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Introduction 

The area of job satisfaction is highly under-researched in the Caribbean region, in 

particular in the medical field. This study serves to examine how these psychological 

entities can affect the quality of microbiology lab service. Microbiology was chosen as 

the specific medical area within the laboratory field because this area places a lot of 

emphasis on quality control, in order to obtain accurate results. The area of microbiology 

is also not very proficient in the Caribbean region. This study is a replication of a 

previous study conducted in the UK.  

 

Aim: 

1. To investigate the effect of an individual’s perception of laboratory climate, climate       

quality and job satisfaction on the quality of Microbiology laboratory service. 

 

2. To investigate the effect of supervisory style, co-worker relations, task characteristics, 

employee competence, layout of laboratory, performance-reward relationship, and 

equipment and supplies on laboratory climate.  

 

Methodology 

Sample 

This study was carried out in 21 countries1 with questionnaires being sent to 64 

laboratories (Appendix I). The laboratories that participated were based on accessibility 

to the laboratories and their willingness to participate. Many laboratories were contacted 

and questionnaires were distributed but there were no responses. Therefore the sample 

was a consecutive (non-probability) sample and is not representative of the general 

population; hence the results are only valid for this sample.  

 

 

 

 
 
1 Countries included in the study: Antigua, Anguilla, Aruba, Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Bermuda, British 
Virgin Islands, Cayman Islands, Curacao, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Grenada, Guyana, Haiti, 
Jamaica, St Kitts, St Lucia, St Vincent, Suriname and Trinidad.  
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Test Materials 

The study utilized two self-report questionnaires, the “Effect of Staff Attitudes on 

Quality in Clinical Microbiology” and the “Laboratory Quality Assessment 

Questionnaire”.  The first questionnaire contained three (3) scales as well as a section for 

demographic information. This questionnaire was given to all microbiology staff 

members. The scales employed were a Laboratory Climate Scale, the Climate for Quality 

Scale, and Job Satisfaction Scale. Additional demographic questions were asked: age, 

current employer, gender, current grade and length of time worked. 

 

The laboratory climate scale consisted of 37 items asking respondents to rate their 

perception of various aspects of the laboratory climate on a five point Likert scale from 

strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). The areas of laboratory climate that was 

examined included supervisory style, co-worker relations, task characteristics, employee 

competence, layout of laboratory, performance-reward relationship and equipment & 

supplies. Refer to Appendix II for definitions. Five items, which were negatively worded, 

were reverse coded. In calculating the laboratory climate score, a composite score was 

calculated by adding the responses to all 37 items and then dividing this by 37 in order to 

get the mean laboratory climate score. The laboratory climate score therefore ranged 

from very poor (1) to very good (5).  

 

In addition, the various categories that comprised laboratory climate were also 

examined. The scores for each of these variables were computed by dividing the total 

score by the number of questions. Refer to Appendix III, for list of questions. The 

supervisory style score ranged from very poor (1) to very good (5). The co-worker 

relations score ranged from very bad (1) to very good (5). The task characteristics score 

ranged from very poor (1) to very good (5). The employee competence score ranged from 

very poor (1) to very good (5). The layout of laboratory score ranged from very poor (1) 

to very good (5). The performance-reward relationship score ranged from very poor (1) to 

very good (5). The equipment & supplies score ranged from very poor (1) to very good 

(5).  
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The climate for quality scale consisted of 10 items, which asked respondents to 

rate their perception of the climate for quality in their laboratory on a five point Likert 

scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). Refer to Appendix III for a list of 

these questions. Three items, which were negatively worded, were reverse coded. In 

calculating the climate for quality score, the total score was divided by 10 to give a mean 

climate for quality score, which ranged from very poor (1) to very good (5).  

 

The job satisfaction scale consisted of 15 items, which asked respondents to rate 

their content with various aspects of their job on a four point Likert scale from very 

dissatisfied (1) to very satisfied (4). In calculating the job satisfaction score, the total 

score was divided by 15 to give a mean climate for quality score, which ranged from very 

dissatisfied (1) to very satisfied (4). Refer to Appendix for a list of these questions.  

 

Procedure 

The Ministry of Health and laboratory directors were contacted and once 

permission was received questionnaires which distributed. The method of distribution 

included email, fax and FedEx. Cover sheets were attached to all questionnaires, and 

gave instructions and assurance of confidentiality. Questionnaires were translated in 

Spanish, French and Dutch to facilitate the participation of the non-English speaking 

Caribbean countries.  

 

 

Results 

Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 14.0 was used to analyze the 

collected data. Reliability analysis was conducted on all the scales employed in the study 

using Cronbach’s alpha. The reliability coefficient for the departmental climate section 

was 0.95 and the job satisfaction section was 0.83, indicating that these scales were 

highly reliable and that the fact that they were developed in the UK did not affect the 

reliability of the results. Approximately 291 questionnaires were distributed and 194 were 

received, giving a response rate of 67%, of which 186 were usable.  
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The majority of staff members were observed in the 22-29 year age group 

(30.5%) followed closely by the 30-39 year age group (29.9%), (Table 1). The average 

age group of participants in this study was 30-39, and most of them being employed by 

their respective Ministries of Health (Graph 1). The length of time participants have been 

employed as Biomedical Scientists ranged from one year to forty-five years, with a mean 

of 13 years (10.77) and the majority of the participants are Technologists, (Table 2). 

Females accounted for 74.2% of the responses; with 23.1% representing males and 2.7% 

gave no answer, (Table 3).  

 

Table 1 
Table showing the distribution of the variable age 
 
Group Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 

21 or under 6 3.2 3.4 3.4 
22-29 54 29.0 30.5 33.9 
30-39 53 28.5 29.9 63.8 
40-49 36 19.4 20.3 84.2 
50-59 24 12.9 13.6 97.7 
60 or above 4 2.2 2.3 100.0 
Total 177 95.2 100.0  
Missing 9 4.8   
Total 186 100.0   
 
 
Graph 1  
Graph showing the distribution of the variable type of employer 
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Table 2 
Table showing the distribution of the variable current grade 
 
Group Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 
Lab Assistants 13 7.0 7.3 7.3 
Trainee Technologist 4 2.2 2.2 9.6 
Technician 27 14.5 15.2 24.7 
Technologist 75 40.3 42.1 66.9 
Senior Technologist 36 19.4 20.2 87.1 
Lab Manager 6 3.2 3.4 90.4 
Other 17 9.1 9.6 100.0 
Total 178 95.7 100.0  
Missing 8 4.3   
Total 186 100.0   
 
 
Table 2 
Table showing the distribution of the variable gender 
 
Group Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 
Male 43 23.1 23.8 23.8 
Female 138 74.2 76.2 100.0 
Total 181 97.3 100.0  
Missing 5 2.7   
Total 186 100.0   
 
 

Laboratory Quality 

Pearson’s r was conducted to determine the correlation between the dependent 

variable laboratory quality and the independent variables of climate for quality, 

laboratory climate and job satisfaction. No significance was found (0.037, p>0.05) when 

laboratory quality and job satisfaction were correlated.  When laboratory quality and 

laboratory climate were correlated (0.040, p>0.05), no significance were found. The 

correlation coefficient between laboratory quality and climate for quality was 0.073 

(p>0.05). However, when the demographic variable, type of employer was correlated 

with laboratory quality there was a significant negative relationship of – 0.218 (p<0.01). 
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Using the independent variables climate for quality, laboratory climate, job 

satisfaction as well as demographic variables age, gender and type of employer, and the 

dependent variable of laboratory quality, a multiple regression was performed (Table 3). 

 

Table 3 
Table showing results of regressing the variables Type of Employer, Age, Gender, 

Laboratory Climate, Climate for Quality and Job Satisfaction against Laboratory Quality. 

 
Dependent 
Variable 

Independent 
Variables 

Beta 
Coefficient 

Sig. F Value Sig. R Squared 
Value 

Laboratory 
Quality 

Type of 
Employer 

-0.399 0.005 1.755 0.111 0.060 

Age -0.066 0.530 
Gender 0.082 0.771 
Laboratory 
Climate 

0.003 0.992 

Climate for 
Quality 

0.128 0.625 

Job 
Satisfaction 

0.071 0.766 

 
 

 From this regression, it was found that the only significant variable was type of 

employer; therefore a regression was conducted between laboratory quality and type of 

employer. Table 4 shows the results. 

 
Table 4 
Table showing results of regressing the variables Type of Employer against Laboratory 

Quality. 

 
Dependent 
Variable 

Independent 
Variables 

Beta 
Coefficient 

Sig. F Value Sig. R Squared 
Value 

Laboratory 
Quality 

Type of 
Employer  

-0.397 0.003 8.944 0.003 0.047 
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Laboratory Climate 

In examining laboratory, seven aspects of it were examined, namely employee’s 

perception of the following: supervisory style, co-worker relations, task characteristics, 

employee competence, layout of laboratory, performance-reward relationship and 

equipment & supplies. In analyzing this variable, descriptive statistics were performed of 

each of these entities to determine their impact on laboratory climate. (Table 5).  

 

Table 5 
Comparison of the Mean Scores for the Seven Categories that comprised Laboratory 
Climate 
 
Variables Total 

Sample 
Std 
Dev 

Ministry 
of 
Health 

Std 
Dev 

Private Std 
Dev 

Regional 
Health 

Std 
Dev 

Highest 
Score 

Supervisory 
Style 

3.11 0.89 3.03 0.86 3.46 0.85 2.85 0.80 5 

Co-worker 
Relations 

3.34 0.99 3.27 1.01 3.54 0.92 2.85 0.99 5 

Task 
Characteristics 

3.62 0.78 3.55 0.68 3.79 0.92 3.54 0.78 5 

Employee 
Competence  

3.34 0.98 3.31 0.96 3.35 1.13 3.54 0.66 5 

Layout of 
Laboratory 

3.33 0.98 3.30 0.96 3.35 1.13 3.54 0.66 5 

Performance 
Reward 
Relationship 

2.61 0.85 2.45 0.76 3.10 0.88 2.23 0.6 5 

Equipment & 
Supplies 

2.75 1.01 2.47 0.90 3.48 0.8 2.38 1.19 5 

 
 

Further analysis was conducted in which correlations were performed among the 

following variables: Laboratory Quality, Laboratory Climate, Climate for Quality, Job 

Satisfaction, Supervisory Style, Co-worker Relations, Task Characteristics, Employee 

Competence, Layout of Laboratory, Performance-reward relationship and Equipment & 

Supplies (Table 6). Correlations were not conducted between Laboratory Climate and 

the variables that comprised it.  
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Table 6 
Inter-Correlation Matrix of the Seven Categories of Laboratory Climate and the variables 

Laboratory Quality, Climate for Quality and Job Satisfaction. 

 
Variables Supervisory 

Style 
Co-worker 
Relations 

Task 
Characteristic
s 

Employee 
Competenc
e 

Layout of 
Laboratory 

Performance 
Reward 
Relationship 

Equipment & 
Supplies 

Co-worker 
Relations 

0.313**       

Task 
Characteristics 

0.432** 0.258**      

Employee 
Competence 

0.304** 0.413** 0.273**     

Layout of 
Laboratory 

0.305** 0.412** 0.272** 1.0**    

Performance 
Reward 

Relationship 

0.536** 0.273** 0.360** 0.211** 0.212**   

Equipment & 
Supplies 

0.421** 0.276** 0.403** 0.329** 0.333** 0.408**  

Climate for 
Quality 

0.705** 0.283** 0.435** 0.312** 0.314** 0.511** 0.461** 

Job Satisfaction 0.525** 0.300** 0.475** 0.246** 0.248 0.472** 0.453** 

Laboratory 
Quality 

0.085 0.118 0.046 0.002 0.002 -0.035 0.116 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed)                              

 
Discussion 

One of the aims of this study was to investigate the effect of an employee’s 

perception of laboratory climate, climate for quality and job satisfaction on the quality of 

microbiology laboratory service. Correlations were performed and no significant 

relationships were found between these variables and laboratory quality. Even though 

these correlations were not significant and therefore according to these results the 

independent variables do not correlate with the independent variable, but it is important 

to remember that in the Caribbean region no laboratory has been accredited and in some 

instances it is because there are no accreditation bodies, however labs may possess a 

climate for quality or the ideal laboratory climate. In the UK, where laboratories are 

accredited, significant correlations were found among these variables.  The following 
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relationships were found laboratory climate and laboratory quality (0.30, p<0.01); 

laboratory climate and climate for quality (0.83, p<0.01) and climate for quality and 

laboratory quality (0.38, p<0.01). The correlation between type of employer and 

laboratory quality is a weak, inverse relationship (-0.218, p<0.01). Analysis of the means 

of the different types of employers indicates that labs under the Ministry of Health  

(Mean = 4.49, S.D. =1.42) have a higher laboratory quality as compared to private 

authorities (Mean =4.15, S.D. =1.96) and regional health institutions (Mean =3.77, S.D. 

=0.60). The highest possible score is 8.  

 

Multiple regressions were also performed. The independent variables of type of 

employer, age, gender, laboratory climate, climate for quality and job satisfaction only 

accounted for 0.6% of the variance in the dependent variable, laboratory quality, and this 

finding was not significant (p>0.05). The only significant variable was type of employer, 

therefore a simple regression was conducted between type of employer and laboratory 

quality the variable of type of employer only explained 4.7% of the variance in laboratory 

quality, and the finding was significant (p<0.05). This indicates that in the Caribbean, the 

type of employer may have an impact on the laboratory quality, with labs under the 

Ministry of Health, reporting higher laboratory quality scores. This is also supported by 

the fact that the Ministry of Health had a higher mean laboratory quality score (Mean = 

4.49, S.D. =1.42) have a higher laboratory quality as compared to private authorities 

(Mean =4.15, S.D. =1.96) and regional health institutions (Mean =3.77, S.D. =0.60). The 

highest possible score is 8. Therefore, these results show that there are many other 

factors, which this study did not investigate that can affect laboratory quality.  

  

Seven categories of laboratory climate were also examined. The results show that 

employees had a positive perception of task characteristics (Mean =3.62, S.D. =0.78), but 

had low perceptions of performance reward relationship (Mean =2.61, S.D. =0.85) and 

equipment & supplies (Mean =2.75, S.D. =1.01). This shows that in the laboratory, 

employees are able to use their knowledge, skills and abilities in performing their duties. 

This has a positive implication for their motivation levels, as supported by the job 

characteristics theory.  
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Employees’ low perception of the variables performance reward relationship and 

equipment & supplies has serious implications for the variable laboratory climate. It is 

important in the work environment that employees perceive that when rewards are 

distributed it is based on good performance and not on extraneous variables such as 

friendship or seniority. The results also show that employees think that there is 

insufficient equipment & supplies (encompasses staff) in order to efficiently perform 

their duties. This can negatively affect the laboratory climate and ultimately laboratory 

quality since if employees do not think there is adequate equipment they will be able to 

carry out their work tasks. The correction of these problems does not lie solely with the 

employee, but with management.  

 

When the data was analysed controlling for the type of employer, it was found 

that the labs under the Ministry of Health followed the same trend, with highest 

perception of task characteristics (Mean =3.55, S.D. =0.68), but low perception of 

performance reward relationship (Mean =2.45, S.D. =0.76) and equipment & supplies 

(Mean =2.47, S.D. =0.90). A similar trend was found in regional health institutions with 

low scores in performance reward relationship (Mean =2.23, S.D. =0.6) and equipment & 

supplies (Mean =2.38, S.D. =1.19), but employees highest perception was of the layout of 

the laboratory, task characteristics and employee competence (Mean =3.54).  However, 

private laboratories did not have such low scores having a mean score of 3.10 (S.D. 

=0.88) for performance reward relationship and 3.48 (S.D. =0.8) for equipment & 

supplies. Overall, private labs had the highest mean laboratory climate score (Mean 

=3.44, S.D. =0.741), as compared to labs under the Ministry of Health (Mean =3.02, S.D. 

=0.657) and the regional health institutions (Mean =2.92, S.D. =0.494).  

 

Further analysis was conducted in which correlations were performed among the 

following variables: Laboratory Quality, Climate for Quality, Job Satisfaction, 

Supervisory Style, Co-worker Relations, Task Characteristics, Employee Competence, 

Layout of Laboratory, Performance-reward relationship and Equipment & Supplies. 

From the analyses, many significant relationships were found. Supervisory style has a 

significant positive relationship with the variables co-worker relations (0.313, p<0.01), 
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task characteristics (0.432, p<0.01), employee competence (0.304, p<0.01), layout of 

laboratory (0.305, p<0.01), performance reward relationship (0.536, p<0.01), equipment 

& supplies (0.421, p<0.01), climate for quality (0.705, p<0.01) and job satisfaction 

(0.525, p<0.01). These positive correlations indicate the importance of the supervisory 

approach that is adopted by authority figures and the implication this can have for 

laboratory quality. 

 

Co-worker relations also has a significant positive relationship with the following 

variables, task characteristics (0.258, p<0.01), employee competence (0.413, p<0.01), 

layout of laboratory (0.412, p<0.01), performance reward relationship (0.273, p<0.01), 

equipment & supplies (0.276, p<0.01), climate for quality (0.283, p<0.01) and job 

satisfaction (0.3, p<0.01).  These positive correlations show the importance of peer 

interactions in the workplace and that organizations should strive to promote friendly 

interaction among colleagues.  

 

There is a positive significant relationship between task characteristics the 

variables employee competence (0.273, p<0.01), layout of laboratory (0.272, p<0.01), 

performance reward relationship (0.360, p<0.01), equipment & supplies (0.403, p<0.01), 

climate for quality (0.435, p<0.01) and job satisfaction (0.475, p<0.01). These results 

show that task characteristics are very important in achieving a high quality in the 

laboratories.   

 

Employee competence has a significant, positive relationship with the variables 

layout of laboratory (1.0, p<0.01), performance reward relationship (0.211, p<0.01), 

equipment & supplies (0.329, p<0.01), climate for quality (0.312, p<0.01) and job 

satisfaction (0.246, p<0.01). The level of employee competence has implications for 

laboratory quality. 

 

The layout of the laboratory has a positive, though weak, significant relationship 

with the variables performance reward relationship (0.212, p<0.01), equipment & 

supplies (0.333, p<0.01), climate for quality (0.314, p<0.01) and job satisfaction (0.248, 
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p<0.01). The results therefore show that the layout of the lab is important in achievement 

of laboratory quality. 

 

Performance reward relationship has a relatively strong positive relationship with 

the variables equipment & supplies (0.408, p<0.01), climate for quality (0.511, p<0.01) 

and job satisfaction (0.472, p<0.01). From the analysis, one can see that it is important 

that employees. Equipment & Supplies has a positive, significant relationship with the 

variables climate for quality (0.461, p<0.01) and job satisfaction (0.453, p<0.01).  

 

Diagram 1 

Comparison of Correlations between the United Kingdom and the Caribbean 

 

 

 
Laboratory climate has a strong positive relationship with climate for quality 

(0.689, p<0.01) and job satisfaction (0.566, p<0.01). A similar trend exists in the United 

Kingdom, where the correlation coefficient between laboratory climate and climate for 

quality is 0.83 (p<0.01), as shown in Diagram 1. It is important to note that in the 

Caribbean, many laboratories are not accredited, and in some instances there is no 

accreditation legislation, hence no labs in this study had high laboratory quality scores 
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and this may have affected the correlations that were produced, since laboratories may 

have had a positive laboratory climate and climate for quality, but because there are no 

accreditation bodies and participation in External Quality Assessment Schemes are quite 

costly, laboratory quality scores were very low. 

 

There is a relatively high positive relationship with climate for quality and job 

satisfaction (0.532, p<0.01). In the Caribbean, the participants’ job satisfaction level is 

38.4 out of a possible score of 60, while in the UK rate was 37.3 and the USA was 46.0. 

Graph 2 shows a percentage comparison of these figures. 

 

Graph 2 

Graph comparing Job Satisfaction levels across the Caribbean, United Kingdom and the 
United States of America  
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The results therefore show that employee perceptions are very important to the 

achievement of a high laboratory quality, and that management should engage in 

activities to create a positive laboratory climate. This supported by data in the UK, where 

the correlation between laboratory climate and laboratory quality is 0.30 (p<0.01). One of 

the most critical problems that the study revealed was the low perception of the 

performance reward relationship. It is important the good performance at the workplace 

is rewarded and not that everyone receives the same reward since this can foster feelings 

of complacency at the workplace. It is important to note that these rewards do not have to 
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be monetary, since studies have shown that intangible rewards, such as praise, are valued 

by employees.  

 

These findings are crucial towards the achievement of a high quality laboratory 

and therefore these issues should be addressed. 

 

Limitations 

1. The sample methodology was not random, a consecutive sample was used, 

therefore the results are only valid for this sample and there are implications for 

generalizing the results to all Caribbean medical laboratories. The labs used were 

based on accessibility and willingness to participate.  

2. The scales used are highly subjective. 

3. No laboratory in the Caribbean has been accredited, and in many instances there 

are no accreditation bodies, therefore no lab could have gotten the maximum 

laboratory quality score. This is important to consider, since some labs may have 

the satisfactory laboratory climate.  

 

Recommendations 

1. A random sampling technique should be chosen. To do this one would need to 

acquire a comprehensive list of all laboratories in the Caribbean. 

2. From our analysis, it is clear that other factors affect laboratory quality in the 

Caribbean, and additional research should be conducted to identify these 

variables.  
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Appendix I 

Country Laboratory 

Antigua Holberton Hospital 

Bel Lab Services 

BioHealth Laboratory 

MedPath Laboratory 

Anguilla Princess Alexandra Hospital 

Aruba Hospitaalstraat 4 

Dr. H. O. Hospital 

Bahamas Princess Margaret Hospital 

St Lukes Laboratory Services 

Premier Clinical Laboratory 

Doctors Hospital Healthcare System 

Rand Memorial Hospital 

Bonaventure Medical Laboratory 

Sunrise Medical Centre 

Barbados Queen Elizabeth Hospital 

Sir Winston Scott Polyclinic 

Barbados Cytology and Pathology Services 

Spectrol Medical Laboratories 

Belize Central Medical Laboratory 

 

Bermuda King Edward VII Memorial Hospital 

C & S West 

British Virgin Islands Peebles Hospital 

Medicure Laboratory 

Cayman Islands Chrissie Tomlinson Memorial Hospital 

Cayman Islands Health Services 

Curacao Analytical Diagnostic Centre 
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Dominica Princess Margaret Hospital 

Dominican Republic  

 

Grenada General Hospital 

St Andrew’s Memorial Hospital 

Guyana Central Medical Laboratory 

Eureka Medical Laboratory 

Multitech Reference Laboratory 

Haiti Gheskio 

Public Health National Laboratory 

Jamaica National Public Health Laboratory 

Medical & Immuno Diagnostic Laboratory 

Andrews Memorial Hospital 

Spanish Town Hospital 

Cornwall Regional Hospital 

Central Medical Laboratory 

Medical Associates Ltd 

Caledonia 

St Kitts Joseph N France General Hospital 

St Lucia Ezra Long Hospital 

Lab Services and Consultation, Tapion 

Hospital 

Microlab Inc 

St Vincent Milton Cato Memorial Hospital 

Suriname Central Laboratory 

Academic Hospital 

Trinidad Port of Spain General Hospital 

CAREC 

Trinidad Public Health Laboratory 
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San Fernando General Hospital 

Victoria Laboratory 

Eric Williams Medical Sciences Complex 
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Appendix II 

Laboratory Quality 

This refers to the quality of the results produced by the laboratory. To determine this 

score, a factual questionnaire was distributed to all laboratory directors. The questions 

were bases on quality policies and procedures that can be used by microbiology 

department to ensure quality control and that results produced are accurate. In the 

Caribbean, these techniques include participation in both Internal and External Quality 

Assurance Schemes. Questions were also related to incidents and complaints involving 

the lab as well as whether or not the labs are accredited. It is important to note that in this 

region many labs and not accredited and therefore no lab was able to get the highest score 

of 8. (Refer to Appendix II for the Laboratory Quality Assessment Questionnaire) 

 

Laboratory Climate 

This refers to employees’ perceptions of the general atmosphere and working conditions 

in the laboratory. Laboratory climate was investigated using the following seven 

categories: Supervisory Style, Co-worker Relations, Task Characteristics, Employee 

Competence, Layout of Laboratory, Performance-reward relationship and Equipment & 

Supplies.  

 

Climate for Quality 

This refers to employees’ attitudes toward quality issues such as management’s 

commitment to quality assurance and standards of staff training.  

 

Job Satisfaction 

This refers to the extent to which an employee is content with his/her job. This variable 

was measured by asking respondents to rate their satisfaction with 15 aspects of their job, 

such as benefits, job security and training opportunities.  

 

Supervisory Style 

This refers to the type of management approach adopted by individuals in authority. This 

can range from a flexible and open style to a more rigid and authoritative approach. 
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Co-worker Relations 

This refers to the interactions among colleagues in the workplace. This can range from a 

friendly and helpful environment to a hostile and selfish atmosphere.  

 

Task Characteristics 

This refers to components of the task that the employee performs and the extent to which 

the job allows them to use their knowledge, skills and abilities and allows for a variety of 

tasks to be performed.  

 

Employee Competence 

This refers to the level of proficiency an employee exhibits at his/her job. It encompasses 

but it is not limited knowledge and skills the employee possesses.  

 

Layout of Laboratory 

This refers to the layout of the laboratory and whether there is sufficient space for all staff 

members to efficiently perform all duties. 

 

Performance-Reward Relationship 

This refers to the extent to which employees perceive that the distribution of rewards and 

benefits are based on their performance on the job.  

 

Equipment & Supplies 

This refers to the availability of staff and supplies in order to perform one’s duties.  
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Appendix II 
Laboratory Quality Assessment Questionnaire 
   

1. Does your department take part in National External Quality Assurance Scheme 

(NEQAS)?  

Yes                               No    Don’t Know 

 

2. Would you say your laboratory has scored well on NEQAS tests in the last five 

years?   

Yes                               No    Don’t Know 

 

3. Do you have Internal Quality Assurance (IQA) schemes operating in your 

department?  

Yes                               No    Don’t Know 

 

4. Are the results of IQA made available to all biomedical scientists and medical 

staff in the department? 

Yes                               No    Don’t Know 

 

5. Is the quality system in operation in your department audited? 

Yes                               No    Don’t Know 

 

6. Did any serious incidents, mistakes or breaches of safety occur in your lab during 

the last five years?  

Yes                               No    Don’t Know 

 

7. Did you have any customer complaints about standards, turnaround times or 

usefulness of the results provided by your laboratory in the last year? 

Yes                               No    Don’t Know 

 

8. Is your department currently accredited? 

Yes                               No    Don’t Know    
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Appendix III 
 
Section 1: There are 37 items in this section investigating perceptions of the general 
atmosphere and working conditions in the laboratory (‘Laboratory Climate’), which 
breaks down into 8 categories. There are a further 10 items which consider attitudes 
towards quality issues (‘Climate for Quality’). In the main questionnaire, the 47 items are 
mixed up, but here they are grouped in categories.  
Respondents were asked to record their reactions to each statement on a scale from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  Some items are worded in a negative way, as 
‘controls’. In the main questionnaire, this is not indicated, but here they are marked with 
‘R’. For these items, the score must be reversed, so for example, if the respondent ticks 
the ‘disagree’ box , instead of ‘2’, they score ‘4’ for a question marked ‘R’. For each 
person, the scores for each question are used to calculate the mean score for:  

i) Laboratory Climate (37 items) 
ii) Climate for Quality (10 items) 
 

On this scale of 1-5, a score of 3 or above indicates a positive attitude to climate.  
The mean scores from each respondent were used to calculate the mean for all staff, thus 
identifying the overall Laboratory Climate and Climate for Quality. 
 
1: Supervisory style          
     
1.  My boss is flexible when needed       
21.  The manager takes a personal interest in the staff     
29.  The manager gives recognition for work well done                                                         
47.  Staff feel free to talk openly with the manager,      

especially when they have a problem       
  

34.  Staff are asked to make suggestions when decisions    
 are being made that will affect them     

26.  Praise is given for doing a good job                                                           
44.  The best way to get along with the manager is to not rock the boat(R)                                                       
28.  Individuals are told about how well they are doing at their job                                                        
14.  The manager stresses good human relations among the staff                                                        
38. Staff are given a good idea of what to expect     
11. Staff are able to speak openly and honestly with the manager   
35. Individuals are able to count on their manager to back them up    
  
 
2: Co-worker relations 
 
42. There is serious conflict among staff members (R)    
31. Staff trust one another and offer to help each other     
23. Staff in our laboratory get along well with each other and enjoy their work  
2. There is a friendly feeling among colleagues     
24. There is teamwork        
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3: Task characteristics 
 
37. There is a chance to do a number of different things     
9. Staff have variety in their tasks at work      
20. There are opportunities to use my skills and abilities     
41. There is a chance to do something worthwhile     
 
4: Employee competence 
 
40. Staff have the proper background and training to do the job     
32. Everyone knows how to do his/her job         
17. Staff receive sufficient training to do their jobs       
25. New staff have problems because they do not get enough training (R)   
  
5: Layout of laboratory  
 
18. The work area is crowded (R)         
27. The laboratory is laid out so staff can do their job well         
6. Staff have lots of space and freedom to move about     
  
6: Performance-reward relationship 
 
19. Pay increases are related to how well I do on the job      
30. Staff members are rewarded on the basis of how much work they do    
12. Promotions are based on how well the job is done      
45. Staff are rewarded on the basis of how well they do their work     
5. Rewards are based not so much on how you do your work but who you know (R)  
 43. Promotions are given on who you know rather than how well you do your job (R)  
 
7: Equipment and supplies  
 
3. There are enough staff and supplies to do my job        
36. The right type and amount of supplies are available      
10. The equipment in our laboratory is up to date       
 
8. Quality 
 
33. The senior managers (i.e. head BMS, consultant) in our department are committed to 
quality assurance 
39. There is a chance for staff to take part in deciding what the department’s work 
methods, activities and goals are 
22. When technical problems occur in our laboratory, senior managers are not always 
aware of them (R)  
16. Important decisions are made by staff members closest to the action 
13. Staff know what their manager expects of them 
15. I would say that the standards of staff training in my department are low (R) 
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7. Everyone is granted enough power to do his/her job 
8. I usually get positive feedback from my supervisor 
46. There are regular departmental meetings to discuss issues including quality and 
standards in which all staff working on the bench participate 
4. There are sufficient well motivated and experienced biomedical scientists in my 
department to keep the quality of the work high  
 
 
 
Section 2: In this scale, respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction with 15 aspects 
of their job, on a scale from 1(very dissatisfied) to 4 very satisfied). The total score is 
calculated for each person, so the result should range from 15 to 60, with 30 or over 
indicating overall job satisfaction. By looking at the ratings for individual items, areas 
where all/most staff are satisfied (or dissatisfied) can be identified.  

   
                                                                  
1.   Your current level of job security        
2.   Fringe benefits you receive        
3.   Opportunities for professional development       
4.   Your Colleagues          
5.   The degree of respect and fair treatment received from your supervisor   
6.   The feeling of worthwhile accomplishment      
7.   The chance to get to know other people while at work     
8.   The amount of support and guidance received from your supervisor   
9.   Your salary          
10. Your ability to contribute to the work of your employing organisation   
11. The amount of independent thought and action you can exercise in your job  
12.  Future job security         
13.  The chance to help other people 
14. The challenge in the job        
15.  The hours you are required to work (e.g. shift work, flexi time etc)   
 

 

 

 

 

  

 


