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 Problem Statement: The idea of learning organization in the context of management theory was 

developed by Argyris and Schön and made popular by Senge. Literature suggests that learning 

organization has a significantly positive effect on job satisfaction of employees. Purpose of Study: 

The major purpose of this study was to examine the relations of learning organization level 

perceived by primary school teachers to job satisfaction. Methods: The quantitative survey research 

method was used to investigate the relationship between learning organization and job satisfaction. 

The model of the research is a descriptive correlation survey design. Targeted population of the 

research were 2387 primary school teachers working in the city center of Van province, eastern part 

of Turkey, in  academic year 2011-2012. 450 primary school teachers were selected as cluster 

sampling. Findings and Results: Average mean for Job satisfaction of teachers was at satisfied level. 

There were no statically significant differences in terms of gender and subject matter of teachers at 

the level of dimensions of learning organization and job satisfaction of teachers. There were 

statistically significant differences at the two dimensions of learning organization, shared vision and 

team learning in terms of service period of teachers; whereas there was no statistically significant 

difference at the rest of the dimensions of learning organization, personal mastery, mental models, 

and system thinking.   ‘Shared vision’ and ‘team learning’ as dimensions of learning organization 

accounted for 36.3 % of the total variance in job satisfaction of teachers. It is suggested that to 

increase teachers’ job satisfaction level, as important factor for teachers’ performance, perceived 

learning organization of teacher should be increased.  Keywords: Learning organization, job 

satisfaction, prediction, primary school teachers.    

© 2014 IOJES. All rights reserved 
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Introduction  

Learning Organization 

The idea of learning organization in the context of management theory was developed by Argyris and 

Schön (1978) and made popular by Senge (1990; as cited in Coppieters, 2005). The concept of the learning 

organization evolved out of the research from organizational learning and became popular in the early 

1990s. Senge (1990) defined organizations as learning where people continually explain their capacity to 

create the results they truly desire, where new and expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured, where 

collective aspiration is set free, and where people are continually learning to learn together (p.3). Learning 
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organizations are organic ‘system’ of shared learning rather than impersonal bureaucratic machines or 

market driven entities focused on individual self-interest and competition (Bui & Baruch, 2010). Garvin 

(1993) defined learning organization as “skilled at creating, acquiring and transferring knowledge, and at 

modifying its behavior to reflect new knowledge and insights” (p. 80) whereas Bowen, Rose and Ware (2006, 

p. 98) defined it as “associated with a core set of conditions and processes that support the ability of an 

organization to value, acquire, and use information and tacit knowledge acquired from employees and 

stakeholders to successfully plan, implement, and evaluate strategies to achieve performance goals”, and 

Ortenbald (2002) identified four perspectives to understand what a learning organization is. These 

perspectives are organizational learning, learning at work, learning climate, and learning structure.   

 Coppieters (2005) summarizes Senge’s disciplines as following: “The first concerns personal mastery. 

People in the organization need to have a good self-knowledge of what they wish to achieve. The personal 

attitude to learning is the basis for organizational learning. The second discipline necessitates the continual 

reflection of the tacit mental models that members of the organization bring to all its activities. Building of a 

shared vision for the organization and its members of the future that they wish to create is the third 

discipline. Organizations have to be value driven.” (p. 135)  

The fourth discipline is a devotion to team learning. Aligning personal vision with organization vision 

is not a matter of chance; it is a matter of practice and process. Senge (1990) called this process “team 

learning” and described it as a discipline marked by three critical dimensions as followed: (1) The ability to 

think insightfully about complex issues, (2) the ability to act in innovative and coordinated ways, (3) the 

ability to play different roles on different teams (p. 236). Many voices in the school reform movement have 

discussed the need for schools to operate as “learning organization”, which addresses the importance of 

faculty and staff working together to solve problems through networking and team learning (Senge et al., 

2000).  

The discipline which unites the others is system thinking. A good understanding of how complex 

(chaotic) and dynamic (living organism) systems work is required referring to ‘system thinking’ as a fifth 

discipline. Senge (1990) explained ‘system thinking’ as a discipline for seeing wholes. It is a framework for 

seeing an interrelationship rather than things, for seeing patterns of change rather than static ‘snapshots’ (p. 

68). Mingers (2006) emphasized that system thinking has long and complex intellectual genealogy, and it has 

assumed an enormous and disparate variety of disciplinary and trans-disciplinary forms.      

Even though this research based on Senge’s (1990) study defined characteristics of learning 

organization, there are different aspects to characteristics of learning organization. Coppieters (2005) 

explains essential characteristic of learning organization as follows: shared insights or vision; learning based 

on experience; willingness to change mental models; individual and group motivation; team learning; 

learning nurtured by new information; increasing the learning capacity to reach a state of continuous change 

or transformation. There are some numerous researchers attempting to describe characteristics of learning 

organization such as open communications (Phillips, 2003; Pool, 2000), rewards for learning (Lippit, 1997; 

Phillips, 2003), knowledge management (Loermans, 2002; Selen, 2000), team learning  (Anderson, 1997; 

Salner, 1999), risk taking (Rowden, 2001), support and recognition for learning (Griego, Geroy & Wright, 

2000; Wilkinson & Kleiner, 1993). Bowen et. al, (2007) defined learning organization dimensions as 

following: team orientation, innovation, involvement, information flow, tolerance for error and results 

orientation. An instrument as learning organization developed by Yang, Watkins and Marsick, (2004) 

includes 9 dimensions as followed: Continuous learning, inquiry and dialogue, team learning, embedded 

system, empowerment, system connection, providing leadership, financial performance and knowledge 

performance.   

As a learning organization, the professional development school promotes students and teacher 

learning, as well as an opportunity to reform education in both contexts (Harris, Tassel, 2005, p. 181). Hiatt-

Michael (2001) defined schools as learning communities: “The learning community is an organization in 

which all members acquire new ideas and accept responsibility for developing and maintaining the 

organization and members working together, mutually understanding each other, yet respecting the 

diversity of one another.” (p. 115) Brandt (2003) defined 10 ways of learning organization in school context. 

Learning organizations 1) have an incentive structure that encourages adaptive behavior. 2) have 
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challenging but achievable shared goals. 3) have members who can accurately identify the organization’s 

stages of development. 4) gather, process, and act upon information in ways best suited to their purposes. 5) 

have an institutional knowledge base and processes for creating new ideas. 6) exchange information 

frequently with relevant external sources. 7) get feedback on products and services. 8) continuously refine 

their basic process. 9) have supportive organizational cultures. 10) are “open systems” sensitive to the 

external environment, including social, political, and economic conditions.  

 

Job Satisfaction 

Job satisfaction is a popular research topic for the researchers in organization and management studies 

(Luthans, 2005). Job satisfaction is defined by Taylor and Tashakkori (1995) as “feelings that employee hold 

toward the job, whereas Schultz (1982) defined it as “the psychological disposition of people toward their 

work”. Satisfaction can be defined as the degree of an individual’s affective orientation toward his or her 

role in an organization or simply as the degree to which an individual likes his or her role in an organization. 

Satisfaction is important because it affects a variety of individuals and organization outcomes. Individuals 

who are satisfied with their roles in organizations are generally physically and mentally healthier, 

experience a higher quality of life. Satisfaction also affects commitment, motivation, productivity 

performance, absenteeism, and turnover (Fenwick, 2006). Job satisfaction is very important to performance. 

People happy with their work are motivated, put in more effort and are likely to perform better than those 

who are not (Kwong, Wang, & Clifton, 2010). Research on job satisfaction in the field of education has 

explored both the consequences (outcomes) and antecedents (influences) of teacher satisfaction. Research has 

examined at least three possible outcomes (retention, attrition, and absenteeism) and at least three major 

influences (demographic variables, job role-related characteristics, and work experiences) (Perrachione, 

Rosser, Petersen, 2008). Teachers who report greater social support, particularly from the principals with 

whom they work, also report greater job satisfaction (Zellars & Perrewe, 2001) and who feel satisfied with 

their job generally display more loyalty to their organization (Matzler & Renzl, 2006). As can be seen from 

literature, job satisfaction is vital for both employees and organizations. 

 

Relationship between Learning Organization and Job Satisfaction  

Chang and Lee (2007) found from the practical researches that the promotion of learning organization 

can help improve job satisfaction. Under flexible experiment, the encouragement of continuous learning, 

extensive learning of culture, and system thinking, it is available to change employees’ attitude and opinions 

toward jobs and enhance the internal satisfaction mentally. Furthermore, improving employees’ idea about 

values and authorizing employees can actually enhance job willing and motives and also intensify the 

external satisfaction. McKinnon et al. (2003) found organizational culture has a relationship with learning 

organization, values of respect to people, innovation, stability and aggressiveness had uniformly strong 

association with affective commitment, job satisfaction and information sharing. Gardiner and Whiting’s 

(1997) research suggests that altered behaviors managed by learning organizations in response to external 

environment not only bring with beneficial effect on organization performance but also improve the job 

performance and satisfaction of employees. As can be seen from literature, learning organization has a 

significantly positive effect on job satisfaction of employees.     

The purpose of this study is to contribute to this literature and find out how the dimension of learning 

organization is related to job satisfaction. Given these limitations of learning organization research, the main 

purpose of this study is to address the gap in empirical research by examining the relationship between 

learning organization dimensions (personal mastery, mental models, shared vision, system thinking, team 

learning) based on Senge’s (1990) study and the job satisfaction of teachers. 

 

 

 

Purpose of the Study 



                                                                                                                    Mustafa Erdem, Abdurrahman İlğan & Halil İbrahim Uçar 

 

11 

The major purpose of this study was to examine the relations of learning organization level perceived 

by primary school teachers to job satisfaction. The over-all guiding questions for this study were: 

1) To what extent is the level of learning organization perceived by primary school teachers? 

2) To what extent is the level of job satisfaction achieved by primary school teachers? 

3) Does the perceived level of learning organization and achieved  job satisfaction of primary school 

teachers in terms of gender, subject matter and, service period change? It is aimed to determine whether or 

not there were significant differences in the primary school teachers’ perceptions of the learning 

organization dimensions and job satisfaction based on demographics variables.   

4) In which level sub-dimensions of learning organizations (personal mastery, mental models, shared 

vision, system thinking, team learning) predict job satisfaction of primary school teachers? 

 

Methods 

The quantitative survey research method was used to investigate the relationship between learning 

organization and job satisfaction. The model of the research is a descriptive correlation survey design. The 

methodology includes sample of the research, instruments, how the data is collected and how the data is 

analyzed. 

 

Data Sources (Sample of the Research) 

Targeted population of the research were 2387 primary school teachers working in the city center of 

Van province, eastern part of Turkey, in  academic year 2011-2012. 450 primary school teachers were selected 

as cluster sampling. Lists of schools and school districts were obtained from provincial Office of Education. 

There are five school districts in the city center of Van province. Each school district was divided into three 

levels -low, middle, and high- in terms of social economic status (SES). Finally from each school district three 

schools (low, middle, and high) were selected via simple random sampling. Thus, 5 low, 5 middle and 5 high 

SES schools, totally 15 schools, were selected as sample.  

There were 196 (45.7%) female and 233 (54.3%) male participants. Of those, 243 (56.6%) were class 

teachers; 186 (43.4%) were subject matter teachers. The sample represented participants at different career 

stages: 156 (36.4%) participants worked as teachers for less than 5 years; 137 (31.9%) served for 6 to 10 years; 

and 136 (31.7%) worked as teachers for 11 and more years.    

 

Instruments 

Perception of Learning Organization Scale (PLOS) developed by Güçlü and Türkoğlu (2003) was used 

in this research with the approval of the researcher. PLOS based on Senge’s (1990) study consisting of five 

dimensions, personal mastery, mental models, shared vision, system thinking, and team learning includes 42 

items. PLOS is a 5-point Likert Type scale and response options are 1) Never, 2) Rarely, 3) Occasionally, 4) 

Frequently, and 5) Very Frequently. Respondents are asked to determine the extent to which each of the 

questions reflects their school in the aspect of the learning organization. Güçlü and Türkoğlu (2003) obtained 

Cronbach’s Alpha reliability coefficient for the PLOS as 0.97 and Sperman-Brown coefficient was .93. 

Researcher validated the scale through experts’ opinions. Uysal (2005) used PLOS developed by Güçlü and 

Türkoğlu (2003) and calculated Cronbach’s Alpha reliability coefficient for dimensions of PLOS as follows: 

Personal mastery: .81; Mental models: 0.89; Shared vision: 0.93; System Thinking: 0.89; Team learning: 0.95. 

A scale developed by Park and Rojewski (2006) based on Senge’s (1990) study having the  same dimensions 

used in this research found reliability (alpha) coefficient for five factors derived from exploratory factor 

analysis ranged from 0.856 to 0.897, with an overall internal consistency value for all 35 items equal to 0.954. 

The research conducted by Khasawneh (2011) using the same scale as this research found the following 

alpha coefficient for dimensions of learning organizations: personal mastery: .83; mental models: 0.86; shared 
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vision: 0.85; team learning: 0.83; and system thinking: 0.88. Khasawneh’s research calculated the overall 

internal consistency coefficient for the survey as 0.90. 

The short form Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) developed by Weiss et al. (1967) was used 

to evaluate job satisfaction of the teachers who participated in the research. MSQ includes 20 items 

measurement with 5-point Likert Type scale and response options are 1) Very dissatisfied, 2) Dissatisfied, 3) 

N (Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied), 4) Satisfied, and 5) Very satisfied. The respondents were asked to 

indicate their level of satisfaction. The Alpha reliability coefficient value of MSQ for this research was 0.90 

and total item correlation ranged from 0.38 to 0.65.    

 

Procedures and Data Analysis 

The data gathered by PLOS and MSS scales have been analyzed by SPSS (Version 20). Demographic 

variables percentages and frequencies were used for the analysis. To describe perceived learning 

organization and level of teachers’ job satisfaction, descriptive statistics such as mean and standard 

deviation were used. To compare perceived learning organization and teachers’ job satisfaction level in 

terms of gender, t-test; for period of service, One Way ANOVA were used. In order to see how accurately 

the perceived learning organization could predict job satisfaction of teachers, Stepwise Regression Analysis 

was used. Stepwise method defined by Howel (2010) as “a set of rules for delivering a regression equation 

by adding or subtracting one variable at a time from the regression equation” (p. 266). Stepwise method 

combines both Forward and Backwards procedures. Due to the complexity of inter-correlations, the variance 

explained by certain variables will change when new variables enter in the equation. Sometimes a variable 

that is qualified to enter loses some of its predictive validity when other variables enter. If this takes place, 

the Stepwise method will remove the “weakened” variable. Stepwise is probably the most frequently used 

one of the regression methods (George & Mallery, 2001, p.215).   

Durbin-Watson test showing autocorrelations between 1.5 – 2.5 values for this test is the indicator of 

lack of autocorrelations. Durbin-Watson test value was 1.72. Tolerance and VIF values were .558 and 1.79 

consecutively. Interpretations of the PLOS point were as follows: Never: 1 – 1.79; Rarely: 1.80 – 2.59; 

Occasionally: 2.60 – 3.39; Frequently: 3.40 – 4.19; Very Frequently: 4.20 – 5.00 while MSS points were as 

follows: Very dissatisfied: 1 – 1.79; Dissatisfied: 1.80 – 2.59; N (Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied): 2.60 – 3.39; 

Satisfied: 3.40 – 4.19; Very satisfied: 4.20 – 5.00. 

 

Findings and Results 

Under this title, basic descriptive statistics such as mean and standard deviation for perceived learning 

organization and job satisfaction of teachers; to compare learning organization and job satisfaction of 

teachers in terms of gender and subject matter, t-test; for service period, one way ANOVA; and to predict job 

satisfaction of teachers regression analysis results were presented and discussed. Basic descriptive statistics 

for perceived learning organization and job satisfaction were presented in Table 1.  

 

Table 1 Basic descriptive statistics for perceived learning organization and job satisfaction  

Scales Dimensions  N Mean Std. Dev. 

Job Satisfaction  429 3.62 0.56 

Learning Organization 

        Personal Mastery 429 3.11 0.77 

Mental models 429 3.46 0. 72 

Shared vision 429 3.31 0.77 

System thinking 429 3.22 0.70 

Team Learning 429 3.50 0.64 

Total 429 3.37 0.63 

As can be seen in Table 1, teachers were satisfied with their jobs. Average mean for learning 

organization perceived by teachers was (X= 3.37) at “frequently” level. It means that teachers’ perceptions of 
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their schools were positive and their schools could be included in “moderate”-level learning organizations. 

The dimension that teachers most agreed on in PLOS was “team learning” (X= 3.50), whereas teachers’ least 

agreed-upon dimension was personal mastery (X= 3.11). Teachers agreeing with dimensions of personal 

mastery (X= 3.11), system thinking (X= 3.22), and shared vision (X= 3.31) at “occasionally” level means could 

be considered moderate whereas agreed dimensions of mental models (X= 3.46), and team learning (X= 3,50) 

at “frequently” level means could be considered high. T-test results comparing teachers’ perceptions of 

learning organization and job satisfaction in terms of gender were as follows: There were statistically 

significant differences between female and male teachers at the level of job satisfaction [t(427)=2.056; p<.05]. 

Female teachers (X= 73.66) were more satisfied than male teachers (X= 71.44) in terms of job satisfaction. 

There were no statically significant differences between female and male teachers at the level of dimensions 

of learning organization (p > .05). This means that female and male teachers have the same perspectives of 

their school in terms of dimensions of learning organization.  

T-test results comparing teachers’ perceptions of learning organization and job satisfaction in terms of 

subject matter were as follows: There were no statistically significant differences between class teachers’ 

(grade 1 to 5) and subject matter teachers’ perspectives at the level of job satisfaction [t(427)= -,358; p > .05] and 

dimensions of learning organization (p > .05).  

One-way ANOVA between the subjects was conducted to compare the effect of service period on job 

satisfaction and learning organization and results were as follows: There was no statistically significant 

difference at the level of job satisfaction of teachers in terms of service period [F(2-426)=2.876; p>.05]. There 

were statistical differences at the two dimensions of learning organization, shared vision [F(2-426)=3.221; p<.05] 

and team learning [F(2-426)=4.967; p<.05], in terms of teachers’ service period; whereas there was no statistically 

significant difference at the rest of the dimensions of learning organization, personal mastery, mental 

models, and system thinking. Schefee post hoc test result shows that teachers who had 11 years or more 

service period ( X = 37.8 for shared vision; X = 36.33 for team learning) were more agreed on than teachers 

who had 6-10 years of service period ( X = 35.22 for shared vision; X = 33.95 for team learning) at the 

dimensions of shared vision and team learning. The result can be interpreted as experienced teachers having 

more tendency to share vision of their schools and team learning than less experienced teachers. The 

Multiple Regression Analysis was used to predict job satisfaction of teachers as a dependent variable while 

the independent variables were the dimensions of learning organization. The results of the stepwise 

regression analysis were presented in Table 2.  

Pearson correlation coefficients between job satisfaction and dimensions of learning organization were 

positive and at moderate level. The coefficients between job satisfaction and dimensions of learning 

organization were (r = 0.425) for personal mastery, (r =0.514) for mental models, (r =0.573) for shared vision, 

(r = .492) for system thinking and (r = .520) for team learning. The stepwise regression analysis result shows 

that (see Table 2) two variables entered in the model. 

 

Table 2 The results of the stepwise regression analysis concerning the prediction of the teachers’ job 

satisfaction 

                               Change Statistic  

Model R 
R 

Square 

Adj. R 

Square 

Std. Err. 

Of the 

Estimate 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 
       F1 df2 

Sig. F. 

Change 

Durbin-

Watson 

1 0.57a 0.33 0.33 9.16 0.33 208.70 1 427 0.00  

2 0.60b 0.36 0.36 8.93 0.03 23.06 1 426 0.00 1,72 

a. Predictors: (Constant), shared vision 

b. Predictors: (Constant), shared vision, team learning 

c. Dependent Variable: Job satisfaction 

 

‘Shared vision’ as a dimension of learning organization was the first variable entering in the model, and 

additional to this, ‘team learning’ was the second variable entering in the model as significant independent 

variables predicted teachers’ job satisfaction. Other independent variables as dimensions of learning 
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organizations, ‘personal mastery’, ‘mental models’ and, ‘system thinking’ were not significant predictors of 

teachers’ job satisfaction. Durbin-Watson coefficient (1.72) result shows that there was not autocorrelation 

among the independent variables. 

As can be seen in Table 2, in the first model, ‘shared vision’ accounted for 32.8 % of the total variance in 

job satisfaction of teachers (R= 0.573, R2 = 0.328). In other words, shared vision was the most effective 

independent variable to predict the job satisfaction of teachers. This result shows that the more teachers have 

shared perceptions of vision, the more their job satisfaction will increase. In the second regression model, 

‘team learning’ added to ‘shared vision’ as the predictors of job satisfaction of teachers. As a result of the 

second model, the variance in job satisfaction of teachers rose from 32.8 % to 36.3 % (R= .602, R2= 0.36). It 

means that team learning contributed to the overall variance additional to 3.4 %. The result of ANOVA 

shows that the model was significant. ANOVA results show that the model generating ‘shared vision’ and 

‘team learning’ predicting the job satisfaction of teachers were significant [F(1,427)= 208,699 p˂,001]. Results of 

the beta coefficients of stepwise regression analysis were presented in Table 3.  

 

     Table 3 Results of the Beta Coefficients of Stepwise Regression Analysis Including Coefficients 

Model 

Unstandardize

d Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
  Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

B 
Std. 

Err 
Beta     t Sig. 

Zero-

Order 

Parti

al 
Part 

Toler

ance 
VIF 

Constant 45.09 1.95  23.18 .000      

Shared 

Vision 
.75 .52 .573 14.44 .000 .57 .57 .57 1.00 1.00 

Constant 37.86 2.42  15.62 .000      

Shared 

Vision 
.54 .07 .408 7.869 .000 .57 .36 .30 .56 1.79 

Team 

Learning 
.43 .09 .249 4.80 .000 .52 .23 .19 .56 1.79 

        a. Dependent Variable: Job satisfaction 

 

As can be seen in Table 3, t-test results show that there was a statistically significant relationship 

between shared vision (t=7.869, p˂,001) and team learning (t=4.802  p˂,001) as dimensions of learning 

organization and teachers’ job satisfaction. Multiple regression analysis accounted for 36 % of teachers’ job 

satisfaction. Improvement in learning organization activities increases job satisfaction among primary school 

teachers. The regression equation for teachers’ job satisfaction was = 37.855 Constant + .535 Shared Vision + 

.433 Team Learning. This equation means that a unit increase in shared vision of teachers will give rise to 

0.54 point increase in teachers’ job satisfaction whereas a unit increase in team learning of teachers will give 

rise to 0.43 point in teachers’ job satisfaction. In this model, correlation coefficient between teachers’ job 

satisfaction and shared vision was positive and at moderate level (r = 0.573) while the other independent 

variable -team learning- controlled this coefficient slightly decreasing to (r = .356) and keeping the same 

significance level. Another correlation coefficient in this model between teachers’ job satisfaction and team 

learning was positive and at low level (r = 0.227) while other independent variable -shared vision- controlled 

this coefficient slightly decreasing to (r = ,186) and keeping the same significance level. 

 

Discussion and Implications 

Job satisfaction is a popular research topic for the researchers in organization and management studies 

(Luthans, 2005). The number of the studies on job satisfaction shows the significance of the issue. Teachers’ 

job satisfaction level was moderately high (X= 3.62) in this research, which is consistent with the research 

results of Ayan and Kocacik (2010) who found teachers’ job satisfaction level means as (X= 3.55) among 

Turkish teachers. Bowen et al (2007) found that teachers’ job satisfaction level in North Caroline was at high 

level whereas Maele and Houtte’s (2012) research conducted in Belgium among secondary teachers revealed 

the teachers’ job satisfaction level as moderately high (X= 3.54), consistent with result of this research. 



                                                                                                                    Mustafa Erdem, Abdurrahman İlğan & Halil İbrahim Uçar 

 

15 

Klassen and Anderson’s (2009) research rated teachers’ job satisfaction level with a mean rating of 3.94, 

which is slightly below the ‘satisfying in general’ descriptor and slightly higher than result of this research. 

Griffin (2010) found that 46% (n= 78) of the surveyed teachers reported that they were either satisfied or very 

satisfied with their jobs whereas a total of 35.1% (n= 59) was reported to be either dissatisfied or very 

dissatisfied. Griffin’s (2012) research conducted with teachers, working in a rural area of Georgia, USA, also 

found that participating teachers were satisfied or strongly satisfied with the instructional aspects of their job 

(89%), while 67% of teachers were dissatisfied or strongly dissatisfied with the non-instructional aspects 

such as paperwork. Cheng and Ren’s (2010) research revealed that Taiwanese teachers’ job satisfaction level 

was fair (X = 3.06). Heller (1992) found that only 58% of the teachers in his study reported satisfaction with 

their job, while Moore (1987) reported that more than half of the teachers in her study reported 

dissatisfaction with the choice of teaching as a career (as cited in Griffin 2010). U. S. Department of Education 

(2007) surveyed 9000 teachers 10 years later upon completing their bachelor’s degrees. Their findings 

indicated that 93% of the teachers reported satisfaction with their jobs. Another research (Markow, Macia, 

Lee & Interactive, 2013) conducted with 1000 American teachers revealed that teacher satisfaction had 

declined 23 percentage points since 2008, varying from 62% to 39% very satisfied, including five percentage 

points since last year, to the lowest level in 25 years (p. 6). Markow et al.’s, (2013) research presented 

teachers’ job satisfaction level from 1984 to 2012 and showed that very satisfied teachers - 40% - were in 1984, 

and this percentage was % 39 in 2012, and it reached its peak point in 2008 with a rate of 62%. Similar to 

Markow et al.’;s research results for the same period, Taylor’s research suggested that teachers in the United 

States were more satisfied for the year 2004 than they had been at any point in the previous 20 years (as cited 

in Klassen, Usher & Bong, 2010). 

As for the relationship between the teacher’s age and job satisfaction, we did not find statistically 

significant difference at the level of job satisfaction of teachers in terms of service period. Some researchers 

(Maele & Houtte, 2012; Ma & MacMillan, 1999; US Department of Education, 1997) found that teachers’ job 

satisfaction correlated negatively with their years of experience whereas other researchers (Klassen & 

Anderson, 2007; Dinham & 1996) did not find the same result, consistent with the current research results. 

Mausner, Patterson, and Capwell (1957) found that job satisfaction started high, declined, and then started to 

improve again with increasing age in a U-shaped curve (as cited in Griffin, 2010). Griffin’s (2010) research 

found that those teachers who had been in the field for more than 26 years reported higher levels of job 

satisfaction.            

Lim (2011) found significant differences in job satisfaction of Korean conglomerates employees in terms 

of gender; female job satisfaction was higher than males’ satisfaction, which is consistent with the results of 

the current research. Hsu’s (2009) research showed that there was no significant difference in job satisfaction 

in terms of gender, job tenure, and age, which is again consistent with results of the current research. Bogler 

(2002), McConaghy (1993) and Ma & MacMillan (1999) found that female teachers tended to be more 

satisfied than male teachers whereas Klassen  & Anderson (2009) and Maele & Houtte (2012) found no 

difference between male and female teachers. General consensus concerning gender differences and job 

satisfaction is that the difference between the two sexes is not large enough to be of value in the practical 

sense (Griffin, 2010). The research results regarding this aspect are mixed and suggest that no gender impact 

is available on teacher job satisfaction.   

As for the teachers’ perception about learning organization, Bowen et al. (2007) found in North Caroline 

schools that mean scores for ‘actions’ and ‘sentiments’ both totally were, in terms of learning organization, 

4.34 and 4.38 consecutively at a six-point scale. It means that teachers’ perceptions about learning 

organization were high level. Song and Chermack (2008) and Hsu (2009) found that the level of learning 

organization including seven dimensions in a business company was high level. Average mean for 

dimensions of learning organization ranged from 3.53 to 3.85 at a five-point scale. The research conducted by 

Khasawneh (2001) in a faculty of Jordan University revealed that whole dimensions of learning organization 

were in moderate-to-high level and average means ranged from 3.40 to 3.56 among dimensions. Alp’s (2007) 

research revealed that elementary school teachers’ perceptions in Turkish schools about learning 

organization were in moderate and low levels.  Alp found that perceptions of teachers about their school in 

terms of learning organization ‘personal mastery’, ‘mental models’ and ‘team learning’ were in low level 

whereas ‘system thinking’ and ‘shared vision’ as dimensions of learning organization were in moderate 
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level. Memduhoğlu and Kuşci’s (2012) research conducted among Turkish primary school administrators 

and teachers revealed that administrators’ and teachers’ perception about learning organization was 

moderate level (X = 3,33). Memduhoğlu and Kuşci found that perceptions of participants about their school 

in terms of learning organization ‘personal mastery’, ‘shared vision’ and ‘system thinking’ were low level 

whereas ‘mental models’ and ‘team learning’ as dimensions of learning organization were high level. The 

study of Khasawneh (2001), Hsu (2009) and Lim (2010), except for ‘creating continuous learning 

opportunities subscale, revealed that there were no significant differences between the perception of male 

and female employees in college and business companies in terms of learning organization, which is 

consistent with the results of the current research.    

Khasawneh (2001) found differences for each discipline among the four experience level groups (below 

4 years, 4-10 years, 11-17 years, and 18 years and above) in favor of faculty members with less than four 

years of experience, which is slightly consistent with the results of the current research. The researcher found 

significant differences at ‘shared vision’ and ‘team learning’ dimensions of learning organization in terms of 

service period of teachers. Lim (2010) found differences by years of service in dimension of ‘promoting 

inquiry and dialogue’ of learning organization whereas the current research found differences in dimension 

of ‘shared vision’ and ‘team learning’. Lim’s research revealed that respondents who had worked for less 

than 4 years showed significantly higher mean scores in promoting ‘inquiry and dialogue’ than those who 

had worked for 10 years or more. The current research revealed .304 correlation coefficient between ‘shared 

vision’ as a dimension of learning organization and job satisfaction of teachers while finding .186 correlation 

coefficient between ‘team learning’ as a dimension of learning organization and job satisfaction of teachers. 

Consequently, primary school teachers perceive that a high degree of learning organization culture increases 

their job satisfaction significantly and positively. Bowen et al. (2007) found that correlations coefficient 

between ‘actions’ as a dimension of learning organization and job satisfaction of teachers was .225 while this 

coefficient was .285 between ‘sentiments’ as the other dimension of learning organization and job satisfaction 

of teachers. Lim (2010) and Emami et al.’s (2012) research revealed that inter--correlations among the 

learning organization culture subscales and job satisfaction were moderate and at positive level whereas 

Hsu’s (2009) (γ= 0.94, t = 12.40; p < 0.05) and Chang and Lee’s (2007) (γ= 0.953, t = 8.006; p < 0.001) researches 

revealed higher correlations than Lim’s research between whole dimensions of learning organization and job 

satisfaction of research & development and business professionals. Watkins and Marsicks’ (2003) study 

showed that organizations that have priority in learning and development had found increase in employees’ 

job satisfaction. Rowden and Conine (2005) examined the relationship between workplace learning and job 

satisfaction in small US banks and found significant relationship between workplace learning and 

employees’ job satisfaction. Rose, Kumar and Pak (2009) also found positive high linear relationship level 

between organizational learning and job satisfaction among public service managers. Wang’s (2005) research 

revealed that organizational learning culture had positive strong relationship with employee job satisfaction. 

Egan, Yang, and Bartlett’s (2004) research suggested that organizational learning culture had significantly 

positive contributions to job satisfaction (standardized path coefficients = .68, p ‹ .01) and the square multiple 

correlation for the construct of job satisfaction was .46 showing that nearly half of the variance of job 

satisfaction could be explained by organizational learning culture. The result of the structural equation 

analysis suggests that organizational learning culture is a valid construct in predicting employees’ job 

satisfaction. Additional to research mentioned above, some other researchers found relationships between 

learning climate and job satisfaction (Mikkelsen, Ogaard & Lovrich, 2000); work climate and job satisfaction 

(Keller, Julian & Kedia, 1996);  workplace learning and job satisfaction (Rowden & Ahmed, 2000) and 

organizational learning ability and job satisfaction (Chiva & Alegre, 2008). 
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