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The problem of this study was the conflict perceived by 

Texas Public High School Principals involving two roles 

which have been described as contradictory in nature; namely 

as an instructional leader and as a building manager. This 

study was also concerned with the level of job satisfaction 

of the Texas Public High School Principal. 

1,205 Texas Public High School Principals identified by 

the Texas Education Agency and University Interscholastic 

League were mailed a three part questionnaire survey. 700 

principals (or 58.09% of the entire population) returned the 

completed surveys. 

The questionnaire "Demographic Survey for Texas Public 

High School Principals" consisted of eight questions. The 

thirty-four statement "Questionnaire for Texas High School 

Principals" allowed principals to provide their perceptions 

of the roles and responsibilities for their present position 

as well as an ideal position. The final questionnaire, the 

four question "Survey of Job Satisfaction", assessed the 

level of job satisfaction for each principal. 



Hypothesis one was analyzed with a one-way ANOVA to 

determine if principals differed in their perceptions of 

their job roles and job positions. These positions included 

both the present job position and a more desired or ideal 

job position. The differences in these positions resulted in 

conflict. Hypothesis two utilized a point bi-serial 

correlation to find a significant difference in the number 

of satisfied and dissatisfied principals. Research questions 

one through three compared the responses from the surveys by 

the demographic variables. Significant differences for 

perceptions of instructional leadership and building 

management, job satisfaction, and conflict respectively were 

reported. 

A summary, findings, conclusions, implications, and 

recommendations for further study, conclude the 

dissertation. Findings of the study conclude that the more 

assistance a principal has, the less conflict the principal 

seems to have between the roles of instructional leader and 

building manager. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

Public school principals, now more than ever, face 

conflict daily in regard to the dual roles in which they are 

expected to perform. The classical theory behind these 

difficulties that the principals are facing is role theory. 

Role theory states that when the behaviors expected of an 

individual are inconsistent, the individual will experience 

stress, become dissatisfied, and perform less effectively 

than if the expectations imposed on him did not exist. Role 

theory also deals with role ambiguity which is defined as 

the lack of necessary information available to a given 

organizational position. 

When role ambiguity exists in an organization, the 

role incumbent may take measures to avoid problems, such as 

stress. According to role theory, ambiguity should increase 

the probability of dissatisfaction, anxiety, distortion of 

reality, and will eventually affect job performance (Rizzo, 

House, and Lirtzman 1970). This conflict may be defined as 

broadly as "disagreement regarding the boundaries of one's 

role (Zahra 1985) or as narrowly as difference in the 

perception of job roles and responsibilities. "When 

integration does not occur (between these roles), conflict 
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can occur between expectations of the role set and those of 

the focal person for himself or herself- (Rata and Kahn 

1966). 

Previous studies have indicated that multiple roles and 

multiple lines of authority have been accompanied by role 

conflict concerning dissatisfaction and loss of efficiency 

and effectiveness (Rizzo, House, and Lirtzman 1970). 

Therefore, one primary conflict which the principal must 

encounter, lies in determining which aspect of the job to 

emphasize (Anderson and Lavid 1986; Rallis and Highsmith 

1986; Afton 1974; Ploghoft and Perkins 1988). For the 

purposes of this study, this aspect pertains to two job 

roles of the school principal; the roles of building manager 

and instructional leader. 

For many years, the principal has been regarded by 

many as a 'building manager'. During the late 1960's and 

1970's, school leadership became, by necessity, a management 

role (wentz 1989). in this role, the principal has been 

responsible for the discipline of students, maintenance of 

the building, phone calls, meetings, school buses, 

interaction with parents, submitting the campus budget, and 

putting out fires of any and all sizes and kinds'. 

In their article, First and Carr (1987) mention tasks 

of principals such as answering telephone calls, moving from 

one issue to another, as well as the time necessary to 
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collect one's wits. The above authors also state that the 

principal should possess patience, endurance, and sheer 

energy to perform the multitude of the required 

responsibilities, if any time has been allotted in the daily 

school schedule for instructional related activities such as 

assessing and assisting teachers (the purpose of the Texas 

Teacher Appraisal System [T.T.A.s.]), that time has usually 

been insufficient in both quality and quantity as most of 

the principal's time is consumed with organizational 

meetings throughout the day and athletic and community 

events in the evening (Mojkoski 1987). 

Therefore, since many administrators are discouraged 

with the demands placed upon their time by teachers, 

parents, central office personnel, and school board members 

(while performing the role necessary to manage the school), 

they do not believe that they control their own destiny or 

that they have any autonomy and may even leave the 

profession (Walberg and Keefe 1986). Blumberg (1985) states 

that maintaining the system so to keep such groups as the 

school board content would require anticipating and 

confronting conflict and (hopefully) diminishing it. 

Although the role of the building manager has remained 

rather 'status quo' with many custodial duties required, the 

role of the instructional leader has been considered as that 

of a -change agent', if change is to be accomplished in a 



school setting, several factors must be present at the 

leadership level. These include clear goals, commitment, 

support of change, and high expectations (Murphy et al. 

1986). The instructional leader in the school attempts to 

help the children in the school by assisting teachers to 

focus upon successful teaching strategies, by encouraging 

improvement, and by being aware of the environment of the 

school. 

One of the major responsibilities of the school 

administrator is to make judgments regarding the quality of 

school programs and the effectiveness of the staff members 

(Larson 1984). Research has also shown that the leadership 

of principals make the difference regarding instruction, but 

the principals must have the time necessary to evaluate the 

program. Not having the available time to make a difference 

is discouraging (Walberg and Keefe 1986). Although the 

amount of the principal's time needed for instructional 

leadership is debatable, recommendations range from forty 

percent (Hanny 1987) to seventy-five percent (Roe and Drake 

1980). in a 1981 study, Martin and Willower found that only 

17.4 percent of the principal's time was spent on 

instructional leadership activities. 

In Texas, school principals have found one of the more 

controversial and time consuming tasks to be that of 

appraising teachers under a new system. In contrast to the 

former types of evaluative processes (check lists, 
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satisfactory versus unsatisfactory performance, no 

evaluation at all)/ this more recent document called the 

Texas Teacher Appraisal System (T.T.A.S.), has mandated a 

movement in the direction of instructional leadership and 

the improvement of teaching. T.T.A.S. is one of three areas 

in which school principals are required to attend in-service 

training, the other areas being instructional leadership and 

general management (the latter being composed of training in 

organizations, personnel management, and accounting) (Texas 

Education Agency, T.E.C. 13.353(c), Texas School Law 

Bulletin 1986). 

This appraisal system in itself may produce conflict 

for the principal as the principal must not only personally 

participate in annual- training and recertification, but 

must also spend a great amount of time during the day 

assessing, evaluating, and meeting with teachers. By law, 

each appraisal must last 45 minutes; therefore, a principal 

evaluating 60 teachers would spend 45 hours in assessment, 

then several more hours in conference providing feedback 

concerning the evaluation. But when can time be found for 

this assessment and evaluation of teachers? The prevailing 

attitude seems to be that a principal will find or create 

the time necessary for this task. In their study of 

principals (Bailey, Fillos, and Kelly 1987), those leaders 

identified as exemplary were those who found the time to 
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plan and set goals. One writer even commented "... Classroom 

observations must be scheduled like other activities" 

(Stephens 1984). 

It has been suggested that universities and public 

schools should collaborate to improve this training for 

administrators so that principals may keep abreast of new 

educational practices and skills (Clinton 1986). Even 

William J. Bennett, then Secretary of the United States 

Department of Education asked "... and once you recruit and 

select principals that have the capacity for educational 

leadership, are you providing the training that is suited to 

the demands of educational leadership, or is it geared 

merely toward the exigencies of building management?" 

(Bennett 1986). 

The New Jersey Board of Education is now requiring all 

new principals to earn a Master of Business in 

Administration degree, submit to an assessment of teaching 

and management skills, and complete a two year residency 

that includes some classroom teaching duties before 

certification is granted (Gorman 1988/89). Due to the fact 

that each role is unique within itself and that the training 

that principals have received (in past years) may not have 

been equal with one role being emphasized over the other, 

this conflict places increased pressure on the building 

level administrator. 
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It seems that the principal is coming under intense 

scrutiny from all sides (Finn 1987) which coupled with 

pressure, causes stress which can (and does) lead to burnout 

and failure (Vanderpol, 1981). in the state of Texas, recent 

educational reforms such as House Bill 72 (Texas' version of 

the educational reform movement enacted by the Texas 

Legislature in 1984) (Kemerer 1986), have drastically 

redefined the roles and functions of principals with a 

greater emphasis being placed on instructional leadership. 

An in-depth study of this role conflict and how it 

affects the job satisfaction of principals would be both 

beneficial not only to principals and aspiring principals, 

but also might assist those institutions which help prepare, 

train, and support principals (i.e. universities, central 

administrations, and regional service centers). The 

literature for such a study will be, as a whole, national in 

nature and generalized for principals in the state of Texas. 

However, a sufficient amount of literature concerning Texas 

principals exists which will serve for comparisons with the 

national literature as well as information on Texas Public 

High School Principals. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was the conflict perceived by 

Texas Public High School Principals involving two roles 

which have been described as contridictory in nature; 
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namely as an instructional leader and as a building manager. 

This study was also concerned with the level of job 

satisfaction of the Texas Public High School Principal. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study were as follows: 

1. To determine the following demographic 

characteristics of Texas Public High School Principals: 

professional experience, gender, ethnicity, education, 

school enrollmemt, district enrollment, previous experience 

as a teacher, and number of assistant principals 

2. To determine, analyze, and compare the perceptions 

of Texas Public High School Principals concerning their 

present and ideal roles as instructional leaders 

3. To determine, analyze, and compare the perceptions 

of Texas Public High School Principals concerning their 

present and ideal roles as building managers 

4. To measure the level of job satisfaction of Texas 

Public High School Principals 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1 

There is no significant difference in the 

perception of Texas Public High School Principals between 

their present and ideal positions as instructional leaders 

and building managers. 
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Hypothesis 2 

There is no significant difference in the level of 

job satisfaction of Texas Public High School Principals. 

Research Questions 

1. Do Texas Public High School Principals differ in 

their perceptions of the roles of instructional leadership 

and building management in terms of: 

a. School enrollmemt (U.I.L.) 

b. Gender 

c. Degrees earned 

d. Professional experience as a principal 

e. Ethnicity 

f. Teaching background 

g. District enrollment 

h. Number of assistant principals/other 

administrative personnel 

2. Do Texas Public High School Principals differ in 

their level of job satisfaction in terms of: 

a. School enrollmemt (U.I.L.) 

b. Gender 

c. Degrees earned 

d. Professional experience as a principal 

e. Ethnicity 

f. Teaching background 

g. District enrollment 
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h. Number of assistant principals/other 

administrative personnel 

3. Do Texas Public High School Principals perceive a 

conflict between the roles of instructional leadership and 

building management in terms of: 

a. School enrollmemt (U.I.L.) 

b. Gender 

c. Degrees earned 

d. Professional experience as a principal 

e. Ethnicity 

f. Teaching background 

g. District enrollment 

h. Number of assistant principals/other 

administrative personnel 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms are of special importance and will 

be used in this study: 

Assistant (Vice) Principal-Th* person who assists the 

principal or relieves the principal of duties that might not 

be handled effectively by other personnel (Wood 1979). 

[In Texas, assistant principals earn the same administrative 

certificate as principals]. 

Career Ladder-A type of merit pay plan established for 

Texas teachers by House Bill 72 and funded in state funds 

per student's average daily attendance. Advancement on the 
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four-step ladder is linked to certification/ years of 

experience, and professional effectiveness (Kemerer 1986). 

Effective Schools-Those schools which have identified 

as employing characteristics to help insure success in its 

students such as high expectations, a strong instructional 

leader, etc... (Effective Schools 1983). 

Hi^h School-A school facility that houses pupils in 

grades 9-12 or 10-12 (Castaldi 1982). 

H o u s e B i l 1 li-Known as "The Education Reform Act of 

1984," Texas' version of public school educational reform 

that swept the nation in the early 1980's. This bill passed 

by the Texas Legislature in the summer of 1984, included 

provisions for revamping the state's procedure for 

observing, appraising, and evaluating public school 

teachers, as well as the enactment of the "Career Ladder" 

(Kemerer 1986). 

Independendent School District (I.S.D.)-A school 

district located in a county which does not support county 

school administrations by ad valorem tax revenue (Texas 

Education Agency, Texas School Law Bulletin, 1986). 

Instructional Leader-A dimension of quality which is 

distinguished by the way a principal is concerned with 

creating a school climate. The climate is characterized by 

defining, interpreting, and establishing school goals; 

developing a dynamic curriculum; and implementing a 
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stimulating and productive learning environment for every 

student (Roe and Drake 1980). 

Instructional Leadership-The process of altering the 

behavior of those involved in teaching and learning 

activities aimed toward achieving the goals of the school 

(Roe and Drake 1980). 

Job Satisfaction-An attitude held by a person which 

reflects an evaluation of a particular component in the work 

place (Szilagyi 1984). 

Regional Educational Service Centers-Centers located 

througout the state to provide educational services to 

school districts and coordinate educational in the region 

(Texas Education Agency, Texas School Law Bulletin 1986). 

Role Ambiguity-The lack of information regarding 

evaluation of one's work or the state of behavioral 

requirements which may be doubtful, obscure, or indistinct 

(Kahn et al. 1964). 

ff.ole Conflict-Interaction between individuals and/or 

groups with incompatible goals (Caplow 1976); Emotional or 

mental struggles resulting from incompatible needs, drives, 

wishes or external or internal demands (Webster 1973). For 

the purposes of the instrument used in this study; the 

differences between perceptions concerning job 

responsibilities for the present position held and a more 

desired or "ideal" position. 
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§ c h o°l Manager-A dimension of quality which is 

distinguished by the way a principal procures, coordinates, 

and deploys the material and personnel necessary to 

accomplish the tasks and goals associated with the smooth 

operation of the school. [This is accomplished by 

maintaining the 'status quo'] (Roe and Drake 1980). 

Texas Education Agency (T.E.A.)-The Central Education 

Agency m the state of Texas composed of the state Board of 

Education, the state Board for Vocational Education, the 

State Commissioner of Education, and the state Department of 

Education which exercise general control of the system of 

public education at the state level. 

Texas High School Principal-The person who has 

instructional and management training and authority to lead 

a public educational institution serving any combination of 

grades 9-12 (Texas Education Agency, Texas School Law 

Bulletin, 1986). For purposes of this survey, the 

"head" principal, not an assistant principal. 

Texas Teacher Appraisal System (T.T.A.S.)-A teacher 

appraisal process implemented on a statewide basis in 1986 

(addressed by House Bill 72) intended to encourage 

professional growth for both teachers and administrators and 

to improve instruction in classrooms (Texas Education 

Agency, Appraisal Manual, 1988). 

University Interscholastic League (U.I.L.)-The 

organization that establishes regulations and guidelines for 
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the purpose of extracurricular competition between Texas 

Public Schools (Kemerer 1986). The U.I.L. sets the 

enrollment (per school) criteria that is used to assign a 

certain school to a certain class [ex. ABC High School, 1700 

students, Class AAAAA] (The Dallas Times Herald 1989). 

Class AAAAA; High Schools with 1,470 or more students. 

Class AAAA : High Schools with 740-1,469 students. 

Class AAA : High Schools with 300-739 students. 

Class AA s High Schools with 145-299 students. 

Class A ; High Schools with 144 or fewer students. 

This criteria is important since school size is 

sometimes reported in terms of a certain classification 

rather than the number of students actually enrolled. 

Significance of the Study 

The study will be significant in that it will provide 

information to those presently employed in the educational 

profession as well anyone with an interest in the 

organization of a high school. 



CHAPTER II 

RELATED RESEARCH 

During the early 1980's, American industrial leaders 

and businessmen began to speak out on the decline of 

industrial productivity in the United States. Publications 

such as A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational 

R e £ o r m (National Commission on Excellence 1983) began 

questioning not only such matters as excellence and equity 

in education, but also the decline in test scores of 

students and the effect of those scores on industrial 

productivity. Further reports that followed included 

Tomorrow's Teachers? A Report To the Holmes Group (Holmes 

Group 1986) and A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 21st 

Century (Carnegie Forum on Education and Economy 1986). 

These publications reported the concern in bringing 

about changes in teaching and in the preparation of 

teachers.-In response to such publications along with 

increased expectations by parents, community members, and by 

legislators, an educational reform movement began spreading 

across the United States. Those in favor of the reform 

stated that the schools were at fault for the decline in 

productivity and proposed to increase the achievement of 

15 



16 

those students in the schools so that American students 

could "measure up" to students in others countries. 

Other recommendations of the movement included an 

increase in required academic courses necessary to graduate 

from high school, literacy in computer science, the teaching 

of at least one foreign language (beginning in elementary 

school), a "back to basics" approach for reading, writing, 

and mathematics, and an increased awareness in science and 

international areas; all which were to be implemented to 

increase test scores (vik 1984). Secondary principals have 

affirmed these recommendations having stated that the most 

important goals for students is acquiring basic skills in 

reading, writing, and computing (National Association of 

Secondary School Principals Newsletter 1988). 

What effect has this educational movement had upon one 

of the most important members of the educational team, the 

principal? How and to what extent have the results of this 

movement caused conflict for the principal, especially in 

regard to the dual role as instructional leader and building 

manager? 

The literature suggests that the position which the 

principal holds is not a simple one. "The work of the 

principal is fast, complex, fragmented, serendipitous, and 

isolated" (Lambert 1987). Diverse demands that have been 

placed upon the principal have many times been reactive 

rather than proactive (Peterson 1985). when these demands 
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have necessitated change involving people, resistance has 

usually appeared regardless of how much sense the change 

makes, it has often been said that people do not resist 

change, but that they resist being changed (Student 1978). 

It has been suggested that principals can meet the 

challenges posed by the reform only by identifying and 

confronting each dilemma they encounter and exerting the 

necessary leadership (Walberg and Keefe 1986). 

One of the central themes of educational reform 

involving the principal is that of the research regarding 

"effective schools." Effective schools are those which have 

been identified as those that employ a strong instructional 

leader as principal, staffs who have high expectations for 

student success (-all students can learn; all students will 

learn"), a school climate which fosters learning, and 

instructional in-service and training made available for the 

staff (Effective Schools 1983). 

The literature on effectiveness identifies the 

principal as the instructional leader on the campus and 

therefore, the key factor in school success (Blank 1987; 

Clausen 1985; LeSound and Grany 1988). it seems that the 

pendulum has begun swinging back from the days of management 

crises of the 1960's and 1970's toward more of an 

instructional focus (Wentz 1989). Arguably, Bauck (1987) 

stated that effective principals are found mostly in larger 
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schools which have adequately sized staffs, support 

services, and the higher pupil expenditures for establishing 

the necessary programs for the students. 

Another article stated that four keys areas exist for 

instructional leadership: autonomy, authority, 

responsibility, and the support of the central office and 

school board (Herman and Stephens 1989). Pigford (1989) 

suggests that some principals have been counterproductive as 

they lack the knowledge, training or commitment necessary 

for excellence. 

Role Conflict 

The underlying concept of the dissonance between 

instructional leadership and building management can be 

traced back to classical role conflict. Role conflict occurs 

when behaviors expected of an individual are inconsistent 

with those behaviors which actually occur. The individual 

may experience stress and become dissatisfied. This stress 

and dissatisfaction may result in decreased effectiveness 

and decreased individual satisfaction (Rizzo, House, and 

Lirtzman 1970). 

In their classic study of air force training schools, 

Getzels and Guba (1954) reported that role conflict occurred 

when an participant was required to fill simultaneously two 

or more roles that could have been inconsistent in nature. 

Since the individual could not fully meet the conflicting 
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roles, he was judged ineffective in the management of one or 

another of these roles. 

Other authors such as Katz and Kahn (1966), define 

role conflict as the simultaneous occurrence of two or more 

role transmissions such that compliance with one role would 

make compliance with the other difficult. In some instances, 

compliance with one role could be completely contradictory 

to the other. 

With very few exceptions, research shows that role 

conflict produces negative consequences and results for 

individuals and organizations. This becomes apparent when 

members of an organization receive instruction from a 

superior that is in conflict with ethics, creeds, or 

professional doctrines (Krayer 1986). 

Role Conflict in Schools 

One major source of conflict occurs when the principal 

is required to evaluate the teacher for the "Career Ladder" 

and the T.T.A.S. at the same time. Teachers can currently 

earn up to $4,0000 on this "Ladder", depending on 

performance against a published set of criteria. However, 

since funds for the Career Ladder are limited, some 

principals are forced to "rank-order" teachers, thereby 

limiting those who may qualify. This ranking may be based on 

such factors as the number of years employed in the 
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district, but must be formally adopted by the school board 

as a criteria for stricter performance (Schultz 1987; 

McKinney et al. 1988). This, of course, can lead to 

resentment among the teaching faculty, especially those who 

would qualify if sufficient funding were available. 

One Texas school administrator recently stated that 

the Career Ladder has had little positive effect of 

improvement other than monetary reward. It has pitted 

teacher against teacher and further raised the barrier 

between teachers and administrator. Scrap the current career 

ladder and use the money to increase salaries around the 

state" (Bowman 1987). 

The State Education Office and Code mandate that the 

principal evaluate the teachers for the T.T.A.S., while at 

the same time the teachers see the principal as the obstacle 

between themselves and $4,000.00. Mid-managers such as the 

principal are extremely vulnerable when they are expected to 

reconcile the pressures from above with the resentment below 

(Student 1978). The principal is directed to help control 

the number of teachers that are placed or maintained on the 

career ladder. At the same time, teachers are expecting 

better ratings and more "E.Q.'s' (exceptional quality 

ratings needed to help qualify a teacher for the career 

ladder). This is not unlike the situation mid-managers face 
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in factories when they must contend with the upper-

management and the line workers. 

Another conflict the principal faces involves the 

perception teachers have about the visibility of the 

principal. Many teachers believe that principals who are not 

accessible for management tasks or who are not visible at a 

moment's notice can not be effective leaders (Blase 1986-

87). when principals are inside classrooms evaluating 

teachers (as instructional leaders should be), they can not 

personally tend to managerial duties, it is important that 

principals be considered visible as long as they are 

performing necessary tasks in the arena of the school, such 

as conducting evaluations inside classrooms. 

Teachers also suggest that the principal can not 

possess sufficient knowledge in all academic areas to be 

competent for evaluations and assessments. This includes the 

principal who did not know Spanish but evaluated a teacher 

who conducted a class in Spanish or the principal who said, 

"I just didn't see it" in response to the teacher who was 

marked down for failing to vary instructional practices 

(Tyson-Bernstein 1987). Such impressions by teachers may 

lead to arbitrary and/or capricious feelings from faculty 

members, especially if the teacher did not receive a desired 

evaluation. These expectations might lead to superficial 

support as the principal might be viewed as undependable in 
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supporting future activities of teachers (Blase 1986-87). 

However, the T.T.A.S. Appraisal Manual (Texas Education 

Agency 1988) declares that there are many common teaching 

behaviors that occur which can serve as areas of evaluation. 

When the time necessary for evaluating teachers is 

finally available, will teachers use the information gained 

for the best advantage possible? Sergiovanni (1989) 

questions if a teacher will continue to employ those 

behaviors appraised by principals (even after all 

evaluations completed) or if the teacher will revert back to 

teaching the way the teacher likes best and is used to. One 

suggestion made by educators is that teachers with advanced 

credentials (lead teachers, department chairmen, etc...) 

could assist the principal in decision making regarding the 

instructional program (Payzant 1987). 

Conflict of the Principal 

How do principals feel about this pressure or conflict? 

As principals begin to make the transition from manager to 

instructional leader, several agree on needs that are 

currently unmet. These needs include selection of staff, 

perception by teachers, vision, federal and state 

regulations, time management, experience, and authority. 

The practice of selecting teachers varies from district 

to district. In some districts, the principal makes the 

decision about the employment of a teacher. In other 
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districts, the teacher might be hired by an Assistant 

Superintendent or Personnel Director. In other districts, a 

panel of central office administrators, principals, 

teachers, and parents might arrive at a consensus decision. 

However, most principals will agree that they need some 

input into this process. If the principal is going to 

function as an instructional leader, many feel that it is is 

a priority to screen future employees (Blank 1987; Krajewski 

1977). 

Although principals may view themselves as 

instructional leaders, many teachers see the principal as 

managers and would prefer that the principal manage (Rallis 

and Highsmith 1986). In a 1981 study of 82 Texas Principals, 

Seifert and Beck reported that only 31% of the 246 teachers 

in the study viewed their principals as instructional 

leaders while assessing the purpose of evaluation as 

contract renewal rather than improvement. 

Principals must provide leadership for the organization 

(school) by departing from traditional patterns of 

management behavior and envisioning toward new opportunities 

full of innovation (First and Carr 1987). As a principal 

tries to move out of the management mold and attempts to 

build a vision for the school, several steps can be taken 

which include: 
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1. Pay attention to what is going on in the school now. 

This was referred to as "management by walking around" 

(MBWA) (Peters and Waterman 1982). 

2. Weed out nonessential activities while improving those 

things important for the future of the students (First 

and Carr 1987). 

3. Set a new direction (focus) and share this vision with 

everyone in the organization (First and Carr 1987). 

"An effective school leader must be visionary; he or she 

must be able to see and communicate possibilities and to 

transform them into beliefs that can be shared by everyone in 

the school." (Rallis and Highsmith 1986) 

Another source of conflict for the principal is 

legislation, both state and federal. These laws, ever 

changing, hold schools accountable for providing education for 

all children (Brimm 1981; Swent and Gmelch 1977; 

Vanderpol 1981). Legislation also effects areas such as 

teacher evaluation. Therefore, while a principal is 

attempting to improve instruction (leadership), he is still 

involved in management activities (staying abreast of the 

law). No other organization is charged with such a 

responsibility and principals would benefit from being 

acquainted with the law. 

Corwin and Edilfelt (1977) stated that metropolitan 

area principals saw themselves as survivors, who felt some 

amount of stress, while but were not totally 'burnt out' 
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(Duane, Bridgeland, and Stern 1986). This article also 

stated that older principals considered themselves as 

'organizational men', having mutual trust with colleagues, 

where younger principals considered themselves 'free agents' 

that could act through separate negotiations rather than 

through the good 'ole boy system. Technical skills, which 

this group seems to emphasize (versus the good 'ole boy 

system) along with clear goals and strong incentives are 

factors in helping make up a critical shortage of 

instructional leaders (Cawelti 1987). 

In a study of high school principals (Martin and 

Willower 1981), it was reported that role incumbents were 

subjected to little, if any pressures. Another more recent 

study stated that the principal feels far from confident as 

an instructional leader (Schainker and Roberts 1987). 

Studies on role theory suggest that "multiple authority 

disrupts the individual's orientation to his organization or 

his profession by requiring him to choose between the two" 

(sources of authority position power [legal and formal] and 

professional expertise [collegial] (Rizzo, House, and 

Lirtzman 1970). 

Other causes of stress include management of time and 

finances (Williamson and Campbell 1987). Working 

relationships with subordinates, laws and regulations, 

terminating employees because of reduction in force 

policies, the responsibilities for students, and their own 
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loss of youth have caused principals increased pressures 

(Vanderpol 1981). Effective principals who are able to cope 

with such stresses decrease their work load by delegating 

duties, by separating the important from the trivial, by 

accepting new ideas, and by being available and accessible 

Lemley 1987). And while it is wise to be proactive, many 

principals have put pressure upon themselves by implementing 

a new instructional system without altering the existing 

school setting (Walberg and Keefe 1986). 

Gender of the Principal 

There is a vast amount of literature about the gender 

of the principal concerning Instructional Leadership and 

Building Management. During the late 1800's and early years 

of this century, educational administration as well as 

teaching was considered a female profession. After being 

employed to replace soldiers lost on the battlefront of the 

Civil War, females became the integral force behind 

education making up 85 percent of the elementary teachers 

and 55 percent of the principals by the year 1928 (Rosser 

1980). The numbers may be debatable, but females now make up 

50-70 percent of all elementary and secondary teachers and 

3-23 percent of all principals nationwide with the low end 

representing secondary principals (Jones and Montenago 1982; 

Crow 1985; Rosser 1980). 
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Therefore, it seems logical to assume that education 

has, at least in the last several decades, functioned as a 

dual 'career-track' model. One career track, management, has 

been designated for administrators (usually men) while the 

other track, instruction, has been indicated for teachers 

(usually women). 

Since the profession is moving into more of a dual 

instruction/management mode, a distinction between the roles 

being performed by females and males should be pointed out. 

With their historic background in teaching, women seem to 

create a school climate more conducive to learning. Academic 

achievement is found to be higher in schools and districts 

where women are administrators (Shakeshaft 1986; Rosser 

1980). 

In a 1985 article, Porat stated that the female 

principals tended to focus more upon the classroom than the 

system and were more people-oriented which greatly enhanced 

interrelations with the staff. It was also reported that the 

female principal usually has more teaching experience, 

especially in the development of curriculum (Erickson 1985). 

Gross and Trask (1976) reported that women principals had 

taught 15.9 years to 9.2 years for men principals, a 

difference which is significant. 

In a study of Texas Female Principals, it was found 

that like their national counterparts, they had more 

experience in education than men (45% of the principals and 
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26% of the vice-principals had at least 20 years of 

experience), but were slower in moving into administration 

(Bertl 1987). 

Furthermore, in a study involving some 189 men and 

women principals, there was a high degree of consistency in 

the findings that women principals generally evaluate their 

performance in supervising the instructional program more 

favorably than do men (Gross and Trask 1976). Stereotypes 

concerning femininity and masculinity have impacted women 

who have attempted administrative careers as acceptance of 

stereotypes have promoted role conflict (Adkison 1981). 

These stereotypes may range from the "good old boys" network 

(where information about job openings is limited to a select 

few male colleagues) (Feistritzer 1988; McQuigg and Carlton 

1980; Rosser 1980) to those such as nurturer, caretaker, 

less trained, and less experienced (Pyszkowski 1986; Rosser 

1980). Schulte (1988) states that no matter how high the 

women climb, they will never become a member of the "boy's 

club" and will never be completely accepted as colleagues. 

It has been suggested that management is stereotyped as 

a masculine role (Adkison 1981; Erickson 1985; Pyszkowski 

1986). This would complement the idea of defining 

educational administration as a profession of men who 

admired businessmen and industrialists, while 

differentiating administrators from teachers by emphasizing 

the 'masculine' concerns of financial, organizational, and 
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mechanical rather than the 'feminine' concerns of nurturing 

values and instructing children (Adkison 1981). 

Studies like those of Gross and Trask (1976), 

concluded that men principals derive greater satisfaction 

than women principals in carrying out duties that are 

administrative in nature although no difference was found in 

the importance assigned to administrative duties. This 

satisfaction may account for males perceiving themselves 

being promoted to a higher position beyond the principalship 

more quickly than females (Galabrese 1987). Therefore, 

authors such as McQuigg and Carlton (1980) suggest that this 

dual 'career-track* model be integrated so that competent 

personnel of both sexes can be recruited to assume the 

administrative roles necessary to provide the leadership for 

improvement of educational services. 

Ethnic Origins of Principals 

In a 1988 study, Valverde reported that the populations 

of five Texas school districts (San Antonio, Houston, 

Dallas, El_Paso and Corpus Christi) were made up of at least 

74% minority students. This ethnic make up is not uncommon 

to other large U.S. cites. However, there are very few 

minorities employed in educational administration to 

supervise the education of these students. Concerning the 

ethnicity of principals, most are white who make up 
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approximately 90 percent of the principalships in the United 

States (Feistritzer 1988). The United States Equal 

Employment Opportunity Commission (1975) reported that 87.2% 

of 72,285 principals surveyed were white, 8% black, 1.3% 

Hispanic, .3% American Indian, and .1% listed as Asian. 

Although only sparse data exists on minority 

principals, the literature available suggests that in many 

cases, minorities are assigned to school districts where 

their ethnic group is dominant. (Ortiz 1982) reports that 

these assignments are made to provide role models in the 

schools, to contribute to ethnic culture, and to maintain a 

vital linkage between the ethnic group and the school. 

Nearly 65% of all Mexican-American principals head 

predominantly Mexican-American Schools. It was further found 

that minorities, when placed in a principalship in a 

minority school, held a hierarchical position below that of 

other principals (of other races) because of the lower 

status conferred upon minority schools (Yeakey, Johnston, 

and Adkison 1986). 

Ortiz (1982) also concluded that minorities were not 

represented in many principalships because they did not 

interface with the school organization in the same manner as 

white administrators. This interfacing process is a period 

of time when an aspiring principal (who is teaching) is 

given assistance by the principal and other administrators. 

Instead of being included in this process, minorities are 
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placed minority situations and confined to head special 

projects or to position of director. 

Black principals have been found to positively effect 

the academic performance of black students. In achieving the 

same desired effects as white principals (students 

graduating with academic/ civic, and lifetime skills)/ 

blacks may employ different techniques than their 

counterparts. They may view discipline in a different light 

(applying more corporal punishment than other principals 

because it is the expected form of discipline used in the 

community) or not using individual instruction in lieu of a 

more restrictive instructional program (as students might 

require more structure) (Lomotey 1987). 

Assistant Principals 

Another theme found in the literature concerns the 

assistant principal and his predominant role in maintaining 

the school organization. "The principal can make a major 

contribution to improving the assistant principalship and 

ultimately_the overall administration of the school by 

becoming an advocate for the position itself" (Gotten 1988). 

There is a consensus view that the ultimate authority for 

all of the assistant principal's decision making rests with 

the principal, as the building principal is responsible for 

the overall program in the school (Goddard 1962; Michaels 

1965; Turner 1973). 
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Although the duties of assistant principals have mainly 

consisted of disciplinarian/ textbook custodian, etc.../ 

most assistant principals desire to be more involved in 

instruction and curriculum (Iannaccone 1985; Carona 1986). 

In a study of 400 assistant principals in 15 major cities, 

Gorton and Kattman (1985) reported the following as the main 

duties of principals*. 

. Administering student discipline 

. Supervising substitute teachers 

. Providing instructional materials 

. Establishing teacher duty rosters 

Most of the assistant principals wanted more 

responsibility in the following areas: 

. Orienting new teachers and planning teacher 
in-service programs 

. Conducting student orientations and developing 
the school calendar 

. Developing curriculum and selecting textbooks 

. Administering public relations programs and 
deciding school policy 

It should be noted that larger high schools may employ 

several assistant principals. With the same responsibilities 

in some schools, an assistant principal may be referred to 

as a vice-principal, dean, an administrative assistant, or 

assistant to the principal. Also, with the same title in 

different schools, the assistant principal may perform 

widely varying duties involving curriculum and instruction, 

discipline, guidance, and business and pupil activity 

(Michaels 1965; Wallace 1961). 
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Wallace (1961) also stated that although it is 

generally agreed that the principals are responsible for 

community and public relations, other duties may be 

delegated to assistant principals. Charles Carona, in a 1986 

dissertation of Class 5A Texas High School Assistant 

Principals asserted "A principal is in charge of the overall 

management of a large high school, but his delegation of 

responsibilities to the assistant principals places them in 

the critical role of actually making the decisions that 

enable the schools to be consistent in their operation." In 

addition, Shelton (1964) reported of a Maryland High School 

of 1,800 students which employed a principal and three vice-

principals. Although each vice-principal had duties which 

extended throughout all grade levels (10, 11, and 12), each 

was considered the "principal" of a particular grade level. 

Therefore, to assist the assistant principal in 

maximizing leadership potential, authors suggest the 

following: an awareness of community members and how they 

perceive education, outstanding organizational skills, an 

understanding of budgeting, and again, more major 

responsibility than student discipline (Paskey 1989; Gorton 

1988). 

Job Satisfaction 

In a 1988 job satisfaction study of 716 high school 

principals, (National Association of Secondary School 
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principals Newsletter), 43 percent responded that would 

definitely choose school administration as a profession 

again, while agreeing that "the principle of universal 

education is essential to American society." A study of 266 

female principals concluded that the most satisfying aspects 

of the principalship are those concerned with the mission of 

student growth, high staff morale, respect, and recognition. 

The dissatisfaction with the job related to 

bureaucratic confusion, ineffective workers, and 

uncooperative people (Fansher and Buxton 1984). Other 

authors such as Gunn and Holdaway (1986) and Miskel, 

Glasnapp, and Hatley (1975) reported that sense of 

accomplishment and high levels of job satisfaction 

associated with primary life interest were dominant 

variables in their studies. Bertl (1987), in a study of 

Texas Female Principals and Vice-Principals, found that 

while only five percent did not consider themselves as 

satisfied, job satisfaction of non-white administrators was 

lower of that of white administrators. This was not unlike 

the findings reported in the study concerning an 

occupational group. 

Kenneth Rippe, in a 1983 study of Nebraska Public 

School Administrators, stated that a relationship existed 

between the variables of role conflict, role ambiguity, and 

job satisfaction. However, demographic variables such as 

sex, years in the current position, size of the district and 
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the region of the state had little or no effect on the three 

variables. A 1987 study of Texas Principals showed no 

significant difference concerning the perceptions of job 

satisfaction among variables such as the sex of the 

principal, level of instruction, tenure, age, and age of the 

superintendent (Brewer 1987). 

In regard to job satisfaction, what part does role 

conflict play in the overall scheme of effecting the job 

performance of Texas Public High School Principals? In 

reviewing major job satisfaction theories, it seems that 

most have been developed from theories of work motivation 

which, in turn, were developed on more general theories of 

motivation (Gunn and Holdaway 1986). These theories range 

from those built on "need-fulfillment" (Herzberg 1966) to 

those based on cognitive approaches involving expectencies, 

values, and future consequences (Vroom 1964). In respect to 

a theoretical base, literature from the field of sales 

management concerning role conflict and job satisfaction was 

researched. 

One article by Walker, Churchill, and Ford (1977) 

employed a model which will serve the purposes of this 

study. The model is an extension of Victor Vroom's (1964) 

expectancy theory model which was further expanded by 

Galbraith and Cummings (1967) and Porter and Lawler (1968) 

in their attempt to predict the level of employee job 

performance. The model in figure 1 illustrates that role 
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MOTIVATION 

PERSONAL.* ORGANIZATIONAL, AND ENVIRONMENTAL VARIABLES 

APTITUDE 

PERFORMANCE 

SATISFACTION 
. intrinsic 
. extrinsic 

ROLE 
PERCEPTIONS 
. accuracy 

. internally 
mediated 

. externally 
mediated 

REWARDS 

Figure 1. Job Satisfaction Model (Walker, Churchill, and 

Ford 1977). 
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conflict is merely one of several factors which effect job 

satisfaction. 

Job satisfaction in the model is divided into two broad 

dimensions, intrinsic and extrinsic. Intrinsic satisfaction 

is related to the intrinsically mediated rewards obtained 

from the job. Extrinsic satisfaction is related to the 

extrinsically mediated rewards obtained from the job. 

Intrinsically mediated rewards are those which are self-

attainable and relate to higher-order human needs. These 

needs include feelings of accomplishments, personal growth, 

career development, and self-worth. Extrinsically mediated 

rewards are those controlled and bestowed by the worker's 

superiors or managers. They are usually related to the 

lower-order human needs such as salary, financial 

incentives, security, recognition, and promotion (Walker, 

Churchill, and Ford 1977). 

Since job satisfaction is a function of the type of 

performance demonstrated, the model hypothesizes that the 

performance is also a function of three areas: 

. "the level of motivation 

. aptitude or ability 

. perceptions about how the role should be 
performed 

If any of these three functions are absent or producing at a 

deficit, performance is likely to be low. 

Motivation is viewed as the amount of effort the 
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employee desires to extend on each activity or task 

associated with the job. Motivation is then a function of 

expectations and valencies for performance (perceptions of 

the desirability of attaining improved performance on the 

task dimensions). The valencies for performance estimates 

the probability that a dimension will lead to an increased 

attainment of particular rewards (Walker, Churchill, and 

Ford 1977) . 

Aptitude determines whether a person has the necessary 

native personal abilities to perform the necessary tasks in 

contrast to skill level which refers to an individual s 

learned proficiency at performing tasks. These skill levels 

can change rapidly with learning and experiences. 

The role perceptions component of the model contains 

the variables role accuracy, perceived role conflict, and 

perceived role ambiguity which are related to the employee's 

perception of his role partners' expectations and demands. 

Role conflict is merely one of three areas indicated on the 

model as role perceptions which also includes role accuracy 

and role ambiguity. Role accuracy refers to the degree to 

which the salesman's perceptions of the demands of his role 

partners are accurate. 

Role ambiguity occurs when a salesman feels he does not 

have the necessary information to perform his job 

adequately. Peelings of uncertainty about expectations, 
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satisfying those expectations, and how performance will be 

evaluated and rewarded are of utmost concern. 

Role conflict is the result of the incompatible 

demands of two or more role partners all which can not be 

satisfied at one time. Therefore, as displayed in Figure 1, 

role conflict is merely one of three areas represented as 

role perceptions and one of many determinants effecting job 

performance and ultimately job satisfaction (Walker, 

Churchill, and Ford 1977). 

To summarize, public school principals work in an 

environment characterized by conflicting roles, especially 

those of instructional leadership and building management. 

Some citations in the literature refer to a different 

administrator performing each role (Rallis and Highsmith 

1986), allowing teachers to carry out administrative 

functions (Carnegie Forum on Education and Economy 1986) or 

(Gorman 1988/1989). Futurists such as Goodlad (1983) and 

Wentz (1989) report the consensus views that the principal, 

with proper direction and training, can be both a good 

manager and a good instructional leader. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Survey research is a research methodology that owes 

much of its development to the field of sociology. Studies 

involving surveys account for a substantial proportion of 

the research done in the field of education (Borg and Gall 

1983) . 

The first section of this chapter describes the 

population of the study and the sampling plan utilized. The 

second portion of the chapter describes the instruments used 

in this study. The third section of this chapter describes 

the procedures for collecting the data for the study. The 

final portion of the chapter describes the statistical 

design and procedures that will be used for data analysis. 

Population of the Study 

The large group to which a researcher generalizes to 

is known as a population. The population includes all the 

possible members of a group defined by the researcher (Huck, 

Cormier, and Bounds 1974). According to Borg and Gall 

(1983), the general rule to determine the size of a sample 

necessary to obtain the objectives of the planned research 

is to use the largest sample possible; "the larger the 

40 
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sample, the less likely is the researcher to obtain negative 

results or fail to reject the null hypothesis when it is 

actually false." 

In the planning stages of research, a sample size must 

be decided upon. While time, costs, and other practical 

considerations must be taken into account, a decision must 

be made to how large a sampling error will be tolerated 

(Kachigan 1989). 

The population for this study consisted of all 

Principals (but not Assistant principals) employed in Public 

High Schools in the State of Texas. At the present time, the 

0.1.L. lists 1,166 Senior High Schools in Texas based on 

1987 enrollments (see table 1) (Dallas Times Herald 1989). 

These enrollments which are monitored and adjusted bi-

annually, define the size classifications of schools through 

the 1989-90 school year, regardless of any change in 

enrollment. The names and addresses of the principals of 

these schools were located in the latest edition of the 

Texas School Directory (Texas Education Agency 1989). 

In addition to these schools, the Texas School 

Directory (1989) also listed 39 other Texas Public Schools 

which included special population schools such as Magnet 

Schools, the Texas School for the Deaf, and the Texas School 

for the Blind (see table 2). Principals for these schools 
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TABLE 1 

TEXAS PUBLIC HIGH SCHOOLS 
BY U.I.L. CLASS 

Class Total Schools Total Schools Class 
in Class in Class 

N (%) 

AAAAA 256 21.96 

AAAA 154 13.21 

AAA 216 18.52 

AA 215 18.44 

A 325 27.87 

TOTAL 1,166 100.00 

Source; "UIL to Study proposal for Creating Class 
6A." The Dallas Times Herald, (June 23, 1989). 

TABLE 2 

TEXAS SPECIAL POPULATION SCHOOLS 
BY U.I.L. CLASS 

Class Total Schools 
in Class 

N 

Total Schools 
in Class 

(%) 

AAAAA 1 2.56 

AAAA 6 15.38 

AAA 12 30.77 

AA 6 15.38 

A 14 35.90 

TOTAL 39 100.00 

Source: Texas Education Agency. Texas School 
Directory# Austin; Texas Education Agency, 1989. 
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were also included in the study foe a total population of 

1,205. 

Instrumentation 

The questionnaire employed in this study consisted of 

three parts (see Appendix A). The first part of the survey 

titled -Demographic Survey for Texas High School Principals" 

contained eight questions of demographic nature about the 

principal, assistant principals (if any), and the school 

district the principal was employed in. 

The second portion of the questionnaire titled 

"Questionnaire for Texas High School principals" contained 

34 statements concerning the perceptions of principals. 

These perceptions pertained to the roles and 

responsibilities of administrators involving Instructional 

Leadership and Building Management. The scale was Likert in 

nature, but only used four indicators [4-major 

responsibility, 1-no responsibility), rather than the 

traditional five point scale. This was an attempt to 

eliminate the middle choice which is selected by many 

respondents on many questionnaires. 

On each question, the respondent was asked to indicate 

the amount of responsibility he experienced in his present 

position. The respondent was also asked to indicate the 

amount of responsibility he would seek in a more desired or 

ideal situation. The differences between the scores of 
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perception for the present position and the scores o£ 

perception for the ideal position accounted for a "conflict 

score". 

The questions for the second part of the study were 

reflective of six previously completed surveys from the 

field of school administration and role conflict. These 

surveys were located while investigating the literature for 

this study. The completed surveys were Texas Principals-

implications of Perceived Roles (Krajewski 1977), The Swent 

si-nay of Perception (1978), The Relationships of Role 

Conflict and Role Ambiguity to Job Satisfaction of Nebraska 

Public School Administrators and Teachers (Rippe 1983), The 

perceptions of Junior High principals. Their Spouses, and 

Their Building Counselors Regarding Occupational Sources of 

Stress for the Principal (Shouse 1984), A Study of the 

Demographic Status, Actual Role, and Ideal Role of the 

Elementary School Assistant Principal in Texas (Anthony 

1986), and The Role of Assistant Principals in Large High 

Schools in Texas (Carona 1986). 

T P r i n c i p a l s (Krajewski 1977), attempted to acquire 

a realistic comprehension of role perception of secondary 

principals. Utilizing a scale of 1 (lowest) to 10 (highest), 

participants were asked to rank items on two different 

scales; "real" (perception of present duties) and "ideal" 

(perception of how the duties should be). 
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The swanf. study Of perception ( 1 9 7 8 ) consisted of a 

Likert-type scale of thirty-five items designed to elicit 

perceptions toward those situations that were deemed 

troublesome to School Administrators in Oregon. 

The study conducted by Kenneth Rippe (1983) of some 683 

Nebraska administrators and teachers found significant 

relationships between the variables of job satisfaction, 

role conflict, and role ambiguity. 

Douglas Shouse in his 1984 study of 128 Texas Junior 

High School principals and their spouses, reported on 

differences in perceptions of stress. 

The study of Texas Elementary Principals (Anthony 1986) 

determined how principals, assistant principals, and 

superintendents perceived actual and ideal roles. 

Charles Carona ( 1986) measured the role of Texas High 

School Assistant Principals as perceived by principals, 

assistant principals, and teachers. 

In August 1 9 8 8 , the instrument used in this study was 

field tested for both validity and reliability by a group of 

experts in the field of Public School Administration. The 

group included building principals, superintendents, and 

educational region service center employees. Several 

statements were modified due to the feedback from these 

experts. The reliability of the instrument was calculated by 

the use of Coefficient Alpha which is the mean of all split-
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half coefficients resulting from different splitting of the 

test. 

Coefficient Alpha is also an estimate of the 

correlation between two random samples of items from a 

universe of items like those in a test (Cronbach 1951). 

Coefficient Alpha is a general form of the Kuder-Richardson 

20 formula [K-R 20] which is shown to be the mean of all 

split-half coefficients. A measure of internal consistency, 

items having high reliability coefficients will be highly 

correlated with each other (Ferguson 1981). All four scales 

(Instructional Leadership-Present Position, Instructional 

Leadership-Ideal Position, Building Management-Present 

Position, and Building Management-Ideal Position) measured 

for reliability using Coefficient produced significant 

evidence of agreement of at least .77. 

The third and final portion of the questionnaire titled 

"Survey of Job Satisfaction", consisted of 4 statements 

about the job satisfaction of the principal. These 

statements were taken from Job Satisfaction Blank Number 5 

(Hoppock 1935). Hoppock measured the job satisfaction of 309 

of the 351 adult residents in New Hope, Pennsylvania, during 

July and August, 1933. An index of satisfaction was computed 

upon the responses of the workers in terms of the deviation 

from the mean. Another index was computed using the scale 

values of 1-7 for the responses to the scale, the smaller 
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numbers being assigned to the responses as dissatisfaction. 

The correlation between the indexes obtained by these two 

methods was .997, which indicated there was virtually no 

difference between the results of the two methods of 

scoring. The author employed the latter method reporting 

indexes in terms of the means of the responses. The raw 

correlation was .87 with the split-half reliability of the 

index being .93 (correlating the first and third scales with 

the second and fourth). 

in regard to the validity of the results, Hoppock 

(1935) reported that while there was no valid measurement 

which was independent of the worker's willingness to tell 

the truth, the instrument was valid showing that persons who 

actively and consciously disliked their jobs were in the 

minority representing one-third or less of the employed 

adult population. Hoppock (1960) again used the Job 

Satisfaction Blank Number 5 in 1959 for a follow-up study of 

job satisfaction from the years 1932-1933, and again in 

1935-1936. The study confirmed that results of earlier 

studies which found older workers better satisfied and that 

the greatest increases in job satisfaction were achieved by 

those who changed jobs. The scale was again employed in the 

development of the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire 

(Weiss et al. 1967; Carlson et al. 1962) which measured the 

job satisfaction of 1,793 workers classified into 25 

occupational groups. 
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Collection of Data 

On February 7, 1990, all 1,205 Texas Public High School 

school Principals were mailed the survey which included a 

stamped, self-addressed envelope. A higher return rate than 

usual was predicted as the surveys were to be directly 

returned to the University of North Texas. The doctoral 

committee determined that a minimum of 40% or 459 surveys 

returned would be acceptable for this study. The acceptable 

minimum number of surveys were returned by the end of the 

second week; therefore, a follow-up mailing was not 

necessary. Data collection for the study ended on March 17, 

1990, with a total of 700 or 58.09% of the surveys being 

returned. Table 3 displays a breakdown of the returned 

surveys. 

TABLE 3 

RETURNED SURVEYS 

CLASS TOTAL 
SURVEYS 
MAILED 

(N) 

TOTAL 
SURVEYS 

RETURNED 
(N) 

CLASS 
RETURNED 

(%) 

TOTAL POP. 
RETURNED 

(%) 

5A 251 126 49.03 10.46 

4A 160 86 53.75 7.14 

3A 228 141 61.84 11.70 

2A 221 144 65.16 11.95 

1A 339 203 59.88 16.85 

TOTAL 1205 700 58.09 
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Analysis of Data 

As the surveys were returned, they were forwarded to 

the Data Entry Division of The University of North Texas 

Computing Center. Once the data was entered into the 

mainframe system, it was analyzed at one of the computer 

centers on the campus by the statistical program S.P.S.S.: 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences. 

Descriptive analyses were conducted on the three 

sections of the questionnaire. Frequency distributions, as 

well as indices of central tendency and variability, were 

reported. 

The first hypothesis was tested by independent one-way 

analyses of variance using the information gained from the 

"Questionnaire for High School principals". This determined 

if the perceptions of principals differed by role and 

position. The hypothesis was analyzed using two separate 

one-way analysis of variances with a significance level of 

.05 chosen for the evaluation. 

The second hypothesis was tested using the information 

from th« "Survey of Job Satisfaction". The scores were first 

summated, then separated into two groups. Those principals 

scoring above 16.0 were considered "satisfied" and re-coded 

as "2". Those scoring below 16.0 were considered "not 

satisfied" and re-coded as "0". In the event someone scored 

16.0, that score was recorded as "indifferent," but was not 

used in further calculations. A point biserial correlation 
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compared the means of the satisfaction scores at the .05 

level of significance by use of a Pearson product-moment 

correlation coefficient (see Appendix B). 

Research question one reported any significant 

differences between the present and ideal positions of 

instructional leaders and building managers. Research 

question two reported on the job satisfaction of the 

principals. Research question three reported any conflict 

found between the roles of instructional leader and building 

manager. All three research questions paired the above 

variables with the demographic variables. The research 

questions were tested using one-way ANOVA's and the Scheffe 

method of multiple comparison was utilized to located the F 

ratios for significance. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The analyzed data is presented in both tabular and 

commentary form. Descriptive statistics for all survey 

respondents are illustrated in Tables 4, 5, and 6 (see 

Appendix C). 

Both hypotheses were stated in the null form. Each 

hypotheses and research question was tested using 

descriptive and inferential statistics. The results of these 

tests are reported in the following sections. 

Hypothesis One 

There is no significant difference in the perception of 

Texas Public High School Principals between their present 

and ideal positions as instructional leaders and building 

managers. Means and standard deviations of the principals-

perceptions for the present and ideal roles of instructional 

leader® are listed in Table 7. 

Two -one-way" analyses of variance (ANOVA) were 

employed at the significance level of .05. The purpose of 

these two tests was to determine if a difference existed 

51 



52 

between the perceptions of Texas Public High School 

Principals concerning their present and ideal positions with 

the variable roles instructional leadership and building 

management. 

TABLE 7 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS COMPARING PERCEPTIONS OF TEXAS 
PUBLIC HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS' JOB ROLES AND POSITIONS 

(N = 770) 

Principal's Role Principal's Position 

Instructional Leader Present Ideal 

Mean 37.01 39.62 

S.D. 6.66 7.50 

Building Manager 
Mean 
S.D. 

67.44 
13.02 

58.55 
14.73 

Where significant differences were found; means, an 

analysis of variance, and results of the Scheffe method of 

multiple comparisons were listed. The Scheffe method of 

multiple comparisons assists a researcher in locating group 

means that are significant from one another after the 

analysis of variance has established significance. The 

Scheffe method is more rigorous than other comparison 

methods as it requires larger differences between means for 

significance (Ferguson 1981; Huck, Cormier, and Bounds 1974; 

Norusis 1986). 
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The (test ANOVA compared the means of instructional 

leadership present position responses by the means of 

instructional leadership ideal position responses. The data 

in Table 8 indicated that the means of the positions did 

differ significantly and the null hypothesis was rejected. 

Results of the scheffe range test indicated that 

Question 2-Instructional Leadership Present (ILP) differed 

significantly from Question 2-Instructional Leadership Ideal 

(ILI) (£ < .005). All other ILP and ILI questions also 

differed significantly, but at a higher level <£ < .001). 

TABLE 8 

SUMMARY OP ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE POR THE POSITIONS OP 
INSTRUCTIONAL LEADER 

(N = 700) 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares D.P. 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

ftrt A 

Between 
Groups 

3,686.12 31 118.91 2.91 .000 

Within 
Groups 

27,307.82 668 40.88 

Total - 30,593.94 669 

* p < .UU1 

The second ANOVA compared the means of building 

management present position questions by the means of 

building management ideal position questions. The data in 

Table 9 indicated that the means of the positions did differ 
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significantly. Therefore, the null hypothesis was again 

rejected. 

After comparing the pairs of means by the Scheffe 

method, all twenty-two Building Management Present Position 

questions were significantly different (p < .001) from 

Building Management Ideal Position Questions. 

TABLE 9 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE POSITIONS OF 
BUILDING MANAGER 

(N = 700) 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares D.F. 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

34,793. 82 58 599.89 4.59 .000 

Within 
Groups 

83,736. 54 641 130.63 

Total 118,530. 36 699 

* £ < .001 

Hypothesis 2 

There—is no difference in the job satisfaction of Texas 

Public High School principals. 

Table 10 displays the number, sigma of questionnaire 

scores, and the means of all the principals surveyed, 

including those principals classified as satisfied, 

dissatisfied, or indifferent. Those principals who scored 

17.00-28.00 were considered "satisfied". Those principals 
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who scored 7.00-15.00 were considered "dissatisfied . Those 

principals scoring 16.00 were considered "indifferent". For 

calculation purposes, "satisfied" was recoded as "2", 

"dissatisfied" as "1", and "indifferent" scores were not 

used in further calculations. 

TABLE 10 

NUMBER. SIGMA, AND MEANS OF PRINCIPALS 
ACCORDING TO JOB SATISFACTION 

All 
Prins. 

Satis. 
Prins. 

Dissat. 
Prins. 

Indiff. 
Prins. 

N 688 631 42 15 

Sigma 14,992 14,045 527 240 

Mean 21.79 22.26 12.55 16.00 

A point biserial correlation was used to calculate if a 

relationship existed between the principals' responses on 

the job satisfaction questionnaire and the degree of 

satisfaction reported by principal. To test the significance 

of the point biserial correlation (r pbi), a two-tailed "t-

test" co»pared the means of the principals that were 

satisfied and dissatisfied. 

The results of the t-test (table 11) showed a 

significant difference between principals who were satisfied 

with their present job and principals who were dissatisfied 

with their present job. 
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TABLE 11 

PRINCIPALS' LEVEL OF JOB SATISFACTION 
(S.D. = 3.38, df= 671) 

N X E t 

Satisfied 631 22.26 .938 

Dissatisfied 42 12.55 .062 

24.15* 

* £ < .001 

Research Question One 

Do Texas Public High School Principals differ in their 

perceptions of the roles of instructional leadership and 

building management by the following groups: 

a. School enrollmemt (U.I.L.) 

b. Gender 

c. Degrees earned 

d. Professional experience as a principal 

e. Ethnicity 

f. Teaching background 

g. District enrollment 

h. Humber of assistant principals/other administrative 

personnel 

Mean scores of the variables instructional leadership 

present position, instructional leadership ideal position, 

building management present position, and building 
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management ideal position were compared to the mean scores 

of each of the group variables above. 

No significant difference at the .05 level was found in 

any group variable for the instructional leadership present 

position variable. Likewise, no significant difference at 

the .05 level was found in any group variable for the 

instructional leadership ideal position variable. 

However, significant differences were found between the 

perceptions of principals regarding the variable building 

management present position and between the variable 

building management ideal position. Under the group U.I.L. 

(University Interscholastic League), perceptions of Class 

AAAAA principals were found to be significantly different 

(£ < .01) than those of Classes AAA, AA, and A. The 

differences between principals of Class AAAA schools and 

Class AA schools were also found to be significant 

(£ < .05). These results are displayed in tables 12 and 13. 

TABLE 12 

WILDING MANAGEMENT PRESENT POSITION BY U.I.L. 
ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE 

Source D.P. SUM OF 
SQUARES 

MEAN 
SQUARES 

F 
RATIO 

F 
PROB. 

Between Groups 4 8248.04 2062.01 12.99 .00 
Within Groups 695 110282.32 
Total 699 118530.36 
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TABLE 13 

SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON ANALYSIS FOR SIGNIFICANCE 

Group Group 
Name 

Mean Group 
1 

Group 
2 

Group 
3 

Group 
4 

Group 
5 

1 AAAAA 61.13 • * ** ** 

2 AAAA 65.79 * 

3 AAA 68.09 
4 AA 71.78 
5 A 68.52 

* £ < .05 
** £ < .01 

Under the group ethnicity, perceptions of Black 

Principals were found to be significantly different 

(£ < .01) than those of White and Hispanic Principals. These 

results are displayed in tables 14 and 15. 

TABLE 14 

BUILDING MANAGEMENT PRESENT POSITION BY ETHNICITY 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

Source D.F. SUM OF 
SQUARES 

MEAN 
SQUARES 

F 
RATIO 

F 
PROB. 

Between Groups 3 6781.99 2060.66 14.08 .00 

within Groups 696 111748.37 160.56 
Total 699 118530.36 



59 

TABLE 15 

SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON ANALYSIS FOR SIGNIFICANCE 

Group Group 
Name 

Mean Group 
1 

Group 
2 

Group 
3 

1 WHITE 67.76 * 

2 BLACK 57.57 

3 HISPANIC 69.20 * 

£ < .01 

Under the group number of students, perceptions of 

principals with district enrollments of under 1,000 were 

found to be significantly different (£ < .01) with those 

principals with enrollments of 10,000 to 24,999 and those 

25,000 and above. Likewise, principals from school districts 

of enrollments 1,000 to 2,499 displayed differences in 

perception (£ < .01) higher than those principals of 

district with enrollments of 10,000 to 24,999 and 25,000 and 

over. These results are displayed in tables 16 and 17. 

TABLE 16 

BUILDING -MANAGEMENT PRESENT POSITION BY NUMBER OF STUDENTS 
ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE 

Source D.P. SUM OP 
SQUARES 

MEAN 
SQUARES 

F 
RATIO 

F 
PROB. 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

4 
694 
698 

8686.87 
105289.02 
113975.89 

2171.72 
151.71 

14.31 .00 
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TABLE 17 

SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON ANALYSIS FOR SIGNIFICANCE 

Group Group Name Mean Grp 
1 

Grp 
2 

Grp 
3 

Grp 
4 

Grp 
5 

1 25,000 AND ABOVE 62.17 
2 10,000 TO 24,999 59.21 
3 2,500 TO 9,999 65.62 
4 1,000 TO 2,499 69.14 * * 

5 BELOW 1,000 70.02 * * 

* £ < .01 

Under the group number of assistants, perceptions of 

principals employing no assistant principal were found to be 

significantly different (£ < .01) than those principals with 

more than three assistant principals. These results are 

displayed in tables 18 and 19. 

TABLE 18 

BUILDING MANAGEMENT PRESENT POSITION BY NUMBER OF ASSISTANT 
PRINCIPALS ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

Source D.F. SUM OF 
SQUARES 

MEAN 
SQUARES 

F 
RATIO 

F 
PROB. 

Between Groups 4 9462.62 2365.65 15.07 .00 
Within Groups 695 109067.74 156.93 
Total 699 118530.36 



61 

TABLE 19 

SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON ANALYSIS FOR SIGNIFICANCE 

Group Group Name Mean Grp 
1 

Grp 
2 

Grp 
3 

Grp 
4 

1 
2 
3 
4 

MORE THAN 3 
3 
2 
1 

59.80 
65.05 
65.07 
67.73 * 

£ < .01 

Under the group number of students, perceptions of 

principals with district enrollments of under 1,000 were 

found to be significantly different (£ < .05) with those 

principals with enrollments of 25,000 and above. These 

results are displayed in tables 20 and 21. 

TABLE 20 

BUILDING MANAGEMENT IDEAL POSITION BY NUMBER OF STUDENTS 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

Source D.F. SUM OF 
SQUARES 

MEAN 
SQUARES 

F 
RATIO 

F 
PROB. 

Between Groups 4 3681.94 920.49 4.42 .0015 
Within Groups 694 144442.30 208.13 
Total 698 148124.24 
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TABLE 21 

SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON ANALYSIS FOR SIGNIFICANCE 

Group Group Name Mean Grp Grp Grp Grp 
1 2 3 4 

1 25,000 AND ABOVE 55.52 
2 10,000 TO 24,999 55.06 
3 2,500 TO 9,999 57.11 
4 1,000 TO 2,499 57.27 
5 BELOW 1,000 60.89 * 

* £ < .05 

Research Question Two 

Do Texas Public High School Principals differ in their 

level of job satisfaction by the following groups: 

a. School enrollmemt (U.I.L.) 

b. Gender 

c. Degrees earned 

d. Professional experience as a principal 

e. Ethnicity 

f. Teaching background 

g. District enrollment 

h. Huaber of assistant principals/other administrative 

personnel 

Under the group U.I.L., perceptions of Class AAAAA 

principals were found to be significantly different 

(£ < .05) than those of Class A. These results are displayed 

in tables 22 and 23. 
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TABLE 22 

JOB SATISFACTION BY U.I.L. ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

Source D.F. SUM OF 
SQUARES 

MEAN 
SQUARES 

F 
RATIO 

F 
PROB. 

Between Groups 4 302.12 75.53 4.85 .0007 

Within Groups 695 10814.24 15.56 

Total 699 11116.36 

TABLE 23 

SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON ANALYSIS FOR SIGNIFICANCE 

Group Group Mean Group Group Group Group Group 
Name 1 2 3 4 5 

1 AAAAA 22.68 
2 AAAA 22.14 
3 AAA 21.36 
4 AA 21.46 
5 A 20.83 * 

* £ < .05 

Research Question Three 

3. Do Texas Public High School Principals perceive a 

conflict between the roles of instructional leadership and 

building management by: 

a. School enrollmemt (U.I.L.) 

b. Gender 

c. Degrees earned 

d. Professuional experience as a principal 

e. Ethnicity 

f. Teaching background 
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g. District enrollment 

h. Number of assistant principals/personnel 

Under the group U.I.L., perceptions of Class AAAAA 

principals were found to be significantly different 

(£ < .05) than those of Classes AAA, AA, and A. These 

results are displayed in tables 24 and 25. 

TABLE 24 

CONFLICT BY U.I.L. ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

Source D.F. SUM OF 
SQUARES 

MEAN 
SQUARES 

F 
RATIO 

F 
PROB. 

Between Groups 4 4113.86 1028.46 6.75 .0000 
Within Groups 695 105861.02 152.32 
Total 699 109974.88 

TABLE 25 

SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON ANALYSIS FOR SIGNIFICANCE 

Group Group Mean Group Group Group Group Group 
Name 1 2 3 4 5 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

AAAAA 
AAJLA 
AAA 
AA 
A 

" 1 7 J T 
12.64 
14.86 
15.00 
68.52 

* 
* 
* 

* £ < .65 

Under the group number of students, perceptions of 

principals with district enrollments of under 1,000 were 

found to be significantly different (£ < .05) with those 
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principals with enrollments of 25,000 and above. These 

results are displayed in tables 26 and 27. 

TABLE 26 

BUILDING MANAGEMENT POSITION BY NUMBER OF STUDENTS 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

Source D.F. SUM OF 
SQUARES 

MEAN 
SQUARES 

F 
RATIO 

F 
PROB. 

Between Groups 4 3394.34 848.58 5.53 .0002 

Within Groups 694 106385.38 153.29 
Total 698 109779.72 

TABLE 27 

SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON ANALYSIS FOR SIGNIFICANCE 

Group Group Name Mean Grp 
1 

Grp 
2 

Grp 
3 

Grp 
4 

1 25/000 AND ABOVE 10.42 
2 10,000 TO 24,999 10.83 
3 2,500 TO 9,999 11.24 
4 1,000 TO 2,499 15.32 
5 BELOW 1,000 15.59 * 

£ < .05 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This concluding chapter of the study is divided into 

five areas: summary, findings, conclusions, implications, 

and recommendations. The summary is a recapitulation of 

Chapters 1, 2, and 3, while the findings, conclusions, 

implications, and recommendations sections are based on 

Chapter 4. 

Summary 

The purposes of this study were: 

1. To determine demographic characteristics of Texas 

Public High School Principals 

2. To determine, analyze, and compare the perceptions 

of Texas Public High School Principals concerning their 

present and ideal roles as instructional leaders 

3. To determine, analyze, and compare the perceptions 

of Texas Public High School Principals concerning their 

present and ideal roles as building managers 

4. To measure, analyze, and compare the level of job 

satisfaction of Texas Public High School Principals 
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1,205 Texas Public High School Principals (those 

identified by the Texas Education Agency and Interscholastic 

League) were mailed a survey of three questionnaires. 700 or 

58.09% of those principals responded by returning the 

surveys, statistical analysis was performed on the data 

returned and findings were reported for two hypotheses and 

three research questions. 

Findings 

The following findings were reported from the survey 

data returned by the principals. 

Demographic Survey 

1. Most Texas Public High School Principals are white 

males, serving in Class AAA schools (300-739 students) with 

a district enrollment of 2,500 to 9,999 students. The 

principals have earned a Master's Degree and entered the 

field of school administration from the the coaching ranks 

while also teaching. The principals have six to ten years of 

experience as an administrator, and are assisted by one 

other individual. 

2. Class A (school enrollments: 144 and below) the 

smallest classification of schools, had the largest 

percentage of returns (29%). In fact, the smaller three 

classes accounted for 70% of all returns. 
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3. 92% of the principals have Master's Degrees. 

4. Most principals (32%) have only one to five years 

experience as an administrator. 

5. 91% of all principals are white. This affirms the 

approximate figure of 90% Feinstritzer (1988) reported in 

his study. 

6. The number of principals who were coaches and the 

number of principals who were not coaches is approximately 

the same. 

7. Approximately one-half of all Texas school districts 

have an enrollment of less than 1,000 students. 

8. Approximately one-half of the principals do not have 

any assistant principals on their staff. 

9. There are more smaller schools (enrollment below 

740) in Texas than larger schools (enrollment above 740). 

10. Only 20% of the principals have at least sixteen 

years experience. 

11. Only 9% of all respondents were minority 

principals. This further affirms the 1988 studies by 

Valverde and Peistritzer. 

12. Principals perceive a conflict between present and 

ideal job positions concerning the amount of paperwork 

required by the local I.S.D., State, and Federal Government. 

13. Principals perceive a conflict between present and 

ideal job positions concerning the handling of textbooks. 
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Hypothesis One 

1. There were significant differences found between the 

perceptions of instructional leader present position and 

instructional leader ideal position indicating that 

principals would prefer different job roles in an ideal 

position. 

2. There were significant differences found between the 

perceptions of building manager present position and 

building manager ideal position indicating that principals 

would prefer different job roles in an ideal position. 

Hypothesis Two 

1. 631 principals (90.14%) were classified as satisfied 

while 42 (6%) were classified as dissatisfied. The remaining 

cases were either missing or were classified indifferent. 

2. There is a very significant difference in the number 

of principals who are satisfied with their jobs (631) and 

the number who is not (42). 

3. 60.9% of the principals responded that they are 

satisfied with their job most of the time, while a study by 

the National Association of Secondary School Principals 

(1988) reported a figure of 42%. 

Research Question One 

1. There was no significant difference found between 

instructional leadership present position and any 

demographic variable. 
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2. There was no significant difference found between 

instructional leadership ideal position and any demographic 

variable. 

3. Class AAAA (school enrollments: 740-1,469) 

principals differ from Class AA (school enrollments: 145-

299) principals, as did Class AAAAA (school enrollments: 

1,470 and above) principals, only at a higher level. 

4. Black Principals differ from White and Hispanic 

Principals. 

5. Principals from school districts with enrollments of 

under 1,000 students and from districts of 1,000 to 2,499 

students differ from principals of school districts of 

25,000 or more concerning perceptions about building 

management present position. 

6. Principals from school districts with enrollments of 

under 1,000 students and districts of 1,000 to 2,499 

students differ from principals of school districts of 

10,000 25,000 or more. 

7. Principals with no assistant principals differ from 

those principals with three or more assistants. 

8. Principals from school districts with enrollments of 

less than 1,000 students differ from principals of school 

districts of 25,000 or more concerning perceptions about 

building management ideal position. 
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Research Question Two 

1. Class AAAAA (school enrollments: 1,470 and above) 

principals and Class A (school enrollments: 144 and below) 

principals differ significantly in their level of job 

satisfaction. 

Research Question Three 

1. Class AAAAA (school enrollments: 1,470 and above) 

principals differ in their level of conflict with Class A 

(school enrollments: 144 and below) principals. 

2. Principals with district enrollments of less than 

1,000 students differ from principals with district 

enrollments of 25,000 or more. This finding is contrary to 

that of a study conducted by Rippe (1983) who stated that no 

relationship existed between role conflict and any 

demographic variable. 

Conclusions 

Based on the data as well as the findings from the 

surveys returned, the following conclusions are suggested. 

1. The more assistance the principal has, the less 

conflict the principal seems to have between the two roles 

of instructional leader and building manager. 

2. Texas Public High School Principals are more 

satisfied than their national counterparts. This may be due 

to a "right to work" law in Texas which prohibits collective 
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bargaining, walkouts, and strikes by educators including 

principals. 

3. Although many of the teachers in Texas Public 

Schools are women, few are serving as High School 

Principals. A lack of successful networking as well as 

stereotypes such as secondary administration being labeled a 

"masculine" profession, may account for this. 

4. Principals are experiencing some conflict with their 

jobs as only 20% of the principals have sixteen years of 

experience or more. 

5. Few minorities are Texas Public High School 

Principals. This confirms Ortiz's (1982) findings concerning 

of a lack of interfacing with other minority principals. In 

most cases, if minority principal was provided mentor 

assistance, it was by a white principal. 

6. Given the opportunity, principals would emphasize 

some present position roles and responsibilities while 

decreasing or eliminating others. 

7. Given the opportunity, principals would incorporate 

new roles and responsibilities they desire in an ideal 

position. 

8. Since the principal is the leader and manager of the 

school and occupies a position of importance and 

responsibility, the level of job satisfaction is high. 
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9. Because of lack of assistance, the smaller school 

principals differed from their larger school counterparts 

due to an overload of managerial duties. 

10. Smaller school principals differ from larger school 

principals by level of job satisfaction partly because of no 

assistance to decrease the workload. 

11. Texas Public High School Principals believe that 

appraising teachers is presently and ideally a major 

responsibility. 

12. Although Texas Public High School Principals 

presently handle textbooks, the job would be delegated to a 

subordinate administrator, if one is employed. 

13. Texas Public High School Principals state they are 

currently over-burdened with paperwork as required by the 

local I.S.D., T.E.A., and the Federal Government. 

Implications 

The following implications are based upon the related 

research, results, findings, and conclusions of the survey. 

1. Since Texas Public High School Principals perceive 

some differences in job satisfaction (by school size), 

efforts should be made to not only retain the active 

principals, but to make their job easier. This would include 

a reduction in mandates and paperwork now required by the 

State of Texas. 
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2. Efforts should be made to attract more females into 

Texas Public Schools. 

3. Minorities should be identified, recruited, and 

mentored or interfaced like their white counterparts. 

Recommendations 

The following recommendations are based upon the 

related research, results, findings, conclusions, and 

implications of the survey. 

With the advent of instructional leadership as a viable 

administrative role for many years to come, further studies 

would be helpful to: 

1. Determine if differences in the principal's 

perception changes as principals and teachers alike become 

more involved in instructional leadership 

2. Determine if more women enter the profession 

3. Determine if more minorities enter the profession. 

Universities and Education Service Centers could assist the 

school district) 

4. Determine if assistant principals have been added to 

school# (especially smaller schools), which in turn should 

decrease job conflict, which in turn should increase the 

level of job satisfaction. 
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DEMOGRAPHIC SURVEY FOR TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS 

Please provide the following information as it applies to your current position. 
All information will be held in confidence. Thank You! 

I.D. Code- [1-6] 

Please check the appropriate response. 

1. Please provide your University Interscholastic League Classification as of 

Fall 1989. 

1. AAAAA (1470 students or more) 
2. AAAA (740-1,469 students) 
3. AAA (300-739 students) 

2. Please indicate your gender. 

1. Male 
2. Female 

3. Please indicate the highest degree you hold. 

1. Bachelor's 
2. Master's 
3. Doctorate 

4. Please indicate your years of experience as a principal. 

4. AA (145-299 students) 
5. A (144 students or less) 

1. 1-5 
2. 6-10 
3. 11-15 

5. Please indicate your ethnicity. 

1. White 
2. Black 
3. Hispanic 

4. 16-20 
5. Above 20 

4. Oriental 
5. Other 

6. Please indicate your teaching background prior to your appointment 
as an administrator. 

1. Classroom 
2. Vocational/Agriculture 
3. Classroom/Athletics 

4. Band/Music 
5. Counselor 
6. Other 

7. Please indicate the number of students in your school district. 

1. 25,000 and over 
2. 10,000 to 24,999 
3. 2,500 to 9,999 

4. 1,000 to 2,499 
5. Under 1,000 

8. Please indicate the number of Assistant Principals or personnel (administrative 
assistants, deans, etc...) which provide instructional or management assistance 
to the principal in the school in which you are employed. 

1. 0 
2. 1 
3. 2 

4. 3 
5. More than 3 

[7] 

[8] 

19] 

[10] 

[11] 

[12] 

[13] 

[14] 
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS 

Directions: Using the numerical scales provided, please circle the number that 
indicates your perceptions of the following statements concerning the roles and 
responsibilities of instructional leadership and building management as they 
pertain to you as a principal. 

4 - Major responsibility 
3 - Some responsibility 
2 - A slight responsibility 
1 - Not a responsibility 

The numbers on the left side are concerned with the roles and responsibilities of your 
present position; the numbers on the right side are concerned with roles and 
responsibilities of an ideal position. Completing this form will only take a few 
minutes. Thank You! 

A. Instructional Leadership 

PPresent Position 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

Ideal Position 

1. Appraising the classroom performance of 
teachers. 

2. Supervising and assisting professionals in 
acquiring new instructional techniques, skills 
methods, etc... 

3. Planning and preparing professional development 
preparing professional and in-service education 
activities. 

4. Revising curriculum to ensure that it meets the 
needs of the students. 

5. Establishing innovative projects. 

6. Inspiring and motivating the staff to 
maximize performance. 

7. Developing a realistic and objective system of 
accountability for learning versus merely 
monitoring required programs. 

8. Assessing the educational needs of students and 
identifying the outcomes. 

9. Defining program goals and developing the 
strengths necessary to achieve them. 

10. Conducting/being involved in research on 
instructional leadership. 

11. Providing communication channels for the 
community so they might provide input into the 
decision making process. 

12. Designing and implementing campus improvement 
plans. 

(over) 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

[15-16] 

[17-18] 

[19-20] 

[21-22] 

[23-24] 

[25-26] 

[27-28] 

[29-30] 

[31-32] 

[33-34] 

[35-36] 

[37-38] 
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B. Building Management 

Present Position Ideal Position 

4 3 2 1 1. 

4 3 2 1 2. 

4 3 2 1 3. 

4 3 2 1 4. 

4 3 2 1 5. 

4 3 2 1 6. 

4 3 2 1 7. 

4 3 2 1 8. 

4 3 2 1 9. 

4 3 2 1 10. 

4 3 2 1 11. 

4 3 2 1 12. 

4 3 2 1 13. 

4 3 2 1 14. 

4 3 2 1 15. 

4 3 2 1 16. 

4 3 2 1 17. 

4 3 2 1 18. 

4 3 2 1 19. 

4 3 2 1 20. 

4 3 2 1 21. 

4 3 2 1 22. 

Scheduling students. 

Handling textbooks. 

Preparing the school budget. 

Managing student discipline. 

Interacting and communicating with parents 
and students. 

Routine duties such as patrolling the 
playground, building, cafeteria, etc... 

Completing paperwork as required by the local 
I.S.D., T.E.A., or the Federal Government. 

Implementing and coordinating the Discipline 
Plan. 

Keeping the building and grounds in order. 

Administering supplies and equipment. 

Implementing board policies and administrative 
rules. 

Coordinating student transportation. 

Assisting in the selection of teaching 
personnel. 

Supervising the tasks of many people. 

Supervising scheduled school activities 
outside the school day. 

Interacting with teacher association leaders and 
representatives. 

Dealing with drug abuse in the school. 

Supervising the relationships between staff 
members. 

Dealing with the central office staff. 

Dealing with board members. 

Supervising instructional aides, custodians, 
food service workers, and maintenance workers. 

22. Scheduling school activities. 

1 2 3 4 [39-40] 

1 2 3 4 [41-42] 

1 2 3 4 [43-44] 

1 2 3 4 [45-46] 

1 2 3 4 [47-48] 

1 2 3 4 [49-50] 

1 2 3 4 [51-52] 

1 2 3 4 [53-54] 

1 2 3 4 [55-56] 

1 2 3 4 [57-58] 

1 2 3 4 [59-60] 

1 2 3 4 [61-62] 

1 2 3 4 [63-64] 

1 2 3 4 [65-66] 

1 2 3 4 [67-68] 

1 2 3 4 [69-70] 

1 2 3 4 [71-72] 

1 2 3 4 [73-74] 

1 2 3 4 [75-76] 

1 2 3 4 [77-78] 

1 2 3 4 [79-80] 

Card 2 
Dup. [1-

1 2 3 4 [7-8] 
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SURVEY OF JOB SATISFACTION 

Directions: Please place an "x" in front of the statement of your choice. 
Card 2 

1. Choose the ONE statement which best tells how well you like your job! [9] 

1. I hate it. 
2. I dislike it. 
3. I do not like it. 
4. I am indifferent to it. 
5. I like it. 
6. I am enthusiastic about it. 
7. I love it. 

2. Choose the ONE statement which shows HOW MUCH OF THE TIME you feel satisfied 
with your job. 

[10] 

1. Never. 
2. Seldom. 
3. Occasionally. 
4. About half of the time. 
5. A good deal of the time. 
6. Most of the time. 
7. All of the time. 

3. Choose the ONE statement which best tells how you feel about changing your job. [11] 

I am 
1. I would quit this job at once if I could get anything else to do. 
2.1 would take almost any other job in which I could earn as much as 

earning now. 
3. I would like to change both my job and my occupation. 
4. I would like to exchange my present job for another job. 
5. I am not eager to change my job, but I would do so if I could get 

a better job. 
6. I cannot think of any jobs for which I would exchange. 
7. I would not exchange my job for any other. 

4. Choose the ONE statement which best shows how you compare with other people. [12] 

1. No one dislikes his job more than mine. 
2. I dislike my job much more than most people dislike theirs. 
3. I dislike my job more than most people dislike theirs. 
4. I like my job about as much as most people like theirs. 
5. I like my job better than most people like theirs. 
6. I like my job much better than most people like theirs. 
7. No one likes his job better than I like mine. 



APPENDIX B 

HYPOTHESIS 2 CALCULATIONS 

80 



81 

APPENDIX B 

Hypothesis 2 Calculations 

Xp - Xq 
Point biserial: r pbi = \/ pq ; 

Sx 

where Xp is the mean of the satisfied group, 

Xq is the mean of the disssatisfied group, 

Sx is the standard deviations of scores on the continuous 

variable, 

p is the proportion of principals satisfied, 

and q is the proportion of principals disatisfied. 

rpbi = .69 

T test: t = rpbi \/N-2/l-r2pbi 

t = 24.15 
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Tables 4-6 

TABLE 4 

TEXAS PUBLIC HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS' 
DEMOGRAPHIC RESPONSES 

(Total N = 700) 

Value N % X S.D. 

U.I.L. Class 3.03 1.45 

AAAAA 1 126 18.0 
AAAA 2 86 12.3 
AAA 3 141 20.1 

4 144 20.6 
5 203 29.0 

Gender 1.07 .30 
1 635 90.7 
2 57 8.1 

Degree 2.02 .28 
Bachelor's 1 17 2.4 
Master's 2 649 92.8 
Doctorate 3 33 4.71 

Experience (years) 2.40 .50 
1-5 1 221 31.6 
6-10 2 203 29.0 
11-15 3 129 18.4 
16-20 . . 4 69 9.9 
Over 20 5 78 11.1 
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TABLE 4 

CONTINUED 

Ethnicity 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 
Oriental 
Other 

Teaching Background 
Classroom 
Vocational/Agriculture 
Classroom/Athletics 
Band/Music 
Counselor 
Other 

Students in School District 
25,000 and over 
10,000 to 24,999 
2,500 to 9,999 
1,000 to 2,499 
Under 1,000 

Assistant Principals/Personnel 
0 
1 
2 
3 
More than 3 

Value N % X 

1.15 

1 638 91.1 
2 21 3.0 
3 40 5.7 
4 0 0.0 
5 1 0.1 

2.23 

1 285 40.7 
2 45 6.4 
3 333 47.6 
4 9 1.3 
5 17 2.4 
6 11 1.6 

3.82 

1 93 13.3 
2 47 6.7 
3 87 12.4 
4 131 18.7 
5 341 48.7 

2.24 
1 316 45.1 
2 152 21.7 
3 72 10.3 
4 66 9.4 
5 94 13.4 

S.D. 

.51 

1.16 

1.44 

1.44 
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TEXAS PUBLIC HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL'S ROLES 
AND RESPONSIBILITIES RESPONSES 

Job Role/ Perception of Roles and 

Position Responsibilities 

Instructional Response 

Leadership 
Slight Major Present Position Ques. Not Slight Some Major _ Present Position 

# N (1) (2) (3) (4) X S.D. 

1 693 4 6 67 616 3.87 .41 

2 694 9 88 299 298 3.28 .73 

3 693 24 185 340 144 2.88 .77 

4 694 43 154 241 256 3.02 .92 

5 694 34 162 308 190 2.94 .84 

6 693 4 39 171 479 3.62 .62 

7 690 49 174 299 168 2.85 .87 

8 694 16 138 302 238 3.10 .79 

9 693 14 135 289 255 3.13 .79 

10 693 181 240 187 85 2.25 .98 

11 694 25 196 280 193 2.92 .84 

12 694 10 62 190 432 3.50 .72 

Instructional 
Leadership 

123 528 3.70 .61 Ideal Position 1 686 11 24 123 528 3.70 .61 

2 684 9 33 241 401 3.51 .65 

3 684 30 91 325 238 3.13 .80 

4 685 21 94 256 314 3.26 .81 

5 682 14 71 315 282 3.27 .73 

6 684 8 10 101 565 3.79 .52 

7 683 15 40 277 351 3.41 .70 

8 686 15 56 254 361 3.40 .73 

9 684 7 37 264 376 3.48 .65 

10 682 76 165 278 163 2.77 .94 

11 686 21 77 311 277 3.23 .77 

12 686 16 29 186 455 3.57 .69 
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TABLE 5 

CONTINUED 

Job Role/ Perception of Roles and 

Position Responsibilities 

Building Response 

Management 
Present Position 
Management 
Present Position Ques. Not Slight Some Major mmm 

Management 
Present Position 

i N (1) (2) (3) (4) X S. D. 
w (1) (2) (3) 

.98 1 686 53 110 160 363 3.21 .98 

2 688 205 171 102 210 2.46 1.21 

3 688 97 129 194 268 2.92 1.07 

4 686 54 119 127 386 3.23 1.00 

5 686 3 22 159 502 3.69 .55 

6 686 32 111 230 313 3.20 .88 

7 686 3 40 187 456 3.60 .62 

8 688 10 74 198 406 3.45 .74 

9 688 44 136 251 257 3.05 .91 

10 688 76 192 244 176 2.76 .96 

11 687 6 25 115 541 3.73 .57 

12 687 279 225 104 79 1.96 1.02 

13 688 16 59 161 452 3.53 .75 

14 683 6 41 178 458 3.59 .64 

15 685 17 55 180 433 3.50 .75 

16 685 171 229 175 110 2.33 1.02 

17 687 27 87 225 348 3.30 .84 

18 687 9 89 246 343 3.34 .75 

19 686 10 76 184 416 3.47 .75 

20 687 99 182 230 176 2.70 1.01 

21 685 79 191 227 188 2.77 .98 

22 613 23 77 199 314 3.31 .83 

Building 
Management-

161 2.65 1.01 Ideal Position 1 674 106 185 222 161 2.65 1.01 Ideal Position 
2 678 333 209 100 36 1.76 .89 

3 677 49 75 251 302 3.19 .90 

4 676 127 158 189 202 2.69 1.09 

5 678 3 15 164 496 3.70 .53 

6 678 151 212 209 106 2.40 1.00 

7 679 125 230 208 116 2.47 .96 

8 679 44 114 250 271 3.10 .82 

9 680 120 233 208 119 2.48 .98 

10 678 163 265 185 65 2.22 .92 

11 676 10 32 143 491 3.65 .64 
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Job Role/ 
Position 

Building 
Management 
Ideal Position 

Perception of Roles and 
Responsibilities 

Response 

Ques. Not Slight Some Major 

# N (1) (2) (3) (4) Jt S .D. (1) (2) 

.82 12 678 339 234 81 24 1.69 .82 
13 679 2 11 95 571 3.82 .45 
14 672 19 108 264 281 3.20 .81 
15 676 87 220 258 111 2.58 .91 
16 676 173 185 220 98 2.36 1 .01 
17 678 75 82 238 283 3.08 .99 
18 677 31 120 239 287 3.16 .87 
19 677 40 123 213 301 3.15 .92 
20 677 195 210 167 105 2.27 1 .04 
21 678 162 238 202 76 2.28 .95 
22 604 50 128 223 203 2.96 .94 

TABLE 6 

TEXAS PUBLIC HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS' 
JOB SATISFACTION RESPONSES 

Response 

Dissat Satis. 

QU«&, 
(5) (6) (7) 

_ 
« N (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) X S.D. 

I T55 5 9 17 22 194 262 186 5.76 1.11 
2 694 0 14 29 55 129 426 41 5.51 1.01 
3 692 2 20 23 46 371 177 53 5.18 1.02 
4 690 6 16 109 225 279 55 10 5.33 .97 
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