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1 Introduction 
The Royal University of Bhutan (RUB) is 

one of the top tertiary education institutions in 
Bhutan, comprised of ten constituent colleges 
and two affiliated colleges. Currently, there are 
1220 faculty members and staff working under 
the ten constituent colleges and the Office of 
the Vice Chancellor. This figure comprises of 
402 women employees compared to 818 men 
(IMS, 2021). This number indicates that gender 
equality has not been reached within RUB. The 
underrepresentation of Bhutanese women in 
the job market has been one of the key issues 
faced in terms of establishing gender equality 
in Bhutan. Gender equality in many forms 
including workplace gender balance is a priority 
in Bhutan. Several government initiatives and 
national policies have been geared towards 
narrowing gender disparities and empowering 
women. Despite the encouraging government 
schemes, progress on women’s representation in 
the national workforce has been slow. 

According to the report by The Asian 
Development Bank (2018), there is a visible 

gender gap in the educational outcomes and 
unemployment. The report also states that even 
though many people believe Bhutan does not 
face any notable gender equality issues, this 
stance could manifest gender stereotype and 
norms more than the factual evidence. Based 
on this, it is crucial to understand the nature of 
behavioural patterns and outcomes of Bhutanese 
women in the labour force. This would help in 
recognising organisational behaviour of women 
workers and to adopt necessary strategies to 
help them overcome challenges at workplace. 
In the context of RUB, it is useful to study how 
women employees view themselves and their 
position, and how content they are with their 
current employment status. One of the useful 
theoretical frameworks that explores the career 
development of women is the self-efficacy 
theory (Hackett & Betz, 1981). The theory of 
self-efficacy proposes that gender occupational 
segregation and underrepresentation of women 
in working profession could be due to women’s 
lack of strong personal self-efficacy. In the 
career domain, self-efficacy theory suggests 
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that gender differences at workplace are a 
result of socialization experiences. This theory 
has been linked to numerous variables like 
workplace wellbeing, work performance, and 
most importantly job satisfaction (Bargsted et 
al., 2019). Job satisfaction is one of the biggest 
factors that influence the performance and 
retention of women in the workplace (Yousaf et 
al., 2014). Taking this into account, the present 
study explored the self-efficacy beliefs of female 
RUB employees and how they are related to their 
level of job satisfaction. No prior study has been 
conducted on this topic in the context of Bhutan 
specifically for RUB.  

2. Research Question
The research study was guided by the 

following main question and sub-questions.
Main question
What is the relationship between self-efficacy 

and job satisfaction?
Sub-questions 
What is the level of self-efficacy of the women 

employees of RUB?
What is the job satisfaction level of the women 

employees of RUB?

3. Review of Literature 
The review of literature provides a discussion 

of relevant literature pertaining to self-efficacy, 
importance of self-efficacy and factors affecting 
self-efficacy. Additionally, a discussion of job 
satisfaction, its importance and factors affecting 
it are also provided.

Self-efficacy 
Self-efficacy is defined as an individual’s belief 

in his or her capacity to muster the cognitive, 
motivational and behavioural resources required 
to perform in a given situation (Bandura, 1997). 
That is, self-efficacy is a situation-specific 
competence belief. Self-efficacy has been seen as 
a cognitive process through which an individual 
judges his or her aptitude in accomplishing a 
given task (Fitzgerald & Schutte, 2010). The 
authors further state that as a situation-specific 
competence belief, self-efficacy influences an 
individual’s internal and external behaviours. 
In recent years, self-efficacy is one of the most 

widely studied variables in the fields of education, 
psychology and organizational sciences. 

Self-efficacy beliefs determine how individuals 
feel, think, motivate themselves and behave 
(Bandura, 1994). According to Diseth (2011), 
low self-efficacy beliefs negatively impact an 
individual’s abilities, whereas high self-efficacy 
beliefs positively impact the performance of the 
individual. Individuals with high self-efficacy 
beliefs are able to maneuvers challenging tasks; 
are persistent and enduring against negativities; 
can recover their self-efficacy beliefs after 
failures; and associate their failure to insufficient 
efforts and acquirable skills (Bandura, 1994). On 
the other hand, individuals with low self-efficacy 
beliefs avoid difficult tasks; reduce the efforts that 
they show in case of encountering a challenge; 
give up easily; and explain the reason of their 
failure with lack of ability (Bandura, 1994). 

To understanding self-efficacy better, Bandura 
(1997) has provided the following four sources:  

Mastery Experiences: The most effective 
way of developing a strong sense of efficacy is 
through mastery experiences. Performing a task 
successfully strengthens one’s sense of self-
efficacy. However, failing to adequately deal with 
a task or challenge can undermine and weaken 
self-efficacy.

Social Modelling: Witnessing other people 
successfully completing a task is another 
important source of self-efficacy. Seeing people 
similar to oneself succeed by sustained effort 
raises observers’ beliefs that they too possess the 
capabilities to master comparable activities to 
succeed.

Social Persuasion: People could be persuaded 
to believe that they have the skills and capabilities 
to succeed. Getting verbal encouragement from 
others helps people overcome self-doubt and 
instead focus on giving their best effort to the 
task at hand.

Psychological Responses: People’s own 
responses and emotional reactions to situations 
also play an important role in self-efficacy. 
Moods, emotional states, physical reactions, 
and stress levels can all impact how a person 
feels about their personal abilities in a particular 
situation. 
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Bandura (1997) claims that any given 
influence, depending on its form, may operate 
through one or more of these sources of efficacy 
information. 

Importance of self-efficacy
Over the past two decades, self-efficacy has 

become one of the most widely studied variables in 
the educational, psychological, and organizational 
sciences. Research demonstrates a significant 
positive relationship between self-efficacy and 
motivational, affective, and behavioral outcomes 
in organizational settings (Bandura, 1989). 
Further, Situmorang and Wijayanti (2018) found 
that women with high self-efficacy accomplished 
tasks. Self-efficacy beliefs are also found to 
positively impact work effort, persistence, job 
performance (Gist, 1987) and job satisfaction 
(Abele & Spurk, 2009). Individuals with high 
self-efficacy beliefs are able to navigate through 
difficult situations, attain intrinsic satisfaction 
from their jobs, successfully perform task, set 
more challenging goals for themselves, invest 
more time, and fare better in overcoming failing 
experiences (Heuven et al., 2006). People with 
high self-efficacy are more likely to make efforts 
to complete a task and to persist longer in those 
efforts compared to those with low self-efficacy 
(Schunk, 1990). The stronger the self-efficacy, 
the more intense the efforts (Stajkovich, 2003). 
Self-efficacy is also an important component of 
motivation because if it is low, an individual will 
not act (Boyd &Vozikis, 1994). In a similar line, 
Bandura (1997) suggests that people’s beliefs 
towards their capacities to carry out their work 
would influence their motivation to seek or avoid 
certain tasks.  

Factors affecting self-efficacy 
Literature highlights numerous factors 

affecting self-efficacy. In a study by Shaukat et al. 
(2018), it was found that characteristics like age, 
academic education, and teaching experience 
had significant influence on self-efficacy beliefs. 
Additionally, other factors have been linked to 
self-efficacy. These factors include supportive 
school environment which increases self-
efficacy (Lee et al., 2019) and burnout and stress 
which decrease self-efficacy (Zhu et al., 2006). 
Research also shows other factors that boost 

self-efficacy such as training (Eden & Aviram, 
1993); positive feedback (Beattie et al., 2015); 
role model and social support (Levan, 2010); 
positive engagement (Bakker, 2009); and high 
self-esteem (Afari, 2012).

Job satisfaction
Job satisfaction is defined as something that is 

enjoyable and pleasant which usually produces 
positive output (Locke, 2001); extent to which 
people like their jobs (Hirschfeld, 2000); 
enthusiasm and happiness with one’s work 
(Osakwe, 2014); and the level of contentment a 
person feels regarding his or her job (Maharjan, 
2019). Okoth (2003) asserts that job satisfaction 
is a positive state, stemming from the appraisal 
of one’s job experiences; the totality of positive 
feelings and beliefs individuals have about 
their job. Job satisfaction relates to individual’s 
perception and evaluation of their job affected by 
their own unique needs, values, and expectations 
(Sempane et al., 2002). According to Armstrong 
(2006), positive and favourable attitudes 
indicate job satisfaction, while negative and 
unfavourable attitudes signify job dissatisfaction. 
Job satisfaction is an important characteristic 
the employees of an organization must possess 
because satisfied employees will be cooperative 
and motivated while the dissatisfied ones will not 
contribute much to the organization (Oshagbemi, 
2003).

Importance of job satisfaction
Literature highlights that job satisfaction 

of workers is imperative for the success of the 
organization (Brown & Lam, 2008) because job 
dissatisfaction may result in brain drain, tardiness, 
apathy, and low job performance, which will have 
repercussions on the organizational effectiveness 
(Osakwe, 2014). A satisfied employee would 
have an emotional bond with the organization 
and take pride in their membership, which is 
good for the health of the organization (Shaju & 
Subhashini, 2017). There is a strong correlation 
between job satisfaction and retention of women 
in workplace. When employees feel that their 
organization is supportive and provide them 
a good work life balance, their job satisfaction 
increases, which reduces their turnover intentions 
(Forsyth & Polzer-Debruyne, 2007). Moreover, 
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Gardner and Oswald (2002) contend that job 
satisfaction is positively related to well-being. 
Job satisfaction leads to enhanced level of job 
performance; positive work values; high levels 
of employee motivation; and lower rates of 
absenteeism, turnover, and burnout (Ngo et al., 
2009). Swamy et al. (2015) maintain that satisfied 
employees are a crucial asset to the organization.

Factors affecting job satisfaction
There are research studies that identify factors 

that affect job satisfaction. According to Rose 
(2003), job satisfaction is affected by the terms 
and conditions of the employment contract, 
work hours, financial rewards, work situation, 
work orientation, gender and job satisfaction 
of individual employee. George and Jones 
(2008) posit that the kind of work, co-workers, 
supervisors, and pay affect job satisfaction. 
According to Bavendum (2000), job satisfaction 
is promoted by opportunity, good leadership, work 
standards, fair reward, and adequate authority. 
Other factors include professional recognition, 
professional advancement, favourable 
working conditions, job security, interpersonal 
relationship, work efficiency, achievement in 
work and timely promotion (Osakwe, 2003; Uddin 
et al., 2005; You et al., 2015). Further personal 
interest in the work, rewards for performance, 
ability to work on one’s initiative and high self-
esteem also affect job satisfaction (Rhodes & 
Hammer, 2000; Stajkovich & Luthans, 1998). In 
a study by Saif et al. (2016), it was found that 
participation in decision making, available leave 
facilities, attitude of top management, time for 
family, flexible working hour, corporate culture, 
and managerial style affect job satisfaction. 
Studies also showed that increase in employees’ 
education levels and age brought about increased 
job satisfaction (Meziroğlu, 2002). According to 
Baron and Greenberg (1990), job satisfaction is 
affected by self-efficacy, stress levels, seniority, 
and self-monitoring. 

Self-efficacy and Job satisfaction
Research studies have demonstrated significant 

positive relationship between self-efficacy and 
job satisfaction (Judge et al., 2001; Luthans et 
al., 2006; Türkoğlu et al., 2017). Individuals 
possessing high self-efficacy are able to overcome 

difficulties more effectively and are more likely 
to attain valued outcomes through persistence 
leading to satisfaction from their jobs (Luthans 
et al., 2006). According to Pinquart et al. (2003), 
individuals with higher levels of self-efficacy 
experience higher levels of job satisfaction and 
are less likely to become unemployed and more 
likely to be satisfied with their jobs. In a study 
by Muhammet et al. (2017), the finding revealed 
self-efficacy as a significant predictor of job 
satisfaction. High levels of self-efficacy promote 
people’s attitudes and behaviours leading to job 
satisfaction (Bargsted et al., 2018). People with 
high self-efficacy beliefs have higher level of 
job satisfaction because they invest their efforts 
(Judge et al., 2002); possess more optimistic 
thoughts (Salanova et al., 2005); and are able 
to complete the work (Judge & Bono, 2001). 
Self-efficacy energizes employees, directs their 
efforts and promotes persistence which favour 
job satisfaction (Stajkovich & Luthans, 1998).

4. Methodology 
The details of methodology such as paradigm 

choice, research design, data gathering strategies 
and sampling strategies are explicated in the 
following sections.

Research paradigm
This study is guided by the pragmatic 

paradigm. Pragmatism is compatible with mixed 
method approach as its underlying assumptions 
provide the essence for mixing research methods 
(Mitchell, 2018). Additionally, Creswell (2014) 
posits that pragmatism allows mixing paradigms, 
assumptions, approaches and methods of data 
collection and analysis; it is all about “what 
works”. This indicates that pragmatism leads 
“action-oriented” research procedures (Cameron, 
2011). Thus, the unique features of the pragmatic 
perspective are congruent with the nature of this 
research.

Research design
The study used a sequential explanatory 

mixed methods design consisting of two distinct 
phases: quantitative followed by qualitative. 
First the quantitative data were collected and 
analysed followed by the collection and analysis 
of qualitative data. The qualitative data helped 
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explain the quantitative results. The two phases 
were connected in the intermediate stage in 
the study. The rationale for this approach was 
that the quantitative data and their subsequent 
analysis provided a general understanding of 
the research problem. The qualitative data and 
their analysis refined and explained the statistical 
results by exploring participants’ views in more 
depth (Creswell, 2003).

Sampling
In the first phase of the study, quantitative 

data were collected. A total of 95 out of 402 
female RUB employees from different colleges 
and the Office of the Vice Chancellor completed 
a survey questionnaire. In the second phase 
of the study, qualitative data were gathered 
from 38 participants from across the different 
colleges and the Office of the Vice Chancellor. 
A random sampling was used for both the survey 
questionnaire and the email interview. This 
sampling strategy helped eliminate sampling 
bias.

Data collection method
The data for the present study were gathered 

through survey questionnaire and email 
interview. These two methods are discussed in 
the following section.

Survey questionnaire
The first phase of data collection used survey 

to gather objective data on the respondents’ 
perceptions and opinions related to the objective 
of the study. An anonymous online survey 
was constructed using Qualtrics software. 
Participation link was distributed through emails 
and various social media platforms. Online 
consent was obtained from the participants. The 
survey questionnaire consisted of demographic 
information and two scales (GSE and JS) to 
measure general self-efficacy and job satisfaction 
levels respectively. The 10-item psychometric 
scale of General Self-Efficacy (GSE) developed 
by Jerusalem and Schwarzer (1981) was adapted 
and then administered to assess women’s self-
efficacy level in terms of optimistic beliefs to 
cope with variety of difficult demands in life. 
Four items related to the sources of self-efficacy 
were added to the list. The original GSE scale 
has a 4-point scale response format (1- not 

at all true, 2- hardly true, 3- moderately true, 
4-exactly true). The present study modified 
the response to a 6-point scale to (1- strongly 
disagree, 2-disagree, 3-somewhat disagree, 4- 
somewhat agree, 5-agree, 6-strongly agree). 
The creators of the scale found Cronbach’s 
alpha ranged from .76 to .90 in samples from 
23 nations. This is consistent with the results of 
reliability test conducted for the present study 
that yielded Cronbach’s alpha of .87.A 17-item 
Job Satisfaction (JS) scale was adapted from 
Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire to assess 
the employee’s satisfaction with his or her job. 
The original scale is tri-dimensional including; 
Intrinsic Satisfaction, Extrinsic Satisfaction, 
and General Satisfaction scale. Distinctions 
between these subscales were not emphasised 
considering the scope of the study. Three items 
on the scale were removed after pilot testing to 
improve relevancy of items in the context of the 
current study. The response scale was changed 
from 5 points (1-very dissatisfied, 2-dissatisfied, 
3-neither, 4-satisfied, 5- very satisfied) to (1- 
Very dissatisfied, 2- dissatisfied, 3-somewhat 
dissatisfied, 4-somewhat satisfied, 5-satisfied, 
6-very satisfied). Coefficient alpha for Minnesota 
Satisfaction Questionnaire was found stable and 
reliable in many previous researches (Martins & 
Proença, 2012). JS scale generated an excellent 
Cronbach’s Alpha of .91 for the present study.

Email interview
Face to face interview could not be conducted 

owing to travel restrictions posed by Covid-19 
Pandemic. The qualitative data, therefore, 
were gathered using email interview. The 
email interview was conducted with 38 female 
participants. The interview questions (17 
questions), information sheet and the consent 
letter were emailed to the participants. They were 
returned after completion. The email interview 
empowered the participants to tell their stories 
and they also had the opportunity to reflect and 
edit their responses (Beck, 2005).

Pilot testing 
Both the survey questionnaire and the 

interview questions were pilot tested prior to 
their implementation. The pilot test enabled to 
establish the effectiveness of the instruments 
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in terms of both the content and process of 
administration. The participants for the pilot test 
comprised of some women employees of RUB. 
Verbal consent was sought from the participants 
before the pilot test. The purpose of the pilot test 
was explained to the participants and they were 
requested to provide suggestions and comments 
for improvement. 

Ethical consideration
Prior to the commencement of data collection 

for the study, ethical approval was sought and 
obtained from the Office of the Dean of Research 
and Industrial Linkages, Samtse College of 
Education. Informed consent was obtained 
from the participants involved in the study. 
Participation in the research was voluntary and 
participants were assured that they were free 
to withdraw from participating at any time. 
Anonymity of informants was ensured in the 
transcript files as well as in the data segments 
quoted in this research report. Pseudonyms were 
used to maintain confidentiality. All survey and 
interview data gathered from the participants-
both in print and electronic forms- are stored in a 
secured location. 

Data analysis 
The survey data were entered in Statistical 

Package for Social Sciences (SPSS 22) for 
analysis. Prior to the analysis, data screening, 
missing values analysis, reversing and recoding 
was carried out for one negative item. As the 
missing values were less than 5%, data have 
been trimmed and winsorised for the analysis. 
The data was then analysed using descriptive 
statistics through the measure of mean. 
Inferential statistics was also used to analyse 
the linear relationship between Self- efficacy 
and Job Satisfaction using Pearson correlation 
coefficient. The mean was used to analyze 
participants’ ratings. Participants’ ratings on the 
frequency were grouped into six distinct levels 
employing Best and Kahn’s criteria (1988). Best 
and Kahn (1998) suggest that each grouping 
needs to maintain an interval width of 1.0. For 
clarity, the mean scores of the frequency were 
interpreted in terms of the ranking as reflected 
in Table 1. The ranking of the mean range is 
classified according to the range of mean scores 

that indicate the frequency of occurrence.

Table 1: Likert scale converted to numerical mean.

Sl. No Mean Range Rank 

1 0.01-1.00 Strongly disagree 

2 1.01-2.00 Disagree 

3 2.01-3.00 Somewhat disagree 

4 3.01-4.00 Somewhat agree 

5 4.01-5.00 Agree 

6 5.01-6.00 Strongly agree

The mean of the responses is converted to 
three different levels: low, moderate, and high. 
The mean range has been calculated by dividing 
range of the Likert scale value by required 
number of levels. An interval of 1.66 has been 
maintained in each grouping as reflected in 
Table 2. The three distinct levels are classified 
according to the range of the mean scores.

Table 2:  Mean of responses converted to levels.

Sl.No. Mean Range Level

1. 1.00 - 2.66 Low

2. 2.67 - 4.33 Moderate

3. 4.34 - 6 High

The analysis of the qualitative data involved 
studying the email transcripts and analysing 
around the three survey themes: Self-efficacy; 
Job satisfaction; and Self-efficacy and Job 
satisfaction. The data were also arranged around 
the two emergent themes: factors affecting self-
efficacy and job satisfaction.

5. Results 
This section presents the results generated 

from the analysis of the quantitative and 
qualitative data. The results of the survey and the 
interview are coalesced and discussed under each 
of the three different themes. A discussion is also 
provided of the two emergent themes: factors 
affecting self-efficacy and job satisfaction.
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Self-efficacy 
As shown in Table 3, the average mean and 

standard deviation (mean=4.62 and SD=.50) of 
14 items indicate that all the respondents (n=95) 
agree that they are self-efficacious. Further, the 
average mean indicates that respondents have a 
high level of self-efficacy as shown in Table 2.  
In the interview, 37 out of 38 participants stated 
that they have a high self-efficacy. This claim 
is exemplified in the quote by R37: “I am very 
self-efficacious”. Participants highlighted that 
they have high level of self-efficacy because they 
believe in their own abilities (R26), confidence 
(R7), aptitude (R13), efficiency (R2), capabilities 
(R36), skills (R23) and they possess enthusiasm 

and motivation (R36). Participants have contended 
that their self-efficaciousness has enabled them 
to hit all deadlines (R37); deal with challenges 
and make good decisions (R25); produce good 
results (R7); earn respect from colleagues and 
students (R3); and solve problems, remain calm, 
and deal with unforeseen circumstances (R2). 
Further, they have also expressed that they are 
independent (R25); good at time management, 
organizing and prioritizing work (R26); and can 
efficiently deal with situation and emergencies 
and handle issues and everyday tasks (R28). 
Participant R2 stated that the key to self-efficacy 
is constant effort.

Job satisfaction

Table 3: Mean of participants’ responses on self-efficacy

Sl.No. Item Mean SD Scale

SE1 I can always manage to solve difficult problems if I try hard enough. 5.11 .88 Strongly Agree

SE2 If someone opposes me, I can find the means and ways to get what I want. 4.19 1.01 Agree

SE3 It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals. 4.49 .97 Agree

SE4 I am confident that I could deal efficiently with unexpected events. 4.46 .84 Agree

SE5 Thanks to my resourcefulness, I know how to handle unforeseen situations. 4.34 .78 Agree

SE6 I can solve most problems if I invest the necessary effort. 5.08 .71 Strongly Agree

SE7 I can remain calm when facing difficulties because I can rely on my coping 
abilities.

4.45 1.01 Agree

SE8 When I am confronted with a problem, I can usually find several solutions. 4.49 .73 Agree

SE9 If I am in trouble, I can usually think of a solution. 4.56 .75 Agree

SE10 I can usually handle whatever comes my way. 4.61 .73 Agree

SE11 I have developed many of my skills through hands-on experience. 4.98 .79 Agree

SE12 Watching others make mistake has taught me how to be more effective while 
doing things.

4.97 .84 Agree

SE13 When people I respect tell me I will do well at doing a task, I believe them. 4.93 .79 Agree

SE14 The idea of solving difficult problems makes me nervous. 3.04 1.11 Somewhat Agree

Average 4.62 .50 Agree

Table 4: Mean of participants’ responses on job satisfaction

Sl.No. Item Mean SD Scale

JS1  Being able to keep busy all the time. 4.99 .82 Satisfied

JS2 The chance to work alone on the job. 4.82 .90 Satisfied

JS3  The chance to do different things from time to time. 4.51 1.16 Satisfied
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As depicted in Table 4, the average mean and 
standard deviation (mean= 4 .60 and SD= .68) 
for the 17 items on job satisfaction show that the 
respondents (n=95) are satisfied with their job. 
The average mean also indicates that respondents 
have a high level of job satisfaction as shown in 
Table 2. In the interview, 36 out of 38 participants 
expressed that they are very satisfied with their 
job. For instance, R37 said: “I am very satisfied 
with my job. All the responsibilities I shoulder 
are within my area and every task I carry out is a 
labour of love.”  Participants expressed that they 
are satisfied with their job since they able to: do 
justice to their job (R2); enjoy doing their job (R7, 
R16); achieve what one desires (R13); provide 
service and contribute to the organization (R9); 
and make progress in the job (R19). Participants 
have highlighted that the opportunity to upgrade 
their knowledge and skills (R11, R26), being 
able to draw a decent salary (R33, R22), being 
appreciated and recognized for their efforts (R27), 
working in a conducive environment (R1) and 
flexibility to do things (R5) have contributed 
to their job satisfaction. All these qualities have 
provided them with a sense of contentment and 
accomplishment (R3, R4); intense positive 

feelings (R6); and a sense of attainment (R5, R14). 

Self-efficacy and Job satisfaction

Table 5: Descriptive statistics

Mean SD N

Self-Efficacy 4.62 .50 95

Job Satisfaction 4.60 .68 95

Correlations

Self 
-Efficacy

Job 
satisfaction

Self-Efficacy Pearson 
Correlation

1 .45**

Sig.(2 tailed) .000

N 95 95

Job 
Satisfaction

Pearson 
Correlation

.45** 1

Sig. (2 tailed) .000

N 95 95

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed)

Sl.No. Item Mean SD Scale

JS4  The way my boss handles his or her work. 4.59 1.25 Satisfied

JS5 The competence of my supervisor in decision making. 4.42 1.11 Satisfied

JS6  Being able to do things that don’t go against my conscience. 4.54 1.02 Satisfied

JS7 The chance to tell people what I do. 4.59 .83 Satisfied

JS8 The chance to do something that make use of my abilities. 4.60 .98 Satisfied

JS9  The way workplace polices are put in practice. 4.21 1.13 Satisfied

JS10 My pay and the amount of work I do. 4.94 1.0 Satisfied

JS11 The chances for advancement on this job. 4.24 1.30 Satisfied

JS12  The freedom to use my own judgement. 4.40 1.11 Satisfied

JS13 The chance to try my own methods of doing the job. 4.64 .92 Satisfied

JS14 The working conditions. 4.58 1.02 Satisfied

JS15  The relationship with my co-workers. 4.95 .83 Satisfied

JS16 The praise I get for doing a good job. 4.31 1.11 Satisfied

JS17 The feeling of accomplishment I get from doing the job. 4.87 .87 Satisfied

Average 4.60 .68 Satisfied
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A bivariate Pearson’s correlation was 
conducted to examine the relationship between 
self-efficacy and job satisfaction as shown 
in Table 5. A significant positive (moderate) 
correlation was found between self-efficacy and 
job satisfaction with r (93) =.45, p <.001, with 
20.25 % (r2) of the variance in job satisfaction 
explained by self-efficacy. The relation signifies 
that high self-efficacy leads to high job satisfaction. 
In the interview, 35 participants concurred that 
there is a relationship between self-efficacy and 
job satisfaction. This is demonstrated in the 
following quote by R31: “Self-efficacy affects 
job satisfaction. High level of self-efficacy 
contributes positively to job satisfaction.” This 
idea is expanded by R28 who stated, “A self-
efficacious person accomplishes any work with 
more confidence and positivity which in turn 
engenders satisfaction in both work and life.” 
High self-efficacy according to the participants 
resulted in: better job performance (R29); giving 
100% to their job (R22); confidence to execute 
the job well (R7); timely accomplishment of work 
(R28); overcoming challenges at the workplace 
(R26); and achieving the desired outcome (R13). 
Further participants also posited that high self-
efficacy instils a love for the job and enhances 
one’s capacity (R26); enables to do justice to 
one’s job (R22); boosts motivation to perform 
the job well (R32); and inculcates interest in 
the job (R22), which are antecedents to job 
satisfaction. On the other hand, three participants 
postulated that self-efficacy does not affect job 
satisfaction. This is evident in the quote by R38: 
“Self-efficacy does not affect job satisfaction. 
You could have higher level of self-efficacy but 
low job satisfaction.”

Factors affecting self-efficacy
The qualitative data showed that participants 

have highlighted a number of factors that promote 
as well as weaken their self-efficacy. These factors 
relate to the four sources of efficacy propounded 
by Bandura (1997) which are discussed below.

Mastery experiences: Participants have 
expressed that their previous experience of 
accomplishment, satisfaction, success, positivity 
and confidence in performing tasks positively 
affect their self-efficacy (R8, R10). According 

to the participants, these positive experiences 
are sourced from hard work, perseverance, 
commitment, passion, enthusiasm, clear goals, 
good time management skills, strong work ethics, 
high self-esteem (R1), self-motivation (R2), 
good education and knowledge (R3), learning 
from mistakes (R12), and taking challenges 
(R14). Additional sources include determination 
and performance (R18), good organizational 
skills (R20), being able to prioritize task 
(R25), conducive working environment (R1), 
opportunities for professional growth (R4), 
availability and accessibility of required 
resources (R6), and manageable workload 
(R15). Conversely participants have expressed 
that failure (R3, R8), negativity (R8), lack of 
experience (R9), and focusing on personal 
failings and negative outcomes (R13) impede 
their self-efficacy.

Social modelling: Participants have raised 
that their self-efficacy is promoted by drawing 
confidence by observing others successfully 
perform tasks (R26), observing others accomplish 
tasks (R36) and inspirational and hardworking 
people around (R2). They have expressed that 
lack of these factors deteriorate their self-efficacy 
(R7, R9).

Social persuasion: It was expressed by 
the participants that their self-efficacy is 
enhanced when the organization believes in 
their capabilities and provides constructive 
feedback (R23), when they receive support 
and appreciation from family, peer and leaders 
(R2, R5), and when family, friends and leaders 
offer compliments and encouragement (R4). 
All these factors according to the participants 
enable them to take challenges (R14), and they 
are determined to perform and succeed (R18, 
R19). On the other hand, participants highlighted 
that getting judged (R18), lack of recognition, 
motivation and acknowledgment (R28), lack 
of appreciation, cooperation and support from 
colleagues and leaders (R3, R14), discrimination 
in the work environment (R22), underestimation 
of competencies by colleagues and leaders (R4), 
challenging behaviour of colleagues (R30), and 
prejudice (R25) diminish their self-efficacy.

Psychological responses: Participants have 
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expressed that strong emotional stability and 
physical state boost their self-efficacy (R5, R25), 
however, anxiety and laziness (TS29) decrease 
their self-efficacy.

Factors affecting job satisfaction 
Participants have highlighted factors that 

positively as well as negatively affected their 
job satisfaction. These factors are discussed as 
intrapersonal, interpersonal and organizational 
factors.

Intrapersonal factors: Participants have 
expressed that their job satisfaction is enhanced 
by personal satisfaction (R5), experiences (R8), 
positive thinking (R10), personal interest and 
ability to perform the given task (R12, R13), 
commitment, aptitude, positive attitude (R13), 
self-development (R29), ability and potential to 
make a difference in the community (R32, R34, 
R36), time management, being creative (R39), 
and self-motivation (R37). Further participants 
R2 and R19 stated that the ability to overcome 
new challenges also fueled their job satisfaction. 
However, it was pointed out by the participants 
that lack of hard work/commitment (R5), lack 
of skills and knowledge and (R12), and lack of 
interest, low self-esteem (R13) weaken their job 
satisfaction. 

Interpersonal factors: The interpersonal 
factors that the participants identified as 
bolstering their job satisfaction include 
supportive colleagues (R4, R3), good leadership 
(R3), and cooperative and supportive students 
and leaders, fair work load (R16). Conversely, it 
was stated by the participants that lack of support/
appreciation from leaders and colleagues (R3, 
R10), poor leadership (R4, R7), and negative and 
malicious criticism (R9, R11) negatively affect 
their job satisfaction.

Organizational factors: According to the 
participants, their job satisfaction is facilitated 
by conducive working environment (R1, R2), 
good salary (R2), recognition of one’s work (R1, 
R5), opportunity for training (R1, R4) fairness 
(R7, R14), timely promotion (R1), availability 
and accessibility of required resources (R6, 
R28), job security (R17), well defined job (R19), 
and effective feedback system for improvement 
(R28). Conversely job satisfaction is hindered 

by unfavorable working environment (R1, R2), 
poor infrastructure (R4), lack of opportunity for 
professional growth (R4, R9), lack of support 
and competitive environment system (R6, R14), 
lack of resources (R6, R23) and excessive work 
load (R7, R12). Additional factors include lack 
of transparency and incentives (R11, R12), 
lack of fair policies and promotion (R17), lack 
of practice to take feedback from employees 
(R29), monotonous work routine (R29, R36) and 
lengthy administrative procedures (R31).

6. Discussion and Implications
This section presents an interpretation and 

implications of the major findings from both the 
quantitative and qualitative perspectives. The 
findings are discussed in light of literature.

Self-efficacy
One of the findings of the study is that the 

participants possess a high level of self-efficacy. 
They have identified a number of indicators of 
their high self-efficacy such as believe in their 
own abilities (R26), confidence (R7), aptitude 
(R13), efficiency (R2), capabilities (R36), skills 
(R23) enthusiasm and motivation (R36). Further 
participants have indicated that their self-
efficacious has enabled them to confidently deal 
with challenges and barriers and successfully 
complete tasks. Congruent with this finding, 
literature shows that  self-efficacy is individual’s 
belief in his or her capacity to muster the cognitive, 
motivational, and behavioural resources required 
to perform in a given situation (Bandura,1997). 
Further in a study by Situmorang and Wijayanti 
(2018), it was found that women with high self-
efficacy were motivated and they accomplished 
tasks. Although the finding shows that 
participants are self-efficacious, it is imperative 
to put in place enabling conditions to uphold 
their self-efficacy. If their self-efficacy weakens, 
it will have detrimental effect on the overall 
health of the organization. Employees with low 
self-efficacy beliefs avoid difficult tasks, reduce 
the efforts that they show in case of encountering 
a challenge and they give up easily (Bandura, 
1994). 

Job satisfaction
The finding on job satisfaction shows that 
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participants have a high level of job satisfaction. 
They have identified the yard stick of job 
satisfaction as enjoying their job (R7, R16), being 
able to achieve one’s desire (R13) and making 
progress in the job (R19). Further participants 
have also mentioned that job satisfaction 
provides them with a sense of contentment 
and accomplishment (R3, R4); intense positive 
feelings (R6); and a sense of attainment (R5, 
R14). This finding is corroborated by literature 
which indicates that job satisfaction is the extent 
to which people like their jobs (Hirschfeld 2000); 
enthusiasm and happiness with one’s work 
(Osakwe, 2014); and the level of contentment a 
person feels regarding his or her job (Maharjan, 
2019). The implication of this finding is that 
although participants are satisfied with their 
job, relevant stakeholders need to explore for 
strategies and implement them to sustain and 
promote the employees’ job satisfaction. In 
the absence of such a measure, there is a high 
likelihood of deterioration in the job satisfaction 
level of the employees. Job satisfaction of 
workers is imperative for the success of the 
organization (Brown &Lam, 2008) because job 
dissatisfaction will have consequences on the 
organizational effectiveness (Osakwe, 2014).

Self-efficacy and Job satisfaction
The finding on self-efficacy and job 

satisfaction indicated a positive correlation. 
Participants contended that high self-efficacy 
result in: better job performance (R29); 
confidence to execute the job well (R7); timely 
accomplishment of work (R28); overcoming 
the challenges at the workplace (R26); and love 
for the job and enhances one’ capacity (R26) 
which are antecedents to job satisfaction. This 
finding is supported by research studies that have 
demonstrated significant positive relationship 
between self-efficacy and job satisfaction (Judge 
et al, 2001; Luthans et al., 2006; Türkoğlu et al., 
2017). Individuals possessing high self-efficacy 
are able to tackle difficulties more effectively 
and are more likely to attain valued outcomes 
through persistence leading to satisfaction from 
their jobs (Luthans et al., 2006).  People with 
higher professional self-efficacy beliefs have 
more optimistic thoughts that leads to their 

commitment and job satisfaction (Salanova et 
al., 2005). Thus, those individuals with higher 
general self-efficacy are bound to be satisfied with 
their jobs. This finding implies that since self-
efficacy impacts job satisfaction, organization 
needs to maintain and keep their employees’ self-
efficacy level always high. A low self-efficacy 
of the employees will adversely affect their job 
satisfaction which will have repercussions on the 
overall growth and progress of the organization. 

Factors affecting self-efficacy
The result of this research shows that 

participants’ self-efficacy is affected by factors 
from four sources of mastery experience, social 
modelling, social persuasion, and psychological 
responses. 

Mastery experience consists of previous 
experience of accomplishment, satisfaction, 
success and positivity (R8, R10). For social 
modelling, participants have identified observing 
others accomplish tasks (R36). The factor 
for social persuasion comprises constructive 
feedback (R23) and support and appreciation 
from family, peer and leaders (R2). Similarly, for 
psychological responses, it is strong emotional 
stability and physical state (R5, R25). Participants 
have stated that the absence of all these enablers 
impede their self-efficacy. Consistent with this 
finding, Bandura (1997) has identified mastery 
experience, social modeling, social persuasion 
and psychological responses as sources of an 
individual’s self-efficacy. Literature also shows 
that self-efficacy is increased by supportive 
school environment (Lee et al., 2019), positive 
feedback (Beattie et al., 2015), social support 
(Levan, 2010) but decreased by burnout and 
stress (Zhu et al., 2006). This finding points that 
increasing attention must be paid to enhance 
the enablers of self-efficacy and invest time, 
resources and effort to overcome its inhibitors. If 
these inhibitors outdo the enablers, both the self-
efficacy of the workers and the organization will 
be at stake. 

Factors affecting job satisfaction 
One of the findings of the study is that 

job satisfaction is affected by factors at the 
individual, interpersonal and organizational 
level. Intrapersonal factors include commitment, 
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aptitude, being positive (R13). Similarly, 
interpersonal factor is good leadership (R3) and 
the organizational factors are conducive working 
environment (R1, R2) and recognition of one’s 
work (R1, R5). It was also found that a low 
level of these factors deteriorates self-efficacy. 
This finding is consistent with literature which 
indicates that the kind of work, co-workers, 
supervisors and pay affect job satisfaction (Jones, 
2008). Further literature also highlights that job 
satisfaction is promoted by good leadership 
(Bavendum, 2000), and professional recognition, 
good salary, interpersonal relations, job security, 
professional advancement, favourable working 
conditions, supervision, achievement in work 
and promotion (Osakwe, 2003). This finding 
suggests that to promote job satisfaction of the 
workers, efforts must be made to augment the 
factors that boost job satisfaction and eliminate 
the factors that inhibit it. A satisfied employee 
would take ownership of the organization and 
would be an asset in propelling the organization 
to greater heights. Additionally, job satisfaction 
is one of the biggest factors that influence the 

performance and retention of women in the 
workplace (Yousaf et al., 2014).

7. Conclusion
This study was undertaken to explore the 

participants’ levels of self-efficacy and job 
satisfaction and the relationship between self-
efficacy and job satisfaction. The conclusions 
of this research are 1) the participants have a 
high level of self-efficacy; 2) their level of job 
satisfaction is high; and 3) self-efficacy has a 
positive effect on job satisfaction. The finding 
also revealed four different sources of self-
efficacy such as mastery, social modelling, 
social persuasion, and psychological responses. 
However, the present study did not study the 
most effective source of self-efficacy. Hence 
future research can explore this topic. The 
empirical results indicate that job satisfaction 
is affected by intrapersonal, interpersonal and 
organizational factors.  Future research to gauge 
the most sustainable source of job satisfaction is 
recommended. 
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