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This paper explains the job satisfaction of educational administrators’ and how it affects their
occupational efficacy. The sample comprised of 250 Educational Administrators (119 Educational
Administrators were taken from High School Level and 120 Educational Administrators were taken from
Higher Secondary School Level). The data were collected by using two adopted questionnaire.
Percentage statistics, t-test and Pearson’s Coefficient of Correlation was used to analyse the data. The
overall results revealed that Effective Educational Administrators differ significantly from Ineffective
Educational Administrators with respect to their Job Satisfaction. A significant positive correlation
exists between Occupational Efficacy and Job Satisfaction of Effective Educational Administrators and
low correlation exists between Occupational Efficacy and Job Satisfaction of Ineffective Educational

Administrators.
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INTRODUCTION

Our new millennium society, which is an increasingly
diverse, globalized and complex, media-saturated
society, is changing rapidly, so new techniques are being
adopted in education to meet its needs. It is a hard fact
that education is a complex and highly specialised field
and its efficient administration requires technical
competence, administrative acumen and understanding
of the educational development. Competent and effective
administrators are of vital importance to the success of
every dynamic organization that has the ability to
persuade others to accomplish the goals of the
organization. An administrators’ efficacy lies in the fact
how much he is cognizant, understands the process,
possesses stable job ideas and copes with the change.
Further, administrator’s stable values are what make the
foundation for an efficient administration. Today,
educational administrators have multifaceted roles to

play. They are expected to uphold the highest standards
in professional commitment, communication skKills,
interpersonal skills, classroom personality, emotional
maturity and academic integrity.

Administrator’'s occupational efficacy relates to the
maximization of return to the organization by all means.
An administrator’s efficacy can be understood in terms of
his capacity to adapt, maintain itself and grow regardless
of the particular functions it fulfils, how much he
understands the process and copes with the changes.
Similarly, efficiency of an educational institution can, to a
considerable extent, be assessed by the level of job
satisfaction of its administrator. Unless an administrator is
satisfied, he may not be able to develop desirable
attitudes, values, work habits and adequate personal
adjustment in his group.

The studies reviewed however showed that a great
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The breakup of the sample of Educational Administrators is as under

High School Level

Hr. Sec. School

From Both Levels

Level
Headmaster ZEO Principal CEO Director
Male Female Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total
30 30 30 29 119 60 60 120 10 x 10 x 01 11

Grand Total = 250

deal of researches on Efficacy and Job satisfaction and
their its impact on learning goal motivation, student’s

enrolment, student’s achievement and such other
variables has been conducted. These studied have
suggested that efficacy augments educational
administrators  in  producing greater amount of

performance and outcomes. However, there has been no

study examining the effect of job Satisfaction on the

Occupational Efficacy of educational administrators. Also

a very critical area here has been left out focusing on the

counselling and training of the educational administrators

to help them to become effective, and to change their
lifestyles if they are not conducive to the functioning of
the institution.

The present study, however, shall look into the
Occupational Efficacy and Job Satisfaction of educational
administrators with the object to find out their efficacy and
satisfaction in transacting their administrative job at
Secondary level of education. The focus of the study
revolved around the following objectives:

1. To describe the sample of Educational Administrators
with regard to Occupational Efficacy and Job
Satisfaction.

2. To undertake correlational analysis
Occupational Efficacy and Job Satisfaction.

3. To identify Effective and Ineffective Educational
Administrators at Secondary Level.

4. To study and compare Job Satisfaction of Effective
and Ineffective Educational Administrators.

5. To undertake correlational analysis between
Occupational Efficacy and Job Satisfaction Owithin
the groups of Effective and Ineffective Educational
Administrators.

The study empirically tested the following hypotheses:

1. Occupational Efficacy is significantly related with and
Job Satisfaction of Educational Administrators.

2. Effective and Ineffective Educational Administrators
differ significantly on Job Satisfaction.

between

Operational definition of important terms
Occupational efficacy

Occupational Efficacy for the present study refers to
those Educational Administrators who score high on

Occupational Self Efficacy Scale (OSES) prepared by
Sanjyot Pethe, Sushama Chaudhari and Upinder Dhar.

Effective educational administrators

Effective Educational Administrators for the present study
refers to those Educational Administrators who score
high on Occupational Self Efficacy Scale (OSES)
prepared by Sanjyot Pethe, Sushama Chaudhari and
Upinder Dhar.

Ineffective educational administrators

Ineffective Educational Administrators for the present
study refers to those Educational Administrators who
score low on Occupational Self Efficacy Scale (OSES)
prepared by Sanjyot Pethe, Sushama Chaudhari and
Upinder Dhar.

Job satisfaction

Job Satisfaction for the present study refers to the scores
obtained by the sample subjects on Job Satis-
faction Scale (JSS) prepared by Amar Singh and T.R
Sharma.

METHODOLOGY

The ten districts of Kashmir Province were involved in the
collection of data. From the total population of 841
educational administrators, 250 educational
administrators served as the sample for the present study
which were identified on the basis of random sampling
technique from the list obtained from Directorate of
School Education, Kashmir (DESK).

Among 250 educational administrators, 119
educational administrators (Headmasters and ZEOs)
were taken from High School Level, 120 educational
administrators (Principals) were taken from Higher
Secondary School Level and 11 educational
administrators (CEOs and Director) were taken from
both High and Higher Secondary School Level.
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Table 1.1 Showing Overall Percentage of Educational Administrators on Occupational Self
Efficacy Scale at Secondary Level of Education (N=250)

Range of scores obtained on

OSES Classification N Percentage
83 and Above Above Average 37 14.8%
65-82 Average 171 68.4%
64 and Below Below Average 42 16.8%

Table 1.2 Showing overall Percentage of Educational Administrators on Job Satisfaction Scale at

Secondary level of Education (N=250)

Range of scores obtained on

JSS Classification N Percentage
74 or Above Extremely Satisfied 50 20%
63-73 Very Satisfied - 0%
56-62 Moderately Satisfied 155 62%
48-55 Not Satisfied 24 9.6%

47 or Below Extremely Dissatisfied 21 8.4%

Instruments employed

Occupational Self Efficacy Scale-OSES

Prepared by Sanjyot Pethe, Sushama Chaudhari and
Upinder Dhar (1999).

Job Satisfaction Scale- JSS

Prepared by Singh and Sharma (1999).

Statistical treatment

The data collected was subjected to the following
statistical treatment:

Percentage statistics, t-test, Karl Pearson’s coefficient
of correlation.

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

Descriptive analysis of educational administrators
This part of analysis gives an account of the classification
and description of the overall sample of educational
administrators (250) at Secondary Level of Education on

the dimensions of Occupational Efficacy and Job
Satisfaction.

Occupational efficacy

A perusal of the table 1.1 shows the Occupational Efficacy

of Educational Administrators at Secondary Level of
Education. The data revealed that out of 250 educational
administrators, 14.8% of the educational administrators
fall in above average category. This implies that these
educational administrators always set targets higher than
those set by their organizations. They possess greater
ability for doing their work independently and show
immense capability to work effectively even under the
pressure of deadline. It has also been found that a
predominant majority of educational administrators i.e.
68.4% fall in the average category. This indicates that
these educational administrators exhibit moderate level of
confidence in their institutional tasks and show
reasonable adjustability to different challenges that come
in their work. When they fail in a task, they often re-
evaluate their strategies. The data further revealed that
16.8% of educational administrators fall in below average
category. This indicates that these educational
administrators lack confidence to work independently and
so can't make an impact on others. They are easily
moved over unforeseen consequences and display their
worries when facing a challenging situation.

Job satisfaction

The analysis of the above table 1.2 revealed that 20% of
the educational administrators are extremely satisfied
with their job. This indicates that these educational
administrators are extremely contented with their places
of posting and appreciate the inbuilt programmes
available in their job. It has also been found that majority
of educational administrators i.e. 62% fall in the
moderately satisfied category. This indicates that these
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Table 1.3 Correlation between Occupational Efficacy and Job
Satisfaction of Educational Administrators (N=250)

Occupational Efficacy
and
Job Satisfaction

r=0.501

Sig. at 0.01 level

educational administrators moderately enjoy the working
conditions of their job which gives them good time and
opportunities to attend their family. They like the less
authoritarian functioning of their job which in its own way
tries to improve the quality of life. Further the results
revealed that 9.6% of educational administrators are not
satisfied with their job. This implies that these educational
administrators are poorly satisfied with their places of
posting and its working conditions. They believe that
malpractices like corruption, favouritism etc are deep
rooted in their job and so if they will be given a chance
they would like to shift to some other job. It has again
been found that 8.4 % of educational administrators fall in
extremely dissatisfied category. This indicates that these
educational administrators are extremely dissatisfied with
their job which they feel is irksome and inconvenient to
them. They are also highly displeased with the
inadequate communication network and low social status
provided in their job.

Correlational analysis between occupational efficacy
and job satisfaction of educational administrators

To find out the correlational analysis between
Occupational Efficacy and Job Value of Educational
Administrators, Karl Pearson’s Product Moment
Correlation (r) has been used.

Table 1.3 depicts that there is significant positive
correlation between Occupational Efficacy and the Job
Satisfaction of Educational Administrators having
coefficient of correlation as 0.501 which is significant at
0.01 level of significance. This suggested that
Occupational Efficacy of Educational Administrators is
moderately influenced by Job Satisfaction. The finding is
in agreement with the results of Nobile and McCormick-
(2005) who found that there is strong to moderate
correlation between job satisfaction and occupational
variables. Further the results revealed occupational
variables to be best predictor of job satisfaction variables.

In view of the above empirical evidence, the
hypothesis number one which reads as, “Occupational
Efficacy is significantly related with job Satisfaction of
Educational Administrators” stands accepted.

Comparison of effective and ineffective educational
administrators on job satisfaction

In order to realize the third major objective of the study,

as a first step effective and ineffective educational
administrators were identified with the help of
Occupational Self Efficacy Scale. The high and low
groups were drawn by employing extreme group
technique of 27% above and below. As such the above
27% i.e. 67 educational administrators possessing high
score were identified as Effective Educational
Administrators and 27% i.e. 67 educational
administrators possessing low score were identified as
Ineffective Educational Administrators. This was followed
by the comparison of Effective and Ineffective
Educational Administrators on Job Satisfaction.

Table 1.4 gives the Mean Comparison of Effective and
Ineffective Educational Administrators on the five areas
and composite scores of Job Satisfaction scale:

Job concrete factors

The results obtained in the above table, row (i) clearly
indicate that there is a significant mean difference
between EEA and IEA on Job Concrete Factors
dimension of Job Satisfaction Scale. The calculated -
value came out to be 8.31 which is significant at 0.01
level of significance. The mean difference favours EEA
which reveals that EEA are better satisfied in Job
Concrete factors area than the IEA.

Job abstract factors

It is evident from the table, row (ii) that there is a
significant mean difference between EEA and IEA on Job
Abstract Factors dimension of Job Satisfaction
Scale. The calculated ‘t’-value came out to be 10.70
which is significant at 0.01 level of significance. The
mean difference favours EEA which reveals that EEA
are better satisfied in Job Abstract factors area than the
IEA.

Psychosocial factors

Row (iii) of the same table shows that there is a
significant mean difference between EEA and |IEA on
Psychosocial Factors dimension of Job Satisfaction
Scale. The calculated ‘t’-value came out to be7.42 which
is significant at 0.01 level of significance. The mean
difference favours EEA than the IEA which reveals that
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Table 1.4 Showing Mean Comparison of Effective and Ineffective Educational Administrators on five areas and

total score of Job Satisfaction Scale (N=67 each)

Areas Group Mean SD t-value Level of significance

EEA 18.44 5.45

;Zztgr';ncrete 8.31 0.01 level
IEA 12.04 3.23
EEA 19.58 3.68

‘;‘;Ztﬁrtrad 10.70 0.01 level
IEA 12.89 3.56

Psychosooial EEA 19.65 7.85

Factors 7.42 0.01 level
IEA 11.56 4.48

Economic EEA 11.34 2.00

Factors 5.00 0.01 level
IEA 9.89 1.32

Community / National EEA 11.64 2.12

Growth Fa)(/:tors /.34 0.01 level
IEA 9.29 1.57
EEA 80.64 17.33

Total Score 9.60 0.01 Level
IEA 55.70 12.49

EEA- Effective Educational Administrators
IEA- Ineffective Educational Administrators

EEA are better satisfied in Psychological Factors area
than the IEA

Economic factors

Row (iv) of the above table also exhibits that there is a
significant mean difference between EEA and IEA on
Economic Factors dimension of Job Satisfaction Scale.
The calculated ‘t-value came out to be 5.00 which is
significant at 0.01 level of significance. The mean
difference favours EEA than the IEA which reveals that
EEA are better satisfied in Economic factors area than
the IEA. These findings are in agreement with that of
Saxena-(1995) who found that effective teachers are
relatively more satisfied with their job in comparison to
ineffective educational administrators.

Community/National growth factors

The row (v) of the same table clearly indicates that there
is a significant mean difference between EEA and IEA on
Community/National Growth Factors dimension of Job
Satisfaction Scale. The calculatedt’-value came out to be
7.34 which is significant at 0.01 level of significance. The
mean difference favours EEA than the IEA which reveals
that EEA are better satisfied in Community/National
Growth factors area than the IEA. These findings are in

line with that of Chaplein-(2001) who found that highest
levels of job satisfaction among primary head teachers
came from personal factors and organisational factors.

Total score

Last row (vi) of the same table also reveals that that there
is a significant mean difference between EEA and IEA on
overall dimensions of Job Satisfaction Scale. The
calculated ‘t-value came out to be 9.60 which is
significant at 0.01 level of significance. The mean
difference favours EEA, which reveals that EEA are
better satisfied with their job than the IEA.

In view of the above empirical evidence, the
hypothesis number two which reads as, “Effective and
Ineffective Educational Administrators differ significantly
on job Satisfaction” stands accepted.

Correlational Analysis between Occupational Efficacy
and job value within the groups of Effective and
Ineffective Educational Administrators.

A perusal of the table indicates that there is significant
positive correlation between Occupational Efficacy and
the Job Satisfaction of Effective Educational
Administrators having coefficient of correlation as 0.686
which is significant at 0.01 level of significance. This
suggested that more the Occupational Efficacy;
higher shall be the rating of Job Satisfaction of EEA. The
same row of the table again revealed that there is low
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Table 1.5 Showing the correlation of Occupational Efficacy with job Satisfaction
amongst the Effective and Ineffective Educational Administrators (N=67each)

Variable Groups  Value of ‘v Level of Significance
. . EEA 0.686 0.01 Level
Job Satisfaction IEA 0.017 Not Significant

correlation between Occupational Efficacy and the Job
Satisfaction of Ineffective Educational Administrators.
The coefficient of correlation came out to be 0.017 which
has failed to arrive at any level of significance. This
implies that Occupational Efficacy negligibly influences
the Job Satisfaction of Ineffective Educational
Administrators. These finding are in agreement with the
findings of Raut-(1995) who found work satisfaction of
principals as positively correlated to organizational
effectiveness. Similarly, Kwong, Walker and Allan-(2010)
found a positive relationship between occupational
efficacy and job satisfaction of the vice principals.

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

On the basis of the findings of the present study, the
Effective Educational Administrators has emerged as
those who possess greater ability in doing their work
independently and ensure proper planning and
organization of their institutional matters. They quickly
adjust to different challenges that came in their task and
are able to handle them effectively. They abide by the
rules of their institution and make their ideas known to the
group. All these characteristics in turn positively influence
the Occupational Efficacy of Effective Educational
Administrators. The results also showed that majority of
educational administrators were moderately contented
with their job. Therefore, Special orientation programmes
should be organized to improve and raise the Job
Satisfaction of educational administrators. Thus,
responsibility lies on various institutions that should
organise special programmes so that the behaviour of
ineffective educational administrators can be brought up
to effective level. A Hand Book may be prepared for
administrators that may guide them in administering their

institutions  effectively and to become effective
institutional leaders. Special in-service orientation
programmes should be organised for ineffective

educational administrators to orient them with different
dimensions of administration behaviour and train them in
techniques of effective management. The educational
administrators should be given special incentives and
promotional avenues in order to reward their better
performance in their respective fields.

This study has meaningful implications for school
educational administrators, planners, Ministries of
Education etc, in the sense that, it will provide useful
hints on the appointment, promotion, evaluation and

training of educational administrators. This study also
helps in understanding the job satisfaction that has been
increasingly recognized as a means to enhance
efficiency of educational administrators.
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