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Abstract The purpose of this study is to examine the antecedents of leadership satisfaction among teachers in Malaysian
secondary schools. All variables were measured using 7- point interval scale: school leadership satisfaction (6 items) and
overall job’s satisfaction (4 items) as the endogenous variable, school infrastructure satisfaction (6 items) and satisfaction on
teacher’s duties (6 items) as exogenous variables. Questionnaires were distributed to 100 teachers based on a random
sampling method. The data was input into SPSS 14 and exploratory factor analysis result shows that the school leadership
satisfaction and overall job satisfaction were combined as one variable which is named as leadership satisfaction. The data
was then analyzed using Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) through AMOS 16. The result shows that the goodness of fit
indices of structural equation model are adequate at GFI=0.902, P-Value=0.349, RMSEA=0.024 and ratio (cmin/df)=1.056.
The finding supports one significant direct effect in the revised model, thus supporting the hypothesis regarding school
infrastructure satisfaction is positively related to leadership satisfaction (f=0.88, cr=4.404, p<0.001). The result is discussed

in the perspective of teacher’s satisfaction towards school leadership.
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1. Introduction

Job satisfaction is an important element for a person who
is working and a good leadership will improve the job
satisfaction. School leadership plays an important role to
influence teacher’s job satisfaction. According to Locke &
Lathan[1], “job satisfaction is a pleasurable or positive
emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job or
job experience and job satisfaction is a result of employee's
perception of how well their job provides those things that
are viewed as important”. Rice et.al[2] state that “job
satisfaction can be defined as an overall feeling about one’s
job or career in terms of specific facets of the job or career”.
Illardi et.al[3] point out that job satisfaction is a “positive
work attitudes, cognitive or affective evaluation of work
which has considerable implications for employee psycholo
gical and physical wellbeing”.

According to Roger[4], a leader is a person
who“calculated risks when required, speak out against the
status quo, step forward to take responsibility and show
initiative when needed”. “Leadership is a process whereby
an individual influences a group of individuals to achieve a
common goal”[5]. Jackson et.al[6] state, “leadership is like
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beauty- it is difficult to describe, but we certainly know it
when we experience it”.

Recently, the Prime Minister of Malaysia had announced
the increment on public servant salary especially for teachers
in 2012 budget to increase their job satisfaction. This shows
that satisfaction is an important element to determine the
quality of education. Zaiton Mohamad[7] had done a research
on the teacher’s satisfaction in three schools in Pahang,
Malaysia to find out how far the Malaysian’s teachers are
satisfied with their school leadership through school’s
infrastructure satisfaction and teacher’s duty satisfaction.

Thus, the objective of this study is to examine the
antecedents of leadership satisfaction among teachers in
Malaysian secondary school and to examine the relation
between school leadership satisfaction with satisfaction on
teacher’s duties and school infrastructure satisfaction. This
paper is structured as follows. First, we review the literature
of school infrastructure, satisfaction towards leadership
satisfaction and also the satisfaction on teacher’s duties
towards leadership satisfaction. Next, we present the
research methods, analysis and findings. Finally, the results
were discussed in terms of its contribution to the upgrading
of teacher’s job satisfaction towards leadership in school and
recommendations for future research.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Job Satisfaction and Infrastructure Satisfaction
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Steve, D. and Catherine[8] who did a research on the job
satisfaction using ten factor model found out that
infrastructure do effect the job satisfaction at p=0.67.[9]
found that the existing of correlations between the quality of
the physical environment, teacher satisfaction, and student
behaviour. His results of these analyses support the findings
of previous studies regarding the relationship of student
behavior and the quality of the physical environment of the
school to teacher satisfaction[10],[11],[12],[13],[14] &[15].
Mei-yung Leung et.al[16], who done a research on the impact
of school facilities on working behaviour of teachers found
that the teacher’s satisfaction on infrastructure depend on the
types of infrastructure that was provided by school.
Ibrayim[17], found that this study provided evidence
regarding the effects of facility conditions on the delivery of
instruction in public schools.

2.2. Job Satisfaction and Teacher’s Duties Satisfaction

Liaquat et.al[18], reported that the correlation value
between the job satisfaction and teaching behavior was 0.789.
This is a very strong correlation. The conclusion is that there
is a strong relationship between the job satisfaction and
teaching behavior. This result also supported by another
researcher,[19]. Wei et.al[20], find out that Black Americans
Teachers who persisted in pursuing teaching careers since
high school were significantly more satisfied than those who
did not persist Whereas socioeconomic status and mother
being a teacher positively predicted teachers’ job satisfaction,
the parental educational attainment negatively predicted the
job satisfaction of teachers. Gian et.al[21], did research in
teachers' personal efficacy beliefs affected their job
satisfaction and students' academic achievement Lee &
Kamarul[22], find that employee performance was found to
be significantly and positively correlated to job satisfaction.

2.3. Job Satisfaction and Leadership Satisfaction

Kylie & Brett[23], find that job satisfaction would relate to
leadership behavior was supported. Pearson’s correlations
indicated significant positive relationships between
co-workers satisfaction, supervision satisfaction, initiating
structure and consideration leadership behavior, with the
exception co-workers satisfaction and consideration
leadership behaviour Lee & Kamarul[22], find that leadership
behaviors did not affect employee performance significantly,
but significantly affected job satisfaction negatively. Beatrice
et.al[24], find that a relatively strong relationship was found
between leadership quality and job satisfaction (b= 0.32,
p(0.001).

2.4. Underpinning Theory

Herzberg et.al[25] performed studied to determine which
factor in an employee’s work environment -caused
satisfaction or dissatisfaction. He used two factor theories
(Herzberg’s Motivation-Hygiene Theory). Herzberg found
that the factors causing job satisfaction (and presumably
motivation) were different from that causing job

dissatisfaction. Herzberg suggested that job satisfaction and
job dissatisfaction are caused by different and independent
set of factors. He found that people are satisfied, they
attribute their satisfaction to the work itself, while when
people are dissatisfied with their jobs, and they are
concerned about the environment in which they work.

Therefore, we can say that job satisfaction is caused, on
the one hand, by a set of factors related to work itself, such as
nature of job, achievement of work, possibilities of personal
growth and recognition, and promotion opportunities. These
factors are called motivators by Herzberg, as they should
motivate people to higher performances.

On the other hand, job dissatisfaction is a result of
“conditions that surround the doing of the job”, such as
(physical) working condition, salary, company policies, job
security, quality of supervision, and relations other.
Herzberg called these as a hygiene factors (or maintenance)
factors.

For this study, leadership and infrastructure are leading to
dissatisfaction while teacher’s duties are leading to
satisfaction in the factor affecting job attitudes. The overall
job satisfaction is depending on all the factors that affecting
job attitude.

3. Method

In this study, 200 questionnaires were distributed and we
managed to receive 100 responses. The SEM was employed
to path analysis. From the hypothesized model, refer to
Figure 1, there were two regression coefficients: (1)
independent variables are school infrastructure satisfaction
and school teacher’s duty satisfaction; and dependent
variable is school leadership satisfaction and overall job
satisfaction.

School

Infrastructure
Satisfactio
School_ Overall
leadership .

tisfacti oo

satisfaction satisfaction
atisfaction
on teacher’s
duties

Figure 1. Research Framework

Each variables was measured as follows: the variables
teacher’s duty satisfaction was adopted from[26] and[27], (6
items measured by S5-point interval-scale of (1)-most
unsatisfied to (5)-most satisfied); school infrastructure
satisfaction was adopted from[28] - (6 items measured by
5-point interval-scale of (1)- most unsatisfied to (5)-most
satisfied); school leadership satisfaction was adopted
from[28] - (6 items measured by 5-point interval-scale of
(1)- most unsatisfied to (5)-most satisfied); overall job
satisfaction was adopted from[29];[30];[31] - (4 items
measured by 5-point interval-scale of (1)- most unsatisfied to
(5)-most satisfied). There are also five demographic
questions included in the instrument which use ordinal and



52 Muhammad Baqir Abdullah ef al.:

nominal scale such as gender, age, marital status, race and
length of job experience.

The respondent’s for this study ages ranged from
twenty-one years old to fifty-eight years old. Only 1% of the
respondent’s ages are below twenty-five. Followed by 12%
of respondent’s ages are twenty-six to thirty-three. Then
follow by 28% of respondent’s age in the range of thirty-four
to forty-one. Most of the respondents are in the age limit of
forty-two to forty-nine years old which is 32%. The
respondent’s age above fifty years old is 27%. The sample
size was randomly selected and consisted of both male
(43.4%) and female (56.6%) teachers. Most of them had
married (72.7%). The racial compositions are Malay (35.4%),
Chinese (62.6%) and Indian (2.0%). The most important
things in measuring the job satisfaction are the length of
teaching. The length of teaching is divided into three levels
in this study. 41% of the respondent’s is in the first level
which is one year to twelve years. Followed by 36 % of the
respondent’s length of teaching are thirteen to twenty-four
years. 23% of the respondent’s is in the third level with the
length of teaching from twenty-five to thirty-six years

Table 1. Cronbach’s Alpha and Composite Reliability

Variables o CR
Leadership 0.882 Infrastructure | 0.81605792
Infrastructure  0.835 Teacher’s | ¢4534631
Duty
Teacher’ Overall
cacher's 0.863 leadership | 0.34997713
Duty . .
satisfaction
Overall 0.843
4. Results

A hypothesized model based on the literature was used to
analyze how leadership influenced school infrastructure
satisfaction and teacher’s school duty satisfaction. The
goodness of fit of the model, our hypothesized model did not
adequately fit to the empirical data (Chi-squares=400.256,
df=207, Ratio=1.934, p<.01, GFI=.732, RMSEA=.098). The
data was input into SPSS 14 and exploratory factor analysis
result shows that the school leadership satisfaction and
overall job satisfaction were combined as one variable which
is named as leadership satisfaction. The data was then
analyzed using SEM through AMOS 16.

Therefore, we adjusted the model based on[7] in this study.
The result showed a good fit between the adjusted model and
the empirical data given by the sample group
(Chi-squares=78.128, df=74, Ratio=1.056, p<.349, GFI=.
902, RMSEA=.024). The result from the adjusted model
were able to specify the path coefficient of exogenous
variables, which were defined as the causal factors of school
infrastructure satisfaction and teacher’s duty satisfaction
presented in Figure 2.

As shown in above diagram, the school infrastructure and
school overall leadership satisfaction was found to be a
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significant variable at <0.0024. While, standard error and
critical ratio for school infrastructure variable respectively
are 0.201 and 4.404.

CHI.SQUARE:78.128
DF: 74

RATIO:1.056
P-VALUE:.349
GF1:.902
RMSEA:. 024

Figure 2. Revised Model

There are only have result of the total effect and direct
effect of the relationship between variables in the adjusted
model supported only one hypothesis. Moreover, to adjust
for the model fit, we get a direct path coefficient of school
infrastructure satisfaction to school leadership satisfaction.
The result revealed that school leadership satisfaction was
directly predicted by perceived school infrastructural
satisfaction and teacher’s duty satisfaction ($=0.83 and -0.13,
respectively). These variables could account for 68.89% of
the variance in school leadership satisfaction.

Cronbach’s Alpha and Composite Reliability (CR) was
used to find out the validity. Cronbach’s Alpha measures the
internal consistency of variables measuring the construct in a
summated scale; composite reliability offers a more
retrospective approach in overall consistency of the construct
itself. While the composite reliability measures the reliability
of a construct in the measurement model. The calculation of
composite reliability takes the error into consideration. At
the beginning the value of Cronbach’s Alpha for 4 item of
overall job satisfaction is 0.412 and after excluded one item
the value of overall job satisfaction (¢=0.843). Then, the
result depicted that the value Cronbach’s Alpha value for the
all variables is valid (after invalid items excluded) for school
leadership satisfaction (0=0.882), school infrastructure
satisfaction (0=0.835), and teacher’s duty satisfaction
(0=0.863), which means that the instrument has a high level
of consistency (above 0.8). The composite reliability is
acceptable if more than 0.6 but the composite reliability for
overall job satisfaction is only 0.3499713.

5. Conclusions

This study has established two direct causal effects: (1)
school infrastructure satisfaction and overall leadership
satisfaction; and (2) teacher’s duty satisfaction and overall
leadership satisfaction. Interestingly, we found that the factor
loading of infrastructure satisfaction show a significant
effect with school overall leadership; while there is no effect
between the teacher’s duties and overall leadership
satisfaction. The first effect was supported by previous study
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but only some of previous study supported the second effect.
It is because the items of the variable influenced the results
of the variable.
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