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        Abstract



        
          Background:


          Teacher’s job satisfaction had the effect for teacher job quality and productivity. The learning environment has contributed to teacher’s job satisfaction. The objectives of this study are to analyze teacher’s job satisfaction of elementary school on excellence school and low achievement school in urban and suburban areas in Banjarmasin, to analyze the learning environment of elementary school on excellence school and low achievement school in urban and suburban in Banjarmasin, and to analyze the relation between learning environment and teacher’s job satisfaction.

        


        
          Methods:


          The research method was cross-sectional survey design and a standardized questionnaire to collect data from respondents. The number of respondents was 247 teachers. The Teaching Satisfaction Scale (TSS) was used to measure teacher’s job satisfaction. School Level Environment Questionnaire (SLEQ) instrument had been used to measure the learning environment. The ANOVA was used to analyze the relationship between learning environment and teacher satisfaction. The job satisfaction in excellent school is better than low achievement school in both urban and suburban areas.

        


        
          Results:


          The result of stepwise regression analysis showed that the learning environment also contributes to teacher’s job satisfaction.

        


        
          Conclusions:


          This study also found that school climate has a strong influence on teacher’s job satisfaction.
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      1. INTRODUCTION


      Job satisfaction reflects happiness or positive emotions originated from one’s work experience, in which individual’s happiness in working will impact the individual tasks positively [1]. Positive attitude and happiness lead to whether supporting or not supporting the experience gone through by employees [2]. Job satisfaction is one-way staff appreciates himself/herself and his/her work [3]. In addition, job satisfaction is about individual’s positive or negative feeling towards various factors or dimensions in the tasks [4].


      Theoretically, there are various factors influencing job satisfaction, such as leadership style, work productivity, organizational behavior, control locus, meeting expectation, and work effectiveness. Job satisfaction itself is categorized into two parts: (1) staff factor, i.e. intellectual, area of expertise, age, gender, working environment, educational level, work experience, working hour, personality (emotion), thinking style (perception), and working attitude; and (2) task factor, i.e. type of job, organizational structure, status, quality control, financial guarantee, promotion opportunity, social interaction, and work relationship [5].


      Being more specific to teacher’s job satisfaction, it has a positive or negative effect on organizational functioning due to teacher’s job satisfaction has been found affecting for teacher quality of the job and productivity [6, 7]. Teacher’s job satisfaction leads to their behavior and profession as a teacher [7]. It also has the effect of teaching quality assurance in which the teaching quality assurance has an effect on teaching effectiveness [8-9].


      Teacher’s job satisfaction is significantly related to teacher’s job success in terms of student achievement and teacher’s performance [10, 11]. A teacher with low satisfaction makes students achieve less and increases the absent rate [12]. Students will be less creative and depressed, leading to low achievement among them.


      Reference [13] mentions that there are three factors influencing the teacher’s job satisfaction namely intrinsic demand, external rewards, and organizational rewards. The intrinsic demand is feeling exchange and value fitness. The external rewards are material exchange and salary. The organizational reward is distributional justice, job load, and commute hours.


      The other things that contribute to the teacher’s job satisfaction are policymakers and society. The infrastructure facilities, pay scale, jobbing hours, recognition for the teacher’s job load, class size number of classes handled per day, the attitude of students, awareness, and mentality of the parents, socio-economic status of the parents have a significant influence for teacher’s job satisfaction [9]. Compensation is one of the methods to drive the motivated jobbers. Compensation has been increasing the positive feeling of teachers toward their jobs [14]. The organizational reward has the most important effective factor for teacher’s satisfaction [13]. Promotion and pay from the organization is an important issue to increase the teacher’s job satisfaction [15].


      Learning environment refers to a situation that supports teaching and learning process in schools, such as collaboration among teachers, teacher-involvement decision making, learning innovation, teacher-student relationship and resources in the schools for teaching and learning purposes [16]. The factors in the environment are referred to as school climate. Therefore, school climate in this study refers to the learning environment.


      The learning environment has contributed to teacher’s job satisfaction. The learning environment attributes such as positive teacher-student relationships and support from school management have the positive effect on teacher’s job satisfaction [17]. Learning environment has the significant increase in teacher performance [18-20].


      This research is located in Banjarmasin, South Kalimantan, Indonesia. Study about job satisfaction and relation to the learning environment has not been carried out in Banjarmasin. Various current problems in Banjarmasin are low performance among students, low discipline among teachers, and low job satisfaction among teachers. The elementary school profile is imbalanced because Banjarmasin has a big number of schools (247 primary schools). Education performance and management aspect in Banjarmasin has the effect for other cities in South Kalimantan Province.


      Therefore, this research aims to analyze elementary school teacher’s job satisfaction particularly on excellent school and low achievement school in urban and suburban areas in Banjarmasin, to analyze the learning environment of elementary schools on excellent school and low achievement school in urban and suburban areas in Banjarmasin, and to analyze the relation between the learning environment and teacher’s job satisfaction.


      
        2. METHODS


        The population of this study was comprised of all teachers in 247 elementary schools in Banjarmasin. This population was divided into 4 categories, i.e. teachers of excellent schools in the urban area, teachers of excellent schools in the suburban area, teachers of low achievement school in the urban area, and teachers of low achievement school in the suburban area. Low achievement schools have the characteristics of not having proper buildings, high-performance students, unhealthy environment and school culture, less efficient teachers and headmasters, and less innovative and creative learning process. In Indonesia, excellent schools are those that have excellence, competence, and performance values as well as are effective, highly disciplined, prestigious, independent, have appreciation and tolerance, faith and sincerity and freedom.


        The number of teachers on excellent schools in the urban area was 15, the number of teachers on excellent schools in the suburban area was 15 teachers, the number of teachers on low achievement schools in the urban area was 108, and the number of teachers on low achievement schools in the suburban area was 109. To determine the respondents, the criteria are (1) teachers who teach at state elementary schools, (2) teachers who have been teaching in the schools for at least two years.


        For the instruments, the Teaching Satisfaction Scale (TSS) has been used to measure teacher’s job satisfaction. Although it sounds like an instrument to measure teaching satisfaction, that the instrument measures job satisfaction covering all aspects. The instrument is valid and reliable to measure teacher’s job satisfaction [21]. It contains five items: (1) self-motivation, (2) self-ability, (3) self-satisfaction, (4) self-meaning, and (5) job stability. Similarly, it uses a five-point Likert scale, with 1=strongly disagree; 2=disagree; 3= between agreeing and disagree; 4=agree; and 5=strongly agree.


        Meanwhile, the School Level Environment Questionnaire (SLEQ) instrument has been used to measure learning environment. It contains 21 items in five dimensions: (1) instructional innovation, (2) collaboration, (3) decision making, (4) school resources, and (5) student relations [22]. The reliability of SLEQ various studies is greater than 0.7 [23]. It uses a five-point Likert scale with 1=strongly disagree; 2=disagree; 3= between agreeing and disagree; 4=agree; and 5=strongly agree.


        
          Table 1 The results of the reliability test.


          
            
              
                	Dimension

                	Cronbach Alpha

                	Number of Items
              

            

            
              
                	Teacher’s job satisfaction

                	0.80

                	5
              


              
                	Learning environment

                	0.85

                	21
              


              
                	Instructional Innovation

                	0.85

                	4
              


              
                	Collaboration

                	0.97

                	6
              


              
                	Decision Making

                	0.80

                	3
              


              
                	School Resources

                	0.88

                	4
              


              
                	Student Relations

                	0.77

                	4
              

            
          


        


        Table 1 shows the results of the reliability test. It could be seen that the Cronbach Alpha for all dimensions is greater than 0.70, hence, the instruments were proven fit enough to be used for the current study.


        Before the data were analyzed, boxplot was applied to clean them, in which outlier data were removed. Then, descriptive data analysis was carried out, involving percentage and mean. Meanwhile, the inferential statistic was used to test the hypotheses, including one-way ANOVA, two-way ANOVA, regression analysis, and Structural Equation Modeling. The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 15 has been used in this study for the purpose of the reliability testing.

      

    


    
      3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION


      
        3.1. Job Satisfaction


        Tables 2 and 3 are the descriptive statistics and one-way ANOVA result for job satisfaction both in excellent schools and low achievement schools. Test Result of H01: There is no significant difference in teacher’s job satisfaction between excellent schools and low achievement schools in Banjarmasin.


        
          Table 2 Descriptive statistics for job satisfaction in excellent schools and low achievement schools.


          
            
              
                	–

                	N

                	Mean

                	Standard Deviation

                	Standard Error
              

            

            
              
                	Excellent schools

                	130

                	4.35

                	0.44

                	0.03
              


              
                	Low achievement schools

                	131

                	4.21

                	0.46

                	0.04
              


              
                	Total

                	261

                	4.28

                	0.46

                	0.02
              

            
          


        


        
          Table 3 One-way ANOVA for job satisfaction in excellent schools and low achievement schools.


          
            
              
                	Source

                	Sum of Squares

                	Degree of Freedom

                	Mean Square

                	F-Values

                	Sig.
              

            

            
              
                	Between groups

                	20.07

                	1

                	1.253

                	5.973

                	0.015
              


              
                	Within group

                	101.21

                	259

                	0.210

                	–

                	–
              


              
                	Total

                	121.28

                	260

                	–

                	–

                	–
              

            
          


        


        Tables 2 and 3 show that mean for job satisfaction in excellence schools is 4.35, while in low achievement schools, the mean is 4.21. Standard deviations for them are 0.44 and 0.46 respectively. One-way ANOVA gives F value 5.973 and is significant at 0.015 levels. Accordingly, H01 is rejected because there are significant differences in job satisfaction between excellent schools and low achievement schools.


        
          Table 4 Two-way ANOVA for teacher’s job satisfaction in excellent schools and low achievement schools in urban and suburban areas in Banjarmasin.


          
            
              
                	Source

                	Sum of squares

                	Degree of freedom

                	Mean Square

                	F-Values

                	Sig.
              

            

            
              
                	Corrected Model

                	3.620

                	3

                	1.207

                	5.966

                	.001
              


              
                	Intercept

                	3171.620

                	1

                	3171.620

                	15681.904

                	.000
              


              
                	Performance

                	0.050

                	1

                	0.050

                	.249

                	.618
              


              
                	Location

                	1.487

                	1

                	1.487

                	7.352

                	.007
              


              
                	Location interaction X Performance

                	.882

                	1

                	.882

                	4.362

                	.038
              


              
                	Error

                	51.978

                	257

                	.202

                	–

                	–
              


              
                	Total

                	4849.720

                	261

                	–

                	–

                	–
              

            
          


        


        Table 4 shows that mean for teacher’s job satisfaction in the excellent schools of the urban area is 4.42, and 4.10 for the excellent schools of suburban. The low achievement schools in the urban area gained the mean 4.25, while 4.20 was on the low achievement a school of suburban. Results of two-way ANOVA in Table 4 show that F value for the interaction on teacher’s job satisfaction in excellent schools and low achievement schools in urban and suburban areas is 4.362, which is significant (<0.05). This shows that there are differences in teacher’s organizational commitment between excellent schools and low achievement schools either in urban or suburban areas.

      


      
        3.2. Learning Environment


        Means for learning environment are presented in Table 5. Overall, the means are high, except for instructional innovation (X21), which is moderate (mean = 3.06).


        
          Table 5 Means for the learning environment.


          
            
              
                	Dimension

                	Mean
              

            

            
              
                	Instructional innovation (X21)

                	3.06
              


              
                	Collaboration (X22)

                	4.20
              


              
                	Decision making (X23)

                	3.70
              


              
                	School resources (X24)

                	3.80
              


              
                	Student relation (X25)

                	4.19
              


              
                	Overall (X2)

                	3.79
              

            
          


        


        
          Table 6 Means for school climate for different school types.


          
            
              
                	No

                	Dimension

                	Mean
              


              
                	Excellent Schools

                	Low Achievement Schools
              


              
                	Overall

                	Urban

                	Suburban

                	Overall

                	Urban

                	Suburban
              

            

            
              
                	1

                	Instructional innovation

                	4.04

                	4.20

                	3.46

                	2.74

                	3.43

                	2.56
              


              
                	2

                	Collaboration

                	4.13

                	4.10

                	3.88

                	4.00

                	4.33

                	3.91
              


              
                	3

                	Decision making

                	3.69

                	3.53

                	4.26

                	3.64

                	3.99

                	3.55
              


              
                	4

                	School resources

                	4.11

                	4.21

                	3.75

                	3.56

                	3.37

                	3.61
              


              
                	5

                	Student relation

                	4.17

                	4.24

                	3.92

                	4.11

                	4.32

                	4.05
              


              
                	

                	Overall

                	4.02

                	4.07

                	3.85

                	3.60

                	3.88

                	3.55
              

            
          


        


        It is seen that the mean for each dimension in the learning environment and the overall mean are high for both school types. In detail, means in the excellent schools are greater than means in low achievement schools (Table 6).


        Test Result of H02: There is no significant difference in learning environment among excellent schools and low achievement schools in Banjarmasin.


        
          Table 7 One-way ANOVA for the learning environment in excellent schools and low achievement schools.


          
            
              
                	Source

                	Sum of Squares

                	Degree of Freedom

                	Mean Square

                	F-Values

                	Sig.
              

            

            
              
                	Between groups

                	11.45

                	1

                	11.45

                	93.09

                	0.000
              


              
                	Within group

                	31.85

                	259

                	0.123

                	–

                	–
              


              
                	total

                	43.30

                	260

                	–

                	–

                	–
              

            
          


        


        Table 7 shows that mean for the learning environment in excellent schools is 4.02 and 3.60 in low achievement schools. Their standard deviations are 0.37 and 0.33 respectively. One-way ANOVA shows that F value is 93.09 and is significant at level 0.000. Thus, it is deduced that H02 is rejected because there are significant differences between excellent schools and low achievement schools.


        Two-way ANOVA for the learning environment in excellent schools and low achievement schools in urban and suburban areas in Banjarmasin is presented in Table 8.


        
          Table 8 Two-way ANOVA for the learning environment in excellent schools and low achievement schools in urban and suburban areas in Banjarmasin.


          
            
              
                	Source

                	Sum of Squares

                	Degree of Freedom

                	Mean Square

                	F-Values

                	Sig.
              

            

            
              
                	Corrected Model

                	15.288

                	3

                	5.096

                	46.739

                	0.000
              


              
                	Intercept

                	2,591.372

                	1

                	2,591.372

                	2,3767.263

                	0.000
              


              
                	Performance

                	2.849

                	1

                	2.849

                	26.128

                	0.000
              


              
                	Location

                	3.644

                	1

                	3.644

                	33.421

                	0.000
              


              
                	Location interaction X Performance

                	0.192

                	1

                	0.192

                	1.758

                	0.186
              


              
                	Error

                	28.021

                	257

                	0.109

                	–

                	–
              


              
                	Total

                	3,847.826

                	261

                	–

                	–

                	–
              

            
          


        


        Table 8 shows that mean for the learning environment in urban excellent schools is 4.07, and 3.85 for the suburban excellent schools. Low achievement schools of the urban area, the mean are 3.88, while 3.53 for the low achievement schools of suburban area. The results of two-way ANOVA in Table 8 show that F value for the interaction on the learning environment in excellent schools and low achievement schools in urban and suburban areas is 1.758, which is not significant (>0.05). This shows that there is no difference in learning environment between excellent schools and low achievement schools either in urban or suburban areas.


        Test result of HA1: Learning environment is a significant determinant of teacher’s job satisfaction in excellent schools. Stepwise regression for the learning environment and teacher’s job satisfaction in excellence schools school is presented in Table 9.


        
          Table 9 Stepwise regression for the learning environment and teacher’s job satisfaction in excellent schools school.


          
            
              
                	Variable

                	Beta

                	β

                	T

                	Sig. t

                	R2

                	Contribution
              

            

            
              
                	Instructional innovation

                	0.117

                	0.241

                	2.836

                	0.005

                	0.078

                	7.8%
              


              
                	Decision making.

                	-0.108

                	-0.206

                	-2.427

                	0.017

                	0.119

                	11.9%
              


              
                	Constant

                	4.281

                	

                	16.589

                	0.000

                	–

                	–
              

            
          


        


        Table 9 shows that the determinant of teacher’s job satisfaction in excellent schools is decision making with β = -0.206, t = -2.427 and is significant at 0.017, while contributing at 11.9%. β = -0.206 explains that when the score for decision-making increase 1 unit, teacher’s job satisfaction will increase 0.206 unit. The second determinants instructional innovation with β = 0.241, t = 2.836 and is significant at 0.005, while contributing at 7.8%. β = 0.241 explains that when the score for instructional innovation increases 1 unit, teacher’s job satisfaction will increase 0.241 unit. Thus, HA1 fails to be rejected because two of the dimensions of the learning environment have been proven as the determinant of teacher’s job satisfaction in excellent schools.


        Test Result of HA2: Learning environment is a significant determinant of teacher’s job satisfaction in low achievement schools. Stepwise regression for the learning environment and teacher’s job satisfaction in low achievement schools is presented in Table 10.


        
          Table 10 Stepwise regression for the learning environment and teacher’s job satisfaction in low achievement schools.


          
            
              
                	Variable

                	Beta

                	Β

                	T

                	Sig. t

                	R2

                	Contribution
              

            

            
              
                	Student relation

                	0.470

                	0.450

                	5.664

                	0.000

                	0.175

                	17.5%
              


              
                	Instructional innovation

                	-0.126

                	-0.197

                	-2.477

                	0.015

                	0.213

                	21.3%
              


              
                	Constant

                	2.631

                	–

                	7.547

                	0.000

                	–

                	–
              

            
          


        


        Table 10 shows that the determinant of teacher’s job satisfaction in the low achievement schools is student relation and instructional innovation. For instructional innovation, β = 0-.197, t = -2.477 and significant at 0.015, while contributing at 21.3%. β = -0.197 explains that when the score for instructional innovation increases 1 unit, teacher’s satisfaction will decrease 0.197 unit. Meanwhile, for student relation, β = 0.450, t = 5.664 and is significant at 0.000, while contributing at 17.5%. β = 0.450 explains that when the score for student relation increases 1 unit, teachers satisfaction will increase 0.450 unit. Therefore, HA2 fails to be rejected because two of the dimensions in the learning environment are proven as the determinant of teacher’s job satisfaction in the low achievement schools.


        Regression test in SEM structure model was used in testing HA3. The hypothesis is: There is a significant relationship between learning environment and teacher’s job satisfaction in elementary schools in Banjarmasin. The analysis shows a significant positive relationship between learning environment and job satisfaction (β= 0.36, P < 0.05). This is determined by the critical ratio that is greater than 1.96 i.e. 2.477 and p ≤ 0.05, i.e. 0.013. These values indicate a significant relationship. Therefore, the hypothesis fails to be rejected. Testing HA3 reveals a significant positive relationship between learning environment and job satisfaction both in the excellent schools and low achievement schools in urban and suburban. Some research has the same finding that is a significant positive relationship between learning environment and job satisfaction [6], [24-31]. This shows that the learning environment affects the job satisfaction, indicating that if a headmaster wants their teachers to be highly satisfied, they have to provide the conducive of the learning environment.


        Organizational climate also found similarly that a significant positive relationship between the learning environment and job satisfaction [32-38]. The findings require schools to ensure that their learning environments are conducive to satisfy their teachers. Without good learning environment, teacher’s satisfaction will be low. Improving the work environment will increase the teacher productivity and teacher quality [39].


        Referring to job satisfaction theory, job satisfaction is a reaction to the learning environment [24]. The satisfaction will increase if teachers have the opportunity to get a job in the team and solve problems together with peers. This highly requires collaboration among teachers, including their headmaster, with enough resources, supporting a good relationship with students, and promoting innovation, which eventually leads to rewards.

      

    


    
      CONCLUSION


      The teacher’s job satisfaction has influenced the teacher performance and student achievement. The learning environment is related to teacher’s job satisfaction because the positive motivation of teacher will be increased in a learning environment with good condition. The job satisfaction in excellence school is better than low achievement school in both urban and suburban. The result of stepwise regression analysis showed that the learning environment in elementary schools in Banjarmasin has contributed to teacher’s job satisfaction. This study also found that school climate has a strong influence on teacher’s job satisfaction both in excellent school and low achievement schools in urban and suburban areas in Banjarmasin.
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