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Abstract’

Purpose: Job satisfaction is an important determinant of teaching
effectiveness, institutional performance, and faculty retention in
professional education. This study aims to identify the factors
influencing job satisfaction among faculty members and evaluate their
level of satisfaction.

Methodology: A cross-sectional study was conducted among 1,260
faculty members working in professional education institutions in rural
and semi-urban areas. Data were collected using a structured Likert-
scale questionnaire. Descriptive statistics and multilevel logistic
regression analysis were used for data analysis.

Findings: The findings indicate that a majority of faculty members were
dissatisfied with key job dimensions, particularly work environment,
remuneration, and leave policies. Satisfaction levels showed minimal
variation across demographic groups, suggesting systemic institutional
issues.

Practical Implications: The study highlights the need for reforms in
professional education institutions, including improved infrastructure,
better compensation, and enhanced professional development
opportunities.

Originality/Value: This study contributes to understanding faculty job
satisfaction in professional education and its implications for
institutional effectiveness.

Keywords: Faculty satisfaction, professional education, job
satisfaction, higher education, workforce development

Introduction

The quality of professional education is largely dependent on the
competence, motivation, and satisfaction of faculty members (Hung,
2020). In recent years, there has been a growing emphasis on improving
higher education systems to meet increasing societal and economic
demands (Luthra et al., 2023). Faculty members play a central role in
shaping students' knowledge, skills, and professional competencies,
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making their work satisfaction a critical component of
educational effectiveness (Bland et al., 2005).

Professional education in India, including fields such as
engineering, management, medicine, and other specialized
disciplines, has expanded significantly over the past
decades (AISHE, 2022). The data presented in Figure 1
indicate a substantial expansion of higher education in
India from 1950-51 to 2021-22. The number of
universities increased from 32 to 1,162, while colleges
grew from 695 to over 42,000. Student enrolment also rose
sharply from 173,696 to about 4.33 crore, reflecting
increased access and participation in higher education
(AISHE, 2024; UGC, 2010). The rapid growth observed
after 2000 can be attributed to policy support and expansion
initiatives. The introduction of the All India Survey on
Higher Education improved data coverage and reporting
accuracy (AISHE, 2024). However, data for 2020-21
should be interpreted cautiously due to methodological
changes and the impact of COVID-19 (Ministry of
Education, 2024). Overall, while the trend highlights
substantial quantitative growth, it also raises concerns
regarding quality, infrastructure, and the availability of
qualified faculty.

Figure 1. Growth of Higher Education Institutions and
Student Enrolment in India (2019-20 to 2021-22).
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This expansion has led to increased expectations from
faculty members in terms of teaching, research,
administrative responsibilities, and student mentoring.
However, the rapid growth of institutions has also created
challenges related to infrastructure, workload, job security,
and career progression, which may influence faculty
satisfaction (Tilak, 2015; Gautam et al., 2020). Work
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satisfaction among faculty members is an essential
determinant of their productivity, teaching quality,
institutional commitment, and retention (Singh et al., 2023;
Dangan, 2025). Satisfied faculty members are more likely
to engage in innovative teaching practices, contribute to
research, and foster a positive learning environment
(Viloria et al., 2025). Conversely, low levels of satisfaction
can lead to stress, burnout, reduced efficiency, and higher
turnover rates, ultimately affecting the quality of education
(Mishraetal.,2025; Tiwari etal., 2025).

Various factors contribute to faculty work satisfaction,
including organizational support, salary and incentives,
workload distribution, opportunities for professional
development, leadership, and work-life balance (Mather &
Bam, 2025; AlMarzooqi et al., 2025). In many professional
institutions, inadequate infrastructure, lack of
administrative support, limited research opportunities, and
unclear promotion policies have been reported as key
concerns affecting faculty morale (Kulal et al., 2024;
Agarwal et al., 2024). In addition, faculty members often
face occupational stress due to increasing academic
pressures, performance evaluations, and the need to
balance multiple roles (Rao et al., 2025). These challenges
highlight the importance of institutional policies that
support faculty well-being and professional growth.
Creating a supportive work environment, recognizing
faculty contributions, and ensuring fair compensation are
essential strategies for improving work satisfaction
(Aswathy & Jayalakshmi, 2024; Dewangan & Goswami,
2025). Despite these insights, there remains a lack of
comprehensive, region-specific empirical studies
examining these factors collectively in the Indian context.
This study identifies the key factors associated with work
satisfaction among faculty members in professional
education institutions in Haryana and Rajasthan, India.

Research Gap

At present, limited research has comprehensively analyzed
the work satisfaction of faculty members in India,
particularly in the states of Haryana and Rajasthan. Existing
studies are either fragmented or lack a region-specific
focus. Therefore, this study aims to examine the work
satisfaction levels of faculty members in these regions.
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Research Objectives

1. To identify the factors associated with the work
satisfaction of faculty members working in
professional education institutions in Haryana and
Rajasthan, India.

2. To evaluate the level of work satisfaction based on
these factors using cross-sectional statistical analysis
techniques.

3. To provide valuable suggestions for improving work
satisfaction among faculty members in these regions.

Literature Review

Work satisfaction among faculty members in professional
education has been widely studied. Multiple institutional,
organizational, and individual factors influence satisfaction
levels. Sabbagh et al. (2025) highlighted the importance of
knowledge sharing in higher education, showing that it
promotes idea exchange and enhances faculty outcomes.
Sharma et al. (2026) examined servant leadership and
found that it significantly improves job satisfaction and
work engagement, with job satisfaction acting as a key
mediator, particularly in public institutions. Soni and
Kothari (2025) reported disparities in job satisfaction
across faculty ranks, with professors showing the highest
satisfaction and guest faculty the lowest due to job
insecurity, low pay, and heavy workloads. Similarly, C et al.
(2025) emphasized the role of work-life balance,
identifying it as a significant predictor of job satisfaction,
while the work environment showed minimal influence.

Further, Malik (2025) demonstrated that job stress is a
major contributor to burnout, whereas job satisfaction and
work engagement help reduce burnout levels, highlighting
the need for supportive work conditions. In addition,
Mather and Bam (2025) identified key determinants of
faculty satisfaction and retention, including professional
development opportunities, supportive work
environments, work-life balance, and equitable
compensation. Overall, the literature indicates that faculty
work satisfaction is shaped by leadership practices,
organizational support, fairness, work—life balance, and
psychological well-being. However, there remains a need
for integrated studies that examine these factors
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collectively within professional education contexts.

Research Methodology
Research Design

Job satisfaction among faculty members was evaluated
using descriptive research methods. The research design
adopted for this study was cross-sectional. A structured
questionnaire was administered to 1,260 faculty members
working in professional educational institutions in rural and
semi-urban areas of Haryana and Rajasthan, India. Only
those who had more than two years of experience in their
respective institutions were included in the study.

Research Participants

For this research work, participants were randomly selected
from faculty members working in professional educational
institutions who were willing to participate in the survey.
Only those who had worked in the same institution for more
than two years were included in the study. The sample
population was heterogeneous, comprising individuals
from different age groups, educational levels, family
backgrounds, castes, income levels, and workplace
settings. This is a sample-based study that primarily
examines the factors influencing faculty members' work
satisfaction and dissatisfaction.

Sample Size and Data Collection

This study is based on primary data. The data were
collected using a standardized questionnaire, which was
pretested through a pilot study on 100 respondents. A total
of 1,347 participants took part in the study; however, 87
responses were excluded from the final analysis due to
incompleteness and the presence of outliers. Thus, the final
sample size considered for the study was 1,260
respondents. The survey was conducted by administering
questionnaires through both online and personal interview
modes.

Measurement Instruments

A structured questionnaire was developed using a five-
point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly
agree) to measure the level of work satisfaction among
faculty members. The instrument included questions
related to socio-economic and demographic characteristics,
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along with various dimensions of job satisfaction. Prior to
the main survey, the questionnaire was pilot-tested to assess
the clarity, sequencing of questions, and time required for
completion. The major factors influencing work
satisfaction were identified through an extensive review of
relevant literature. These factors included remuneration
and benefits, work environment, management practices,
nature of work, relationships between superiors and

Pacific Business Review (International)
Volume 18, Issue 10, April 2026

subordinates, opportunities for promotion, leave
provisions, performance appraisal systems, social aspects,
participation in decision-making, and availability of
training facilities. For the purpose of analysis, respondents
scoring below the average level were categorized as
“dissatisfied,” whereas those scoring at or above the
average were considered “satisfied” (Table 1).

Table 1. Labels of job satisfaction.

Average Score Job Satisfaction Label
Less than 1 Very Dissatisfied
1to2 Dissatisfied
2to3 Average Satisfied
3to4 Satisfied
4t05 Very Satisfied

Sources: Author's calculated parameters

Statistical Analysis Tools

After data collection and coding, the dataset was entered
into IBM SPSS Statistics for analysis. Descriptive
statistical techniques were employed to summarize the
data, and the results were presented using frequency tables
and percentages. To examine the factors associated with job
satisfaction, multilevel logistic regression analysis was
performed while controlling for potential confounding
variables. The crude odds ratio (COR) was initially used to
assess the relationship between independent variables and
respondents' job satisfaction. Subsequently, adjusted odds
ratios (AORs) with 95% confidence intervals were
computed to determine the strength of association between
dependent and independent variables after adjusting for
confounders. Statistical significance was considered at a p-
value 0f 0.05 or less.

Results
Measurement of work satisfaction

The survey responses revealed that the majority of faculty
members at professional education institutions were not
satisfied with various aspects of their jobs (Table 2). A high
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level of dissatisfaction was observed across multiple
parameters. Faculty members reported the highest level of
dissatisfaction with perks and remuneration (25.23% very
dissatisfied), followed closely by annual leave provisions
(25.07%) and participation in institutional decision-making
(23.65%). On the other hand, only a very small proportion
of respondents expressed high satisfaction, with 3.2% very
satisfied with remuneration, 3.33% with leave facilities,
and 5.15% with participation in management.

In terms of faculty—administration relationships, only
9.28% of respondents were very satisfied, whereas a
substantial proportion reported dissatisfaction (30.95%)
and very dissatisfaction (19.44%). Similarly, limited
satisfaction was observed regarding promotional
opportunities (8.01%) and training facilities (7.77%). The
working environment emerged as the most critical concern,
with 54.60% of faculty members reporting dissatisfaction,
representing the highest level among all factors. Overall,
the findings indicate a widespread sense of dissatisfaction
among faculty members across institutional and
organizational dimensions.
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Table 2. Work satisfaction of faculty members across different factors

Work-Satisfaction . . . . . Very
Variables Label Very Dissatisfied | Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Satisfied
Eeeﬁiigiﬁon 1 318 (25.23%) 481 (38.17%) 210 (16.66%) | 210 (16.66%) | 41 (3.2%)
Work Environment 2 218 (17.30%) 688 (54.60%) 208 (16.50%) | 110 (8.73%) | 36 (2.85%)
Management Style 3 244 (19.36%) 391 (31.03%) 261 (20.71%) | 248 (19.68%) | 116 (9.20%)
Nature of Work 4 251 (19.92%) 401 (31.82%) 217 (17.22%) | 206 (16.34%) | 185 (14.68%)
Faculty—

Administration 5 245 (19.44%) 390 (30.95%) 260 (20.63%) | 248 (19.68%) | 117 (9.28%)
Relationship

grl;’;l)‘r’i‘r’:gles 6 215 (17.06%) 395 (31.34%) 283 (22.46%) | 266 (21.11%) | 101 (8.01%)
Annual Leaves 7 316 (25.07%) 433 (38.33%) 208 (16.50%) | 211 (16.74%) | 42 (3.33%)
ij;i‘;‘;‘f:mnzfn Criteria | 8 240 (19.04%) 395 (31.34%) 255 (20.23%) | 253 (20.07%) | 117 (9.28%)
Social Aspects 9 288 (22.85%) 389 (30.87%) 279 (22.14%) | 214 (16.98%) | 90 (7.14%)
ﬁ;ﬂ;g‘;l;’;m 10 298 (23.65%) 377 (29.92%) 301 (23.88%) | 219 (17.38%) | 65 (5.15%)
Training Facilities 11 217 (17.22%) 397 (31.50%) 285 (22.61%) | 263 (20.87%) | 98 (7.77%)

Sources: Participant's Responses

Job satisfaction across demographic categories

The analysis of job satisfaction across demographic
variables (Table 3) revealed that mean scores ranged from
2.44 to 2.89, indicating an overall moderate to low level of

satisfaction among faculty members. No substantial
variation was observed across categories such as education
level, place of work, income, service length, and social
category, suggesting that dissatisfaction is widespread and
not confined to any specific group.

Table 3. Mean scores of work satisfaction across demographic categories.

Cross-Sections

Job Satisfaction Factors

Average

5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Mean

Undergraduate 234 | 3.12 | 2.88 | 3.01

290 | 2.21 | 3.11 | 2.29 | 2.33 | 3.16 | 2.99 2.76

Semi-urban Area 229 | 2.88 | 2.65 | 2.50

Education
Level Postgraduate 2.87 | 233 | 245 | 3.04 | 2.67 | 2.88 | 2.89 | 299 | 3.18 | 2.98 | 3.19 2.86
Medical
Certificate/Diploma 220 | 3.08 | 2.18 | 2.69 | 3.16 | 299 | 2.14 | 2.89 | 2.14 | 3.19 | 2.53 2.65
Place of Rural Area 2,67 | 215 | 222 | 237 | 277 | 256 | 2.89 | 2.29 | 2.18 | 2.33 | 3.02 2.50
Work

233 | 2.80 | 3.09 | 3.11 | 2.98 | 2.17 | 2.10 2.63
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Cross-Sections Job Satisfaction Factors

Below 5 Lakh 250 | 3.06 | 2.89 | 3.03 | 2.74 | 2.13 | 2.11 | 3.04 | 2.18 | 2.54 | 217 | 2.58

Family | cen59Lakh | 2.89 | 2.87 | 2.11 [ 3.08 | 232 | 231 | 211 [ 3.02 | 273 | 3.03 | 210 | 2.60
Income

Above 9 Lakh 288 | 3.16 | 2.17 | 3.03 | 222 | 2.21 | 2.86 | 245 | 239 | 2.43 | 3.01 | 2.62

2-5 Years 230 | 280 | 2.13 | 245 | 3.18 | 2.73 | 3.00 | 2.74 | 259 | 229 | 283 | 2.64

Service 5-7 Years 239 | 3.19 | 247 | 238 | 3.02 | 2.81 | 2.83 | 2.21 | 223 | 3.01 | 228 | 2.62
Length

More than 7 Years | 2.16 | 2.76 | 3.00 | 2.19 | 2.27 | 2.48 | 3.06 | 2.85 | 2.71 | 3.07 | 2.62 | 265

SC 226 | 3.18 | 2.87 | 233 | 2.41 [ 3.03 | 272 | 280 | 2.17 | 2.09 | 2.13 | 2.54

Caste OBC 3.0 | 274 | 218 | 227 | 3.07 | 299 | 2.26 | 2.14 | 2.19 | 2.58 | 2.40 | 2.55

Category
General 245 | 3.13 | 244 | 243 | 261 | 213 | 257 | 3.11 | 218 | 2.19 | 243 | 252
Mean Score of Parameters 252 | 2.89 | 247 | 2.63 | 2.69 | 2.59 | 2.69 | 2.71 | 2.44 | 2.65 | 2.56 2.62

Sources: Participant's Responses

Logistic regression analysis

The multivariate logistic regression analysis (Table 4)
demonstrated that education level, place of work, income,
service length, and social category significantly influenced
job satisfaction. Faculty members with postgraduate
qualifications (AOR: 1.68) were more likely to be satisfied
compared to undergraduates, while diploma holders were
less likely (AOR: 0.62). Faculty working in semi-urban

institutions (AOR: 2.03) showed higher satisfaction
compared to rural counterparts. Higher income levels were
positively associated with satisfaction, and faculty with
more than 7 years of experience (AOR: 1.94) exhibited
greater satisfaction. Additionally, respondents from OBC
categories (AOR:
satisfaction compared to other groups.

1.93) were more likely to report

Table 4. Logistic regression analysis of factors affecting job satisfaction.

COR (95%-CI)

AOR (95%-CI)

Undergraduate 1
. Postgraduate 0.47 (0.13,0.90) 1.68(0.16,3.66) *
Fducation Level Medical Certificate/Diploma 0.44 (0.19,0.92) 0.62(0.15,0.88) *
Rural Area 1

Place of Work

Semi-urban Area

1.17 (1.07,4.42)

2.03 (147,7.74) *

Below 5 Lakh

1

Family Income

Between 5-9 Lakh

1.18 (1.11,7.87)

2.33(1.26,7.01) *

Above 9 Lakh 1.22 (1.10,7.63) 1.96 (1.17,5.99) *

2-5 Years 1
Service Length 5-7 Years 0.44 (0.18,0.93) 0.61(0.14,0.87) *
More than 7 Years 1.25(1.08,7.84) 1.94 (1.19,6.45) *

SC 1
Caste Category OBC 1.23 (1.10,7.80) 1.93 (1.22,6.47) *
General 0.51(0.23,0.91) 0.67 (0.18,0.87) *

Sources: Author's calculation
Note: *P value less than 0.05
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Correlation analysis

The Pearson correlation coefficient analysis (Table 5)
indicates that overall job satisfaction is significantly
associated with all dimensions of work satisfaction. The
correlations are positive and moderate in strength,
suggesting that improvements in any of these dimensions
are likely to enhance overall job satisfaction among faculty

the
faculty—administration (superior—subordinate) relationship

members. Among the various factors,

exhibits the strongest correlation with overall job
satisfaction (r=0.654), underscoring its critical importance
in shaping faculty perceptions. This is followed by the

nature of work (r = 0.631) and management style (r
0.604), both of which also demonstrate strong positive
associations.

Table 5. Correlation matrix of job satisfaction factors

Overall Job
Satisfaction | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Level
g .5
=353
T2 E|!
2z~
o w2
TE -
5 2= 0588 1
< 3 2|7
25"
<58
g E g 0.567* 0.501%* 1
S E
FE o
SEE
b= § & | 0.604* 0.503* 0.372% 1
«
©
5 858 ~
2 23|0631* 0.463* 0.333* 0.317* 1
Z 3
w
o
585
S £ =
3B 2| 0.654* 0.602* 0.412% 0.319* 0.381* 1
532
>35S 8
28
=5
= =
S g
‘g £ &S| 0.574* 0.389* 0.351* 0.299* 0.381%* 0.303* 1
(=
EE
‘C_'S 7]
g %6 0.586* 0.427* 0.313* 0.286* 0.375%* 0.339%* 0.231* 1
=2
g g'g 0.514* 0.423* 0.404* 0.309* 0.291%* 0.226* 0.024 0.045 1
£i¢
2 g °
= &
g i@ 0.522% 0.431%* 0.414* 0.347* 0.383* 0.266* 0.054 0.077 0.345%* 1
2 3
g o
-
“éﬂ %ng 0.521% 0.433* 0.383* 0.279* 0.377* 0.258* 0.302* 0.316* 0.075 0.241%* 1
S g
g E
=9
R
g % = | 0.534* 0.357* 0.366* 0.287* 0.378* 0.289* 0.309* 0.254* 0.078 0.071 0.269* 1
= &

Sources: Author's calculation
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Other dimensions such as perks and remuneration, work
environment, promotional opportunities, and annual leave
show moderate positive correlations with overall
satisfaction. Additionally, performance measurement
criteria, social aspects, participation in management, and
training facilities are positively correlated, though with
relatively lower strength. Overall, the findings highlight
that both organizational and interpersonal factors play a
significantrole in influencing faculty job satisfaction.

Discussion

The findings of this study show a low level of work
satisfaction among faculty members in professional
education institutions. A large proportion of respondents
reported dissatisfaction across key areas. For example,
63.40% of faculty were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with
remuneration. Similarly, 63.40% reported dissatisfaction
with annual leave. The highest dissatisfaction was observed
in the work environment, where 71.90% of respondents
expressed dissatisfaction. Participation in management
also showed high dissatisfaction (53.57%). In contrast,
only a very small proportion reported high satisfaction,
such as 3.2% for remuneration and 3.33% for leave. These
results clearly indicate widespread dissatisfaction.

The demographic analysis shows a consistent pattern.
Mean scores ranged from 2.44 to 2.89, indicating low to
moderate satisfaction across all groups. This suggests that
dissatisfaction is not limited to any specific category.
However, regression results provide important insights.
Faculty with postgraduate qualifications were more likely
to be satisfied (AOR: 1.68). Those working in semi-urban
areas showed higher satisfaction (AOR: 2.03). Higher
income levels also increased satisfaction (AOR: 2.33 and
1.96). Faculty with more than 7 years of experience had
higher satisfaction (AOR: 1.94). These results highlight the
importance of education, income, and experience.

The correlation analysis confirms the multidimensional
nature of job satisfaction. Faculty—administration
relationships showed the strongest association (r = 0.654).
Nature of work (r = 0.631) and management style (r =
0.604) also showed strong relationships. Other factors such
as remuneration (r = 0.588), work environment (r=0.567),
and promotion (r = 0.574) had moderate effects. These
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values indicate that both interpersonal and organizational
factors are important.

These findings are consistent with previous studies.
Sabbagh et al. (2025) emphasized the role of collaboration
and knowledge sharing, which aligns with the importance
of faculty—administration relationships observed in this
study. Sharma et al. (2026) highlighted the role of
leadership, supporting the significance of management
style in shaping job satisfaction. The dissatisfaction related
to pay and workload is similar to the findings of Soni and
Kothari (2025), who reported lower satisfaction among
faculty facing job insecurity and heavy workloads. The
importance of work-life balance identified by C et al.
(2025) also supports the present results, particularly in
relation to workload and leave-related concerns.

Further, Malik (2025) found that job stress increases
burnout, while job satisfaction reduces it. Similarly, Kim et
al. (2023) showed that workload and work—family conflict
increase stress, which negatively affects satisfaction. These
findings align with the present study, where poor working
conditions may contribute to stress. The role of institutional
support is also evident. Alam (2022) reported that HR
practices such as training, appraisal, and pay improve job
satisfaction and performance. This supports the importance
of institutional support observed in the present study. In
addition, broader evidence supports these findings. Mather
and Bam (2025) highlighted the importance of professional
development, supportive work environments, and fair
compensation. Similarly, Olaniran et al. (2021) emphasized
manageable workload, fair remuneration, and supportive
relationships as key drivers of satisfaction.

Conclusion

This study examined the factors influencing job satisfaction
among faculty members in professional education
institutions located in rural and semi-urban areas. The
results indicate that faculty members experience moderate
to low levels of job satisfaction across most dimensions,
with no significant variation across demographic groups.
This suggests that dissatisfaction is widespread and
systemic rather than limited to specific categories. Among
the identified factors, the faculty—administration
relationship emerged as the most influential determinant of
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job satisfaction. Additionally, factors such as work
environment, remuneration, leave policies, and
participation in decision-making were found to
significantly affect satisfaction levels. Although
demographic variables such as higher education level,
income, experience, and semi-urban work settings showed
relatively higher satisfaction levels, these differences were
not substantial enough to offset the overall dissatisfaction.
The findings emphasize the need for institutional reforms to
create a supportive and motivating work environment for
faculty members. Improving faculty satisfaction is
essential not only for employee well-being but also for
enhancing teaching quality, student outcomes, and
institutional effectiveness.

Limitations and Future Scope

While this study provides important insights into faculty
job satisfaction, it is subject to certain limitations. First, the
study focuses only on faculty members in professional
education institutions, thereby excluding other academic
and administrative staff. Second, the geographical scope is
limited to rural and semi-urban institutions, and does not
include urban institutions, which may have different
working conditions. Third, the study is confined to specific
regions, which may limit the generalizability of the findings
to other parts of the country. Additionally, the study
primarily considers selected organizational and
demographic factors, while other important aspects such as
psychological stress, workload, work-life balance, and
institutional culture were not included.

Future research can expand the scope by including urban
institutions, comparative regional studies, and longitudinal
designs to track changes over time. Further studies may also
incorporate additional variables such as mental health, job
burnout, digital workload, and organizational commitment
to gain a more comprehensive understanding of faculty
satisfaction.

Practical Implications

The findings of this study have significant implications for
institutional administrators, policymakers, and educational
planners. Improving faculty job satisfaction requires a
multi-dimensional approach. Institutions should focus on
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enhancing the work environment by providing adequate
infrastructure, resources, and support systems. There is a
need to develop fair and competitive compensation
structures along with improved leave policies to ensure
work-life balance. Strengthening faculty—administration
relationships through transparent communication,
supportive leadership, and participatory decision-making
can significantly improve satisfaction levels. Furthermore,
institutions should invest in regular training and
professional development programs to enhance faculty
competencies and career growth opportunities.
Encouraging faculty participation in institutional
governance can foster a sense of ownership and motivation.
By addressing these areas, institutions can improve not
only faculty satisfaction but also teaching effectiveness,
student outcomes, and overall institutional performance.
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