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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The principal of a suburban elementary, junior high
or high school must be an individual possessing many talents.
Wwalter H. Gmelch lists some of the roles of a contemporary
principal as follous: "controller, disciplinarian, moti-
vator, persuader, firs-fighter, preserver of the culture,

n No wonder

curriculum specialist, and parent-surrogate.,
that Gmelch as well as a number of other researchers have
discovered that the principal is suffering from role ambi-
guity. What are the pressures of the principal's job which
lead to the developmént of stress in its most unhealthy
forms? Do higher levels of job stress have any bearing on

job satisfaction or job dissatisfaction experienced by these

principals?

The Purpose

The purpose of this study was to determins if relation-
ships exist between sources of organizational stress of ele-
mentary and secondary suburban principals and their motiva-
tion to work. The Motivation and Hygiene needs of these

orincipals were identified using the conceptual framework

explained by frederick Herzberg in The Motivation To Work.

1



2
The sources of stress with which the study was concerned uere
the sources of organizational stress, rather than idiosyn~-
cratic, individualistic sources of stress which would vary
from principal to principal. The first part of the study
measured organizational sources of stress which are built
into the principalship and categorized those stresses into
the theoretical framework devised by Herzberg and his
associates., |

The sacond part of the study measured the sources of
job satisfaction -~ achievement, recognition, responsibility
and growth «- and the sources of job dissatisfaction =-- a
lack of physical, social status, orientation, security and
economic factors in the job environment., This part of the
study calculated a total job attitude score as well as
Motivation and Hygiene subscores for each respondent, all-
of whom werns selected from the population of elementary and
secondary principals in suburban Cook County.

The correlational, ANOVA, and Multiple Regression
analyses revealed answers to the following Focussing Ques-
tions: |

Stress
1. Is there a significant difference between the mean
job stress score of elementary principals when compared to
the mean job stress score of secondary principals?
2. Is there a significant difference between the mean
job stress score of principals in districts having a low
operating expense per pupil when compared to the mean job

stress score of principals in districts having a high oper-
ating expense per pupil? ‘



3, Are there significant interactions between school
level, operating expense per pupil, and mean job stress

score?

4, Which subscores ars most significantly correlated
with total) job stress score?

5. Using multiple regression analysis, is it possible
to predict membership in the elementary or secondary group
based on each tension subscore total?

6. Using multiple regression analysis, is it possible
to predict membership in the low expenditure or high expen=-
diture group based on each tension subscore total?

7. Are there significant differences between the mean
stress scores of elementary and seccndary principals on
each of the following: growth, respecnsibility, physical,
social, orientation, and security?

8., Are thers significant differences between the mean
stress scores of low expenditure and high expenditure prine-
cipals on each of the following: growth, responsibility,
physical, social, orientation, and security?

- Job Attitude

Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction

.9+ Is there a significant difference between the mean
attitude score of elementary principals when compared to
the mean at<itude score of secondary principals?

10, Is there a significant difference betueen the mean
attitude score of principals in districts having a lou
operating expense per pupil when compared to the mean
attitude score of principals in districts having a high
operating expense per pupil?

11. Are there significant interactions between school
level,~qpqrating expense per pupil, and mean attitude score?

12, Which subscores are most significantly correlated
with the total attitude score?

13. Using multiple regression analysis, is it possible
to predict membership in the elementary or secondary group
based on each attitude subscore total?

14, Using multiple regression analysis, is it possible
to predict membership in the low expenditure or high expen-
diture group based on each attitude subscore total?



15. Are there significant differences between the mean
attitude scoares of elementary and secondary principals on
gach of the following: growth, achievement, responsibility,
recognition, physical, social, status, orientation, economic,
and security?

16. Are there significant differences between the mean
attitude scores of low expenditure and high expenditure on
gach of the following: growth, achievement, responsibility,
recognition, physical, social, status, orientation, economic,
and security?

Attitude Compared With Stress

17. What is the relationship, if any, between the job
attitude scores for all principals studied and the job
stress scores for all principals studied?

18, What is the relationship, if any, bestween the job
attitude Motivation scores and the job stress Motivation
scores for all principals studied?

19. What is the relationship, if any, between the job
attitude Maintenance scores and the job stress Maintenance
scores for all principals studied?

20, What is the relationship, if any, between the measure
for each of the following on the Attitude Questionnaire
when compared to the measure of the same factor on the Job-
Related Tension Index: grouth, responsibility, physical,
social, orientation, and security?

Rationale for the Study

The first question which one may legitimately ask is,
"Why study stress in school principals?" Carlton and Brown
suggested two reasons. "Awareness of personal stress limits
is important, Such self-knowledge allous for better adjust-
ment of the individual's style and for development of diver-
sionary habits designed to reduce instances in which exces~
sive stress is generated."2 Besides promoting the devel-
opment of diversionary habits, these authors point out that

"the school administrator must learn to cope efficiently



with day to day stress by understanding it and using it to
his or her advantage."3

Karl Albrecht reported that althdugh fifty-year-old
executives have concerns about health, middle managers, who
as a group tend to be younger (often in their mid-thirties),
labor under a delusion of immortality and often do not take.
account of the stress which accumulates over a period of
time. Organizations, like schools, should "invest in |
managerial stress reduction as a way of keeping their
managerial people -- one of their principal resources --
healthy and functioning ef‘f‘ectively."4

Greenwood and Greenwood likewise pointed out the value
of self-kncwledge when stress levels are involved., "We -
believe it is both feasible and advisabls for executives to
manage their own stress levels and responses of their orga-
nizational subordinates, peers and others with whom they
deal on a business or social basis."5 UThe first and prob=-
ably most important step executives .may take in this direc-
tion is to improve their knleedge and understanding of the
stress process, its effects and the available coping mecha=-
hisms."6
Another question which might be asked is, "Why use
Frederick Herzberg's Motivation-~Hygiene Theory in a study of
school administrators?" Herzberg identified two sets of
factors, the motivator events which determined job satis-

faction and the hygiene or maintenance events which had the

potential to cause unpleasantness for employees and led to
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job dissatisfaction., Herzberg's theory was based on inter-
views with engineers and accountants, but many replications
of Herzberg's original study have been Conducted using a

_yariety of subjects, 1In his 1966 book, Work and the naturs

of Man, Frederick Herzberg reports on nine replication
studies including thé one by M. Scott Myers at Texas Instru-
ments, Incorporated.7 The subjects in these studies varied
from registered nurses in a Veterans Administration hosﬁital
to foremen in a wide cross section of industry in Finland,

The use of Herzberg's hygiene and motivation factors
in research involving educational administration is not
unique to the present study. Iannone (1973) determined the
.relsvancy of Herzberg's findings for a population of elemen=-
tary and secondary school principals in central New York
State, Cohen (1982) applied Herzberg's theory to a sample
gfoup consisting of elementary school principals in Phila-
delphia. The present study adds to the body of knowledge
which has already been accumulated and provides further
verification for Herzberg's theory, as it applies to school
administration.

The choice of school level, elementary and secondary,
as an independent variable is not an uncommon one. Keith

Goldhammer in his book, Elementary Principals and Their

Schools, suggested that the elementary principal was suffer-
ing from role ambiguity., "Perhaps the most critical problem
faced by the elementary school principal today is the gen-~

eral ambigquity of his position in the educational t:ammunity.'8
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vgyen prior to the advent of the problems caused by teacher
militancyband professional negotiations, the elementary
school principal felt isolated and confused about his role."g

According to Kahn and others, fole ambiguity is a primary

source of job-related tension.10

Kenneth Edward Schuetz, in his 1980 study entitled
"Sources of Perceived Stress Experienced by Illinois
Principals", found that the stress scores for elementary

school principals were significantly higher than the scores

for junior or senior high school principals.11

The choice of per pupil expenditure as an independent
variable in the study is based on the following hypotheses:

1. Schoul districts with fewer collars to spend place
additional responsibilities znd burdens on school
principals. Such principals will experience a
greater degree of work overload and suffer from
higher levels of job-related stress.

2., Schonl districts with less money to spend place
building principals in stressful situations with
greater frequency than more financially able school
districts. The stress scores from principals working
in districts spending feuwer dollars per pupil will
be significantly higher than the stress scores of
principals in districts spending more money per pupil.

Sigpificance of the Study

Hou will the results of this study be helpful to any-
one? First, it adds to the body of knowledge notwonly uith
regard to stress and the school principal! but as it applies
to school administration, The levels of job satisfaction
for suburban elementary and secondary school principals were

determined and the ‘stresses on these administrators wers



measured,

There are at least four types of individuals who will
benefit from learning about the results of this study. The
most obvious type is the suburban principal. Carlton and
Brown, Karl Alﬁredht, Greenwood and Greenwood have all
pointed out the value of self=-knowledge when stress levels
are involved. It is important that principals be auare
of the sourceé of stress and understand them as a prelimi-
nary step to control -- control of the stress which accumu-
lates within the individual and can have negative conse=-
quences, Such Self-knouledge is also important for the
development of appropriate diversionary habits.

Superintendents and members of boards of education
will gain insight into the principai's role. Sources of
unnecessary stress and job dissatisfaction may be eliminatsd,
of at least minimized, Sources of job satisfaction may be
enhanced or increased.

Professors of education and others involved in the
preparation and training of future administrators can
benefit from the presené study. They will be better able
to prepare their students for the stressors, satisfiers
and diséatisfiers inherent in the position of principal,
as it is constituted in a suburban snvironment.

Finally, the present study pdints the way for further
research in this area, Replications in urban (inner-city)
and rural afeas will yield more significant information.

When compared with the present study, a fuller picture of



the school principal will emerge.

Indepandent variables other than school level (elemen-
tary vs. secondary) and level of per pupil expenditure may
be analyzed with measures on the stress test, Techniques
other than corrélational analysis, one-way Analysis of
Variance, two-way Analysis of Variance, and Multiple
Regression Analysis may be smployed to gain further insight

into the meaning of the results,

Procedure

The method of data-collection was accomplished through
the use of written survey instruments which were mailed to
each respondent in February, 1984, Secondary principals
who failed to respond received a phone call the following
month. (Mors than the minimum required number of elemen-
tary surveys were returned, so no further contact with
elementary principals ués necessary.) These high school
principals who requested it, were mailed second copies of
the survey‘instruments.

One hundred twenty was the minimum sample size becausse
the research design'called for subjects to be categorized
in four cells and thirty subjects per cell is a minimum for
statistical analysis, Usable surveys were returned by 136
principals from suburban Cook County. O0f these, seventy-
three were from elemsntary principals and sixty-three were
from secondary school principals. The rate of response for

elementary principals was 66,7 percent and for high school
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principals, the response rate was 92.9 percent.

Suburban Cook County was selected as the target
geographical area from which to draw the subjects for the
sample group because it is a fairly homogeneous area in
terms of being mainly suburban in nature. Counties such
as Dupage, Lake or McHenry have more of a mixture of subur-
ban and rural»aréas contained within them, Chicago was
excluded because urban and inner-city principals who are
employed by a huge school system are in a quite different
environment and very probably encounter sources of organi-
zational stress which vary considerably from suburban
administrators,

Five hundred four elementary and junior high school
principals from subufban Cook County were identified using
the 1982-83 Directory of Suburban Public Schools published
by the Educational Service Region of Cook County. Each
principal was assigned an identification number for the
random selection. In several instances, elementary princi-
pals were listed at more than one school. Such individuals
were assigned only one number, despite their dual responsi-
bilities, in order that each individual had an equal chance
of being selected. (Assigning a separate number .for each
school would have resulted in such arincibals being more
likely to be selected than the one school principals,)

Some principals had to be disqualified from the popu-
lation to be sampled. The Employee Attitude Questionpaire

asks several questions regarding the principal's relation-



11
ships with assistant superintendent(s) and the superinten-
dent. Sometimes, however, thess positions were merged and
the questionnaire became invalid. Tuwelve elemsntary prin-
cipals were eliminated from thé population to be sampled as
follous: six were also the district superinténdent; three
were assistant superintendents; one was an associate super=-
intendent; one was a curriculum director; and one is now a
classroom teacher. One hundred twenty principals were ran=-
domly selected from this revised population and constituted
the elementary sample group.

Seventy-one secondary school principals from suburban
Cook County were identified using the 1982~83 Directory of
Suburban Public Schools published by the Educational Service
Region of Cook County. Each of these principals was coded,
but no random selection was necessary, however, since they
vere all included in the sample group.

For tne purpose of this study, two separate written
survey instruments were used.

To measure job stress, a modified version of the Job-
Related Tension Index was used. (See Appendix A) This
instrumgnt was developed at the University of Michigan
Survey Research Center by Robert L. Kahn, Donald M. Wolfe,
Robert P, Quinn, J. Diedrick Snoek, and Roberf A, Rosenthal,

The respondent was asked to answer fourteen items
(the study guestions from the Intensive survey wers used)
by choosing one of four fixed alternative responses. These

responses were: "Never", "Sometimes", "Rather Often", and
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uNearly All the Time'., Each alternative uwas assigned a
coded value from one to four and the subject's over-all
Tension score is simply the sum of all the items,
The Job-Related Tension Index was used to obtain
measures af joﬁ stress, It is clear that tension, although
related to stress is not synonymous with stress, The Index

was printed in a book entitled, Organizational Stress:

Studies in Roie Conflict and Ambiguity by Robert L, Kahn
and others. Although the book frequently fefers to "ten-
sion", the studies reported drau conclusions about organi=-
zational stress, Thus, Kahn seems to use the terms inter-
changeably.

To measure job satisfaction/dissatisfaction the study
utilized a modified version of the 1963 edition of the Annual
Employee Attitude Survey which was formerly administered to
ehplayees at Texas Instruments, Inc.. (See Appendix B)

The format for reporting survey results is aligned to the
Motivation/Maintenance framework. The ninety-five guestion
survey instrument is divided into Maintenance and Motivation
categories. The maintehance categories are "physical'",
"social", "status", "orientation", "security" and "economic",
The motivation categories on the survey are "groqﬁh",
"achievement", "responsibiiity" and "recognition¥,

Since both survey instruments were altered for the
purposes of this study, it was necessary that they be field-
tested to establish their validity. This was accomplishad

in January, 1984 uﬁen three slementary and three secondary
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principals frqm Lake County suburban schools field-tested
the instruments and made suggestions for their improvement.
Lake County was selected as a fisld-testing area bscause
of its proximity and similarity to suburban Cook County,
several of the survey items were altered based on the recome
' mendations of the principals who field-tested the instru-
ments. |

The rosponses to items on the Job-~Related Tension
Index were compared to responses on the Employee Attitudse
Survey using the technique of correlational analysis. Each
of the fourteen items on the Job-Related Tension Index was
classified into one of the Motivation/Maintenance (Hygiene)
categories,

Each of the nihety—?ive items on the Attitude Question-
naire measured one of the Motivation/Maintenance categories.
A job satisfaction/dissatisfaction subscore was calculated
for each category.

Three types of scores were then compared using Kendall's
Tau Correlation Coaefficient, First, the respondents! total
scores on the Job-Related Tension Index were correlated with
ﬁhe total scores on the Attitude Questionnaire. Next, the
categorical  subscores from the Tension Index were.correlated
with the suhscores from the same category on the Attitude
- Questionnaire, For example, question numbers two, six and
eight on the Job-Related Tension Index related to the Main-
tenance category designated as "Orisntation", A tension

subscore for these items was calculated, Item numbers two,
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six, forty-one, forty-two, forty-four, sixty-four, seventy
and sighty-sight on the Attitude Questionnaire pertained to
that same category--"0Orientation®. A job satisfaction/dis-
satisfaction subscore uas calculated and correlated with the
tension subscoré in that same category. This was computed
for four Maintenance categories == Physical, Social, Orienta-
tion, and Security -- and for two Motivation categories ==
Growth and Reéponsibility..

Finally, the categorical subscores from each instrument
were combined into the two broad areas of Motivation and
Maintenance. The Motivation scores from the Job=-Related
Tension Index wvere correlated with the Motivation scores
from the Attitude Questionnaire. A similar correlation uas
computed utilizing the Maintenance'(Hygiene) scores from
each instrument.

| The total scores from the Job-Related Tension Index
vere the dependent variable in a four cell, 2 x 2 factorial
research design using the independent variables of school
level (elementary and secondary) and level of per pupil expen-
diture (high and lou). .Tha level of per pupil expenditure

was determined by using the "Operating Expense Per Pupil"
figures.compiled by the Illinois State Board of Education,
Department of Finance and Reimbursements, These figures

were reported in Illinois Public Schools Financial Statis-

tics 1981-1982 School Year. One-way and two=-way analysis of

variance were used to test for significant differences

between the group means on the dependenﬁ variable (stress
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sCcores).

The respondents were categorized in the following

manner:
School Level

2‘1
3
o Elementary Secondary
T
S .
< High 36 32
Lol ' .
—~ .
a Lou 37 31
&

73 63
-
V]
- N= 136

The independent variables of s3chool level and per
pupil expenditure were used in another four cell, 2 x 2
factorial research design, this time using the total scores
from the Attitude Survey as the dependent variable. 0Once
again, analysis of variance was used to test the group means,

Two respondents from each cell were randomly selected
for follow-up intervieus. These intserviews utilized ques-
-tions from tuwo parté of Robert L. Kahn's 1964 study of role
conflict and ambiguity.12 Section A consists of questions
about sources of satisfaction in the job. Section D con-
sists of questions about job stress. These questions appear

at the end of the paper in Appendix C.

Limitations of the Study

The study had ssveral limitations which should be
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noted, First, both the Attitude Questionnaire and the Job~-
Related Tension Index are closed form type questionnaires.
This form requires each respondent to choose a particular
answer (Attitude Questionnairé) or rank a seriss of state-
ments in order of importance or frequency (Job-Related
Tension Index). According to Decbold Van Dalen, such closed
form questionnaifes have the following limitations:

" They often fail to reveal the respondent's motives

(uhy he answers as he does), do not aluways yield infor-
mation of sufficient scope or dspth, and may not dis-
criminate between fine shades of meaning. Fixed alter-
native respconses may make respondents take a stand upon
issues about which they have no crystallized opinion or
may force them to give answers that do not accurately
express their ideas,

Van Dalen suggested that such questionnaires may be
improved by adding a "don't knou" o: "undecided" category
to resolve some of these difficultiss. This category was
provided ir the Attitude Questionnaire.

Tuoc respondents from each cell were randomly selected
for follow=-up intervieus., Interviews, in general, have
several weaknesses., "The race, age, sex, religion, vocab-
ulary, accent, ethnic background, or social class of the

15 "The biases of

intervieuer" may affect the data returns.
the intervieuwer himself, the environment in which the inter-
view takes place, the sex of the intervisuer, etc. are all
factors that need to be considered."16
The structured interview, in which standardized ques-
tions are presented in the same manner to each subject, was

used in this'studya This particular type of interview is
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limited by a "rigidity in the investigative procedures that
may prevent the investigator from probing in sufficient
depth."17

Obviously, in both questionnaire and intervieuw re-
search, it 1s assumed thét the subjects are responding in
an honest and straightforward manner, This, of course, may
not always be the case, despite an assurance in the accom-
panying letter that the anonymity of the subjects would be
maintained.

The correlational analysis was achieved in the study
by classifying the fourteen items from the Job-Related
Tension Index into the Metivation/Maintenance (Hygiens)
categories and computing stress scores within each of these
categories. The first and most obvious limitation of this
technique is that not all of the Motivation/Maintenance
cétegorias were represented in the Job-Related Tension Index.
There were no questions pertaining to the maintenance (hy-
giene) factors of "status" or "economic! concerns. There
were no questions relating to the motivational catsgories
of "achievement" or ”recbgnition". Conversely, there uere
three questions from gach of the following categories:
"orientation", "security", "growth" and "responsibility",
There was one question which pertaired to "socizal" and one
- which pertained to the "physical" category.

The fact that somé motivation and maintenance cate-
gories uerevnot represented on the Job~Related Tension Index

does not weaken the correlations obtained using Kendal's Tau



18
correlation ccefficient. However, it does leave open to
speculation what correlations in those four areas might have
shouwn.

Cooper and Marshall report that there are several
serious difficulties with the use of correlational analysis
in stress research,

First, correlational analysis fails to point cut the
role of intesrvening variablss, A causal chain is not
necessarily only two variables long as many studies
would have us believe. Second, even if we took into
account a number of possible intervening variables in
a multiple correlational design, we would still be
unable to determine how much each of the petential
stresscrs, for example, contribute to the manifestation
of stress,1® Third, many of the correlaticnal studies
focus con one point in time, whirch limtis the inferences
one car draw about causality. More longitudinal data
is regquired, within multivariate designs, to provide
more accurate information on thz nature and volatility
of the stress situations,.?19
The lack of longitudinal data is a definite limitation of
the study. The surveys were mailed to principals in Febru-
ary. Perhzps principals Might have responded differently
during other, more highly stressful times of the school
year. Had the principals responded at the beginning of the
school year in September or at the conclusion in June, the
data might have been different,

The study is further limited due to the fact that prin-
cipals from Chicago were not included in the samﬁie group.
Thus, a large portion of Cook County was not represented.
Neither were suburban privatse or parochial school principals

surveyed, It would be difficult, therefore, to make. gener-

alizations about other populations based on the conclusions
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of the present study.

Definitions of Terms

The following definitions wers used throughout the

study:
STRESS

(systemic stress) - a condition in which--dus to
function or damage~-extensive regions of the body deviate
from their normal resting state, In accordance with the
common usage of the word 'stress', the term 'systemic
stress! is sometimes loosely employed also to denote the
stimuli which cause systemic stress. In this sense, it
is prefsrable, however, to speal of alarming stimuli or
'stressors', 20

Stress is the nonspecific response of the body to any
demand made upon it. In more cclloquial terms, we might
defing1stress as the rate of wear and tear caused by
life.

Physiological stress is revealec by a specific seguence
of events., Selye terms this sequence the general adap-
tation syndrome (G.A.S.) and distinguishes three stages
therein, The first stage is an ‘'alarm reaction', the
second a 'stage of resistance', and the third a 'stage
of exhaustion',2?

In otner words, stress is not some external agent
which causes the human body to react, but the physiological
reactions within the body, itself,
STRESSOR |
(alarming stimulus) - any agent capable of
eliciting first an alarm-reaction and, if its action is
prolonged, the entire general-adaptation-syndrome.
A stressor can be defined as a fdemand made by the internal
or external environment of an organism that upsets its

homeostasis, restoration of which depends on a nonauto-

matic and not readily available energy-sxpending action,24%

AR stressor is simply any stimulus which causes the

body to produce stress. In order to qualify as a stressor,
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a stimulus must at least cause the body to produce the first
stage of tte C.A.S.--the Yalarm reaction®”, If the effect of
the stressor is prolonged, the body may exhibit the charac-
teristics ¢f the second and third stages of the G.A.S., as

Ue.llo
TENSION

According to Antonovsky, tension is the strain
incurred by the body due to stressors. He reserves the
word 'stress! for the strain that ﬁgmains when the ten-
sion is not successfully overcome. For Antonovsky,
then, tension is a broader term and stress is simply a
subset of tension, the residual tension that has not
been successfully overcome by the G.A.S..

For Shaffer, 'tension' means muscular tension. It is

a concecmitant of the first stage of the G.A.S.=-the
'alarm reaction', Such tension often occurs particu~
larly in the lower back, in the negck and shoulders, and
in the form of tension headachss.,

In Stress Without Distress, Hans Selye draus a distinc-
tion between stress and tension, Stress is not merely
nervous tension.27 Selye points out that although
emotional stimuli are common stressors in human beings,
lower animals with no nervous systems and even plants
exhibit stress reactions,

Thus, it is clear that for all three researchers ten=-
sion, although related to stress, is not synonymous with
stress,

DISTRESS

(harmful unpleasant stress)28 Stressors may bs
either positive or negative. Distress is the unpleasant
stress produced by the body in response to negative
stressors,

Selye has coined the words 'eustress' and 'distress' to
distinguish betuween positive and destructive forms of
stress.2?9 Throughout this study whenever the term
'stress' is used, it refers to distress,
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EUSTRESS
stress which does not cause the body harmful
gffects. Selye points out that physical exercise in
most instances turns stress into eustress whereas frus-
tration usually turmns into distress. Not al} stress %8
unpleasant and complete freedom from stress is death,
Qvervisu

Chapter One has explained the purpecse, rationale, and
significance of the study. The four components of the pro-
cedure were briefly described: Metrod, Subjects, Materials
and Analysis of Results., The limiteations of the study uere
explainsed and definitions of five key terms and concepts
were providad,

Chapter Two will present a Revieuw of Literature. This
'chapter is divided into two broad sections, The first re=
views the literature relating to job stress. The second
reviews litzrature in the area of job satisfaction/dissatis-
faction., An explanation of Frederick Herzberg's Motivation-
Hygiene Theﬁry may be found in this second section.

Chapter Three will be a Presentation and Analysis of
the Data., It will provide more detailed background informa-
tion about the subjects, materials and procedure ussd in the
study, The results obtained by the correlational analysis
of the data obtained from the two questionnaires are pre-
sented, The second section explains the 2 x 2 factorial
design., The null hypotheses are listed and the results of
the statistical tests, one-way analysis of variance, tuo-

wvay analysis of variance, and multiple regression analysis
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are reported. A separate section explains the data obtained
from intervieus,

Chapter Four contains three major sections., The first
is a summary, The second section presents the conclusions
based on the results obtained in the study. The third sec-
tion details recommendations.,

All appendices are printed after the Bibliography.

Footnotes are listed at the conclusion of the chapter.
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CHAPTER II
THE REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The Revie@ of Related Literature is organized
according to two broad topics. The first part of the
chapter reports on the literature related to job stress
and the second section summarizes the 1iteratqre in the
area of job satisfaction/dissatisfaction.

The stress literature is presented in three parts,
The first summarizes studies of job stress for workers, in
general., Tne second part explains the research pertaining
to executive or managerial stress, and the final section is
devoted to stress and the school administrator.

The material explaining job satisfaction/dissatisfac-
tion is presented in two parts., First, sources of job satis=-
faction/dissatisfaction for workers, in general will be
explained., Secondly, sources of principals' job satisfac=-
tion and dissatisfaction will be reviewed.

The literature cited in each section and subsection

pertaining to stress and job satisfaction/dissatisfaction is

arranged chronologically, with the oldest studies revisuwed

first and the more recent findings at the end.

25
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Stress

Stress is an extremely broad topic, drawing from
several disciplines in the research--physiology, psychology,
sociology, business and school administration, The focus
in the presenthstudy is on sources of organizational stress.
The literature in this qhapter is concerned with stressors
in the work environment, No attempt has been made to report
on those studies concerned with analysis of personality
types and their relationship to strass such as those of
Friedman and Rosenman, or on studies dealing with life events
or Life=Change~Units, the uvork of Holmes and Rahe, for exam-
ple., Nor has ary of the pioneering laboratory analysis done
by Dr. Hans Selye which explains ths physiological aspects
of the stress cycle (the G.A.S.) been described.

Although the focus remains steadfastly on organiza-
tional sources of stress, it must be admitted from the
outset that organizational sources of stress interact with
individual personality variables to determine the lesvel of
stress, What is stressful for one principal may not be for
another, Each person ihterprets events through his or her
own perceptual "glasses". This has not prevented researchers
from idéntifying sources of stress in organizations, includ-
ing schools, which seem to be built into the systems, them=-
sleves, regardless of the individual who occupies the position

6? manager or principal.
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Sources of Workers' Job Stress
Much of the literature dealing with job stress is
fairly recent=-having been written within the past twenty
years.
In a stud& published in 1964, Robert L. Kahn and
others reported on two studies in role conflict and

ambiguity.1

In the first or Intensive Study, fifty-thres
focal offices at seven industrial locations in the oil, -
automobile, electronics and machine parts industries were
selected and respondents were interviewed at the job sites.2
A second, nationwide survey of role conflict and ambiguity
was undertaken and 1300 persons were interviewed, although
.only 725 of these were utilized in the sample group.3

The results showed that role conflict was a common
occurrence in the work situation, Almost half the respon-
dénts reported being caught "in the middle" either between
two conflicting persoﬁs or betueen conflicting f‘actions.4
Another of the dominant forms of role conflict was found to
be work overload. Overload created role conflict becauss
it required the employeé to choose which legitimate tasks
Qould be accomplished and which would not. This problem in
the setting of priorities was reported by almost half of all
respondents.5

Role ambiguity was identified as another facﬁor
contributing to job~related tension., There were four

specific sources of role ambiguity each of which uas 6ited

by approximately ons third of ths respondents.6 The
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sources were uncertainty about how the supervisoir uas
gvaluating their work, uncertainty about opportunities
for advancement, uncertainty about their scope of respon-
sibility, and uncertainty about the expectations of others
regarding tne pérformance of one's job, About two of every
five workers interviewed thought that "they were given
insufficient information to perform their jobs adequately.“7

The conéequences of ambiguity include "low job=-
satisfaction, low sslf=-confidence, a high sense of futility,
and a high score on the tension index."8 Kahn reported
here on a definite relationship between lou job satisfaction
and a high degres of tension (job stress) as measured on the
‘Job=Related Tension Index, However. the assertion is pot
that lou job satisfaction causes tension, but rather that
both are by-products of role ambiguity.,

| Kahn also discovered a relationship betuween rank and

tension which could be related to elementary school princi-
pals. Kahn described this relationship as a "curvilinear"
one in which the maximum amount of conflict occurred at the
upper middle levels of hanagement. His conclusion explaining
this finding argued that this was a "consequence of the still
unfulfilled mobility aspirations of middle management, in
contrast to the better actualized aspirations of top manage=-
ment people."9

John R, P, French, Jr. and Robert D. Caplan (1972)
agreed uwith Kahn that role ambiguity is significantly

related to louw job satisfaction and stress, 1In a study
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conducted by Caplan and French at the Goddard Space Flight
center utilizing 205 male, volunteer administrators,
gngineers and scientists, sixty percent reported some form
of rols ambiguity.10 Caplan énd French believed the chain
of causality works as follows: the greater the ambiguity
reported by the worker, the lower the utilization of his
skills and thqs'ihe louwsr the job satisfaction.

Role conflict means being."caught in the middle betuween
two sets of people who demand different kinds of behavior
on the job."11 Caplan and French discovered that although
some organizations have more role conflict than others,
this is a frequent and serious problem, especially for
administrative personnel, "The administrator has more oppor-
tunity for conflict because he spends less time than the

w12

others working alone. In the Goddard study, adminis-

trators reported more role conflict than either engineers or

scientists,

Five types of situations produce role conflict and

strain:

1. Being torn by conflicting demands. :

2. The pressure of 'having to get along' with people.

3. Differences of opinions between oneself and one's
superiors. _

4, Difficulties in handling subordinates, secretaries,
and others.,

5. Having to do things one doesn't rzally want to do,
such as certain administrative duties,?

Another source of job stress identified by Caplan and
French is work overload., Work or role overload is composed

of two separate and distinct variables, Quantitative over~
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load occurs'uhen "the person has more work thamn can be done

nlé

in a given time. Qualitative overload is caused by work

which "requires skills, abilities and knowledge beyond what

15 In the Goddard study, 72.6 percent

the person has,"
reported some degree of overload and items which dealt
specifically with quantitative overload correlated .60 with

16 On the basis of several studies uwhich they

job tension,
had completed, Caplan and French concluded that the forms
of work overload produced nine different kinds of psycho~-
logical and physiological strain in the individual, tuwo of
which were job tension and job dissatisfaction.

Related tc the workload stressor is the concept of
"goodness of fit", This has to do with houw well suited
the employee is for his/her jobe "It is the goodness of
Pit between the demands of the job and the abilities of the
person which will determine the amount of strain."17

Workers are stressed by two formslof territorial
behavior within organizations:

1. having tc make work contacts across organizational
bourdaries :
2. having your job located in a territory where the
dominant occupation is different from your oun

The first variable may be related to the discovery that
contact across organizationai boundaries is associated with
role conflict.

Caplan and French reported that "responsibility for

persons, their work, careers, professional development, and

their job security is more stressful than responsibility for
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things—-~budgets, projects, equipment and other property."19
The study at Goddard showed that responsibility for things
had little or no effect on stress, but people who had great
responsibility for others speht great amounts of time in
meetings and oﬁ the telephone. Such individuals often got
behind in their schedules and spent a great deal of time
working under deadline pressure.

Poor reiations with others in the job environment is
another potential stressor., Employees with this problem
are characterized by low trust, low supportiveness, and lou
interest in listening to and dealing with the problems of
others., This source of stress is very closely related to
both role ambiguity aﬁd role conflict. For example, poor
relations with one's‘superior, colleagues and subordinates
are more likely to occur whensver the person experiences a
géod deal of role ambiguity. Poor relations are alsc more
likely to occur when there is conflict over how jobs are to
be done and what the priorities are for an organization.
Poor relations with others produces psychological strain in
the form of lou job,satisfaction and feelings of job-related
threat to one's well-being.

Lack of opportunities for participation in decision-
making in which the person might wish to be involved create
a strain in the individual and can "be adversely affect
productivity., 1In the Goddard study, Caplan and French found
that "peéple.uho reported high opportunities to participate

in decisions affecting the work they do tend to report high
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job satisfaction and low job-related feelings of threat,"?0
of all the stressors considered, "low participation has the
greatest harmful effect on job satisfaction and threat."21

Alan A. MciLean (1979) listed four relatively common
categories of threatening or stressful events which occur
on the job, three of which are at least partially dependent
on the organization.22

Evaluation, which is nearly universal in the world of
work, is a stressful event., "It is aluays a test of one's

n23 The threatening elements

adequacy compared with others.
of competition and examination cause marked anxiety.
Individual vs. organizational practices constitute a
second category of potential job stress. UWhen institutional
practices conflict with a person's standards, values and
mores, this can bs quite stressful for the esmployee.
Egamples of this stressor might be found in the salesman
who is asked to "push" a product which he knous to be
inferior or the executive who is told to bribe a public
official in order to close a contract.,
The corporate,chafter is a source of stress for many
employees, "Any institutional pattern that blocks the use
of such forms of coping will increase the stress reaction for
- that individual."24 Organizational practices may become
stressors when they interfere with the individual's ways
of coping and dealing with the tasks at hand.

McLean.identified six factors intrinsic to a job which

can cause a high level of stress, Qualitative and quantita=
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tive work overlocad and underload are potentially deadly
stressors. Mclean worked on the assumption that coronary
heart disease is related to stress leveles, Accordingly, he
cited tuo studies which demonstratec the strong relationship
betwueen quantitétive work overload and heart diseass, In a
study by Breslau and Buell of workers in light industry under
the age of ?ortyéfive, the researchers found that those who
were on the job more than forty-eight hours per week had
twice the risk of death from coronary heart disease as

25 In

employees uwho worked forty hours or less per wsek,
another study of one hundred young coronary patients done
by Russek and Zohman, it was found that twenty-five
percent had been working at two jobs and forty-five percent
had jobs that requiréd them to work sixty or more hours
each ueek.26
Like French and Caplan, MclLean believed role ambiguity
and role conflict are persistent sources of stress in organ-
izations, A study conducted by French and Caplan supports
this assertion.
French and Caplan (1970) telemetered the heart rates
of tuenty-two men for a two hour period while the men
were at work in their offices. They found that ths
individual's heart rate was strongly related to his
report of role conflict.27
Dr. McLean further agreed with French and Caplan that
responsibility for people is a source of stress. He cited
a British study by Pincherle which found evidence of physical
stress in 1200 managers linked not only to age, but also to

leval of responsibility.28
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Career development conditions are common organizational
sources of job stress., These stressful conditions include
overpromotion, underpromotion, lack of job security and
thuwarted ambition. Career development conditions in conjunc-
tion with role émbiguity and role conflict may help to bring
about yet another stressor--poor work relationships. Poor
relationships with superiors, subordinates and peers had
already been identified as a source of stress by Caplan and
French and is another area uhere fcl.ean agreeé with these
researchers,

Finally, organizational structure and climate can be
stress-producing., Examples of this category of stressors
include the follouwing:

1. Little or no participation in the decision-making
processes that relate to one'’s job
3. Imterference with dssirabie communicationts

Research supports Mclean's contention that an organi-
zational structure or climate which permits little or no
participation in the decision-making process produces stress
in its smployees. Margolis (1974) in a nationwide study of
more thaﬁ 1400 workers "found that nonparticipation in
decisions about one's work was the most consistent and
significant predictor of 'strain and job-related"étress'".30
The study also found that non-participation was linked to
low self-esteem and low job satisfaction.

Caplan, Cobb, French, Harrison and Pinneau (1980)

reported on their study of 2010 male volunteers representing
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tyenty-three different occupations selectsd to include a
vide variety of job stresses.31 The occupations uwere
divided into three groups: blue collar, blue/white collar,
and white collar,

The results of the study showed that several job
stresses tend to have similar levels in any given job:

1. lou utilization of one's abilities

2. low participation

3. low complexity of the work

4, poor person-environment fit on job complexity
5. poor fit on responsibility_for persons

6. poor fit on role ambigquity

Assembly line workers, fork lift drivers and machine
tenders are occupations which measured high on these stresses,
Occupations low on these stresses were professors, family
‘physicians and other. professionals, The men in the three
high stress jobs suffered from low social support from their
supervisors and others at work, while men in the louw stress
jobs reported high social support.

There was no significant relation of job stress to
physiclogical or behavioral strains and there was no
clear evidence that personality variables directly
affect psgchological, physiological, and behavioral
strains,3 :

Assemblers and relief workers on the machine paced
assembly lines had the highest stress and strain levels of
all tuenty-three occupations, Interestingly, théée same
tuo types of uworkers reported the most boredom and the
greatest dissatisfaction with the work locad. "Somatic

Complaints were most frequent in assemblers and relief

men on machine paced assembly lines." For these occupations,
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then, there seemed to be a strong relationship between level
of stress, boredom, dissatisfaction with work load and

frequency of somatic complaints.

Executive and Managerial Stress

A great quantity of literature has been written re-
garding stress in business executives anc managers. Indeed,
leaders in the business world have been concerned about the
consequences and costs of high stress levels in administra-
tive personnel to a much greater decree than educational
leaders., This portion of the chapter does not attempt to
report all such literature on executive stress, but only
that which is applicable to the principalship.

Jere E., Yates (1979) identified six stressors which
managers commonly face: boredom, poor physical working
conditions, time pressures and deadlines, exorbitant work
demands, inf{ormation overload, and job design and technical
problems.34

Poor physical working conditions for managers are
most commonly caused by noisy and/or crowded offices., The
physical impact of these stressors is often cumulative and
long range.

Time pressures and deadlines are pressures that seem
to be intrinsic to a manager's job, but exorbitant work.
demands may vary depending on the cyclic nature of certain

businesses., Such work demands can take various formg=-

tightly scheduled work days, heavy travel and/or simulta-



neous demands. Work overload can alsoc be caused by undsr-
staffing.

Information overload results from managers' need to
be conversént with a wide variety o tecnnical information
(the reports of associates: technical, business and trade
journals), as well as from the need to read daily nsuspapers
and general correspondence.

Job design and technical problems can be major sources
of stress for the manager or any emaloyee. Responsibility
is the key factor, howsver. For example, having the respon-
sibility for dealing with irate customers (or parents) can
create heightened stress levels as can the responsibility
for other people's lives or well-being, which would probably
be the case with an air traffic controller., UWhen an em-
ployee's job is part of an interdependent matrix with others,
tﬁis can be quite stressful due to the fact that someone else
can delay or prevent the completion of the task(s).

Yates listed four primary sources of stress which are
organizational in nature: role conflict, role ambiguity,
responsibility for peopie and territorial boundaries.;5
Yates used Robert L. Kahn's definitions in describingvrole
‘conflicf and role ambiguity and Caplan and french's termi-
nology with regard to responsibility for people and terri-
torial boundaries (all of which have been explained earlier).

Yates reported a third type of stressor which he

termed Yenvironmental". Such stressors are all‘related to

career development, or lack of it,
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Underpromotion and overpromotion are common "environ-
mental stressbrs". Underpromotion is stressful because it
requires the individual to work at a job which poorly uti-
jizes his/her abilities. Overpromotion, which is sometimes
referred to as fhe Peter Principle, occurs because of the
tendency of empioyees to rise to their level of incompetence
and then remain there. A person who is asked to do work
beyond his/hef capacity must suffer from excessive stress,

Lack of jcb security is a common stressor in certain
pesitions and in particular industries, VYates reported
that in the aerospace indust:y, for example, frequent lay-
of fs or the threat of them cause people so much stress that
‘they become ineffective in their woxk.

Thwarted ambition is an "environmental stressor" as
well as a personal one. People need to sense progress in
tﬁe development of their careers, When an organization,
by its structure and/or operation, permits little or no
progress, a fair amount of stress will result from the dis-
appointment.

Success, itself, can be stressful for some individuals.
Other people come to expect more from the person who has
exhibitéd past success., The pressure to continuq'to be
successful can cause great stress.

Poor relationships with others in the work environment
is the final "environmental stressor", VYates simply
reported on the work of French and Caplan.

"Organizational structure and climate" is the final
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category of organizational stressors according to Yates.
Beginning with the uwork of Caplan and French with regard to
1ack of participation, Yates went on to add three more

stressors of his ocwn., Buceaucratic pettiness results in

nryles, policies, and procedures which make little sense and
which may actuzlly impede or frustrate the achievemsnt of
legitimate goals, both personal and organizational."36

Organizations which require a high cegree oF'conformity,

not cnly in dress and behavior but in the area of ideas,
as well, prevent divergent thinking and can bs very stress-

ful. When the upper levels of management consistently

demonstrate a lack of responsiveness to the requests and
,reborts of lower—-lesvel employees, these workers become
distressed., Indeed, most people prefer a negative response
to simply being ignored.

| Kiev and Kohn (1979) reported on a national study of
2,685 top and middle management level executives, all of
whom were members of the American Management Association.37
The random sample included 1,422 "top management! people--
those holding the title of vice-president, secretary, or
treasurer--and 1,237 "middle management" executives--ﬁhose
holding the title of "manager".38 These individuals uwers
asked to respond to a questionnaire containing twenty=-two
factors which had previously been found to be sources of
job stress.39 |

The résults shoued that for most of the managers,

40

stress is a'“sdmetimes thing", For both top and middle
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manaqgers, only three situations occurred more frequently
than "sometimes" during the previous year. In order of
frequency these were:

1. Heavy uworkload/time pressures/unrcalistic deadlines
2, Disparity between what I have to do on the job and
what I would liks to accomplish
3. Long hours/long commuting distance4!
Except for excessive travel, middle managers fslt they uere
in stressful situations slightly more often than top
managers did,

When only "Interpersonal" and "Organizational" factors
were considered (excluding "Personal" factors), three types
of stressful situations happened, on the averagse, either
"sometimes" or wore during the previous year for top manage-
ment, but six types of stressful situations occurred within
the same frequency and time range for middle management:

Top Management
1. The general 'political' climate of the organization
2, Lack of feedback on job performance
3. Uncertainty about the organization's or industry's
future4?
Middle Management
1. The general 'political' climate of the organization
2, Lack of feedback on job performance
3. Lack of authority to make decisions that match my
responsibilities
4, Lack of (or limited) opportunities for advancement
5. Uncertalnty about what is expected of me on thes Job
6. Change in organization structure/company reorganl-
zation
Rgain, in these factors, middle managers perceived stress-
ful situations occurring more frequently than top executives,

Both top and middle managers exhibited little evidence

of anxiety about job security. When only "interpersonal"
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and "Organizational” factors were considered, the most
stress-procucing was "the general 'political' climate of
the organization". This ranked highest for both top and
middle management., "This underscorss the importance of the
work anvironmenf as an influence on social interactions,
job performance, and job satisf‘action."44

Both top and middle management weres stressed by "lack
of feedback oh job performance", but top management was
more stressed by "uncertainty about the organization's or
industry's future". Middle managers were more stressed by
"lack of authority!" and "lack of opportunities for advance-
ment", Role ambigquity, indicated by "uncertainty about
what is expectec of me on the job," is more frequently a
problem for middle managers than for top managers, although
it ranked seventh in both management types' lists in terms
of numbers reporting.

Karl Albrecht (1979) pointed out the stressful posi-
tion occupied by middle managers or "first tiser" executives,
as he referred to them. "'First tier' executives--that is,
those who rebort di:ectly to the chief executive officer--
often experience stress more extensively than does the
chief‘."a5 There may well be parallels between m;ﬁdle manage-
ment invbusiness and industry and building principals.

Many supervisors and middle managers feel pulled two

ways during the day-to-day business of managing. They
experience problems, pressures, and even demands from the
employees they manage, and they can also experiencs the
pressure of demands imposed by the managers above them,

In many ways, middle management can be one _of the most
frustrating areas of organizational life,
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Albrecht's contention that middle management is more
stressful than top management was borne out in the research
conducted by Kiev and Kohn reported earlier.

Greenwood and Greenuood'(1979) identified three
environmental categories of stress: physical, biotic and
social.47 O0f these, the social environment is the most
prolific source of stress to humans. Exeéutives, however,
are subject to special social stresses, For one thing,
executives must continually seek to stimulate and encourage
change. In order to do this, they must overcome the innate
tendency to strive for internal stability, both in them-
sleves and in others, This assigned responsibility for
managing change is stressful,

The bureaucratic milieu is in itself stressful,
"Established social institutions (rules, laws, folkuways,
mﬁres, etc.) impose restrictions on the individual and
limit freedom of action in a wide variety of ways, many of
which may be perceived as stressful."48

The Greenwoods felt that executives are, by definition,
risk-takers, Everyone éxperiences a certain amount of risk
just in‘daily iife, but executive stress is magnified because
some of these risks involve the wealth or welfare of other
employess,

A certain amount of stress is due to the fact that
executives are, by nature, seekers after pouer. All exscu-

tives must indulge in some self-assertive behavior or fhey

would never become or continue to be executives, Yst, this
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tendency must be balanced by the integrative tendency (uhich
accounts for cooperation, compassion and commitment to the
group). The tension of operating between these two forces
is stressful,

The execufive at work has frequent 6pportunities for
social interaction and this may well be the major source of
egnvironmental stress. The modern exscutive must be an
effective comﬁunicator, yet the difficulties of communi-
cating effectively produce considerable stress, Not only
this, but a special characteristic of those who supervise
others is that they must maintain harmonious working
relationshios while at the same time promoting the achieve=-
ment of organizational goals. This produces an endless
array of potentially stressful social interactions.

Time, itself, is one of the sources of executive
sfress, accaording to the Greenuoods. "The individual's
perception of time limitations tends to be stress~producing,
especially when differing activitiee compete for attention

49

to all of them.," "Many executives appear to be particu-

larly susceptible to the frustrations arising from their
inability to control their use of their own time."50

Gfeenuood and Greenwood described "summit isolation"
which would probably be most applicable to the superintendent,
but which might also apply to some degree to the principal{
As one advances up the executive ladder, there is an

increasing loss of communication with one's family and

with lower level ehployees thus creating the phenomenon of
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loneliness. This loss of communication and resultant lone=-
1iness is another source of stress for the school or busi-
ness executive,

Robert L..Kahn (1981) réported tuo studies which have
implications for executive stress in general, and stress on
principals, in partiéular.51

A study.by‘Frankenhaeuser (1971) measured physiolog-
ical signs of strain-elevated heart rate, increased-
secretion of adrenaline and nonadrenaline, elsvated systol-
ic blood pressure--produced when the physical job demand uas
heavy or if it was perceived as heavy by the subject.

Mental tasks were shown to evoke physiological strain when
the tasks were performed under distr-acting conditions, such
as the presence of ubrkshop noise.sz The busy business
executiva or school principal is often forced to do mental
tasks in a noisy work environment, and thus they are subject
to the very stresses for which Frankenhaeuser was able to
measure thg physiological effects.

Russek (1962) studied symptoms of strain in the med-
ical, dental, and iegal'professions. Within each occupa-
tional group, "he.correctly predicted the relative frequency

53 In medicins,

of hypertension and coronary heart disease',
the incidence of these diseases ranked lawest for patholo=-
gists and dermatologists and higher for anesthesiologists

and general practitioners, In dentistry, the incidence of

stress—-related diseases was successively higher in peri-

odontists, orthodontists, oral surgeons and general
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practitioners. In lau, patent law, other specialties, trial
jau and finally general practice were the most stressful.
From these data, Russek detected a definite pattern. He
jnferred the main stressor to be "direct responsibility for
the well=-being 5? others, expecially in combination with the
' necessity of being directly responsive to many people under

54 Ihis responsibility for others

continuous time pressure."
in combination.uith the need to be directly responsive to
many people (children, teachers, parents, etc.) under con-
tinuous time pressure seems an appropriate description of
the principazl's position., However, it must be noted that
none of the three professions studied by Russek was wholly
administrative in nature, although doctors, dentists and
lauyers may perform administrative-type duties from time to
time,

Friend (1982) reported a study involving thirty=nine
subjects, all of whom were management personnel engaged in
a tuwo-week management training course in engineering eco-
nomics at a technical education center of a large public

55 The subjects'took a pre-test at the beginning of

utility,
the tuwo-week session, and a three and one half hour, eighty
question.exam at the close. At the end of the final exam,
sub jects completed a five-minute self-report questionnaire
. which included questions about subjective work load, time
urgency, state anxiety, and task involvement, |

The mean values for subjective work load, time urgency

and anxiety on the post—test were all as high or higher than
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the highest values on the pre-test, thus indicating that
this was a very stressful situation for the subjects.
Although this was only a correlational study, there uas
indirect evidence that the psythological states of the sub-
jects caused pefformance differences., The results showsed
that greater subjective work load ard greater time urgency
were associated with substantially louer performance.
Subjective uork load and time urgency had negative, linear
relations with incremental performance (which was indepen-
dent of ability level). The other two variables showed no
relationship, The results "indicate great potential benefit
from eliminating a high sense of work lcad and great time

urgency in management jobs in general."s6

Stress and the School Administrator

This section focusses on the literature which is
concerned with the sources of stress for building level
administrators. Reports, articles and books dealing exclu=-
sively with sources of stress for the superintendent and/or
other central office personnel have not been included since
thé emphasis of this study is on the building principal.,
Studies which reported the sources of stress for various
levels of school administrators, including principals, have
been includzd.

In an early study (1962), Charles F. Wilson surveyed
182 public high school principals in New Jersey.57 UiLson

then compared his results with a 1957 survey of 6,013
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business exscutives conducted by the Life Extension Founda-
tion of New York City.58

Wilson's results showed that only 6.6 percent of all
high school principals reported that they worked under

57 The majority of prin-

tension "all or most of the time',
cipals and businessmen did not feel that they were working
too hard. B8oth the principals and the businessmen enjoyed
job security énd experienced job satisfaction‘to an- over-
vhelming degree.,

In a special comparison of 800 high tension business-
men and sixty-two high tension principals with the rest of
their respective groups, Wilson found that high tension
principals worked far fewer hours on homework than did the
other principals, but traveled considerably more than the
rest of the principals., A significantly larger percentage
of both high=tension principals and businessmen felt that
they were working too hard and working under constant pres-
sure, '"Dissatisfaction with their job and its requirements
was much greater among high~tension businessmen and princie-
pals than among the‘othér businessmen and principals."60
High tension businessmen and principals reported more person-
ality conflicts with their associates than low tension exe-
cutives and principals,

The attitudes of the high=tension group toward their
job=-workino too hard, boredom or lack of job satisfac-
tion, job insecurity, dissatisfaction with professional
progress, aversion to travel related to the principal-
ship, dislike for homework, desire for early retirement--

all indicated quite stron?ly a close relationship with
the presence of tension,.® :
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Keith Goldhammer and others (1971) described two
aspects of the elementary principal's position which other
researchers have shoun to be highly stressful., The first
stressful aspect of the job is role ambiguity. “Even prior
to the advent of the problems caused by teacher militancy‘and
professional negotiations, the elementary school principal

62 ", ..The

felt isolated and confused about his role."
eglementary school principal understandably is confused about
the nature of his responsibilities and the extent of his

163 Kahn, Caplan and

influence as an educational leader,
French, Alan A. MclLean and others all commented on the high
levels of stress associated with role ambiguity.

The second aspect of tﬁe elemzntary principal's role
which is stressful pertains to probiem-solving. Goldhammer
pointed out that principals in the "beacons of brilliance"
(éxcellent) schools "felt that these were problems that the
school was established to correct, thus the administrators
emphasized their responsibilities_touard the solution of

64 When the principal acts as problem=

children's problems,"
solver, he/she moves into potentially stressful situations.
Kahn found that "roles which demand innovative problem
solving.are associated with high role conflict and with

tension".65

Thus, elementary principals may suffer from
spedial stressors which do not affect secondary school prin-
cipals or which affect them to a lesser degree--role ambi-
guity and the feelings of responsibility for the solution of

children's problems,
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Eric W. Vetter (1976) pointed to "role overload" as
a significant source of role pressure on principals,., This
occurs because the principal lacks the time and energy to
do all that is expected of him,
eeeI0le pressures are increasing for school principals.,
These role pressures give rise to psychological stress
vwhich can result in lowered job satisfaction and dys-
functional b;havior.66
Vetter saw two important forces which have given rise
to the incresasec role pressures faced by principals:
1. an increesing need for coordinated effort in order to
achieve effective results
2, attitudes and expectations o7 individuals have changed
Office~holders have become suspect in terms of compe=-
tence and ethics,67
For vVetter, psychological stress occurs when principals
experience either role conflict or role overload and/or when
they lack role competence to successfully meet the demands
of the problem cr situation.
WJalter H. Gmelch (1977) characterized the principal as
a "role prisoner'., This occurs because principals accept
too many responsibilities, each of which can evolve into an
over-demancing role.
Of particular significance to the problem of adminis-
trative stress is the fact that work is characterized by
1) an unrelenting pacej; 2) brevity, variety, and frag-
mentation; 3) preference for live action. :
Principals have very few breaks as they rush through mail,
phode calls, meetings and other activities which consume
every moment from early morning to late evening. Based on
Gmelch's research, "managers average thirty-six written and

69

sixteen verbal contacts each day." Thus, the principal's
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job may be characterized as a series of brief encounters with
a wide variety of activities. Due to the fact that there is
a lack of a specific activity pattern or schedule, adminis-~
trators are frequently required to shift mental gears
quickly. Yet, ﬁmelch reported that administrators are
attracted toward these more active tasks and actually prefer
activities which are current and non-routinized.

Gmelch identified "neople" as one of the main stressors
for school admirnistrators. "The stress on administrators
today is likely to come from an irate parent, unruly kids,
or a tenacious teacher, all who require diplomacy and

70 The battle of people is fought with the art

finesse,"
of persuasion or compromise, This forced calm builds
repressed rage without any adequate target. "Administrators
are forced to keep their natural responses bottled up inside
uﬁtil they can later go out and kick the dog, or 'kick the
bucket! as the actual case may be."71

Gmelch listed eight organizational sources of stress
in schools: qualitative and quantitative work overload,
underwork, job ambiguity particularly with regard to the
scope of responsibilities, overly hierarchical organiza-
tional Structure characterized by excessive rules and closs
supervision, role conflict, managing and being responsible
for beople, frequent out-of-town travel to meetings or

conferences, and the nature of educational changes, Exam=-

ples of potentially stressful educational changes includse
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the following:
involvemeht by students in decisions that affect them,
grouth of citizen activism, increasing pressure on
school districts for basic changes as a result of
federal and state laus and regulations, the advent of
employee militancy, and the increasing effort on the
part of employee groups to control the_decision-making
process through collective bargaining.72

Besides thé organizational sources of stress, Gmelch
jdentified "interpersonal stressors" as another source of
stress for administrators. An example of an interpersonal
stressor would be conflict resclution. This is an integral
part of management's job and, hence, this is a key source
of stress,

Gmelch was part of a research team which included
James L, Koch, Boyd Swent and Rosalie Tung. 1In 1977 this
group sampled 1156 vice-principals, principals, superin-
tendents and central office administrators in the state of
Ufegon in order to determine "What Stresses School Adminis-
trators and Houw They Cope".73 More‘than sixty percent of
the administrators who participated in this study estimated
that at least seventy percent of the total stress in their
lives came from their jdbs.74

The responses were analyzed and four underlying
sources.or dimensions of job stress were identif;gd. "Role=
based stress" arises from the respondsnt's role and responsi-
bilities as an administrator, "Task-based stress" stems
from the day-to-day‘performance of activities in an organi-

zational setting., "Conflict~mediating stress™ deals with

the resolution of conflicts betueen students and betuween
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parents and the school. "Boundary-spanning stress" arises
"from the administrator's activities in relating the school
to the external environment (e.g. collective bargaining,
gaining support for school budgets)”.75

Task-based stress declined with age, but not role-
based or conflict-mediating stress, Boundary-spanning
stress actually increased with age.

Similar results were found based on the respondents!
years of administrative experience., Respondents with
sixteen or more years of experience were less bothered by
conflict-mediating and task-based sources of stress than
less experienced administrators. Boundary-spanning stress
increased significantly for each advanced experience group.

Principals expérienced significantly greater role=-
based, conflict-mediating, and task-based stress, but
superintendents reported greater boundary-spanning stress,
In general, public school administrators were more likely
to be bothered by task-based, conflict-mediating and
boundary-spanning stresses than by role-based stresses.,

Boyd Swent and Walter Gmelch identified ten specific
‘50urces of stress for school administrators in 1977,

1. increasingly complex local, federal and state requ-
lations

2, excessive number of meetinge

-3, paperwork requirements

4, maintenance of public approval and financial support
for schools A

5. dealing with parent/school conflicts

6, evaluation of staff member performancse ‘

7. making directives and decisions which 'affaect the

life chances' of professional associates
8, coping with excessive workloads
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8. self-imposing unrealistically high performancé
gxpectations
10, constant interruption by telephone calls76
Paul David Larson, in his 1977 study of 601 elementary
principals in JIowa, investigatéd the sources of stressful
situations and éttempted to determine why principals viewed
these situations as stressf‘ul.77 The results of Larson's
study show the elementary principal’s position to be a
.moderate to highly stressful one especially as it related to
the factors of student discipline, secords and reports,
staff evaluation~supervision, and curriculum and instruc=-
tion., There appeared to be a definite relationship betuween
the degree, intensity and frequency of stress and those job
responsibilities which were identified as being highly
stressful,
Maryanne Roesch conducted a study involving 281 ele- .

78 She was

méntary school principals in Virginia in 1979,
interested in determining the relationship between the
individual principal's reaction to stress and his/her coping
preferences, The independent variables of administrative
experience, sex, chronoiogical age, and school district size
were studied using the level of stress and coping preference
as the aependent variables,

The results of the study showsd that more experienced .
administrators exhibited less anxiety than those with little
or no experisnce and female principals experienced less

anxiety than.their male counterparts., 0Older principals

(55-64) reported less anxiety than younger ones (25F34). No
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relationship was discovered between anxisty level and the
size of the séhool district.

The Roesch study is significant because a number of
researchers have written about the cumulative nature of
stress. The idéa that stress increases with time was pot
confirmed by Roesch., Indeed, more experienced and older
administrators reported less anxiety than younger, less
experienced onés.

In his 1983 study of 247 elementary and secondary
school principals in Illinois, Kenneth Eduward Schuetz
attempted to identify and classify sources of perceived
stress and tried to determine the intensity of the stress
as perceived by the respondents. The results showed that
the stress scores for elementary school principals uere
significantly higher than for high school or junior high
séhcol principals. School enrollment also produced signif-
icantly different results, The most highly stressed prin-
cipals were in schools of 301-600 students.80 The least
stressful principals were in schools where the student popu-
lation ranged from 6_01-1000.81

Principals who reported a high degree of role conflict
had significantly higher stress scores than principals who
reported low role conflict.' Principals who reported a high
. degrée of career advancement expectations also reported
higher stress scores. There was a significant relationship
betueen the principals' level of satisfaction with salary

and the level of stress., Principals who reported a high
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degree of quantitative work overload alsoc had significantly
higher stress scores.

On the basis of this study, Schuetz concluded that
responsibility for psople was more stressful to principals
than responsibiiity for things. For example, the dismissal
of a tenure teacher was rated the most stressful situation
while deciding on the merits of a major purchase of capital
equipment was fhe least stressful, | ’

Schuetz's study pravided further support for the
theories and finding of others. Goldhammer reported on
the special problems facing elementary principals and
Schuetz found this position to be mere highly stressful'than
the junior high or high school principalships. Kahn, Caplan
and French, MclLean, and Yates all reported on the stressful
nature of role conflict. In the Schuetz study, those prin-
cipals who vteported a high degree of role conflict had
significantly higher stress scores. UWork overload was
identified as a stressor by all of the following authors:
Kahn, Caplan, French, Mclean, Cobb, Harrison, Pinneau, Yates,
Friend, Wilson, Uetter,.Kiev, Kohn and Gmelch., Schuetz
found that principals who reported a high degree of gquanti-
tative work overload had significantly higher stress scores,
Responsibility for people and their careers was reported to
be a‘sourca of stress by Caplan and French, MclLean, Yates,
Russek, and Gmelch, The Schuetz study preovided further
support for this contention,

Michael and Dolores Giammatteo (1980) listed twenty-
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four specific stressors uwhich may plague scheool administra=-

tors:

1. Open door policy for visitors
2, Telephone calls
3. Paper uork (memos, letters, rants) :
4, Compliance with regulations ?Federal, state, district)
5, Community leaders
6. Collective bargaining
7. Lack of control (time or agenda)
8, Bypassing the chain of command
9, Militant workers and staff
10. Inadequate data as a basis for dec1sxons
11. Managing delegated tasks
12, Lack of understanding by others of my goals (staff,
, students, community groups)
13. Grievances
14, Staff Evaluation
15. Feelings of Inadequacy
16. Too much authority
17. Lack of authority to act in a professional manner
18, Lack of friends
18. Too many friends
20, Role expectancies
21, My personal style
22, Lay boards
23, Advisory boards
24, My home life
25, Other82

The Giammateos explained seven more general categories
of administrative stressors. The first of these is."changes".
Whether the changes are in laus, regulations, management
skills and techniques, or in daily routines, all changes are
potentially stressful,

Impulsive bshavior on the part of the administrator
may be stressful, This may take place with peers; staff, or
students.

Four of the potential stressors have been reported by
earlier authors and researchers. These are: lack of rols

clarity and presence of role conflict; underuse which not
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only includes boring, unchallenging work, but lack of respon-
sibility and lack of a sense of accomplishment; work over=-
load; and an organizational structure which is overly
restricted by numerous laus, rules and policies and which
fails to providé employee participation in policy=-making
and clear feedback.

The final type of general administrative stressors are
classified under the heading, "My Personal Work UWorld".
Physical problems are the most common sources of stress in
this area. An office which is too small or crowded, too
noisy, poorly organized, or badly lighted can raise adminis-
trators' stress levels. Ffrequent interruptions, either by
telephone or by staff members in-pevson, may produce the
same negative results.

In his 1981 article, "Stress and the School Adminis-
tfator," James Piatt reported that while qualitative work
overload was a source of stress, work underload was a

83 Piatt identified another source of

stressor as well,
administrative stress as uncertainty--"the job tasks are not
clear".84 This is, of dourse, the same concept as rols
ambiguity identified by Kahn and many other researchers in
their siudies.

Four other sources of stress listed by Piatt were the
foliouing: interpersonal tension, competition, external
pressure (groups), and person/position mismatch.

The concept of how well suited an individual is to the

job assignment recurs frequently throughout the literature
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pertaining to job stress., Piatt referred to the concept as
"person/pocition mismatch", Caplan, Cobb, French, Harrison
and Pinneau identified this factor as "person/environment
fit", In her 1981 study, Kathryn Padovano Hughes measured
the impact of job stress and person~-environment fit on school
administrators,

The study surveyed ninety-three elementary, junior
high and'senidr high principals, all in the Long Beach

Unified School District.85 Using the Job Demands and Worker

Health instrument developed by Caplan, Cobb, French, Harrison
and Pinneau in 1975 at the University of Michigan Institute
for Social Research, the author attempted to discover the
‘interrelationships between stresses in the work environment
and the resulting physiological and psychological strain on
the administrator,

. Results of the study showed a significant differencs
between the earnings attained and the desired earnings for
both male and female administrators. Among other findings
- were the following: 95.5% answered "hardly any time to
think"; 95,5% felt that they had a "great" workload; 96.6%
felt others expect a "great deal" or "a lot" of work from
them; 96.6% felt that they had a very large number of tasks
to perform; 86,.4% felt a "high responsibility" for the
futufe of others; and 90,9% felt a great deal of responsi-

bility for the morale of others,B®

With regard to the demographic variables, marital

status and tenure on the’ job did not significantly correlate
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with any of the stress variables, However, there appeared
to be less strain on the administrators as chronolegical
age increased.

Maurice Vanderpol (1981)’reported that "the changing
role of school administrators is a primary source of job-
related stress".B7 Priﬁcipals are no longer regarded as
unquestioned autﬁorities, but they must be democratic
leaders whe share decision-making with subordinates.,

Another scurce of stress results from the adminis-
trator's need to find the proper balance between the need
to make quick decisions and the need to gather input from
those affected by the decision.

The implementation of "special education" laws, both
state and federal, is a serious stressor for administrators
at all levels. Because they can be taken to court, "school
administrators have had to become quasi-lauyers".88

Yet another factor contributing to administrative
stress is the decision-making with regard to teacher layoffs,
or reductions ir force as a result of reduced enrollments.
"The necessity of choosing which teachers shall stay and
Uhich shall go places principals in an adversary role

83 As a raéult, principals

vis-3-vis the teaching staff,"
- must write more critical evaluations of their faculty
members.,

There is no question that schools have assumed a

larger role in society and educators have assumed neu and

greater responsibilities, There has besn a growth of
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societal expectations regarding the role of schools as well
as an increase in self-~imposed responsibilities, For
example, the self-imposed commitment to help every child
no matter how difficult his or her problems, places tremen-
dous pressure Hot only on teachers and support personnel,
but on principals as well,

Vanderpol noted that these stressors were intensified
because they have occurred just as many school administra-
tors must confront the self-doubts and questioning of middle
age and as their own children become troublesome adolescents.
This interactive effect of job stress with the personal
life stressors of middle age is especially potent and may
bring about the following symptoms »f stress:

feelings of tension, anxiety, frustration, and isolatior;
feelings of depression that may take the form of rest-
lessness, boredom, or burnout, and doubts about one's
adequacy anc ability to perform,90

Robert H. Koff, James M, Laffey, George E., Olson, and
Donald J. Cichon (1981) surveyed a national sample draun
from members of the National Association of Secondary School
Principals and the National Association of Elementary School
Principals. One of the purposes of the study was to assess
the relgtive magnitude of stress induced by certain events
using the Administrative Events Stress Inventory”(A.E.S.E.).

Féctcr analysis of the results identified four general
arsas of stress, The suggested underlying theme--"Teacher

ConflictV"==yas rated the most stressful of all. This uas

defined as uﬁsatisfactory performance, refusal to follow
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policies, and forced resignations. Four of the five highest-

91

ranked evenrts concernsd conflicts with teachers. The

administrative remedies to staff management problems were
reported tc be stressful in themselves, Such things as
reduction in sfaFF, teacher dismissal, and evaluation were
identified as common causes of job stress, Interestingly,
the researchers discovered that teacher conflict became
less stressfui as one moved from elementary to high School,
but student conflict stressfulness increased as one moved
from elementary to middle to high school,

The seconcd most stressful theme identified by the
factor analysis was that of "Helplessness/Security". These
were conditions which the principal had little pouer to
change or few resources to do so.* Threats to job security
or status appeared in several of the highest rated responses.

. The suggested'underlying theme, "Student Conflict" uas
more of a problem faor high school than elementary school
administrators. This factor included such things as student
fights, meeting with rebellious students, etc.

The fourth theme,'"management Tasks/Problem Solving"
was made up of routine management tasks and problems to be
solved.A "Events perceived as associated with lou amounts of
. 8stress uere routihe, expected, and accepted duties of admin-

92

istration in schools," Specific low stress items were the

following:
managing,ths school budget, lunchroom supervision,

working with school district central administration,
dealing with custodial/non-teaching staff, and inservice
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meetings for administrators.93

The autﬁors reported that small schools seem to be
less stressful than larger ones; nonpublic schools less
stressful than public schools; rural schools less stressful
than urban ones§ and affluent schools less stressful than
poorer ones.

Walter H. Gmelch and Boyd Suent (1981) identified five
general areas bf administrative stress.94
1. - Administrative constraints deal with stressors

related to time, mestings, work load, and compliance
with federal, state and organizational policies

2. Administrative responsibility relates to tasks char-
acteristic of nearly all administrative positions and
includes supervision, evaluation, negotiations, and
gaining public support for school programs

3. Interpersonal relations include resolving differences
between parents and school and between staff members,
and handling student discipline’

4, Intrapersonal conflict centers around conflicts
betueen performance and one's internal beliefs and
expectations

5. Role expectations deal with stress caused by a
difference in the expectaticons of self and the various
publics with which administrators must deal. These
publics include students, parents, colleagues, board

of education, supervisors and members of the community,93

In a paper presented to the American Educational
Research Association the following year (March, 1982) Gmelch
and Suwent elaborated on their research into these five gen-
eral areas of administrative stress., Using results from
their survey of 1,211 members of the Confederation of Oregon
School Administrators, the authors categorized the stressors

identified by the respondents into the five stress factor
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areas.,

Gmelch and Swent found that the category, "Adminis-
trative Constraints" was most stressful with a mean score

of 2.78.°7

Five of the top ten strossors were from the
"Administrative Constraints" category:
1. Complying with state, federal, and organizational
rules and policies
2, Feeling that meetings take up too much tims
3., Trying to complete reports and other paper wark on
time
8. Feeling that I have too heavvy a work load, one that
I cannot possibly finish during the normal work day
10, Being interrupted frequently by telephone calls98
There was, however, more variance reported for the stressors
perceived to be most stressful.
The other four factors were closely grouped: "Admin=-
‘istrative Responsibility" had a mears score of 2,45, "Inter-
personal Relations"--2,39, "Intrapersonal Conflict"--2,29,

93 The "Administrative Respon-

and "Role Expectations"--2,10,
sibility" factor was shown by two of the top ten stressors,
while only one came from the "Interpersonal Relations"
category. Two of the ten highest stressors were from
"Intrapsrsonal Conflict", but this factor also had thres
of the lowest ranked stressors., None of the top ten stress-
ors were representative of the "Role Expectations" factor,
yet four of the lowest ranked stressors uwere.

Post hoc analysis revealed that significant differ-
_ences were found among administrative positions for all

factors except "Role Expectations", For example, junior high

Vice-principals perceived significantly more stress from
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ntrying to resolve parent/school conflicts" than did the

100 Junior

assistant superintendent or central office staff.
high principals perceived more stress from "evaluating staff
members" than high school vice=-principals, assistant super=-

101 05 the other hand,

intendents, or Eentral office staff,
superintendents and assistant superintendents uefe more
troubled by rules and requlations than other administrators.,
Vice—principais from high schools and junior high schools
felt less stress from "Administrative Responsibilities" than
did superintendents., Yet, these same vice-principals as

well as principals perceived greater stress from the "Inter-
personal Relations" factor than did superintendents and
‘other central office staff.

In a somewhat surprising finding, Gmelch and Suent
reported that secondary administrators had higher mean scores
fbr gevery factor except "Administrative Responsibility".
This supports the contention that secondary administration
is more stressful than elementary administration and contra-
dicts the findings of Schuetz,

In his 1982 study'of elementary and secondary princi-
pals in a large Canadian city, Kenneth R, Washington did not
deal uifh the issue of elementary vs, secondary {gvels of
stress in the principalship, but he was able to identify and
rank six stressful conditions and problems based on the
responses of elementary and secondary principals. Thsese
were the following:

1. Central administration demands
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2., Supervision of teachers
3., Relationships with peers
4, Government regulations

5. Student problems
6. Instructional problems1

02

Washington found that role conflict was positively
correlated uith.self-reported measurss of job stress, The
principal's job demands a high degree of creative problem=-
solving and decision-making, yet these things are associated
with role canflict and conflict experiences. ’Thus, Washing=-
ton believed that middle management roles, such as the prin-
cipalship, are subjected to the greatest amount of tension.

Washington's belief was supported by his research
findings. Seventy-seven percent of the respondents indi-
~cated that they experienced more stress than most people.103
More than one-third (thirty-four percent) admitted that the
pressure of the principalship got so great that they some-
times could not cope with it.104

In direct contradiction to the previocus studies cited,
some of the most recent research refutes the contention that
the principalship is a highly stressful position, Dick
Gorton (1982) and James P, Farkas (1983) reported that, based
on their research findings, the principalship was not the
"pressufe—cooker" earlier researchers had described.

Gorton's study surveyed a statewide sample of high
school principals and asked them to rate the degree to which
each of twenty=-seven potentially stressful aspects of the

105

work situation actually caused tham stress, The six job

factors which seamed to cecntribute the most stress were the
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following:
1. Feeling that I have too heavy a work load--one that
I cannot possibly finish during the normal work day
2. Imposing excessively high expectations on myself
3. Ferling I have te participate in vork activities
outside of the normal working hours at the expense
of my personal time
4, Having to make decisions that affect the lives of
individual people that I know (colleagues, staff
members, students, etc.)
5, Complying with state, federal and organizational
rules and policies
6., Trying to resoclve parent/schcol conflicts106
Gorton reported a number of startling findings. First,
the results indicated that most high school principals did
not appear to be experiencing much stress, The reporting
scale ranged from "rarely" to "frequently", but the mean
response was "sometimes". However, an important minority of
principals {betueen six and thirty-two percent) did report
"frequent stress" for certain aspects of their job.107
R second finding was that, for the most part, there
was no significant relationship between the size of the
school and the principal's level of stress. Nor was thers
a significant relationéhipzbetueen the number of people
supervised/evaluated and the amount of stress experienced
by the principal, 1In fact, what relationship there was
suggested that the larger the school and the greater the
number of people supervised, the less the stress levels of
the principal., This agreed with the findings of Schuetz
and may be partially explained by the presence of assis-~

tants and vice-principals in larger high schools. Houwever,

Gorton felt fhat this was not necessarily the sntire ansuer
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pecause this same inverse relationship betuween size of school
and level of principals' stress was found at the elementary
jevel, where typically feuer assistants are present to aid
the principal,

In direct.contrast to the findings of Kathryn Padovano
Hughes, Gorton found that the older the principal and the
more years in the position, the more likely that a higher
level of stress would be reported.

The study also found that the more hours a principal
worked during the week, the more likely he/she reported
higher levels of stress., Gorton's study, therefore, sup-
ported the position that quantitative work overload is a
stressor, as reported by Caplan and French and others,

James P. Farkas investigated "“the degree of occupa~
tional stress fhat public school principals perceive in
tﬁeir work setting," and assessed Y"the relative impact of
the variables of (1) locus of control and (2) situational

n108 The author

powerlessness on their levels of stress,
surveyed 302 elementary and secondary school principals

from four school distriéts located in two western New York
counties.109

Férkas found that the responding principals, as a

- group, percaived themselves to be ocerating at a low level
of stress, The mean stress score was approximately two and
one quarter standard deviations below thse theorstical mean
of fifty for .the scale.110

In general, principals perceived themselvss as the
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ones who were "in control", This was true regardless of the
setting, building level, or gender (the demcgraphic variables
in this study). Houever, a significant invérse relationship
was discovered between the loéus of control and the rsspon-
dents! level of perceived occupational stress. Principals
with a low locus of control perceived grsater job stress
than those uith higher internal locus of control.

Respondent. principals generally perceived a low degree
of situational powerlessness in their work settings. How=
ever, there was a modest, but significant, association be-
twesen elementary level and pouerlessness, The data suggested
that situational powerlessness was a significant component
.of the stressfulness of work situations. Despite this,
school level (elemenfary vs, secondary) shouwed no signif-
icant differences in levels of stress, This is not consis-
tent with the findings of Gmelch and Swent who reported
that seconoary administration was more stressful nor does
it support the research of Schuetz uhose research indicated
that elementary principals were more stressed than their
counterparts in secondafy schools,

Farkas's study found that school setting did not have
a significant influence on the level of stress. _This contra-
dicted the findings of Washington and of Koff, Laffey, Olsor,
and Cichon who maintained that urban schools are inherently
more stressful than non-urban schools,

Jack L. Brimm (1983) administered ﬁhe thirty-five item

stress questionnairs developed by Swent and Gmelch to school
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. 111
personnel in Tennessee. The sample group was made up of
258 elementary princihals, 75 junior high principals, 121
secondary principals, 561 superintendents, and 94 super-
. 112 ‘
visors.

There were important differences among administrators
with regard to individual stressors. Superintendents tended
to be more stressed by budgeting and collective bargaining
than principals. Having to make decisions which affected the
lives of people ssemed to be more s=ressful for principals.
Junior high and especially high school principals were
stressed by activities outside their normal working hours.
Secondary principals were more stressed than either elemen-
tary or junior high principals by having too heavy a work-
load to finish during the normal dav.

The ten most stressful administrative tasks for all
Tennessee school administrators (considered as a group) are
as followus:

1. Complying with state, federal, rules and policies

2, Having to make decisions that affect the lives of
people

3. Trying to resolve parent-school conflicts

4, Evaluating staff members' perfcrmance

S, Being interrupted frequently by telephone calls

6. Trying to complete reports and other paper work on time

7. Trying to gain public approval for school programs

8. Feeling that I have to participate in school activi=-
ties outside normal working hours

9, Fealing that the progress on my job is not what it
should be

10, Feeling that I have too heavg a work load to finish
during the normal work dayl?
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Summary

The rassearch with respect to stress and public school
principals has come full circle., Charles Wilson reported in
1962 that high school principals, ac a group, were not high-
ly stressed, TQO of the most recent studies, Dick Gorton's
study of high school principals (1982) arnd James P. Farkas's
research into thé stress levels of elementary and secondary
principals (1§83) agreed with Wilson's earlier conclusions
in that both reported high school principals did not appear
to be experiencing much stress. The bulk of the literature
reporting studies conducted after 1562 but before 1982
either determined just the opposite or, based on other
studies, assumed the principalship to be a highly stressful
position., Vetter (1976); Gmelch (1677); Gmelch, Koch, Suent,
and Tung (1977); Larson (1977); Schuetz (1980); Giammatteo
(5980); Piatt (1981); Hughes (1981); Vanderpol (1981); Koff,
Laffey, Olson, and Cichon {(1981); and Washington (1982) all
reported that the principalship was stressful,

Differences existed among these researchers with regard
to the relative degres of stress in elementary vs., secondary
school prihcipals and large vs. small school principals,
SchuetzA(1980), for example, found elementary school princi-
pals exhibited higher stress levels than secondary princi-
pals. Swent and Gmelch's studies indicated just the oppo-
site, Farkas, on the other hand, found no significant
differences in levels of stress of elementary and>secondary

principals.
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In reporting the effects of school size on the princi-
pal's stress level, Koff, Laffey, Olson and Cichon reported
that small schools seemaed to be less stressful than larger
ones. Schuastz found principals in medium=-sized schools
(301-600) to be.the most highly stressed, Gorton reported
no significant relationship between size of school and the
principal's level of stress, but what relationship existed
indicated thaf larger schools had less stressful principals.

The demographic variable, school setting produced
modest disagreement among the researchers. Koff, Laffey,
0lson, and Cichon agreed with Washington in reporting that
urban schools were more stressful for principals than non-
‘urban schools. Houever, Farkas's research indicated that
school setting did not have a signiticant influence on the
level of stress.

| In the identification of stressors, there was far less
disagreement among researchers. Role conflict was determined
to be a stressor for all types of workers by Kahn, Caplan and
French, MclLean, and Yates., Vetter, Gmelch, Schuetz, Giam=
matteo, and WYashington confirmed that this stressor applied
specifically to principals,.

Uérk overload was identified as a common source of
stress by Kahn, Caplan and French, MclLean, Yates, Kiev and
Kohn, and Friend. All of the following raported that this
vas a stressor for principals: Vetter, Gmelch, Swent and
Gmelch, Schuetz, Giammatteo, Piatt, Hughes, Gorton, and Brimm,

Role ambiguify'rafers to the job tasks being unclear.
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Kahnj Caplan and French; Mclean; Caplan, Cobb, french,
Harrison, and Pinneau; and Yates reported this problem ex-
ijsted for all kinds of workers., Kiev and Kohn reported this
stressor as affecting business executives. Goldhammer,
Gmelch, Giammatfeo, and Piatt determined role ambiguity to
be a source of stress which specifically affected principals.

Being responsible for others or having to make deci-
sions which affect the lives of other people was reported
.as stressful for decision-makers in general by Caplan and
Frenchj; Mclean; Caplan, Cobb, French, Harrison, and Pinneau;
Yates; Greenwood and Greenwood; and Russek, That this
stressor directly affected principals was determined by
Gmelch; Swent and Gmelch; Gmelch, Kcch, Swent, and Tung;
Schuetz; Hughes; Gorton; and Brimm.

Poor relations with others in the work place was a
géneral stressor, regardless of the kind of job or the
physical su.sroundings., This was indicated by Caplan and
French, MclLean, and Yates, Wilsonj; Koff, Laffey, Olson and
Cichon; Gmelch and Swent; and Washington reported that this
stressor affescted princibals, as well.

Evaluation of staff members' performance was identified
by NcLeah as a stressful svent for the uorkers be}ng svalu=-
ated, Yet, it is also stressful for the principal who must
do the evaluating. This was reported by Suent and Gmelch,
Giammatteo, Vanderpol, and Brimm.,

Finally, three stressors were identified in the liter=-

ature which categorically applied to principals, but not to
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wvorkers 1in géneral. Collective bargaining by teachers was
found to be a stressor for principals by Gmelch and by
grimm (although Brimm found that this affected superinten-
dents more than principals). Federal and siate mandates
were sources oF.stress for principals according to Gmelch,
Swuent and Gmelch, Vanderpol, Washington, Gorton, and Brimm,
The demand by citizens for increasec involvement in decision-
making was citéd as a stressor by Gmelch, Vetter, Swent and

‘Gmelch, and Vanderpol.

Job Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction

General Sources of Workers'
Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction

The litsrature is replete with studies, articles, and
books pertaining to sources of job satisfaction and dissat-
isfaction for workers, in general, The focus of the present
sfudy, however, is on the sources of job satisfaction/dissat-
isfaction for elementary and secondary school principals.
Thus, fhe bulk aof the literature in the next portion of the
chapter will pertain specifically to principals.,

Howevzar, there are two researchers whose work should
be disbussed despite the fact that neither dealt directly
with scﬁool administration., The Motivation~Hygiene Theory
of Frederick Herzberg provided the theoretical foundation
upon which the present study was organized. The work of
Dr., M. Scott Myers at Texas Instruments Corporation provided
an snvironment for the practical application and refinement

of Herzberg's ideas and theoretical constructs. It was the
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100 question survey instrument developed by Dr. Meyers uwhich
served as the model for one of the instruments used in the

present study.

The Motivation~Hygiene Theory

om—

In 1959, fFrederick Herzberg led a research team uhich
conducted two pilot studies concerning employae job satis-
faction and dissatisfaction., The second study consisted of
200 semi-structured interviews with engineers and accoun-
tants at nine job sites in the Pittsourgh area.114

The conﬁent of the interviews was analyzed using an
a posteriori approach; This simply means that the categoriss
of analysis uere extracted from the material, itself. The
information from the interviews was broken doun into 5,000

115

"thought units" and typed on 3" x 5" index cards, Tuwo

staff members, working independently sorted the cards into
piles., Once differences between the two categorical schemes
were worked out, detailed analysis of the sequence of events

on sach card was made and a total of 476 sequences were

identified and coded.11§

The results of this study show that five factors stand
out as strong determiners of job satisfaction--achieve~
ment, recognition, work itself, responsibility, and
advancement~~the last three bein? of greater importancs
for lasting change of attitudes, 17 h

The first set of factors, termed "satisfiers", de-
scribed the worker's "relationship to the context or environ-

118

ment in wvhich he does his job", The "satisfiers" or

"motivator events" .contributed to the worker's psychological
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grouth or self-actualization,
An entirely different set of factors was associated
with job dissatisfaction events., These uere Ycompany policy
and administration, supervision, saiary, interpersonal rela-

13 All of these so=-called

tions and working conditions",
"dissatisfiers" consistently ﬁroducnd short-term changes in
job attitudess. The "dissatisfiers", which were also termed
"hygiene" or "maintenance" events, uere only significant
because of their potential to cause the employee unpleasant-
ness,

The factors which determine job satisfaction and job
dissatisfaction are separate and distinct from one another.
They are both uni-directional and nzither is the obverse of
the other.

Thus, the opposite of job satisfaction would not be job
dissatisfaction, but rather no job satisfaction; similar-
ly, the opposite of job dissatisfaction is ng job dissat=-
isfaction, not satisfaction with one's job.]l
Satisfying an employee's hygiene needs returns him to a psy-
chological zero point. He will no longer experience job
dissatisfaction, but thsre is no guarantee that he will ex-
perience job satisfaction since job satisfaction is deter-
mined by an entirely different set of factors.

In nine subsequent replications of Herzberg's original
study conducted on different sample groups, two additional
motivator factors werse identified as being "possibility of

grouth" and "a task centered motivator"; three additional

hygiene factors wers identified as being "status'", "job
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security"” and "effect on persocnal lif‘e".121 All of these
studies previded further verification of the Motivation-

Hygiene Thseory.

The Motivation=Hygiene Theory At Texas Instruments

One of the replications was conducted by M., Scott Myers,
Manager of Persopnel Research, Corparate Staff, for Texas
Instrumente. .Beginning in 1961, research began at Texas
Instruments intc the sources of employees' satisfaction and
dissatisfaction using the interview pattern developed by
Herzberg and his associates., Five %“ypes of workers took
part in the study; scientists, engineers, manufacturing
supervisors, technicians, and assemblers.122

Myers changed the five types of motivators originally
identified by Herzberg somewhat. Three remained the same=~-
"achievement", "the work itself", and "responsibility”,
"Recogniticn" was occasionally referred to as "earned recog-
nition" and "advancement" was sometimes labeled as "growth',
The categories of motivational needs remained consistent with
Herzberg's ideas,.however.

Myers found that achievement accounted for more favor-
able responses than any other category (thirty-three per-
cent).123 It was the highest ranked motivator for scien-
tists, engineers, and female assemblers., Manufacturing su-
pervisors rated advancement, the possibility of grouwth, and

responsibility as their greatest sources of motivation.

Hourly rated male technicians attached high motivational
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importance to responsibility and advancement,

The dissatisfiers or hygiene needs of employees WEIS
identified by Myers as "Maintenance Nzeds", In thg reports
of the research at Texas InstrUmenté, only "company policy
and administration" was borroved directly from Herzberg's
original terminology. Herzberg's category, "supervision"
was broken down further by Myers into "competence of super=-
vision" and "ffiendliness of supervision", H_erzberg'S term,
"salary", was referred to as "pay". "Interpersonal rela-
tions" became "peer relations". "Jorking conditions"” was
not mentioned as a category in the reported research, hou-
ever, the category--"physical" in Myers' conceptual design
seemed to most nearly parallel this concept.

When all types‘of employees were considered as @ group,
company policy and administration produced the greatest num=-
bér of negative reporting sequences. This held true in four
of the five types of workers surveyed--scientists, egngineers,
manufacturing supervisors, and male technicians. @nly
female assemblers reported a different factor as the most
frequent source of job dissatisfaction. Surprisingly, that
factor was achisvement which was also the most frequent
source of positive feelings about the job. The finding that
achievement was a source of dissatisfaction reflected a lack
of achievement or the failure to achieve. Myers, therefore,
added "failure", as the opposite of achievemsnt, to the list
of dissatisfiers.

Dr. Myers developsd a conceptual model which identified
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six general types of employee maintenance needs:

1« Physical - work layout, job demands, work rules,
equipment, location, grounds, parking facilities,
aesthetics, lunch facilities, rest rooms, temperature,
ventilation, lighting, noise.

2, Social -~ work groups, coffee groups, lunch groups,
social groups, office parties, ride pools, outings,
sports, professional groups, intersst groups.

3. Status - job classification, title, furnishings,
222 L ? .
location, privileges, relationships, company status.

4, QOrientation - job instruction, work rules, group
meetings, shop talk, newspapers, bulletins, hand=-
books, letters, bulletin boards, grapevine.

5. Security - fairness, consistency, reassurance,
friendliness, seniority, rights, grisvance procedure.

6. Economic - wages and salaries, automatic increases,
profit sharing, social security, workmen's compensa=-
tion, unemployment compensation, retirement, paid
leave, insurance, tuition, discounts,

Although mainténance needs are peripheral to the task

and have little motivational value, "their fulfillment is

125

essential to the avoidance of dissatisfaction', "Fffec-

tive job performance depends on the fulfillment of both

"
motivation and maintenance needs."'l"6 However, Myers pointed
9

out that in a work environment capable of inspiring high

motivation, maintenance factors would diminish in importance,
eeelin a situation of satisfied motivation needs, main-
tenance factors have relatively little influence either
as satisfiers or dissatisfiers., However, the. removal of
opportunity for meaningful achievement sensitizes the
individual to his environment and his percention of
maintenancs g?ctors becomes colored by a readiness to
find fault,?

As a rsesult of the research conducted by M. Scott Myers,
an Employee Attituds Survey was developed as a means 6f iden=

tifying which motivational and maintenance neecds of Texas
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Instrument employees were not being met., The survey was
then administered annually to ten percent samples from each
department in the company.128 The use of this survey in-
strument was a departure From‘the interview method used by
Herzberg and b? Myers, himself, in earlier research,

Sources of Job Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction

for Principals

ThiS»seétion reports on the literature pertaining to
the sources of job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction for
elementary, junior-high, and seceondary principals. Although
research was conducted earlier, the previous twenty ysars
was arbitrarily selected as the time span for consideration
beginning with Rock and Hemphill'!s national survey of junior-
high school principais conducted during the 1964=-65 school
year.,
| As with the literature on job stress, the research

reported in this section was concerned with organizational

variables and their impact on job satisfaction/dissatis-
faction rather than with individual personality variables.

Although such individual personality variables have
been shoun to be related to satisfaction, their impor-
tance has been overshadowed in recent empirical work
by organizational variables. Research suggests that
organizational factors are as, or more important
empirically than are personality variables in deter=-
mining job satisfaction,]

Rock and Hemphill (1966) reported on a survey of 4,496
junior high school principals from across the United States
which was conducted during the 1964-~65 school year.130

In response to the question, "Hou much self-satisfac-
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tion (that is the feeling of being able to use one's unique
capabilities, of realizing one's potential) does your posi-

tion as a principal provide for you?" The results were as

follous:
Very little self-satisfaction . 2%
Some self-satisfaction 8%
A moderate amount of self-satisfaction 24%
Considerable self=-satisfaction 49%
Very much self-satisfaction 18%131
No response 0%

Interestingly, this same pattern of job satisfaction held

whether the per pupil expenditure was low, medium, or high.
In response to the question, 'Hou much prestige does

your position as a principal give you in the community where

your school is located?" The responses were the fellouing:

Very little prestige 3%
Some prestige . 13%
R moderate amount of prestige 50%
Considerable prestige 30%
Very much prestige 4%132
No response 0%

The study was more concerned with demographic and
individual characteristics of junior high principals and did
not attempt to identify the determinants of job satisfaction
for these administratoré, other than providing them with
prestige’in their communities.

Gross and Napior (1967) conducted a study in cooper-
ation with the U.,S, Office of Education and the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare as part of the National
Principalship Study. Data were obtained from a national
cross-sectidn of 382 men principals from forty-one cities

in all regions of the United States during the 1960-61 school
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year.133 Personal interviews as well as other techniques

vere used to gather the data,

The study measured tuo factors, the intrinsic job
satisfaction and the career satisfaction of male principals.,
Intrinsic job gatisfacticn, designatéd 1JS, was defined as
"the degree of gratification principals derive from per-
forming their managerial tasks".134 Career satisfaction was
defined as "the degree of gratification principals derive
from having chosen educational administration as a career."135

Intrinsic job satisfaction was measured by the princi-
pals' responses to the Enjoyment of Work Activities Instru-
ment. The follcwing hypotheses regarding 1JS uwere supported

by the empirical findings of the study:

1. The more autohomy a principal is granted by his
superordinates, the greater his I3JS.

2. The greater the role ambiguity a principal perceives
in his relationships with his administrative superiors,
the lower his IJS.

3. The more effective a principal perceives the decision-
making machinery of the higher administration, the
greater the 1JS of the principal.

4, The more adequate a principal perceives the communi-
cations he receives from his administrative superiors,
the greater his 13S.

5. The greater the professional stimulation a principal
receives from his administrative superiors, the greater
the 13JS of the principal.

6., The more social~emotional support a principal receivss
from his administrative superiors, the grsater the IJS
of the principal.

7. The greater the routine managerial support a prin-
cipal receives from his administrative superiors, the
greater the IJS of the principal.
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8. The more importance a principal perceives his admin-
istrative superiors attach to his work, the greater the
I1JS of the principal,

9, The higher a principal's evaluation of the classroom
performance of his teachers, the greater his 135S,

10, The more a principal perceives his staff as inter-
ested in innovations, the greater his 1JS.

11. The greater the personal support a principal per-
ceives he receives from his staff, the greater his I3JS.

12, The more the principal perceives that his teachers
are committed to their work, the greater the IJS of the
principal.

13. The higher a principal's evaluation of his skills
as an sducational administrator, the greater his 1JS.

14, The more equalitarian a principal is in his orien-
tation to others, the greater his IJS.

15. The greater a principal's acceptance of authority,
the hicher his I3JS, :

16, The more off=-duty tlme a principal devotes to his
job, -the greater his 135,136

The following characteristics of the principals' schooles
were not associated with their IJS: school level (ele-
mentary, Junlor, and senior hlgh), numbers of pupils,
reglon3 and socio=-economic composition of the student
body.1
Therse was no relationship betuwsen the number of grad-
vate education courses, number of courses in school admin-
istration, or the level of degree achieved and the I3JS of
the principal, Previous teaching experience, amount of
administrative experisnce, and age wers not related to the
principals! 13JS.
Mmiskel (1972) used the two-factor theory of motivation

(Motivation-Hygiene Theory) developed by Herzberg, Mausner,

and Snydermah as the conceptual foundation of his study.
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The sample consisted of 153 senior students in the School of
Education, 118 administrators, and 432 teachers.138 Ques-
tionnaires were mailed to administrators and teachers ran-
domly selected from three public school districts located in
the same metroﬁolitan region.139 However, two of the dis-
tricts were located in more suburban areas and one was
located in the core of the central city.

The results "revealed that principals scored signif-
icantly higher on conservative security than did central
office administrators" who, as a group, indicated less

140 Partial support was

desire for conservative security.
found for the assertion that "those individuals who were
upwardly mobile would seek intrinsic rewards in unstable
situations with less concern for security".141 However,

the findings also showed that principals had greater tol-
efance for work pressure than either senior students in the
School of Education or teachers.,

It was found that the school districts, themselves,
could be placed on a continuum from those which provided
primarily extrinsic.uork motivation (presence of hygisne
factors) to those geared mainly to intrinsic work motivation‘
(based dn the presence of motivation factors). There ap-
peared to bs systematic forces at work in each district
which operated to produce a particular motivational profile,

One of the conclusions of the study was that "the

current level of demands by students, parents, and teachers

and the high turnover rate for administrators both indicate



84
that administrative positions have low hygiene and high
instability“.142

Iannone (1973) tried to determine the relevancy of
Herzberg's theory for a populaticn of principals, The sam=-
ple group consiéted of twenty elementary and twenty secon-
dary school principals belonging to the Central New York

143

Study Council, The principals were randomly selected

and semi~-structured interviews were used to gather the data,
The findings indicated that two motivator factors out
of the six tested played an important role in a high number
of principals' responses, "Achievement and recognition are
mentioned with significantly greater frequency in principals'
job satisfactions than in principals' job dissatisf‘actions."144
The study indicated that principals were highly achievement
oriented. "They seem to receive satisfaction from both their
achievements on the job and the recognition they receive for
these achievements.”145
The achievement stories told by principals were gen-
erally concerned with achievement in the following arsas:
1. new curriculum pfograms
2. effective master schedules for the school
3. well-ordered moves from an old building to a new one
4, witnessing students graduating or becoming success=-
full4b _
5. writing proposals for federal funds and implementing
the programs which resulted
6. convincin? teachers to use different methods in the
classroom147
7. receiving passing svaluations of their schools
Recognition for achievements generally took the follouw-

ing forms (sée list on next pagse):
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1. verbal praises from superintendents, teachers and
parents

2, a vote of confidence from the board of education

3. a dinner or party given in their honor

4, an editorial or a citizen's letter appearing in the
local neuspaper praising their wotk

5., a personal advancement eithes in status or salary

6. a gift from students, teachers, or parents’?

Five hygiene factors out of ten tested played an impor=-
tant role in responses in which the principals reported ex-
ceptionally bad job feelings. These were Interpersonal
Relations (Subordinates), Interpersnnal Relations (Superiors),
Inferpersonal Relations (Peers), Sunervision--Technical, and
School District Policy and Administration,

More specifically, the principals' job dissatisfac-
tions were derived from:

1. poor relationships with teachers because of their
unwillingness to accept the principal's ideas

2. disappointment in the guality of teachers! work 149

3., poor relationships with students due to the principai's
unwillincness to accept student demands

4, disappointment in students! behaviors and attitudes?50

5, poor relationships with teachers and superintendents
during periods of collective negotiations15

6. lack of agreement with school board policy and admin-
istration,..152

7. poor relationships with superintendants or other
superordinates due to their incompetence or their
demands :

8. poor relationships with parents who refuse to accept
new school programs, criticism, or professional advice
directed toward their children

9, failure to achieve on the job153

10, failure to receive recognition upon achievement154

Analysis of the results showed that other peaple such
as a superintendent, school board member, or a parent had
control of the principals' extrinsic rewards and punishments,
Principals who reported dissatisfaction with school policy

and administration tended to rslate stories about. lacking
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the authority and responsibility to run their schools effec=-
tively.

Brown (1973) assessed the relationships betueen the
perceived job satisfaction of school administrators and
select organizational variables., Five types of needs wers
examined: security, social interaction, esteem, autonomy,
and self=-actualization, The sample group consisted of 144
elementary, junior and senior high principals in California
55 well as directcrs, assistant-principals, and superin-
tendents.155

Two categori?s of minority student concentration wers
determined for statistical analysis-~schools which had fewer
than 20% minorities and those with more, Two categories of
minority teacher composition were identified as schools with
10% or more minority faculty representation and those with
léss.

The results showed that the ethnic identification of
the administrator did not affect his or her job satisfaction.
Houwever, "principals of schools with a 20% or more minority
student enrollment enjoyed their positions less than those

n156 This relationship was

with fewer mincrity students,
found for elementary and junior high school principals, but
did not apply to senior high school principals.

The most satisfied principals were junior high school
principals with few or no minority students. The elementary

school principal with a sizeable minority student snrollment

reported the lesast job satisfaction. Brown reportsed that
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this may be aue to the fact that job satisfaction is highly
correlated with ane's relative degree of power and influence
and, for a variety of reasons, principals working in schools
with sizeable minority student populations have less power
and influence.. Therefore their job satisfaction is corre-
spondingly less,

The relationship betwsen job satisfaction and school
size was inveétigated by Anton (1974). Using gquestionnaires
based on the conceptual framework of both Vroom and Herzberg,
Anton received responses from 116 ssecondary principals in
the state of Ioua.157 The data were categorized into tuwo
groups based on the principals' school size, The responses
from principals of high schools having student enrollment
between 250~550 constituted one group and the responses from
those working in schoolsbuhere the enrollment ranged from
551 to 1800 made up the other. °C

The study concluded that principals in smaller high
schools showed a significant association betueen the princi-
pal's job satisfaction and achievement, but this did not hold
true for principals_in larger high schools. 0On ths other
- hand, a highly significant correlation existed for large
school brincipals' job satisfaction and the uorkkitself, but
this did not hold true for principals of smaller high schools.

No significant relationships were discovered betueen
the principal's job satisfaction and any of the following:

recognition, responsibility, advancement, and growth. There

were, however, positive correlations between all of these
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factors and job satisfaction, but none were significant at
the .05 level. Overall, job satisfaction was found to be
significantly higher for principals of large high schools,

The study contradicted éeveral of Herzberg's basic
premises., For example, Herzberg had identified supervision
as a potential source of dissatisfaction, yet this study
found supervisioh to be positive in relation to the prin-
cipal's job satisfaction for large schools and when all
schools surveyed uwere considered as a group. Tﬁe Herzberg
dissatisfier, relationships with suneriors, was found to be
a positive factor for principals in large high schools and
contributed to job satisfaction, Relationships with peers,
-personal life, and relationships with subordinates, all of
which Herzberg claséified as dissatisfiers, were found to
yield significant results, but of a positive nature. No
significant associations were discovered for the following
dissatisfiers: district policy and administration, working
conditions, salary, status, and security.

Johnson (1975) gathered information from principals
and supefintendents.in én attempt to understand job satis-
faction among principals., The sample group consisted of
506 public school principals énd 280 superintendents from

159

* Northern Illinois, A total of 146 superintendents and

393 principals responded, of which 218 uere elementary, 60
junior high, and 115 high school principals.160
The questionnaire, which was devseloped by the research-

er, measured the Herzberg motivation factors of achisvsment,
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recognition, advancement, respcnsibility, work itself, and
possibility of growthe. The hygiene factors considered in
the study were supervision, company policy, working condi-
tions, interpersonal relations, status, job security, salary,
and factors in personal life,

Johnson concluded that "school principalé perceived
Hygiene factors to be more accessible to them in their job

n161 (Accessibility

roles than were the motivation factors.
referred tc the likelihood that the Motivation or Hygiens
factors were actually attainable by the principal on the
job.) This was true regardless of the type of principal--
elementary, junior high, or high school. Principals found
accessibility te Hygiene factors hiah enough to prevent job
dissatisfaction. |

All three types of principals perceived Hygiene fac-
tors to be more important than Motivation factors in their
job roles. Houwever, "school principals perceived the Impor-
tance of Hygiene factors to be greater than the Accessibile-

n162 Elementary, junior high, and

ity of Hygiene factors.
senior high school prinéipals clearly desired more attention
be given to Hygiene or job environment factors. Such prin-
cipals, tended, primarily, to be Hygiene seekers, not moti-
vation-seekers.,

As with Hygiene factors, the principals perceived
Motivation factors to be more Important than Accessible.

So, although. the Motivation factors were sufficiently

Accessible to assure job satisfaction, they could be im-
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proved,
Superintendents accurately perceived what the principals'

responses were regarding Hygiene Accessibilitg, flotiva-
tion Accessibility, and Hygiene Importance.l1©

However, superintendents did not accurately perceive

what the principals! respcnses were regarding Motivation

Importance. Superintendents perceived that principals

would rate Motivation Importance factors higher than

was actually the case, |

Another study utilizing Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene

Theory was conducted by Schmidt (1976). The sample consist-
ed of the principal, his immediate supervisor, and his
immediate subordinate in each of tuenty-five high schools
selected at random from the 132 high schoocls in the Chicago

165

suburban area, A total of seventy-four administrators

were intervieswed using the Critical Incident technique devel=-

oped by Herzberg.166

However, unlike Herzberg, Schmidt
required interviewees to complete a written response adden-
dﬁm which was used as a supplement to the interviewing pro-
cedures,

The results obtained indicated strong support for the
Motivation-Hygiene Theory as it was applied to suburban high
school adﬁinistrators. 'An exémination of the data rsvealed
that "the motivator factors were associated with positive
sequences and hygiene factors were associated with negative

n167 Nine factors had frequencies

sequences of esvents.,
sufficiently large for analysis and of these, five were sig-
nificant in the predicted direction (p<¢.01): recognition,
achisvement,. advancement, interpersonal relations with

subordinates, and policy and administration, The remaining
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four factors (responsibility, interpersonal relations with
peers, interpersonal relations with superiors, and super-
vision) were significant at the .05 level,

Just as Iannone had found eariier, Schmidt's study
determined tha£ achievement and recognition were major
motivating forces for administrators. However, Schmidt's
study identified two additional motivators, advancement and
responsibility, which were not found to be significant by
Iannone., The findings that interpersonal relations with
peers, subordinates, and superiors, district policy and
administration, and supervision are major sources of job
dissatisfaction agrees completely with the findings of
Iannone. |

Several factors were not tested because of the small
frequencies reported for each--work itself, salary, possi-
bility of grouwth, status, uorkiné conditions, personal life,
and job security. The demcgraphic characteristics investi-
gated were found to have no effect on the Motivation~Hygiene
Theory.,.

The analysis did,'houever, shed some doubt on the
‘portion of Herzberg's theory which states that satisfaction
received from hygiene factors is of short duration as is
dissatisfaction received from motivztor factors. This was
hot found to be true for the population of administrators
studied.

Peterson (1977) tried to determine what ralationéhip,

if any, existed between stress and job satisfaction based



92
on a sample of 110 elementary principals randomly selected

168 J0b

from urban and suburban districts in California.
satisfaction was measured using Brayfield and Rothe's Index

of Job. Satisfaction and major areas of stress were identi-

fied, categorized and measured using the Heimler Scale of

Sacial Functioning.

Peterson found that, in general, elementary principals
do not have aAhigh amount of job stress, but do have a high
degree of job satisfaction., "Sixty out of eighty, or sev-
enty-five percent scored in the upper twenty-five percent

169 The principals liked the people

of the total range."
they worked with and felt that they were in the right kind
of work.

A positive relationship (.36) betueen the absence of
stress and the principals' perception of job satisfaction
ués discovered.170 This shous some correlation between the
absence of stress and the perception of job satisfaction,
but due to the attenuation of ranges, no high statistical
significance was attributed to these results, |

Poppenhagen (1977) reported on a study of 234 elemen-
fary principals, 76 junior high/middle school principals,
and 91 senior high school principals in Minnesota,171 In
general, th2 principals who responded to the mailed survey
perceived themselves as being relatively free from job
related tension and "much" satisfied with their current

position, although relatively few perceived themselves as

being "Totally" satisfied.
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In only one case was there a significant difference
attributable to the difference in school levels of the
respondents.,
A significant number of elementary school principals
felt that their job interfered less fregquently with

their family life than did junior/middle and senior
high principals.172

Job interference with personal and family life was mdre of
a problem for ‘junior and senior high school principals than
for elementary school principals.

Gorton and Mclntyre (1978) reported on a 1977 study of
sixty senior high school principals who had been randomly

173 Based on selec=

selected from across the United States.
tion criteria applied to a larger original random sample,
the sixty chosen uére designated as "effective principals®,

The data showed that most of the principals in this
study were not planning to stay in the principalship. "This
may suggest that the job isn't as satisfying as it might

be."174

Principals cited all of the following as sources of
job dissatisfaction: 1lack of clarity in their job descrip-
tion; lack of administrative and éecretarial support; too
much paper work, red tape and bureaucracy; unnecessary meet-
ings; and not enough autonomy at the building level. The
principals ih this study indicated that they were bothered

by incompetent and uncommitted teacners; "unprofessional
teacher conduct such as gossiping or bickering; student mis~
behavior; student dropouts; unfair parent, teacher, and board

expectations§ and inadequate funds and facilities."175
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The constraintzs identified most freguently by the prin-
cipals were the physical limitations of the building
they were in, the limited budget under uhich they worked,
and community pressures and interferences.!”

Other constraining fTactors mertioned included the dis-~
trict master contract, collective bargaining, federal man-
dates, court decisions which tied the hands of school people,
lack of central office support, and the general feeling of
the public towards education., "Interruptions in the work
schedule" was identified as a constraint, although it was
cited less frequently than others. These interruptions
placed demands on the principals' time and caused them to
be less productive.

In regard to job satisfaction, almost all of the prin-
'cipals felt that the principalship offered good opportunities
for leadership. A common theme noted in many of the princi-
pals' comments was "that the principalship gives an individ-
‘ual a good opportunity to influence people and to bring about
change and improvement in the educational program of the
school."177
Several factors were named as contributing to the
principal's effectiveness:

quality and support of the faculty, central office
support and trust, co-operative students (good kids),
parental and community support and cooperation, auton=-
omy of the principal (no interference from central
office), competent administrative staff, competent
secretary, good financial support (adeguate resources),
high status given the principalship.1?

Stefanski (1978) tested Herzberg's Motivation-Hygisne

Theory as it'partained to a sample of forty public high



95
school principals and thirty-nine immediate superiors from
three Pennsylvania ccunties.179 Using both the Critical
Incident interview technique developed by Herzberg and a
written survey instrument, the Minnasota Satisfaction Ques-
tionnaire, Stefanski found that "principals indicated moti-
vators as a group uwere significantlv greater indicators of
job satisfaction than were hygienes at the .05 confidence
level".".80 4"§rincipals indicated hygienes as a group were
significantly greater indicators of job dissatisfaction than

n181  goth of

were motivators at the .05 confidence levsl.
these findings give strong support to Herzberg's Theory and
its application to educational administrators.

Using 20% as the criterion level, 5tefanski combined
the data from beth the interviews and the questionnaires to
produce the following as major indicators of job satisfac-
tion: Achisvement, Recognition and The Work Itself., In
earlier studies Iannone and Schmidt had determined that
achievement and recognition were major motivating forces for
school administrators,

The major indicatdrs of job dissatisfaction were lack
of good interpersonal relations and salary, Poor inter=-
personai relations was also identifisd as a ma jor source of
job dissatisfaction by both Iannone in his study and by
Schmidt,

No significant correlation was found between ths prin-

cipal's overall satisfaction and the immediate superior's

rating of the principal's psrformancs.
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In a comparative study of male and female high school
principals, Paddock (1979) found that for the categories of

job security, prestige, and sélf—fulfillment, women princi-
pals exhibited greater job satisfaction than that of their

182

male counterparts, "Jomen principals also indicated more

frequently than did men that, if given a second chance, they
would make the same career choice."ﬂia3

Miller (1979) investigated the relationship of role
conflict and role ambiguity to job satisfaction as reported
by elementary school principals in thirteen county school

184

systems in Central Florida, Two hundred ninety-tuwo

responses ware obtained in the following proportions: 28.8%
urban; 33,6% suburban; 13.7% rural; 24% small toun.185
The results of this study were somewhat unsupportivé

of Kahn's theories as expressed in the book, Organizatiocnal

Stress: Studies in Role Conflict and Ambiguity. For example,

role conflict was not asscociated with low levels of job
satisfaction., However, "as with earlier research, high

levels of role ambiguity were associated with louwer levels

4186

of job satisfaction. "This study supports the idea that

role ambiguity is more highly related to job satisfaction

than is role conf‘lict.“187

The following activities had 2 relatively .low degree
of satisfaction for principals participating in the study:
a, Evaluating certificated personnel
b, Establishing and maintaining student records

c. Accounting for all income and expenditures
des Reporting school data to the district188
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The following activities wusre associated with a rela-
tively high degree of satisfaction among principals in this

study:

a. Assigning certificatsed personnel

be Facilitating community participation in the life of
the school

. Schedulirng student classes and activities

de Developing and/or selecting curriculum

e+ Revising curriculum

f, Developing and improving instruction?89

In June 1979, The National Elementary Principal printed

the results of an opinion poll which that journal had con-

ducted, Responses were received from 194 elementary princi-

pals from across the United States.1gD

Over two~-thirds of the respondents (sixty-eight percent)
say they find the principalship less satisfying now than
it was five years ago, and almost as many (sixty-three
percent) report that they have ihought seriously about
quitting the job in the last six months,197

The number one problem was identified as federal and state
mandates and the "red tape" they require. Other problems
were the following:
1. administering ‘'letter of the law' contracts for mili-
tant teachers
2, carrying an overload of responsibility without the
authority to go with it
3. dealing with budget constraints
4, responding to pressure from parents and the community
5. juggling increased demands on time
6. handling student discipline
7. facing a growing lack of public respect19?.

The underlying theme which led to job dissatisfaction
on the part of the principals was "that the constraints of
the job tend to overshadou the children".193 The two main
forces uhich.have produced a détrimental effect on the prin-

cipal's authority in the school were identified as teacher
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unionism and federal regulations. Sixty percent said they
felt "burned out" and almost half of the respondents indi-
cated that they would not be principals zgain if they had
their lives to live over, Theée results do not agree with
the findings of Peterson (1977) who reported a relatively
high degree of job satisfaction enjcyed by elementary prin-
cipals,

The National Association of Secondary Principals also
conducted a survey during 1979, Frem a larger random sample,
4,766 secondary school principals responded.194

"Excessive Time Demands" was the greatest source of job
dissatisfaction for principals in small, medium, and large
.schools and for middle school, senicr high, and six ysar
school principals. bart of the excessive time demands made
on principals have been directly caused by federal and/or
state mandates for implementation of laus.

The N.A.S.S.P. guestionnaire probed fhirty-Five poten=-

135 Eight were considered note=-

tial causes of attrition.
worthy and many of these repeated issues and problems iden=~

tified by elementary principals in the National Elementary

PrinciEal opinion poll, The eight noteworthy potential
causes of attrition were the following:

1., Excessive Time Demands (56.5%)

2, Emotional Health (Stress) (52.5%)

3. Heavy Work Load (50.4%)

4, Desire for Change (40.8%

5. Fatigue (37.0%)

6., Lack of Support from Superiors (35.9%)

7. Constraints Caused by Courts/Leqgislation 835.7%)
8. Lack of Teacher Professionalism (35.2%)19
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Several underlying themss uere detected by Deleonibus
and Thomson in the survey results., First, there has defin-
itely been a decline in the power and autonomy of principals.
Second, a significant erosion bf public commitment to educa=-
tion has taken place. This was shown in three factors cited
by principals: lack of parental support for program (cited
by 25%); lack of tax funds (cited by 22%); and insufficient
budget/resources (cited by 27%).197 Finally, the formal
teacher contract has placed constraints on principals uith
regard to assignment of teachers and length of work day.

Rogus, Poppenhagen, and Mingus (1980) conducted a
study which tried to determine if there were significant
differences between elementary, junior high and senior high
school principals reiative to five specific factors, one of
which was job satisfaction. Ninety-three elementary princi-
pals, ninety~-three junior high principals, and 101 senior
high school principals, all from Ohio, uwere surveyed.198

The data indicated that elementary, junior high, and

senior high school principals in urban districts were gener-

ally satisfied uithAtheir positions. Differences resided

only in the suburban districts. Sixty-two percent of subur-
ban principals were dissatisfied with the amount of leisure
time they had ard sixty-nine percent of the suburban princi-
pals were dissatisfied with the amount of time available for
their families.199

For the variable of "relationship to students", one

hundred percent of the suburban elementary principals ex-
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pressed satisfaction; eighty-one percent of the suburban
junior high principals were satisfied, but only fifty-nine

percent of the suburban senior high school principals uere

gsatisfied with their relationship tu studen‘sts.zUD

eeesfMore than eighty=-five percent of principals at all
levels expressed minimum satisfaction on the hygiene
factors of salary, fringe benefits, and the motivational
factors of professional achievewment, opportunities for
professional grouth, and the challenge of the job,201

Relationships with faculty and students and perceived
competency to do the job effectively were cited as
sources of job satisfaction by over seventy percent of
the resnocndents on each level, Relationships with other
principals were cited as a source of satisfaction by
over seventy percent of the principals.

Nineteen percent of principals expressed dissatisfaction
with the recognition they receive; twenty-five percent
of the principals expressed dissatisfaction with their
influence upon district policy. Sixteen percent of the
principals expressed dissatisfantion with job security.203
Based on a careful examination and analysis of the data
from N.,A.S5.5.P.'s 1979 survey, "The High School Principal-
- ship", Herlihy and Herlihy (1980) advanced the theory that
the source of dissatisfaction and stress which causes the
majority of secondary principals to leave the principalship
is loneliness, "a pervasive sense of isolation which is
inherent in their rdles".204
The N.,A.S.S.P., survey determined that principals had
"fgu opportunities to relieve stress by discussing problems

235 A majority said '"no

with people who might be helpful"®,
one" or didn't give a response when asked with whom they
shared their professional problems.

The idéa that loneliness on the job is a function of
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the leadership position and constitutes a source of stress
was identified earlier by Greenwood and Greenuwoocd, They
described this phenomenon as 'summit isolation", and ex-
plained that it has a tendency to become more acute as ons
advances up thé managerial ladder. It was not, however,
previously described as a factor in job dissatisfaction,

Two studies were reported in 1981 which attempted to
determine the.relationship between the job satisfaction of
principals and the level of teacher militancy and the collec-
tive bargaining process. Johnston, Yeakey, and WUinter mea=-
sured the perceived level of teacher militancy, while
Calduell, Hertzog, Riddle, and Steinhart explored the prin-
cipal's role in the collective bargaining process. |

Using a stratified random sample of forty-five build-
ing principals selected from three counties in the north-
Qestern United States, Johnston, Yeakey and Winter studied
the relationship between the perceived level of teacher
militancy and the job satisfaction of principals.206 The
sample was selscted in such a way that rural, suburban, and
urban sub jects participéted as well as representatives from
elementary, middle/junior and high schools.,

The study concluded that the general job satisfaction
scores of building principals who perceived a high level
of teacher militancy and those who perceived a low lsvel
of teacher militancy were not found to differ in a sta-
tistically significant manner,207

No significant differences were found among the levels

of job satisfaction of principals in rural, urban, or subur-

ban schools, although the mean job satisfaction score of
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suburban principals was the highest and rural principals the
louest.,

"There were no significant differences among the levels
of job satisfactien of principals of elementary, middle/

208 Houever, high school princi-

junior or high Schools."
pals reported the highest mean job satisfaction score and
elementary principals the louest,

Job satisfaction was separated into three components:
esteem, autonomy, and self-actualization., Esteem factor
scores, autonomy factor scores, and self-~actualization factor
scaores of building principals in districts with high and lou
levels of tsacher militancy were not significantly different.
"In essence, the aggressive drive by teachers for their
collective good did not sighificantiy affect the job satis-
faction of the building principal."209

| Caldwell, Hertzog, Riddle, and Steinhart presented a
paper at the Annual fleeting of the American Educational
Research Association in April 1981, Three studies were re-
ported, all of which took place in Pennsylvania, with the
total sample consisting'of 532 secondary principals.210

Analysis of the data in the first study revealed that
principéls' participation in the bargaining process had a
positive effect on role satisfaction with bargaihing. This
was statisfically significant beyond the .05 level. On the
other hand, there was a significant negative relationship

betueen sitting at the bargaining table and satisfaction

with bargaining. Although principals wished to be involved
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in the bargaining process, they did not wish to sit down
at the negotiations table, Strong support was demonstrated
for Hypothesis Four which stated that,

principals who were involved in the pargaining process
as resource persons, providing input into the bargaining,
and receiving information and guidance on contract nego-
tiations until its completion will have a positive rela-
tionship with role satisfaction in the ccllective bar-
gaining process.

The second study showed that a slight majority (56.2

percent) of the principals reported high overall job satis-

212 Only 7.4 percent of principals responding indi-

213

faction.
cated high overall job dissatisfaction, There were,
houever, "indications that many principals were dissatisfied

214 For example, princi-

with some aspects of their jobs.m"
pals uere dissatisfied with their roles in determining their
own salaries and benefits, They also expressed dissatis=-
faction with their lack of participation in the teacher/
district negotiations. Yet, this "dissatisfaction with
items related to the bargaining process was not sufficient
to undermine cverall job satisfaction for a majority of prine-
cipals."215

A third, related study found that "72.5 percent of the
responding principals considered a formal self-interest bar-
gaining unit as the most beneficial and desirous for salary

1216 The study alsb found that prin-

and welfare benefits,!
cipals felt significantly more satisfied when they had input
or consultation in regard to their salary determination.

These findings supported the contention that all forms of
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input, even informal vehicles, raise job satisfaction levels
over non=-participation roles.

Cohen (1981) tested Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene
Theory as it pertained to urban eleinentary school principals
in Philadelphié. Using both interview and questionnaire
data=-gathering techniques, Cohen sampled forty principals
(five principals were randomly selected from each of eight
geographic suEdistricts) out of a total population of 156
principals.217 The interview utilized the Critical Incident
Technique devised by Herzberg and his associates and the
Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire was used as the measure
of job satisfaction,

"Principals indicated motivators as a group were sig-
nificantly greater indicators of joh satisfaction than uwere

w218 wprincipals indi-

hygienes at the .01 confidence level,
cated hygienes as a group were significantly greater indica-
tors of job dissatisfaction than were motivators at the .01

n219 Thus, the study strongly supported

confidence lsvel.
the Herzberg Motivation-Hygiene Theory for administrators in
middle-management positions.

Based on data from both interviews and guestionnaires,

the major indicators of satisfaction were the motivatorse-

Achievement, Recognition, and The Work Itself=--and the

hygiene factor, Interpersonal Relations. The major indicators

of dissatisfaction were the hygiene factors-~Company Policy
and Administration and Interpersonal Relations. These find=~

ings support conclusions made in earlier studies by lannone,
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schmidt, and Stefanski. No significant correlations uwere
discovered betueen any of the demographic and organizaticnal
factors and the principals' job satisfaction,

In a study quite similar to that of Peterson (1977),
Mmurphy (1982) investigated the relationship between job
stress and job satisfaction, From a randomly selected sam=-
ple of one hundred elementary school principals in Virginia,

eighty=-seven usable responses were obtained.2_2U

(Peterson
also sampled a like number of elementary principals, but in
California,) Murphy, like Peterson, used Brayfield and

Rothe's Index of Job Satisfaction to measure job satisfac-

tion, but she used Gmelch's Administrative Stress Index for

stress measurements., (Peterson used the Heimler Scale of

Social Functioning,)

Not surprisingly, Murphy reached conclusions which
- were identical to those of Peterson with regard to the job
satisfaction and stress levels of elementary principals.
Specifically, Murphy found that Yelementary school princi=-
pals in this sample leaned toward low work-related stress
which was accompanied by a tendency toward high job satis~

221

faction,"” However, this was strictly correlational data,

"No evidence was found that would suggest any causal rela-

222

tionship between stress and job satisfaction,"” The

correlation between stress and job satisfaction was
T = _.25.223

No variables, other than job satisfaction were éignif—

icant at ths .05 level. The socioeconomic level of studsnts
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and student enrollment produced no significant correlations
with either job stress or with job satisfaction,

Statistically significant correlations in the stress
~and job satisfaction of elemehtary principals were produced
when age was analyzed, A significant relationship between
stress and job satisfaction was indicated for principals in
the "forty yeérs'of age and older" category. "There was a
significant EEBEEE!E relationship betueen stress and job
satisfacticn for principals who are 40+ yeafs of age or who
have six or more years of experience in their present posi-

224 But "there was no relationship between stress and

tion,"
job satisfactiorn for principals who were less than forty
years of age or who had from one to five years of experi-

ence.“225

Murphy cdncluded, therefnre, that age and years
of experience influence both the stress énd the job satis~
faction of the elementary principal,

Kauffman (1982) investigated the relationship of role
conflict and role ambiguity to job satisfaction. A random
sample of 425 public elementary school principals in the
state of Tennessee yielded 282 usable questionnaires.226

The study determined that "role conflict was positively
correlated with role ambiguity and negatively correlated with
job satisfaction (both significant beyond the .005 level)."227
This disagreed with one of the findings of Miller (1979) who
concluded that role conflict was not associated with lou

levels of job satisfaction experienced by slementary princi-

pals,
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Kauffman discovered a significant negative relation-
ship betuween role ambiguity and the number of students in
the school system. Larger systems had less role ambiguity
for principals while smallser systems had more role ambiguity.
However, thereluas no significant relationship betuween the
size of the system and role conflict or job satisfaction,

No significant relationships were uncovered between
the size of a.principal's school and role conflict, rols
ambiguity, or job satisfaction, Thus, Kauffman was unable
to perceive a relationship between slementary school size
and the level of the principal's job satisfaction. Anton
(1974) uncevered such a relationship for secondary school
principals, namely, that overall job satisfaction was found
to be significantly higher for principals of large high
schools,

"The data indicated that rural respondents tended to
experience increased amounts of role ambiguity and decreased
amounts of job satisfaction when compared to urban respon=-

228 Kauffman's findings with regard to principals

dents."
in rural aresas partially supported the research finding of
Johnston, Yeakey, and Winter (1981) who found the mean job
satisfaétion score of rural principals to be the lowest when
compared with urban and suburban principals (although the
differences uere not statistically significant).

Friesen, Holdaway, and Rice (1983) studied the job

satisfactiohlof principals in Alberta, Canada and analyzed

the results using sixteen theoretical categories taken from |
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Herzberg. A total of 327 usable responses were obtained

from high school principals (20%), K-S and K=12 school prin=-

cipals (36%), and elementary school principals (44%).229

The random sample was stratified to include responses from
principals in éity, town, and rural schools.

The following job facets were identified as sources
of job satisfaction:

1. Sense of achievement

2. Interpersonal relationships

3. Recognition and status

4, Importance of the work

5., Relationships with central office230

The follouwing were identified as sources of job dis-
satisfaction:

1. Administration and policies

2., Amount of work

3. Overall constraints (e.g. lack of money)
4, Attitudes of society :

5. Physical context (facilities)

6. Stress

7. Impact on home 1ife231

The following facets were identified as both sources
of satisfaction and sources of dissatisfaction:

1. Relationships with teachers

2, Responsibility

3, Autonomy _

4, Student attitudes and performance
5. Challengs of work

6., Relationships with parent3232

The results of this study using school principals gener-
ally agreed with those of Herzberg cnncerning the associ=-
ations {1) between achievement, respunsibility, and
recognition as sources of overall satisfaction and (2)
between policy and administration, and working conditions
as sources of overall dissatisfaction. Further, the
ratios of responses identifying recognition, achievement,
responsibility, policies and administration, and working
conditions as sources of satisfaction and dissatisfac-
tion respectively uwere approximately equivalent in
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Herzberg's research and in this study.233
On the other hand, the results of the Alberta study
differed from those of Herzberqg in a number of ways. Herz-
berg concluded that interpersdnal relationships with sub-
ordinates, peefs, and supervisors were sources of dissatis-
faction,
Prospects for advancement was not mentioned as a source
of either satisfaction or dissatisfaction by the prin=-
qipals, uhgreas over twuenty percent of Herz@ergégasub—
jects menticned it as a source nf satisfaction.
Overall constraints, student attiturdes and performance, and
attitudes of society were identified by the principals as
dissatisfiers, but were not mentioned in Herzberg's research,
Finally, "stress was not included on Herzberg's list of dis-
satisfiers, but some 6.,9% of the principals so classified
it."235
Bacharach and Mitchell (1983) collected survey data
from eighty=~three school districts in New York State which
were randomly sampled and stratified according to geographic
location, size, wealth of the district, and district expen=-

236

ditures. Ninety-five principals participated in the

study which also surveyed superintendents, central office
administrative assistants, school board members, and teachers.237
Three measures of job dissatisfaction were the dependent
variables in thes study: Job dissatisfaction, dissatisfactioﬁ
with agents (interpersonal environment), and dissatisfaction

with pay.

The stﬁdy determined that principals who lacked decision=-
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making power were highly correlated with dissatisfaction with
agents and dissétisfaction with pay. 0On the other hand, prin-
cipals who already felt overburdened by the amount of respon-
sibility they carried also shouved dissatisfaction with agents.

Several factors emerged as predictors of dissatisfac-
tion for principals. Both high routinization and low rule
observance emerged as predictors of dissatisfaction with job
and dissatisféction with agents. High diversity and a lack
of stability predicted dissatisfaction with agents, District
enrollment and percentage of familiss below the poverty
level emerged as predictors of job dissatisfaction.

Other factors were shown to be strong predictors of the
various types of dissatisfaction. High negative supervision
was found to be a sﬂrong predictor nof both job dissatisfac-
tion and dissatisfaction with agents., In the area of work
démands, "the strongest predictor of dissatisfaction for
principals was an unfavorable union attitude toward the

238 This predictor held for both job dis-

administration."
satisfaction and dissatisfaction with agents,

Three Factors_ueré identified as negative predictors
of dissatisfaction for principals. Low role conflict emerged
as a strong and fairly consistent negative predictor of job
dissatisfaction and dissatisfaction .with agents. High posi~-
tive supervision was a negative predictor of dissatisfaction

with pay and with agents. Number of committees emserged as a

‘negative predictor of dissatisfaction with both agents and

pay.
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Summary
Several research studies cited in chapter two reached
similar conclusions with regard to the degree of job satis-
faction enjoyed by school principals. Paterson (1977) and
murphy (1982) reported on the relatively high level of
elementary principals' job satisfac*ion. Rock and Hemphill
(1966) found modérate to high levels of self-satisfaction
and prestice for junior high school principals, while
Caldwell, Hertzog, Riddle and Steinnart (1981) determined
that a majority of secondary principnals enjoyed high overall
job satisfaction. Poppenhagen, Mingus, and Rogus (1980)
surveyed elementary, junior high and senior high school prin-
cipals and found those in urban districts to be generally
satisfied with theif positions,

On the other hand, the National Elementary Principal,

on the basis of a 1979 study, reported that high percentages
of elementary principals found their jobs to be increasingly
dissatisfying and more than half had seriously considered
quitting. Gorton and McIntyre (1978) reported oh a 1977
study of senior high scﬁool principals conducted by the
vNational Association of Secondary School Principals. The
data showed that the "effective principals" in the sample
were dissatisfied with their jobs to the point that most
were not planning to stay in the principalship, Deleonibus
and Thompson (1979) reported on another study conducted by
N.A.S5.5.P, uhich'probed potential causes of attrition iden-

tified by secondary school principals. Poppenhagen, Mingus,



112
and Rogus (1980) found some serious sources of dissatisfac-
tion, particularly for suburban junior and senior high
school principals. Bacharach and Mitchell (1983) analyzed
specific sources of job dissatisfaction for public school
principals, as uell.

Thus, the research has produced data which vary great-
ly from one study to another with respect to the levels of
job satisfaction reported by principals at all three levels
of public schools, Ner is there a pattern with regard to the
time period in which these studies took place or the geo-
graphical areas from which the samples uere drauwn,.

School level of the principal was considered as a
factor in tihree of the studies. Once again, no clear pat-
tern emerges. GrossAand Napior (1967) and Johnston, Yeakey,
and Winter (1981) found no significant differences in the
meaéures of job satisfaction reported by principals of ele-
mentary, middle/junior, or high schools. Poppenhagen, Mingus,
and Rogus (1980), houwever, found significant differences
between suburban elementary and suburban jumior high and
secondary principals fof several of the job satisfaction
variables measured in their stud?.

Level of per pupil expenditure was considered as a fac-
tor by Rock and Hemphill (1966). Hnuwever, these researchers
found the same pattern of job satisfaction whether the per
pupil expenditurs was low, medium, or high.

The geographic location of the principal's school uas

considered as a factor in three of ths studiss. Kauffman
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(1982) found rural principals had lower levels of job satis-
faction when compared to urban respondents. Johnston, Yeakey,
and Winter (1981) found the mean job satisfaction score of
rural principals to be the lowest wnen compared to the
scores of subufban and urban principals, but the differences
vere not statistically significant. Poppenhagen, Mingus,
and Rogus (1980) found more job dissatisfaction in suburban
districts than in urban ones, Hence, geographic factors ap-
pear to influence principals! job satisfaction.

Four studies dealt with role ~mbiguity and/or role
conflict., Gross and Napior (1967) found an inverse rela-
tionship between the role ambiguity perceived by principals
‘and their intrinsic job satisfaction. Miller (1979) also
found that high levels of role ambiquity were associated
with lower levels of job satisfaction, houever, for the
sémple of elementary principals studied, role conflict was
not associated with low levels of joub satisfaction. In
another study of elementary‘principals, Kauffman (1982)
reported that role conflict did correlats negatively with
Jjob satisfaction, Bachérach and Mitchell (1983) discoversd
that for secondary principals, low role conflict was a strong
negative predictor of dissatisfaction with agents, one of
the three types of job dissatisfaction studied. Thus, there
was strong support for the hypothesis that role ambiguity is
negatively associated with job satisfaction, but somewhat
less support -for the hypothesis that role conflict is nega-

tively assoriated with job satisfaction.
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Two studies, both reported in 1981, investigated the
relationship betueen the collective bargaining process and
the job satisfaction of principals. Johnston, Yeakey, and
Winter determined that the leQel of teacher militancy per-
ceived by the principal did not significantly affect the
general job satisfaction scores of building principals.,
Calduell, Hertzoé, Riddle, and Steinhart found that princi-
pals' participation in the collective bargaining process
as resource persons produced positive correlations with role
satisfaction with bargaining.

The relationship between job stress and job satisfac-
tion was ths focus of three studies. Peterson (1977) con-
cluded that elementary principals gnnerally do nﬁt suffer
from a high amount df job stress, but do enjoy a high degree
of job satisfaction. Poppenhagen (1977) concluded that,
for a samplz consisting of elementary, junior high/middle
school; and senior high school principals, the respondénts
were relatively free from job-related tension and perceived
themselves as much satisfied with their current positions,
Murphy (1982) similarlyvconcluded that her sample of elemen-
tary principals exhibited low work-related stress which uas
accompanied by a tendency toward high job satisfaction.
Hence, all three studies reported significant correlations
between low job stress and high job satisfaction,

The Motivation~Hygiene Theory of Frederick Herzberg
formed the theoretical foundation for eight studies of prin-

cipals' job satisfaction. These were the following: Miskel
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(1972); lannone (1973); Anton (1974); Johnson (1975); Schmidt
(1976); Stefanski (1978); Cohen (1981); Friesen, Holdauay,
and Rice (1983). Cohen studied a sample consisting of ele-
mentary principals. Anton, Séhmidt, and Stefanski sampled
secondary principals. Iannone studied both elementary and
secondary principals, Johnson and friesen, Holdaway, and
Rice tested prinéipals from elementary, middle, and high
schools,

Several major findings were raported by more than one
study., For example, achievement and recognition were iden=-
tified as major indicators of job satisfaction by Iannone,
Schmidt, Stefanski, Cohen, and by the team of Friesen,
Holdaway, and Rice. Anton also reported a significant asso-
ciation betuween achievement and the job satisfaction levels
of principals in smaller high schools., The motivator, work
itself, was identified by Stefanski; Cohen; and Friesen,
Holdaway, and Rice as being a significant source of joo
satisfaction for principals. Anton rsported that for prin-
cipals in large high schools, work itself significantly
correlated with job.satisfaction. Schmidt's study also
found that advancement and responsibility were major moti=-
vating factors for principals while Friesen, Holdaway and
Rice added status to ths list of metivators.

District policy and administration was found to be a
ma jor source of dissatisfaction by four of the studiss=-
lannone; Schmidt; Cohen; and fFriesen, Holdaway, and Rice.

Four researchers determined that poor interpersonal rela-
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tions was a source of job dissatisfaction for principals=--
Iannone, Schmidt, Stefanski, and Cohen. Iannone and Schmidt
both found that poor uf negative supervision was a signif-
icant dissatisfier for principals. Miskel determined that
principals had a high need for security and Johnson found
that, for elementary, junior high, #and high school princi-
pals, hygiene‘FaEtors were more important than motivation
factors. CSomeuwhat surprisingly, two studies discovered that
the dissatisfier, interpersonal relations was alsc a source
of job satisfaction for principals. This was reported not
only by Cohen but also by fFriesen, Holdaway, and Rice.

Finally, chapter two reported studies which fit into
‘none of the preceding categories. 3roun (1973) sampled
elementary, junior high and senior igh school principals.
He found that principals in schools with twenty percent or
more minority student composition enjoysd their jobs less
than those principals in schools having fewer or no minority
students. Paddock (1979) determined that, in general,
female principals were more satisfied with their jobs than
male principals. Herlihy and Herlihy (1980) identified lone-
liness as the most important factor in job dissatisfaction

for principals,.
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CHAPTER III
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

This chapter contains a presentation and analysis of
the data secured as a result of this study. Chapter III is
subdivided into Hine distinct parts. The first section
describes the purposes of the present study and restates the
twuenty focussing guestions to which this study sought answers.
The sample populaticn and instrumenuation are described in
the second and third sections, respectively., Definitions of
the four Motivation and six Hygiene categories may be found
in the Instrumentation section. Th2 methodology of the
preseﬁt study is expiained and the.statistical tests utilized
tp interpret the data are identified.,

The bulk of the chapter presents results from the tuo
written survey instruments and analyzes these findings.
Information from the Job-Related Tension Index is presented
first and this job stress information is followed by data
from the Attitude Survey. Correlational studies comparing
‘results_from the two instruments are presented in a third
section,

Data gathered frem follou-up interviews with four ele-
mentary and four secondary principals are presented and
analyzed. A summary of the major findings of this study con-

cludes the chapter.
’ 132
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Purposes
The purpose of this study was to determine if relation-
ships exist betueen sources of organizational stress of ele-
mentary and secondary principals and their motivation to work.
The Motivation and Hygiene nesds of these principals were iden=-
tified using the conceptual framewoc:-k exolained by Frederick

Herzberg in The Motivation To Work, The study focussed on

ths folloﬁing guestions:

- 1. Is there a significant difference between the mean
job stress score of elementary prin:ipals when compared to
the mean job stress score of secondary principals?

2., Is there a significant difference between the mean
job stress score of principals in districts having a low
cperating expense per pupil when compared to the mean job
stress score of principals in districts having a high oper-
ating expense per pupil?

3, Are there significant interactions between school
level, operating expense per pupil, and mean job stress
score?

4, Which subscores are most significantly correlated
with total job stress score?

5. Using multiple regression analysis, 1s it possible
to predict membership in the elementary or secondary group
based on each tension subscore total?

6 Using multiple regression analysis, is it possible
to predict membership in the low expenditure or high expen-
diture group based on each tension subscore total?

7« Are there significant differences between the mean
stress scores of elementary and secondary principals on
each of the following: growth, responsibility, physical,
social, orientation, ard security?

8. Are thers signrificant differences betuween the mean
stress scores of low expenditure and high expenditure prin=~
cipals on each of the following: grouwth, responsibility,
physical, social, orientation, and security? 4

9, Is there a significant difference between the mean
attitude score of elementary principals when compared to
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the mean attitude score of secondary principals?

10. Is there a significant difference bestween the mean
attitude score of principals in districts having a low
operating expense per pupil .when compared to the mean
attitude score of principals in districts having a high
operating expense per pupil?

11. Are there significant interactions between schoocl
level, operating expense per pupil, and mean attitude score?

12, Which subscores are most significantly correlated
with the total attitude score?

13, Using multiple regression analysis, is it possible
to predict membership in the elementary or secondary group
based on each attitude subscore total?

14, Using multiple regression analysis, is it possible
to predict membership in the low expenditure or high expen-
diture group based on each attitude subscore total?

15, Are there significant differences between the mean
attitude scores of elementary and secondary principals on
each of the following: growth, achisvement, responsibility,
recognition, physical, social, status, orientation, economic,
and security?

16, Are there significant differences between the mean
attitude scores of low expenditure and high expenditure prin-
cipals on each of the following: growth, achievement, respon-
sibility, recognition, physical, social, status, orientation,
economic, and security?

17. What is the relationship, if any, between the job
attitude scores for all principals studied and the job
stress scores for all principals studied?

18, What is the_relétionship, if any, between the job
attitude Motivation scores and the job stress Motivation
scores for all principals studied?

19. What is the relationship, if any, between the job
attitude Maintenance scores and the job stress Maintenancs
scores for all principals studied?

20, What is the relationship, if any, between the measure
for each of the foliowing on the Attitude Questionnaire when
compared to the measure of the same factor on the Job-Related
Tension Index: growth, responsibility, physical, sccial,
orientation, and security? ‘
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The Sample Population

Five hundred four elementary and junior high school
principals from suburban Cook County, Illinois were identi-
fied using the.1982—83 Directdry of Suburban Public Schools
published by the Educational Service Region of Cook County.
Each principal was assigned an identification number for the °
purpose of randoh selection, Tuwelve elémentary principals
were elimirated from the population to be sampled, eleven
because they also held central offize positions and one who
was no loncer a principal at the tiwe of the survey. One
hundred twenty principals were randomly selected from this
revised population and constituted the elementary sample.

Responses were obtained from zighty elementary princi=~
pals, of which seveﬁty-three were usable. Questionnaires
were determined to be unusable for the following reasons:

failure to answer all the questions on the Attitude
Survey (2)

failure to answer all the guestions con the Job-
Related Tension Index (2)

refusal to complete any of the items (3)
The rate of response Fof elementary principals was 66,7 per-
.cent.
Seventy-one secondary school principals from suburban

Cook County, Illinois were identificed using the 1982-83
Directory of Suburban Public Schools published by the Educa-
tional Service Region of Cook County, Each of these princi=-
pals was ceded, buﬁ novrandom selection was nacessary,‘hau-

ever, since all wsre included in the sample group.
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Responses were obtained from sixty-six secondary school
principals of which sixty-three were usable, CQuestionnaires
from this sample uwere determined to be unusable for the
following reasons: |

failure to ansuer all the questions on the Job-
Related Tension Index (2)

One high school principal reported that his responses
were negatively skeued due to the fact that he had been
told by his superintendent that he would be released from
hié position at the end of the current school year, His
Attitude Questionnaire and Tension iIndex were excluded from
the sample.

The rate of responses for secondary principals was 92,9
percent,

Eight respondents were randomly selected for follou-
up interviews in the following manner: tuwo were selected
from the group of elementary principals working in districts
reporting louw per pupil expenditures; two were selected from
those slementary principals working in districts reporting
high per pupil expenditures; two were selected from the
group of secondary school principals working in districts
reporting low per pupil expenditures; and two were chosen
from those secondary principals in districts repdfting high
per pupil expenditures., These intsrvisus wsre conducted in
August and September of 1984,

Suburban Cook County was selected as the target gso-
graphical aréa from which to draw the subjects for the sample

group because it is a fairly homogeneous area in terms of
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being mainly suburban in nature. Chicago was excluded
because urban and inner-city principals who are employed
by a huge school system are in a quite different environment
and very probably encounter sources of organizaticnal stress

vhich vary considerably from suburban administrators,

Instrumentation

For the purposes of this study, two separate uwritten
survey instruments were utilized.

To measure job stress, a modified version of the Job=-
Related Tension Index was used. (See Appendix A) This
instrument was developed at the University of Michigan Sur-
vey Research Center and was reported in the book, Organiza-

tional Stress: Studies in Role Confiict and Ambiguity by

Robert L. Kahn and others,

The respordent was asked to answer fourteen items by
choosing one of four fixed alternative responses, These
responses are: '"Never", "Sometimes", "Rather Often", and
"Nearly All the Time". Each alternative was assigned a
coded value from one to.four and the subject's overall Ten-
sion score uas simply the sum of all the items. The lowest
possible Tension score, fourteen, indicated that the respon-
dent had chosen "Never!" as his/her response for every ques-
tion, The highest Tension score of fifty-six would charac-
terize an individual who was bothered "Nearly All the Time"
by the indicated situations, and thus was suffering from a

relatively high degree of job-related tension.
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To measure job satisfaction/dissatisfaction, the study
utilized a modified version of the 1963 edition of the An-
nual Employee Attitude Survey which was formerly administered
to employees at Texas Instruments, inc. (See Appendix B8)
The format for Eategorizing survey results was developed
from the Motivation-Hygiene Theory of Frederick Herzberg.
Herzberqg identified two sets of factors, the motivator events
which determiﬁed job satisfaction and the hygienes or mainte~-
nance events whose absence had the potential of causing
unpleasantness for employees and led to job dissatisfaction,
Each of the ninety-five items on the Attitude Question-
naire measured one of the Motivation or Hygiene (Maintenance)
categories., Motivation categories are defined as follous:
grouth or possibility of growth = It includes not only
the likelihood that the individual would be able to move
onward and upward within his organization but also a

situation in which he is able to advance in his oun
skills and in his prof‘ession.1

achievenent = Stories involving a specifically mentioned
success were put into this cateqory, and these included
the following: successful completion of a job, solutions
to problems, vindication and seeing the results of one's
work,

responsibility = This category includes those sequences
of events in which the person speaking reported that he
derived satisfaction from being given responsibility for
his own work or for the work of others, or from being
given new responsibility. It also includes stories in
which there was a loss of satisfaction or a negative
attituds touward the job stemming from a lack of respon-
sibility.3

recognition - The major criterion for this category uas

some act of recognition of the pesrson speaking to us.
The source could be almost anyone: a supervisor, another
individual in management, management as an impersonal
force, a client, a peer, a professional colleague or the
general public.a :
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Maintenance categories represented in the survey gues=-

tions are the following:

status - this cateqory was indicated when the respondent
mention=d scme sign or appurtenance of status as a fac-
tor in his feelings about the job. 5 Dpr. M, Scott Myers,
under whose leadership the lMotivation-Hygiene Theory uas
implemented at Texas Instruments, provided the following
examples of status: job classification, title, furnish-
ings, lgcation, privileges, relationships, company
status, .

security or job security - objective signs of the pres=-
ence or apsence of job security, Myers provided the
following as examples of securicty: fairness, consistency,
reassurance, friendliness, senioarity rights, grievancse
procedure.

hysical - this cateqory designation was provided by
lyers and corresponds to Herzberg's category, "working
conditions", Herzberg defined *his as the physical
conditions c¢f work, the amount of work or the facilities
available fcr doing the uwork.®? Myers listed the follow=-
ing examples of the physical category: work layout, job
demands, work rules, equipment, location, grounds, park-
ing facilities, aesthetics, lunch facilities, rest rooms,
temperature, ventilation, lighting, noise.l

economic - this category designation was also provided

by Myers and corresponds to Herzberg's category, "salary".
Herzberg interpreted this category broadly, defining it
as any form of compensation., Myers provided the follcu-
ing as examoles: wages and salaries, autcmatic increases,
profit sharing, social security, workmen's compensation,
unemployment compensation, retirement, paid leave, insur-
ance, tuition, discounts.1

social - Myers used the following to demonstrate this
category: work groups, coffee groups, lunch groups,
social groups, office parties, ride pools, outings,
sports, professional groups, interest groups. This
corresponds most nearly to Herzberg's classification
"interpersonal relations",

orientation - this refers to the adequacy of training,
preparation, and ocngoing communication within the work
place., It also involves the extent to which the employee
is made aware of policies, rules, benefits, and the hier-
archical structure of the company or school. Job instruc-
tion, work rules, group meetings, shop talk, neuspapers,
bulletins, handbooks, letters, bulletin boards, grape-

vine are all examples of items included in this category.13
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The term, "orientation", was designated by Myers and
does not directly correspond to any of Herzberg's cate-
gories, although some similarities exist between "orien-
tation" and the Herzberg categcry, "company policy and
administration',

The modified Employee Aftitude Survey contains both
positive and negative statements. A gusstion was scored as
a "+1" if the respondent agreed wit" a positive statement or
disagreed with a.negative statement., A question was scored
as a "-1% if the respondent agreed with a negative statement
or disagreed with a positive statemant. If the respondent
could not decide, (this was one of the alternatives) a "O"
score was attributed to that particular question. The prin-
cipal's Job Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction score was simply
“the sum of the ninety-=five quesfions. Each guestion wuas
aligned with one of fhe Maintenance (Hygiene) or Motivation
categories. Subscores were calculated for each of the ten
cateqories for each respondent.,

Both survey instruments were altered>for the purpocses
of this study, The Job-Related Tension Index in the present
study used the identical fourteen items developed by Robert

L. Kahn for his "Intensive Study". These were reported in

the book, QOrganizational Stress: Studies in Role Conflict

and Ambiquity. However, the present study provided only

four fixed alternative responsses fct sach item while the
original index provided five. ("Rarely" was omitted.)

The alterations made in the original Employee Attitude
Survey uwere more numerous, Various references to spacific

departments at Texas Instruments and factory jargon had to
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be deleted er changed to reflect the terminclogy and organi-
zation used in schools., For example, references to one's
foreman or plant manager had to be changed to indicate the
superintendent and/or the boafd of education.

Since both instruments uere changed, field testing uas
necessary to establish their validity., The field testing
was accomplished'in January, 1984 uwhen three elementary and
three secondary principals from Lake County suburban schools
field-tested the instruments and made suggestions for their
improvement. Several of the survey items uere altered based
on their recommendations,

Eight principals, two from each cell, were randomly
-selected for follow-up interviews in order to probe the
sources of job stresé and job satisfaction in a more compre-
hgnsive manner and to provide an indication of the relia-
bility of the ansuers the respondents had supplied earlier.
In a study published in 1964, Robert L, Kahn and others
reported on an Intensive Study which interviewed respondents
at their job sites.14 In a second intervieuw, the focal per-
son was questioned abouf sources of job satisfaction and
‘dissatisfaction and sources of job stress, The intervieu in
the present study utilized questions from two parts of Kahn's
second interview., (See Appendix C) The first series con-
sists of questions about sources of satisfaction in the job.
It concludes with four items from the Attitude Survey, one
each from the categecries of achievement, recognition, phys-

ical, and economic, The second series consists of questions



142
about job stress and ends with two questions from the Job-
Related Tension Index which pertain to the physical and

responsibility categories.

Methodology

The Job=-Related Tension Index and the Attitude Ques-
tionnaire were mailed to each respondent in February, 1984
along with a letter of introduction and an explanation of the
reéearch design (See Appendices D and E). Secondary princi-
pais who failed to respond received a phone call the follou-
ing month, Principals who requested it were mailed second
copies of the survey instruments, flore than the minimum
required number of elementary surveys were returnsd so no .
further contact with elementary principals was necessary.

Following the classification of the items on the Job-
Related Tersion Index into the Motivation/Maintenance (Hy-
giene) categories, the responses on the Tension Index were
compared to those on the Employee Attitude Questionnaire
using the technique of correlational analysis, (The ques-
tions on the Attitude Questionnaire had already been cate-
gorized in this manner.)

Three types of scorss were then compared using Ken=-
dall's Tau Correlation Coefficient. First, the fespondants'
total scores on the Job-Related Tension Index ware corre?
lated with the total scores on the Attitude Questionnaire,
Next, the categorical subscores from the Tension Index were

correlated with the subscores from the sams category on the
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Attitude Questionnaire., This was computed for the Mainte-
nance categories=--Physical, Social, Orientation, and Securi-
ty-=-and for the Motivation categories of Growth and Responsi-
bility. Finally, the categorical subscores from sach instru-
ment were combined into the two broad areas of Motivation
and Maintenance, The Motivation scores from the Job=-Related
Tension Index_uefe correlated with the Motivation scores
from the Attitude Questionnaire. A similar correlation uas
computed utilizing Maintenance scores from each instrument.

Another correlational analysis was computed by compar-
ing the scores in each category to the total scores on the
same instrument. This analysis was done for the scores from
both instruments to see which subscores correlated most sig-
nificantly with the‘total scores, Pearson's Correlation
Cpefficient was used to compute these correlations,

The total scores from the Job~Related Tension Index
were the dependent variable in a four cell, 2 x 2 factorial
research design using the independent variables of school
level (elementary and secondary) and the level of per pupil
expenditure (high and léu). The level of per pupil expen-
bditure was determined by using the "QOperating Expense Per
Pupil" figures compiled by the Illincis State Board of Educa-
tion, Department of Finance and Reimburssments. These

figures were reported in Illinois Public Schools Fipancial

Statistics 1981-1982 School Year, Membership in the expen=-

diture categories was determined by identifying the per pupil

expenditures for the school districts in which the respon-
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dents worked, rank-ordering them, and dividing them as nearly
as bossible intc two equal groups. Ffor elementary princi-
pals, the low expenditure cell consisted of thirty-seven
principals working in districts where the annual expenditure
per student ranged from $1794 to $2657, The high expenditure
cell was made up of thirty-six principals who worked in dis-
tricts where the.annual expenditure per student ranged from
$2668 to $4394, For secondary school principals, the low
expenditure cell consisted of thirtve-one principals who
worked in districts where the annuali expenditure per student
ranged from $30C04 to $3998, The high expenditure cell con-
sisted of thirty~two principals who worked in school dis-
tricts where the yearly expenditure per pupil rangsd from
$3999 to $5903. |

One~way and tuwo=-way analysis of variance uere used to
test for significant differences between the group means on
the dependent variable-~-stress scores,

The independent variables of school level and per pupil
expenditure were used in another four cell, 2 x 2 factorial
research design, this time using the total scores from the
Attitude Questionnaire as the dependent variable. Once ageain,
one=way and two-way analysis of variance uwere used to test
for significant differeiices between the group means on the
dependent variable--attitude scores.

Finally, using multiple regression analysis, the sub=-
scores from each category on the Job-Related Tension Index

and the subscores from sach category on the Attitude survey
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were used to predict membership in the elementary or secon=-
dary group, and membership in the high or lou expenditure
group. The multiple regression equations and beta weights
generated from these numbers Qere tnen tested for signifi-

cancee.

Presentation And Analysis Of
WUritten Survey Results

This section of the chapter pertains to a presentatior
and analysis of the data secured as a result of this study.
The major rurpose of the analysis and interpretation of the
data was to ansuer the twenty focussing questions relative to
the relatienships betueen job stress and job satisfaction for
-elementary and secondary school principnals in suburban Cook
County, Illinois, dufing the 1983-8% school year. These
tuenty questions were presented in Chapter I of this disser-
tation and were repeated at the beginning of Chapter I1I.

The focussing question and the null hypothesis devel-
oped from that question are presented first. Then the data
pertaining to the guestion and hypothesis are presented and
an analysis of the data-follous.

Question One: Is there a significant difference betueen
the mean job stress score of elementary principals when

compared to the mean job stress score of secandary prin-
cipals?

Null Hypothesis One: There is no statistically signifi-
cant difference between the mean job stress scores of
elementary and secondary principals.

Null Hypothesis One can be rejected at the .05 confi-

dence level, The fisan tension score on the Job-Rselated
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Tension Index for elementary principals was 24,8767, while
the mean tension score for high scheol principals was 22,9524,
(See Table 1) The F probability calculated was .0249, Ele-
mentary scores ranged from a hinimum of fourteen to a maxi=-
mum of forty-two with a standard deviation of 5.,4235, High
school scores ranged from a minimum of fourteen to a maximum
of thirty-sevgn with a standard deviation of 4.2896.

Thus elementary principals perceived themselves to be
under Jjob-rslated stress more frequantly than secondary school
principals, This finding is consis®“ent with that of Schuetz
(1980) who found that elementary school principals exhibited
higher stress levels than secondary school principals.

However, the two mean scores should be considered with
regard to the index ﬁsed. The lowest possible score obtain-
aple was fourteen, A principal uwho answered each of the
fourteen questions with the response, "Never", would produce
such a score., The highest possible score obtainable was
fifty-six. A respondent marking each item with the alter-
native, "Nearly all the time", would achieve fifty-six as
a total, Both means feil between "Sometimes" and "Never',
‘Hence, the means for elementary and secondary principals
did not indicate a-high frequency of stressful incidents for
either type of principal.

The Job-Related Tension Index did not measure sither
the intensity or the duration of the stress, Therefore,
although elementary principals reported a significantly

greater freguency of stressful incidents than thsir high



TABLE 1

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

TOTAL TENSION SCORE BY

SCHOOL LEVEL

Source D.Fe Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Prob,
Between Groups 1 125,2230 125,2230 5.1492 * 0249
Within Groups 134 3258,7476 24,3190
Total 135 3383,9706

Standard Standard
Group Count Mean - Deviation Error Minimum Maximum
Elementary 73 24,8767 - 85,4236 .0348 14 42
High School 63 22,9524 4,2896 «5404 14 37
Total 136 23,9853 5.0066 «4293 14 42

*<,05

L7t
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school counterparts, no conclusions can be drawn regarding
the intensity or duration of the stressful events.

The Job-Related Tension Index asked questions about
job situations corresponding tb the Maintenance categories
of physical, social, ocrientation, and security. The Mainte-
nance categories, status and economic were not represented
by any of the_quéstions on the Index., Thus, although numer-
ous authors have commented on the increased job status and
economic benefits enjoyed by secondary school principals
when compared to elementary principals, these appear not to
have contributed to differences in the job-related tension
group mean SCOTrES,

The Motivation categories, grnuth and responsibility
were represented by fhree questions each on the Tension Index.
However, there were no questions from the Motivation cate-
gories, achievement and recognition. Hence, the levels of
achievement and recognition do not appear to be factors in
the significantly higher stress frequency scores reported by
elementary principals.

The responsibilit? for making decisions which affect
the lives of others was reported to be a stressor for princi-
pals by Gmelch; Swent and Gmelch; Gmelch, Koch, Swent and
Tung; Schuetz; Hughes; Gorton; and Brimm., Question nine on
the Job-Related Tension Index asked principals how frequent-
ly they uwere bothered by this responsibility. For the
majority of elementary and secondary principals in the pres-

ent study, making decisions affecting the lives of others
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bothers them "sometimes%. The results shou that 71,2 per-
cent of the elementary principals and 74.6 percent of the
secondary principals ranked this stressor as occurring "some-
times". Approximately 17.8 pércent of elementary and 12.7
percent of the secondary principals were bothered rather
often by decision-making affecting nthers. An additional
9.6 percent of tﬁe elementary and 11.1 percent of the secon-
dary principals reported that this "never" bothers them.
Hence, there do not appear to be sijnificant differences
between school levels on frequency of stress resulting from
decision-making affecting others,

Goldrammer, Gmelch, Giammatteo, and Piatt identified
role ambiguity as being a source of job stress for princi-
pals., Question tuo.on the Job=-Related Tension Index asked
principals how frequently they were bothered by '"being un-
clear on just what the scope and responsibilities of your
job are', The majority of high school principals (57.1 per-
cent) indicated that they are "never" unclear about ths
scope and responsibilities of their jobs., However, thse
ma jority of slementary ﬁrincipals (54.8 percent) indicated
‘that unclear scope and job responsibilities bother them
"sometimes", Thus, it would appear that role ambiguity is
- a greater problzm for elementary princicals than it is for
high school principals.

The reasons high school principals perceived their
job tasks more clearly than elementary principals were not

identified in the present study., It may be that more secon-
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dary schools have clear and unambiguous job descriptions for
their principals than do elementary schools, This may be
partially due to the greater presence of assistant adminis-
trators at the.secondary levei. i/hen there is more than one
administrator working within a school, it may become neces-
sary to clearly differentiate one's responsibilities from
those of another; In elementary schools, where more princi-
pals have ro administrative assistants, there is not as great
a need to gpecifically identify job tasks since the elemen=-
tary principal performs the majoritv of the administrative
duties alore.

Role conflict was reported as a source of job stress
for principals by Vetter, Gmslch, Schuetz, Giammatteo, and
Washington. Questidn five on the Job-Related Tension Index
dealt with role conflict. It asked principals to indicate
how freguertly they were bothered by "thinking that you'll
not be able to satisfy the conflicting demands of various
people over you", For the majority of elementary and secon-
dary principals studied, the problem of role conflict due
to the demands of superiors occurred "sometimes'", The
results shouwed that 58.9 percent of elementary principals
and 66,7 percent of secondary principals indicated that this -
was sometimes a problem for them,

The respondents were never asked to identify the "var-
ious people over you" so it is not clear who the sources of
the conflicting demands actually wers. It may bse that var-

ious central office administrators such as superintendents,
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assistant-superintendents, business managers, and curriculum’
specialists made ccnflicting demands of principals. It may
also be possible that the superintendent and the board of
gducation made such ccnflictihg demandse.

The data further revealed that approximately one quar-
ter of the elementary and éecondary prinzipals experienced
no role conflict'resulting from the conflicting demands of
superiors., This may be due to the fact that in many dis-
tricts the principal reports directliy to the superintendent,
In fact, one respondent indicated that this was precisely
the case in his district in a comment written just below
guestion five or his Tension Index,

Question Two: Is there a significant difference between
the mean job stress score of principals in districts
having a low operating expense ner pupil when compared

to the mean job stress score of principals in districts
having a high operating expense per pupil?

Null Hypothesis Two: There is no statistically signifi-
cant difference between the mean job stress score of
principals in districts having a lou operating expense
per pupil and the mean job stress score of principals in
districts having a high operating expense per pupil

Null Hypothesis Two cannot be rejected at the .05 sig-
nificance level. The aﬁerage tension score for principals
in the high expenditure group was 23,2206, (See Table 2)
The mean tension score for principals in low expenditure dis-
- tricts was 24,7500, The F probability calculated was ,0748,
Thus, although the mean tension score of the high expenditure
principals was lower, it was not significantly lower than the
mean tension-score of the low expenditure principals. In

Chapter One it was hypothesized that districts which spent



TABLE 2

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

TOTAL TENSION SCORE BY LEVEL OF EXPENDITURE

Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Prob.,
Bestween Groups 1 79.5294 79.5294 3.2250 * .0748
Within Groups 134 3304.4412 24,6600
Total 135 3383,9706

Standard —;tandard
Group Count Mean Deviation Error Minimum - Maximum
High Expenditure 68 23,2206 4,5445 5511 14 39
Low Expenditure 68 24,7500 5,3542 .6493 17 42
Total 136 23,9853 5.0066 $ 4293 14 42
* 2,05
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less money per student would place principals in stressful
situations with greater frequency than more financially able
school districts, It was further theorized that principals
in low expenditure districts Qould be forced to assums addi=~-
tional responsibilities, These additional responsibilities
and burdens would lead to‘uork overload and higher levels
of job-related stress., These hypothesesvregarding the stress
levels of principals were not supported by the data,

There are several possible reasons why the group means
were not significantly different from one another., First,
only one question of the fourteen questions on the instru-
ment dealt with the issue of a too heavy work load. Hence,
.the effect of this one response may have been diluted by
other responses uhicﬁ did not differ as significantly betuween
expenditure groups.

Secondly, the sconomic categopy was not represented by
any of the fourteen guestions on the Job-Related Tension
Index. It is quite possible that the salaries and fringe
benefits of principals in low expenditure districts were not
as high as those of,priﬁcipals in the high expenditure school
systems, This may have been the socurce of a significant
difference in job stress levels, but the instrument did not
measure this category.

Finally, the Job-Related Tension Index is heavily
weighted to represent the Maintenance cateqories, orienta-
tion and security and the Motivation categories, groufh and

responsibility (three questions from each of these four
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categories). The questions from these four categories may
not have adequately discriminated between the job stress
levels of the tuo expenditure groups. Only one question
pertained to the physical working conditions and none per-
tained to economic, status, achievement, or recognition cate=-
gories., This limitation of the Job-Related Tension Instru-
ment was cited_iﬁ Chapter One and may have resulted in an
inability to perbeive significant differences in the job
stress levels of principals in the two expenditure groups.,

Question Three: Are there significant interactions

between school level, operating expense per pupil, and
mean job stress score?

Null Hypothesis Three: There is no statistically sig-
nificant difference among the variances for school level
by expenditure level.

Null Hypothesis Three cannot be rejected at the .05
significancs level. The two-way interactions by school levsl
and level of expenditure resulted in F probabilitiss of .257.
Thus, the interactions were not statistically significant,

Elementary principals working in school districts with
low expenditures per pupil reported the highest scores on the
Job=Related Tension -Instrument (S5ee Table 3). The mean for
lou expenditure elementary principals was 26,05, €Elementary
principals working in districts with high expenditures per
pupil wer=z shour te have the second ‘highast mean on the Job-
Related Tension Instrument, 23,67, The scores of high school
principals working in districts with low expenditures per
pupil produced a mean Tension Instrument score of 23.19. The

lowesst mean Tension Instrument score of 22.72 was calculated



TABLE 3

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

TOTAL TENSION SCORE BY
SCHOOL LEVEL AND LEVEL OF EXPENDITURE

' Sum of Signif,
Source of Variation Squares DF Mean Square F of F
Main Effects 201.853 2 100,927 4,228 * 0,017

School Lavel 122,324 1 122,324 5.124 0.025
Level of Expenditure 76,630 1 76,630 3.210 0.075
2-Jay Interactions 30,918 1 30.918 1.295 0.257
School Level 30,918 1 30,918 1.295 0,257
Explained 232,771 3 77.590 3,250 0,024
Residual 3151.199 132 23,8723
Total 3383.,971 135 25,066
Level of Expenditure
School Level High Louw
Elementary 23,67 26,05
( 36) ( 37)
High School 22,72 23.19
( 32) ( 31)

*< .05

GS1
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for high school principals in districts with a high level of
expenditure per student.

The means for the two groups of high school principals
and the mean of the high expeﬁditure elementary principals
cluster fairly closely to one another. However, the mean
for elementary principals in the low expenditure districts
was somewhat higﬁer. This would seem to indicate that the
elementary principals in the low expenditure districts had
a great deal to do with causing the group mean for all ele-
mentary principals to be significantly higher than the total
high school mean,

The results of the present study indicate that school
level is more significant than operating expense per pupil
in identifying the ﬁrincipal's job stress level, It appears
that high school principals experienced significantly lower
frequencies of stressful incidents on the job, regardless of
the per pupil expenditure, uwhen compared to elementary prin-
cipals.,

Question Four: Which subscores are most significantly
correlated with the total job stress score?

Null Hypothesis Four: There is no statistically signif=-
icant correlation betuween each subscore and the total
job stress score.

The Null Hypothesis may be rejected for eaéﬁ of the
six categories. All six subscores on the Job-Related Tension
Index were significantly correlated with the total job stress
score, The SPSSX program used to compute the Pearson Corre-

lation Coefficients calculated the significance of the corra-
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lations to three decimal places and all were significant
beyond this level,

The highest correlation coefficient was calculated for
the security category (.8456), followed by orientation
(.8035), responsibility (.7664), growth (.6242), physical
(.4936), and social (.3865). (See Table 4) Due to the rela-
tively large samble size, N = 136, even smaller correlation
coefficients were determined to be significant.

It should not be surprising that the correlations
obtained using the physical and social categories were the
lowest, since these categories were represented by one gues=-
tion each. In contrast, the security, orientation, respon=-
'sibility, and growth categories wers represented by three
guestions esach on the Job-Related Tension Index., Since
twelve of the fourteen questions (eighty-six percent) uwere
from the orientation, security, responsibility, and growth
categories, the structure of the instrument, itself, prob-
ably had a great deal to do with the lower correlations
obtained for the physical and social categories.

0f the four largest correlation coefficients, the Hy-
giene or Maintenance categories, security and orientation,
wvere more highly correlated with the total Tension Score
fhan wvere the Motivation categories, responsibility and
growth, Thus, it appears that extrinsic factors in the uwork
environment leading to job dissatisfaction in the areas of
security and orientation were more highly correlated Qith

the job stress of principals than were the intrinsic moti-
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TABLE 4
PEARSbN CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

JOB~RELATED TENSION INDEX

Security .8456%
Orientation .8035%
Responsibility . 7664%
Greowth «6242%
Physical «4936%
Social . 3865%

N =136 *p < ,000
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vators-~-grouth and responsibility,

Each of the three questions in the security category
deals with the principal's relationship with his superiors,
Herzberg identified interpersonal relations with superiors
as a Hygiene Ca£egory which was separate and distinct from
the job security category. Dr. M. Scott Myers, however,
included questiohs dealing with the employee's relation-
ships with his superiors in the security classification,

The frameuork‘suggested by Myers was utilized in classify-
ing the questions on the Job=-Related Tension Index in order
to provide consistency, since the Attitude Survey used in
the present study was originally developed by Dr. Myers and
makes use of his category designations, as well,

An analysis of the results from the perspective of
Herzberg, however, would show that interpérsonal relation-
ships with superiors was most highly correlated with the
total tension score, Since relationships with superiors was
a Hygiene factor, the renaming of the security category does
not detract from the assertion that Hygienes were more high=-

ly correlated with the total tension score than were Motiva=-

tors.

Question Five: Using multiple regression analysis, is
1t possible to predict membership in the elementary or
secandary group based on each tension subscore total?

Null Hypothesis Five: There are no combined tension sub-
scores that predict membership in the elementary or secon-
dary group at a statistically significant level,

The technique of backwards multiple regression analysis

was utilized to generate multiple regression or prediction
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equations, First, the data from all six categories on the
Job-Related Tension Index were analyzed and a multiple re-~
gression equation and beta weights were calculated. The
multiple regres;ion equation ahd beta weights were tested
for significance using analysis of variance and then cate-
gorical data were removed, one at a time, in reverse order
of significanqe..

The multiple regression analysis (See Table 5) deter-
mined that security uas»the only significant predictor of
membership in the elementary and secondary groups. It was
significant at the .0272 level. The multiple regression
equation for social and security together was significant
-at the .0242 level, however, the beta weights obtained for
security and social Qere tested and found not to be signif=-
ipantly different from zero.

‘The three questions on the Job-Related Tensicn Index
vhich measured the frequency of stresses resulting from a
lack of job security were the following:

How frequently do you feel bothered by each of these?

Thinking that you'll not be able to satisfy the con-
flicting demands of various people over you.

Not knowing what your supervisor thinks of you, how he
svaluates your performance.

Feelinc unable to influence your immadiate supervisor's
decisions and actions that affect you,

The underlying theme of ths first question is role
conflict, while that of the second is role ambiguity. Earli-

er, role ambiguity was identified as a greater problem for
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TABLE 5
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F = 4,984355

JOB=-RELATED TENSION INDEX BY SCHOOL LEVEL .

- Variable Beta Sig T

Security -.18747 .1108

Physical -.07174 «4871

Signif F = ,1045 Growth -.12609 «1905

Orientation 15386 «2037

Responsibility .01074 «9328

Removed Security -.,18579 .1075

Responsibility Social -.13360 «1338

F = 2,17256 Physical -,06789 <4616

Signif F = ,0610 Growth -,12603 »1890

' Orientation «15739 «1642

: Security -.20174 .0749

Removed Physical Social -.14669 »,0927

F = 2,58840 Growth -.,11610 2206

Signif F = ,0398 Orientation « 14745 1883

Removed Growth Security -¢22959 .0393

F = 2,93477 Social . -.14269 <1022

Signif F = ,0358 Orientation «11633 «2869

Nemoved. ion Security -.15666 | .0731

F = 3.82646 Social -.14006 .1806
Signif F = .,0242

Removed Social g Security -.18937 | .0272

Signif F = ,0272
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eglementary principals than it was for high school principals,
Role conflict was identified as a problem which occurred
gsometimes!" for bothitypes of principals.

The mean stress score for secondary principals on all
three questions was 5,3, while the mean stress score for
elementary principals was 6,0, It appears that stress aris-
ing from a lack SF job security was a more frequent problem
for elementary principals than it was for high school prin-
cipals, The differsnce in mean strnss levels for security
was undoubtedly the important reason why the only signif=-
icant predictor of group membership was security.,

Elementary principals were more frequently stressed
because of worry ébout what the sup=2rintendent thought of
them, a lack of knowledge about how they were being evalu=-
ated, the expectation that they would not be able to satisfy
the conflicting demands of superiors, and feeling unable to
influence the decisions and actions of their immediate supe-~
rior. The common element within all these stressors seems
to be a lack of communiqation between the elementéry prin-
cipal and his superintendent., A lack of communication be-
tween principal and superintendent, therefore, was an impor-
tant factor in the unmet job security needs of elementary
principals.,

The Motivation categories tended to be among the least
accurate predictors of group membership since responsibility
was removed first from the data being analyzed and grﬁuth

was removed third., Because categorical data were removed in
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reverse order of significance, it is apparent that neither
responsibility nor grouth was an accurate predictor of group
membership, It may be that these tuo factors were of sim-
ilar importance to eslementary and secondary principals in
the determinaticn of stress frequencies, Having too much or
too little responsibility was a souwce of stress which oc-
curred with simiiar frequencies for both types of principals,

The mean stress scores for job grouwth also failed to
predict grcup membership in the elementary and éecondary
groups with a significant degree of accuracy. Thersfore,
the scores from the Motivation categories, growth and respor-
sibility, produced less accurate prediction equations for
-elementary and secondary group membarship than the scores
from the Hygiene caﬁegories, orientation, social, and securi-
ty. Based on the.results of the multiple regression analysis,
it appears that Hygiene factors, particularly security, pre-
dicted group membership more accurately than did Motivation
factors.

Herzberg theorized that the absence of Hygiene factors
in the job environment would lead to job dissatisfaction,
vbut the lack of Motivators would lead to a low level of job
satisfaction. One of the factors which contributes to job
dissatisfaction (lack of security) was a highly ‘significant
predictor of group membership and Hygienes, in general,
produced pradiction equations with greater accuracy than the

Motivators,
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Question Six: Using multicle regression analysis, is it
possible to predict membership in the low expenditure
and high expenditure group based on each tension sub-
score total?

Null Hvypothesis Six: There are no cambined tension sub-
scores that predict membership in the low expenditure or
high sxpenditure qgroup at a statistically significant
level,

The Null Hypothesis cannot be rejected. None of the
multiple regression equations were significant at the .05
"~ level, although the prediction equation for orientation was
significant at .0527 (See Table 6). This is not a totally
surprising finding since the mean job stress scores for the
low and high expenditure groups did not véry significantly
from one arother.

The fact that orientétion produced the most accurate
prediction equation‘is somewhat puzzling, The mean tension
score for orientation in the low expenditure group was 4,7941
but in the high expenditure group it was 4.3676, Hence,
principals in school districts spending less per pupil re-
ported a significantly higher frequency of stress from job
orientation factors., The three guestions pertaihing to
orientation on the Job-éslated Tension Index were the
.Follouing:

How frequently do you feel bothered by each of these?

Being uvnclear what the scope and responsibilities of
your job are. '

Feeling that you're not fully gqualified to handle your
job.

The fact- that you can't get information needed to carry
out your Jjob. -
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BACKWARDS MULTIPLE REGRESSION
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Signif F = ,0527

JOB-RELATED TENSION INDEX BY LEVE'Y OF CXPENDITURE
Variable Beta Sig T

Security Not in « 9354
F = 469405 Social -.03441 «7192
. Physical -.01523 8854
Signif F = ,6548 Growth .02943 «7648
' Orientation «11904 « 3365
Responsibility .06929 « 5957
Removed Security Social -,03389 «7216
F = ,83794 Physical -.01445 .8904
Signif F = ,5251 Growth «03117 e 7445
Orientation «12315 «2739
Responsibility .07109 «5792
| Social -.03315 | .7157
Removed Physical Growth «03265 7302
F = 1.05053 Orientation «12342 «2710
Signif F = ,3838 Responsibility .06285 «5778
Removed Growth Social -,03447 « 7148
F = 1,37004 Orientation 013712 .1898
Signif F = ,2548 Responsibility .06252 «5785
Removad Soclal | Orientation 214015 | L1774
Signif F = .1392 Responsibility .04678 .6516
Removed Orientation 16648 0527

Responsibility ) * ¢

F = 3.81988
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The first questicn deals with the theme of role ambi-
guity while the second measures how frequently the princi-
pal is stressed by qualitative work overload, The third
question indicates a lack of communication which thwarts the
achievement of.job tasks, In fact, a common element in all
three questions seems to be a lack nf achievement or the
inability to complete one's job tasks,

A principal who does not know the scope and responsi-
bilities of his or her job will hava a difficult time feel=-
ing a sense of accomplishment. How can such an individual
be sure that he or she has met all the responsibilities of
the position without knowing what they are? Goldhammer,
_Gmelch, Giammatteo, and Piatt identified role ambiguity as
being a source of stress for principals.

When a principal feels unqualified to deal with certain
aépects of his job, this is an example df qualitative work
overlcad. In Chapter I, it was hypothesized that principals
in lou expenditure districts would experience work overload,
and thus exhibit significantly higher stress scores. The
overload referred to in'Chapter I was quantitative in nature.
The only question in the physical category asked, hou fre-
quently.the principal was stressed by "feeling that you have
~ too heavy a work load, one that you can't possibly finish
during an ordinary workday." The backwards multiple regres-
sion analysis removed this category from the analysis befors

three other categories, indicating it had a very low pre-
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dictive ability. Thus, qualitative work overload, as a part
of the orientation category, was better able to predict
group membership in the high and low expenditure groups.

Question Seven: Are theré significant differences be-
tween the mean stress scores of elementary and secondary

principals on each of the follcwing: growth, responsi-
bility, physical, social, orientation, and security?

Null Hypothesis Seven: There is no statistically sig-
nificant difference between the mean stress scores of
elementary and secondary principals for each of the
follouwing categories: grouwth, responsibility, physical,
social, orientation, and security.

The Null Hypothesis may be re jected for the categories
of security (F probability = ,0272) and social (F probabil-
ity = ,0397). The Null Hypothesis may not be rejected for

the following categories:

grouwth F probability = ,0903
responsibility F probability = .1450
physical F probability = ,1572
orientation F probability = ,5407

Table 7 displays the data derived from the analysis of
variance, These results supported the multiple regression
analysis which determined that security produced the most
significant equation fof predicting membership in the elemen-
tary and secondary groubs. Security, likewise, produced a
Vsignificant result in the analysis of variance., The analysis
of security as a significant factor in the job stress scores
of elemertary and secondary principals was presanted in the
discussion of Question Fivae,

Social was the last variable removed from the backuwards

multiple regression analysis and it also produced a éignif-



" TABLE 7A

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

JOB~RELATED TENSION INDEX CATEGORIES BY SCHOOL LEVEL

Source D.F. Sum of squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Prob.
Security -
Between Groups 1 16,2901 16,2901 4,9843 * .0272
Within Groups 134 437,9452 3.2682 .
Total 135 454 ,2353
- Social =~ ‘
Between Groups 1 1.1470 11470 4,3161 * 0397
Within Groups 134 35,6104 «2657
Total 135 36,7574
Grouth -
Between Groups 1 6.8375 6.,8375 2.9115 .1903
Within Groups 134 314,6919 2.3484
Total 135 321,5294
Responsibility :
Between Groups 1 2,9398 2,9398 12,1492 «1450
Within Groups 134 183,2955 143679
Total 135 186,2353
Physical =
Betwsen Groups 1 1.1147 1.1147 2,0235 <1572
Within Groups 134 73.8191 5509
Total 135 74,9338
Orientation -
Between Groups 1 «6245 6245 « 3761 « 5407
Within Groups 134 222,4858 1.6603
Total 135 223.1103

¥ .05

BS 1L



TABLE 7B

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
JOB-RELATED TENSION INDEX CATEGORIES BY SCHOOL LEVEL

N o Standard Standard
Group Count fisan Deviation Error
Security -
Elementary 73 6.,0274 2,0205 «2365
High School 63 5,3333 1.5240 «1920
Total 136 5,7059 1.8343 «1573
Social =~
Elementary 73 1.7397 5278 .0618
High School 63 1.5556 5009 .0631
Total 136 1.6544 .5218 .0447
Grouth - _
Elementary 73 4,7671 1.6543 «1936
High School 63 4,3175 1.3775 1736
Total ‘ 136 4,5588 1.5433 «1323
Responsibility =
Elemsntary 73 5.3425 1.3147 « 1539
High School 63 5,0476 «9743 «1228
Total 136 5,2059 1.1745 « 1007
Physical =~
Elementary 73 2,3562 «6946 .0813
High School 63 2,1746 7939 «1000
Total 136 2,2721 « 7450 0639
Orientation =
Elementary 73 4,6438 12176 «1425
High School 63 4,5079 1.3663 e1721
4,5809 1.2856 «1102

Total 136

691
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icant difference in the mean stress scores of elementary
and secondary principals. The mean social stress score for
elementary principals was 1.7397. The élementary mean was
significantly higher than the mean social stress score of
secondary principals which was 1.5556.

The only question on the Job=Relatad Tension Index
measuring theAfréquency of stress in the social category uas
the following:

How frequently do you feel bothared by each of these?

Feelinc that you may not be likad and accepted by the
people you work with,

Being liked and accepted by one's fellow workers was
a more frequent concern of elementary principals than it was
for high school principals. The elamentary principal's neec
for acceptance may be at least partially explained by the
observation that elementary principals probably work more
closely with teachers on a daily basis than do secondary
principals. In many high schools, department chairmen and/or
assistant principals work more closely with the teaching
staff in the areas of teacher evéluation, student discipline,
-and scheduling than4does the principal.

One high school principal wrote the following comment
next to question 10 on his Job=-Related Tension Iﬁﬁex:

Who cares - if you want to be loved, do not become a
principal.

Although not all high school principals may have felt
so indifferently about their staff's attitude, the need to

be liked and accepted was less frequently a concern for
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secondary principals.

Quantitative work overload was identified as a stressor
for workers, in general by Kahn, Caplan and French, MclLean,
Yates, Kiev and Kohn, and friend. Work overload was deter-
mined to be a stressor for school principals, in particular,
by Vetter, Gmelch, Swent and Gmelch, Schuetz, Giammatteo,
Piatt, Hughes,_Gérton, and Brimm, Guestion number four on
the Job-=Related Tension Index asked principals how frequently
they were bothered by "feeling that you have too heavy a uwork
load, one that you can't possibly finish during an ordinary
workday."

Although the elementary mean of 2,3562 was not signif-
‘icantly different from the high schnol mean, 2.1746, a closer
analysis of the respﬁnses indicated differences between the
slementary and secondary groups in the number of principals
reporting the '"never" and "rather often” alternatives. Only
four percent of the elementary principals in the sample
group responded by indicating a heavy worklocad "never"
bothered them, but 15.8 percent of the high school princi-
pals were "never" bothéfed by too heavy a workload, At the
other end of the scale, approximately eight psrcent of the
principals in sach group were bothered by toco heavy a work
1oad "neér]y all the time", However, tuenty-seven percent cf
the elementary principals, but only seventeen percent of the
high school principals, were bothered "rather often" by
their workloads.

Thers are ssveral possible reasons why these differences
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exist, only two of uwhich will be 3uggastéd here. The first
is that secondary school principals have more assistants to
help them with their heavy work loads. This nhypothesis was
supported somewnat by the principals' responsas to question
eleven on the Attitude Survey. Approximately thirty-eight
percent of the elementary principals, but twenty-seven per-
cent of the high.school principals indicated they '"could
really use scme assistance'" with their administrative and
supervisory duties.

Another possibility is suggesied in the research of
Poppenhagen, Mingus, and Rogus who found that eighty-tuwo
percent of suburban elementary principals reported working
"between forty and sixty hours per wzek, but eighty percent
of the suburban seniﬁr high principals reported working
fifty-one to seventy hours per ueek.15 It may simply be
that high school principals work more hours or days per
week than elementary principals., "An ordinary workday! for
a high school principal may well be a longer one than that
worked by his counterpart in the elementary school. The
secondary school administrator, therefore, may have more time
>in which to complete his or her tasks and thus feels stressed
less frequently than the eiementary principal who. must com-
plete his work load'in 2 shorter period of time.

Question E£ight: Are there significant differences be-
tween tne mean stress scores of louw expenditure and high
expenditure principals on each of the following: growth,

responsibility, physical, social, orientation, and
security,

Null Hypothesis Eight: Thers is no statistically sig=-
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nificant difference between the mean stress scores of
low expenditure and high expenditure principals for each
of the following categories: growth, responsibility,
physical, scocial, orientation, and security.

The Mull Hypothesis cannot be rejected for any of the
six categories, The group means for orientation, however,
were significantly different at the .0527 level. (See Tables
8A and 8B) This.finding supports the findings of the multi-~
ple regression analysis reported in Question Six. Orienta-
tion was determined to belfhe only significant predictor of
group membership in the low expendicure and high expenditure
groups. The fact that the orientation category produced group
means which were significantly different (at the .0527 level),
may be ever more significant in vieQ of the fact that the
‘total Tension Index means were not significantly different
for high and low expenditure groups and none of the other
categories produced group means which were significantly
different,

The means for the Hygiene categories, security and
social were significantly different for school level and the
Hygiene, orientation was nearly significant for expenditure
level, It seems apparent, therefore, that Hygiene categories
produced the only significant differences and the only sig-
nificant prediction equations, whether the data uere éna-
lyzed by school or expenditure levei.

The total tension means and the categorical means may

not have differed significantly becauss the operating expense

levels may have clustered too closely to one another. For



TABLE B8A

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
JOB-RELATED TENSION INDEX CATEGORIES BY LEVEL OF EXPENDITURE

Source D,F. Sum of Squares Mean Squaras = F Ratio F Prob.
Orientation =~ _
Betwsen Groups 1 6,1838 6,1838 3.8199 - 0527
Within Groups 134 216,9265 1.6189 ’
Total 135 223,1103
' Responsibility =
Between Groups 1 2,9412 2,9412 2,1502 1449
Within Groups 134 183,2941 1.3679
Total 135 186,2353
Security =
Between Groups 1 6.6176 6.6176 1.9811 «1616
Within Groups 134 447,6176 3.3404
Total 135 454 ,2353
Grouth -
Between Groups 1 2,9412 2.9412 12371 «2680
Within Groups 134 318,.5882 2,3775
Total 135 321,5294
Physical = :
Betwesn Groups 1 1838 .1838 : 3295 «5669
. Within Groups 134 74,7500 «5578
Total : 135 74,9338
Social = '
Betwean Groups 1 0074 .0074 .0268 «8702
Within Groups 134 36,7500 «2743
Total 135 36,7574

7Ll



" TABLE 88
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

JOB-RELATED TENSION INDEX CATEGORIES
BY LEVEL OF EXPENDITURE

Standard Standard

Group Count Mean Deviation Error
Orientation - ' )
High Expend, 68 4,3676 1.10508 - «1340
Low Expsnd. 68 4,7941 1.4201 «1722
Total : 136 4,5809 1.2856 1102
Responsibility -~
High Expend., 68 5,0588 1.1575 « 1404
Low Expend,. 68 5.3529 1.1815 «1433
Total 136 5,2059 1.1745 1007
Security -
High Expend, 68 5.,4853 1.7913 «2172
Low Expend, 68 5.9265 1.8634 «2260
Total 136 5,7059 1.8343 «1573
Growth -
High Expend, 68 4.4118 1.4786 1793
Low Expend, 68 4,7059 1.6028 «1944
Total 136 4,5588 1.5433 «1323
Physical =
High Expend, 68 2.2353 « 7554 .0916
Low Expend. 68 2.3088 e 7382 .0885
Total 136 2.,2721 7450 .0639
Social -~
High Expend. 68 ' 1.6471 «5399 .0655
Low Expend, 68 1.6618 .5070 «0615
Total 136 1.6544 .5218 .0447

SLl
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example, thirty-ssven elementary principals uere classified
in the low expenditure group becauses their school districts
spent $1794 to $2657 per pupil, annually. Houever, only
four of these thirty-seven principais worked in districts
which spent less than %2200 per pupil. Twenty-one of the
principals worked in districts which spent $2348 per pupil
or more,

Thirty-six elementary principals comprised the high
expenditure group. These principals worked in districts
which spent $26€8 to 34394 per pupil, annually. Fourteen
of these principals uorked in districts which spent less
than $3000 per student and nineteen worked in districts
~spending less than $3159 per student., Thus, forty elemen-
tary principals of fhe seventy-thres in the sample fell
within a range of $810. (%2348 - $3158) The suburban ele-
mentary school districts in the sample may not have signif-
icantly differed with regard to expenditures per student,

High school districts alsc demonstrated a relatively
narrow range of expenditures per pupil. Thirty=-one high
school principals were élassified in the low expenditurs
group bescause their school districts spent $3004 to $3998
per pupil, annually. Closer sxamination revealed that only
five of these principals worked in districts spending less
than $3587 per student, per year. Twenty-ons of these high
school principals wvorked in districts spending $3752 or more
per pupil.

Thirty~tuwo secondary principals were designated as
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members of the high expenditure group. These principals
vorked in cdistricts which spent $3599 to $5903 per pupil,
annually, O0Of these thirty-two principals, twenty~three
worked in cistricts spending 34338 per student or less,
Thus, a total o% forty-four secondary principals from the
sample of sixty-three fell within a $586 range ($3752 =~
$4338). Only the most extreme scores within this subgroup
of forty-four differed by as much as %586, Most expenditure
levels were closer than $586.

The lack of significant differences betueen the cate=-
gorical means and the total tension means of the high and
low expenditure groups may have been due to similarities in
the financial status of the districts, themselves., Had
urban, inner city, and rural schools been included in the
sample, the results may have been quite different,

Question Nine: Is there a significant difference betuween
the mean attitude score of elementary principals when

compared to the mean attitude score of secondary princi-
pals?

Null Hypothesis Nine: There is no statistically signif-
icant differences betwueen the mean attitude scores of
elementary and secondary principals.

Null Hypothesis Nine can be rejected at the .05 con=-
fidence level, The mean score on the Attitude Questionnaire
for elementary principals was 50,4932, while the mean atti-
tuds score for high school principals was 68,0159, (See
Table 9A) The F probability calculated was .0001. Elemen-
tary scores ranged from a minimum of negative twenty-six to

a maximum of ninety-one with a standard deviation of 29,4628,



TABLE 9A

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
TOTAL ATTITUDE SCORE BY SCHOGL LEVEL

Sourcs D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Prob,
Bstween Groups 1 10383,1149 10383.1149 15.8732 * ., 0001
Within Groups 134 87653,2307 654,1286
Total 135 98036, 3456

Standard Standard
Group Count Mean Deviation Error Minimum Maximum
Elementary 73 50,4932 29,4628 3,4484 -26 91
High School 63 68,0159 20,1418 2,5376 -13 93
Total 136 58,6103 26,9480 2.3108 -26 93
* .05

8Ll
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High school scores raﬁged from a minimum of negative thir-
teen to a maximum of ninety-three with a standard deviation
of 20,1418,
Thus, elgmentary princi@als reported significantly
lower job attitude scores when compared to high school prin-
cipals. This finding is consistent with that of the National

Elementary Principal's 1975 study which reported a high per-

centage of elementary principals were increasingly dissatis-
fied with their jobs.

The two mean scores should be consicdered with regard
to the index used. The lowest possible score obtainable on
the Attituce Questionnaire was negative ninety-five. A prin-
cipal who disagreed with every positive statement and who
agreed to every negétive statement would produce such a
score. The highest possible score obtainable was ninety-
five., A respondent who agreed with every positive state-
ment and who disagreed with every negative statement would
achieve ninety-five as a total, A zero score indicated that
the number of positive responses equaled the number of neg=-
ative respcnses., A-zero total score was theoretically
.possible, despite an odd number of items (ninety-five), due
to the presence of a '"Cannot Decide" alternative, uhich uwas
scored as a zera.

Although the mean attitude score of high school prin-
cipals was significantly higher than the mean attitude score
of elementary principals, both means fell within the‘upper

one quarter of the range of possible scores cbtainable., It
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would be a mistake, houwever, to conclude that, based on the
group means, alementary and secondary principals were both
relatively satisfied with their jobs, although this may be
true. Positivg means do not ﬁecessarily indicate job satis=-
faction nor do negative means indicate job dissatisfaction,
A closer analysis of the Motivation and Hygiene categorical
subscores is necéssary before conclusions regarding job
satisfaction and dissatisfaction can be draun,

Table 9B shouws the Motivation and Hygiene categories
represented on the Attitude Questionnaire, the number of
items in each, and the percent of the total test comprised
by those items. It is svident that the total score on the
“Attitude Questionnaire is more affected by the Maintenance
categories than by tﬁe Motivation categories. The four
MOtivation categories--growth, achievement, responsibility,
and recognition=--represented thirty-nine items or forty=-one
 percent of the instruhent. The six Maintenance (Hygiene)
categories~-physical, social, status, orientation, economic,
and security--represented fifty-six items or fifty-eight
percent of the Attitude'Questionnaire. Because of this,
.the total attitude mean scores are more representative of
the degree of job dissatisfaction (indicated by Maintenance
categories) than they @re representative of the presence of
job satisfaction (indicated by the Motivation categories).

Questicn Ten: Is there a significant difference betwesn
the mean attitude score of principals in districts having
a low operating expense per pupil when compared to the

mean attitude score of principals in districts having a
high operating expense per pupil?
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TABLE 9B
ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE

Motivation Categories Number of ltems Percent of Total*
Growth 14. 15%
Achievement 7 7%
Responsibility 12 13%
Recognition 6 6%

Total 39 41%
maintenance (Hygiene) Number of Items Percent of Total¥*
Categories :
Physical 12 13%

Secial 7 7%

Status 6 6%

Orientation 8 8%
Economic 7 7%
Security 16 17%

Total 56 58%

*Due to rounding off to the nearest whole number, one percent
' is not listed,
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Null Hvpothesis Ten: There is no statistically signif-
icant difference betuween the mezn attitude score of
principals in districts having a low operating expense
per pupil and the mean attitude score of principals in
districts having a high operating expense per pupil.

Null Hypothesis Ten cannot be rejected at the .05
significance level., The mean attitude score for principals
in the high expenditure group was 60.6765. (See Table 10)
The mean attitude score for principals in the low expendi-
ture districts was 56,5441, The F probability calculated
Wwas 3732, Thus, although the mesan attitude score of the
high expenditure principals was higher, it was not signif-
icantly higher thap the mean attitude score of the low
expenditure principals,

Several possible reasons may explain uhy the group
means were not significantly different firom one another,
three of which will be suggested here. First, as explained
in the analysis of Question Eight, the total attitude means
may not have differed significantly because the operating
expense levels may have clustered too closely to one another,
The majority of elementary and secondary principals in the
sample worked in districts whose expenditure levels per
‘student fell within narrou ranges. Thus; the lack of a
significant difference bstween the attitude means of the high
and lou exranditure graups may have been due to similarifies
in the financial status cf the schcol districts, thamselves,

The hypothesis that the high and low expenditure groups
were similar to one another is supported by the analysis of

variance ca;culéted for sach category. (See Tables 16A and



TABLE 10

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
TOTAL ATTITUDE SCORE BY LEVEL OF EXPENDBITURE

Source D.F. Sum of squares  Mean squares F Ratio F Prob,
Between Groups 1 580,5956 580,5956 .7983 * 3732
Within Groups 134 97455,7500 727.2817
Total 135 98036,3456

Standard Standard
Group Count Mean Deviation Error Minimum Maximum
High Expend. 68 60,6765 23,8393 2.8909 -26 93
Low Expend, 68 56,5441 29,7700 3.6101 -18 93
Total 136 58,6103 26,9480 22,3108 -26 93

*2>.05

g8l
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168 on pages 227-230) It may be theorized that less finan-
cially able school districts would differ most significantly
from wealthier districts in the physical facilities and
financial incentives which théy are able to provide for
their employees. However, the attitude mesans for the phys-
ical and economic categories revealed no significant dif-
ferences betueen'the high and low expenditure groups. (See
Table 16A eon pages 227-228)

Another pcssibility may be that Operating Expense per
Pupil was not the most appropriate indicator of the finan-
cial status of a school district., Perhaps other measures
of financial status should have been used such as Assessed
Valuation per Capita or Total Budge:-ed Expenditures Per
Pupil. Other measurés of financial status may have better
Qifferentiated between high and louw districts,

It may also be possible that the Operating Expense per
pupil was an appropriate measure of the wealth of school
districts, but financial status of districts really had
little to do with the attitudes of principalé toward their
jobs. The Motivators, érouth, achievement, responsibility,
\and recognition may determine job satisfaction independently
of the finmancial condition of the school district. While
the Hygienes, physical and economic would most likely be
affected by the financial state of the school system, no
significant differences were discovered between the high and
low expenditure groups for these categories. Thus, it is

entirely possible that the financial status of the school



185
district impacted on none of the ten categories represented
on the Attitude Questionnaire. Hence, it is possible that
the means for the high ard low experditure groups were not
significantly different because most of the gquestions and
categories represented on the Attitude Questionnaire were
unaffected by the financial state of the school district.

Question EleQen: Are there significant interacticns

betwueen school level, operating expense per pupil, and
mean attitude score?

Null Hypothesis Eleven: There is no statistically sig-
nificant difference among the variances for school level
by expenditure level,

Null Hypothesis Eleven cannot be rejected at the .05
significance level. The two-way interactions by school
level and level of expenditure resuited in F probabilities
of .082. Thus, the‘interactions wvere not statistically
significant,

Elementary principals working in districts with low
expenditures per pupil reported the lowest scores on the
Attitude Questionnaire. (See Table 11) The mean for lou
expenditure elementary principals was 45,08, Elementary
principals working in districts with high expenditures per
pupil.uere shoun to have the sscond lowsst mean on the
Attitude Questionnaire, 56,06, The scores of high school
principals working in districts wit!» hig's expenditures per
pupil produced a mean attitude score of 65,88, Someuhat
surprisingly, ths highest mean attitude score of 70.23 was
calculated for high school principals in distridts uiﬁh a

low level of expenditure per student,



" TABLE 11
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

TOTAL ATTITUDE SCORE BY
SCHOOL LEVEL AND LEVEL OF EXPENDITURE

, Sum of 4 Signif{
Source of Variation Squares DF Mean Saouare F - of F
Main Effects - 10893,669 2 5446,835 Bs443 ¥ 0.000
' School Level ' 10313,074 1 10313,074 15,986 * 0.000 -
Level of Expenditure - 510,554 1 510.55¢4 0.791 0.375
2-ljay Interactions 1985,111 1 1985,111 3.077 0.082
School Level 1985,111 1 1985,.111 3,077 . 0,082
Explained 12878,781 3 4292,927 6,654 0,000
Residual 85157,.,565 132 645,133
Total 98036, 346 135 726,195

Level of Expenditure

School Level High Lou
Elementary 56.06 45,08

( 36) ( 37)
High School 65.88 70,23

( 32) ( 31)

* <,05

98l
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The finding that, for high school principals, those in
the low expenditure group produced a higher mean jcb atti-
tude score than secondary principals in the high expenditure
group may seem an anomaly, Hduever, it may be that princi=-
pals in high séhool districts with less money to spend uere
aware of their school systems' financial condition and lowered
their expectaticns with regard to working conditions and
salary. Such principals may have reported little job dis-
satisfacticn because they knew the districts in which they
worked provided all that was possible, given their financial
limitations.,

It is entirely possible that principals in some of the
wealthier high school districts (thase with high levels of
expenditure per pupii) expressed greater job dissatisfactiorn
because they were aware of the fact that their school systems
had the firpancial abilities to alleviate unsatisfactory
working conditions or increase the levels of compensation,
but choose not to do so. The difference between a school
system's financial ability to provide more for its princi-
pals and its uillingnesé to do so may be a more significant'
lfactor in the attitudes of principals toward their jobs than
simply considering financial status alone.

The hypothesis that ths difference between a school
district's finmancial ability and its willingness to compen-
sate princibals accordingly is more important than financial
status alone-may explain the results produced by elehentary

principals, The mean attitude score of elementary principals
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in the high expenditure group (56.06) was higher than the
mean attitude score of elementary principals in the low ex-
penditure group (45.08)., This finding is not consistent
with that for high school prihcipals. Thus, a factor other
than Financial.ability may be involved,

The results of the present study indicate that school
level is more significant than operating expense per pupil
in identifying the principal's job attitude. It appears
that high school principals reported job attitude scores
which were significantly higher than those reported by ele-
mentary principals, regardless of the per pupil expenditure,
This finding regarding the job attitude scbres of elementary
and secondary principals suggests that the position of ele-
mentary principal is'inherantly less satisfying than that
of the secondary school principal.,

Question Twelve: Which subscores are most significantly
correlated with the total attitude score?

Null Hypothesis Twelve: There is no statistically sig-
nificant correlation between each subscore and the total
job attitude score.

The Null Hypothesis may be rejected for each of the ten
categories on the Attitude Questionnaire. All ten subscores
were significantly correlated with the total attitude score.
Each of the Pearson Correlation Coefficients calculated was
:significant beyond three decimal places.

The highest correlation coefficient was calculated for
the security category (.8937), follouwed by responsibility

(+.8214), growth (.8205), orientation (.8117), achisvement
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(.8039), recognition (.7395), status (.7055), physical
(.6118), social (.5827), and economic (.4935). (See Table
12) As with the correlation coefficients calculated for
the Job-Related Tension Index; even the lowest coefficients
were determined to be significant,

At least part of the reason the security category pro-
duced the highesf correlation with the total Attitude Ques-
tionnaire may be attributed to the large number of statements
from the security category. Sixteen items, more than in any
other category, dealt with the issus of job security., Secur-
ity statements comprised ssventeen percent of the Attitude
Questionnaire., Thus, the structure of the instrument prob-
ably contributed to the high correlation obtained for security.

Nine of the sixteen items pertaining to security on the
Attitude Questionnaire dealt with the principal's relation-
ship to his superiors. Of these nine items, three referred
to the superintendent and the board of education, five re-
ferred only to the superintendent, and one statement was
concerned with the friendliness of "most superiors', Or., M.
Scott Myers, under whose direction the original Attitude
Questionnaire was developed, included assertions dealing with
the employee's relationship with his superiors in the secur-
ity and in other classifications, This same format was usec
in the revised Attitude Questionnaire utilized in the presaent
study. Hence, the security category was heavily influenced
by statements uhich Herzberg would have classified aé "inter=-

personal relations with superiors',
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TABLE 12
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE

Security .6937%
Responsibility J6214%
Grouwth .£205%
Orientation «8117%
Achievement «H039%
Recognition «7395%
Status «7055%
Physical .6118%
Social | «5827%
Economic .4935%
N = 136 | %P < ,008
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Only two of the security items dealt with the possi-
bility of the respondent's getting fired and one was con-
cerned with the handling of termirations. Job security for
principals, therefore, was linked to the principal's rela-
tionship with his superiors, and particularly with the
superintendent,.

The securi%y category on the Tension Index was most
highly correlated with the total temnsion score and the se-
curity category on the Attitude Queationnaire was most highly
correlated with the total attitude score. Job security,
then, particularly as it developed from the relationship to
the superirntendent, was a highly significant factor in the
job stress and job attitude of prinzipals.

After security, the responsibility category was most
highly correlated with the total attitude score (.8214),
Although tuelve statements on the Attitude Questionnaire
pertained to responsibility, an equal number of items uwere
from the physical category which failed to produce a corre-
lation coefficient larggr than the correlation coefficients
of seven other categories, Thus, although the construction
of the instrument may bave contributed to the responsibility
category having a higher correlation coefficient, other
factors may also have been involvec.,

Analysis of the twelve responsibility sentences reveals
that six dealt with the principal's relaticnship with his
superiors-~-five referred to the superintendsnt and oﬁe re-

ferred to the superintendent and the board of education. Tuo



192
statements pertained to the principal's relationship with
his subordinates., Hence, sight of the tuelve items dealt
with the principal and his relationships with others ‘in the
work environmenﬁ. This repeafed a pattern similar to that
‘found in the security category. It may be the quality of
the principal's interrelafionships with others on the job,
rather than the Begree of responsibility or jeb security,
vhich was most highly correlated with the total attitude
score.

The third highest correlation coefficient was calcu-
lated for the growth category (.82C5) which was measured by
fourteen items, more than any other category except security.
Thus, once again, the construction »f the attitude instru-
ment, which containeﬁ categories renresented by different
npmbers of items, may be at least partly responsible for thne
differences in the correlations obtained.

Gf the fourteen statements, houever, only two pertained
to the principal's relationship with his superiors-=-one
dealt with the superintendent and one was concerned with the
superintendent and the Soard of education. Hence, relation-
lships with others comprised only a very small fraction of the
total on this category.

The crientation category, with a ceorrelation coeffi-
cient of .8117, contained eight items, three of which men-
tioned the principal's relationship with the superintendent,
Howevsr, tuo-other_statements--cne about not getting4enough

instruction about how to do a job and another which indicated
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the principal»uas being kect well informed about community
gvents—=~-may have related to the communication betueen a
superintendent and the principal, depending on the inter-
pretation of the sentence by fhe respondent, Therefore,
the working relationship betuween the superintendent and
the principal may have been a factor in producing the corre~
lation coeffiqieht which was obtained for the orientation
category.

Tuo of the seven items in the achievement category
(r = .8039) pertained to the superintendent. Four of the
six items in the recognition category (r = .7395) were con-
cerned with the principal's relationship to the superinten-
-dent-=three mentioned the superintendent by name and one
regarding fair treafment in the principal's most recent
gvaluation may have been interpreted as pertaining to the
superintencdent, if he was, in fact, the person who evaluated
the principal, None of the six statements from the status
category (r = .7055) pertained to the principal's relation-
ship with the superintendent, although two were concerned
with the principal's reiationship with subordinates (teach-
‘ers). The physical category (r = .6118) contéined tuelve
items but only two references to the superintendent--one
indicated that the superintendent and the board of education
expected too much work from principals and the other indi-
cated that the superintendent provided the principal with
adequate supplies and equipment., The social catsgory (r =

.5827) was comprised of seven sfatsments, all of which dealt
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with relationships with other employees, but none of which
specifically mentioned the superintendent or the board of
education. The lowest correlation ccefficient (r = .4935)
wvas obtained for the economic'category which contained seven
items, none of.uhich was concerned with the superintendent.

There appeared to be a relationship between the prine-
cipal's relationéhip with his superintendent and the prin-
cipal's score on the Attitude Questionnaire. 1In general,
those categories having the highest correlation coefficients
had a higher percentage of items dealing with the principal/
superintendant relationship, The principal's working rela-
tionship with his superintendent appears to have affected
the categories of security, responsibility, orientation, and
recognition; and to a a lesser extent the categories, grouwth,
achievement, and physical, The findings suggest the super-
. iﬁtendent affecté the degree of job satisfaction enjoyed by
the principal. 3Since, for many principals, the superinten-
dent is the immediate superior of the principal, this is
probably not surprising.

In the discussion'of Question Ten, it was theorized
that the financial status of school districts had little to
do with the attitudes of principals toward their jobs. This
hypothesis is consistent with the findings in the correla-
tional analysis. The two categories most likely to be
affected by the fimancial status of school districts, eco-
nomic and physical, produced tuwo of the smallest correlation

coefficients, when compared with the total attitude scores.,
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Although only four fMotivation categories (growth,

achievement, responsibility, and recognition) were repre-
sented among the ten categories on the Attitude Question=-
naire, these caﬁegories produced four of the six largest
correlation coefficients. Only the Hygienes, security and
orientation were ranked among the six largest correlation
coefficients, Iﬁ contrast, the four smallest correlation
coefficients were obtained for Hygiene categories (status,
physical, social, economic).

Question Thirteen: Using multiple regression analysis,

is it ponssible to predict membership in the elementary
or secondary group based on each attitude subscore total?

Null Hywothesis Thirteen: There are no combined attitude
subscorzs that predict membership in the elementary or
secondary group at a statistically significant level.

Using the techhique of backwards multiple regression
analysis, all ten categorical variables were considerec to=-
gether. (Sz2e Table 13) The multiple regression equation
produced using all ten categories was significant at the
.0205 level., The beta weights obtained, however, uwere not
significantly different from zero. As the categorical vari-
ables were removed ﬁromlconsideration, one at a time in re-
ﬁerse o:def of significance, the prediction equations became
significant at higher lsvels. However, only the .grouth cate-
gory displaved teta weights which wsre significantly differ-
ent from zero. Hence, the growth category was the only
significant predictor of membership in the elementary and
secondary groups.

The growth mean for elementary principals uvas 5,5205,
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TABLE 13

ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE BY SCHOOL LEVEL
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Variable Beta Sig T

—
Economic .09441 3272
Social -,09184 . 3876
F = 2,22172 Recognition .05303 .6948
Physical .06165 «5314
Signif F = .0205 Status -.09204 4433
Responsibility .01699 .8066
Growth «24810 .0784
Orientatior .03626 .7930
Achievement 14840 . 2981
Security -.05114 . 7704
Removed Economic .09388 3275
Responsibility Social -,00220 . 3836
Recognition .05100 . 7024
F = 2.,48650 Physical .06190 5280
Status -,08226 « 4403
Signif F = ,0120 Growth «25198 .0649
Orientation «04142 «7510
Achievement « 14925 2928
Security -,04310 .7884
Removed Security Economic .09375 « 3263
SOCial —009696 03510
F= 2,80879 Recognition .03244 «7755
Physical .05801 « 5484
Signif F = ,0067 Status -,09850 « 3993
Grouwth «24450 «0662
" Orientation «03901 « 7637
Achievsment «14483 « 3022
Removed . Economic 09281 3291
Recognition Social ~-.09309 « 3646
Physical «156689. « 5556
F= 3.22149 Status -,10188 « 3792
Grouth « 25187 .0529
Signif F = ,0035 Orientation .05015 . 6842
Achievement «15301 « 2639
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- Variable Beta Sig 1
Removed Economic »09736 +3011
Orientation Social -,08671 «3912

_ Physical .05901 «5375
F = 3.75498 Status -,00495 4057
Growth «26928 .0281
Signif F = ,0018 Achievement «16413 «2200
Removed Physical Economic «11277 «2134
Social -,07665 « 4412
F = 4,450730 Status -,09514 «4036
Grouwth «26713 .0289
Signif F = ,0009 Achievement «18277 .1602
Removed Social Economic «11196 «2160
Status -,10511 3525
F-= 5,43091 Grouwth 27838 «0217
Signif F = ,0004 Achievement .13890 2337
Removed Status Economic «10748 «2339
F = 6.,95775 Growth « 24449 +0341
Signif F = ,0002 Achievement .09402 e 3749
Removed Aohiguement Economic .10080 |  .2620
Signif F = .0001 . Grewth « 30751 .0008 *
Removed Economic Growth « 35081 . 0000 =
F = 18,80564
Signif F = ,0000

*¥Sig T<€ .08



198
while the grouth mean for secondary principals was 9.,1746,
(See Table 158 on pages 208-~209) The high school mean was
significantly higher than the elementary mean (the F prob-
ability calculated was significant beyond .0000). High
school principals, therefore, felt there were significantly
more opportunities for professicnal growth in their jobs
than elementary brincipals.

Analysis of the grouth items revealed at least two
types of professional growth. One type of statement dealt
with the capacity for grouwth in the present position, For
example, one item inguired about the opportunity for prin-
cipals to use their skills and abilities. Another asked
~principals to agree or disagree with a statement which indi-
cated that the principal could learn a great deal in the
present job,

A secoand type of growth statement dealt with the issue
of advancement to a higher position within the school dis-
trict. Two items of this type were the following:

26, There are plenty of good job opportunities in this
school system for those who want to get ahead.

91, I've gone as far as I can in this district.

It was evident in the responses to this type of grouth
statement that limited opportunities for advancement existed
for both elementary and secondary princiﬁals. For example,
secondary principals rssponded to item tuenty-six in the
following manner: thirty-eight psrcent agreed; forty-six

percent disagreed;  and sixteen percent could not decide.
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Flementary principals responded as follouws: five percent
agreed; eighty-eight percent disagreed; and seven percent
could not decide. Hence, only four of seventy-three elemen-
tary principals and twenty-four of sixty=-three high school
principals saw aqood opportunities for job advancement in
their current school systems, The word, "plenty", may have
affected the :esbonses to this question, however. Some prin-
cipals may have disagreed with the statement while others
agreed because "plenty" had different connotations for dif-
ferent people.

Item ninety-one probably represented a less ambiguous
statement. Forty-nine percent of high school principals
- felt they had advanced as far as possible in their current
districts, Thirty-éeven percent disagreed and fourteen per-
cent could not cecide. Forty-nine percent of elementary
principals agreed, thirty-four percent disagreed, and sixteen
percent could not decide., The tuwo groups of principalé,
therefore, responded similarly to the extent that almost
half of each group felt they would never receive ancther
promotion from their présent employer.

This lack of opportunity for promotion appears to have
been a common concern for both elementary and secondary prin-
. bipals. It may have been due to thaz fact that there are
feuer superintendencies and central office positions, uwhen
compared to the number of principalships, This would seem
to be a fact-of life for those in educational administration.

0f esqual concern, however, is why slementary princi-
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pals scored significantly lower than high school principals
in opportunities for professicnal growth available in the
present position., Thirty-three percent of the elementary
principals in this sample indicated they had seriously con-
sidered gettiné a job elseuwhere during the past six months
(Item #79), but only sixteen percent of %he high school prin-
cipals had locked seriocusly for another job, This finding
is consistent.uith the significantly lower attitude mean
for elementary principals reported in Table 9, It would
appear that not only were elementary principals less satis-
fied with their jobs, but one=third felt this lack of job
satisfaction to the point of seriously considering leaving
their positions, Since grouth was “he only significant
predictor of membership in the elementary and secondary
principal groups, it appears that the lack of opportunities
Fﬁr professional growth was a significant source of the
lower levels of job satisfaction reported by elementary
principals,

Question Fourteen: Using multiple regression analysis,
1s 1t possible to predict membership in the low expen-

diture and high expenditure group based on each attitude
subscore total?

Null Hypothesis Fourteen: There are no combined attitude
subscores that predict membership in the low expenditure
or high expenditure group at a statistically significant
level.,

The Null Hypothesis cannot be rejected. None of the
multiple regression equations or beta weights were signif-
icant at the .05 level (See Table 14). This finding is riot

surprising since the mean attitude scores for the low and
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TABLE 14
BACKWARDS MULTIPLE REGRESSION
ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE BY LEVEL OF EXPENDITURE

- Variable Beta 5ig T
Economic -,04708 +0472
. Social .01308 .9083
F = 37946 _ Recognition -,20179 + 1640
Physical -.04570 «6642
Signif F = ,9536 Status Not in . 9401
Responsibility -e14671 «3439
Growth .05077 « 7346
Orientation e11732 <4277
Achisvement -,07771 .6097
Security 18776 « 3171
Removed Status Economic -,04728 «6443
© Social « 01254 «9115
F = .,42434 Recognition -,19977 «1592
' Physical -,04535 «6651
Signif F = ,9200 : Responsibiiity -.14653 « 3425
Growth .04847 «7400
Orientation «11566 <4272
Achievement -.,08065 «5821
Security «18515 « 3134
Removed Social Economic -.04778 .6392
Recognition -.19965 .1578
F = 447956 Physical -,04390 .6715
Responsibility -.14704 « 3387
Signif F = .8688 Grouth 04547 « 7505
Orientation «11739 <4158
Achievement -,07564 «5860
Security .18884 « 2940
Removed Grouth Economic -,03781 5956
: Recognition -.19749 «1603
F = 53733 Physical - 04737 «6443
: Responsibility | =-.1348S « 3630
Signif F = .804% Orientaticn -« 124562 « 3801
Achisvement -.06497 .6285
Security «19482 2747
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F = 1,60861
Signif F = ,2069

v

-,10891

i Variable Beta 5ig T
Removed Economic. Recognition -,19581 »1623
Physical -.05649 5706
F = 460522 Responsibility -,13683 « 3545
Orientation «11394 «4119
Signif F = ,7258 Achievement -,05932 6557
: Security 19083 2820
Removed Achievement Recognition -.20201 « 1462
Physical -,06552 « 5005
F = ,69056 Responsibility -,14374 « 3266
Orientation 10073 «4562
Signif F = .,6314 Security 17190 « 3167
Removed Physical Recognition -.19214 <1636
Responsibility -,14589 «3183
F = ,75222 Orientation .08806 «5097
Signif F = ,5583 Security «14705 3792
Removed Orientation Recognition -,16886 « 2039
F = .,86094 Responsibility ~-,10463 4270
Signif F = ,4632 Security «15771 « 3424
Removed Responsibility Recognition -.16839 2046
F = 97666 Securit 07842 5537
Signif F = .3793 y . .
Removed Security Recognition .2069
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high expenditure groups did not vary significantly. Thus,
the categorical subscores exhibited a similar pattern to
that of the total attitude means in that they failed to sig-
nificantly differentiate between tho hign and low expendi-
ture groups. |

The fact that none of the multiple regression equa=-
tions was able to accurately predict membership in the high
and low expenditure groups suggests that the two expenditure
groups may not have been significantly different from one
another. This possibility was discussed in the analysis of
Question Ten,

The hypothesis that the two expenditure groups did
not significantly differ from each onther was supported by
the analysis of the results from Item j#5 which stated the
following:

The monies needed to run this school effectively are
available.

Fifty=five of the principals in the high expenditure
group (twenty-six elementary and twenty-nine high school)
agreed with this statement, but forty-eight of the princi-
pals in the low expenditure group (twenty-three elementary
and twenty-five high school) also agreed with the statement.
Since both expenditure groups contained sixty-sight princi-
pals, the psrcentages of agreement were eighty-one percent
for the high expenditure group and seventy-one percent for
the low expenditure group.‘ Had the two expenditure groups

been significantly.-different in terms of financial ability,



204
the numbers of principals agreeing with statement ;#5 should
have variec more considerably.

Only seventeen principals or twenty-five percent of
the principals in the low expénditure group felt the monies
needed to run their schools effectively were absent. {(Three
principals from the low expenditure grous could not decide.)
Eleven principalé or sixteen percent of the principals in
the high expenditure group felt the monies they needed uere
lacking., (Tuwo prinqipals from the nigh expenditure group
could not decide.) The difference of six principals or nine
percent‘does not appear to be particularly large. Thus, it
appears the multiple regression analysis failed to gensrate
.accurate prediction equations and significant beta weights
due to the similarifies between the two expenditure groups.

Question Fifteen: Are there significant differences
betweer the mean attitude scores of elementary and
secondary principals on each of the following: grouwth,

achievement, responsibility, recognition, physical,
social, status, orientation, economic, and security?

Null Hypothesis Fifteen: There is no statistically sig-
nificant difference between the mean attitude scores of
elementary and secondary principals for each of the
following categories: grouwth, achievement, responsibility,
recognition, physical, social, status, orientation, eco-
nomic, and security.

The Null Hypothesis may be rejected for the follouing

categories:
grouwth F probability = ,0000
achievement F probability = L,0013
orientation F probability = ,.0015
responsibility F probability = L0021
security F probability = L0037
recognition F probability = L0061
economic f probability = ,0064
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physical F probability = L0264
status ' F probability =

The Null Hypothesis may not be rejected for the social
category (F protability = .3505).

Tables 152 and 15B display the data derived from the
analysis of variance. These results supported the multiple
regression analysis uhicH determined that growth produced
the most accurate equation for predicting membership in the
elementary and secondary groups. Grouth, likewise, produced
an F ratio of 16,8056 which was significant beyond .0000 in
the analysis of variance., Except for the social category,
the high school means were significantly higher than the sle-
mentary mesns ir every category. Not only was the total
rattitude mean fcr high school principals significantly higher
than the total attitude mean for elementary principals, but
this pattern was consistently repeated in nine of ten sub-
categories,

The highest score obtainable for the growth category
was positive fourteen. The results reveal that three ele-
mentary anc seven secondary principals recorded scores of
-positive fourteen. ‘The lowest growth score obtainable was
negative fourteen. No principal in either category recorded
a negative fourteen, however the louest elementafy score
was negative eleven while the lowest high school scors was
negative two. O0Of the seventy-three elementary principals
in the study, twelve produced total growth scores which werse

negative, Only one aof the sixty?three high school princi-



TABLE 15A

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE CATEGORIES BY SCHOOL LEVEL

.

Source D.Fo Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Prob,
Growth =
Between Groups 1 451,5176 451,5176 18.8056 * .0000
Within Groups 134 3217.2985 24,0097
Total 135 3668,8162
Achievement - |
Betwean Groups 1 53,9140 53.9140 10,8568 * .0013
Within Groups 134 665,4316 4,9659
Total 135 719.,3456
Orientation =~
Betwean Groups 1 80,7779 80,7779 10,5676 * .0015
Within Groups 134 1024,2809 7.6439
Total 135 1105.,0588
Responsibility -
Between Groups 1 108,.4502 108,4502 9.8692 * .0021
Within Groups 134 1472.,4910 10,9887 -
Total 135 1580,9412
Security -
Between Groups 1 374,.8045 374,8045 8,7321 * .0037
Within Groups 134 5751,.5999 42,9224
Total 135 6126,4044

*<£ ,05

902



TABLE 15A--Continued

Source D.F. Sum of sSquares Mean sSquares F RAtIo FProo.
Recoénition -
Betueen Groups 1 57,1551 57.1551 7.7767 .0061
Within Groups 134 984,8376 7.3495 )
Total 135 1041,9926
Economics =
Between Groups 1 88,1436 88,1436 7.6848 .0064
Within Groups 134 1536,9667 11.4699
Total 135 1625.,1103
Physical = :
Betuwesn Groups 1 131.0915 131.0915 5.0401 . 0264
Within Groups 134 3485,3129 26,0098
Total . 135 36164044
Sfatus -
Botween Groups 1 15,8743 15,8743 4,7852 .0304
Within Groups 134 444,5301 3.3174
Total 135 460,4044
Social -
Between Groups 1 5,38%84 5,3894 .8779 « 3505
Within Groups 134 822,6106 6.1389
Total 135 828,0000

* < ,05

L0¢C



TABLE 15B

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE CATEGORIES BY SCHOOL LEVEL

Standard Standard

Group Count Mean Deviation Error
Grouwth -
Elementary 73 5.5205 5.6938 .6664
High School 63 9,1746 3.7740 <4755
Total 136 72132 5,2131 <4470
Achieuemenf -
EFlementary 73 4,0548 2.6817 e 3139
High School 63 5,3175 1.5432 1944
Total 136 4,6397 2,3084 1979
Orientation -~
Elementary 73 5,1370 3.1239 « 3656
High School 63 6,6825 2,27177 «2870
Total 136 5,8529 2.,8611 e2453
Responsibility =~ _
Elementary 73 8.,0822 3.8864 «4549
High School 63 9,8730 2,4919 « 3139
Total 136 8.9118 3.4221 2934
SeEurity -
Elementary 73 8.,2740 7.1575 «8377
High School 63 11.6032 5.7685 7268
Total 136 9,8162 6,7365 5777

80¢



TABLE 15B~=Continued

Standard Standard

Group Count Mean Deviaticn Error
Recognition - _
Elsmentary 73 2.8904 3.0621 . 3584
High School 63 4,1905 2.2350 " +2816
Total » 136 3.4926 2,7782 «2382
Economic =
Elementary . 73 2,6712 3.,6211 4238
High School 63 4,2857 3.0923 . 3896
Total 136 3.4191 3.4696 2975
Physical =~
Elementary 73 4,9041 5.1752 6057
High School 63 6.8730 5.,0113 «6314
Total 136 5.8162 5,1757 4438
Status -
Elementary 73 4,6164 2,2585 22643
High School 63 5,3016 1.1164 . 1406
Total 136 4,9338 1.8467 «1584
Social -
Elemantary 73 4,3151 2.8958 . 3389
High School 63 4,7143 1.8788 «2367
Total 136 4,5000 2,4766 «2124

60
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pals in the study evaluated grcuth in such a way as to pro-
duce a negative total. Ffive elementary principals scored a
zero on the grouthvcategory, while only two high school prin-
cipals achieveq this score. Interestingly, of the tuwelve
elementary principals who produced negativeiscores for
grouwth, nine uvere from the low expenditure group.

The tuelve~elementary principals who rated grouwth as
a negative catecory split evenly on the issue of district
support for professional growth activities, 1Item ninety-
five read es follous:

This district encourages and supports pfofessional
growth activities for principals (e.g., attendance at
conventions, partial or full reimbursement for course
work, etc.)

Six of the twelve elementary oarincipals who rated
growth as a negaztive category agreed with the statement
vhile the cther six'disagreed. Thus, a school district's
failure to financially support course uwork and attendance
at conventions was mildly associated with negative grouth
total scores.

As irndicated earlier, both elemsntary and secondary
principals sauw extrémely limited opportunities for advance-
ment or no possibility at all for promotions, The differ-
ence between elementary and secondary principals“in the
growth category, therefore, resulted from differences in
opportunities fcr growth and individual fulfillment in the

current job., Two statements which measured this were Items

Tuenty-five and Fifty~tuo.



211

25, 1 have little opportunity to use my abilities and
skills in this district,

Eight of the twelve elementary principals who pro-
duced a reupative total score for ths growth catzgory agreed
with Item Tuwenty-~five, while one could not decide. Houever,
of all seventy-three elementary principals in the sample,
tuelve agreed with Item Tuenty-five; fifty-eight disagreed;
and three could not decide. Thus, eight of the twelve prin-
cipals who felt they had little opportunity to use their
skills and abilities were elementary principals whose total
growth scores were negative ones. It would appear that the
inability to use one's skills and abilities was an important
factor for some elementary principals and was more highly
correlated vith preoducing a negativs growth score than finan-
cial support for professional grouwth activities.

Of the sixty-three high school principals in the sample,
sixty disacoreed with Item Tuenty-five; one agreed; and tuo
could not decide, Hence, to an overuhelming degree, high
school prirncipals felt they were given opportunities to make
use of their skills and abilities in their present jobs.

52, I can learn'a great deal on my preseht job.

Eight of the tuwelve elementary principals who. pro-
duced negative growth scores disagreed with Itemnfifty—tuo,
wvhile two could not decide., However, of all seventy-thres
elementary principals in the sample, fifteen disagreed with
Item Fifty-two; fifty-six agreed; and two could not decide.

Thus, eight of the'fifteén elementary principals who felt
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they could no‘longer learn a great deal in their present
positiaon were principals whose total growth scores wuere
negative ones.

High school principals fesponded somewhat differently
to Item Fifty-two., Sixty-one of sixty-three secondary prine-
cipals agreed that they could learn a great deal in their
present job; qnly two disaqgreed. Thus, ninety=-seven percent
of high school principals, but seventy-seven percent of ele-
mentary principals felt they could =continue to learn and
grow in their current positions,

It appears that secondary principals perceived oppor-
tunities for prcfessional growth as being more readily avail-
able in their current positions than elementary principals.
The high school groch mean of 9.,1746 represents a point
gpproximately eighty-three percent higher than the lousst
score obtainable (negative fourteen). The mean of elementary
principals, 5.5205, represents a point approximately ssventy
percent higher than the minimum score. Although the elemen-
tary mean was positive, it was significantly lower, at least
partly because of an elémentary minority ranging between |
\tuelve and fifteen principals whose responses to items per-
taining to individual growth possibilities in the current
position indicated a definite lack of growth opportunities.
Thus, the Hygiene, growth, produced a significant difference
between elementary and secondary principals, pointing to
more job dissatisfaction for elementary principals.,

The achievement category produced an F ratio which
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was significant at .0013. The high school mean of 5.3175
represents a point eighty-eight percent higher than the
minimum of negative seven and the elementary mean of 4,0548
represents a point seventy-nihe percent higher than the mini-
mum, Because only seven statements comprised the achieve=-
ment category, the highest possible score obtainable was
positive seven, " This maximum score was produced by seventeen
elementary and nineteen secondary principals., The louwest
possible score cobtainable was a negative seven., The louest
score of negative four was produced by one elementary princi-
pal, In ccocntrast, the lousst score produced by a high schocl
principal was positive one.

Closer analysis of the elementary results revealed that
only three elementafy principals reported negative scores
(-4, -3, -2), while five produced zero scores Fdr the achieve=-
ment categcry. Thus, sixty-five of seventy~-three elementary
principals, eighty=-nine percent, reported positive achieve=-
ment total scores, but one hundred percent of the high school
principals reported positive achievement total scores., Thus,
secondary principals reborted achievement scores which uere
‘significantly higher than those of elementary principals,
but both means appeared in the upper one quarter of the range
of obtainatle means.

The attitude means for orientation, responsibility,
security, recognition, and status folloued a pattern simila:
to that of achievement in that the elementary and high

school means fell in the upper one quarter of the range of
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possible means (except the elementary recognition mean at
seventy-four percent), but in every case the high school mean
was significantly higher (at the .05 significance level). 1In
the orientatioq category, the’elementary mean of 5.,1370 was
approximately eighty-two percent higher‘than the minimum
while the high school mean of 6.6825 was ninety-one percent
higher tharn the ﬁinimum mean. Both scores indicated a lack
of job dissatisfaction for orientation since both means
appear in the highest twenty percent of obtainable means,

In the responsibility category, the elementary mean
of 8,0B22 was approximately eighty-three percent higher than
the minimum while the high school mean of 9.,8730 was ninety-
-one percent higher than the minimum, Both means pointed to
the presence of job Satisfaction for the ﬁotivator, responsi-~
b;lity since they were in the highest twenty percent of
obtainable means.

The elementary mean for security was 8.,2740. This uas
seventy-six percent higher than the minimum while the high
school mean of 11.6032 was eighty-six percent higher than
the minimum mean. Both'the elementary and high school means
‘uere in the upper one gquarter of scores obtainable, indi~-.
cating a relatively low level of dissatisfaction .due to
lack of job security.

The recognition category produced an elementary mean
of 2.8904 which was seventy-four percent higher than the
minimum. The high.school mean of 4,1905 was eighty-five

percent higher than the minimum, Both means, then, indi-



215
cated a moderate amount of job satisfaction for recognition,

The elehentary mean for status was 4.6164, or eighty-
eight percent higher than the minimum mean of negative six.
The high school status mean was 5.,3316, This hiéh school
mean was ninetf-fcur percent higher than the minimum mean,
Hence, the status category displayed a definite lack of job
dissatisfaction.

The meaﬁs in the economic and physical pategories,
however, revealed a someuhat differznt pattern with respect
to the location of the means within the range of means ob-
tainable. The elementary economic mean was 2.,6712. This
mean is sixty-nine percent higher than the minimum mean of
negative seven, The high school mean of 4,2857 was eighty-
one percent higher than the minimum mean, Both economic
means, although positive, appear toc be someuhat louer
rélatiVB to the maximum score of seven, This suggests the
presence of a greater amount of job dissatisfaction for the
economic category.

The economic category uwas composed of seven statements;
five were concerned,uitﬁ salary and two with benefits. Of
the seventy~three elementary principals, nineteen (tuenty-
six percent) produced negative tctals for the five salary
questions.. Hence, for approximately one quarter of the ele-
mentary principals in the sample, salary was a source aof job
dissatisfaction, Of the remaining principals, ssventsen
(tuenty—thrée percent) reported the highest obtainable score

of positive five for the five salary statements, Thus,



216
approximately one guarter of elementary principals reported
no job dissatisfaction due to salary. Approximately one
half of the elementary orincipals, therefore, reported some
job dissatisfaction due to saléry, but not enough to produce
negative total scores for the five salary items. Salary
was viewed as more positive than nenative by this majority,
but there uasAsohe desire for improvement,

With respect to benefits, fourteen elementary princi-
pals (nineteen percent) produced nenative total scores for
the tuo benefits items. Approximately one in five elemen=
tary principals, then,viewed fringe benefits as a source of
job dissatisfaction. On the other hand, thirty-six eiemen-
tary principals (forty-nine percent) reported the highest
obtainable score of bositive two for the two fringe benefit
statements, Approximately half of the elementary principals,
therefore, indicated no job dissatisfaction with the fringe
benefits programs currently being orffered.s Twenty-thres
elementary principals (thirty-tuwo percent) reported scores
of positive one or zero for the fringe benefit items, For
these tuenty-three prinéipals, it appears that while they
would wish to see their fringe benefits improved, they still
did not consider their current programs as eithexz negative
- or worthless, (A zerc score, in this case, did not indicatre
a principal believed the fringe benefit program to be with-
out value.)

The average elementary total for the five salary statef

ments was 1,8 or ,36 per item. The average slementary total
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. for the two fringe benefit statements was ,88, or .44 per
item, It is apparent that, for elementary principals, there
existed more job dissatisfaction with salary than with fringe
benefits. Approximately three1quarbers of the elementary
principals reported at least some job dissatisfaction due to
salary, but nearly half reported no dissatisfaction with
fringe benefits,

High school principals reported similarvresults to
those of elementary principals for %the economic category in
that more job dissatisfaction was indicated for salary than
for fringe benefits, O0Of the sixty-three high school princi-
- pals, tuelvs (nineteen percent) produced negative total scores
for the five salary items., Twenty-three secondary principals
(thirty-seven percenf) reported the maximum score of positive
five., Twenty-eight high school principals (forty-four per-
cent) produced positive scores less than the maximum, indi-
cating some job dissatisfaction about salary. Thus, sixty=-
three percent of the secondary principals in the sample group
reported at least some job dissatisfaction with salary, of
which nineteen percent fesulted in negative salary scores.

qu fringe benefits, only four of sixty-three high
school principals (six percent) produced negative total
_ scores for the tuo fringe benefit questions, but fifty=tuwoc
principals (eighty-three percent) produced the maximum
score obtainable., This indicated that the vast majority of
secondary principals expressed no job dissatisfaction‘uith

the fringe benefit programs available to them.
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The economic means for elementary and secondary prin-
cipals appear someuwhat low relative to the maximum score
obtainable. This was due to greater job dissatisfaction
with salary than with fringe benefics for both elementary
and secondary ﬁrincipals.

The elementary mean for the physical category uas
4,9041, This was seventy percent higher than the minimum
mean of negative twelve. The high school mean was 6.8730,
This was seventy-nine percent higher than the minimum mean.
These scores were somewhat louwer relative to the maximum
score of twzlve. Once again this suggests the possibility
of a higher level of job dissatisfaction.

The twelve items from the physical category uere
claésified as follouws: four statements were concerned with
excessive hou;s, vork overload, and the principal's level of
fatigue; three statements dealt with the presence of suffi-
cient funds, supplies, and equipment; two statements related
to general working conditions; there was one item esach con-
cerning administrative assistance, pressure on the job, and
staff lunch facilities.

Tuenty=nine percent of elementary principals and twenty-
five pefcent of the high school principals produced negative
total scores for the excessive hours/work overlead subcate- .
gory. Approximately one quarter of each group, thereforse,
viewsd excessive hours and/or work cverload as a source of_
job dissatisfaction, |

Thirty-four percent of the elementary principals and
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forty-four percent of the nigh school principals reported
the highest obtainable score of positive four for the four
excessive hours/uork overload/fatique statements. More than
one third of the elementary ahd secondary principals, there-
fore, reported no job dissatisfaction due to an excessively
long workday, quantitative work overload, or fatigue.

Twenty-niné percent of the elementary principals and
nineteen percent of secondary principals reported positive
scores of cne, two, or three, For these principals, some
dissatisfaction with work load and/or uwork hours was evident,
but this area of concern was still rated positive, overzall,
Eight percent of the elementary principals and eleven percent
-of the high schcol principals reported zero scores indicating
one of the Follcuing:

(1) An inability to agree or disagree with the items
22 Positive items counterbalanced by negative items
3

A combination of one and tuwo

In conclusion, sixty-six percent of elementary princi-
pals and fifty-five percent of secondary principals reported
at least some job dissatisfaction due to the hours, amount
of work, and fatigue. |

Nineteen percent of the elementary principals but only
three percent of secondary principals indicated strong dis-
Satisfaction with the level of funding, supplies, and equip-
ment, This strong dissatisfaction took the form of nsgative
total scores on the three items concerned with levels of

available resources. Hence, lack of sufficient funds, sup-

lies, and equipment appeared to be a more prevalent problem
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for elementary than for secondary principals.

In contrast, fifty-six percent of the elementary prin-
cipals but seventy-sight percent of tha secondary principals
reported the maximum total score of positive three on the
three questions concerned with funding, supplies, and eguip-
ment. Hence, although a majority of the elementary princi-
pals indicated rno job dissatisfaction with the available
funding, supplies,- and equipment, more than three guarters
of the higH school principals reported no job dissatisfaction
due to money and equipment shortages.

Tuenty-one pércent of the zlementary principals and
nineteen percent of the high school principals reported
-positive scores of one and two. Oniy four percent of the
elementary and ro sécondary principals produced zero scores.
The mild dissatisfaction expressed by these principals uas
not sufficient to produce negative total scores.

In conclusion, forty-four percent of the elementary
principals but only tuenty~tuo percent of the secondary prin-
cipals reported at least soms dissatisfaction with fundirg,
supplies, and equipment; Therefore, twice as many elemen-
tary as secondary principals reported some level of dissatis-
faction with funding, supplies, and equipment.

The two items relating to genesral working conditions
produced mostly positive scores. Only ten percent of seventy-
three elemsntary principals and six percent of the sixty-
three secondary principals reported negative total scbres

for the statements concerned with gensral working conditions,
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on the other hand, fifty-three percent of the elementary
principals and sixty-tuwo percent of the high school pfin—.
cipals reperted the maximum total score, positive tuwo,
Tuenty-nine percent of the elémentary principals and twenty-
two percent of the high school principals reported positive
one scores while eight percent of the elementary and ten
percent of the sécondary principals reported zero scores,
Thus, forty-seven percent of the elementary principals-and
thirty-eight percent of the secondary principals expressed
at least some dissatisfaction with %fhe general working condi-
tions.

In conclusion, elementary and secondary principals
indicated a moderate amount of Jjob dJissatisfaction due to
their general uorkihg conditions., A majority of both types
of principals produced maximum positive scores, houever,

The ambiguity of the term, "working conditions%, may have
contributec to confusion regarding this subcategory.

As reported earlier in this chapter, fifty-five per-
cent of the elementary and sixty-three percent of the secon-
dary principals indicatéd no need for assistance with super-
:visory and administrative dutiss, Thirty-eight psercent of
elementary principals and tuenty-nine percent of high school
principals indicated that they could use such assistance.
The finding that only nine percent more elementary princi-
pals than secondary desired assistance with administrative
and supervisery duties was someuhat surprising.- Tuwo hypoth-

esas may be suggested-~these principals were already receiv-
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ing some form of administrative assistance or the principals
felt they could handle thsir administrative and superviscry
duties without assisténce. It is entirely possible that
both types of principals were represented in the sample,
Unfortunately, it is not possible to determine uhich of
these reasons, if either, caused the principals to respond
as they did.

One item asked principals to agree or disagree with
the following:

There is too much pressure on me in my job.

Fifty-eight percent of the elementary principals and
sixty~twuo percent of the secondary principals disagreed,
indicating that there was not too much pressure; twenty-
seven percent of the'elementary principals and twenty-seven
percent of the secondary principals agreed that they suffered
from too much pressure on the job; fifteen percent of the
elementary principals and eleven percent of the high school
principals could not decide, The majority of elementary and
secondary principals produced data which were consistent
with the data obtained from the Job=Related Tension Index.
Although the mean tension score for elementary principals
was significantly higher than that for secondary principals,
both means indicated relatively louw freguencies of stress-
ful incidents. The fact that a majority of elementary and
secondary principals disagreed with a statement on the
Attitude Questionnaire indicating they were under too much

pressure is consistent with these earlier findings from the
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Tension Index.

Seventy-ninz percent of the elementary principals and
eighty~four percent of the secondary principals felt that
the staff's lunch facilities Qere adequate, Therefore,
very little job dissatisfaction in the physical category
could be found in the staff lunch facilities subcatzgory.

Of the six classifications of statement types which
comprised the physical category, those items pertaining to
work hours, quantitative worklocad, and the principal's level
of fatique produced the most job dissatisfaction, Sixty-six
percent anc fifty-five percent of the elementary and secon-
dary principals, respectively, reported at least scme job
dissatisfaction for this subcategory. The amount of dis-
satisfacticn rangedlfrom one less than the maximum positive
score, positive three, to the louest obtainable score, neg-
ative four. Only nineteen elementary and three high school
principals expressed enough dissatisfaction to result in
negative totals, houever.

General statements about working conditions produced
a moderate amount of joE dissatisfaction, Forty-sesven per-
cent of.the,elementary and thirty~eight percent of the secon-
dary principals expressed at least some dissatisfaction with
conditions in the schocls. Any principesls who indicated a
score less than the positive maximum was included in these
percentages, Different interpretations of the term, "working
conditions", . make drawing conclusions from this subcétegory

difficult,
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Thirty=-eight percent of the elementary and tuenty-nine
percent of secondary principals reported they could use assis-
tance with supervisory and administrative duties. Forty-four
percent of the elementary principals, buc only tuwenty-two
percent of secoﬁdary principals expressed dissatisfaction
with the availability of funds, supplies and equipment.
Tuenty~seven percent of principals at both levels reported
that they suffered from tooc much pressure on the job, 0Only
eighteen percent of elementary principals and eleven percent
of high school principals vere dissatisfied with their
staffs! lunchroem facilities,

In the social category, the high school mean of 4,7143
"was not significantly higher than the elementary mean of
4,3151. (See Tables 15A and 158 on pages 206-209) This was
the only one of ten categories represented on the Attitude
duestionnaire which failed to produce a significant differ-
ence betuecn elementary and secondery principals. The elz-
mentary and secondary means were, respectively, eighty-one
percent and eighty=four percent higher than the minimum
score of negative seven;

The seven statements included in the social category
were:s |

29, The district should provide more opportunities for
employees to know each other,

34, The people I uwork with get along well together.
40, 1 work in a friendly environment.

59, I wish I had more opportunities to socialize with my
associates.
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60, The people I work with are very friendly.
67. I feel accepted by the people with wvhom I work,
93, There 1s %too much perscnal friction among principals.

Each of the seven stateﬁents dealt with the principal's
relationship ta other employees, #More specifically, six of
the seven items would most likely bes intarpreted as referring
to the principal's relationships with subordinates-~teachers,
clerical, and custodial staff members. 0Only one statement
dealt with the principal's relationships with other princi-
pals,

Analysis of the results in the social category revealed
that approximately one quarter of elementary and secondary
~principals reported the maximum score of positive seven
(tuenty-FiVe percent‘of the high school principals and tuwenty-
seven percent of the elementary principals) However, five
élementary principals (seven percent) reported negative
total scores for the social category, one of which was a
negative seven, the lowest score obtainable., Only one secon-
dary principal, however reported a negative total score for
the social category,and‘that was negative one., Thus, ninety-
1eight percent of the secondary principals and ninety-one
percent of the elementary principals reported positive total
scores for the social category. Houever, approximately three
quarters of the principals in eaéh group reported scofes
indicating areas of social relationships wvhich could be im-
provad. More elementary than secondary principals réported

negative total social scores,
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The slight, zlthough not statistically significant,
difference in group means betueen elementary and high school
principals may be attributable to the cleoser contact between
elementary principals and their staffs., Because of a greater
frequency of déily contacts with other employees, particu-
larly teachers, it is possible that the potential for dis=-
agreements and negative relationships was greater for ele-
mentary principals. |
Secondary principals, on the ather hand, may be more
"insulated" from dealings with subordiﬁates by hierarchies
consisting of department chairmen, assistant principals, and
supervisory and curriculum experts., Hence, only one secon-
~dary principal of sixty-three reported a negative total
score for the social category.
Question Sixteen: Are there significant differences
between the mean attitude scores of low expenditure and
high expenditure principals on each of the follouwing:
grouth, achisvement, responsibility, recognition,

physical, social, status, oriesntation, economic, and
security?

Null Hypothesis Sixteen: There is no statistically sig-
nificant difference between ths mean attitude scores of
low expanditure and high expenditure principals for each
of the following: growth, achievement, responsibility,
recognition, physical, social, status, orientation,
economic, and security.

The Null Hypothesis cannot be rejected at the .05 sig-
nificance lesvel for any of the ten rategnries. (See Tables
16A and 16B) This should not be'surprising since the total
attitude scores for the high and low expenditure groups were

not significantly different., The means of principals working



TABLE 16A
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE CATEGORIES BY LEVEL OF EXPENDITURE

F Prob.,

Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares = F Ratio
Recognition - .
Between Groups 1 12,3603 12,3603 1.6086 2069
-Within Groups 134 1029.6324 7.6838
Total 135 1041.9926
Responsibility | :
Between Groups 1 10,6176 10.6176 .9060 e 3429
Within Groups 134 1570, 3235 11.7188
- Total 135 1580.9412
Achisvement -
Between Groups 1 4,5956 4.5956 .8616 « 3550
Yithin Groups 134 714,7500 5,3340
Total 135 719.3456
Physical -
Between Groups 1 14,8897 14,8897 «5540 4580
Within Groups 134 3601.5147 26,8770
Total 135 3616.4044
Security -
Betueen Groups 1 14,8897 14,8897 e 3265 « 5687
Within Groups 134 6111.5147 45,6083
Total 135 6126.,4044
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TABLE 16A=--Continued

A ——
A ————

Source D.F., Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Prob,
Economics -
Bstuesn Groups 1 3,8897 3.8897 3215 - 5717
Within Groups 134 1621,2206 12,0987
Total 135 1625,1103
Growth -~
Between Groupe 1 8.,0074 8.0074 «2931 5891
Within Groups 134 3660,8088 27,3195
Total 135 3668,8162
Orientation =
Between Groups 1 1.4412 1.4412 «1750 «6764
Within Groups 134 1103.6176 B.2360
Total 135 1105,0588
Status -
Between Croups 1 « 5956 « 5956 21736 6776
Within Groups 134 459,8088 3.4314
Total ' 135 460,4044
Social =
Between Groups 1 1.0588 1.0588 «1716 «6794
Within Groups 134 826,9412 6.1712

135 828,0000

Total

BZ<C



TABLE 16B
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE CATEGORIES BY LEVEL OF EXPENDITURE

Standard Standard

Group Count Mean Deviation ‘ Error
Recognition = :
High Expend, 68 3.7941 2.4650 »2989
Lou Expend, 68 341912 3.0482 « 3696
Total 136 3,4926 2,7782 2382
Responsibility -
High Expend, 68 9.1912 3.3200 «4026
Low Expend, 68 8,6324 3.5235 «4273
Total 136 8.9118 3.4221 «2934
Achievement =
High Expend, 68 4,8238 2.1875 ;2616
Low Expend, 68 4,4559 2.4521 «2974
Total 136 4.6397 2,3084 1979
Physical =
High Expend, 68 6.1471 4,8570 5890
Low Expend, 68 5,4853 - 5,4922 .6660
Total 136 5.,8162 5.1757 «4438
SeEurity -
High Expend. 68 10,1471 6.4421 «7812
Low Expend, 68 9,4853 7.0510 «B551
Total 136 9,8162 6.7365 « 5777

622



TABLE 16B~=Continued

Standard Standard

Group Count Mean Deviation Error
Economics -~ _
High Expend, 68 3.5882 3.5962 e 4361
Low Expend, 68 342500 343563 " 44070
Total 136 3.4191 3.4696 e 2675
Growth -
High Expend. 68 7.4559 4,8081 +«5831
Low Expend, 68 6,9706 5.,6144 .6808
Total 136 72132 5.2131 « 4470
Orientation -
High Expend, 68 5.9659 ' 2.5359 « 3075
Low Expend, 68 5.7500 3.1688 « 3843
Total 136 5.8529 2.8611 2453
Status -
High Expend, 68 5.0000 1.6391 .1988
Low Expend, 68 4,8676 2.0436 «2478
Total 136 4,9338 1.8467 «1584
Social - |
High Expend, 68 4,5882 2,1457 e 2602
Low Expend, 68 4.4118 2.7818 e 3373
Total 136 4,5000 2.4766 «2124

0ce
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in districts with high operating expense levels per pupil'
were higher in every category than the means of principals
in districts with lou csperating expense levels per pupil,
Yet, not orne of the high expenditurs means was significantly
higher than thé lou expenditure mean in the same category.
Thus, the high expenditure category means were consistently
higher, but not significantly higher than the low expendi-
ture means. |

A certain degree of error may have been introduced into
the classification of low and high 2xpenditure districts by
the age of the statistics used, The level of per pupil ex-
penditure was determined by using the "Operating Expense Per
. Pupil® figures compiled by the Illinois State Board of Educa-
tion, Department of Finance and Reimbursements. These fig=

ures were reported in Illinois Public School Financial Sta-

tistics 1981-1982 Schocl Year.

Principals, however, were surveyed in fFebruary, 15c4,
Hence, the statistics regarding operating expense per pupil
were approximately eighteen ﬁonths old at the time they wuers
used to classify princihals into expenditure groups. (The
1financial statistics for the 1982-83 school year were not
availabie until July cf 1984,) It is conceivable that the
financial status of at least some of the districts may have
changed in the intervening time betueen the end of ths 1281~
1882 school year énd February, 1984, Thus, principals work=
ing in school districts whese financial conditions had

changed relative to other suburban Cook County public school
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districts included in the sample may have responded to Atti-

tude Questionnaires uwhich were then incorrectly classified.

Such an occurrence may at least partially explain why none

of the differences observed within each category were signif-

icant,.

Question Seventeen: What is th2 relationship, if any,
betueen the job attitude scores for all principals
studied and the job stress scores for all principals
studiec?

Null Hypothesis Seventeen: There is no statistically
significant correlation between the total job attituce
scores and the total job stress scores for all principals
studied, '

The Null Hypothesis may be rejected (See Table 17 belou).

The Kendall's Tau Correlation Coefficient computed using the

-total attitude and total stress scores was =,5249, Due to

the relatively large sample size, this correlation coeffi-

cient was significant beyond ,000,

TABLE 17
KEMNDALL CCORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

TOTAL TENSION SCORE AND
TOTAL ATTITUDE SCORE

-.5249
N( 136)
Sig .000

The fact that the correlatior was negative, indicated

an inverse relationship betwueen job stress level and attitude,

This was evident in the scores reported by elementary and

secondary principals.

For elementar rincipals, the minimum score cn the
y P p ’
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Job~Related Tension Index was fourteen and the maximum was
forty-tuo, Tﬁe range for elementary principals on the Atti-
tude Questionnaire was negative tuwenty-six to positive ninety-
one, The elementary principal uho reported the lowest ten-
sion score of fourteen produced an attitude score of positive
seventy-seven. In contrast, the elementary principal who re-
ported the highest tension score of forty-two produced an
attitude totai of positive five.

Four elementary principals reported the highest atti-
tude score, ninety=-one. All of these principals reported
the identical score on the tension index~--eighteen. These
tension scores were quite low relative to the minimum of
fourteen, One of these principals was in the low expendi-
ture group anc three vere in the high expenditure group.

The one elementary principal who reported the minimum atti-
tﬁde score of negative twenty-six also reported a tension
score of tuenty-nine, which was relatively nigh.

For secondary principals, the minimum score on the Job-
Related Tension Index was fourteen and the maximum was thirty-
seven, The range for sécondary principals on the Attitude
:Questionhaire was negative thirteen to positive ninety-three.
The higﬁ school principal who reported the louwest tension
score of fourteen produced the highest attitude score of
ninety-three. (Two other high school principals alsc pro-
duced attitude totals of ninety-three.) 1In contrast, the
sgcondary principal who reported the highest tension scors,

thirty~-seven, preduced the lowest high school attitude score,
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negative thirteen,

As reported esarlier, three high school principals re-
ported the highest attitude score, ninety-three. The tension
scores for these three principals were fourteen, seventeen,
and tuenty-four. Someuwhat surprisingly, tuo of the three
high school principals reporting the highest attitude score
vere in the lou expenditure group. The secondary principal
who achieved the louwest attitude scere, negative thirteen,
produced the highest tension score, thirty-seven.

Even though the cases cited were, admittedly, the most
extreme scores, thgy serve to illustrate a significant neg-
ative correlation sxisted betueen the total scores on the
- Job-Related Tension Index and the total sceres on the Atti-
tude Questionnaire.

Question Eighteen: What is the relationship, if any,

betueen the job attitude Motivalion scores and the job
stress Motivation scores for all principals studied?

Null Hypothesis Eighteen: There is no statistically sig-
nificant correlatlion bstwsen the job attituds Motivation

scores and tihe job stress Motivation scores for all prin-
cipals studied,

The Null Hypothesis may be rejiected at the .05 level
of significance. (See Table 18 on the follouwing page) The
Kendall's Tau Corrslation Coefficient of -,3882 was signif-
icant beyond .000. Once again, the large sample size (N =
136) resulted in a modest negative correlation which was
significant., On the Job-Related Tension Index, tuo cate-
gories made up the Motivation subscore--grouwth and responsi-

bility. On the Attitude Questionpaire, however, four cate-
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gories comprised the Motivation subscore--growth, responsi=-
bilit achievement, and recognition., It was these tuo

? ’ =

Motivation subscores which were inversely correlated,

TABLE 18
KENDALL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

TENSION MOTIVATION SCORE AND
ATTITUDE MOTIVATICGN SCORE

-.3882
N( 136)
Sig ,000

The nagative correlation produced using the tension
and attitude Motivation subscores was of lesser magnitude
than the negative-correlation obtained using the total
scores from the tuwo instruments. This may have been due to
the different degrees of correlation between the Motivaticn
cétegories and the total instrument scores. In the analysis
of Zusstion Four, it was stated that the Hygiene or flainte-
nance categories were more highly correlated with the total
Tension Score than were the Motivation categories. Thus,
it appeared that Factoré pertaining to job dissatisfaction,
particularly in the Hygienes security and orientation, uere
more highly correlated with the job stress of principals than
were the Motivators, growth and resgonsibility.

In the discussion of Question Thirteen, the ranking of
the correlation coefficients from the ten categories repre-
sented on the Attitude JQuestionnaire suggested that, in gen-

eral, Motivators were more highly correlated with the total
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attitude score than were Hygienes, Howsver, these results
uerexconfounded by the presence of items pertaining to the
superintendent/principal relationship in all four of the
Motivation catsegories.,

Hence, two reasons may be suggested which account for
the lower magnitude of the negative correlaticn produced by
comparing the Motivation subscores of the two instruments.
First, Motivators were not highly correlated with the tétal
tension score, but Motivators were more highiy correlated
with the total attitude score. Thus, simply considering the
Motivation categories on the two instruments resulted in a.
‘negative correlation of lesser magnitude because the Motiva-
.tion subscore was not as characteristic of the total tension
score as the Hygiene subscore would have been, Hence, the
comparison was made betueen the subscore which was most
cha;acteristic of the total attitude score with the subscore
which was least characteristic of the total tension score,

The second reason which may account for the louer
magnitude of the negative correlation coefficient produced
for Motivation is that the presence of Hygiene-type guestions
‘pertaining to the principal's relationship with his superin-
tendent (relationship with superior) in the four Motivation
bategories may have cornfounded the distinctive nature of
this category on the Attitude Questionnaire. The magniéude
of the negative correlation, therefore, was affected by
statements which perteined to both job satisfaction (Motivé—u

tion) and job dissatisfaction (Hygiene).
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Question Nineteen: YWhat i3 the relationship, if any,
between the job attitude Maintenance scores and the job
stress Maintenance scores for ail principals studied?

Null Hypothesis Ninesteen: There is no statistically sig-

nificart correlaticn betuween the job attitude Maintenancea

scores and the job stress Maintenance scores for all prin-
cipals studied.

The Null Hypothesis may bes rejected at the ,05 level
of significance. (See Table 19 below) The Kendall's Tau
Correlation Coefficient of =.5043 was significant beyond .000,
The magnitude of the inverse relationships for Maintenance
was greater than that for Motivation (-.3882), but not as
great as that using the total scores from the two instruments
(=.5249). 0On the Job-Related Tension Index, four categories
made up the Maintenance subscore--physical, social, orienta=-
tion, and sa2curity. On the Attitude Questionnaire, houever,
six categories comprised the Maintenance subscore--physical,
social, orientation, security, status, and economic, It uas
these two Maintenance (Hygiene) subscores which usre inverse-

ly correlated.

TABLE 19
KENDALL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

TENSION MAINTENANCE SCORE AND
ATTITUDE MAINTENANCE SCORE

-.5043
N( 136)
Sig .000

The hegative correlation produced using the tension

and attitude Maintenance subscores was nearly the same as
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that correlation oroduced using the total scores from the
tuo instruments, The similarity of correlation coefficients
may have been at least partially due to the fact that Main-
tenance itens cpmprised the majority of items on both instru-
ments, On the Job-Related Tension Index, eight of fourteen
questions or fifty-seven percent of the total were Mainte-
nance questions.. On the Attitude Questionnaire, fifty-six
of ninety~five statements or fifty-eight percent of the
instrument was comprised of items concerned with Maintenance.
Hence, the Maintenance correlation riay have more nearly re-
sembled the correlation of total instrument scores because
of the constiruction of the instruments, themselves.,

The negative correlation produced using Maintenancs
subscores uwas of a siightly less magnitude than the negative
qorrelation obtained using the total instrument scores.

This may have been due to the different degrees of corre=-
lation betﬁéen the [Maintenance categories and the total in-
strument scores, as described in the analysis of Question
Eighteen. Maintenance categories were more highly correlated
with the total tensiaon écora than were the Motivation cate-
‘gories,‘but Motivators werse, in general, more highly corre=~
lated uith the total attitude score than uere Maintenance
factors., Thus, the correlation whiczh considered only Main-
tenance subscores on the tuo instruments utilized tuo sets

of subscores, one of which was less characteristic of the
tctal attitude score than the Motivation subscores would havs

been,
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In conclusion, the [Maintesnance subscores from the tuo
instruments produced a negative correlation of greater magni-
tude than the correlation produced using flotivation sub=-
scecres., Hence, an inverse relationchip of greater magnitude
was indicated Fﬁr Maintenance events. This finding suggests
that the inverse relationship betueen attitude and stress
was stronger for items related to job dissatisfaction than
for items conéerned with job satisfaction.
Question Twenty: What is the relationship, if any,
between the measure for sach of the following on the
Attitude GQuestionnaire when compared to the measure of
the same factor on the Job-Related Tension Index: grouth,

responsibility, physical, social, orientation, and secur-
ity?

Null Hysothesis Twenty: There is no statistically sig-
nificant correlation between each category (grouwth,
responsibility, physical, socciai, orientation, and
security) on the Job-Related Tension Index and the same
category on the Attitude Questionnaire.

The Null Hypothesis may be rejected for the following
categories: physical, security, crientation, growth, and
responsibility. (See Table 20) The Null Hypothesis may not
be rejected for the social category.

Table 20 demonstrates that the negative correlations
of greatest magnitude were calculated for the Maintenance
categories, The three categories with the greatest negative
correlations were physical, security,‘and orientation--all
Maintenance (Hygiene) categories. 1in contrast, two of the
three smallest negative corrslations were produced for the
Motivation categories--qrowth and responsibility. This

finding is consistent with the assertion that ths inverse



KENDALL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS
JOB~RELATED TENSION INDEX AN

TABLE 20

ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE

Category Correlation S5ig.
Physical -.5281 * .000
Security -.5200 * . 000
Orientation -.4890 * .000
Growth -.2765 * .000
Responsibility —32292 * 000
Social' -.1067 .081

*< .05

240
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relationship betueen attitude and stress was stronger for
items related to job dissatisfaction (fMaintenance events)
than for items concerned with job satisfaction (Motivation
events). |

The Hygiene, social, was the only category which failed
to produce a statistically significant negative correlation.
Table 4 revea;ed.that the principals! responses to the social
guestions on the Job-Related Tension Index produced the low-
est correlation (.3865) with the total tension score. Table
12 revealed that the principals' responses to the social
statements on the Attitude Questionnaire produced a corre-
lation of .5827 with the total attitude score. Only the
.correlation coefficient for the ecoromic cateqory was smaller.
Hence, the scores Frbm the social category on the Job~Related
Tension Index were not highly correlated with the total ten-
sion score and the scores from the social category on the
Attitude Guestionnaire were not highly correlated witn the
total attitude score. Thus, it should not be surprising
that the social categery failed to display a significant
inverse relationship. |
| quther analysis, by school level, of the social datea
from the two instruments failed to reveal correlations sig-
hificantly different from that produced when all principals
were considered., The Kendall's Tau Correlation Coefficient
produced using the tension social scores and attitude social
scores of elementary principals was =,0893, The Kendall's

Tau Correlation Coefficient produced for high school prin-
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cipals was -.1267., Neither coefficient was significant at

the .05 level.

Intervisus

Eight respondents were randomly selected for follow-
up interviews in the following manner: two were selected
from the group of elementary principals working in districts
reporting low per pupil expenditures; two were selected. from
those elementary principals working in districts reporting
high per pu2il expenditures; two were selected from the
group of secondary school principals reporting louw per pupil
expenditures; and two were chosen firom those secondary prin-
cipals in districts reporting high per pupil expenditures.

" Interviews were conducted in August and September, 1984 and
utilized guestions regarding job satisfaction and dissatis-
faction and job stress which were taken from a 1564 study

16 (5ee Appendix C)

published by Robert L. Kahn and others,
Seven of the eight principals interviewed indicated
that, in general, a good job for them was determined by the
dynamic nature of the position. One high school principal
said his job satisfaction came from being involved, having
an impact, and being action-oriented. Another high school
principal identified a good job as one which was challenging
and never boring. An elementary pr.ncipal seemgd to identify
the same concept as the need for variety. A high school

principal felt a job which provided him with a sense of

accomplishment was a good one. Tuwo principals derived satis-
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faction From sccial interaction. One high school principal
enjayed meing a friend and advisor to students and an eiemen-
tary primcipal reported that "positive interaction with the
people 1 work with" made a job worthuhile., YWhere I can
be of help and make a contribution" and "where I can feel
grouth! were conditions of job satisfaction set forth by an
elemgntary principal from a western suburb. 0Only one indi-
vidugl said that his personal satisfaction was based on
good yorking conditions. Houever, this same principal also
named "accomplishment" and "seeing children achieve" as
necegsary conditiogs for a good job.

Thus, the Motivation factors cof achievement and, to
_a'lesser extent, growth were identified by elementary and
secondary principals as being factors in making a job a goad
one for them. O0f the Hygienes, social interaction with
0£her5 was mentioned twice and good physical working condi-
tiong was reported once.

Another guestion asked principals to identify what
made g job a bad cne for them. Tuwo high school principals
indigated a meddling superintendent who interfered with the
‘performance of their auties would constitute a negative
factgr. Tuo elementary principals commented that poor work-
ing gonditisns would make a job a nror one, Hougvef, one
described poor working conditions as being unpleasant fellow
workgrs and the other indicated the term meant understaffing,
lack pf instructional materials, and poor morale. A4high

schopl principal from a southusstern suburb said that a lack
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of a sense of accomplishment or "no headuway" would charac=-
terize a bad job for him. An elementary principal reported
that any job which was tedious, boring and unchallenging
would be stressful, and, hence; a bud one from his perspec-
tive. GOne indi&idual identified qualitative work overload
as a factor in job dissatisfaction == "I'm in over my head",
Finally, one principal felt any job without "“people contact"
would be a podr job choice for him,

Every one of the eight principals intervieuwed evalu-
ated their current job as comparing favorably to the criteria
they had idantified earlier for a good job., The lowest rat-
ings were from two high school principals, one of whom felt
"moderately satisfied", and the other who was Ysatisfied®,
The remaining six individuals offered more enthusiastic
svaluations of their positions., The following are quotes
from these six principals:

I'm teotally pleased; the negative factors are nonexis-
tent.

Just super! Couldn't be better.

Perfect! The boss lets us do our work,

Very good, satisfying.

On a scale of one to ten, an eigﬁt.

I feel good about it,

Toc an overwhelming degree, principals expressed satis-'

faction with their current jobs., This finding was consistent
with the relatively high attitude means reported sarlier for

both elementéry and secondary principals.
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One question asked what aspects of the principalship

the interviewees found most satisfying. The responses of
the elementary principals all pointed to the growth and
achievement of students., These are listed belou.

To see chiicren learn and advance.,

The challenge of dealing with young minds,

Working with children and seeing their successes.

Working with students and teachers on a one-to=-one
basis, '

One elemenrtary principal alsc identified a smooth,
gfficient day-~to-day operation of the school as being a
source of job satisfaction, Ancther elementary principal
enjoyed the challenge of problem-solving: "Handling chal=-
‘lenges and crises that arise and acr.omplishing the tasks at
hand."

Problem~-solving, however, was more characteristic of
the responses of the secondary principals, Two of the four
high school principals described the challenge of dealing
with problems as being satisfying:

I enjoy problem=-solving; meeting with these bright
people and sharing problems and finding solutions,

Resolving problem situations for both students and
adults,

Two other high school principals found the impact of
being involved in the decision-making procaess and the free=-
dom to perform job tasks without interference as being the
most Satisfying aspects of their jobs:

Having a say in what goes on.
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The ability to do my own thing., I'm given a 'free hand'
with no interference. :

All four of the elementary principals, therefore,
listed interpersonal relations with students as the most
satisfying part of their jobs., High school principals, on
the other hand, tended to view aspects of the jobe--successful
problem~-solving, decision-making, and independence=-=-as the
most satisfying ccmponent. It would probably be an over-
generalization, hoUever, to state that elementary principals
wyere people-oriented and high school principals job=-oriented,
Although this tendency may seem appzrent, two high school
principals identifdied "working with people" and "meeting
with these bright pecple" as satisfving. (In the latter -
case, the high school principal uwas referring to members of
his administrative team.) One elementary principal mentioned
problem=-solving as satisfying.

It cannot be denied, houwever, that each elementary
principal found satisfacticn in some form of student contact.
Not one secondary principal specifically mentioned students
in their job satisfaction responses. Thus, the Hygiene,
\interperscnal relations, seemed to be more highly associated
with the job satisfaction of elementary principals, but
achievement and aspects of the job, itself (Motivators) uere
more associated with secondary prinuipals' job satisfaction,

The data from the Attitude Questionnaire displayed in
Tables 15A and 15B show that high school principals scored

significantly higher on achievement than elementary princi=-
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pals. On the other hand, the social (interaction) category
was the only cne of ten categcries which failed to show a
significant difference between the responses of elementary
and secondary principals. Hehce, tiie intervieuw data were
consistent uitﬂ the data obtained from the Attitude Question-
naire.,

Cne intervieu guestion asked principals what they
found least sétisfying in their jobs. Three of the four
high school prircipals identified paper work as the least
satisfying aspect of their jobs:

Paperwork.
Red tape, peperuwork, forms, etc.
Paperwork. Piles of it!

Two of the four elementary principals also identified

paperworks:
| Paperuwork (unnecessary).

Handling paperwork, regimentation, new or uncomfortable
? L
things.

Three high school principals and tuo elementary prin-
cipals were frustrated in their dealings with students,
parents, staff members, and boards of education. Their
responses appear belou, with the high school principals
first:

Dealing uwith parents who are disinterested in the
welfare of their ouwn children and unconcerned tesachers
just looking for their next paycheck.

Incompetency on the part of octhers,

I'm frusfrated-because I have to solve problems creatsd
by other people. :



248

Dealing with negative parents, pressures from lay boards
of education, dealing with unions,

The most difficult problem is keeping children at

achievement level despite social environment, mobile
families, ore-parernt familics, -cbsenteeism, truancy.
I'm frustrated by things beycnd the school's control,

It appears clear that paperuork, which was frequently
viewed as unnecessary, and difficult relationships with other
people constitutéd the tuo major sources of dissatisfaction
for elementary and secondary principals. Paperwork, or
quantitative work overload (physica’ catsgory), and relations
with others in the work environment were both classifizd by
Herzberg as Hyglenes. According to Herzberg's theory,
Hygienés wculd be most prevalent in employees'! stories of
job dissatisfaction. This was found in the present study.

Table 12 displéyad data which showed that security anc
;esponsibility were most highly correlated with the total
attitude score. These tuwo categories contained numerous
questions regarding the principal's‘ralationship tc others
in the workplace. Thus, the interview data were consistent
with the findings derived from the Attitude Questionnaire
in establishing the-impﬁrtance of relationships with other
\people as a factor in job satisfaction/dissatisfaction. The
physical category, houwever, uwhich contained statements about
Qorkload, vas not as highly correlaied with the totzl atti-
tude score. Hence, the principals' responses in interviews
regarding dissatisfaction with paperuork were not uholly sup-
ported by the Pearson Correlation Coefficiant calculafed for

the physical category.
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Principals were asked houw their jobs could be rede-
signed and improved. 0One elementarv and ons high school
principal felt that neothing could be done to improve their
jobs:

Nothing could be changed. The nspgatives are built into
the position.

Nothing. Some disliked things are a fact of life and
part of the job.

One high school principal asked that his job descrip-
tion be changed: 'Y“Change the job responsibilities assigned
to me. Subiract some and add otheres,"

One elementayy principal askec for more autonamy in
sglection and assignment of staff members: "Staff members_
‘are moved into my building from other buildings without my
consent., Tiese tend to be teachers who have had problems
elsewhers."

One elementary and one secondary principal suggested
altering the state's tenure laus,

Change the state tenure laus.

Change the tenure law. Make it easier to dismiss
teachers so that we can weed out the deadwood.

An elementary principal suggestéd the passage of a
new state law as follous: "Compulsory attendance for a
minimum number of 170 days and externded school year for
absentees." (This law would pertain to students.)

Tuo principals, one sscondary and one elementary,
suggested aistrict reorganization as follouws:

Bring the elementary and high schonl into one adminis~
trative unit,
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The main office needs to be moras organized and communi-
cate better., They need to be more understanding of a
principal's position,

Almost none cof the principals felt there was much
chance of their suggestion(s) being implemented in the near
future. |

Four statements from the Attitude Questionnaire were
presented again in the interview and principals were asked
to agree or disagree with each item. This was done in order
to determine the reliability of the principal's responses.,
These statements were the followings

I'm really doing something worthuhile in my job.

The amount of effort I put into my job is appreciated
in this school district,

The monies needed to run this school efféctively are
available,

I'm paid appropriately compared with other employees in
the district.

The four statements represented the categories of
achievement, recognition, physical, and eccnaomic, respective-
ly, Since the survey instruments were mailed in February,
1984 and the intervisuws were conducted in August and Septam-
.ber, 1984, a period of approximately four to six months had
elapsed'bétueen the principals' first and second responses
to these statements, During the intervieu, prindipals vere
‘223 told that they had responded to these same ifems on the
Attitude Questionnaire.

In the interview, each of the four high school princi-

pals responded to the four statements from the Attitude Ques-
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tionnaire., Gf these sixteen responses, twelve (seventy-five
percent) wers identical to the earlier uwritten responses
given by the same principal on the Attitude Questionnaire,
(The responses of one principal were highly unréliable,
differing from the earlier opinions on three of the four
items,)

Of the sixfeen responses given by the four elementary
principals, twelve (seventy-five percent) vere identical
to the earlier responses., One prinzipal evinced fifty per=
cent agreement, two principals shouwzd sevénty-Five percent
agreement, and cne displayed one hundred percent agreement.,
0f the four items where disagreement occurred, the Ycannot
-decide" category was involved in twa items. One elementary
principal changed his response from "agree'" to "cannot
decide" and another suitched from "cannot decide” to "dis-
agree", Hence, two of the four disagreements were not oppo-
site responses, but more subtle shifts betueen indecisicn
and a particular point of vieuw.

The moderate reliability found for specific items on
.the Attitude Questionnaire should be considered with regard
‘to the total number of principals in the sample. Four secon-
dary principals were interviewed from the sample .of sixty-
three (six percent). Four elementary principals were inter-
viewed of the seventy-thres in the sample (five percent).

The four repeated statements used as measures of reli-
ability comprised approximately four percent of the 6inety-

five item Attitude Questionnaire, Hence, due toc the rela-
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tively small number of principals retested and the few items
repeated, no major conclusions can be drauwn regarding the
reliability of the Attitude Quazstionnaire.

Principals uere asksad séveral questions about job
stress in the interview., O0One guestion asked principals if
they felt their job imposed some stress and pressure beyond
that which most beople experience. Despite the fact that
elementary principals reported a significantly higher fre-
quency of etress than sacondary principals on the Job-Related
Tension Index, three of the four elementary principals inter=-
vieuved felt they did not suffer from any more stress than
individuals in other occupations.

No, compared to other people, their stress would come
from different sources. For example, an engineer tryinc
to meet a deadline,

I don't think so. Every job has its pressures, Teachefs
have pressures., Salesmen have quotas.,

The private sector has stress, but of a different type.
goth are stressful. Any supervisury position will have
stress.

The cne elementary principal who felt more stressed
than cther occupations indicated the difference was a matter
.of responsibility, -"Industry has it easier, Principals
have it harder because we're dealing with the lives of chil-
dren," |

Somewhat surprisingly, each of the four high school
principals interviewed felt they were under more stress than
most people experience, Their responses uwere as follous:

Yes,
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Oh yes. Definitely,
Principals have more stress than the average person.

Probably so, I am responsible for su many things it's
frightening. '

The interview data from this guestion, therefore, do
not seem to support the finding that elementary principals
were more frequemtly stressed than secondary principals.
Houwever, thz ansuwers given by the three elementary princi-
pals who reported they did not feel stress and pressure
beyond that which most people experience acknouwledged that
other professions can be stressful, as well. Not ocne of
these principals pointed to a lack of stress in their oun
profession.

Principals were asked to name conditions or situations
with which they had to deal which they thought were particu-
" larly stressful or pressure-inducing, Three high school
principals and four elementary principals indicated problems

with parents in resgonse to this question. High school grin-

s

cipals tendsd to identify parents, without further explana-
tion, wvhile elementary principals explained in greater deg~-
‘tail. Some commenté cf elementary principals were the follow=-
ing:

Staffing with parents who hold unrealistic expectations.,
We hass problems with fathers to get them to understand
that their child has a learning disability, It's frus~
trating when they won't allow their child to be helped
when help is availatble,

Disagreements with parents about what ought to happen
with regard to their child. You can't always do what a
parent wants,
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Different personalities., UWe have to work with a wide
variety of people, not all profzssicnal people,

One elementary principal and one secondary principal
identified contréct negotiations with the teachers'! union
as being stressful. Two secondary nrincipals named strikes
or threatened strikes as stressors, 0One eglementary and one
secondary principal reported interference from the board of
education, Two principals reported stress stemming from
teachers.

Placing children in a class with a teacher who is not
so good is stressful.

Dealing with irresponsible teacners is stressful,

Other stressful situations or conditions cited uere
-the follouing: student discipline, fire in building, bomb
threat, pouer blackout, a threatening letter anonymously
gent to twenty-five students, being responsible for 3,000
students, meeting deadlines, monitoring building and grounds,
grades, establishing legal residence for enrcllment, reguired
physical examinations, graduations, things my staff can't
prevent, appearing before the board of education, tco much to
do.
| Aithough a great variety of stressful situations and
conditions were reported, seven of eight principals identi-
fied dealirg with parents as stressful, Of those stressors
cited mors than once, all involved interpersonal relations=-
problem parents, contract negotiations, teacher sﬁrikes,
meddling boards of education, inadequate or irresponsible

teachers, Herzberg identified interpersonal relaticns as a
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Hygiene factor., Thus, dealing with parents, teachers, stu-
dents, and boards of education uwoulc most likely be classi-
fied as Hygienes, The interview data, therefore, were con-
sistent with the assartion made in the analysis of Question
Four that Hygienes were more highly correlated with job
stress than were Motivators.

Principals were asked if there had been any instances
in the last year or so when the pressure was so great that
they felt they could not handle the situation., Each of the
eight principals responded that this had not happened to
them. Some of the}r comments were the following:

No, I'm proud of myself, I have been able to handle
any situation which came through the door.

No. Thz longer you are in it, the more comfortable
you feel.

No. You have doun times, but you handle it,

Thus, principals felt they were able to deal with the
problems and stressful situations which confronted them at
school, Not one indicated he had been overwhelmed by a
highly stressful emergency., This question, houever, related
more to the severity of the stress than the frequency of
:stress, which was measured by the Job-Related Tenéion Index.
Hence, it would appear that neither the severity nor the
frequency of stress experienced by slementary and secondary
principals was beyond manageable levels,

In the intervieuw, each of the.four high school prip-
cipals responded to two questions from the Job-Related Ten-

sion Index. 0Of these eight responses, four (fifty percent)



256
vere identical to the earlier written responses given by the
same principal on the Job-Related Tension Index. Principals
were not told they nad responded to these same questions
four to six monﬁhs previously. 0Of the eight respconses given
by the four elementary principals, three (thirty=-eight per-
cent) uwere identical to the earlier respdnses.

Several :eésons may be suggested for the louwer reli-
ability scores pertaining to job stress, First, four alter-
native ansuazrs were presented -- "never", "sometimes",
"rather often", and "nearly all the time", The Attitude
Questionnaire provided three alternatives -- "agree!, '"dis-
agree', and "cannot decide". There may have been more agree-
‘ment with the attitude statements simply because there were
fewer alternativss.,

Second, the tension questions dealt with relative de-
grees of stress., The difference between "rather often" and
"nearly all the time", for example, may have required the
principal to make'a fine distinction which could leéitimately
differ from time to time., The attitude statements, housver,
presented two mutually éxclusive alternatives, "agree" and
‘"disagree".

The responses to the tension questions were. consistent
with the second explanation., Of ths four resporses given by
secondary principals which differed from the earlier ansuers,
twos changed from "never" to "sometimes" (one principal clar-
ified "sometimes" to mean Yrarely" in the interuieu); anocther

changed from "rather often" to "sometimes", and the fourth
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changed from "sometimes" to "nearly all the time". Except
for the last modification, none of the changes represented
more than a slight shift,

R similar pattern occurred in the responses of the
elementary principals. Of the five responses given by ele- *
mentary principals which differed from the earlier answers,
one changed from "sometimes! to "never", tuo changed from
"rather often" to "sometimes", one changad from "sometimes"
to "nearly all the time", and one cnanged from "nearly all
the time" to "sometimes".

The categori?s uere assigned numerical equivalents as
follows: ‘"never" (1), "sometimes" (2), "rather often" (3),
,"hearly all the time" (4). The elementary changes repre-
sented three numerical shifts of minus one, one shift of
positive two, and one shift of negative two. No principal
ahanged a "never" response to "nearly all the time" nor did
any principal shift from "nearly ali the time™ to "never'.
Hence, the changes were relatively slight and may have been
at least partially due to fairly subtle distinctions betueen

some of the frequency categories,

Chapter Summary

In Chapter Three, the twenty guestions posed by this
research werse pfesented. The mannér in which answers uwere
sought to these questions was explained, and the data sub-
sequently obtained uere presented, analyzed, and interpreted.

As a result of the data presented in this chapter, the
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fellowing major findings were reported:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Elementary and junior high school principals repérted
significantly higher frequencies of stressful inci-
dents tharn sscondary principals, yet both group means
were relatively low with regard to the total range

of possible scores, falling between "Sometimes" and
"Never". Role ambiguity appears to have been a fac-
tor in producing this difference. E£lementary prin-
cipals were more frequently unclear about the scope
and responsibilities of their jobs than were secon=
dary princ}pals.

No significant differences were discovered betuween
the stress lsvels of principals in the high and lou
expanditure groups,

The study was unable to discover significant inter=-
actions between school leve) and expenditure groups
for stress., Although not statistically significant,
the mean for elementary principals in low expenditure
districts was higher than the means for other elemen-
tary or secondary principals., School level was more
significant than coperating expense per pupil in iden-
tifying the principal's job stress level., High
school principals experierced significantly lower
frequencies of stressful incidents on ths job, regard-
less of the per pupil expenditure, when cdmpared to
elementary principals.

The Maintenance categories, security and orientation,
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were more highly correlated with the total job stress
score than wsere the Motivation categories, responsi-
bility anc growth. Job dissatisfiers, then, wers
more highly correlated with job stress scores. The
security items dealt with interpersocnal relations
with superiors. Thus, "relations with superiors”
was mqst-highly correlated with the total tension
score,

(5) The multiple regression analysis determined that
security was the only significant predictor of mem-
bership in the elementary and secondary groups.
Stress arising from lack of job security was a more
frequent problem for elementary principals than it
was for higﬁ school principals. Elementary princi-
palsvuere more frequently stressed because of ucrry
about what the superintendent thought of them, a
lack of knouledge about how they were being evaluated,
the expectation that they would not be able to satis-
fy the conflicting demands of superiors, and feeling

~unable to inFluénce the decisions and actions of
‘their immediate superior.

Hygiene factors, particularly security, pre-
dicted membership in the elementary and secondary
groups more accurately than did Motivation factors.

(6) The orientation category cn the Tensicn Index pro-
duced the most accurate equation for predicfing

membership in the low and high expenditure groups.
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(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)
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Principals in less financially able schnol districts
reported higher levels of role ambiguity, qualita-
tive work overload, and lack of communication which
thuarted the achievement of job tasks.
Being liked and accepted by one's fellow workers
(social category) was a more frequent concern of
elementafy principals than it was for high school
principals. Some evidence indicated that quantita=-
tive work load was more of & stressor for elementary
than secondary principals, although the group means
were not significantly different,.
With regard to the Job-Related Tension Index, the
Hygiene category, orientation, displayed the only
significant'difference in the analysis of variance
and the only significant prediction equation in the
multiple regression analysis, when the data uere
analyzed by expenditure level.
Elementary principals produced job attitude scores
which were significantly louwer than those of high
school principais.
The mean attitude score of the high expenditure prin-
cipals was not significantly higher than the mean
attitude score of the low expenditure principals.
The highest mean attitude score was calculatsd for
high school principals in districts with low levels
of expenditure per student. School level was more

significant than opsrating expsnse per pupil in
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(13)

(14)

(15)
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identifying the principal's job satisfaction level,
however, High school principals reported job satis=-
faction scores which were significantly higher than
those reported by elementary principals, regardless
of the.per pupil expenditure,

Job security, particularly as it developed from the
relationéhip to the superintendent, was a highly
significant factor in the job attitude of principals,
The growth category was the only significant predic-
tor of membership in the elementary and secondary
groups on the Attitude Questionnaire. High school
principzls felt there were significantly more oppor-
tunities for professional growth in their present
jobs than eiementary principals,

The categorical subscores from the Attitude Question-
naire exhibited a pattern similar to that of the
total attitude means in that they failed to accurate-
ly differentiate between the high and low expenditurs
groups.

The attitude means for achievement, responsibility,

and recognition for elementary and secondary prin=-

cipals indicated high levels of job satisfaction.
The means for crientation, security, and status
indicated low leuelé of job dissatisfaction. In
every cass, however, the high school mean was sig=-
nificantly higher (at the .05 significancs level).

The elementary and high school means suggested
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the presence of a greater amount of job dissatis-
faction in the economic category. High school and
elementary principals reported more dissatisfaction
with salary than uwith fringe benefits,

The elementary and high school means from ths
physical category suggested higher levels of job
dissatisfaction, than in other categories. More
than half of the elementary and secondary principals
reported at least some job dissatisfaction due to
the hours, amount of work, and fatigue. Tuice as
many eleme?tary as secondary principals reported
some level of dissatisfaction with funding, supplies,
and equipment, Elementary and secondary principals
indicated a moderate amount of job dissatisfaction
due to their general working conditions,

The social category was the only one of ten
categories represented on the Attitude Questionnaire
which failed to produce a significant difference
between elementary and secondary principals,

The means of principals working in districts with
high operating expense levels per pupil were higher
in every category than the means of principals in
districts with low operating expense levels per
pupil, Yet, rot one of the high expenditure means
was significantly higher than the low expenditure

mean in the same category.

(17) A significant negative correlation existed betuween



263
the job stress and job attitude scores of all prin-
cipals in the sampls,

(18) The negative correlation produced using the tension
and attitude Motivation subscores was of lesser
magnitude than the negative correlation obtained
using the total scores from the tuo instruments,

(19) The Maintenance subscores from the two instruments
produced a negative correlacion of greater magnitude
than the correlation producad using Motivation sub-
scores,

(20) The Hygieng, social, was the only category which
failed to produce a statistically significant nega-
tive correlation when subscores from the same cate-

gory were compared from the two instruments.,

Intervieu Data

(1) The Motivators, achievement and growth, and the
Hygienes, social interaction with others and good
working conditions, were identified by elementary
and secondary principals as being factors in the
determination of what constifuted a good jobt

(2) Every cne of the eight principals interviewed eval=-
vated his/her current job as comparing favorably to
the criteria they had identified for a good job,.

(3) The Hygiene, interpérsonal relations, seemed to bs
more highly associated with the job satisfaction of

elementary principals, but achievement and aspects
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(5)

(6)

(7)
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of the job, itself (Motivators), uere more associated
with the job satisfaction ol secondary principals,
Unnecessary paperwork and difficult relationships
with other people, both of which are Hygienes, con-
stituted the two major sourcés of dissatisfaction
for elementary and secondary principals.

High school principals intervieuwed felt they uwere
under more stress than most people experience. Most
elementary principals, hovever, felt there were other
jobs which uwere just as stressful,

Stressful gonditions or situations cited more than
once by elementary and high school principals all
involved the Hygiene, interpersonal relations -~
problem parents, contract negotiations, teacher
strikes, meddling boards of education, inadequate or
irresponsible teachers.

None of the eight principals repcrted instances when
the pressure was so great that they felt they could
not handls the situation., Thus, principals felt
they were able to deal with the problemé and stress-

ful situations which confronted them at school.
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CHAPTER TV
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENOATIONS

The purpose of this study was to dstermine if relation-
ships exist bstween sources of organizational stress of ele-
mentary and secondaryvéuburban principals and their motiva-
tion to work. The Motivation and Hygiens needs of these
principals were identified using th= conceptual framework

explained by Frede?ick Herzterg in-The Motivation To Work.

The first part of the study measurad organizational
-sources of stress and categorized those stresses into the
theoretical framework devised by Herzberg and his associates.
The second part of the study measured the sources of job
satisfaction -~ achievement, rscognition, responsibility and
growth ~=- and the sources of job dissatisfacticn == a lack
of physical, social, status, orientation, security, and
economic factors in the job environment., Through the use
of correlatiocnal, ANOVA, and multiple_ragression‘analyses
ituenty Focussing Questions were investigated.

To accomplish the purposes of the study, five hundred
- four elementary and junior high school principals and seventy=-

one secondary school principals, all from suburban Cook County,
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Illinois, were identified., O©One hundred tuenty elementary
principals were randomly selected and constituted the ele-
mentary sample group, All seventy-ons secondary principals
were included in the high school sawnple group.

The meth&d of data-collection was accomplished through
the use of written survey instruments which were mailed to
each respondent in February, 1984, Secondary principals
who failed tovrespond received a phone call the following
month, Useble surveys were returned by seventy-three ele-~
mentary ﬁrincipals and sixty-three secondary school princi-
pals,

For the purpcses of this'study, two separate written
survey instruments were utilized. 7o measure job stress, a
modified version of the Job-Related Tension Index was used.
To measure job satisfaction/dissatisfaction, the study uti=-
iized a modified version of the 1963 edition of the Annual
Employee Attitude Survey uwhich ués formerly administered to
employees at Texas Instruments, Irc.

Since both instruments were altered for purposes of
this study, it was necaésary that they be field-tested to
establish their validity., This was accomplished in January,
1984 when three elementary and three secondary principals
from Lake County suburban schools field-tested the instru-
“ments and made suggestions for their improvement.

Eight respondents were randomly selected for follow-
up intervieus. Two elementary and two secondary principals

were selected from low expenditure districts, Two elemen-
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tary and two secondary principals were selected from high
expenditure districts, The interviews were conducted in
order to probe the sources of job stress and job satisfac-
tion in a more comprehensive manner and to provide an indi-
cation of the reliability of the written answers the respon-
dents had supplied earlier, These interviews utilized ques=-
tions concerning sources of job satisfaction and job stress
which were part of Robsert L. Kahn's 1964 study of role con-
flict and ambiguity.

The reéponses on the Tensicn Index were compared to
those on the Attityde Questionnaire using the technigue of
correlational analysis. Another correlational analysis uas
.computed by comparing the scores fo: each category to the
total score on the same instrument. This was done for the
scores from both instruments to see which subscores corre-
lated most significantly with the tntal scores.

The total scores from the Job=-Related Tension Index
were the dependent variable in a four cell, 2 x 2 factorial
research design using the independent variables of school
level (elementary and secondary) and the level of per pupil
‘expenditure (high and low). One-way and tuo-way analysis
of variance wsre used to test for significant differsnces
betueen the group stress means., This same research désign
was repsated using the attitude means as the dependent
variable,

Using multiple regression analysis, the subscores for

sach category on both instruments were used to predict mem-
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bership in the elementary or ssecondary qgroup and membership
in the high or low expenditure group., The multiple regression

equations and beta weights were tested for significance,

Conclusions

This section of Chapter Four presents the conclusions
reached as a result of the present research relative to the
sources of job stress and job satisfaction/dissatisfacticn
identified by elementary and secondary principals in subur=-
ban Cook County, Illincis., The twenty Focussing Questions
presented on pagss 2, 3, and 4 of Chapter One, which this
study sought to an$wer, serve as tha framework for the pre=~
sentation of conclusions, Each question is restated, followed
'by a summary of the conclusions reached relative to that
question,

Questicn One: Is there a significant difference betuween
the mean job stress score of elementary principals when

compared to the mean job stress score of secondary prin-
cipals? -

Suburban elementary and junior high schocl principals
confronted stressful situations more freguently than did
suburban secondary school principals, Elementary and junior
'high school principals reported significantly higher frequen-
cies of stressful incidents than secondary principals,

The findings of the present s*udy are consistent wvith
those of Gorton (1982) and Farkas (1983) in that principals,
regardless of school level, reported relatively low frequen-
cies of stréss?ul incidents. The elementary and sscondary

group mean on the Job-Related Tensiom Index fell between
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"Sometimes" and "Never".

The results obtained from the Attitude Questionnaire
were somewhat inconsistent, however. Twenty-seven percent
of elementary principals and twenty-seven perceﬁt of secon-
dary principals reported they suffered from too much pres-
sure on the job., Several sxplanations may account for this
difference as follous:

(1) The Job-Related Tension Index did not identify some
of the sources of stress which most frequently "bothered"
elementary and seccndary principals.

(2) Even relatjvely low frequencies of stressful inci-
dents may have been viewed by some individuals as' causing
-too much pressure.

(3) Frequency of stress may not have been the most sig-
qificant factor in the total stress level of individual
principals., The intensity and/or duration of the stressful
incidents may have been more highly correlated with the
total stress level, |

(4) Differences in the ways principals were asked to
respond may have contributed to the difference in job stress
ylevels on the two instruments. The Tension Index asked
respondents to differentiats between "Neﬁer", "Sometimes™,
“Rather Oftzn", and "Nearly All The Time"., The Attitude
Questionnaire merely asked principals to agree or disagree
with a series of statements,

Question Two: Is there a significant difference betueen

the mean job stress score of principals in districts
having a low operating expense per pupil when compared
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to the mean job stress score of principals in districts
having a high operating expense per pupil?®?

School districts' operating expensé per pupil did not
significantly affect tha job stress levels of elementary anc
secondary principals in the sampls., Although the tension
mean of the high expenditure principals was lower, it was
not significantly lower than the tension mean of the low
expenditure principals. Therefore, increasing the levies
in the Education and the Operations, Building and Mainte-
nance funds would not necessarily result in lower stréss
levels for principals in the district. The problem of prin-
‘cipals' job stress is a complex one, and simple solutions
involving general expenditures may have little effect on
this problem., .

Question Three: Are there significant interactions

betuween school level, operating expense per pupil, and
mean job stress score?

The study was unable to discover significant inter-
actions between school level and expenditure groups for
stress. School level was more significant than operating
expense per pupil in identifying the principal's job stress
level.

The Fihding that school level was more significant
than operating expense per pupil in identifying the princi-
pal's job stress level is an important one. A school dis~-
trict's expenditure per pupil, especially relative to other
districts, is capable of changing as thses financial cqnditidn

of the school district changes., Had the principals' job
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stress lsvel been more significantly affected by the monies
spent, the job stress levels of principals would be more
sub ject to change. However, the finding that the job stress
scores of elementary principals were significantly higher
than those of secondary schocl principals suggests that the
sources of stress are more deeply imbedded in the structures
of the suburban élementary and secondary school, This, in
turn, would seem to indicate that the position of elementary
principal is inherently more stress?ul than that of the
secondary school principal,

Question Four: UWhich subscores are most significantly
correlated with the total job stress score?

Extrinsic factors in the work environment leading to
ljob dissatisfaction in the areas of security and orientation
were more highly correlated with the job stress of princi-
pals than uware the intrinsic motivators =-- grouth and respon-
sibility. Job stress for principals, then, was more highly
associated with a lack of Hygienes thanm with a lack of Moti-
vators. Any attempt to alleviate the negative job stress of
principals, therefore, should focus aon the security and
orientation needs of these individuals.

Question Five: Using multiple regression analysis, is

it possible to predict membership in the elementary or
secondary group based on each tension subscore total?

The multiﬁle regression analysis determined that
seéurity was the only significant predictor of membership
in the elementary and secondary groups. Stress arising from

lack of job security was a more frequent problem for elsmentary
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principals than it was for high schonl principals, Based on
an analysis of the security items, it would appear that ele-
mentary principals communicafed less frequently and/or less
effectively with their superiniendents than did secondary
principals, This lack of effective communication resulted
in elementary principals being more frequently stressed by
role ambiguity, Qorry about what the superintendent thought
of them, a lack of knowledge about how they were being
evaluated, the expectation that they would not be able to
satisfy the conflicting demands of superiors, and feeling
unable to influence the decisions and actions of their
immediate superior.

A related conclusion would be that high school princi-
pals communicated mofe frequently and/or more effectively
with their superintendents (since their job stress scores
for security were lower), There‘is no guestion that high
school districts in.suburban Cook County tend to have fewer
schools and, therefore, fewer principals than many elementary
districts, It should be easier for a high school superinten-
dent to make personal contacts with a small number of prin-
‘cipals than the superintendent of an elementary district.

Question Six: Using multiple regression analysis, is
1t possible to predict membership in the lou expenditure

and hich expenditurs group based on sach tension sub-
score total?

Principals in less financially able school districts
reported higher levels of rocle ambiguity, qualitative uork

overload, and lack of communication which thuwarted the
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achievement of job tasks. These data from the multiple re-
gression analysis indicate that principals in less finan-
cially able school districts (as determined by the level of
expenditure per pupil) have been asked to assume additional
jobs and responsibilities which are not only poorly defined
or explained, but jobs which these principals felt ungquali-
fied to handle. ‘For example, one elementary principal wrote
the following comments:

I am in charge of
1. Bus System for the district
2., Day Care Program - only one in district
3 District pre=-school special education program for
district
4, Principal K=5 building of 300 students
Another elementary principal wrote the following:
Due to economy in district as many others -- we have
no assistants to Supt. or department chairpersons, All
asst, principals have been cut, I'm in my building (425

children E.C.E. to 6 with 6 special ed classes) only 2-3
days a week., (Some principals now have 2 building respon-

L

sibilities.) I coordinate district curriculum for 7

districts. Also have a myriad of other responsibilities

bevond that of a building administrator,.

It must be acknowledged however, that factors other

than the lack of financial resources may account for the
assignment of additional responsibilities to building prin-
cipals, For example, very small school districts with severe
declines in student enrollment may feel the need to cut back
on central! office personnel, The responzibilities formerly -
held by such staff members may be reassigned to principals.

Question Seven: Are there significant differences betuween

the mean stress scores of elementary and secondary prin-

cipals on each of the follouing: grouwth, respconsibility,
physical, social, orientation, and security? ' .
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Being liked and accepted by one's fellow workers
(social category) was more freguently a concern of elemen-
tary principals tﬁan it was for high school principals,
This finding was counsistent with the intervieu data which
determined that elementary principals more readily identi-
fied positive social interaction with other employees as a
factor which made a job a good one for them., Thus, good
relations with staff was not only a mcre frequent concern
of elementary principals, but one which they tended to
identify as an integral part of a good job,
Questicn Eights Are theie significant differences be-
tween the mean stress scoras of low zxpenditure and high
expenditure principals on each of tha following: grouwth,

responsibility, physical, social, orientation, and
security?

Principals in low expenditure districts reported sig-
nificantly higher stress frequencies (at the ,0527 level)
for orientation than principals in thigh expenditure districts.
These results from the analysis of variance were consistent
with those reported for the multiple regression analysis,
This finding that a significant dif?ereﬁce existed betueen
‘the stress-orientation means of the high and lou.expenditure
‘principals supports the assertion made earlier that job
stress, for principals, was more highly associated with a
lack of Hycienes than with a lack of Motivators.

Question Nine: Is thsre a significant difference be-
tween the mean attitude score of elementary principals

when compared to the mean attitude scors of secondary
principals? ‘

The mean attitude score of elementary principals was
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significantly lower than ths mean attitude score of high
school principals. However, both the elementary and the
high school attitude means fell within the upper one quarter
of the range of possible scores. A similar pattern was ob-
served for almost every one of the ten subcategories, For
the most part, then, elementary and segondary principals in
{suburban Cook County, Illinois expressed relatively high
levels of job satisfaction and relatively lou levels of job
dissatisfaction, This conclusion was supported by the inter=-
view data which shoued every one of the eight principals
evaludted his/her job as comparing favorably to the criteria
'they had identified for a good job.

Questicn Ten: Is there a significant difference be-
tween tne mean attitude score of principals in districts
"having a low operating expense per pupil when compared

to the mean attitude score of p:cincipals in districts
having a high operating expense per pupil?

School districts' operating expense per pupil did nct
significantly affect the job attitude scores of elementary
and secondary principals in the sample. Although the mean
attitude score of the high expenditure ﬁrincipals was higher,
it was not significantly higher than the mean attitude score
‘of the low expenditure principals, It appears that the
financial status of school districts, as reflected by the
bperating expenss per pupil, had liitle to do with the
attitudes ofiprincipals toward their jobs.

Question Eleven: Are there significant interactions

between the school level, operating expense per pupil,
and mean attitude score?

The study was unable to discover significant inter-
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actions between school level and expenditure groups for job
attitude. School level uas more significant then operating
expense per pupil in identifying the principal's job atti-
tude,

The study determined that high school principals in
the low expenditure group produced a higher mean attitude
score than secondary principals in the high expenditure
group., This finding of higher attitude means for lou expen-
diture high school principals is consistent with the con-
clusiﬁn that the financial status of school districts, as
reflected by the operating expense per pupil, had little to
do with the attitudes of principals toward their jobs.,

Question Tuelve: Which subscores are most significantly
correlated with the total attitude score?

Although all ten subscores were significantly corre-
lated with the total attitude score, in general, the highest
correlation coefficients were produced for those catecories
having a greater percentage of items dealing with the prin-
cipal/superintendent relationship., The relationship to the
superintendent, therefore, was a highly significant factor
‘influencing the job attitude of principals.

The ranking of the correlation coefficients from the
ten categories represented on the Attitude Questionnaire
suggests that, in generél, Motivators uefe more highly corre=-
lated with the total attitude score than were Hygienes. Hou=
ever, these results were confounded py the presence of items

pertaining to the superintendent/principal relationship in
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all four of the Motivation categories. Relationship with
Superior(s) is a Hygisne category and the superintendent/
principal relationship would fall within this classification,
Thus, the assertion that Motivators were more highly corre=-
lated with the total attitude score must be qualified due
to the overlapping of the Motivation and Hygiene categories.

Question Thirteen: Using multiple regression analysis,

is 1t possible to predict membership in the elementary
or secondary group based on each attitude subscore total?

Elementary and secondary principals indicated lack of
opportunities for promotion in their school districts. High
school principals, houever, felt there were opportunities

for professional grouwth in their present jobs to a much

.greater extent than did elementary principals. Not surpris-
ingly, elementary principals were more than twice as likely
as secondary principals to have reported giving serious
aonsideration to quitting during the previous six months.

It appears that the lack of opportunities for personail
and professional growth on the job was a more prevalent and
serious problem for elementary principals than it was for
high school principals. Elementary principals considered
iseeking employment elsewhere as a mors viable option than
secondary principals,

Question Fourteen: ..Using mUltiple regression analysis,
1s it possible to predict membership in the low expen-

diture and high expenditure group based on each attitude
subscore total?

None of the attitude subscores were able to accurately

predict membership in the high and louw expenditure groups.
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The multiple regressien analysis and the principals' re-
sponses to Item #5 on the Attitude Questionnaire led to the
conclusion that the low and high expenditure groups did not
differ significantly with respect to financial ability.

Question Fifteen: Are there sighificant differences

between the mean attitude scores of elementary and

secondary principals on each of the follouwing: grouwth,

achievement, responsibility, recognition, physical,
social, status, oriesntation, economic, and security?

Except for the social category, the high school means
were significantly higher than the elementary means in every
category. Analysis of the Motivaticn categories revealed
significantly higher means for high school principals in
every category. Hence, secondary principals reported higher
-levels of job satisfaction than elementary principals.

Analysis of the Hygiene categories revealed that in
every case hut one (the social category), secondary princi-
pals reported group means which were significantly higher
than the means reported by elementary principals. Thus,
high school principals reported lower levels of job dissat-
isfaction than elementary principals. High school principals,
therefore, had significantly more of their Motivation and
‘Hygiene needs satisfied than elementary principals.

The eslementary and high school means suggested the
hresence of a qrzater amount of jcb dissatisfaction in the
gconomic and physical"categories. In the economic category,
salary was a greatar source of dissetisfaction for elemen-
tary and secondary principals than were fringe benefits. In

the physical category, elementary ard high school principals
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reported dissatisfaction due to hours, amount of work,
fatigue and general working conditions. Elementary princi-
pals, however, reported dissatisfaction with funding, sup-
plies, and equipment tuwice as often as secondary principals.
Lack of funding, supplies, and equipment, therefore, was
perceived to be more of a problem in suburban elementary .
schools than in suburban secondary schools.

Question Sixteen: Are there significant differences
between the mean attitude scores of low expenditure and
high exnenditure principals on =ach of the following:
growth, achievement, responsibiliity, recognition,

physical, social, status, orienzation, economic and
security?

School districts' operating expense per pupil did not
significantly affect any of the job attitude subscores calcu-
lated for elementary and secondary wrincipals in the four
Motivation and six Hygiene categories. Although the means
of principals working in districts with high operating ex-
pense levels per pupil were higher in every category than
the means of principals in districts with louw operating ex-~
pense levels per pupil, not one of the high expenditure
means was significantly higher than the.lou expenditure mean
in the same category.

Question Seventeen: What is the relationship, if any,
betueen the job attitude scores for all principals

studied and the job stress scores for all principals
studied?

Job stress was negatively correlated with job attitude.
A modest, but‘significant, negative correlation existed be-~
twueen the job stress and job attitude scores of all princi-

pals in the sample, Elementary and sacondary principals who
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reported relatively high freguencies of job stress tended
to report louer job attitude scores. Principals reporting
relatively lou frequencies of stressful incidents on the
job tended to report higher job attitude scores. This in-
verse relationship betwesn attitude and stress existed for
both elementary and secondary principals in the sample.

Question Eighteen: What is the relationship, if any,

between the job attitude Motivation scores and the job
stress Motivation scores for all principals studied?

A smell negative correlation existed between the Moti-
-yation scorzas from the Job-Related Tension Index and the
Motivation scores from the Attitude Questionnaire., Howevar,
‘the magnitude of this negative correlation was less than
that obtaired gsing the total scores from the two instru-
ments, Thé inverse relationship between attitude and stress,
therefore, was weaker for items conrerned with job satisfac-
tion (Motivators).

Question Nineteen: UWhat is the relationship, if any,

between the joo attitude Maintenance scores and the job
stress Maintenance scores for all principals studied?

The Maintenance subscores from the Job-Related Temsion
Index were compared to the Maintenance subscores from the
Attitude Questionnaire. The negative correlation produced
vas of greater magnitude than the correlation produced using
Motivation subscores. The inverse —elationship betusen
attitude and stress, therefore, was stronger for items
related to job dissatisfaction (Maintenance) than for items
concerned with jeb satisfaction (Motivators). The abéence

or lack of Hygienes in the job environment was more highly
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correlated with higher frequencies of job stress than the
absence or lack of cpportunities for growth, achievement,
responsibility and racognitien. Job dissatisfaction, then,
was more highly correlated with job stress than the lack of
job satisfaction.

Question Twenty: What is the relationship, if any,
betwueen the measure for each of the follouing on the
Attitude Questionnaire when compared to the measure
of the same factor on the Job-Related Tension Index:

grouth, responsibility, physical, social, orientation,
and security?

The regative correlations of greatest magnitude were
calculated for the Maintenance categories. The Hygienes -=-
physieal, security, and orientation -~ produced the negative
correlation coefficients of greatest magnitude. Hence, job
dissatisfaction in these three areas was most highly coére-

lated with higher frequencies of jo> stress,

Recommendations

The following recommendations are based on research

data and the preceding conclusions, -

For Boards of Education
1. In order to assist the slementary and secondary prin-
cipals who réported suffering from too much job stress, it
is recommendad that school districts administer diagnostic
stress testg to all principals. Those found to be suffering
from unhealthy levels of stress should be assisted in devel-
cping stress reduction'techniques. This program needs to

be conducted, particularly with regard to elementary princi-
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pals, who, typically, suffered from significantly greater
frequencies of stressful incidents on the job than high
school principals.

2. Increase the opportuniﬁies for personal and profes-
sional grouwth oﬁ the job, particularly for elementary prin-
cipals. There may be many ways to achieve this recommenda-
tion., For example, districts should encourage and finan-
cially suppor£ professional growth activities for principals
such as attendance at conventions and seminars, partial or
full reimbursement for course work, and provide other incen-
tives for professional growth. Ancother type of needed growth
indicated on the Attitude Questionnaire is te give principals
greater opportunities to use their skills and abilities.
This might be achieved through promotions, increased parti-
cipation in decision-making on the part of ths principal, or
in other ways,

3. It is recommended that principals' salaries and re-~
sponsibilities be studied in order that appropriate com-
pensation may be paid toc principals.

4, Particularly in élementary districts, it is rescom=-
;mended that communities and boards of education assure that
adequate funding, supplies, and equipment are available,
(Someuhat surprisingly, nineteen percent of the elementary
principals in the sample from suburban Cook County, Illinois
expressed sﬁrong dissatisfaction with the level of funding,
supplies, and equipment.)

5., It is recommended that school districts employ addi-
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tional administrative personnel, uhere needed, (Thirty-
eight percent of elementary principals and twenty-nine per-
cent of high school principzls indicated they could use such

assistance.)

For School District Superintendents
1. Increased communication, particularly between super-
intendents and elementary principals is recommended, This
may be accomplished through the following means:

a, specific job descriptions for principals

b. medial evaluations of the principal at various
points throughout the school year to provide more consistent
feedback in terms of how the principal's job performance is
viewed by his/her superiors.

c. specified line and staff relationships in order
that the principal be directly responsible to one superior
(in order to avoid conflicting demands made by different
superiors)

de two~-way communication betuween superintendent and
principal such that the .principal feels able to influence
decisions and actions which impact on him or her

2, To relieve some of the stress of principals in less
financially able school districts, it is recommended that
such principals be adequately trained for any increased job
responsibilities they are given, As a principal's job
definition is changed, it is important that these new respon=-

sibilities bé clearly stated,
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3. It is recommended that opportunities for social inter-
action betuween staff members and elementary principals be
created, Being liked and accspted by one's fellouw workers
was a frequent concern of elementary principals and was a
factor identified in their definitions of a good job.

4, Improve superintendent/principal relationships to the
extent possible. The quality of this relationship heavily
influenced the principal's job attitude., Job security, for
exampls, which was most highly coerrelated with a positive
job attitude, wzas id=zntified with the fairness, consistency,
reassurance, and FfiendlinQSS of superiocrs, particularlyﬂt%e.
superintendent, The superintendent’s exercise of good commu=-
_nibation and human relations skills in dealing with princi-
pals would contribute not only to greater feelings of job
security for principals, but a more positive total job atti-
fude. (The superintendent/principal relationship was deter-
mined to affect those categcries which were most highly corre-
lated with the total job attitude score.)

5. It is recommended that, to the extent possible, the
amount of work, particularly paperwork, reguired of princi-
:pals be reduced or limited., Unnecessary and burdénsome
paperuwork was cited in interviews as a major source of job
dissatisfaction,

6. It is recommended that principals be provided uwith
training in‘communication and conflict-resolution skills.,
Intervieuwed principalé reported the necessity of dealing

with "difficult parents" as a major source of job stress,
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The parent meeting may also be structured so that other
school professionals, supportive of the principal, are in
attendance. These recommendations may help to "defuse" what
was frequently reported as being a stressful situation for
the principal.'
For the Graduate Schoois of
Administration and Supervision

1. Initiate research studiess designed to identify crgan-
izational sources of job dissatisfaction related to higher
stress levels for principals., Based on the conclusions of
the present study, these reszarch studies should focus on
Hygiene factors in the school environment.

2. Design and implement courses at the graduate level in
administration and shpervision rela*ting the organizational
sources of job stress, job satisfaction, and job dissatis~
faction to graduate students, These students need to be
assisted in develecping personal technigues and strategies
for stress management.

3. Provide conference and workshop resources directed
toward providing career'counseling for principals (particu=-
llarly elementary principals) whc are seriocusly considering

changing professions,

Recommendations For Further Study
Researchers should replicate this s3tudy with the
following modifications:

1a. Utilize an instrument which measures not only the
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frequency cf job stress, but one which alsoc measures the
intensity and duration of the job stiressors, as well.

b. Conduct the replicated study in another geographical
area in orcer to detarmins which conclusions, if any, gener-
alize to a different and/or larger population.

c. Replace the Job-Related Tension Index with an instru-
ment specifically designed to measure the stresses affecting
school administrators, i.e.; the Adninistrative Events Stress
Inventory developed by Koff, Laffey, Olson, and Cichon or
the Administrative Stress Index developed by Gmelch, Koch,
Suent, and Tung. ]

d. Conduct the replicated studv in such a way that there
Auﬁuld be greater variation betuween *he low and high expen-
diture groups. Differences on thevjob stress and job atti=-
tude instruments may be more apparent when the financial
étatus of school districts used in the study is more hetero-
geneous.,

2, Researchers should investigate organizational factors
other than school level and per pupil expenditure which
could also be related to the principal's job stress and job
‘attitude, such as large vs. small schools, geographic loca-
tion=-urban vs, suburban vs. rural, psrceived level of teacher
militancy, level of role ambiguity and/or role conflict, and.
other relevant topics.

3. Researchers should investigate the questicn of hou
the superintendent/principal relationship affects the job

attitude of the principal.
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4, More thorough research nseds to be conducted relative
to the reasons suburban elementary principals repcrted sig-
nificantly lower job attitude scores than suburban secondary
principals.

S. More tho&ough research needs to be conducted to deter-
mine reasons for the significantly greater stress frequency
scores reported by slemesntary principals relative toc the
scores of higﬁ school principals.,

6. A study should be conducted to determine the effect
of frequency of communication between the superintendent and
principal on the job security and total job attitude of the

principal.,
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All of us occasionally feel bothered by certain kinds of things
in our work. Listsd below are fourteen things which sometimes
bother people., Hou rrequently do you feel beothered by each of them?

Please answer each item by choosing cne of the four alternatives:
Never; Sometimes; Rather Often; Nearly all the time,

1. Feeling that you have too little authority to carry out the
responsibilities assigned to you

NEVER SOMETIMES RATHER OFTEN NEARLY ALL THE TIME

2., Being unclear on just what the scope and responsibilities
of your job are

NEVER  SOMETIMES RATHER GFTEN NEARLY ALL THE TIME

3. Not knowing what opportunities for advancement or promotion
exist for you

NEVER SOMETIMES RATHER OFTEN NEARLY ALL THE TIME

4, Feeling that you haye too heavy a work load, one that you
can't possibly finish during an ordirary uorkday

NEVER = SOMETIMES RATHER UOFTEN NEARLY ALL THE TIME

5. Thinking that you'll not be able to satisfy the conflicting
demands of various pecple over you

NEVER SOMETIMZIS RATHER OFTEN NEARLY ALL THE TIME

6. Feeling that you're not fully qualified to handle your job

NEVER SOMETIMES RATHER OFTEN NEARLY ALL THE TIME

7. Not knowing what your supervisor thinks of you, hou he
evaluates your performance

NEVER SOMETIMES RATHER OFTEN NEARLY ALL THE TIME

8. The fact that you can't get information needed to carry out
your job

NEVER SOMETIMES RATHER OFTEN NEARLY ALL THE TIMNE

9, Having to decidse things that affect the lives of individuals,
people that you knou

NEVER SOMETIMTS RATHER GFTEN NEARLY ALL THE TINE

10, Feeling that you may not be liked and accepted by the people
you work with

NEVER SOMETIMES RATHER OFTEN NEARLY ALL THE TIME
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11. Fesling unable to influence your immediate supervisor's
decisions and actions that affect you

NEVER SOMETIMZS- RATHER OFTEN NEARLY ALL THE TIME

12, Feeling that your progress on the job is not what it should
be or could be

NEVER SOMETIMNES RATHER OFTEN MEAR:..Y ALL THE TiME
1%, Thinking that someone else may get the job abovs you, the

one you are directly in line for
NEVER SOMETIMES RATHER OFTEN NEARLY ALL THE TIME

14, Feeling that you have too much responsibility and authority
delegated to you by your superiors

NEVER SOMETIMEIS RATHER OFTEN NEARLY ALL THE TIME
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ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE

Check {~/ ) one column for each statement to

indicate whether you agree or disagree with
mark the last column,

it. If you cannot decids,

297

»

The hours of work necessary to
perform my job are not excessive,

AGREE

| DISAGREE

CANNOT
DECIDE

2,

I understand how my job relates
to other jobs in my school and
district,

3

Working conditions in this
district are better than in
other districts.

G

The pay here is lower than in
other school systems in this
area,

Se

The monies needed to run this

'school effectively are available.

6o

I understand what benefits are
provided for principals. (&.9.,
health insurance, life insurance,
paid vacation time, etc.)

7,

The people 1 work with help each
other when someone has problems,
or gets in a tight spot.

Be

Wy uuperin enden: is too
interested in his owun success
to care about my needs.

e ] AL T AR (1037 ] S RS S L

9, M

ﬁer*ntendent is aluays
breat ing down my neckj; he

watches me too closely.

10.

My superintendent gives me
credit and praise fer work well
done,

11,

I could really use some assistance

‘with my administtative and super-

visory duties (e.g., assistant
principal(s), department chairmen,
team leaders, etc,)

12,

If I have a complaint to make,
I feel free to talk to the
assistant superintendent(s) or

superintendent.

W
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13,

My superintendent sses that
principals are properly
trained for their joobs.

298

AGREE

DISAGREE

CANNOT
DECIDE

14,

My superintendent sess that
1 have the equipment and
supplies I rieed to do my Jjob.

15.

The Board of Education and the
superintendent are really trying
to improve the district..

16.

There is cooperation betuween 1 :

my school and other schools in
the district.

- 17.

Teachers in my school look to
me as an instructional leader.,

18.

"ment, -

The superintendent and Board of
Education encourage principals
to make suggestions for improve-

19.

speed-ups or unexpsected slack

I am often bothered by sudden

periods in ny work.

20,

Qualified district employees
are usually overlooked when
filling job openings for
higher positions.

21.

Compared with other schools,
my school gets very little

attention from the superintendent
and the board of educaticn.

22,

Sometimes I feel that my job
counts for very little in this
district. :

23,

The longer I wcrk for this
school system the more I fesl
I belong.

N
N

I have a gréat deal of interest
in this school district and its
future, -

25.

I have little opportunity to use
my abilities and skills in this
district.,
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26.

There are plenty of good job
oppertunities in this school
system for those who want to
get ahead.

299

AGREE

DISAGREE}

CANNOT
DECIDE

27.

I often feel worn out and tired
on my job.

28,

The superintendent and board
of education expect too much
work from principals in this
district.

29,

The district should provide
more opportunities for employees
to know each other.

30.

For my kind of job, working
conditions are acceptable to me.

31.

1'm paid appropriately compared
with other employees in the
district.

Compared uith other districts,
this district's benefits are good.

A few people I work with think
they run the school.

The people I Work with get along
well together.

My superintendent has aluays
been fair in his dealings with nme.

360'

W T e

37,

My superintendent gets employees
to uvork together as a team.

R O P gy

I have confidence in the fairness
and honesty of the superintendent
and the board of education.

38.

The superintendent and the board
of education here are really
interested in ths welfare of
district smployees.

39,

Most of my superiors are friendly
touards ms.

40,

1 work in a friendly environment,
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41,

My superintendent lets me know
what is expected of me.

<

AGREE

DISAGREE

CANNOT

DECIDE

42,

1 don't receive snough informa-
tion from the superintendent and:
board of education,.

o |

43,

I know how iy job fits in with
others in this district.

44,

This school system does a poor

job of keeping ms posted on
information I want to kncuw about
the district.

45.

I think informality is carried
too far in %his school district,.

46.

Principals can get Tired Trom
this district without much causee.

I can be sure of my job as lon

as I do good worke.

48,

I have plenty of rreegom Of CNE

.job to use my oun judgment.

49,

My superintendent allous me
reasonable leesway in making
mistakes. :

50.

I really feel part of this school
district,

51

The people who get promotions
in this district usually deserve

. them,

52,

I can learn a great deal on my
present job.

53.

A
My job is often dull and
monotonous.

There is too much pressure on
7 me in my Jjob. .

I am required to spend too much
time on- the job.

L

56,

I have the right equipment to
do my work,
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57.

My pay is enough to live on
comfortably.

301

AGREE

DISAGREE

——y
CANNOT
DECIDE

58.

I'm satisfied with the way
employee beneflts are handled
here.

59.

I wish I had more oppoffunity

- to socialize with my associates,

60,

The people I work with are
very friendly.

61,

My superintendent uelcomes my

ideas even when they differ
from his own.

62,

My superintendent ought to be
friendlier toward building
principals.

63,

My superlntendent keeps his
promises.

64.

I am kept well informed about
important community events,

65,

The superintendent and the
board of education ignore my
suggestions and complaints,

66,

My superintendent is not
qualified for his job.

67.

I feel accepted by the people
with whom I work.

68,

I have ample opportunity to -

- see the end results of my work,

69.

My superintendent has enough
authority and backing to perform
his job uwell,

"I do not get encugh instruction

about how to da 3 job.

I can say what I think around here.

I knou where 1 stand with my
superintendent,

When terminations are necessary,

‘they are handled fairly.
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CANNOT
AGREE DISAGREE DECIDE

74, 1 am very much undefpaid for the
work I do,

75, I'm really doing something
worthuhile in my job.

1" IR i ‘
76,-1I'm proud to work for this school. §. ; . -
district,

77 The superintendent gives building
principals too much freedom to
decidse things on their ouwn,

78, 1 received fair treatment in
my last evaluation,

79. During the past six months 1
have seriously considered
getting a job elseuwhere.

80, This district's problem-solving
procedure is adeguate for
handling our problems and
complaints,

81, I would recommend employment
in this schcol system to my
friends,

82, My superintendent did a good
job in discussing my last
evaluation with me.

83. My pay is the most important
source of satisfaction from

my Jjob. . : [

84, Favoritism is a problem in ;
my area.

-85, I have very feu complaints about
our staff's lunch facilities.

86, Most people I know in this
,community have a good opinion
/gof this schzol district.

5.

874 Principals are sufficiently
involved in the hiring process
for new staff members.

}BB. I can usually contact my
superintendent when I need him,

3
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89.

Most school district employees
are placed in jobs that make
good use of their abilities.

303

AGREE

DISAGREE

CANNOT
DECIDE

90,

I receive adequate training
for my needs.,

91, I!

I've gone as far as I can in this
district.

S2.

My job seems to be leading to
the kind of future I uwante.

93,

There is too much persocnal
friction and competition among
principals.

94,

The amount aof effort I put into
my job is appreciated in this
school district,

95,

This district encourages and
supports professional growth
activities for principals

(e.g., attendance at conventions,

partial or full reimbursemsnt

for course work, etc.)

\\: .
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

Sources of Satisfaction in Job

1. What do you look for in a job? What makes a job a
good one for you?

2, What are some of the things that would make a job
bad for you?

3. Houw do you feel about your present job in these
respects? How does it compare with other jobs you know .
about?

4, What aspects of your job do you find most satisfying?
5, What do you find least satisfying in your job?

6. If you could redesign your job so it would be most
satisfying for you, what would you like to have changed about
it? ;

7. What would have to be done to bring about that change?

-8, What are the possibilities that these things could be
done?

’ 9., Have there been any attempts to make these changes in
the past?

10. Is anything being done now along these lines?

11. What have you thought about doing to make your job
. better for you?

12, All things considered, how satisfied are you with ths
wvay things are on your job?

Please answer the following questions yass, no or cannot decids,

13, "I'm really doing something worthuhile in my job,"
(correlates with #75 on instrument - relates to
achizvement)

14, "The amount of effort I put into my job is appreciated
in this district." (correlates with #94 on instrument -
relates to recognition)

15. "The monies needed to run this school effectively ars
available." (correlates with #5 on instrument - relates
to physical)



305
16. "I'm paid appropriately compared with other employees

in the district." (correlates with #31 on instrument -
relates to economic)

Experienced Stress and Coping Technigues

1. How Jdo you feel on this subjzct? (stress and pressure)

2, Do you feel that your job imposes some stress and
pressure beyond that which most pecple experience?

3. What are some of the conditions or situations you
have to deal with that you think are particularly stressful
or pressure-inducing?

4, As yonu ses it, what leads to your feelings of stress?

9. Could you tell me about the last time you were in a
stressful situation here on ycur job?

6. Hou did you feel about this .when it came up?

7. Houw did it dork out? Did the problem finally get
solved to your satisfaction?

8. Have there been any instances in the last year or so
when the prassure was so great that you felt you could not
handle the situation? .

9. What happened?

Please indicate to what extent you feel bothered by each of
these: Never Sometimes Rather 0ften Nearly All The Time

10, "Feeling that you have too heavy a work load, cne
that you can't possibly finish during an ordinary
workday." (corresponds to #4 on Tension Index -
physical)

11. "Having to decide things that affect the livee of
individuals, people that you know." (corresponds to
#9 on Tension Index - responsibility)
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o[:'nco[nwood’ ScAoo[ :bidfrid ’ﬂuméer 74

6950 gaaf prairie
Jinca/::wona/, ./a”inaid 61645

OFehard 5-8234

February 7, 1984

I'm pleased to include this note with the material
enclosed from George Steffen.

George Steffen has been a member of our faculty for
thirteen years. During that time, he completed a master's
degree at Loyola University and he is now engaged in writing
a dissertation for his doctorate at the same school.

v George's research relates to a topic which is much in
the news these days - stress and morale. While most studies
and articles have been on teacher burn out, George is seeking
data concerning stress on suburban principals - both elementary
and secondary.

I've read his research design and feel that the study
will be revealing and helpful in the ficld of school adminis-
tration. I urge that you help Gecorge sccure his information
by completing the requested information.

Thank you for your interest and cooperation.

Sincerely,

Marvin Garlich
Superintendent
MG/mvh
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- February 23, 1984

Dear
I NEED YOUR HELPR!

I am a graduate student at Loyola University of Chicago working
on my doctoral dissertation, My director is Dr., Rooert Monks,
The purpose of my study iIs to determine if relationships exist
between sources of organizational stress of elementary and
secondary suburban principais and the motivation and hygiene
needs of these principals.

All high school principals in suburban Cook County are being

asked to participate as well as a randomly selected sample of
elementary principals. VYou will find enclosed two gquestionnaires—=
the Job-Relatecd Tension Index and the Attitude Questionnaire,
Please fill out both and return them to me in the enclosed
self-addressed, stamped envelope by Friday, March 23, 1984,

A summary of the results of the study will be sent to all
respondents who so indicate at the end of the Job=-Related

Tension Indexe.

A small number of randomly selected respondents to the
questionnaire will be asked to further assist the researcher
in a follow-up interview.

I would like to state here that the confidentiality of your
responses is assured, and youranonymity as an individual is
protected., You will not, under any circumstances, be
individually icdentified. The anonymity of this research

is being stressed both to follow ethical procedures and to
relieve you of any pressure you might feel in providing
honest answers to the questions. You need not write your
name on either guestionnaire., Number coding is for the sole
purpose of facilitating data gathering and analysis,

Your responses are most important to the study since I am
trying to get as near as possible to a "perfect sample®,
This would mean getting a reply from everyone who received
the guestionnaires,

Thank you in advance for your consideration and support. 1
am most grateful for your cou-operation,

Sincerely,

George Steffen
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APPROVAL SHEET

The dissertatiom submitted by George F. Steffen has besen
read and approved by the fcllowing committee:

Or. Robert L. fMonks, Director
Associate Professor
Administration and Supervision
School of Education, lLoyola

Dr. Max A. Bailey

Associate Professor
Administration and Supervision
School of Education, toyola

Dr. frederick C. Lunenburqg
.Assistant Professor
Administration and Supervision
.School of Education, Loyola

The final copies have been sxamined by the director of the
‘dissertation and the signature which appears belou verifises
the fact that any necessary changes have been incorporated
and that the dissertation is now given final approval by the
Committee with reference to content and fcrm,

The dissertation is therefore acceptad in partial fulfillment
.of the requirements for the degree ef Doctor of Education,

e Y R o A

‘Date : _ Director's Signaturs
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