple 
options. 
 
 

In addition to personal and parenting demographics, work demographics were collected. 

Participant work demographics are reported in Table 3. 
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Table 3  

Work-related demographics of survey participants 

Work demographics n % 

Years worked in student affairs    
1-5 years 48 8.2 
5-10 years 133 22.8 
10-15 years 185 31.7 
15-20 years 142 24.3 
20-25 years 44 7.5 
25-30 years 19 3.3 
More than 30 years 5 .9 
No response 8 1.4 

Number of professional staff directly supervised   
No direct subordinates 178 30.5 
1 - 2 employees supervised 119 20.4 
3 - 4 employees supervised 117 20.0 
5 - 6 employees supervised 72 12.3 
7+ employees supervised 78 13.4 
No response 20 3.4 

Gender of the immediate supervisor   
Gender non-confirming or gender queer 6 1.0 
Man or male or masculine 229 39.2 
Transgender man or male or masculine 1 .2 
Woman or female of feminine 338 57.9 
No response 10 1.7 

Three-year career outlook   
Same institution, same position 223 38.2 
Same institution, new position 172 29.5 
Different institution 79 13.5 
Career outside of student affairs 75 12.8 
Retired 1 .2 
Other 1 .2 
Unsure/unknown 24 4.1 
No response 9 1.5 

Note. N = 584 
 
 

Looking at the number of years worked in student affairs, a large majority of participants 

fell within the 15-year time frame of  5 – 20 years in the field. The largest group of respondents 

had worked in the field for 10 – 15 years (31.7%), closely followed by 15 – 20 years (24.3%) and 

5 – 10 years (22.8%). Of the remaining participants, 1.5% of respondents had worked in the field 
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1 – 5 years, 3.3% had worked 25 – 30 years, and 0.9% had worked more than 30 years in student 

affairs, while 1.4% choose not to respond. A requirement for participation in this study was to 

have worked in the student affairs field for more than one year, and therefore, no participants 

worked less than one year in student affairs.  

Respondents directly supervised a wide number of employees from 0 – 84 individuals. 

The largest group of respondents did not have any direct subordinates (30.5%), which was 

followed by 1 – 2 direct subordinates (20.4%) and 3 – 4 direct subordinates (20%). Additionally, 

12.3% of respondents supervised 5 – 6 direct subordinates, and 13.4% supervised seven or more 

direct subordinates, while 3.4% of respondents did not respond.  

The majority of participants reported that their immediate supervisor was a male or a 

female (97.1%), with 1.7% of respondents failing to provide data. Females represented the 

largest group of immediate supervisors at 57.9%, while males represented 39.2% of immediate 

supervisors. The remaining supervisors were gender non-conforming or gender queer (1%) and 

transgender man, male, or masculine (0.2%).  

When asked about their three-year career outlook, participant responses varied. A large 

group of individuals felt that they would be at the same institution, either in their same position 

(38.2%) or in a new position (29.5%). Of those respondents who did not think that they would 

still be at the same institution, 13.5% felt that they would move on to a different institution, 

while 12.8% thought that they would leave the field of student affairs. Lastly, 4.1% of 

participants were unsure or their plans were unknown, while 0.2% felt that they would be retired, 

and 0.2% mentioned another plan. An additional 1.5% of individuals did not provide a response 

to this question. 

Based on work demographics, the participant profile describes student affairs mothers 
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who have worked in the field 10 – 15 years (31.7%), have no direct subordinates (30.5%), are 

supervised by a female (57.9%), and are relatively established in their current position and plan 

to be in their same position and same institution in three or more years (38.2%). 

Respondents were provided a list of the 39 NASPA functional areas (Wesaw & Sponsler, 

2014) and asked to indicate which student affairs functional area that they currently worked in, 

or they could provide an open-ended response. Participant functional areas are represented in 

Table 4.  
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Table 4  

Respondent student affairs functional area 

Functional Area n % 

Academic advising 75 12.8 
Admissions 16 2.7 
Alumni programs 2 .3 
Campus activities 51 8.7 
Career services 32 5.5 
Civic learning and democratic engagement 5 .9 
Clinical health programs 4 .7 
College union 11 1.9 
Community service/service learning 5 .9 
Commuter student services 1 .2 
Counseling services 7 1.2 
Disability support services 17 2.9 
Diversity, inclusion, and equal opportunity 2 .3 
Enrollment management 14 2.4 
Financial aid 7 1.2 
First year experience 3 .5 
Graduate and professional student services 6 1.0 
Greek affairs 5 .9 
International student services 8 1.4 
Leadership education and programs 3 .5 
Learning assistance/academic support services 6 1.0 
Multicultural services 5 .9 
Nontraditional-student services 6 1.0 
On-campus dining 1 .2 
On-campus housing 111 19.0 
Orientation 23 3.9 
Recreational sports 2 .3 
Registrar 6 1.0 
Student affairs assessment 2 .3 
Student affairs administration/dean of student’s office 32 5.5 
Student conduct (academic integrity) 5 .9 
Student conduct (behavioral case management) 34 5.8 
Student health center 1 .2 
Student success, support, and retention 8 1.4 
Title IX 7 1.2 
TRIO/educational opportunity 9 1.5 
Veterans’ services 1 .2 
Wellness programs 10 1.7 
Women’s center 2 .3 
Multiple functional/service areas 15 2.6 
Other/unclassified 15 2.6 
No response 9 1.5 

Note. N = 584   
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Respondent functional areas varied widely, with the several groups only reporting one 

participant (0.2% each for commuter student services, on-campus dining, student health center, 

veterans’ services) and the largest with 111 respondents or 19% of total survey participants for 

on-campus housing. Additionally, the other functional areas with more than 20 responses include 

academic advising (12.8%), campus activities (8.7%), career services (5.5%), orientation (5.9%),  

student affairs administration or dean of students office (5.5%), and student conduct – behavioral 

case management (5.8%). 

Main Findings 

The findings of this study are presented in the following section and have been organized 

by research question. The researcher used a significance level of p < .05 in order to determine 

significant findings. All analytics were calculated using SPSS (v.27).  

Research Question One Findings 

The findings in this section will address the research question “What is the level of job 

satisfaction for mothers working in student affairs as measured by the Job Satisfaction Survey?” 

Using SPSS descriptive statistics, the overall mean score for job satisfaction as calculated by the 

JSS was 130.4 out of a potential 216 points (representing the highest level of satisfaction). The 

lowest participant overall mean score was 65 and the highest mean score was 198. Mean scores 

for each of the nine job satisfaction subscores range from 10.2 to 18.5 out of a potential 24 points 

for each subscale (see Table 5 for full results).   
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Table 5  

Job satisfaction overall and subscore means 

 
n 

Minimum 
Score 

Maximum 
Score 

Mean Score Std. Deviation 

Pay 584 4.00 24.00 10.19 4.67 
Promotion 584 4.00 23.00 10.03 4.03 
Supervision 584 4.00 24.00 18.29 5.26 
Fringe Benefits 584 4.00 24.00 15.66 4.54 
Contingent Rewards 584 4.00 24.00 13.41 4.44 
Operating Conditions 584 4.00 24.00 12.56 3.52 
Coworkers 584 5.00 24.00 17.32 3.88 
Nature of Work 584 5.00 24.00 18.55 3.65 
Communication 584 4.00 24.00 14.35 4.20 
Overall Job Satisfaction 584 65.00 198.00 130.38 25.03 

Note. Minimum scores for each JSS subscale was 4, while the JSS subscale maximum score was 
24. Minimum scores for the overall JSS was 36, while the overall JSS maximum score was 216. 
 

 

The researcher used ANOVAs and independent samples t-tests to determine if there were 

any statistically significant differences in overall job satisfaction based on the ten demographic 

variables of the study. When looking at the personal demographics of race, age, sexual 

orientation, relationship status, and parenting status, there were no statistically significant results 

for job satisfaction based on these factors (see Table 6). Additional analysis was run to account 

for the small response rates for underrepresented racial minorities and underrepresented sexual 

orientation minorities. An independent samples t-test was run to determine if there was a 

statistically significant difference between whites and other racial identities for job satisfaction. 

No statistical significance was found. An additional independent samples t-test was run for job 

satisfaction to compare heterosexuals and other sexual orientation identities. Similarly, no 

statistical significance was found.   
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Table 6  

One-way ANOVA results for overall job satisfaction and personal demographics 

 Source of 
Variance 

Sum of 
Squares 

df 
Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Race Between Groups 3365.94 5 673.19 1.09 .364 
  Within Groups 351712.54 570 617.04 
  Total 355078.47 575 
     

Age Between Groups 5666.82 4 1416.70 2.31 .057 
  Within Groups 348621.95 568 613.77   
  Total 354288.76 572    
        

Sexual orientation Between Groups 4460.58 6 743.43 1.20 .304 
  Within Groups 350592.60 566 619.42   
  Total 355053.18 572    
        

Relationship status Between Groups 2906.43 4 726.61 1.18 .320 
  Within Groups 352163.75 570 617.83   
  Total 355070.18 574    
        

Parenting status Between Groups 2389.10 2 1194.55 1.94 .144 
  Within Groups 351910.82 572 615.23   
  Total 354299.93 574    

 
 

Next, a Pearson Correlation was used to determine if there was a significant relationship 

between job satisfaction and the age of children living in the home. Results indicated a negative 

correlation between job satisfaction and those who had children ages 3 – 5 living in the home, 

r(576) = -.09, p = .038 (Table 7). No other age groups demonstrated a significant relationship 

with job satisfaction. 
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Table 7  

Pearson Correlation for job satisfaction and age of children living in the home 

 JSSTotal 
Ages  
0 - 2 

Ages  
3 - 5 

Ages  
6 - 10 

Ages  
11 - 13 

Ages  
14 - 17 

Ages 
Over 
18 

No 
Children 
at home 

JSSTotal Pearson 
Correlation 

1 -.06 -.09* .05 .04 .04 .00 -.02 

Sig.          
(2-tailed) 

 .182 .038 .261 .322 .288 .922 .619 

N  584  576  576  576  576  576  576  576 

Note. *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). Pearson Correlation was selected 
due to the fact that respondents could choose multiple response options. 
 
 

An investigation of work demographics revealed interesting trends. When looking at the 

number of years employed in the field, there was a significant difference in overall job 

satisfaction scores for the number of years worked in student affairs, F(6,569) = 2.53; p = .020. 

Further exploration using a Tukey post hoc test did not reveal statistical significance for any one 

age group. However, it approached significance when comparing young and mid-level 

professionals. The comparison revealed that the job satisfaction for individuals who had worked 

in student affairs for 10 – 15 years (133.3 ± 25.8) was higher than those individuals who had 

been in the field for 1 – 5 years (121.9 ± 26.4, p = .053). Using a Spearman Correlation, an 

additional investigation of years in the field and job satisfaction revealed that there was a 

positive trend between years in the field and overall job satisfaction, rs = .17, p = .000. A 

comparison of means demonstrates this positive trend (Table 8).  
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Table 8  

Comparison of means for job satisfaction and years worked in student affairs 

Years worked in student 
affairs?   Mean N Std. Deviation 

1-5 years 121.19 48 26.39 
5-10 years 126.18 133 22.25 
10-15 years 130.96 185 24.35 
15-20 years 133.28 142 25.82 
20-25 years 135.45 44 27.05 
25-30 years 134.92 19 26.85 
More than 30 years 134.60 5 7.23 
Total 130.12 576 24.85 

 
 

Based on the significant findings between job satisfaction and the number of years 

worked in student affairs, the researcher performed an ANOVA and Tukey post hoc test between 

the number of years worked in student affairs and the nine subscales of the Job Satisfaction 

survey. The results demonstrated a significant difference in job satisfaction for the subscales pay, 

F(6,569) = 3.91; p = .001, promotion, F(6, 569) = 2.42; p = .026, and fringe benefits, F(6,569) = 

2.59; p = .017. No other subscales demonstrated a significant relationship with the number of 

years worked in student affairs (Table 9).  
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Table 9  

One-way ANOVA between JSS Subscales and number of years in student affairs 

ANOVA 

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Supervision Between groups 174.82 6 29.14 1.05 .394 

Within groups 15843.64 569 27.85   

Total 16018.46 575    

Pay Between groups 497.44 6 82.91 3.91 .001 

Within groups 12062.06 569 21.20   

Total 12559.50 575    

Promotion Between groups 231.02 6 38.50 2.42 .026 

Within groups 9052.54 569 15.91   

Total 9283.56 575    

Fringe benefits Between groups 314.32 6 52.39 2.59 .017 

Within groups 11509.34 569 20.23   

Total 11823.66 575    

Contingent 
rewards 

Between groups 159.65 6 26.61 1.35 .232 

Within groups 11202.29 569 19.69   

Total 11361.94 575    

Operating 
Conditions 

Between groups 16.87 6 2.81 .23 .967 

Within groups 6967.98 569 12.25   

Total 6984.85 575    

Coworkers Between groups 159.42 6 26.57 1.80 .096 

Within groups 8379.08 569 14.73   

Total 8538.49 575    

Nature of Work Between groups 125.52 6 20.92 1.58 .151 

Within groups 7547.26 569 13.26   

Total 7672.78 575    

Communication Between groups 133.27 6 22.21 1.28 .263 

Within groups 9853.02 569 17.32   

Total 9986.28 575    

 
 

Concerning pay satisfaction, individuals who had been in the field for 1 – 5 years (8.54 ± 

3.81) had significantly lower pay satisfaction than those individuals who had been in the field 15 

– 20 years (10.90 ± 4.81, p = .036) and 20 – 25 years (12.09 ± 5.26, p = 005). Additionally, 

individuals who had been in the field for 5 – 10 years (9.44 ± 4.29) had significantly lower pay 
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satisfaction than those individuals who had been in the field 20 – 25 years (12.09 ± 5.26, p = 

.017).  

Moving to promotion satisfaction, the Tukey post hoc did not reveal significance. 

However, it approached significance for individuals who had worked of 5 – 10 years (9.44 ± 

4.29) compared to those in the field for 15 – 20 years (10.90 ± 4.81, p = .058). Lastly, concerning 

fringe benefits satisfaction, individuals who had been in the field for 20 – 25 years (12.09 ± 5.26) 

had significantly higher fringe benefit satisfaction than those who had been in the field for 1 – 5 

years (8.54 ± 3.81, p = .030) and 5 – 10 years (9.44 ± 4.29, p = .028).  

When looking at future career planning, there was a significant difference in job 

satisfaction scores for participant three-year career outlook, F(6,568) = 11.48, p = .000. Initially, 

two categorical groups (retired and other) had only one participant each, which prevented 

running a Tukey post hoc test. However, because of the small group size, the researcher removed 

these two groups from the analysis for investigation. Further investigation revealed a significant 

difference in job satisfaction scores for three-year outlook as determined by a One-way ANOVA, 

F(4,568) = 16.17, p = .000. A Tukey post hoc test revealed that the job satisfaction for 

individuals who planned to stay at the Same Institution and Same Position (136.3 ± 23.8) was 

significantly higher than those individuals who planned to move to a Different Institution (123.9 

± 24.0, p = .001) and those planning to move to a Career Outside Student Affairs (113.3 ± 22.2, 

p = .000). Additionally, the Tukey post hoc test revealed that the job satisfaction for individuals 

who planned to stay at the Same Institution but move to a New Position (133.5 ± 24.2) was 

significantly higher than those individuals who planned to move to a Different Institution (123.9 

± 24.0, p = .024) and those planning to move to a Career Outside Student Affairs (113.3 ± 22.2, 

p = .000). 
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Finally, the Tukey post hoc test revealed that the job satisfaction for individuals who 

planned to move to a Different Institution (123.9 ± 24.0) was significantly higher than those 

individuals planning to move to a Career Outside Student Affairs (113.3 ± 22.2, p = .042). 

Looking at functional area, there was a no significant difference in overall job satisfaction scores 

and student affairs functional area, F(40,534) = .88, p = .680. 

Based on the significant findings between job satisfaction and three-year career outlook, 

the researcher performed an ANOVA and Tukey post hoc test between the number of years 

worked in student affairs and the nine subscales of the Job Satisfaction survey. The results 

demonstrated a significant difference in job satisfaction for eight out of the nine subscales, all but 

operating conditions (Table 10). 
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Table 10  

One-way ANOVA between JSS Subscales and three-year career outlook 

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Supervision Between Groups 1018.872 4 254.72 9.81 .000 

Within Groups 14749.037 568 25.97   

Total 15767.909 572    

Pay Between Groups 743.127 4 185.78 8.96 .000 

Within Groups 11778.279 568 20.74   

Total 12521.406 572    

Promotion Between Groups 477.793 4 119.45 7.71 .000 

Within Groups 8803.761 568 15.50   

Total 9281.555 572    

Fringe benefits Between Groups 309.897 4 77.47 3.84 .004 

Within Groups 11451.407 568 20.16   

Total 11761.304 572    

Contingent 
rewards 

Between Groups 552.500 4 138.13 7.33 .000 

Within Groups 10701.117 568 18.84   

Total 11253.616 572    

Operating 
Conditions 

Between Groups 100.934 4 25.23 2.11 .079 

Within Groups 6806.436 568 11.98   

Total 6907.370 572    

Coworkers Between Groups 361.018 4 90.26 6.29 .000 

Within Groups 8153.896 568 14.36   

Total 8514.914 572    

Nature of Work Between Groups 791.267 4 197.82 16.35 .000 

Within Groups 6870.819 568 12.10   

Total 7662.086 572    

Communication Between Groups 452.733 4 113.18 6.75 .000 

Within Groups 9524.881 568 16.77   

Total 9977.614 572    

 
 

Concerning supervision, those participants who planned to be in the same position at the 

same institution (19.39 ± 4.64) had a higher supervisor satisfaction than those who planned to be 

at a different institution (17.23 ± 5.49, p = .011), a career outside of student affairs (16.24 ± 5.77, 

p = .000), and those who were unsure of their career planning (14.71 ± 5.09, p = .000). Similarly, 

those who were planning to stay at their same institution but move into a new position (18.74 ± 
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5.16) had a higher supervisor satisfaction than those seeking a career outside of student affairs 

(16.24 ± 5.77, p = .004), and those who were unsure (14.71 ± 5.09, p = .003).  

In regards to pay, individuals who were planning to be in the same position and 

institution (19.39 ± 4.64) had a higher pay satisfaction than those looking to leave the institution 

for another institution (17.23 ± 5.49, p = .018) or another career field (16.24 ± 5.77, p = .000). 

Additionally, those looking to stay at their institution but move to a new position (18.74 ± 5.16) 

had significantly higher pay satisfaction than those looking to leave the field (16.24 ± 5.77, p = 

.000). 

An investigation of promotion reveals that those planning to leave the field of student 

affairs (16.24 ± 5.77) had a significantly lower promotion satisfaction than those who planned to 

stay at the same institution and position (19.39 ± 4.64, p = .000) and those looking to stay at the 

same institution but move to a new position (18.74 ± 5.16, p = .000). Looking at fringe benefit 

satisfaction, individuals who wanted to stay in the same position and institution (19.39 ± 4.64)  

had a higher fringe benefit satisfaction than those wanting to look for a career outside of the 

student affairs field (16.24 ± 5.77, p = .002). 

Concerning contingent rewards, similar trends continue. Individuals looking to stay at the 

same institution and same position (19.39 ± 4.64) had a significantly higher contingent reward 

satisfaction than individuals who want to leave the institution for another institution (17.23 ± 

5.49, p = .023) or another career field (16.24 ± 5.77, p = .000). Similarly, those individuals who 

planned to seek a new position at their same institution (18.74 ± 5.16) had a higher contingent 

rewards satisfaction than those seeking to leave for a new institution (17.23 ± 5.49, p = .031) and 

those seeking a career outside of student affairs (16.24 ± 5.77, p = .000). 

Moving to coworkers, participants who were looking to leave the field of student affairs 
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(16.24 ± 5.77) had a significantly lower coworker satisfaction than those wanting to stay at the 

same institution in their same position (19.39 ± 4.64, p = .000) or a new position (18.74 ± 5.16, p 

= .002). Similar results were found for communication. Individuals who planned to leave the 

field of student affairs (16.24 ± 5.77) demonstrated a lower communication satisfaction than 

those individuals who planned to stay in their same position (19.39 ± 4.64, p = .000) or a new 

position (18.74 ± 5.16, p = .000) at their current institution. 

Lastly, looking at the nature of work, individuals who were planning to leave the field of 

student affairs (16.24 ± 5.77) had a significantly lower nature of work satisfaction than those 

looking to stay at the same institution in the same position (19.39 ± 4.64, p = .000), same 

institution in a new position (18.74 ± 5.16, p = .000), and those looking to move to a new 

institution (17.23 ± 5.49, p = .006). Additionally, individuals looking to seek opportunities with a 

different institution (17.23 ± 5.49) had significantly lower nature of work satisfaction than 

individuals looking to stay at their same institution in the same position (19.39 ± 4.64, p = .007) 

or a new position (18.74 ± 5.16, p = .033).  

Transitioning to an investigation of the remaining work demographics (functional area, 

gender of the immediate supervisor, and number of employees supervised), results did not reveal 

a significant relationship to job satisfaction (Table 11). 
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Table 11  

One-way ANOVA results for overall job satisfaction and work demographics 

 Source of 
Variance 

Sum of 

Squares 
df Mean Square F Sig. 

Functional area Between groups 21932.80 40 548.32 .88 .680 
 Within groups 332251.41 534 622.19 
 Total 354184.21 574 

Supervisor’s 
gender 

Between Groups 786.66 3 262.22 .42 .736 

 Within Groups 353170.06 570 619.60   
 Total 353956.72 573    

Number of 
employees 
supervised 

Between Groups 4022.22 4 1005.56 1.64 .163 

Within Groups 343039.47 559 613.67   

Total 347061.69 563    

 
 

Research Question Two Findings 

The findings in this section will address the research question “How does job satisfaction 

for mothers working in student affairs compare to the American higher education workers and all 

industry worker norms in the United States?” 

Paul Spector (n.d.) provides job satisfaction norm data for various industries on the Job 

Satisfaction Survey website, including higher education and United States all industry worker 

norms. In general, student affairs moms exhibit a lower mean score for overall job satisfaction 

(M = 130.4) when compared to higher education and United States all industry worker norms (M 

= 137.2 and M = 138.0, respectively). Additionally, student affairs moms expressed lower levels 

of satisfaction on eight of the nine job satisfaction subscales than both comparison groups. 

However, student affairs moms expressed the highest mean score for satisfaction with 

employment benefits (M = 15.7) when compared to higher education and United States all 

industry worker norms (M = 15.3 and M = 14.6, respectively; see Table 12).   
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Table 12  

Comparing means of participant job satisfaction with normed data 

Job Satisfaction 
Survey Facet 

JSS Total US Mean 
Scores 

JSS Higher Education 
Mean Scores 

Participant Mean 
Scores 

Salary 12.3 11.9 10.2 
Promotion  12.1 11.5 10.0 
Supervision  18.8 18.9 18.3 
Fringe benefits  14.6 15.3 15.7 
Contingent rewards  13.8 14.1 13.4 
Operating conditions  13.5 13.6 12.6 
Coworkers  17.9 18.1 17.3 
Nature of work  18.9 19.7 18.5 
Communication  14.5 14.6 14.3 
Overall  138.0 137.2 130.4 

 

 

Research Question Three Findings 

The findings in this section will address the research question “What is the overall 

frequency of workplace incivility for mothers working in student affairs as measured by the 

Workplace Incivility Scale?” Using SPSS descriptive statistics, the overall mean score for 

experienced workplace incivility as calculated by the WIS was 14.9 out of a potential 28 points, 

with the lowest participant mean score of 7 and the highest mean score of 28 (Table 13). 

 

Table 13  

Experienced workplace incivility overall means 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

WISTotal 584 7.00 28.00 14.90 5.43 

 
 

Looking at the pervasiveness of workplace incivility for mothers working in student 

affairs, 95% of participants (555 out of 584) had experienced at least one form of workplace 

incivility in the past year from a supervisor or coworker. Only 5% (n=29) of participants had 
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experienced no workplace incivility, while 17% (100 out of 584) had experienced all seven types 

of incivility queried in the Workplace Incivility Scale (Figure 2; Cortina et al., 2001). 

 

Figure 2  

Unique types of workplace incivility experienced by study participants 

 

 
 

The researcher used ANOVAs and independent samples t-tests to determine if there were 

any statistically differences in overall experienced workplace incivility based on the ten 

demographic variables of the study. When looking at the personal demographics of race, age, 

sexual orientation, relationship status, and parenting status, there were no statistically significant 

results for job satisfaction based on these factors (see Table 14). Similar to the calculations for 

job satisfaction in research question one, additional analysis for workplace incivility was run to 

account for the small response rates for underrepresented racial minorities and underrepresented 

sexual orientation minorities. The researcher ran an independent samples t-test for workplace 
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incivility and both race (whites and other racial identities) and sexual orientation (heterosexuals 

and other sexual orientation identities). Neither resulted in statistically significant findings.  

 

Table 14  

One-way ANOVA results for workplace incivility and personal demographics 

 Source of 
Variance 

Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Race Between groups 39.90 5 7.98 .27 .929 
 Within groups 16775.42 570 29.43 
 Total 16815.31 575 

Age Between groups 42.00 4 10.50 .36 .840 
 Within groups 16763.11 568 29.51   
 Total 16805.11 572    

Sexual orientation Between groups 246.29 6 41.05 1.41 .209 
 Within groups 16507.00 566 29.16   
 Total 16753.29 572    

Relationship status Between groups 76.50 4 19.13 .65 .626 
 Within groups 16723.46 570 29.34   
 Total 16799.96 574    

Parenting status Between groups 9.43 2 4.72 .16 .852 
 Within groups 16781.69 572 29.34   
 Total 16791.12 574    

 

 

A Pearson Correlation revealed no correlation between workplace incivility and the ages 

of children living in the home (Table 15). 
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Table 15  

Pearson Correlation for workplace incivility and age of children living in the home 

 WISTotal 
Ages  
0 - 2 

Ages  
3 - 5 

Ages  
6 - 10 

Ages  
11 - 13 

Ages  
14 - 17 

Ages 
Over 
18 

No 
Children 
at home 

JSSTotal Pearson 
Correlation 

1 .05 .08 -.04 -.03 -.01 .02 .01 

Sig.        
(2-tailed) 

 .266 .065 .295 .410 .855 .672 .851 

N 584 576 576 576 576 576 576 576 

Note. Pearson Correlation was selected due to the fact that respondents could choose multiple 
response options. 

 

 

Similar to the job satisfaction findings in research question one, an investigation of 

workplace incivility and work demographics produced mixed results. An investigation of 

workplace incivility and three-year career outlook revealed a significant difference in workplace 

incivility scores for three-year outlook, F(6,568) = 3.45, p = .002. Additionally, an eta squared 

calculation revealed that 3.5% of the variance in WIS is accounted for was due to three-year 

outlook. A Tukey post hoc was performed after the two categories with one participant (retired 

and other) were removed. Results revealed that the workplace incivility score for individuals 

who planned to stay at the Same Institution and Same Position (14.0 ± 5.1) was significantly 

lower than those individuals who planned to move to a Different Institution (16.3 ± 5.8, p = .012) 

and those planning to move to a Career Outside Student Affairs (16.5 ± 5.4, p = .005). 

When looking at the number of employees supervised, there was a significant difference 

in workplace incivility scores for the number of employees supervised, F(4,559) = 3.61, p = 

.006. A Tukey post hoc test revealed that the experienced workplace incivility for individuals 

who supervise five to six individuals (16.5 ± 4.8) was significantly higher than those individuals 

who supervised three to four individuals (14.0 ± 5.3, p = .014). 
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Analysis of the remaining work demographics (number of years in student affairs, 

functional area, and gender of the immediate supervisor) did not produce statistically significant 

results (Table 16).  

 

Table 16  

One-way ANOVA results for workplace incivility and work demographics 

 Source of 
Variance 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Years in student 
affairs 

Between groups 246.95 6 41.16 1.41 .207 

Within groups 16568.36 569 29.12 

Total 16815.31 575 
    

Functional Area Between groups 1310.96 40 32.77 1.13 .275 
 Within groups 15500.68 534 29.03   
 Total 16811.64 574    
       

Supervisor’s 
gender 

Between groups 46.58 3 15.53 .53 .662 

Within groups 16699.63 570 29.30   

Total 16746.21 573    

 
 

In response to experience workplace incivility, participants were asked to disclose which 

coping mechanisms they deployed to address the uncivil actions. The most frequently used 

coping techniques to address the uncivil action or individual were learning to deal with the 

individual who caused the problems (63.5%), avoiding the individual who caused problems 

(50.9%), and trying to ignore the situation (45.5%). In terms of seeking support, participants 

were most likely to seek support from a coworker (60.6%), followed by supervisors (46.2%). 

Surprisingly, only 20.2% of individuals officially reported the situation to their supervisor or 

human resources, and 8.4% left their job, department, or institution to get away from the uncivil 

environment (see Table 17 for full results).  
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Table 17  

Percentage of participants who used a coping strategy to address workplace incivility 

 n % 

Avoided the individual who caused problems 297 50.9 
Learned to deal with the individual who caused problems 371 63.5 
Left the job, department, or institution where the problems were 
occurring 

49 8.4 

Minimized the problematic experiences/Told myself the situation 
wasn’t that bad 

221 37.8 

Reported the situation to supervisor or Human Resources 118 20.2 
Sought support from coworkers 354 60.6 
Sought support from supervisor 270 46.2 
Stood up to the individual who caused problems 187 32.0 
Tried to ignore the situation 266 45.5 

Note. n and percentages will not add up to 100% due to respondents selecting multiple options. 
 
 
 

Research Question Four Findings 

The findings in this section will address the research question “Are there statistically 

significant differences in the interaction between experienced workplace incivility on the 

individual job satisfaction levels for each of the nine identified subsets in the Job Satisfaction 

Survey?” Using the SPSS bivariate correlation function, the results revealed that workplace 

incivility and overall job satisfaction have a statistically significant negative correlation (r = -.58, 

p = .000). Additionally, workplace incivility and all nine subscales of job satisfaction have a 

statistically significant negative correlation (Table 18).  

  



 

 

110 

 

Table 18  

Bivariate correlation between workplace incivility and job satisfaction 

 Experienced Workplace Incivility 

Overall Job Satisfaction Pearson Correlation -.58** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 584 

Subscale: Pay Pearson Correlation -.26** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 584 

Subscale: Promotion Pearson Correlation -.22** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 584 

Subscale: Supervision Pearson Correlation -.53** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 584 

Subscale: Fringe benefits Pearson Correlation -.21** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 584 

Subscale: Contingent rewards Pearson Correlation -.46** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 584 

Subscale: Operating conditions Pearson Correlation -.32** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 584 

Subscale: Coworkers Pearson Correlation -.62** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 584 

Subscale: Nature of work Pearson Correlation -.34** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 584 

Subscale: Communication Pearson Correlation -.44** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 584 

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

Research Question Five Findings 

The findings in this section will address the research question “Are there statistically 

significant differences in the interaction between experienced workplace incivility on the overall 
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job satisfaction level for mothers working in student affairs based on race, age, sexual 

orientation, relationship status, parenting status (including the ages of children living in the 

home), number of years of student affairs work experience, student affairs functional area, three-

year career outlook, gender of the immediate supervisor, and number of direct employees?” 

Using SPSS, the researcher used Measures of Association and MANOVA to account for 

the strength of the relationship between a specific demographic variable and both job satisfaction 

and workplace incivility. Looking at the personal demographics, no statistical significance was 

found, and there was very small to small amounts of variance for job satisfaction and workplace 

incivility based on race, age, sexual orientation, relationship status, and parenting status (Table 

19). 

 

Table 19  

MANOVA and Measures of Association between personal demographics and workplace incivility 

and job satisfaction 

Source 
Dependent 
Variable 

Type III Sum 
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Partial 
Eta 

Squared 

Race JSSTotal 3365.94 5 673.19 1.09 .364 .01 

WISTotal 39.90 5 7.98 .27 .929 .00 

Age JSSTotal 5666.82 4 1416.70 2.31 .057 .02 

WISTotal 42.00 4 10.50 .36 .840 .00 

Sexual 
orientation 

JSSTotal 4460.58 6 743.43 1.20 .304 .01 

WISTotal 246.29 6 41.05 1.41 .209 .02 

Relationship 
status 

JSSTotal 2906.43 4 726.61 1.18 .320 .01 

WISTotal 76.50 4 19.13 .65 .626 .01 

Parenting status JSSTotal 2389.10 2 1194.55 1.94 .144 .01 

WISTotal 9.43 2 4.72 .16 .852 .00 

 
 

Looking at ages of children living in the home, the only statistically significant results 

came from participants with children ages 3 – 5 years old (as mentioned in research question 
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one.) However, there was very little variance for job satisfaction and workplace incivility for any 

of the age groups (Table 20).  

 

Table 20  

MANOVA and Measures of Association between ages of children and workplace incivility and 

job satisfaction 

Source 
Dependent 
Variable 

Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Partial 
Eta 

Squared 

Child ages 0 to 2 JSSTotal 1101.87 1 1101.87 1.79 .182 .00 

WISTotal 36.28 1 36.28 1.24 .266 .00 

Child ages 3 to 5 JSSTotal 2660.12 1 2660.12 4.33 .038 .01 

WISTotal 99.40 1 99.40 3.41 .065 .01 

Child ages 6 to 10 JSSTotal 780.58 1 780.58 1.27 .261 .00 

WISTotal 32.08 1 32.08 1.10 .295 .00 

Child ages 11 to 13 JSSTotal 607.74 1 607.74 .98 .322 .00 

WISTotal 19.92 1 19.92 .68 .410 .00 

Child ages 14 to 17 JSSTotal 699.37 1 699.37 1.13 .288 .00 

WISTotal .97 1 .97 .03 .855 .00 

Child ages 18 and 
Over 

JSSTotal 5.88 1 5.88 .01 .922 .00 

WISTotal 5.25 1 5.25 .18 .672 .00 

Child- None live at 
home 

JSSTotal 152.96 1 152.96 .25 .619 .00 

WISTotal 1.03 1 1.03 .04 .851 .00 

 
 

Looking at work demographics, the number of years in student affairs status has a 

statistically significant effect on job satisfaction and can be attributed to a small amount of 

variance, F(6,569) = 2.53; p = .020; partial η2 = .026. However, number of years in student 

affairs does not have a significant effect on workplace incivility and attributes to a small amount 

of variance, F(6,569) = 1.41; p = .207; partial η2 = .015. While functional area does not have a 

statistically significant effect on both job satisfaction, F(40,534) = .88; p = .680; partial η2 = 

.062, and workplace incivility, F(40,534) = 1.13; p = .275; partial η2 = .078, it does explain a 

medium amount of variance in both job satisfaction and workplace incivility.  
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Additionally, the participant three-year career outlook has a statistically significant effect 

on both job satisfaction, F(6,568) = 11.48; p = .000; partial η2 = .108, and workplace incivility, 

F(6,568) = 3.45; p = .002; partial η2 = .035, and explains a small amount of the variance for 

workplace incivility and a medium amount of variance for job satisfaction. However, the gender 

of the immediate supervisor does not have a statistically significant effect on both job 

satisfaction, F(3,570) = .42; p = .736; partial η2 = .002, and workplace incivility, F(3,570) = .53; 

p = .662; partial η2 = .003, and only explains a very small amount of the variance in job 

satisfaction and workplace incivility. Lastly, the number of employees supervised has a 

statistically significant effect on workplace incivility, which explains a small amount of the 

variance, F(4,559) = 3.61; p = .006; partial η2 = .025. However, the number of supervised 

employees does not have a significant effect on job satisfaction and also attributes to a small 

amount of the variance, F(4,559) = .1.64; p = .163; partial η2 = .012. 

Summary 

In Chapter 4, the researcher presented the findings of the research study and addressed 

each of the five research questions. Research question one investigated the overall job 

satisfaction for mothers working in student affairs. Results indicate that while personal 

demographics, like race, age, sexual orientation, relationship status, and parenting status do not 

have a significant relationship with job satisfaction, some work demographics are related. The 

number of years worked in student affairs has a strong relationship with job satisfaction, and 

individuals working in the field of student affairs for 10 – 15 years have significantly higher job 

satisfaction than those who have worked for 1 – 5 years. Additionally, three-year career outlook 

had a significant relationship with job satisfaction, whereby individuals looking to stay at their 

current institution had a higher job satisfaction than those looking to leave their institution or 
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leave the field of student affairs altogether. Finally, participants with children ages 3 – 5 living in 

home demonstrated a significantly lower job satisfaction, whereas participants with children in 

other ages groups did not produce such results. 

Research question two addressed job satisfaction for mothers working in student affairs 

in comparison to higher education and the United States all industry worker norms. Results 

reveal that student affairs mothers have lower overall job satisfaction than both comparison 

groups. Additionally, while mothers demonstrated lower job satisfaction on eight of the nine job 

satisfaction subscales, they had a higher mean score than both comparison groups on the 

subscale fringe benefits.  

Research question three addressed workplace incivility for mothers working in student 

affairs. The results indicate that personal demographics do not have a significant relationship 

with workplace incivility. However, similar to job satisfaction in research question one, some 

work demographics have a relationship with incivility. Concerning three-year career outlook, 

individuals who were planning to stay in the same institution and same position experienced less 

workplace incivility than those planning to leave the institution or leave the field of student 

affairs. Additionally, individuals who supervised 5 – 6 employees experienced significantly 

higher workplace incivility than individuals who supervised 3 – 4 employees. 

Research question four looked at the interaction between workplace incivility and job 

satisfaction. Results indicate that workplace incivility and job satisfaction have a statistically 

significant negative relationship, not only for overall job satisfaction but also for each of the nine 

satisfaction subscales. Lastly, research question five addressed the variance of the interaction of 

workplace incivility and job satisfaction. While most demographics accounted for a very small or 

small amount of the variance in the dependent variables, three-year career outlook and functional 
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area accounted for a medium amount of variance in both job satisfaction and workplace 

incivility. Additionally, the number of years in student affairs explained a medium amount of 

variance for job satisfaction but only a small amount of variance for workplace incivility.  

In Chapter 5, the researcher will discuss the major findings of the study and connect the 

current study with existing research. Furthermore, the researcher will discuss implications for 

student affairs and present recommendations for future research. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study was to understand the interaction between workplace incivility 

and job satisfaction for mothers working in student affairs. The researcher conducted a 

descriptive, cross-sectional, quantitative study in early 2021 to address the dearth of literature on 

this topic and population. The variables of interest were measured by the Job Satisfaction Survey 

(JSS; Spector, 1985) and the Workplace Incivility Scale (WIS; Cortina et al., 2001), with 

additional information collected through a demographic questionnaire. Participants were 

recruited from the largest online resource for mothers working in student affairs, a Facebook 

group titled Student Affairs MomS (S.A.M.S.). Initially, 669 participants responded to the call to 

participate. After data cleaning, 584 remained in the final data set.  

Statement of the Problem 

Workplace incivility affects higher education environments in the United States, with up 

to 95% of academic faculty and staff members experiencing at least one uncivil act per year 

(Pantano, 2017). Looking past the uncivil acts, workplace incivility has been shown to decrease 

job satisfaction and organizational commitment while increasing turnover intentions, leading to 

attrition (Frisbee et al., 2019; Miner et al., 2014, 2019; Miner & Cortina, 2016; Pantano, 2017). 

The presence of workplace incivility in higher education presents a concern for student affairs 

administrators who are already faced with existing financial pressures and high turnover 

concerns (Marshall et al., 2016; Schuh, 2016; Tull, 2014).  

Research Questions 

To investigate the interaction between workplace incivility and job satisfaction for 

mothers working in student affairs, the researcher developed the following research questions to 
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guide this study.  

1. What is the level of job satisfaction for mothers working in student affairs as measured 

by the Job Satisfaction Survey? 

2. How does job satisfaction for mothers working in student affairs compare to the 

American higher education workers and all industry worker norms in the United States?  

3. What is the overall frequency of workplace incivility for mothers working in student 

affairs as measured by the Workplace Incivility Scale? 

4. Are there statistically significant differences in the impact of experienced workplace 

incivility on the individual job satisfaction levels for each of the nine identified subsets in 

the Job Satisfaction Survey? 

5. Are there statistically significant differences in the impact of experienced workplace 

incivility on the overall job satisfaction level for mothers working in student affairs based 

on the participant provided demographics of: 

• Race 

• Age 

• Sexual Orientation 

• Relationship Status 

• Parenting Status (including the age of children living in the home) 

• Year of Student Affairs Work Experience 

• Student Affairs Functional Area 

• 3-Year Career Outlook 

• Gender of the immediate supervisor 

• Number of direct employees 
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Summary of Major Findings 

This study revealed several major findings concerning job satisfaction and workplace 

incivility for mothers working in student affairs.  

Concerning Job Satisfaction 

1. Student affairs mothers exhibited lower job satisfaction than workers in both higher 

education and United States all industries. 

2. Job satisfaction increased with the number of years on the job.  

3. Participants who expressed a desire to leave their institution or the profession had lower 

job satisfaction than those planning to stay at their current institution in the same position 

or a new position. 

4. When compared with norm data, student affairs mothers demonstrated lower overall job 

satisfaction and lower satisfaction on eight of the nine job satisfaction subscales. Student 

affairs moms expressed the highest satisfaction in the subscale of fringe benefits. 

5. Student affairs mothers with children ages 3 – 5 years old had a significant negative 

relationship with job satisfaction.  

Concerning Workplace Incivility 

1. A total of 95% of participants have experienced at least one form of workplace incivility 

in the past year. 

2. Seventeen percent of participants have experienced all seven types of workplace 

incivility measured by the WIS in the past year. 

3. Student affairs mothers who experienced workplace incivility were more likely to report 

a desire to leave their current job, institution, or even the career field.  

4. Individuals who supervised 5 – 6 employees were significantly more likely to experience 
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workplace incivility than those who supervised only 3 – 4 employees.  

5. To cope with uncivil actions, participants were most likely to avoid the individual or 

situation and seek assistance from their coworkers before their supervisors. 

6. Only 20% of individuals who experienced workplace incivility reported the incident to 

their supervisor or human resources, and 8% left their jobs. 

The Interaction between Workplace Incivility and Job Satisfaction 

1. Workplace incivility and overall job satisfaction have a significant negative relationship 

for mothers working in student affairs. In other words, experiencing workplace incivility 

in the student affairs workplace resulted in lower job satisfaction for the survey 

participants. 

2. Workplace incivility has a significant negative relationship with all nine subscales of job 

satisfaction, including pay, promotion, supervision, fringe benefits, contingent rewards, 

operating conditions, coworkers, nature of work, and communication, regardless of 

personal demographics.  

3. No significant trends were discovered for workplace incivility and job satisfaction when 

compared to the personal demographics of race, age, sexual orientation, relationship 

status, and parenting status. 

4. No significant trends were discovered for workplace incivility and job satisfaction when 

compared to the work demographics of functional area and gender of immediate 

supervisor. 

5. Student affairs functional area does explain a medium amount of the variance in both job 

satisfaction and workplace incivility scores, indicating that certain functional areas might 

be more desirable than others when concerning job satisfaction and workplace incivility 
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factors. However, this study did not uncover what factors may attribute to the variance 

and which functional areas were most impacted. 

Discussion of the Findings 

Student affairs job satisfaction has been a staple in research journals for the past 40 years 

(Bender, 1980; Burns, 1982; Hersi, 1993; Jo, 2008; Mullen et al., 2018; Rosser & Javinar, 2003; 

Tull, 2014). This research and previous research indicates that student affairs women commonly 

have lower job satisfaction than their male peers (Bender, 1980; Hersi, 1993; Tarver et al., 1999), 

and low job satisfaction leads to turnover intentions and attrition (Bender, 1980; Burns, 1982; 

Lawing et al., 1982; Mullen et al., 2018; Rosser & Javinar, 2003; Tull, 2014). The current 

study’s exploration of job satisfaction for mothers working in student affairs provided an 

opportunity to support the existing literature while also offering updated results and new insights.  

The current study confirms research that indicates student affairs job satisfaction 

increases with years of experience (Bender, 1980). Participants in this study demonstrated a 

positive trend between years on the job and overall job satisfaction, and specifically the 

subscales of pay, promotion, and fringe benefits. These findings may help understand the 

connection between years on the job and the attrition trends reported by Bender (1980), Tull 

(2014), and others. One possible explanation for this attrition trend is that those who stay in the 

field long term demonstrate a higher job satisfaction than their less experienced peers due to the 

elimination of those who have already left the field due to a variety of circumstances and 

reasons. This concept is supported by historical research that indicates attrition is more common 

among new to mid-level student affairs professionals or those who have been in the field less 

than ten years (Marshall et al., 2016; Silver & Jakeman, 2014; Ting & Watt, 1999; Tull, 2006). 

Additionally, these findings may indicate that longevity in the job pays off through increased 
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wages, promotion, and the ability to access a variety of work benefits over a longer period of 

time which might not be available to professionals with less seniority. 

Student affairs professionals who have high job satisfaction often cite that they enjoy 

their environments and are motivated intrinsically by the work they perform (Bender, 1980; Hirt 

et al., 2005; Silver & Jakeman, 2014; Ting & Watt, 1999). The results of the current study are 

consistent with the findings of previous research. Participants reported that their coworkers, the 

nature of work, and supervision were their three highest areas of job satisfaction. A comparison 

of the findings with those of previous studies confirms individuals who are happy with their 

supervisor are more likely to indicate that they wish to stay at their current institution, as 

opposed to those who are contemplating leaving the institution for another university or career 

field (Jo, 2008; Marshall et al., 2016). Additionally, this study found that employees who are 

dissatisfied with their supervisor will leave the institution instead of seeking another position at 

the same organization, prompting attrition concerns for higher education institutions (Jo, 2008).   

Out of the nine job satisfaction subscales measured in the JSS, participants reported the 

lowest satisfaction levels when reflecting on their promotion opportunities and pay. The existing 

literature provides context for understanding why participants reported such low satisfaction with 

their pay and promotion potential. Several researchers have reported that women leave the 

student affairs field due to the lack of promotion potential (Jo, 2008; Marshall et al., 2016; Ting 

& Watt, 1999). This trend is further highlighted when looking at the number of women in student 

affairs leadership positions (56%) compared to the number of women working in the field (71%; 

Pritchard & McChesney, 2018). The disproportionate number of men serving in student affairs 

leadership positions has resulted in a lack of female representation in the highest-paid leadership 

positions (Bichsel & McChesney, 2017), which may create dissatisfaction with pay and 
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promotion highlighted in the current study. Comparing the findings of this study, it is possible 

that, while student affairs mothers expressed the lowest satisfaction level with pay and 

promotion, these lower levels of satisfaction are counterbalanced by years on the job. A possible 

explanation for this trend could be that younger, entry to mid-level employees may desire more 

opportunities for early-career promotions and pay increases and may not understand the potential 

for the long-term impact of student affairs pay and promotion over time. 

When compared to normed data, participants in this study demonstrated a lower overall 

job satisfaction than higher education workers and United States workers in all industries 

(Spector, n.d.). Furthermore, student affairs mothers reported a lower job satisfaction on eight of 

the nine job satisfaction subscales when compared to the same groups. The one area that student 

affairs moms expressed the highest area of satisfaction (out of all comparison groups) was the 

subscale of fringe benefits. One example of a potential explanation for this finding is the unique 

higher education benefit for tuition remission, which is granted to not only the employee but also 

their immediate family. This particular benefit could be exceptionally appealing to student affairs 

moms because of the cost savings that this particular benefit can provide to family budgets when 

planning for their children’s future college tuition and associated expenses. Understanding that 

student affairs female employees often express dissatisfaction with their pay and promotion 

potential (Jo, 2008; Marshall et al., 2016; Ting & Watt, 1999), this satisfaction with fringe 

benefits could provide support to the idea of student affairs moms as a breadwinner for their 

family through unique benefits potentially not provided by their partner’s employment (Aranda 

& Glick, 2014; Bear & Glick, 2016). Furthermore, the combination of fringe benefit satisfaction 

along with the understanding that satisfied student affairs mothers tend to express a long-term 

desire to stay at their current institution presents compelling evidence to student affairs 
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administrators that hiring student affairs mothers is not a liability but instead may help to address 

the retention and attrition concerns of the organization. 

The current study found a significant negative relationship between job satisfaction and 

student affairs mothers with children ages 3 – 5-years-old, while no other age groups 

demonstrated a significant relationship. Children in the 3 – 5 age group are past infant and 

toddler stages but are still of pre-school age, requiring great parental involvement and 

interaction, forcing mothers to balance a significant amount of work from multiple life roles 

(Goode, 1960). In his research, Goode (1960) points out that balancing multiple life roles can 

often cause dissonance when individuals feel pulled to make bargains with themselves to fulfill 

the responsibilities of each of these important life roles. To connect Goode’s research with the 

findings of this study, one potential explanation is that child-rearing is often viewed as a 

mother’s responsibility, placing unfair and unbalanced gender-based schemas and expectations 

on women (Eagly, 1987; Eagly & Wood, 2016; Valian, 2005). This phenomenon, commonly 

referred to as the second shift, demonstrates how mothers often leave their paid role with their 

employer, only to go home and work their second “job” taking care of their family (Hochschild, 

2012; Isaac et al., 2014).   

Student affairs mothers with children ages 3 – 5 may demonstrate reduced job 

satisfaction due to the personal compromises they have had to make in balancing their identities 

and responsibilities as both a mother and worker. Additional research on motherhood wage 

penalties supports this finding. Harkness and Waldfogel (2003) found that the greatest reduction 

in wage disparities for mothers occurred when children reached age six, a time commonly 

recognized as the age when compulsory education begins. Understanding that student affairs 

mothers in the current study also demonstrated the lowest satisfaction levels with their pay, these 
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findings begin to make sense.  Student affairs mothers with children ages 3 – 5 are balancing 

significant multiple life roles while being subjected to unfair child-rearing expectations and the 

greatest potential for motherhood-based wage discrepancies (Harkness & Waldfogel, 2003; Isaac 

et al., 2014).  

One unanticipated finding was that this study was unable to demonstrate that women of 

color are more likely to have lower job satisfaction than their white peers (Blackhurst, 2000a; 

Ting & Watt, 1999). These findings failed to produce significant results even when grouping 

underrepresented racial minority groups together as a single category. However, it is important to 

note that women of color represented only 18.5% of survey respondents in this study, while 

white women represented 80.1% of respondents. This is disproportionate to the approximate 

51% of white females in the student affairs field (Pritchard & McChesney, 2018), and thus, the 

results may or may not be representative of the total population.  

Focusing on workplace incivility, the literature indicates that workplace incivility is 

prevalent in higher education. As reported in the literature review, up to 96% of individuals in 

higher education have experienced an uncivil act in their workplace (Cortina & Magley, 2009; 

Pantano, 2017; H. Taylor et al., 2019; Williams et al., 2013). While workplace incivility has been 

explored in higher education for faculty, staff, and students, little has been published about 

uncivil acts focusing specifically on student affairs.  

Supporting the findings in previous literature, 95% of participants in the current study 

reported experiencing at least one act of workplace incivility during the past year. This finding is 

consistent with the literature that indicates workplace incivility is prevalent in higher education 

(Cortina & Magley, 2009; Pantano, 2017; H. Taylor et al., 2019; Williams et al., 2013) and 

specifically supports the findings of Pantano (2017), who reported 96% of student affairs 
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employees had experienced at least one act of incivility in the past year. It is important to note 

that the participants in this study were queried about uncivil acts instigated by their supervisors 

or coworkers. This study supports the literature that states that higher education coworkers 

(Clark et al., 2013; Frisbee et al., 2019; Peters, 2014; E. A. Taylor et al., 2013) and supervisors 

(Frisbee et al., 2019; H. Taylor et al., 2019; Williams et al., 2013) can be instigators of incivility. 

Additionally, these findings provide concerns for the work environment as existing literature 

illustrates that the most significant impacts of incivility come from supervisor and coworker 

incivility (Frisbee et al., 2019). Furthermore, these findings confirm the existence of affective 

events in higher education, namely workplace incivility, as demonstrated by Weiss and 

Cropanzano’s (1996) affective events theory.  

Prior studies have noted that workplace incivility can reduce organizational commitment 

(Ismail & Ali, 2016; Karim et al., 2015; Pantano, 2017; Porath & Pearson, 2013). Additional 

research points to the fact that workplace incivility can lead to turnover intentions (Frisbee et al., 

2019; Karim et al., 2015; Luparell, 2004; Miner et al., 2014, 2019; Miner & Cortina, 2016; 

Pantano, 2017; Peters, 2014; H. Taylor et al., 2019). Participants in the current study echoed this 

sentiment. Student affairs mothers who had experienced workplace incivility were more likely to 

report a desire to leave their current institution or the field of student affairs in the next three 

years. These results further support the notion that workplace incivility reduces commitment to 

the position, organization, and industry for members of the student affairs field (Pantano, 2017). 

Another interesting connection to literature emerges when looking at workplace incivility 

coping mechanisms. In the current study, participants reported that they were most likely to 

adapt to the situation by learning how to deal with the instigator of uncivil actions. Participants 

also relied on avoiding or ignoring the instigator of uncivil actions, which echoes the findings of 
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several previous studies (Clark et al., 2013; Cortina & Magley, 2009; Peters, 2014; Williams et 

al., 2013). Interestingly, 60.6% of participants in this study sought support from a coworker, 

while only 46.2% went to their supervisor for support, indicating that student affairs 

administrators need to proactively address workplace incivility for student affairs mothers as 

they are not as likely to report the uncivil actions to their supervisor on their own. 

Literature indicates that workplace incivility victims rarely reported the uncivil act to 

their supervisor (Clark et al., 2013; Cortina & Magley, 2009; E. A. Taylor et al., 2013). Previous 

research indicates that as little as 6% of individuals in higher education make a formal report to 

authority concerning workplace incivility (Cortina & Magley, 2009), while additional research 

indicates that up to 48% of victims are hesitant to address workplace incivility due to fear of 

retaliation and the “lack of clear policies to address the problem” (Clark et al., 2013, p. 216). In 

the current study, 20% of participants reported the incident to their supervisor or human 

resources, supporting the notion that the majority of victims in higher education fail to report 

workplace incivility incidents (Clark et al., 2013; Cortina & Magley, 2009).  

When comparing the findings of this study to previous research, it is important to note 

that the study by Cortina and Magley (2009), which found that only 6% of victims reported 

uncivil acts, was conducted 12 years prior and included both men and faculty members, two 

groups not represented by the participants of the current study. The fact that 20% of the current 

study’s participants reported uncivil acts at work might indicate that student affairs mothers are 

more prone to seek assistance from authority to correct workplace wrongs. However, bearing in 

mind that 80% of incidents went unreported through appropriate channels may indicate that 

participants did not believe that the institution had policies or mechanisms to appropriately 

respond to incidents of workplace incivility (Clark et al., 2013; Lasala et al., 2016; Luparell, 
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2004; Sakurai & Jex, 2012; E. A. Taylor et al., 2013; H. Taylor et al., 2019). Additionally, 

research indicates that failure to address incivility promotes the idea that the organization accepts 

the act as acceptable behavior (Williams et al., 2013), a concept that would not benefit the work 

environment. 

Surprisingly, no significant findings were found between workplace incivility and race or 

sexual identity, even when combining underrepresented racial and gender minority groups into a 

single category. This finding contradicts research that suggests that individuals of color and those 

who identify as a member of the LGBTQ community are more likely to experience uncivil 

actions at work (Welbourne et al., 2015; Zurbrügg & Miner, 2016). Additionally, the current 

study does not support the concept of selective incivility (Cortina, 2008), the idea that 

individuals may be more likely to encounter workplace incivility due to their gender, age, or 

race. However, a note of caution is due here since the demographic makeup of the respondents in 

this study does not mirror the student affairs profession as a whole, and overall racial and sexual 

minority diversity participation was low in this study. Additionally, the existing literature on 

workplace incivility in higher education illustrates an apparent lack of incivility studies focusing 

on demographics other than gender, making comparison of the current study’s findings difficult. 

Finally, when looking at the interaction between workplace incivility and job satisfaction, 

the current study mirrors the findings of previous higher education literature. The present study 

supports the literature demonstrating that workplace incivility and job satisfaction have a 

statistically significant negative relationship (Frisbee et al., 2019; Karim et al., 2015; Koon & 

Pun, 2018; Miner et al., 2014, 2019; H. Taylor et al., 2019; Zurbrügg & Miner, 2016). 

Specifically, student affairs moms in this study demonstrated a significant, negative relationship 

between workplace incivility, such that experiencing workplace incivility reduced job 
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satisfaction. This study used Weiss and Cropanzo’s (1996) definition of job satisfaction, which 

states that job satisfaction is a combination of an individual’s job beliefs and affective events. 

The findings of this study support Weiss and Cropanzo’s definition by demonstrating that 

affective events at work, such as workplace incivility, impact job satisfaction.  

In addition, workplace incivility had a significant and negative relationship with all nine 

job satisfaction subscales for mothers in student affairs. Of additional concern, past research 

indicates that experiencing multiple acts of workplace incivility magnifies job dissatisfaction (H. 

Taylor et al., 2019), which is exceptionally concerning when considering that 89% of 

participants (518 out of 584) had experienced two or more types of incivility and 17% (100 out 

of 584) had experienced all seven types of workplace incivility.  

Because this study was conducted in February 2021, it is necessary to acknowledge the 

potential impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on participant survey responses and the student 

affairs work environment. Recent research indicates that the incidence of workplace incivility 

has increased since the start of the pandemic in March 2020 (El Ghaziri et al., 2021; Shin et al., 

2021). Interestingly, 95% of participants in the current study had experienced workplace 

incivility in the 12-month timeframe immediately preceding this study (February 2020 – 

February 2021). These findings mimic those of Pantano (2017), who found that 96% of student 

affairs professionals survived had experienced an act of workplace incivility. However, it is 

important to recognize that Pantano’s data was collected during a non-pandemic timeframe. This 

may indicate that the workplace incivility experienced by student affairs mothers was not a result 

of COVID-19 factors, but rather the result of an existing tense and uncivil work environment.  

Finally, the findings of this study provide a potential explanation for the mistreatment of 

student affairs mothers in the workplace. Ninety-five percent of mothers in this study had 
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experienced at least one uncivil act at work during the past year of employment. Additionally, 

experienced workplace incivility had a significant negative relationship with job satisfaction for 

these participants. Although the reason behind these uncivil actions is unknown, social-role 

theory (Eagly, 1987) provides insight into why these participants might have been targeted. 

Social-role theory demonstrates how society's cultural beliefs may impact the treatment of 

women in the workplace through the expectation that women conform to the social roles 

expected of their gender. These social roles portray women as communal, nurturing, and 

sensitive, while on the other hand, men are viewed as agentic, independent, and in control 

(Eagly, 1987). Mothers may be viewed as challenging these social roles by not only having a job 

but also by serving in leadership roles, advancing their education, and supervising others. 

Research demonstrates that bias toward working mothers has been manifested as lower pay, 

fewer promotion opportunities, discriminatory hiring, and unfair performance reviews (Correll et 

al., 2007; Fuegen et al., 2004).  The participants in this study may have been targets of uncivil 

actions at work simply by virtue of being a working mother in student affairs.  

Implications 

Student affairs leaders and administrators have been challenged to recruit, hire, and train 

a workforce that is representative of and prepared to serve the diverse study bodies at their 

institutions (Pritchard & McChesney, 2018). Complicating the situation, administrators are 

constantly faced with financial hardships and attrition concerns (Jo, 2008; Marshall et al., 2016; 

Mullen et al., 2018; Schuh, 2016), making it challenging to recruit and retain talented 

individuals. This challenge is further exacerbated the existing knowledge that employers 

commonly exhibit biased hiring practices by failing to hire or appropriately compensate mothers 

in the workforce (Correll et al., 2007; Fuegen et al., 2004; Jee et al., 2019).  The findings of this 
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study add to existing literature and impress upon student affairs administrators the need to 

proactively address workplace incivility before it can potentially lead to negative consequences, 

further complicating the financial and attrition concerns currently present in student affairs. 

Knowing that workplace incivility is prevalent in student affairs, practitioners and leaders 

must formulate a plan to address this "low-intensity deviant behavior" (Andersson & Pearson, 

1999, p. 457) before it culminates in more substantial concerns. The findings of this study 

demonstrated a significant, negative relationship between workplace incivility and job 

satisfaction. This is alarming when considering that 95% of participants had experienced at least 

one act of incivility at work in the past year and only one-fifth of those individuals (20%) 

followed through in reporting the incident to an authority figure leaving 80% of incidents 

unreported and unaddressed. Understanding that employees commonly fail to report workplace 

incivility through the appropriate channels (Clark et al., 2013; Lasala et al., 2016; Luparell, 

2004; Sakurai & Jex, 2012; E. A. Taylor et al., 2013; H. Taylor et al., 2019), student affairs 

administrators must develop policies to address this behavior and increase the appeal of reporting 

incidents to supervisors or human resources. This push to promote reporting and address 

incidents by supervisors is vital because research indicates that ineffective supervision practices 

have been shown to increase attrition among subordinates (Marshall et al., 2016).  

If policies and procedures are not developed, administrators must equip supervisors to 

provide social support for their employees to offset negative work behaviors that may result from 

uncivil work environments and subsequent attrition (Sakurai & Jex, 2012). Additionally, 

administrators must recognize that supervisors are not only addressing workplace incivility in 

their departments, but they are personally experiencing it as well. Subsequently, administrators 

and institutions should develop social, administrative, and management supports for those 
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mothers in student affairs who are serving as supervisors and experiencing workplace incivility 

themselves.  

Recognizing the importance of a diverse workforce, it is vital to note that the participants 

in this study may represent a homogenous group that is not reflective of the overall larger student 

affairs population. However, despite its exploratory nature and potentially homogenous 

participants, this study provides insight into the interaction between workplace incivility and job 

satisfaction for mothers in student affairs. The findings of this study are instrumental to 

developing foundational knowledge about workplace incivility and job satisfaction in student 

affairs and can be used to validate future exploration of these variables.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

This study has laid the groundwork for developing an understanding of the interaction 

between workplace incivility and job satisfaction for mothers working in student affairs. Now 

that there has been an initial exploration for workplace incivility and job satisfaction in student 

affairs, future studies need to focus on populations that target different demographics. 

Suggestions for future exploration include more racially diverse respondents, males and females, 

and mothers and fathers. Additionally, this study did not look at participant education levels, 

institution types, wages, or job titles, which could provide unique insights.   

Because this study focused solely on student affairs mothers, there is no way to discern if 

the 95% of participants who experienced workplace incivility did so because they were mothers. 

An investigation of participants with diverse demographics mentioned above could provide 

insight to determine if the experienced workplace incivility was due to a specific demographic or 

parenting status. However, even in understanding the differences in experienced workplace 

incivility based on demographics, there would still be a hole in the literature concerning the 
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motive behind uncivil actions in the workplace. Future research should focus on the perceived or 

actual reasons behind workplace incivility in order to determine if motherhood and parenting are 

the reason for uncivil actions in the student affairs workplace. This would help to understand and 

address the potential impact of social-role bias and the motherhood penalty in student affairs. 

Additionally, this descriptive study provided a cross-sectional investigation of the 

interaction between job satisfaction and workplace incivility, which was necessary to gain a 

snapshot of beliefs and attitudes concerning the variables of interest (Creswell & Guetterman, 

2019).  Understanding the limitations of cross-sectional research, the researcher suggests future 

longitudinal studies to investigate the interaction between job satisfaction and workplace 

incivility to confirm or deny the findings of this descriptive, exploratory study.  

Because this study did not specifically explore turnover intentions and attrition through a 

reliable and validated instrument, the researcher would suggest additional exploration in this 

area. Future research on attrition, workplace incivility, and job satisfaction in student affairs 

would fill a gap in the literature that has not been previously investigated. The combination of 

these three variables could provide unique insight for student affairs leaders wishing to develop 

policies and procedures to address and reduce uncivil actions at work. 

Summary 

The purpose of this quantitative, descriptive study was to investigate the interaction 

between workplace incivility and job satisfaction for mothers who work in student affairs. The 

researcher recruited participants from the largest online resource for mothers in student affairs, 

the Student Affairs Moms Facebook group (White, n.d.).  The cross-sectional survey was 

administered in February 2021 and consisted of the Job Satisfaction Survey (Spector, 1985), 

Workplace Incivility Scale (Cortina et al., 2001), and a demographic questionnaire. In total, 669 
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participants responded to the call to participate. After data cleaning, the responses of 584 

participants remained in the final data set for analysis.  

This study found that there is a prevalence of workplace incivility in student affairs and 

higher education. Ninety-five percent of participants in this study had experienced at least one 

uncivil act in the workplace during the past year of employment. Additionally, this study 

demonstrated that workplace incivility and job satisfaction had a statistically significant negative 

correlation for mothers in student affairs. This finding is especially alarming when considering 

that women make up more than 70% of the student affairs workforce (Pritchard & McChesney, 

2018). Moreover, the mothers in this study who had experienced uncivil acts at work were 

significantly more likely to express a desire to leave their institution or the field of student 

affairs. These affective events in the student affairs workplace can not only lower job satisfaction 

but can also present attrition concerns. Interestingly, 68% of participants (395 out of 584) 

indicated that they planned to stay at their current institution in the same position or a potential 

new position, indicating that mothers express a resiliency to stay in their current job and that 

administrators have a vested interest in addressing workplace incivility before it can result in job 

dissatisfaction and attrition for this population.  This finding highlights the need for institutions 

and student affairs administrators to address and promote job satisfaction factors, such as fringe 

benefits, nature of work, supervision, and co-workers, as a means to promote retention and 

reduce attrition concerns in the field.  

However, it is important to recognize that the unfair treatment of women in the workforce 

is not a new trend. Women, and especially mothers, have long been subject to pay disparities, 

unequal performance reviews, fewer promotions, and questions concerning their power and 

authority when compared to their male counterparts (Avellar & Smock, 2003; Budig et al., 2016; 
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Budig & England, 2001; Correll et al., 2007; Fuegen et al., 2004; Jee et al., 2019). Many of these 

biased practices stem from social role expectations, by which women are expected to be 

nurturing caregivers while men are expected to be powerful leaders (Eagly, 1987). Women who 

choose to pursue leadership roles and defy social role expectations may find themselves in 

situations where they must potentially risk biased workforce practices in order to be promoted. 

These women subject themselves to greater workplace incivility by supervising others, including 

other women, who might view their leadership roles and directives as hostile and unlikeable 

(Parks-Stamm et al., 2007). 

Overall, the findings of this study strengthen the idea that women in student affairs are 

not immune to negativity at work. Additionally, the findings further support the notion that 

negative actions at work can have long-term implications for student affairs leadership and 

institutions of higher education. Left unaddressed, workplace incivility may lead to dissatisfied 

workers who seek employment with other organizations.   
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Permission to use the Job Satisfaction Survey obtained from Paul Spector’s website which states  

“All of the assessments in the Paul’s No Cost Assessments section of paulspector.com are 
copyrighted. They were developed by me and my colleagues. 

You have my permission for free noncommercial research/teaching use of any of the 
assessments that are in the Paul’s No Cost Assessments section. This includes student 
theses and dissertations, as well as other student research projects. Copies of the scale can 
be reproduced in a thesis or dissertation as long as the copyright notice is included, as 
shown in the downloadable copy of each scale.” (Spector, n.d.) 

 

 

 

Permission to use the Workplace Incivility Scale obtained from Lilia Cortina via email.  
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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 QUESTION 
THAT COMES CLOSEST TO REFLECTING YOUR OPINION 

ABOUT IT. 
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 1   I feel I am being paid a fair amount for the work I do. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

 2 There is really too little chance for promotion on my job. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

 3 My supervisor is quite competent in doing his/her job. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

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

 5 When I do a good job, I receive the recognition for it that I should receive. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

 6 Many of our rules and procedures make doing a good job difficult. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

 7 I like the people I work with. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

 8 I sometimes feel my job is meaningless. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

 9 Communications seem good within this organization. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

10 Raises are too few and far between. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

11 Those who do well on the job stand a fair chance of being promoted. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

12 My supervisor is unfair to me. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

13 The benefits we receive are as good as most other organizations offer. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

14 I do not feel that the work I do is appreciated. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

15 My efforts to do a good job are seldom blocked by red tape. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

16 I find I have to work harder at my job because of the incompetence of 
people I work with. 

           1     2     3     4     5     6 

17 I like doing the things I do at work. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

18 The goals of this organization are not clear to me. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

19  I feel unappreciated by the organization when I think about what they pay 
me. 

           1     2     3     4     5     6 

20 People get ahead as fast here as they do in other places.  
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

21 My supervisor shows too little interest in the feelings of subordinates. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

22 The benefit package we have is equitable. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 
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PLEASE CIRCLE THE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH QUESTION 
THAT COMES CLOSEST TO REFLECTING YOUR OPINION 

ABOUT IT. 
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23 There are few rewards for those who work here. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

24 I have too much to do at work. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

25 I enjoy my co-workers. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

26 I often feel that I do not know what is going on with the organization. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

27 I feel a sense of pride in doing my job. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

28 I feel satisfied with my chances for salary increases. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

29 There are benefits we do not have which we should have. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

30 I like my supervisor. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

31 I have too much paperwork. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

32 I don't feel my efforts are rewarded the way they should be. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

33 I am satisfied with my chances for promotion.  
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

34 There is too much bickering and fighting at work. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

35 My job is enjoyable. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 

36 Work assignments are not fully explained. 
           1     2     3     4     5     6 
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APPENDIX E 

WORKPLACE INCIVILITY SCALE 
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Workplace Incivility Scale 

Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langout (2001) 

 

 

During the past year while employed in student affairs, have you been in 
a situation where any of your superiors or co-workers… 
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 1   Put you down or was condescending to you? 
           1     2     3     4     5     

 2 Paid little addition to your statement or showed little interest in your 
opinion? 

           1     2     3     4     5      

 3 Made demeaning or derogatory remarks about you? 
           1     2     3     4     5      

 4   Addressed you in unprofessional terms, either publicly or privately? 
           1     2     3     4     5      

 5 Ignored or excluded you from professional camaraderie? 
           1     2     3     4     5     

 6 Doubted your judgement on a matter over which you have responsibility? 
           1     2     3     4     5     

 7 Made unwanted attempts to draw you into a discussion of personal 
matters? 

           1     2     3     4     5    
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APPENDIX F 

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 
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DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. What is your race/ethnicity? 

• African American or Black 

• American Indian, Alaska Native, Indigenous, or First Nations 

• Arab or Middle Eastern 

• Asian or Asian American 

• Hispanic or Latinx 

• Multiracial or a combination of two or more racial identities 

• Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 

• White, Caucasian, or European American 

• Other 
 

2. What is your age? (Please input age as a whole number) 
 

3. What is your sexual orientation? 

• Asexual 

• Bisexual 

• Heterosexual 

• Homosexual 

• Other 
 

4. What is your relationship status? 

• Divorced or Separated 

• Domestic Partnership or Civil Union 

• Married 

• Single 

• Widowed 

• Other 
 

5. What is your parenting status?  

• I have children living in my home 

• I have children; some live in my home, some do not live in my home 

• I have children, none live in my home 
 

6. What are the ages of the children living in your home? (Select all that apply) 

• Infant/Toddler: 0 – 2 years of age 

• Pre-School: 3 – 5 years of age 

• Early Childhood: 6 – 10 years of age 

• Middle Childhood: 11 – 13 years of age 

• Teenager: 14 – 17 years of age 

• Over 18 years old 

• None of my children currently live in my home 
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7. How many years have you worked in student affairs?  

• Less than 1 year 

• 1-5 years 

• 5-10 years 

• 10-15 years 

• 15-20 years 

• 20-25 years 

• 25-30 years 

• More than 30 years 
 

8. What student affairs functional area do you currently work in?  

• Academic Advising 

• Admissions 

• Alumni Programs 

• Campus Activities 

• Campus Safety 

• Career Services 

• Civic Learning and Democratic Engagement 

• Clinical Health Programs 

• College Union 

• Community Service/Service Learning 

• Commuter Student Services 

• Counseling Services 

• Disability Support Services 

• Enrollment Management 

• Financial Aid 

• GLBT Student Services 

• Graduate and Professional Student Services 

• Greek Affairs 

• Intercollegiate Athletics 

• International Student Services 

• Learning Assistance/Academic Support Services 

• Multicultural Services 

• Nontraditional-Student Services 

• On-Campus Dining 

• On-Campus Housing 

• Orientation 

• Recreational Sports 

• Registrar 

• Spiritual Life/Campus Ministry 

• Student Affairs Assessment 

• Student Affairs Fundraising and Development 

• Student Affairs Research 

• Student Conduct (Academic Integrity) 
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• Student Conduct (Behavioral Case Management) 

• Student Media 

• TRIO/Educational Opportunity 

• Veterans’ Services 

• Wellness Programs 

• Women’s Center 

• Other 
 

9. Where do you see yourself in three years? 

• Same Institution, Same Position 

• Same Institution, New Position 

• Different Institution 

• Career Outside of Student Affairs 

• Retired 

• Other 
 

10. What is the gender of your immediate supervisor? 

• Gender Non-Conforming or Gender Queer 

• Intersex or other related identities 

• Man or Male or Masculine 

• Transgender Man or Male or Masculine 

• Transgender Woman or Female or Feminine 

• Woman or Female or Feminine 

• I do not know or am unsure 

• Other 
 

11. How many professional staff employees to you directly supervise? Do not include student 
or paraprofessional staff members 
(Please input a whole number) 

 
 


