
319 
Al8/d 

JOB SATISFACTION OF PRINCIPALS AND PERCEIVED 

SUPERINTENDENT LEADERSHIP STYLE IN SELECTED 

SCHOOLS IN NORTH CENTRAL TEXAS 

DISSERTATION 

Presented to the Graduate Council of the 

North Texas State University in Partial 

Fulfillment of the Requirements 

For the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

by 

Larna V. Brewer, B.S., M.Ed. 

Denton, Texas 

May, 19 87 



Brewer, Larna V., Job Satisfaction of Principals and 

Perceived Superintendent Leadership Style in Selected Schools 

in North Central Texas. Doctor of Philosophy (Administra-

tive leadership), May, 1987, 189 pp., 51 tables, 

bibliography, 134 titles. 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the rela-

tionship between principal job satisfaction and the 

principal perception of superintendent leadership style 

in six school districts located in North Central Texas. 

The instruments used in this study, the Job Descriptive 

Index and the Leader Effectiveness and Adaptability 

Description—Other, were submitted to the principals in each 

of six school districts in two general meetings during the 

spring of 1986. During the first general meeting in each 

district, the principals completed the Job Descriptive Index 

and the demographic data sheet. The Leader Effectiveness 

and Adaptability Description—Other, was completed at the 

second general meeting. These meetings were held approxi-

mately two weeks apart. The investigator personally 

administered the two instruments and the demographic data 

sheet to the thirty-five principals from the six school 

districts involved in the study. 

The instrument, Job Descriptive Index, consisted of 

five subscales, each measuring a specific aspect of job 



satisfaction. Each subscale contained eighteen or nine 

items. The five subscales measured job satisfaction in 

regard to people on the job, work, supervision, pay, and the 

job in general. 

The instrument, Leader Effectiveness and Adaptability 

Description—Other, a forced choice questionnaire consisting 

of twelve items, was designed to measure specified aspects 

of leader behavior and to identify one's leadership style 

as perceived by a leader's superior, associate, or 

subordinate. 

T-tests for the significance of the difference between 

means were calculated to determine the significance between 

variables. Data were analyzed and tables organized with 

t-test values, degrees of freedom for the variables in 

question, and significance. 

The conclusion reached in this study was that there 

is no statistically significant relationship between per-

ceived superintendent leadership style and principal job 

satisfaction. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

ppj-̂g interest or concern with job satisfaction began with 

the Hawthorne Studies in the early 1930s. Prior to these 

studies, leaders or managers seem to have at least recognized 

the concept of job satisfaction and its implication upon 

worker fatigue although little was done to insure positive 

job satisfaction. The Hawthorne Studies initiated a movement 

toward the study of job satisfaction based upon the belief 

that a satisfied worker is a productive worker (Hoy & Miskel, 

1982). Since that time, job satisfaction has been studied 

extensively and remains an area of great interest. However, 

the understanding of job satisfaction remains limited 

although some agreement on the definition of job satisfaction 

does exist. 

Job satisfaction has been defined as "people s affective 

reactions to particular aspects of their job" (Friesen, 

Holdaway, & Rice, 1983, p. 37), feelings or affective re-

sponses to facets of the situation (Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 

1969), the pleasurable emotional state resulting from the 

appraisal of one's job as achieving or facilitating one's 

values (Locke, 1979), and an organization outcome rather 

than a determinant (Miskel, Fevurly, & Stewart, 1979). The 



classic attempt to define job satisfaction was made by 

Hoppock who defined job satisfaction as "any combination of 

psychological, physiological, and environmental circumstances 

that cause a person to say 'I am satisfied with my job'" 

(Hoppock, 1935, p. 47). 

While there is general agreement as to the definition 

of job satisfaction, the operational measurement of it re-

mains a problem as well as a topic of great interest. Locke 

(1976) estimated that there have been a minimum of 3,350 

articles published on the topic of job satisfaction from the 

early 1930s through early 1972. Other studies concluded that 

teacher job dissatisfaction has remained at a relatively 

stable, low level of below 10% (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

Many theories have proposed to explain the level of 

job satisfaction. Among the variables reported to be respon-

sible for the level of job satisfaction are work motivation 

(Zirkes, 1982); decisionmaking opportunities (Marcus, 1982); 

supervision, the work group, job content, wages, promotional 

opportunities, and hours of work (Vroom, 1964); and work 

itself, pay, promotions, supervision, and co-workers (Smith 

et al., 1969). Another very important variable in the level 

of job satisfaction, leadership style, has long been recog-

nized in the educational setting (Blocker & Richardson, 

1963). 



The leadership variable has been an intriguing topic 

for centuries. It is an elusive but fascinating topic for 

those interested in management positions and is of particular 

interest to students of educational administration. Defini-

tions of leadership are as numerous and varied as the number 

of researchers who study it. Leadership has been defined as 

power based predominantly on personal characteristics, 

usually normative in nature (Etzioni, 1961). The leader has 

been described as the individual in a group who is given the 

task of directing and coordinating task-relevant group activ-

ities (Fiedler, 1967) . According to one researcher, leader-

ship in organizations also involves exercising authority and 

the making of decisions (Dubin, 1968). While there are 

numerous other acceptable definitions of leadership, it may 

be concluded that the concept of leadership depends on the 

position, behavior, and personal characteristics of the 

leader and upon the characteristics of the situation (Hoy & 

Miskel, 1982). 

Research indicates that, from the several theories 

relating to leadership style, there are two distinct styles 

of leadership—production or task oriented leadership style 

and employee or relationship centered leadership style 

(Hersey & Blanchard, 1977). Reddin built on these two major 

dimensions of leadership style and added a third dimension 

an effectiveness dimension (Reddin, 1970) . Today both leader 

traits (concern for task and concern for relations) and 



situational variables are recognized as important aspects 

of leadership style. 

In the educational setting, research studies have been 

concerned with identification of specific factors relating 

to job satisfaction of teachers, the effect of perceived 

principal leadership style upon teacher job satisfaction, 

and identification of leadership styles. However, the job 

satisfaction of principals and other administrators has been 

studied infrequently (Friesen, Holdaway, & Rice, 1983). 

Therefore, the focus of this study was job satisfaction of 

principals and perceived superintendent leadership style. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem in this study was to determine the corre-

lation of the perceived leadership styles of selected public 

school superintendents and the job satisfaction of the prin-

cipals under the direction and/or supervision of these 

selected superintendents. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the rela-

tionship between principal job satisfaction and the principal 

perception of superintendent leadership style in six school 

districts located in North Central Texas. Also included in 

the purposes of this study were the following: (a) to 

determine the perceived leadership styles of superintendents 



of selected public schools; (b) to analyze the correlation 

between superintendent leadership style as perceived by the 

principal and principal job satisfaction; (c) to analyze the 

effect of level of instruction, age, years of experience and 

sex of principal and age and years of experience of the 

superintendent upon principal job satisfaction; (d) to pro-

vide information that will increase the understanding of 

superintendent leadership style and principal job satisfac-

tion; and (e) to provide a basis for further research that 

will better define the effects of superintendent leadership 

style upon principal job satisfaction. 

Hypotheses 

There will be no significant differences between 

principals who perceive their superintendents as having a 

high relationship as measured by the Leader Effectiveness 

and Adaptability Description—Other and principals who per-

ceive their superintendents as having a low relationship 

as measured by the Leader Effectiveness and Adaptability 

Description—Other on each of the following subscales of the 

Job Descriptive Index; 

People on Your Present Job 
Work on Present Job 
Supervision on Present Job 
Present Pay 
Job in General 

There will be no significant difference between prin-

cipals who perceive their superintendents as having a high 

task behavior as measured by the Leader Effectiveness and 



Adaptability Description—Other and principals who perceive 

their superintendents as having a low task behavior as 

measured by the Leader Effectiveness and Adaptability 

Description—Other on each of the following subscales of the 

Job Descriptive Index: 

People on Your Present Job 
Work on Present Job 
Supervision on Present Job 
Present Pay 
Job in General 

There will be no significant difference between prin-

cipal job satisfaction and the following independent varia-

bles: sex of principal, level of instruction, tenure of 

principal, tenure of superintendent, age of principal, and 

age of superintendent on the following subscales of the Job 

Descriptive Index; 

People on Your Present Job 
Work on Present Job 
Supervision on Present Job 
Present Pay 
Job in General 

Limitations 

Data compiled and analyzed from this study was limited 

to the six school districts under investigation. Findings 

and conclusions may not be applicable to the population in 

general; however, findings and conclusions may be applicable 

to similar populations. 



Definition of Terms 

Elementary School—a school which encompasses grades 

kindergarten through six or a combination thereof. 

Principal—the designated educational leader of a build-

ing or campus within a school district responsible for 

delivery of the total instructional program at that building 

or campus. 

Secondary School—a school which encompasses grades 

seven through twelve or a combination thereof. 

Superintendent—the chief executive officer of a public 

school district directly responsible to the school board. 

Additional Instrument Definitions 

Job Descriptive Index 

Job Descriptive Index (JDI)—an instrument developed by 

Smith, Kendall, and Hulin and designed to measure different 

aspects of job satisfaction in a variety of work settings. 

It contains six subscales each of which contain nine or 

eighteen items with a total of ninety items. Each of the 

items is an adjective or phrase, and respondents indicate 

whether it describes the job aspect in question. (See 

Appendix C.) 

Job in General—A subscale of the Job Descriptive Index 

consisting of eighteen items describing the general aspect 

of one's job. 



Opportunities for Promotion—a subscale of the Job 

Descriptive Index consisting of nine items describing various 

opportunities for promotion within one's job setting. 

People on Your Present Job—a subscale of the Job 

Descriptive Index consisting of eighteen items describing 

characteristics of one's co-workers. 

Present Pay—a subscale of the Job Descriptive Index 

consisting of nine items describing the current salary of 

one's job. 

Supervision on Present Job—a subscale of the Job 

Descriptive Index consisting of eighteen items describing 

characteristics of one's job supervisor. 

Work on Present Job—a subscale of the Job Descriptive 

Index consisting of eighteen items describing the work itself 

of one's job. 

Leader Effectiveness and 
Adaptability Description—Other 

Leader Effectiveness and Adaptability Description—Other 

(T.RAD—Other)—an instrument designed to measure specified 

aspects of leader behavior through perceptions by others. 

Developed by Hersey and Blanchard, this instrument consists 

of twelve situations and is designed to be completed by a 

leader's superior, associate, or subordinate in terms of how 

that leader would behave in the given situation. Data gen-

erated will identify the leader as having one of four types 

of leadership styles: high relationship/low task; high 



task/high relationship; high task/low relationship; or low 

task/low relationship. (See Appendix B). 

High Relationship/Low Task Leadership Style—a type 

of leadership style referred to as "participating" because 

the leader and follower(s) share in decision making through 

two—way communication and much facilitating behavior from the 

leader since it is assumed the follower(s) have the ability, 

knowledge, and desire to complete the task. 

High Task/High Relationship Leadership Style—a type 

of leadership style referred to as "selling" because with 

this style the leader provides much of the direction and 

attempts through two-way communication and socioemotional 

support to get the follower(s) psychologically to buy into 

decisions that must be made. 

High Task/Low Relationship Leadership Style—a type 

of leadership style referred to as "telling" because this 

leadership style is characterized by one-way communication 

in which the leader defines the roles of followers and tells 

them what tasks are to be done and how, when and where to 

do those tasks. 

Low Relationship/Low Task Leadership Style-a type of 

leadership style referred to as "delegating" because the 

leader allows the follower(s) autonomy through delegation 

and general supervision as it is assumed the follower(s) is 

high in both task and psychological maturity. 
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Background and Significance 

Inherent in any profession is the need for workers to 

be satisfied and leaders to be effective. Education is by 

no means an exception. 

There are three distinct phases of the science of 

administration: (a) Classical Organization (1900), 

(b) Human Relations Approach (1930), and (c) Behavioral 

Science Approach (1950) (Campbell, Cunningham, Nystrand, 

& Usdan, 1975) . 

The first of these phases, Classical Organization, began 

with Taylor who looked for ways to use people effectively. 

Taylor and his associates began studying workers and con-

cluded that they were motivated by economics and needed 

constant direction (Beer, 1966). Administrative engineers 

worked from the managing director downward while Taylor and 

his associates worked from the individual workers upward. 

To Fayol, Gulick, and Urwick, a division of labor, span of 

control, and the principal of homogeneity were essential 

(Hoy & Miskel, 19 82). The primary concerns of Taylor and 

Fayol were the formal aspects of organization, leadership, 

and supervision (Beer, 1966). 

The basic features of the classical organization model 

include minimizing time and effort, subdivision of opera-

tions, standardizing tasks, centralized decision making, 

limited number of subordinates per superior, no duplication 

of functions, and formal organization (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 
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The development of the second phase of administration, 

the human relations approach, was the result of the reaction 

to the classical model and was led by Follett. Follett 

viewed an organization as a dynamic system of human relation-

ships in which the integration between the individual and 

the organization and among the various parts of an organiza-

tion was a prime requisite for a successful enterprise 

(Newell, 1978). The work of Follett was supported by the 

work of Mayo and Roethlisberger who studied the effects of 

various working conditions in the Hawthorne plant of the 

Western Electric Company of Chicago from 1923 to 1932. These 

studies, known as the Hawthorne Studies, are basic to the 

literature describing informal groups (Mayo, 1945). At the 

conclusion of their experiments, Mayo and Roethlisberger 

determined that the most important factor to production was 

the mental attitude of the workers, although wage incentives 

and working conditions also affected production (Newell, 

1978) . The human relations movement stressed that managers 

could deal more effectively with the problems of motivation 

and conflict within organizations if they became more sensi-

tive to the diversity of human needs (Hack, Ramseyer, 

Gephart, & Heck, 1971). 

As the classical approach ignored social relations and 

the human relations approach ignored formal structure, a 

third phase of administration, the behavioral science 

approach, was developed. Barnard, the author of this 
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approach, applied the social relations theory and the theory 

of formal structure to the efficiency and the effectiveness 

of organizations. He looked upon effectiveness as organiza-

tion oriented and upon efficiency as worker oriented. For 

the first time, the interrelationship of these two dimensions 

was recognized (Knezevich, 1962). 

In 1947 Simon extended Barnard's work and used the 

concepts of effectiveness and efficiency to explain the 

theory of work motivation. The organization was viewed as an 

exchange system in which inducements were exchanged for work 

(Hoy & Miskel, 1982). Simon's primary contribution was the 

elaboration of the nature and importance of decision making 

in the administrative process (Knezevich, 196 2). In his 

view, there was no best solution to any given problem, but 

some solutions were better than others. He also noted that 

the way to improve administration was to increase the 

rationality of organization decisions (Campbell et al., 

1975) . 

The history of educational administration parallels 

that of the broad field of administrative science. Similar 

to Taylor's scientific managers, early students of educa-

tional administration looked upon organizational behavior 

from the vantage point of job analysis and observed adminis-

trators at their jobs to determine more effective ways to 

perform tasks and to improve efficiency. The doctrine of 
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school administration defined school administration as being 

like the management of a business or factory (Hack et al., 

1971). 

The Hawthorne studies also impacted educational admin-

istration. Concern with the needs, perceptions, attitudes, 

and motives of industrial personnel resulted in a prolifera-

tion of research on the sociological and psychological 

forces in industry, and the watchwords of social scientists 

in industry were morale and job satisfaction (Beer, 1966). 

The key word in educational administration was "democratic" 

democratic administration, democratic supervision, democratic 

decision making, and democratic teaching (Hoy & Miskel, 

1982). As in industry, the human relations approach in 

education symbolized a concern for people without a concern 

for organization and appeared to have lost sight for the 

necessity for supervision and organization or work (Beer, 

1966) . 

In educational administration, the behavioral science 

approach began in the 1950s. During this time, concepts 

from many disciplines were incorporated into educational 

administration research. This approach appeared to be the 

ideal solution to many problems faced in educational admin-

istration (Hack et al., 1971). H o w e v e r , social and political 

factors of the 1960s and financial and political concerns of 

the 1970s raised questions about inequality, accountability, 

and management. It became apparent that the behavioral 
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science approach had been overpromoted and progress during 

these two decades had been modest at best (Hoy & Miskel, 

1982) . Nevertheless, many administrators found that the 

behavioral science approach was a good compromise between the 

business management and human relations doctrines, and this 

approach also found favor with school boards and the public 

(Beer, 1966). During the 1980s , the behavioral science 

approach will face many challenges from both administrators 

and professors in the educational setting. An application of 

theory, a quest for effective management techniques, and a 

search for a set of conceptual guidelines will be required 

if leaders are to be effective and subordinates are to be 

satisfied in the field of education. 

The formal study of job satisfaction began as a result 

of the findings of the Hawthorne studies in the early 1930s 

although, prior to these studies, scientific managers had 

recognized the concept of job satisfaction in conjunction 

with worker fatigue (Bacharach & Stephen, 1983). In his 

monograph of 1936, Hoppock provided the classic definition 

of job satisfaction which expresses a view still held today 

(Vroom, 1964). He defined job satisfaction as any combina-

tion of psychological, physiological, and environmental 

circumstances that cause a person to say, "I am satisfied 

with my job" (Hoppock, 1935, p. 47). Hoppock also developed 

the Hoppock Job Satisfaction Blank which is the oldest 

measure of job satisfaction available. Several revisions of 
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the questionnaire have appeared since Hoppock's original 

study of job satisfaction (Butters & Gade, 19 82) . 

Since 1935, numerous studies, research reports, and 

well-formulated theories have attempted to explain the 

complex issue of job satisfaction. These theories include 

Skinner's theory of behaviorism, content theories, and 

process theories. 

The work of Skinner, one of the most influential and 

widely known psychologists, is synonymous with terms such as 

operant conditioning, behavior modification, and behavior 

management (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). Skinner's theory of be-

haviorism is based upon the concept of reinforcement and 

explains human actions using an extrinsic approach. Skinner 

noted that behavior which receives positive reinforcers will 

be repeated and those not receiving positive reinforcers 

will gradually be dropped (Kirk & Gallagher, JL979) . Two 

fundamental assumptions of behaviorism are that humans 

generate energy, become active, and emit behaviors of various 

kinds, and that behavior is a lawful process that is deter-

mined and controlled by genetic and environmental factors 

(Miskel, 1983). 

Content theories attempt to specify only what motivates 

behavior. These theories delineate specific needs, motives, 

expectancies, and antecedents to behavior, or they relate 

behavior to outcomes or consequences (Hoy & Miskel, 19 82). 

In contrast, process theories try to explain how behavior is 



16 

started, sustained at a particular level, and stopped. Most 

of these theories are concerned with cognitive processes 

such as expectancy, attribution, and goal setting (Miskel, 

1983). 

One of the best known content theories of human needs 

or job satisfaction was advanced by Maslow in 1943. He 

postulated that people possess five prepotent needs arranged 

in a hierarchy from lowest to highest (Aldag & Brief, 1979). 

These include the following: 

1. Physiological Needs—the need for food, water, air 

and sleep (Aldag & Brief, 1979; Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

2. Safety and Security—the need for protection against 

danger and threat; freedom from fear, anxiety, and chaos; 

the need for structure, order, law, limits and stability 

(Aldag & Brief, 1979; Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

3. Belonging, Love, and Social Activity—the need for 

friendship, affection, love, and belonging to groups (Aldag & 

Brief, 1979; Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

4. Esteem—the need for self-respect such as achieve-

ment, competence, and confidence; the need for respect and 

admiration from others (Aldag & Brief; Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

5. Self-actualization—the need to achieve one's 

potential and for maximum self-development, creativity, and 

self-expression (Aldag & Brief; Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

The importance of Maslow's work lies in the assertion 

that when man has satisfied lower level needs (physiological 
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and safety), they no longer are strong motivators. Instead, 

higher level needs (autonomy, esteem, and self-actualization) 

become the main source of motivation (Beer, 1966) . 

Herzberg and his associates developed a theory of job 

satisfaction that has led to numerous studies in the field 

of job satisfaction. Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory 

makes a distinction between two sets of job factors. One 

set is related to the actual doing of the job, the job con-

tent, or the intrinsic aspects of the job. These factors, or 

motivators, include achievement, recognition, work itself, 

responsibility, and advancement. The other set of job fac-

tors is related to the environmental setting or extrinsic 

factors of the job. These factors, or hygienes, include 

policy and administration, interpersonal relations, super-

vision, salary, working conditions, status, security, 

possibility of growth, and personal life (Schmidt, 1976). 

The motivators or satisfiers seem to describe man's rela-

tionship to what he does whereas the hygienes or dissatis-

iers describe the situation in which he does it (Herzberg, 

Mausner, & Spyderman, 1959). Herzberg concluded that work 

satisfaction and dissatisfaction were not opposites but were 

separate and distinct dimensions of work orientation (Miskel, 

1983) . 

Alderfer's Existence, Relatedness, and Growth (ERG) 

theory is another prominent content theory of motivation. 

It is, in some respects, a reformulation of Maslow's need 
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hierarchy but has only three need levels (Aldag & Brief, 

1979). Existence needs can be satisfied by objects and in-

clude the physiological and safety/material needs of the 

Maslow theory. Relatedness needs are satisfied by the mutual 

sharing of thoughts and feelings with significant others and 

include the safety/social and esteem/interpersonal needs of 

the Maslow theory. Growth needs involve individuals in 

interaction with their environment in order to develop their 

creative abilities and capacities and include the esteem/ 

self-confirmed and self-actualization needs of the Maslow 

theory (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). Alderfer's theory explicitly 

recognizes the potential for frustration and regressing and 

is much less rigid than Maslow's theory. It offers adminis-

trators a relatively simple framework for understanding the 

needs and desires of employees and the role these needs play 

in the motivational process (Aldag & Brief, 1979). 

Process theorists have taken an entirely different 

approach to the subject of job satisfaction. Rather than 

explaining factors that motivate behavior, they are inter-

ested in how behavior is started, sustained, and stopped 

(Michel, 19 82). 

One of these approaches, the Valence-Instrumentality-

Expectancy (VIE) theory, was originally popularized by Vroom 

(1964). This theory, also called the expectancy theory, 

rests on two basic premises. First, individuals make de-

cisions about their own behavior in organizations by using 
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their abilities to think, reason, and anticipate future 

events and evaluate the expected value of outcomes of their 

actions before choosing how to behave. Secondly, forces 

in the individual and in the environment combine to determine 

behavior (Vroom, 1964). 

The expectancy theory builds on these two premises with 

the concepts of valence, instrumentality, and expectancy. 

Valence refers to the perceived positive or negative value 

an individual assigns to potential outcomes for working 

(Vroom, 1964). Instrumentality refers to the perceived 

probability that an incentive with a valence will be received 

after a particular level of achievement (Hoy & Miskel, 1982; 

Vroom, 1964). Expectancy refers to the subjective proba-

bility that a given effort will result in a specified 

performance level (Hoy & Miskel, 1982; Vroom, 1964). 

In 196 8, Locke and his associates formulated the goal 

theory. By definition, goal theory is not complex. A goal 

is defined as what an individual is consciously trying to 

achieve. The basic assumptions of goal theory include the 

following: (a) most human action is purposive; (b) behavior 

is regulated and maintained by goals and intentions; (c) spe-

cific goals are superior to general goals; and (d) difficult 

goals lead to greater effort than easy goals (Miskel, 1983). 

The Management by Objectives technique, used in many work 

settings, is one result of the goal theory (Hoy & Miskel, 

1982). 
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Administrators and teachers alike are beginning to 

recognize the importance of job satisfaction and an effective 

leadership style within the educational setting. Already 

impatient with spiraling educational expenses and plunging 

test scores, the public is now becoming aware of teachers 

who are no longer satisfied with their chosen professions and 

of administrators who lack basic leadership skills. These 

circumstances have prompted a concern about quality education 

among both educators and the general public. 

Research indicates that job satisfaction has been the 

theme of numerous studies in organizations and in the educa-

tional setting; however, the job satisfaction of leaders and 

administrators has been studied infrequently (Friesen et al., 

1983). In the educational setting, the focus of job satis-

faction studies has been upon teachers rather than upon 

administrators (Bacharach & Stephen, 1983). It is therefore 

fitting that such a study be conducted in order to better 

understand the variables which affect the job satisfaction of 

principals. 

Of particular concern in this study was the effect of 

perceived superintendent leadership style upon principal job 

satisfaction. Such a study will be beneficial to both prin-

cipals and superintendents as well as to students of 

educational administration. The results of this study will 

provide superintendents with perceptions of how others per-

ceive their actions as well as how those individuals perceive 
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their leadership styles. Principals will be able to deter-

mine the effect of their superintendent's leadership style 

upon their own satisfactions with their positions. Students 

of educational administration can use the results of this 

study to determine the correlation between superintendent 

leadership style and principal job satisfaction and to deter-

mine the effectiveness of various styles of leadership. 



CHAPTER I BIBLIOGRAPHY 

1. Alday, R. J., & Brief, A. P. (1979). Task design and 
employee motivation. Dallas: Scott, Foresman and 
Company. 

2. Bacharach, S., & Stephen M. (1983). The sources of dis-
satisfaction in educational administration: A 
role-specific analysis. Educational Administration 
Quarterly, 19, 101-128. 

3. Beer, M. (1966). Leadership, employee needs and motiva-
tion. Columbus: College of Commerce and Adminis-
tration, Ohio State University. 

4. Blanchard, K., & Johnson, S. (1984). The one minute 
manager. New York: Berkley Books. 

5. Blocker, C. E., & Richardson, R. C. (1963). Twenty-five 
years of morale research—A critical review. Jour-
nal of Educational Sociology, 36, 100-210. 

6. Boles, H. W., & Davenport, J. A. (1975). Introduction to 
educational leadership. New York: Harper & Row, 
Publishers. 

7. Bossert, S. T., Dwyer, D. C., Rowan, B., & Lee, C. V. 
(1983). The instructional management role of the 
principal. Educational Administration Quarterly, 
18, 34-64. 

8. Bridges, E. M. (1980). Job satisfaction and teacher 
absenteeism. Educational Administration Quarterly, 
16_, 41-56. 

9. Butters, M. & Gade, E. M. (1982). Job satisfaction and 
leadership behavior of residence hall assistants. 
Journal of College Student Personnel, 23, 320-323. 

10. Campbell, R., Cunningham, L., Nystrand, R., & Usdan, M. 
(1975). The organization and control of American 
schools (3rd ed.). Ohio: Charles E. Merrill 
Publishing Company. 

11. Cook, J. D., Hepworth, S. J., Wall, T. D., & Warr, P. B. 
(1981). The experience of work. New York: 
Academic Press. 

22 



23 

12. Doll, R. C. (1972) . Leadership to improve schools. 
Worthington: Charles A. Jones. 

13. Dubin, R. (1968). Human relations in administration 
(3rd ed.). Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall. 

14. Etzioni, A. (1961). A comparative analysis of complex 
organizations. New York: Free Press. 

15. Fiedler, F. E. (1967). A theory of leadership effec-
tiveness . New York: McGraw-Hill. 

16. Fiedler, F. E., & Chemers, M. M. (1974). Leadership and 
effective management. Illinois: Scott, Foresman, 
and Company. 

17. Friesen, D., Holdaway, E. A., & Rice, A. W. (1983). 
Satisfaction of school principals with their work. 
Educational Administration Quarterly, 19, 35-58. 

18. Hack, W. G., Ramseyer, J. A., Gephart, W. J., & Heck, 
J. B. (Eds.). (1971). Educational administration: 
selected readings (2nd ed.). Boston: Allyn and 
Bacon. 

19. Henderson, J. E., & Hoy, W. K. (1982). Leader authen-
ticity: The development and test of an operational 
measure. Educational and Psychological Research, 
3, 63-76. 

20. Hersey, P., & Blanchard, K. H. (1977). Management of 
organizational behavior: Utilizing human re-
sources . Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall 

21. Herzberg, F., Mausner, B., & Snyderman, B. B. (1959). 
The motivation to work. New York: John Wiley & 
Sons. 

22. Hoppock, R. (1935). Job satisfaction. New York: 
Harper. 

23. Hoy, W. K., & Miskel, C. B. (1982). Educational admin-
istration: Theory, research, and practice. New 
York: Random House. 

24. Iannone, R. (1978). What motivates principals? The 
Journal of Educational Research, 66, 260-262. 

25. Kirk, S. A., & Gallagher, J. J. (1979). Educating ex-
ceptional children. Boston: Houghton Mifflin. 



24 

26. Knezevich, S. J. (1962). Administration of public edu-
cation. New York: Harper & Row. 

27. Likert, R. (1961). New patterns of management. New 
York: McGraw-Hill. 

28. Locke, E. A. (1976) . The nature and cause of job satis-
faction (M. D. Dunnette, Ed.). Handbook of 
industrial and organizational psychology. Chicago: 
Rand McNally. 

29. Marcus, E. (1982). Should I or shouldn't I? The School 
Administrator, 39, 14-16. 

30. Mayo, E. (1945). The social problems of an industrial 
civilization. Boston: Harvard Business School. 

31. Michel, G. J. (1982) . Business leaders and educational 
leaders: Their risk taking propensity. Educa-
tional and Psychological Research, 3, 112-129. 

32. Miskel, G. G. (1983). Motivation in educational organi-
zations. Educational Administration Quarterly, 19, 
6 5- 8 8. 

33. Miskel, C. G., Fevurly, R., & Stewart, J. (1979). 
Organizational structures and processes, perceived 
school effectiveness, loyalty, and job satisfac-
tion. Educational Administration Quarterly, 15, 
97-H8. 

34. Newell, C. A. (1978). Human behavior in educational 
administration. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 
Inc. 

35. Pitner, N. J., & Ogawa, R. T. (1981). Organizational 
leadership: The case of the school supterintendent. 
Educational Administration Quarterly, 17, 45-65. 

36. Reddin, W. J. (1970). Managerial effectiveness. New 
York: McGraw-Hill. 

37. Schmidt, G. L. (1976). Job satisfaction among secondary 
school administrators. Educational Administration 
Quarterly, 12, 68-86. 

38. Sergiovanni, T. J. (1982). Ten principles of quality 
leadership. Educational Leadership, 39, 330-336. 



25 

39. Smith, P. C., Kendall, L. M., & Hulin, C. L. (1969). 
The measurement of satisfaction in work and retire-
ment . Chicago: Rand McNally. — — — 

40. Taylor, F. W. (1911). The principles of scientific 
management. New York: Harper & Brothers. 

41. Taylor, R. L. (1982). Improving school climate and 
morale. The School Administrator, 39, 18-20. 

42. Vroom, V. (1964). Work and motivation. New York: 
Wiley. 

43. Young, I. P. (1982). A multivariate study of adminis-
trator leadership behavior and custodial satisfac-
tion. Planning & Changing, 13, 110-123. 

44. Zirkes, M. (1982). Don't give up on your staff. The 
School Administrator, 39, 12-15. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Inherent in any profession is the need for workers to 

be satisfied and leaders to be effective. Education is by 

no means an exception. Historically, job satisfaction has 

been a topic of concern and study since the early 1930s 

while the formal study of leadership began in the early 

1900s. Of prime consideration in this chapter is the review 

of the literature relating to both job satisfaction and 

leadership in the educational setting. The chapter is 

divided into two parts. Part I is a review of the litera-

ture concerned with leadership while Part II is a review 

of the literature relating to job satisfaction. 

Leadership 

Definitions of leadership are as numerous and varied 

as the number of researchers who study it. Leadership has 

been defined as power based predominantly on personal 

characteristics, usually normative in nature (Etzioni, 

1961). The leader has been described as the individual 

in a group who is given the task of directing and coor-

dinating task-relevant group activities (Fiedler, 1967) . 

Leadership in organizations involves exercising authority 

and the making of decisions (Dubin, 1968). Leadership has 
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also been defined as the ability which enables an individual 

to get others to do willingly what they have the ability to 

do but might not spontaneously do on their own (Kampmeier, 

1976). Broadly defined, leadership is achieving objectives 

effectively and efficiently. This definition places the 

emphasis upon the leader's behavior and upon results 

(Sergiovanni, 1982). Leadership is also defined as the 

process of influencing the activities of an organized 

group toward goal setting and goal achievement (Stogdill, 

1950). While there are numerous other acceptable defini-

tions of leadership, it may be concluded that the concept 

of leadership depends on the position, behavior, and 

personal characteristics of the leader and upon the 

characteristics of the situation (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

There are three distinct phases of the science of 

administration or leadership: (a) Classical Organization 

(1900), (b) Human Relations Approach (1930), and (c) Behav-

ioral Science Approach (1950) (Campbell, Cunningham, 

Nystrand, & Usdan, 1975). 

The first of these phases, Classical Organization, had 

its formal beginning in the writings of Taylor in 1911 and 

Fayol in 1930. These writers, who are usually referred to 

as the Functional School of Management, were primarily con-

cerned with the formal aspects of organization, leadership, 

and supervision (Beer, 1966) . Taylor and his associates 
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concluded that workers were motivated by economics and needed 

constant supervision and direction (Beer, 1966) . Adminis-

trative engineers worked from the managing director downward 

while Taylor and his associates worked from the individual 

workers upward. A division of labor, span of control, and 

the principal of homogeneity were essential to Fayol, 

Gulick, and Urwick (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

The basic features of the classical administrative 

model include the following: 

1. Time and Motion Studies—Is each task carried out 

in a way that minimizes time and effort required? 

2. Division of Labor and Specialization—Efficiency 

can be attained by subdividing any operation into its basic 

components to ensure workers' performance. 

3. Standardization of Tasks—Breaking tasks into com-

ponent parts allows for routinized performance. 

4. Unity of Command—To coordinate the organization, 

decision making is centralized, with responsibility flowing 

from top to bottom. 

5. Span of Control—Unity of command and coordination 

are possible only if each superior at any level has a 

limited number of subordinates (five to ten) to direct. 

6. Uniqueness of Function—One department of an 

organization should not duplicate the functions performed 

by another. 
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7. Formal Organization—The focus of analysis is on 

the official organization blueprint; semiformal and informal 

structures created by the dynamic interaction within the 

formal organization are not analyzed (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

The development of the second phase of administration, 

the human relations approach, was the result of the reaction 

to the classical model and was led by Follett. Follett 

viewed an organization as a dynamic system of human rela-

tionships in which the integration between the individual 

and the organization and among the various parts of an 

organization was a prime requisite for a successful enter-

prise (Newell, 1978). The writings of Follett included a 

brilliant set of papers dealing with the human side of 

administration and stated that the fundamental problem in 

all organizations was in developing and maintaining dynamic 

and harmonious relationships (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

The work of Follett was supported by the work of Mayo 

and Roethlisberger who studied the effects of various 

working conditions in the Hawthorne plant of the Western 

Electric Company of Chicago from 1923 to 1932. These 

studies, known as the Hawthorne Studies, are basic to the 

literature describing informal groups (Mayo, 1945). The 

studies began with three experiments conducted to study the 

relation of quality and quantity of illumination to effi-

ciency in industry (Babbie, 1983). The productivity of 

the workers in the test group increased although the level 
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of illumination was decreased. The conclusions were not as 

clear-cut or as simple as had been anticipated. The company 

then called upon two Harvard professors—Mayo, an industrial 

psychologist, and Roethlisberger, a social psychologist—to 

continue studying the relationship between physical condi-

tions of work and productivity. From 1927 through 1932 

these two researchers conducted a series of experiments 

that have since become classics of research—the Hawthorne 

Studies (Hoy & Miskel, 1982) . Mayo and Roethlisberger 

determined that the most important factor to production 

was the mental attitude of the workers although wage incen-

tives and working conditions affected production (Newell, 

1978) . The realization that man is motivated by social and 

psychological forces as well as economic forces was a direct 

result of the Hawthorne Studies (Beer, 1966). It also became 

evident that productivity can be affected by the perception 

of workers that management is interested in them and that 

production can be restricted by social pressures to conform 

to group-determined standards (Beer, 1966). The human rela-

tions movement stressed that managers could deal more 

effectively with the problems of motivation and conflict 

within organizations if they became more sensitive to the 

diversity of human needs (Hack, Ramseyer, Gephart, & Heck, 

1971) . 

As the classical approach ignored social relations and 

the human relations approach ignored formal structure, a 
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third phase of administration, the behavioral science 

approach, was developed. Barnard, the author of this 

approach, applied the social relations theory and the theory 

of formal structure to the efficiency and the effectiveness 

of organizations. He looked upon effectiveness as organiza-

tion oriented and upon efficiency as worker oriented. For 

the first time, the interrelationship of these two dimen-

sions was recognized (Knezevich, 1969). Barnard's book, 

Functions of the Executive, is the product of his years as 

president of Bell Telephone Company of New Jersey and pro-

vides a comprehensive theory of cooperative behavior in 

formal organizations. Barnard himself provided the defini-

tions of formal and informal organizations and demonstrated 

the interaction between them and also summarized the contri-

butions of his work in terms of structural and dynamic 

concepts (Barnard, 1938). The structural concepts he con-

sidered important were the individual, the cooperative 

system, the formal organization, the complex formal organi-

zation, and the informal organization. His important 

dynamic concepts were free will, cooperation, communication, 

authority, the decision process, and dynamic equilibrium 

(Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

In 1947, Simon extended Barnard's work and used the 

concepts of effectiveness and efficiency to explain the 

theory of work motivation. The organization was viewed as 

an exchange system in which inducements were exchanged for 



32 

work (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). Simon stated that the accepted 

principles of administration were "little more than ambig-

uous and mutually contradicted proverbs" (Simon, 1945, p. 37). 

Simon's primary contribution was the elaboration of the 

nature and importance of decision making in the administra-

tive process (Knezevich, 1969). In his view, there was no 

best solution to any given problem, but some solutions were 

better than others. He also noted that the way to improve 

administration was to increase the rationality of organiza-

tion decisions (Campbell et al., 1975). 

The history of educational administration parallels 

that of the broad field of administrative science. Similar 

to Taylor's scientific managers, early students of educa-

tional administration looked upon organizational behavior 

from the vantage point of job analysis and observed adminis-

trators at their jobs to determine more effective ways to 

perform tasks and to improve efficiency. The doctrine of 

school administration defined school administration as 

being like the management of a business or factory (Hack et 

al., 1971). 

The Hawthorne Studies also impacted educational admin-

istration. Concern with the needs, perceptions, attitudes, 

and motives of industrial personnel resulted in a prolifera-

tion of research on the sociological and psychological forces 

in industry, and the watchwords of social scientists in 

industry were morale and job satisfaction (Beer, 1966). The 
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key word in educational administration was "democratic" 

(Hoy & Miskel, 1982)—democratic administration, democratic 

supervision, democratic decision making, and democratic 

teaching. As in industry, the human relations approach in 

education symbolized a concern for people without a concern 

for organization and appeared to have lost sight of the 

necessity for supervision and organization or work (Beer, 

1966). The emphasis on human relations and democratic 

practices often meant a series of prescriptions as to how 

conditions ought to be and how persons in an organization 

should behave. These prescriptions sometimes took the form 

of principles but were usually no more than observations of 

successful administrators or democratic ideologies of college 

professors (Griffiths, 1964). In the 1940s and 1950s, 

educational administration was a democratic approach long 

on rhetoric and short on research and practice (Kerlinger, 

1964). 

The behavioral science approach in educational adminis-

tration began in the 1950s. During this time, concepts from 

many disciplines were incorporated into educational adminis-

tration research. This approach appeared to be the ideal 

solution to many problems faced in educational administration 

(Hack et al., 1971). By the 1960s a full scale theory move-

ment emerged to guide the study and teaching of educational 

administration. Democratic prescription was replaced by 

analysis; a field orientation was replaced by a discipline 



34 

orientation; and raw observation was replaced by theoretical 

research (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). Social and political factors 

of the 1960s and financial and political concerns of the 

1970s raised questions about inequality, accountability, 

and management. It became apparent that the behavioral 

science approach had been overpromoted and that progress 

during these two decades had been modest at best (Hoy & 

Miskel, 1982). Nevertheless, many administrators found that 

the behavioral science approach was a good compromise 

between the business management and human relations doc-

trines, and this approach also found favor with school 

boards and the public (Beer, 1966). During the 1980s, the 

behavioral science approach will face many challenges from 

both administrators and professors in the educational setting. 

An application of theory, a quest for effective management 

techniques, and a search for a set of conceptual guidelines 

will be required if leaders are to be effective and subor-

dinates are to be satisfied in the field of education. 

Theory and research are replete with various frameworks 

for examining the important aspects of leadership behavior. 

Following is a discussion of several studies of leadership 

behaviors and the results of those studies. 

One of the first and most famous studies of leadership 

style was conducted by Lewin, Lippitt, and White in 1939. 

These researchers formed several sponsored clubs among 

elementary school age boys. Leaders of these clubs were 
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adult male graduate students in social psychology. Each 

leader was trained to behave toward the boys in his group 

in one of three leadership styles. The styles included 

democratic, in which group decisions were made by majority 

vote, equal participation was encouraged, and criticism and 

punishment were minimal; autocratic, in which all decisions 

were made by the leader, and the boys were required to 

follow prescribed procedures under strict discipline; and 

laissez-faire, in which ten actual leadership activities 

of the group leader were kept at the minimum, allowing the 

boys to work and play essentially without supervision. The 

groups with democratic leaders were the most satisfied and 

functioned in the most orderly and positive manner. The 

number and degree of aggressive acts were greatest in the 

autocratically led groups (Fiedler & Chemers, 1974). 

Studies by Vroom indicate that employee characteristics 

determine at least in part which managerial style will be 

most effective. Employees high in authoritarianism and low 

in the need for independence were found to perform best 

under directive supervisors while employees high in need 

for independence but low in authoritarianism performed 

better under democratic leaders (Vroom, 1960). A study 

by Haythorn and his associates also showed that individuals 

who were themselves somewhat authoritarian were more satis-

fied with authoritarian leadership than were individuals 
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who were not authoritarian (Haythorn, Couch, Haefner, 

Langhan, & Carter, 1956) . 

Between 1904 and 1947 Stogdill reviewed about 120 

trait studies of leadership. He classified the personal 

factors associated with leadership into five general 

categories (Stogdill, 1948). These included the following: 

1. Capacity (intelligence, alertness, verbal facility, 

originality, judgment), 

2. Achievement (scholarship, knowledge, athletic 

accomplishments), 

3. Responsibility (dependability, initiative, persis-

tence, aggressiveness, self-confidence, desire to excel), 

4. Participation (activity, sociability, cooperation, 

adaptability, humor), and 

5. Status (socioeconomic position, popularity) 

(Stogdill, 1948). 

Although certain traits were shown to be related to leader-

ship, his summary indicated that the pattern of leadership 

traits differed according to the demands of the situation 

(Stogdill, 1949). He further concluded that the trait 

approach to leadership had yielded somewhat confusing 

results (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

A later review of 125 leadership studies generated 750 

findings about the personality traits of leaders and produced 

results similar to those of Stogdill's review (Mann, 1959). 

Many of the traits tentatively isolated as crucial in one 
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study were found to be unimportant in others. In some groups 

effective leaders were assertive and aggressive while effec-

tive leaders in other groups were mild-mannered and 

restrained (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

More recent studies dealing with leadership traits show 

that a few traits tend to distinguish leaders from nonleaders 

and show a consistent positive relationship with leadership. 

Traits which show consistent correlations with leadership 

include intelligence, dominance, self-confidence, energy, 

and task-relevant knowledge (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). It may 

be concluded that the trait approach to leadership cannot 

by itself explain leadership phenomena. The study of 

leadership traits should not be neglected but must also 

consider the situational factors. 

Contemporary opinion currently holds the trait approach 

in considerable disrepute and deems as essentially impossible 

the likelihood of uncovering a set of universal leadership 

effectiveness traits (Hersey & Stinson, 1980). The study of 

alternative concepts of leadership began as a result of the 

confusion of the findings of the trait studies, and 

researchers turned their studies toward the examination 

of relationships among leader behaviors and subordinate 

satisfaction and performance (Halpin & Winer, 1957). 

The leadership inquiries probably most well known to 

students of educational administration are the Leader Behavior 

Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) studies started by Ohio State 
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University in the 1940s. Originally developed by Hemphill 

and Coons, the LBDQ was later refined by Halpin, Winer, 

and Stogdill (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

Researchers at Ohio State University developed a concept 

of leadership using a combination of empirical and theoreti-

cal materials (Melcher, 1976) . The Ohio State University 

studies included industry, the armed services, and educa-

tion. Effective leaders were perceived as being high in 

both initiating structure and in consideration in several 

of these studies (Stogdill & Coons, 1957). The two dimen-

sions, initiating structure and consideration, were 

uncovered while doing a factor analysis of the Leader 

Behavior Description Questionnaire responses of 300 crew 

members who described the behavior of their fifty-two B-29 

aircraft commanders. It was found that initiating structure 

and consideration accounted for approximately 34% and 50%, 

respectively, of the common variance (Halpin & Winer, 1957). 

Halpin defined the two dimensions of the Leader Behavior 

Description Questionnaire as follows: 

1. Consideration involves behaviors indicative of 

friendship, mutual trust, respect and warmth between 

leader and followers. 

2. Initiating structure refers to the leader's behav-

iors which indicate that the leader organizes and defines 

the relationship between himself and members of the work 

group (Halpin & Winer, 1957). 
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A large number of studies were undertaken to compare the 

effects of these leader behaviors on subordinate performance 

and satisfaction. A high consideration-high structure 

leadership style was often found to lead to high performance 

and satisfaction (Hersey & Stinson, 1980) . 

After an extensive LBDQ study, Brown suggested that 

strength on both initiating structure and consideration is 

desirable. He also suggested that principals committed to 

developing effective organizational dynamics may make up for 

weakness on one dimension with unusual strength on the other 

(Brown, 1967). 

Early studies of superintendents by Halpin suggested 

that public school norms supported considerate behavior 

(Halpin, 1956). He speculated that the lack of inclination 

to stress initiating structure may reflect the fact that 

human relations and group dynamics are emphasized in educa-

tion (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). Halpin concluded that a 

successful leader must contribute to both major groups' 

objectives, goal achievement and group maintenance, or 

he must facilitate cooperative group action that is both 

effective and efficient (Halpin, 1959) . 

In studying leader behavior the Ohio State staff found 

that initiating structure and consideration were separate 

and distinct dimensions. It was during these studies that 

leader behavior was first plotted on two separate axes 

rather than on a single continuum. Four quadrants were 
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developed to show various combinations of initiating struc-

ture (task) and consideration (relationships). These four 

quadrants included high structure and high consideration, 

high structure and low consideration, high consideration 

and low structure, and low structure and low consideration 

(Hersey & Blanchard, 1969). 

Occurring almost simultaneously with the Ohio State 

Leadership Studies were the early studies of the Survey 

Research Center at the University of Michigan. These 

studies dealt with business and industrial organizations, 

such as insurance companies, manufacturing concerns and 

banks, and with hospitals, governmental agencies, and 

public utilities (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). The purpose of 

these investigations was to locate clusters of leadership 

characteristics closely related to each other and to the 

effectiveness criteria. The effectiveness criteria included 

job satisfaction, turnover, absenteeism, productivity, and 

efficiency. Initially two distinct styles of leadership 

were identified—production-oriented and employee-centered 

(Katz, Macoby, & Morse, 1950). The production-oriented 

leader emphasized the task to be done and the technical 

aspects of the job and stressed developing plans and 

procedures to accomplish the task. The employee-centered 

leader believed in delegating decision making and assisting 

followers in satisfying their needs by creating a supportive 

work environment. Research and analysis of data showed that 
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these two dimensions were independent as were the dimensions 

of initiating structure and consideration of the Ohio State 

Leadership Studies (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

Fleishman and Harris found in their study of industrial 

supervisors that, as the supervisors' consideration behavior 

increased, both turnover and grievance rates decreased. 

They also found that increase in initiation of structure 

behavior resulted in more grievances and higher turnover 

(Fleishman, 1955). 

Morse found in a study of 742 clerical workers that 

superiors who supervise closely do not allow an opportunity 

for developing improved skills and higher aspirations. As 

a result their subordinates were better satisfied with pay 

and the company in general but not with the immediate work 

group. The study also found that satisfaction was positively 

related to general supervision and freedom of action when 

workers were able to fulfill expectations arising from a 

greater degree of freedom (Morse, 1953). 

Likert found that supervisors who use group methods of 

supervision and have favorable attitudes toward their 

followers achieve higher performance than supervisors who 

have unfavorable attitudes toward their followers (Likert, 

1961). Similar effects on performance under supervisors who 

support their subordinates, recognize good performance, and 

communicate with them were found by Indik and his associates 

(Indik, Georgopoulos, & Seashore, 1961). 
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Research studies indicate that threatening treatment or 

punitive supervision negatively affects production and 

satisfaction (Argyle, Gardner, & Cioffi, 1958; DeCharms & 

Bridgeman, 1961; and Day & Hamblin, 1961) while friendliness 

and help improve production, decrease absenteeism and 

turnover, and improve staff relationships (Schachter, 

Festinger, Willerman, & Hyman, 1961). Other studies found 

that participation and supervisory concern increased produc-

tion (Lawrence & Smith, 1955), decreased absences (Mann & 

Baumgartel, 1952), and decreased turnover (Wickert, 1951). 

A high consideration/high structure leadership style 

was often found to lead to high performance and satisfaction. 

In a number of studies other combinations of consideration 

and structure (i.e., low consideration/high structure) were 

found to be more effective (Kerr, Schriesheim, Murphy, & 

Stogdill, 1974). Research clearly indicated that no single 

leadership style was universally effective as the relation-

ships among supervisory behavior, organization performance, 

and employee satisfaction changed from situation to situa-

tion (Hersey & Stinson, 1980). As a result researchers 

began to change toward a situational approach to leadership. 

The situational approach to leadership examines the 

interrelationships among leader and subordinate behaviors 

or characteristics and the situation in which they find 

themselves (Hersey & Stinson, 1980). This theory of 

leadership is often referred to as the contingency approach. 
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Contingency theories maintain that leadership effectiveness 

depends on the fit between personality characteristics of 

the leader and situational variables such as task structure, 

position power, and subordinate skills and attitudes 

(Fleishman, 1973). Currently, the two most widely held 

contingency theories are Fiedler's contingency model and 

House's path-goal theory. 

Fiedler constructed the first major theory to specifi-

cally propose contingency relationships in the study of 

leadership (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). The basic postulates of 

Fiedler's model are the following: 

1. The motivations of the leader determine the 

leadership style. 

2. Group performance is contingent upon both the 

motivational system of the leader and the degree to which 

the leader has control and influence in a particular 

situation, the "situational favorableness" (Fiedler & 

Chemers, 1974, p. 73). 

To classify leadership styles, Fiedler developed a 

simple personality measure called the least preferred co-

worker (LPC) scale. The questionnaire asks the leader to 

describe his or her least preferred co-worker, the person 

with whom the leader works least well. Each item of the 

bipolar scale is scored from one to eight with eight as 

the most favorable point on the scale, and the LPC score 

is the sum of the item scores. A low score indicates the 
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degree to which an individual is ready to reject completely 

those with whom he cannot work. A highly rejecting descrip-

tion indicates a very strong emotional reaction and not 

merely the calm and reasoned judgment of a detached 

observer. A more positive score indicates a willingness 

to perceive even the worst co-worker as having some reason-

ably positive attributes and again reflects more than a 

simple objective judgment. The high LPC person who sees 

both good and bad points in his least preferred co-worker 

takes a much more analytical point of view which suggests 

a greater concern with knowing even those with whom he 

cannot work (Fiedler & Chemers, 1974). 

Three attempts to test Fiedler's contingency model 

in elementary schools employed different criterion measures 

of effectiveness. McNamara and Enns used a rating scheme 

in which school officials were asked to rate the schools, 

not the principals, on effectiveness (McNamara & Enns, 

1966) . Williams and Hoy employed a more indirect index 

of performance based on the perceived level of effective 

characteristics displayed by elementary teachers (Williams & 

Hoy, 1973). Martin and her associates measured group effec-

tiveness as the perceived assistance that the group gave 

to new probationary teachers (Martin, Isherwood, & Lavery, 

1976). The results of all three studies supported Fiedler's 

contingency theory. In schools with principals who are well 

supported by their teachers, a task-oriented style is 
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significantly associated with group effectiveness. In 

schools with principals who are less well supported, there 

is some tendency, although not a statistically significant 

one, for a relationship-oriented style to be associated 

with school effectiveness (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

A field experiment at the United States Military 

Academy at West Point by Chemers and Skrzypek in 1972 tested 

all eight situations on octants of the Contingency Model. 

The subjects in this experiment were 128 first-year cadets 

attending summer camp maneuvers at the Military Academy. 

All cadets were given the LPC scale as well as a sociometric 

test to indicate their most and least preferred fellow 

cadets. These preference scores were obtained several 

weeks before the experiment was conducted. Leaders in 

half the four man groups were then assigned to members who 

had expressed liking for them on the test. In the other 

half of the groups, leaders were assigned to members who 

had previously expressed negative feelings and judgments 

about them (Fiedler & Chemers, 1974) . 

Two levels of task structure were employed. The 

unstructured task consisted of writing a proposal to 

encourage overseas-based enlisted men to become interested 

in world politics. The highly structured task required the 

group to make a drawing of a barracks building from a set 

of detailed specifications. The leader's power was manip-

ulated by giving half the leaders the responsibility of 
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rating the other groups' members. The other half of the 

leaders were described to their groups as chairmen and coor-

dinators without any real power to reward or punish. This 

experiment provides very strong support for the Contingency 

Model as a whole. The correlation between the West Point 

results and the original medians was 0.86 which is signifi-

cant at the .01 level (Fiedler & Chemers, 1974). 

Fiedler's theory represents an effort to go beyond the 

obvious generalization that leadership depends on the situa-

tion. The model demonstrates some characteristics of 

situations and individuals that partially explain the 

leadership phenomenon (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

A contingency theory which integrated leader behavior 

and situational favorableness was developed by House and 

refined during the 1970s. The model, known as the path-

goal theory, defines leader effectiveness as the extent to 

which leader behavior improves subordinate job satisfaction, 

enhances the acceptance of the leader, and increases subor-

dinate motivation. The two basic generalizations of the 

path-goal theory include the following: 

1. Leader behavior is acceptable and satisfying to 

followers to the extent that they can see it either as an 

immediate source of satisfaction or as instrumental to 

future satisfaction. 

2. The motivational impact of specific leader behaviors 

is determined by the characteristics of the subordinates and 
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the environmental pressures and demands of the job and the 

organization (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

The path-goal theory not only suggests what type of 

style may be most effective in a given situation but also 

attempts to explain why it is most effective (Hersey & 

Stinson, 1980). 

The leadership models by Fiedler and by House are 

important contributions to the contingency approach to 

leadership. It is important to note that both models are 

relatively recent and need further testing, especially in 

the educational setting; however, they both hold promise for 

promoting a better understanding of the complexities involved 

in the leadership processes. 

The recognition of task and relationship as two critical 

dimensions of a leader's behavior has been an important part 

of leadership research over the last several decades. These 

two dimensions have been labeled in various ways. They have 

been called autocratic and democratic to employee-oriented 

and production-oriented. The Ohio State staff named these 

two dimensions initiating structure and consideration. The 

Situational Leadership theory, a management theory developed 

by Hersey and Blanchard, names these two dimensions task 

behavior and relationship behavior (Hersey, 1980) . The 

Situational Leadership Theory was developed at the Center 

for Leadership Studies, Ohio University. This theory grew 

out of earlier leadership models which were based on two 
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kinds of behavior central to the concept of leadership 

style: task behavior and relationship behavior. Task 

behavior is the extent to which a leader engages in one-

way communication by explaining what each subordinate is 

to do as well as when, where, and how tasks are to be 

accomplished. Relationship behavior is the extent to 

which a leader engages in two-way communication by pro-

viding socio-emotional support and facilitating behaviors 

(Gates, Blanchard, & Hersey, 1980). 

Four basic styles of leadership are identified in the 

Situational Leadership Theory. These include the following: 

1. High Task/Low Relationship (SI) is a type of 

leadership style referred to as "telling" because this 

leadership style is characterized by one-way communication 

in which the leader defines the roles of followers and 

tells them what tasks are to be done and how, when, and 

where to do those tasks. 

2. High Task/High Relationship (S2) is a type of 

leadership style referred to as "selling" because with 

this style the leader provides much of the direction and 

attempts through two-way communication and socio-emotional 

support to get the follower(s) psychologically to buy into 

decisions that must be made. 

3. High Relationship/Low Task (S3) is a type of 

leadership style referred to as "participating" because the 
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leader and follower(s) share in decision making through two-

way communication and much facilitating behavior from the 

leader as it is assumed the follower(s) has the ability, 

knowledge, and desire to complete the task. 

4. Low Relationship/Low Task (S4) is a type of leader-

ship style referred to as "delegating" because the leader 

allows the follower(s) autonomy through delegating and 

general supervision as it is assumed the follower(s) is 

high in both task and psychological maturity (Hersey & 

Stinson, 1980) • 

Hersey and Blanchard developed the Leader Effectiveness 

and Adaptability instrument to determine one's leadership 

style, or perceived leadership style. The LEAD—Other is 

designed to be completed by one's superior, associate, or 

subordinate. It consists of twelve items with four alterna-

tive choices for each. A leader's basic style is the style 

or styles for which there are the most responses (Hersey & 

Blanchard, 1977) . 

The major purpose of a study which included ten 

supervisors and fifty-one subordinates in municipal depart-

ments and bureaus of Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania, was to 

determine any differences between the supervisor's self-

perception of his leadership style and the subordinate's 

perception of that style. All respondents were asked to 

complete the Leader Effectiveness and Adaptability 

Description questionnaire. A statistically significant 
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difference was found between the magnitude with which 

supervisors perceived themselves as using the High Task/High 

Relationship style and the degree to which subordinates 

perceived their supervisors as using it. However, both 

supervisors and subordinates reported the same style as 

dominant (Rees & 0'Karma, 1980). 

A study utilizing the Leader Effectiveness and Adapt-

ability Description questionnaire involved twelve elementary 

principals and four teachers from each of their schools. 

In this study principals perceived by teachers as "always" 

initiating structure tended to choose high task/low rela-

tionship actions on the LEAD—Other and had low effectiveness 

scores. The principals who were perceived by teachers as 

"seldom" or "never" initiating structure tended to choose 

low task/high relationship behaviors (Walter, Caldwell, & 

Marshall, 1980). Both flexible and balanced use of task 

and relationship behaviors appeared to be beneficial for 

both organizational productivity and personal satisfaction. 

Findings of this study provide some support for situational 

leadership theory (Walter et al., 1980). 

Research in the study of leadership originally centered 

upon identifying leader traits. Later emphasis was placed 

upon the importance of specific properties of the situation 

to explain leader behaviors. Today both leader traits and 

situational variables are recognized as important in 

explaining the leadership phenomena. While research is 
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limited, studies indicate that further testing of the situa-

tional leadership theory is needed. 

Job Satisfaction 

The interest or concern with job satisfaction began as 

a result of the findings of the Hawthorne Studies in the 

early 1930s. Prior to these studies, leaders or managers 

seem to have at least recognized the concept of job satis-

faction and its implication upon worker fatigue although 

little was done to insure positive job satisfaction 

(Bacharach & Mitchell, 1983). The Hawthorne Studies initi-

ated a movement toward the study of job satisfaction based 

upon the belief that a worker who is satisfied is productive 

(Hoy & Miskel, 1982) . Since that time, job satisfaction has 

been studied extensively and remains an area of great inter-

est. However, the understanding of job satisfaction remains 

limited although some agreement on the definition of job 

satisfaction does exist. 

Job satisfaction has been defined as "people's affec-

tive reactions to particular aspects of their job" (Lawler, 

1973, p. 64); feelings or affective responses to facets 

of the situation (Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 1969); the 

pleasurable emotional state resulting from the appraisal of 

one's job as achieving or facilitating one's values (Locke & 

Schneiger, 1979); and an organization outcome rather than a 

determinant (Miskel, Feverly, & Stewart, 1979). The classic 
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attempt to define job satisfaction was made by Hoppock who 

defined job satisfaction as "any combination of psychologi-

cal, physiological, and environmental circumstances that 

cause a person to say 'I am satisfied with my job1" (Hoppock, 

1935, p. 47) . Hoppock also developed the Hoppock Job Satis-

faction Blank which is the oldest measure of job satisfaction 

(Butters & Gade, 1982) . 

Since 1935, numerous studies, research reports, and 

well-formulated theories have attempted to explain the com-

plex issue of job satisfaction. These theories include 

Skinner's theory of behaviorism, content theories, and 

process theories. 

The work of Skinner, one of the most influential and 

widely known psychologists, is synonymous with terms such 

as operant conditioning, behavior modification, and behavior 

management (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). Skinner's theory of behav-

iorism is based upon the concept of reinforcement and 

explains human actions using an extrinsic approach. Skinner 

noted that behavior which receives positive reinforcers will 

be repeated and those not receiving positive reinforcers 

will gradually be dropped (Kirk & Gallagher, 1979) . Two 

fundamental assumptions of behaviorism are that humans 

generate energy, become active, and emit behaviors of 

various kinds, and that behavior is a lawful process that 

is determined and controlled by genetic and environmental 

factors (Miskel, 1983). 
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Content theories attempt to specify only what motivates 

behavior. These theories delineate specific needs, motives, 

expectancies, and antecedents to behavior, or they relate 

behavior to outcomes or consequences (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

In contrast, process theories try to explain how behavior 

is started, sustained at a particular level, and stopped. 

Most of these theories are concerned with cognitive processes 

such as expectancy, attribution, and goal setting (Miskel, 

1983) . 

One of the best known content theories of human needs 

or job satisfaction was advanced by Maslow in 1943. He 

postulated that people possess five prepotent needs arranged 

in a hierarchy from lowest to highest (Aldag & Brief, 1979). 

These include the following: 

1. Physiological Needs—The need for food, water, air, 

and sleep (Aldag & Brief, 1979; Hoy & Miskel, 1982), 

2. Safety and Security—The need for protection 

against danger and threat; freedom from fear, anxiety, and 

chaos; the need for structure, order, law, limits, and 

stability (Aldag & Brief, 1979; Hoy & Miskel, 1982), 

3. Belonging, Love, and Social Activity—The need for 

friendship, affection, love, and belonging to groups (Aldag & 

Brief, 1979; Hoy & Miskel, 1982), 

4. Esteem—The need for self-respect such as achieve-

ment, competence, and confidence; the need for respect and 
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admiration from others (Aldag & Brief, 1979; Hoy & Miskel, 

1982), and 

5. Self-Actualization—The need to achieve one's 

potential and for maximum self-development, creativity, and 

self-expression (Aldag & Brief, 1979; Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

There are two fundamental postulates in Maslow's need 

hierarchy theory. The first is that individuals are "want-

ing" creatures motivated to satisfy certain needs. Secondly, 

the needs individuals pursue are universal and are arranged 

in a hierarchy in which lower-level needs must be largely 

satisfied before higher-level needs can be felt and pursued 

(Hoy & Miskel, 1982). The importance of Maslow's work lies 

in the assertion that when man has satisfied lower level 

needs (physiological and safety), they no longer are strong 

motivators. Instead, higher level needs (autonomy, esteem, 

and self-actualization) become the main source of motivation 

(Beer, 1966). 

Herzberg and his associates developed a theory of job 

satisfaction that has led to numerous studies in the field 

of job satisfaction. Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory 

or two-factor theory was first formulated in 1959. The 

theory is based on the analysis of critical events described 

during interviews with 203 accountants and engineers in 

Pittsburgh. The subjects were asked "about events they had 

experienced at work which either had resulted in a marked 

improvement in their job satisfaction or had led to a 
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marked reduction in job dissatisfaction" (Herzberg, Mausner, 

& Snyderman, 1959, p. 31). The interviewers probed for rea-

sons for the employees' feelings and for the effect of feelings 

on performance, personal relationships, and well-being. Respon-

ses were analyzed with respect to both frequency of mention 

and depth of feeling. In addition, first-level factors and 

second-level factors were identified as follows: 

1. First-level factor—"an objective element of the 

situation in which the respondent finds a source for good 

or bad feelings about the job" (Herzberg et al., 1959, p. 44). 

2. Second-level factor—"what in his own need and 

value systems led to his attitude towards his job at the 

time of the events being described" (Herzberg et al., 1959, 

p. 49). While these two levels of factors were analyzed sepa-

rately, the distinction was lost in the general discussion of 

results and implications (Friesen et al., 1983). 

Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory makes a distinction 

between two sets of job factors. One set is related to the 

actual doing of the job, the job content, or the intrinsic 

aspects of the job. These factors, or motivators, include 

achievement, recognition, work itself, responsibility, and 

advancement. The other set of job factors is related to 

the environmental setting or extrinsic factors of the job. 

These factors, or hygienes, include policy and administra-

tion, interpersonal relations, supervision, salary, working 

conditions, status, security, possibility of growth, and 
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personal life (Schmidt, 1976). The motivators or satisfiers 

seem to describe man's relationship to what he does whereas 

the hygienes or dissatisfiers describe the situation in 

which he does it (Herzberg et al., 1959). Herzberg con-

cluded that work satisfaction and dissatisfaction were not 

opposites but were separate and distinct dimensions of work 

orientation (Miskel, 1983). 

The main hypothese resulting from Herzberg1s research 

include the following: 

1. The factors involved in producing job satisfaction 

are separate and distinct from the factors that lead to job 

dissatisfaction. 

2. The opposite of job satisfaction is not job dissat-

isfaction, but no job satisfaction; similarly, the opposite 

of job dissatisfaction is no job dissatisfaction, not job 

satisfaction. 

3. The factors that lead to satisfaction (achievement, 

recognition, work itself, responsibility, and advancement) 

contribute very little to job dissatisfaction. 

4. The factors that lead to dissatisfaction (company 

policy and administration, supervision, interpersonal rela-

tions, working conditions, and salary) contribute very little 

to job satisfaction (Herzberg et al., 1959). 

Herzberg equated "satisfiers" with "motivators" and 

named the dissatisf iers "hygiene factors" (Herzberg et al., 1959, 

p. 113). He also concluded that research in different settings 
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showed that "the motivation-hygiene theory is as relevant to 

different economic and political systems as it is to types 

of occupations" (Herzberg et al., 1959, p. 116). 

Another prominent content theory of motivation is 

Alderfer's Existence, Relatedness, and Growth (ERG) theory. 

It is, in some respects, a reformulation of Maslow's need 

hierarchy but has only three need levels (Aldag & Brief, 

1979) . The ERG theory was proposed to improve the explana-

tory power and the empirical validity of Maslow's hierarchy 

of needs theory (Alderfer, 1972). 

Existence needs include the physiological and safety/ 

material needs of the Maslow theory and can be satisfied by 

objects. Relatedness needs are satisfied by the mutual 

sharing of thoughts and feelings with significant others 

and include the safety/social and esteem/interpersonal needs 

of the Maslow theory (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). A basic postu-

late of ERG theory is that individuals need to tell other 

people their thoughts and feelings and need to have others 

reciprocate. The satisfaction of relatedness needs is a 

cooperative process whose essential ingredient is the open 

and accurate nature of communication (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

Alderfer states, "The exchange or expression of anger and 

hostility is a very important part of meaningful inter-

personal relationships, just as is the expression of warmth 

and closeness" (Alderfer, 1972, p. 11). 
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The definitions of existence, relatedness, and growth 

needs include two components: (a) a target toward which the 

need is directed and (b) a process essential for satisfac-

tion. The targets of existence needs are material objects, 

and the process of getting enough is the means to satisfy 

the needs. Significant others are the targets of related-

ness needs, and the process of mutuality is the means to 

satisfy those needs. The targets of growth needs are par-

ticular environments, and the process of individual 

differentiation and integration is the means to satisfy 

the growth needs (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

Three basic propositions describe the relationships 

between desire for the target of certain need groups and 

satisfaction of that desire. These include the follow-

ing: (a) the less a need is satisfied, the more it is 

desired; (b) the less that relatedness needs are satisfied, 

the more the targets of existence needs are desired; and 

(c) the more that existence needs are satisfied, the more 

the targets of relatedness needs are desired. This pro-

gression occurs because satisfaction of existence or 

relatedness needs frees the individual from the effort 

required to satisfy either of them (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

Alderfer's theory explicitly recognizes the potential 

for frustration and regression and is much less rigid than 

Maslow's theory. It offers administrators a relatively 

simple framework for understanding the needs and desires of 
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employees and the role these needs play in the motivational 

process (Aldag & Brief, 1979). 

Process theorists have taken an entirely different 

approach to the subject of job satisfaction. Rather than 

explaining factors that motivate behavior, they are inter-

ested in how behavior is started, sustained, and stopped 

(Miskel, 1983). 

One of these approaches, the Valence-Instrumentality-

Expectancy (VIE) theory, was originally popularized by 

Vroom. This theory has occupied a prominent place in the 

study of motivation to work since the mid-1960s and has 

been modified by other theorists (Vroom, 1964). It is 

known by several names including valence-instrumentality 

expectancy, VIE, value, and expectancy theory. 

The expectancy theory rests on two basic premises. 

First, individuals make decisions about their own behavior 

in organizations by using their abilities to think, reason, 

and anticipate future events and evaluate the expected 

value of outcomes of their actions before choosing how to 

behave. Secondly, forces in the individual and in the 

environment combine to determine behavior (Vroom, 1964). 

The theory builds on these two premises with the concept 

of valence, instrumentality, and expectancy. Valence refers 

to the perceived positive or negative value an individual 

assigns to potential outcomes for working (Vroom, 1964) . 

Instrumentality refers to the perceived probability that 
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an incentive with a valence will be received after a partic-

ular level of achievement (Hoy & Miskel, 1982; Vroom, 1964). 

Expectancy refers to the subjective probability that a given 

effort will result in a specified performance level (Hoy & 

Miskel; Vroom, 1964). 

The overall multiplicative formulation for the relation-

ships is that the force of motivation (FM) is the product of 

expectancy (E) and the sum of the cross products for instru-

mentality (I) and valence (V) items. Stated symbolically, 

the equation is FM=E( IV) (Vroom, 1964). As a result, 

motivation to behave in a certain way changes as the level 

of each variable increases or decreases. Because the rela-

tionships are multiplicative, if one of the variables falls 

to zero, effort becomes zero (Miskel, 1983). 

Motivation to behave in a particular way is greatest 

when the individual believes that: (a) the behavior will 

lead to rewards (high instrumentality), (b) these outcomes 

have positive personal values (high valence), and 

(c) the ability exists to perform at the desired level 

(high expectancy). When faced with choices about behavior, 

the individual considers all aspects of the task to be 

completed and decides to behave in the way that appears to 

have the best chance of producing positive desired rewards 

(Nadler & Lawler, 1977). 

Locke and his associates formulated the goal theory 

in 1968. By definition, goal theory is not complex. A 
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goal is defined as what an individual is consciously trying 

to achieve. The basic assumptions of goal theory include 

the following: (a) most human action is purposive; 

(b) behavior is regulated and maintained by goals and 

intentions; (c) specific goals are superior to general 

goals; and (d) difficult goals lead to greater effort than 

easy goals (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

Locke and his associates elaborated the cognitive pro-

cesses that explain goal theory by proposing a model with 

seven components (Locke, Cartledge, & Knerr, 1970). The 

first five components serve to energize behavior, and the 

last two maintain and regulate behavior. The goal setting 

process begins with the assumption that the individual 

understands the nature and properties of the work environ-

ment. This knowledge is learned through perceptions and 

reasoning exercises. Since action or behavior is necessary 

to fulfill personal needs, it is necessary to judge elements 

in the environment to determine which actions will enhance 

the individual's well-being. The basis of choosing among 

alternative courses of action is value judgments. Using a 

code of values, the individual judges which behaviors are 

in his/her best interest. This evaluation is made by 

determining the relationship between perceptions of the 

environment and personal value standards. The individual 

experiences value judgments in the form of emotions. The 

individual then anticipates new conditions in the work 
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setting and projects instrumentalities for the anticipated 

behavior and satisfaction. As in the expectancy theory, 

instrumentality refers to a probability that an outcome 

will occur. At this point in the model, behavior is ready 

to be energized (Miskel, 1983). 

Another theory of work motivation is the job character-

istics model formulated by Hackman and his associate in 

1976 (Hackman & Oldham, 1976) . The three basic concepts of 

this theory include the following: (a) For work to be 

meaningful the job must have skill variety, task identity, 

and task significance; (b) Experienced responsibility for 

work outcomes is the degree to which the individual feels 

personally accountable for the results of the work he or 

she performs; and (c) Knowledge of results, or feedback, 

is the degree to which the individual knows and understands 

on a continuous basis how effectively he or she is performing 

the job. The overall generalization of the job characteris-

tics model is that the motivating potential score (MPS) is 

the product of meaningfulness, autonomy, and feedback. 

Hackman later emphasized that the motivating potential 

score of a job does not cause employees to be internally 

motivated, to perform well, or to experience job satisfaction 

(Hackman & Oldham, 1980). 

The attribution theory was developed by Heider. It 

describes and explains the processes that people use to make 

judgments about the causes of other people's behavior (Hoy & 
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Miskel, 1982). An attribution is defined as a judgment 

about the causes of another's behavior. Heider states 

that behavior can be accounted for by personal forces and 

environmental forces (Heider, 1958). Personal, or internal, 

forces include effort and ability while environmental, or 

external, forces include luck and task difficulty (Weiner, 

1972) . As personal causation implies that an individual 

intended to bring about an event, the concept is one of 

motivation because the person decides to behave in a way 

to achieve a desired end (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). To make an 

attribution, or judgment about another's behavior, an 

individual must begin with an observed event. The attribu-

tion of what causes a person to behave in a certain manner 

depends on the observer's perception of whether personal 

or environmental forces exercise greater influence. The 

observer will then act on the basis of the attribution 

(Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

Argyris formulated the Immaturity-Maturity theory. 

He states that seven changes should take place in the 

personality of individuals if they are to develop into 

mature people over the years. First, individuals move from 

a passive state as infants to a state of increasing activity 

as adults. Second, individuals develop from a state of 

dependency upon others to a state of relative independence. 

Third, individuals behave in only a few ways as infants, 

but as adults they are capable of behaving in a variety of 
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ways. Fourth, as infants individuals have erratic, casual, 

and shallow interests but develop deeper and stronger inter-

ests as adults. Fifth, time perspective of children is 

very short and concerned only with the present, but as they 

mature, their time perspective increases to include the 

past and the future. Sixth, individuals as infants are 

subordinate to everyone, but they move to equal or superior 

positions with others as adults. Seventh, as children, 

individuals lack an awareness of a "self," but as adults 

they are not only aware of, but they are able to control, 

"self." Argyris maintains that these changes are on a con-

tinuum and that the healthy personality develops along the 

continuum from immaturity to maturity (Hersey & Blanchard, 

1977) . 

Argyris maintains that keeping people immature is 

built into the very nature of formal organization. He 

states that because organizations are created to achieve 

goals and objectives, the formal organization is concerned 

with how these objectives may be achieved. In this sense 

the individual must be fitted to the job, and the design 

must come first. This design is based upon four concepts 

of scientific management: task specialization, chain of 

command, unity of direction, and span of control. Argyris 

feels that these concepts of formal organization imply a 

directive, task-oriented leadership which creates childlike 
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roles for workers and frustrates natural development (Hersey & 

Blanchard, 1977). 

These theories of job satisfaction are illustrative of 

the types of theories found in the history and research of 

job satisfaction and motivation. The list is not, nor is 

it intended to be, exhaustive but is designed to include 

examples of the various types of job satisfaction theories 

found in the literature. 

Research indicates that job satisfaction has been the 

theme of numerous studies in organizational and educational 

settings. Following is a discussion of several of those 

studies as well as the findings and conclusions of each. 

The classic study of job satisfaction was conducted by 

Hoppock in 1935. Hoppock reported no significant difference 

in average earnings between one hundred well-satisfied and 

one hundred poorly satisfied teachers who were matched for 

age and sex (Hoppock, 1935). He also found that less than 

ten percent of the teachers he sampled were dissatisfied 

(Hoppock, 1935). 

Butters and his associate found that in a study of resi-

dence hall assistants job satisfaction was significantly 

related to both the human relations and task dimension of 

leadership behavior. It was also found that men were 

significantly higher on the human relations dimension of 

leadership behavior (Butters & Gade, 1982). 
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The results of a study of 774 teachers indicated that 

job satisfaction was not a major factor in absenteeism, but 

evidence suggested that the relationship between job satis-

faction and absenteeism was conditioned by the design of 

the teacher's job. Specifically, job satisfaction and 

absenteeism were more apt to be related under a condition of 

high work interdependence than under moderate or low inter-

dependence (Bridges, 1980). 

The findings of a study of administrator leadership 

behavior and custodial satisfaction indicated that custodians 

who perceived their administrators as being low in considera-

tion were more dissatisfied with their administrators and 

their work than custodians who perceived their administra-

tor as being high in consideration. The data further 

indicated that the custodians' perception of their adminis-

trators ' consideration had more effect on their satisfaction 

with the administrator than their satisfaction with the 

work (Young, 1982). 

Fast found that both consideration and initiating 

structure were related to teacher satisfaction (Fast, 1984). 

Williams found that when the principal's leadership style 

was perceived as being high in consideration and initiating 

structure, teachers viewed their schools as more desirable 

places to work (Williams, 198 0). Harlan found similar 

results for pupil personnel administrators. His data 

indicated that pupil personnel administrators who perceived 
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their superintendents as being high in consideration and 

initiating structure had higher job satisfaction than pupil-

personnel administrators who perceived their superintendents 

as having other leadership styles. His data further indi-

cated that those pupil personnel administrators who perceived 

their superintendents as being low in both consideration and 

initiating structure had the lowest job satisfaction of any 

of the four groups (Harlan, 1980). 

Iannone conducted a study of job satisfaction utilizing 

a semi-structured interview to obtain data from a sample of 

twenty secondary school principals and twenty elementary 

school principals from the Central New York Study Council 

at Syracruse. Preceding the interview, the terms short-

range and long-range sequences were explained to each 

principal. Short-range sequence for the study referred to 

a set of events extending from a day to a month in which 

feelings about the job were either exceptionally good or 

exceptionally bad. Long-range sequence referred to a set 

of events extending from a month to a year or more in 

which feelings about the job were either exceptionally 

good or exceptionally bad. They were then asked to report 

four sequences of events including the following: (a) excep-

tionally good job feeling as a result of a short-range 

sequence, (b) exceptionally bad job feeling as a result of 

a short-range sequence, (c) exceptionally good job feeling 

as a result of a long-range sequence, and (d) exceptionally 
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bad job feeling as a result of a long-range sequence. Re-

sults indicated that the job-related factors (motivators) of 

achievement and recognition were significantly mentioned in 

periods of principals' job satisfactions. Five context-

factors (hygienes), including interpersonal relations with 

subordinates, interpersonal relations with peers, interper-

sonal relations with supervisors, supervision-technical, and 

school district policy and administration, were found to be 

significantly mentioned in periods of principals' job satis-

factions and dissatisfactions. It was concluded that some 

of the factors mentioned by principals as contributing to 

their job satisfactions and dissatisfactions were unidirec-

tional (Iannone, 1973). 

A similar study was conducted by Schmidt using a sample 

of seventy-four educational administrators in Chicago. The 

group included principals, their immediate supervisors, and 

their immediate subordinates. He found that achievement, 

recognition, and advancement were perceived to be the major 

determinants of these subjects' overall satisfaction, 

whereas interpersonal relations with subordinates, policy 

and administration, interpersonal relations with superiors, 

and interpersonal relations with peers were perceived to be 

the major determinants of their overall dissatisfaction 

(Schmidt, 1976). 

Sergiovanni also used the critical-incident technique 

with a random sample of 127 teachers in Monroe County, New 
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York, and found general support for Herzberg's two factor 

theory. There was, however, some inconsistency in the areas 

involving achievement, recognition, work itself, interper-

sonal relations with subordinates, and interpersonal 

relations with supervisors. Sergiovanni explained this 

inconsistency by stating that some factors possessed the 

potential to contribute to both satisfaction as well as 

dissatisfaction (Sergiovanni, 1967). 

Holdaway conducted a study of job satisfaction of 

classroom teachers in Alberta, Canada in 1975-76. He asked 

the respondents to identify up to three aspects of their 

jobs that contributed most to their overall satisfaction 

and dissatisfaction. The main findings were that working 

with students (work itself) was overwhelmingly the major 

source of satisfaction; that relationships with other 

teachers was a common source of both satisfaction and dis-

satisfaction; and that the most common sources of 

dissatisfaction were attitudes of society and parents to 

education (which would not appear in non—education studies), 

administration and policies, and physical conditions. 

Salary was identified by 9 percent as a source of dissatis-

faction and by 4.5 percent as a source of satisfaction 

(Holdaway, 1978). 

Miskel found in a study of principals that principals 

have a greater tolerance for work pressure than do elemen-

tary teachers and that central office administrators have 
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less desire for security than do elementary teachers. He 

also found that educators who aspired to administrative 

positions exhibited a greater desire for risk and motivator 

rewards (Miskel, 1973). In another study by Miskel, the 

results supported a conceptual continuum for risk, motivator, 

and hygiene factors for different business and educator 

groups. Business managers experienced high-risk propensity 

with less concern for hygiene factors; teachers showed low-

risk propensity with high concern for hygiene factors. Two 

educational administrator groups were similar to teachers in 

that they had a high concern for hygiene factors and security; 

however, when risk was attached to the motivator factors, 

they resembled the business managers (Miskel, 1974). 

The superintendent, central office administrative assis-

tants, school board members, teachers in the largest 

elementary school, teachers in the largest high school, 

and the principals of these two schools were the subjects 

of a study of job satisfaction by Bacharach. These individ-

uals, representing four regions and eighty-three school 

districts in New York State, received research questionnaires 

and resulted in a return of 141 responses. The results of 

this study supported the basic assumption that those factors 

that hinder task completion will relate to dissatisfaction, 

dissatisfaction with agents, and dissatisfaction with pay in 

superintendents and principals (Bacharach & Mitchell, 

1983). 
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In a study of job satisfaction of educators in faculties 

and departments of rehabilitation medicine in Canadian uni-

versities, Onuoha found that the correlation coefficient 

between salary and respondents' overall job satisfaction was 

the lowest obtained for twenty-nine job-related variables. 

However, those respondents with the highest salaries had, 

as a group, a significantly higher job satisfaction score 

than did those with lower salaries (Onuoha, 1980). Cochran 

conducted a study of the job satisfaction of school superin-

tendents in California in 1977. He found that personal 

satisfaction with the superintendency had the highest mean 

satisfaction score among the seven factors which he identi-

fied through his study. However, satisfaction with the 

position was reflected in the other six areas as well, 

rapport with the school board, salary, work load, status, 

community relations, and administrative and professional 

relationships (Cochran, 1977). Cronin-Stubbs reported that 

a sample of new graduate staff nurses identified responsi-

bility as the most significant element associated with 

dissatisfaction (Cronin-Stubbs, 1977). 

In his research, Lawler noted that the relationship of 

extrinsic rewards to overall job satisfaction may vary 

according to the importance that the individual places on 

these rewards (Lawler & Porter, 1973). Van Maaen and his 

associate have also reported that labor-relations specialists 

and union leaders have emphasized the importance of 
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organizational policies and conditions of work as influences 

on overall job satisfaction (Van Maaen & Katz, 1976). 

Friesen and his associates conducted a study of school 

principals in Alberta, Canada. From a sample of 410 princi-

pals, usuable returns were received from 327 respondents. 

The questionnaire elicited free responses to the following 

two questions: 

1. Which two factors contribute most to your overall 

satisfaction with the principalship? 

2. Which two factors contribute most to your overall 

dissatisfaction with the principalship? 

The degree of satisfaction and dissatisfaction reported 

by the subjects in this investigation was substantially 

associated with four of the background variables of the 

principals. First, principals with twenty or more years of 

experience chose hygiene factors considerably more frequently 

as contributing to job satisfaction than did their counter-

parts with less experience. Second, male principals chose 

hygiene factors more frequently as sources of dissatisfaction 

than did female principals. Third, principals in city 

schools chose hygiene factors less frequently as sources of 

dissatisfaction than did principals from town and rural 

schools. Principals of large schools (forty or more 

teachers) chose hygiene factors less frequently as sources 

of dissatisfaction than did principals of smaller schools 

(Friesen et al., 1983). 
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Friesen also identified sources of job satisfaction and 

sources of job dissatisfaction from this study. Sources of 

job satisfaction included sense of achievement, interpersonal 

relationships, recognition and status, importance of the 

work, and relationships with central office. Sources of 

job dissatisfaction according to this study were administra-

tion and policies, amount of work, overall constraints, 

attitudes of society, physical context, stress, and impact 

on home life (Friesen et al., 1983). The following factors 

were identified as both sources of satisfaction and sources 

of dissatisfaction: relationships with teachers, responsi-

bility, autonomy, student attitudes and performance, challenge 

of work, and relationships with parents (Friesen et al., 

1983). 

Two recent studies dealing with job satisfaction in the 

educational setting demonstrated that the decisional climate 

and the amount of teacher control play a major role in 

influencing teacher satisfaction levels. The studies 

indicated that the more teachers are included in the 

decision making process (Belasco & Alatto, 1972) and the 

less teacher control is present (Lyons & Goldman, 1972), 

the higher the level of teacher satisfaction. 

Porter modified the hierarchical paradigm of Maslow 

to include autonomy needs that lie between esteem and 

self-actualization. He reasoned that concepts such as 

authority, independent thought and action, and participation 
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are logically distinct from more common esteem items such 

as prestige. This distinction, combined with the assumption 

that physiological needs are adequately satisfied for mana-

gerial and professional employees, enabled Porter to develop 

the need satisfaction questionnaire (NSQ). Porter found in 

his investigations of managers that self-actualization was 

the most critical need. He also found that esteem, security, 

and autonomy were more often satisfied in middle rather than 

in bottom management positions (Porter, 1961). 

Trusty and his associates used a need satisfaction 

questionnaire (NSQ) adapted for the school setting. They 

reported in a study of teachers and administrators that 

the largest deficiencies for professional educators were 

esteem, autonomy, and self-actualization needs. Administra-

tors had less esteem and more self-actualization need 

deficiencies when compared to teachers. It was concluded 

that the lack of self-esteem received from school positions 

represented the largest source of need deficiency for 

teachers (Trusty & Sergiovanni, 1966). Chisholm and her 

colleagues employed the NSQ with a sample of Texas educators. 

It was found that administrators exhibited less need defi-

ciencies than teachers on all five subscales—security, 

social, esteem, autonomy, and self-actualization. The 

greatest area of deficiency for both administrators and 

teachers was autonomy needs (Chisholm, Washington, & 

Thibodeaux, 1980). 
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Several studies have been concerned with the effect of 

force of motivation upon job satisfaction. Miskel and his 

associates found that the force of motivation is significantly 

related to job satisfaction and perceived performance for 

groups of secondary and higher education teachers (Miskel, 

Defrain, & Wilcox, 1980). Mowday found in his study of 

school principals that principals with higher expectancy 

motivation were more active in attempting to influence 

district decisions (Mowday, 1978). Herrick found that 

schools with high centralization and stratification levels 

are staffed with teachers having low forces of expectancy 

motivation (Herrick, 1973) . 

Nord conducted a case study based on the principles of 

behaviorism in a metropolitan school district. The purpose 

of the motivation program was to reduce the high rate of 

absenteeism. The district provided a fifty dollar award 

to every teacher who had not been absent for an entire 

semester. Over a five year program, the percentages of 

teachers with perfect attendance were forty-one, sixty, 

fifty-four, forty-five, and forty-three. Significant gains 

in attendance and reductions in costs for substitute teachers 

were evident for the second and third years of the program. 

Results support the principles of behaviorism; however, the 

durability of the changes are suspect as absenteeism levels 

return almost to their original level during the fourth and 

fifth years (Nord, 1970). 
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The most publicized application of behaviorist princi-

ples to organizational work settings has been at Emery Air 

Freight. This formal motivation program was designed to 

increase employee productivity. The results of the program, 

according to the organization, indicate the company saved 

over two million dollars during a three year period (Feeney, 

1973). 

Herzberg and his associates compiled data from fifteen 

studies in which workers were asked what made them satisfied 

or dissatisfied with their jobs. Supervision was mentioned 

as a source of satisfaction more frequently than security, 

job content, company and management, working conditions, 

and opportunity for advancement and wages (Herzberg, Mausner, 

Peterson, & Capwell, 1957). Herzberg and his associates com-

piled the results of sixteen studies and found the highest 

ranked factor of job satisfaction was security, followed by 

opportunity for advancement, company and management, wages, 

intrinsic aspects of jobs, supervision, social aspects of 

the job, communications, working conditions, and benefits, 

in that order (Herzberg et al., 1957). 

Pelz conducted a study of forty work groups in a public 

utility in which employees were high in satisfaction and 

thirty work groups in which employees were low in satisfac-

tion as determined on the basis of employees' responses to 

questionnaires. His findings suggest that the effects of 

consideration on satisfaction depend upon the amount of 
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influence exercised by the supervisor on his own superior. 

The practices of the supervisors in charge of each of these 

seventy work groups were determined by means of personal 

interviews with the supervisors. Two scales of supervisory 

behavior were developed, one dealing with the degree to 

which the supervisor sided with employees in cases of 

employee-management conflict and the second dealing with 

the social relationships of the supervisor and his employees. 

Separate correlations were computed between these two aspects 

of supervisory behavior and several measures of employee 

attitudes toward supervisors for those groups in which the 

supervisor had considerable influence with his own superior 

and for those in which he had little influence. The rela-

tionships between the two indices of supervisory behavior 

and employee attitudes were more positive where supervisors 

had a high level of influence with their own supervisors. 

Pelz concluded that attempts by influential supervisors to 

help their subordinates achieve their goals will succeed and 

will result in higher employee satisfaction. He also con-

cluded that similar attempts by noninfluential supervisors are 

less likely to succeed and to affect satisfaction. In a 

hierarchical organization the degree to which the supervisor 

satisfies the needs of his subordinates may be dependent not 

only on the supervisory methods and practices which he uses 

but also on the amount of his power in the larger organiza-

tion (Pelz, 1951). 
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Evidence that the satisfaction of subordinates is posi-

tively associated with the degree to which they are permitted 

an opportunity to participate in making decisions is found 

in Baumgartel's study of the effects of patterns of leader-

ship on the attitudes of scientists in eighteen research 

laboratories. On the basis of questionnaire responses by 

subordinates, six of the laboratory directors were charac-

terized as providing laissez-faire leadership, seven as 

providing participative leadership, and five as providing 

directive leadership. The scientists working under partici-

pative leadership were found to have significantly more 

positive attitudes toward their director than those under 

directive leadership. Those who were working under laissez-

faire directors were intermediate in attitudes to those 

exposed to the other two leadership styles (Baumgartel, 

1956) . 

Jacobsen investigated job satisfaction in an automobile 

manufacturing plant. He related the attitudes of workers 

toward their foremen and toward their shop stewards to 

their reports of the extent to which they were involved in 

decision making by occupants of each of these roles. He 

found a positive relationship between the amount of partici-

pation in decision making and attitudes toward both foremen 

and shop stewards (Jacobsen, 1951). 

Data suggesting that workers' satisfaction with their 

jobs is related to their opportunities for interaction with 
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others on the job is provided by Walker and associate. On 

the basis of interviews with workers in an automobile plant, 

Walker noted that isolated workers disliked their jobs and 

gave social isolation as the principle reason (Walker & 

Guest, 1952) . A significant tendency for departments pro-

viding the least opportunity for conversations among workers 

to have the highest turnover rates was found by Kerr and 

associates (Kerr, Koppelmeir, & Sullivan, 1951). Findings 

in one study indicated that machine operators, who had 

restricted opportunity for communication, had much higher 

turnover than nonmachine operators (Sawatsky, 1951). Another 

study revealed that the morale of a group of workers in an 

insurance company was greatly lowered by an environmental 

change which restricted the opportunity for social inter-

action (Richards & Dobryns, 1957). 

There is some data showing that income level is posi-

tively associated with job satisfaction when using 

correlational evidence. Follow—up studies of college 

graduates (Thompson, 1939; Miller, 1941; and Barnett, 

Handelsman, Stewart, & Super, 1952), investigations in 

British factories (Marriott & Denerley, 1955), study of a 

national sample in the United States (Centers, 1946), and 

a follow-up study of gifted children (Terman & Oden, 1959) 

also indicated that income level is positively associated with 

job satisfaction. Lawler and his associate also found in 

a study of 2000 managers that income level is positively 
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associated with job satisfaction level at the managerial 

level (Lawler & Porter, 1963). 

Summary 

A review of the literature generally supports the fact 

that there are two general and distinct categories of leader 

behavior. One category is concerned with people and inter-

personal relations, and the other category is concerned with 

production and task achievement (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). 

Leadership studies of school administrators suggest that 

successful leaders must stress both goal achievement and 

group maintenance (Halpin, 1959). Other studies indicate 

followers had higher performance and more favorable attitudes 

when supervisors recognized good performance (Indik et al., 

1961), allowed a greater degree of freedom (Morse, 1953), 

and faciliated group decision making (Fiedler & Chemers, 

1974) . The contingency approach to leadership studies 

suggests that a leader's effectiveness depends upon the 

situation (Fiedler & Chemers, 1974). Research studies in 

public schools provide evidence to support this theory 

(McNamara & Enns, 1966; Williams & Hoy, 1973; Martin et 

al., 1976). 

Today both leader traits and situational variables are 

recognized as important in explaining the phenomena of 

leadership. Studies indicate further testing of leadership 

theory is needed. 
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Research indicates that job satisfaction has been the 

theme of numerous studies in organizations and in the 

educational setting. Several of these studies indicated that 

followers are more satisfied when leaders are high in con-

sideration (Young, 1982; Fast, 1984; Bridges, 1980; Butters & 

Gade, 1982). Other studies identified factors contributing 

to job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. Factors which 

led to job satisfaction included achievement, recognition, 

and advancement (Iannone, 1973; Schmidt, 1976). Factors 

which led to job dissatisfaction included school district 

policy and administration, interpersonal relations (Iannone, 

1973); Schmidt, 1976), pay (Bacharach & Mitchell, 1983; 

Onuoha, 1980), societal attitudes toward education (Holdaway, 

1978), and hindrance of task completion (Bacharach & Mitchell, 

1983) . 

Several studies have been concerned with the effect of 

motivation upon job satisfaction. It was found that high 

expectancy motivation is significantly related to job 

satisfaction and performance (Miskel et al., 1980; Mowday, 

1978) . 

The job satisfaction of leaders and administrators has 

been studied infrequently (Friesen et al., 1983). In the 

educational setting, the focus of job satisfaction studies 

has been upon teachers rather than upon administrators 

(Bacharach & Mitchell, 1983) . It is therefore fitting that 

a study be conducted in order to better understand the variables 

which affect the job satisfaction level of principals. 
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CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES FOR COLLECTION AND 

TREATMENT OF DATA 

This chapter is divided into six sections: (a) state-

of the problem, (b) population, (c) instrumentation, 

(d) procedures used in collection of data, and (e) analysis 

of data. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem in this study was to determine the correla-

tion of the perceived leadership styles of selected public 

school superintendents and the job satisfaction of the prin-

cipals under the direction and/or supervision of these 

selected superintendents. 

Population 

The population of this study was comprised of thirty-

five principals from six school districts located in North 

Central Texas. These included twenty-three principals of 

elementary schools (grades K-6) and twelve principals of 

secondary schools (grades 7-12); twenty-three male principals 

and twelve female principals; twenty-eight principals age 

49 and below and seven principals age 50 and above; and 

92 



93 

thirty-two principals with 1-15 years of experience and three 

principals with 16 or more years of experience. 

Of the thirty-five principals, twenty stated the age of 

their superintendents as 49 or below and fifteen stated the 

age of their superintendents as 50 or above. Twenty-five 

principals stated their superintendents had 1 to 10 years 

of experience, and ten stated their superintendents had 16 

or more years of experience. 

The districts represented by these principals ranged 

in size from four campuses with a total population of 1,919 

students to eight campuses with a total population of 4,176 

students. These districts constituted a total of thirty-

five campuses with twenty-three elementary schools and 

twelve secondary schools. 

The school districts included in this study are located 

on the outskirts of a large metropolitan school district but 

are not directly adjacent to it. While retaining many of 

their historical rural characteristics, they were also in 

the process of acquiring many characteristics of urban 

districts. Therefore, they may be classified as districts 

in a state of transition. Five of the selected school 

districts were currently experiencing rapid growth, with the 

school population expected to double or triple within the 

next three- to five-year period. Two of the school districts 

included in this study were involved with bond issues as they 
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prepared to provide accommodation for the anticipated in-

creased population. 

These six school districts were selected for this study 

as they are in close proximity to each other, being within 

a geographical range of thirty-five miles. Until the early 

fifties, the areas represented by each of these school dis-

tricts relied primarily upon farming as a major source of 

income for its population. These school districts are also 

comparable in both number of campuses per district and in 

total student enrollments. Other similarities include pro-

grams available for students, central office personnel, 

socio-economic status, and per capita educational level. 

Additionally, the superintendents of each of these school 

districts willingly granted permission for this study to be 

conducted in the school districts they represent. 

Instrumentation 

Leader Effectiveness and 
Adaptability Description—Other 

Developed by Hersey and Blanchard, the Leader Effective-

ness and Adaptability Description—Other (LEAD—Other) (see 

Appendix B) is a forced choice questionnaire designed to 

measure specified aspects of leader behavior in terms of the 

Situational Leadership Theoretical model (see Appendix A). 

This instrument is designed to be completed by a leader's 

superior, associate, or subordinate to ascertain one's per-

ceptions of the superior's leadership style. A respondent 
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is required to circle the alternative action he or she per-

ceives would most closely describe the behavior of the leader 

in each of the twelve situations presented, basing the re-

sponse upon his or her experience with that leader. This 

instrument requires approximately ten minutes for completion 

(Hersey & Blanchard, 1977). 

The LEAD—Other is scored by comparing the respondent's 

twelve answers with the established norms. The alternative 

action choices for each situation are distributed according 

to what style quadrant a particular action alternative 

represents. Subcolumn totals are then placed in the appro-

priate quadrant of the situational leadership theoretical 

model. A leader's basic style is the style or styles for 

which there are the most responses. A weighting of a +2 

to -2 provides the adaptability score. The leader behavior 

with the highest probability of success is weighted with a 

+2, while the leader behavior with the lowest probability 

of success is weighted with a -2. The second best alterna-

tive is weighted with a +1, while the third best alternative 

is weighted with a -1. The total score on style adapt-

ability is then integrated into the leadership model. 

Eleven coefficients were significant beyond the .01 

level. One was significant at the .05 level (Hersey & 

Blanchard, 1977) . 

Face validity was based upon a review of the items by 

a panel of experts, and content validity was based upon the 
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standardization process consisting of responses of 262 

managers representing ages 21 to 64 and all three levels of 

management—high level, middle managers, and entry level of 

management (Hersey & Blanchard, 1977). As satisfactory 

results were reported supporting the four-style dimension 

of the scale and as other studies also indicated satisfac-

tory results, the LEAD—Other was deemed to be an empirically 

sound instrument and was acceptable for use in this study. 

Job Descriptive Index 

The Job Descriptive Index (JDI) (see Appendix C), 

developed by Smith and associates, is an instrument whose 

purpose is to measure the principal features of job satis-

faction while recognizing that not all components can be 

examined with a brief questionnaire (Cook, Hepworth, Wall, & 

Warr, 1981). 

The Job Descriptive Index asks respondents to describe 

their work rather than their feelings about that work. 

Developed through several data-based revisions from an 

initial pool of more than 100 items, the final version con-

tains six separately presented subscales, covering 

Satisfaction with Type of Work (18 items), Pay (9 items), 

Promotion Opportunities (9 items), Supervision (18 items), 

Co-workers (18 items), and Job in General (18 items). Each 

of the ninety items is an adjective or phrase, and respon-

dents indicate whether it describes the job aspect in 
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question (pay, co-workers, promotion opportunities, type of 

work, supervision and job in general). Approximately half 

the items in each scale are negatively worded (Smith, 

Kendall, & Hulin, 1969). 

Responses include Y (for yes if the item describes the 

feature in question), N (for no if the item does not describe 

the feature), or ? (for uncertain if the respondent cannot 

decide). As uncertain responses (?) are more indicative of 

dissatisfaction than satisfaction, yes, uncertain, and no 

responses receive weights of 3, 1, and 0 respectively instead 

of the more traditional scoring frame of 3, 2, and 1. These 

values are reversed for negatively worded items. A total 

score is calculated for each of the six subscales. As the 

Pay and Promotion subscales contain nine items each, rather 

than eighteen items as the other subscales contain, the JDI 

manual indicates that scores on these two subscales are 

doubled in order to make them comparable with other values 

(Smith et al., 1969). 

Test authors report test-retest reliability coeffi-

cients which range between .70 and .80 (Smith et al., 1969). 

In the educational setting, research indicates an internal 

consistency measure of .90 with teachers (Young, 1982). 

Other research reports that the split-half correlations for 

the scales range from .80 to .88, corrected to full length 

by the Spearman-Brown formula (Bridges, 1980). Research 

indicates that the JDI is the most reliable and valid 
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measure of job satisfaction in use today (Bridges, 2980; 

Vroom, 1964; Young, 1982; Cook et al., 1981). Therefore it 

was concluded that the Job Descriptive Index by Smith, 

Kendall and Hulin was an acceptable measure of job satisfac-

tion for use in this study. 

Procedures Used in Collection of Data 

The instruments used in this study, the Job Descriptive 

Index and the Leader Effectiveness and Adaptability Descrip-

tion—Other, were submitted to the principals in each of six 

school districts in two general meetings during the spring of 

1986. During the first general meeting in each district, the 

principals completed the Job Descriptive Index and the demo-

graphic data sheet. The Leader Effectiveness and 

Adaptability Description—Other was completed at the second 

general meeting. These meetings were held approximately two 

weeks apart. The investigator personally administered the 

two instruments and the demographic data sheet in order to 

insure continuity and non-discrepancy in administration. As 

all instruments and the demographic data sheets were com-

pleted in each of the six school districts, all data is 

included in this study. The return rate for the instruments 

for this study was one hundred per cent. 

Analysis of Data 

In order to accept or reject the hypotheses, information 

obtained from responses to the two instruments used in this 
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study, the Leader Effectiveness and Adaptability Description— 

Other and the Job Descriptive Index, and from the demographic 

data sheets was submitted to statistical analysis. 

Following completion of the two instruments and the 

demographic data sheets, data were processed at the Univer-

sity of Texas—Arlington Computer Center. Data were analyzed 

using Statistical Packages for the Social Sciences (SPSS). 

The two-dimensional tables produced using the statistical 

package were organized with a horizontal variable and a 

vertical variable for ease in analysis. Printed directly 

below the tables were t value, degree of freedom for the 

particular variable in question, and significance. A .05 

level of significance was used to determine whether a 

statistically significant difference existed. Probability 

levels smaller than .05 were viewed as significant, indi-

cating that some kind of systematic difference existed 

between the two variables being compared. A probability 

level greater than .05 was viewed as indicating that there 

was not a statistically significant difference between the 

variable in question at the .05 level of significance. The 

results of these tests are interpreted and presented in 

Chapter IV according to the hypotheses tested. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

In the spring of 1986, the Job Descriptive Index and 

deader Effectiveness and Adaptability Description—Other 

were submitted to the principals in each of six school dis-

tricts in two general meetings. A demographic data sheet 

was also submitted to the principals at this time. During 

the first general meeting in each district, the principals 

completed the Job Descriptive Index and the demographic data 

sheet. The Leader Effectiveness and Adaptability Descrip-

tion Other was completed at the second general meeting. 

These meetings were held approximately two weeks apart. The 

investigator personally administered the two instruments and 

the demographic data sheet in order to insure continuity 

and non-discrepancy in administration. The return of all 

instruments and demographic data sheets in each of the six 

school districts constitute a 100% return rate. Conse-

quently, all data is included in this study. 

It is to be noted that the superintendent leadership 

style as perceived by one principal included both high task/ 

high relationship and high relationship/low task. As a 

result, this data was deleted from analysis for the 

101 
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correlation of relationship and task behavior and the five 

subscales of the Job Descriptive Index. 

Data from the two instruments and the demographic data 

sheets were coded for processing and analysis. Tables 

reported in this study were constructed from the computer-

generated statistical analyses. Following is a presentation 

of the data. 

Hypotheses Investigation 

Three hypotheses provided direction for conducting this 

study. 

There will be no significant differences between 

principals who perceive their superintendents as having a 

high relationship as measured by the Leader Effectiveness and 

Adaptability Description—Other and principals who perceive 

their superintendents as having a low relationship as mea-

sured by the Leader Effectiveness and Adaptability Descrip-

tion Other on each of the following subscales of the Job 

Descriptive Index: 

People on Your Present Job 
Work on Present Job 
Supervision on Present Job 
Present Pay 
Job in General 

H2 There will be no significant difference between 

principals who perceive their superintendents as having a 

high task behavior as measured by the Leader Effectiveness 

and Adaptability Description—Other and principals who per-

ceive their superintendents as having a low task behavior 
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as measured by the Leader Effectiveness and Adap-t-ahjijtv 

Description—Other on each of the following subscales of the 

Job Descriptive Index: 

People on Your Present Job 
Work on Present Job 
Supervision on Present Job 
Present Pay-
Job in General 

H3 There will be no significant difference in principal 

job satisfaction among the various levels of the following 

independent variables: sex of principal, level of instruc-

tion of principal, tenure of principal, age of principal, 

tenure of superintendent, and age of superintendent on the 

following subscales of the Job Descriptive Index: 

People on Your Present Job 
Work on Present Job 
Supervision on Present Job 
Present Pay 
Job in General 

Reporting of Data 

The following narrative addresses these three 

hypotheses. 

Hypothesis 1. There will be no significant differences 

between principals who perceive their superintendents as 

having a high relationship as measured by the Leader Effec-

tiveness and Adaptability Description—Other and principals 

who perceive their superintendents as having a low relation-

ship as measured by the Leader Effectiveness and Adaptability 
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Description Other on each of the following subscales of 

the Job Descriptive Index: 

People on Your Present Job 
Work on Present Job 
Supervision on Present Job 
Present Pay 
Job in General 

The relationship variable of the Leader Effectiveness 

and Adaptability Description—Other and each subscale of 

the Job Descriptive Index was tested using the t-test for 

the significance of the difference between means. 

As shown in Table I, three principals perceived their 

superintendents as having a leadership style of high task/low 

relationship. Seventeen principals perceived their super-

intendents as having a leadership style of high task/high 

relationship. Twelve principals perceived their principals 

as having a leadership style of high relationship/low task. 

Two principals perceived their superintendents as having 

TABLE I 

FREQUENCY TABLE OF SUPERINTENDENT 
LEADERSHIP STYLE AS PERCEIVED 

BY PRINCIPALS 

Leadership Style Number of Cases 

High task/low relationship 3 
High task/high relationship 17 
High relationship/low task 12 
Low relationship/low task 2 
High task/high relationship and 

high relationship/low task 1 
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a leadership style of low relationship/low task. One prin-

cipal perceived his superintendent as having a combination 

leadership style of high task/high relationship and high 

relationship/low task. 

A review of the relationship variable of leadership 

style and the job satisfaction variable of People on Present 

Job in Table II indicates a mean score for the high rela-

tionship group of 49.76. The low relationship group has 

a mean score of 52.40. As shown in Table II, there is a 

TABLE II 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE RELATIONSHIP VARIABLE OF LEADERSHIP 

STYLE AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF PEOPLE ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 

Cases Means Test Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 1—People on 
Present Job 

High Relationship 29 49.76 

Low Relationship 

* Tn T . Tr>U T~\x-V ̂  ~ 

5 52.40 
-2.49 18.41 0.02** 

r*P = .05 Significant at the .05 level 

statistically significant relationship between the high 

relationship group and the low relationship group in relation 
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to the job satisfaction variable of People on Present Job 

as related in T = 2.49; DF = 18; and P = 0.02. The proba-

bility level of 0.02 indicates significance below the .05 

level of significance indicating there is a significant dif-

ference between principals perceiving their superintendents 

as having a high relationship and principals perceiving their 

superintendents as having low relationship when compared to 

principals' job satisfaction level of People on Present Job. 

A review of the relationship variable of leadership 

style and the job satisfaction variable of Work on Present 

Job in Table III indicates a mean score for the high relation-

ship group of 39.93. The low relationship group has a mean 

score of 43.80. As shown in Table III, there is no 

TABLE III 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE RELATIONSHIP VARIABLE OF LEADERSHIP 

STYLE AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF WORK ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-

Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 2—Work on 
Present Job 

High Relationship 

Low Relationship 

*TnT. ~ ~ 

29 

5 

39 .93 

43.80 
-1.02 32 0.31** 

**P = .05 Significant at the .05 level. 
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statistically significant relationship between the high rela-

tionship group and the low relationship group in relation to 

the job satisfaction variable of Work on Present Job as re-

lated in T = 1.02; DF = 32; P = 0.31. The probability level 

of 0.31 indicates there is no statistically significant rela-

tionship between principals perceiving their superintendents 

as having high relationship and principals perceiving their 

superintendents as having low relationship when compared to 

principals' job satisfaction level of Work on Present Job. 

A review of the relationship variable of leadership 

style and the job satisfaction variable of Supervision on 

Present Job in Table IV indicates a mean score for the high 

relationship group of 48.76. The low relationship group has 

TABLE IV 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE RELATIONSHIP VARIABLE OF LEADERSHIP 

STYLE AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF SUPERVISION ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 

1 ° f 
j Freedom 

Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 3—Supervision 
on Present Job 

High Relationship 29 48.76 

Low Relationship 

* THT . „ 

5 44 .00 
1.41 32 0.17 

**P = .05 Significant at the .05 level, 
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a mean score of 44.00. As shown in Table IV, there is no 

statistically significant relationship between the high 

relationship group and the low relationship group in relation 

to the job satisfaction variable of Supervision on Present 

Job as related in T = 1.41; DF = 32; P = 0.17. The proba-

bility level of 0.17 indicates there is no statistically 

significant relationship between principals perceiving their 

superintendents as having high relationship and principals 

perceiving their superintendents as having low relationship 

when compared to principals' job satisfaction level of 

Supervision on Present Job. 

A review of the relationship variable of leadership 

style and the job satisfaction variable of Present Pay in 

Table V indicates a mean score for the high relationship 

TABLE V 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE RELATIONSHIP VARIABLE OF LEADERSHIP 

STYLE AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF PRESENT PAY 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-

Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 4—Present Pay 

High Relationship 29 24.03 

0.73 32 0.47 
Low Relationship 5 20.00 

*JDI: Job Descriptive Index 

**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level 
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group of 24.03. The low relationship group has a mean score 

of 20.00. AS shown in Table V, there is no statistically 

significant relationship between the high relationship group 

and the low relationship group in relation to the job satis-

faction variable of Present Pay as related in T = 0.73; 

DF = 32; P = 0.47. The probability level of 0.47 indicates 

there is no statistically significant relationship between 

principals perceiving their superintendents as having high 

relationship and principals perceiving their superintendents 

as having low relationship when compared to principals' job 

satisfaction level of Present Pay. 

A review of the relationship variable of leadership 

style and the job satisfaction variable of Job in General in 

Table VI indicates a mean score for the high relationship 

TABLE VI 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS1 

PERCEPTIONS OF THE RELATIONSHIP VARIABLE OF LEADERSHIP 
STYLE AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 

OF JOB IN GENERAL 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-

Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance ** 

JDI* 5—Job in 
General 

High Relationship 

Low Relationship 

*JDI: Job Desr 

29 

5 

R I r>+- I TZD 

47.55 

47.60 
T nrl Ci-vr 

0.01 32 0 .99 

:*P - .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level 
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group of 47.55. The low relationship group has a mean score 

of 47.60. As shown in Table VI, there is no statistically 

significant relationship between the high relationship group 

and the low relationship group in relation to the job satis-

faction variable of Job in General as related in T = 0.01; 

DF = 32; P = 0.99. The probability level of 0.99 indicates 

there is no statistically significant relationship between 

principals perceiving their superintendents as having high, 

relationship and principals perceiving their superintendents 

as having low relationship when compared to principals' job 

satisfaction level of Job in General. 

The findings of the analysis of data concerning the 

correlation of the relationship variable of leadership style 

and the five subscales of the Job Descriptive Index are 

summarized in Table VII. As the significance of People on 

Present Job and the relationship variable of leadership style 

is below .05, this part of hypothesis 1 was rejected. The 

other four subscales of the Job Descriptive Index, Work on 

Present Job, Supervision on Present Job, Present Pay, and 

Job in General, and the relationship variable of leadership 

style are not significant. Thus, the remainder of hypothe-

sis 1 was retained. 

Hypothesis 2. There will be no significant difference 

between principals who perceive their superintendents as 

having a high task behavior as measured by the Leader Effec-

tiveness and Adaptability Description—Other and principals 
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TABLE VII 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE RELATIONSHIP VARIABLE OF LEADERSHIP 

STYLE AND JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLES OF PEOPLE ON 
PRESENT JOB, WORK ON PRESENT JOB, SUPERVISION ON 
PRESENT JOB, PRESENT PAY, AND JOB IN GENERAL 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance ** 

JDI* 1—People 
on Present Job 

High Relationship 

Low Relationship 

29 

5 

49 .75 

52.40 
-2.49 18.41 0.02** 

JDI* 2—Work on 
Present Job 

High Relationship 

Low Relationship 

29 

5 

39.93 

43.80 
-1.02 32 0.32 

JDI* 3—Supervision 
on Present Job 

High Relationship 

Low Relationship 

29 

5 

48.76 

44.00 
1.41 32 0 .17 

JDI* 4—Present Pay-

High Relationship 

Low Relationship 

29 

5 

24 .03 

20.00 | 
0 .73 32 0.47 

JDI* 5—Job 
in General 

High Relationship 

Low Relationship 

29 

5 

47.55 

47 .60 
0.01 32 0.99 

*JDI: Job Descriptive Index 

**Statistically significant at the .05 level. 
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who perceive their superintendents as having a low task 

behavior as measured by the Leader Effectiveness and Adapta-

bility Description—Other on each of the following subscales 

of the Job Descriptive Index: 

People on Your Present Job 
Work on Present Job 
Supervision on Present Job 
Present Pay 
Job in General 

The task variable of the Leader Effectiveness and Adap-

tability Description—Other and each subscale of the Job 

Descriptive Index was tested using the t-test for the sig-

nificance of the difference between means. 

A review of the task variable of leadership style and 

the job satisfaction variable of People on Present Job in 

Table VIII indicates a mean score for the high task group of 

TABLE VIII 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE TASK VARIABLE OF LEADERSHIP 

STYLE AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF PEOPLE ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 1—People 
on Present Job 

High Task 

Low Task 

20 

14 

49.50 

51.07 

1 
•
 O
 

00
 

32 0.29 

**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level 
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49.50. The low task group has a mean score of 51.07. As 

shown in Table VIII, there is no statistically significant 

relationship between the high task group and the low task 

group in relation to the job satisfaction variable of People 

on Present Job as related in T = -1.08; DF = 32; P - 0.29. 

The probability level of 0.29 indicates there is no statis-

tically significant relationship between principals per-

ceiving their superintendents as having high task and 

principals perceiving their superintendents as having low 

task when compared to principals' job satisfaction level of 

People on Present Job. 

A review of the task variable of leadership style and 

the job satisfaction variable of Work on Present Job in 

Table IX indicates a mean score for the high task group of 

TABLE IX 

T-TEST DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE TASK VARIABLE OF LEADERSHIP 

STYLE AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF WORK ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-

Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 2—Work on 
Present Job 

High Task 20 38.45 
-2.06 31.24 0.047** 

Low Task 14 43.43 

v-rs-s. T Q V 

<*p = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level 
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38.45. The low task group has a mean score of 43.43. As 

shown in Table IX, there is a statistically significant 

relationship between the high task group and the low task 

group in relation to the job satisfaction variable of Work on 

Present Job as related in T = 2.06; DF = 31.24; P = 0.047. 

The probability level of 0.047 indicates significance below 

the .05 level of significance indicating there is a signifi-

cant difference between principals perceiving their superin-

tendents as having low task when compared to principals job 

satisfaction level of Work on Present Job. 

A review of the task variable of leadership style and 

the job satisfaction variable of Supervision on Present Job 

in Table X indicates a mean score for the high task group of 

TABLE X 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE TASK VARIABLE OF LEADERSHIP 

STYLE AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF SUPERVISION ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-

Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 3—Supervision 
on Present Job 

High Task 

Low Task 

20 

14 

47.65 

48.64 
-0.40 32 0.70 

*JDI: Job Descriptive Index 

**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level. 
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47.65. The low task group has a mean score of 48.64. As 

shown in Table X, there is no statistically significant 

relationship between the high task group and the low task 

group in relation to the job satisfaction variable of 

Supervision on Present Job as related in T = 0.40; DF = 32; 

P = 0.70. The probability level of 0.70 indicates there is 

no statistically significant relationship between principals 

perceiving their superintendents as having high task and 

principals perceiving their superintendents as having low 

task when compared to principals' job satisfaction variable 

of Supervision on Present Job. 

A review of the task variable of leadership style and 

the job satisfaction variable of Present Pay in Table XI 

indicates a mean score for the high task group of 21.50. 

TABLE XI 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS1 

PERCEPTIONS OF THE TASK VARIABLE OF LEADERSHIP 
STYLE AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 

OF PRESENT PAY 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-

Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 4—Present Pay 

High Task 20 21.50 

Low Task 14 26.21 
-1.21 32 0.24 

**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level, 
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The low task group has a mean score of 26.21. As shown in 

Table XI, there is no statistically significant relationship 

between the high task group and the low task group in rela— 

tion to the job satisfaction variable of Present Pay as 

related in T = -1.21; DF = 32; P = 0.24. The probability 

level of 0.24 indicates there is no statistically significant 

relationship between principals perceiving their superinten-

dents as having high task and principals perceiving their 

superintendents as having low task when compared to princi-

pals' job satisfaction level of Present Pay. 

A review of the task variable of leadership style and 

the job satisfaction variable of Job in General in Table XII 

indicates a mean score for the high task group of 46.60. The 

low task group has a mean score of 48.93. As shown in 

TABLE XII 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE TASK VARIABLE OF LEADERSHIP 

STYLE AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF JOB IN GENERAL 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-

Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 5—Job in 
General 

High Task 

Low Task 

20 

14 

46 .40 

48.93 
-0.80 32 0.43 

r*P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level. 
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Table XII, there is no statistically significant relationship 

between the high task group and the low task group in rela-

tion to the job satisfaction variable of Job in General as 

related in T =-0.80; DF = 32; P = 0.43. The probability 

level of 0.43 indicates there is no statistically signifi-

cant relationship between principals perceiving their 

superintendents as having high task and principals per-

ceiving their superintendents as having low task when 

compared to principals' job satisfaction level of Job in 

General. 

The findings of the analysis of data concerning the 

correlation of the task variable of leadership style and the 

five subscales of the Job Descriptive Index are summarized 

in Table XIII. As the significance of Work on Present Job 

and the task variable of leadership style is below .05, this 

part of hypothesis 2 was rejected. The other four subscales 

of the Job Descriptive Index, People on Present Job; Super-

vision on Present Job; Present Pay; and Job in General, and 

the task variable of leadership style are not significant. 

Therefore, the remainder of hypothesis 2 was retained. 

Hypothesis 3. There will be no significant difference 

in principal job satisfaction among the various levels of 

the following independent variables: sex of principal; level 

of instruction of principal; tenure of principal; age of 

principal; tenure of superintendent; and age of superinten-

dent on the following subscales of the Job Descriptive Index: 
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TABLE XIII 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE TASK VARIABLE OF LEADERSHIP STYLE AND 
JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLES OF PEOPLE ON PRESENT JOB, 

WORK ON PRESENT JOB, SUPERVISION ON PRESENT 
JOB, PRESENT PAY, AND JOB IN GENERAL 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 1—People 
on Present Job 

High Task 

Low Task 

20 
1 4 

49.50 

51.07 
-1.08 32.00 0.29 

JDI* 2—Work on 
Present Job 

High Task 

Low Task 

20 

14 

38.45 

43.43 
-2.06 32.24 0.047 

JDI* 3—Supervision 
on Present Job 

High Task 

Low Task 

20 

14 

47.65 

48.64 
-0.40 32.00 0.70 

JDI* 4—Present Pay 

High Task 

Low Task 

20 

14 

21.50 

26.21 
-1.21 32.00 0.24 

JDI* 5—Job in 
General 

High Task 

Low Task 
•X. -rr-N T* 1 

20 

14 

46 .60 

48.93 
-0 .80 32.00 0.43 

* * Statistically significant at the .05 level. 
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People on Your Present Job 
Work on Present Job 
Supervision on Present Job 
Present Pay 
Job in General 

Each of the six demographic variables and each of the 

five job satisfaction subscales was tested using the t-test 

for the significance of the difference between means. 

As shown in Table XIV, the population for this study 

was comprised of thirty-five principals including twenty-

three principals of elementary schools (grades K-6) 

TABLE XIV 

FREQUENCY TABLE OF DEMOGRAPHIC DATA OF LEVEL OF 
INSTRUCTION, SEX, AGE, AND EXPERIENCE 

OF PRINCIPALS 

Level of Instruction of Principals No. 
Elementary (K-6) 23 
Secondary (7-12) 12 

Sex of Principals No. 
Male 23 
Female 12 

Age of Principals No. 
49 and below 28 
50 and above 7 

Experience of Principals No. 
1-15 years 32 
16 years and over 3 

and twelve principals of secondary schools (grades 7-JL2) ; 

twenty-three male principals and twelve female principals; 

twenty-eight principals age 49 and below and seven principals 
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age 50 and above; and thirty-two principals with 1-15 years 

of experience and three principals with 16 or more years of 

experience. 

Of thirty-five principals, twenty indicated the age of 

their superintendent as 49 or below and fifteen indicated 

the age of their superintendents as 50 years and above. 

Twenty-five principals indicated their superintendents had 

1-10 years of experience, and ten indicated their superin-

tendents had 16 or more years of experience. Table XV 

summarizes this data. 

TABLE XV 

FREQUENCY TABLE OF DEMOGRAPHIC DATA OF AGE AND 
EXPERIENCE OF SUPERINTENDENTS 

Age of Superintendent Experience of Superintendent 

49 and below . 20 1-10 years 25 

50 and above . 15 11 years and over . . . 10 

A review of the demographic variable of level of in-

struction and the job satisfaction variable of People on 

Present Job in Table XVI indicates principals of elementary 

schools have a mean score of 49.18. Principals of secondary 

schools have a mean score of 51.33. As indicated in 

Table XVI, there is no statistically significant relationship 

between the principals of elementary schools and the princi-

pals of secondary schools in relation to the job satisfaction 
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TABLE XVI 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF LEVEL OF 

INSTRUCTION AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF PEOPLE ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-

Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 1—People 
on Present Job 

Elementary (K-6) 23 49.18 

Secondary (7-12) 12 51.33 
1.42 33 0.17 

*JDI: Job Descriptive Index 

**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level, 

variable of People on Present Job as related in T = -1.42; 

DF = 33; P = 0.17. The probability level of 0.17 indicates 

there is no statistically significant relationship between 

principals of elementary schools and principals of secondary 

schools when compared to principals' job satisfaction level 

of People on Present Job. 

A review of the demographic variable of level of in-

struction and the job satisfaction variable of Work on 

Present Job in Table XVII indicates principals of elementary 

schools have a mean score of 40.04. Principals of secondary 

schools have a mean score of 41.25. As shown in Table XVII, 

there is no statistically significant relationship between 

principals of elementary schools and the principals of 
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TABLE XVII 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF LEVEL OF 
INSTRUCTION AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 

OF WORK ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 2—Work on 
Present Job 

Elementary (K-6) 

Secondary (7-12) 

23 

12 

40.04 

41.25 
0.43 33 0.67 

*JDI*: Job Descriptive Index 

**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

secondary schools in relation to the job satisfaction vari-

able of Work on Present Job as related in T =0.43; 

DF = 33; P = 0.67. The probability level of 0.67 indicates 

there is no statistically significant relationship between 

principals of elementary schools and principals of secondary 

schools when compared to principals' job satisfaction level 

of work on Present Job. 

A review of the demographic variable of level of in-

struction and the job satisfaction variable of Supervision 

on Present Job in Table XVIII indicates principals of elemen-

tary schools have a mean score of 48.00. Principals of 

secondary schools have a mean score of 47.67. As shown in 

Table XVIII, there is no statistically significant relation-

ship between the principals of elementary schools and the 



123 

TABLE XVIII 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS1 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF LEVEL OF 

INSTRUCTION AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF SUPERVISION ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 3—Supervision 
on Present Job 

Elementary (K-6) 

Secondary (7-12) 

23 

12 

48.00 
0.13 33 0.90 

*JDI*: Job Descriptive Index 

**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

principals of secondary schools in relation to the job satis-

faction variable of Supervision on Present Job as related in 

T = 0.13; DF = 33; P = 0.90. The probability level of 0.90 

indicates there is no statistically significant relationship 

between principals of elementary schools and principals of 

secondary schools when compared to principals' job satisfac-

tion variable of Supervision on Present Job. 

A review of the demographic variable of level of in-

struction and the job satisfaction variable of Present Pay 

in Table XIX indicates principals of elementary schools have 

a mean score of 24.83. As shown in Table XIX, there is no 

statistically significant relationship between the principals 

of elementary schools and the principals of secondary schools 

in relation to the job satisfaction variable of Present Pay 
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TABLE XIX 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS1 

PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF LEVEL OF 
INSTRUCTION AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 

OF PRESENT PAY 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Number 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 4—Present Pay 

Elementary (K-6) 23 22.83 
-0.50 33 0.62 

Secondary (7-12) 12 24.83 

* *P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

as related in T = 0.50; DF = 33; P = 0.62. The probability 

level of 0.62 indicates there is no statistically significant 

relationship between principals of elementary schools and 

principals of secondary schools when compared to principals1 

job satisfaction variable of Present Pay. 

A review of the demographic variable of level of in-

struction and the job satisfaction variable of Job in General 

in Table XX indicates principals of elementary schools have a 

mean score of 46.30. Principals of secondary schools have a 

mean score of 49.75. As shown in Table XX, there is no 

statistically significant relationship between the principals 

of elementary schools and the principals of secondary schools 

in relation to the job satisfaction variable of Job in Gen-

eral as related in T = -1.19; DF = 33; P = 0.24. The 
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TABLE XX 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF LEVEL OF 

INSTRUCTION AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF JOB IN GENERAL 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 5—Job 
in General 

Elementary (K-6) 

Secondary (7-12) 

23 

12 

46.40 

49.75 
-1.19 33 0.24 

[*P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

probability level of 0.24 indicates there is no statistically 

significant relationship between principals of elementary 

schools and principals of secondary schools when compared to 

principals' job satisfaction variable of Job in General. 

The findings of the analysis of data concerning the 

correlation of the demographic variable of level of instruc-

tion and the five subscales of the Job Descriptive Index are 

summarized in Table XXI. The significance of each of the 

subscales is not statistically significant. This portion 

of hypothesis 3 is retained. 

A review of the demographic variable of sex of principal 

and the job satisfaction variable of People on Present Job 

in Table XXII indicates male principals have a mean score of 

50.43. Female principals have a mean score of 48.92. As 
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TABLE XXI 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF LEVEL OF 

INSTRUCTION AND JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLES OF 
PEOPLE ON PRESENT JOB, PRESENT PAY, 

AND JOB IN GENERAL 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 1—People 
on Present Job 

Elementary (K-6) 

Secondary (7-12) 

23 

12 

49.18 

51.33 
1.42 33 0.17 

JDI* 2—Work on 
Present Job 

Elementary (K-6) 

Secondary (7-12) 

23 

12 

40.04 

41.25 
0.43 33 0.67 

JDI* 3—Supervision 
on Present Job 

Elementary (K-6) 

Secondary (7-12) 

23 

12 

48.00 

47.67 
0.13 33 0.90 

JDI* 4—Present Pav 

Elementary (K-6) 

Secondary (7-12) 

23 

12 

22.83 

24.83 
-0.50 33 0.62 

JDI* 5—Job in 
General 

Elementary (K-6) 

Secondary (7-12) 
•X. -TT-V -T- •— 1 _ 

23 

12 

46 .30 

49.75 
-1.19 33 0.24 

• * Statistically significant at the .05 level, 
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TABLE XXII 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF SEX OF 

PRINCIPAL AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF PEOPLE ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-

Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 1—People 
on Present Job 

Male 

Female 

23 

12 

50.43 

48.92 
0.98 33 0.33 

**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

shown in Table XXII, there is no statistically significant 

relationship between the male principals and the female 

principals in relation to the job satisfaction variable of 

People on Present Job as related in T = 0.98; DF = 33; 

P = 0.33. The probability level of 0.33 indicates there is 

no statistically significant relationship between male prin-

cipals and female principals when compared to principals' 

job satisfaction level of People on Present Job. 

A review of the demographic variable of sex of principal 

and the job satisfaction variable of Work on Present Job in 

Table XXIII indicates male principals have a mean score of 

40.78. Female principals have a mean score of 39.83. As 

shown in Table XXIII, there is no statistically significant 

relationship between male principals and female principals 
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TABLE XXIII 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF SEX OF 

PRINCIPAL AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF PEOPLE ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-

Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 1—People 
on Present Job 

Male 

Female 

23 

12 

40.78 

39.83 
0.34 33 0.74 

**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

in relation to the job satisfaction variable of Work on 

Present Job as related in T = 0.34; DF = 33; P = 0.74. The 

probability level of 0.74 indicates there is no statistically 

significant relationship between male principals and female 

principals when compared to principals' job satisfaction 

level of Work on Present Job. 

A review of the demographic variable of sex of principal 

and the job satisfaction variable of Supervision on Present 

Job in Table XXIV indicates male principals have a mean score 

of 47.87. Female principals have a mean score of 47.92. As 

shown in Table XXIV, there is no statistically significant 

relationship between male principals and female principals in 

relation to the job satisfaction variable of Supervision on 

Present Job as related in T = -0.02; DF = 33; P = 0.99. The 
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TABLE XXIV 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF SEX OF 
PRINCIPAL AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 

OF SUPERVISION ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 3—Supervision 
on Present Job 

Male 23 47.87 

Female 12 47.92 
-0.02 33 0.99 

**P - .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

probability level of 0.99 indicates there is no statisti-

cally significant relationship between male principals and 

female principals when compared to principals' job satisfac-

tion level of Supervision on Present Job. 

A review of the demographic variable of sex of principal 

and the job satisfaction variable of Present Pay in Table XXV 

indicates male principals have a mean score of 22.43. Female 

principals have a mean score of 25.58. As shown in Table 

XXV, there is no statistically significant relationship be-

tween male principals and female principals in relation to the 

job satisfaction variable of Present Pay as related in 

T = -0.79; DF = 33; P = 0.44. The probability level of 0.44 

indicates there is no statistically significant relationship 
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TABLE XXV 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM. AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF SEX OF 

PRINCIPAL AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF PRESENT PAY 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-

Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 4—Present Pay 

Male 23 22.43 
-0.79 33 0.44 

Female 12 25.58 

**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

between male principals and female principals when compared 

to principals' job satisfaction level of Present Pay. 

A review of the demographic variable of sex of principal 

and the job satisfaction variable of Job in General in Table 

XXVI indicates male principals have a mean score of 47.00. 

Female principals have a mean score of 48.42. As shown in 

Table XXVI, there is no statistically significant relation-

ship between male principals and female principals in 

relation to the job satisfaction variable of Job in General 

as related in T = -0.48; DF = 33; P = 0.63. The probability 

of 0.63 indicates there is no statistically significant rela-

tionship between male principals and female principals when 

compared to principals' job satisfaction level of Job in 

General. 
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TABLE XXVI 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF SEX OF 

PRINCIPAL AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF JOB IN GENERAL 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-

Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 5—Job in 
General 

Male 

Female 

23 

12 

47.00 

48.42 
1 O
 

• 00
 

33 0.63 

r*P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level 

The findings of the analysis of data concerning the 

correlation of the demographic variable of sex of princi-

pal and the five subscales of the Job Descriptive Index are 

summarized in Table XXVII. The significance of each of the 

subscales is not statistically significant. This portion 

of hypothesis 3 is retained. 

A review of the demographic variable of age of principal 

and the job satisfaction variable of People on Present Job 

in Table XXVIII indicates principals whose age is 49 years 

and below have a mean score of 49.39. Principals whose age 

is 50 years and above have a mean score of 52.00. As shown 

in Table XXVIII, there is no statistically significant 

relationship between principals whose age is 49 years and 

below and principals whose age is 50 and above in relation 
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TABLE XXVII 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF SEX OF PRINCIPAL 

AND JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLES OF PEOPLE ON PRESENT 
JOB, WORK ON PRESENT JOB, SUPERVISION ON PRESENT 

JOB, PRESENT PAY, AND JOB IN GENERAL 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 1—People 
on Present Job 

Male 

Female 

23 

12 

50 .43 

43.92 
0.98 33 0.33 

JDI* 2—Work on 
Present Job 

Male 

Female 

23 

12 

40 .78 

39 .83 
0.34 33 0 .74 

JDI* 3—Supervision 
on Present Job 

Male 

Female 

23 

12 

47.87 

47.92 
-0.02 33 0.99 

JDI* 4—Present Pay 

Male 

Female 

23 

12 

22.43 

25.58 
-0.79 33 0.44 

JDI* 5—Job in 
General 

Male 

Female 

23 

12 

47.00 

48.42 
-0.48 33 0.63 

*JDI: Job Descriptive Index 

**Statistically significant at the .05 level, 
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TABLE XXVIII 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF AGE OF 

PRINCIPAL AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF PEOPLE ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-

Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 1—People 
on Present Job • 

49 yrs. & below 

40 yrs. & above 

28 

7 

49.39 

52.00 
-1.44 33 0.16 

**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

to job satisfaction variable of People on Present Job as 

related in T = -1.44; DF = 33; P = 0.16. The probability 

level of 0.16 indicates there is no statistically signifi-

cant relationship between principals whose age is 49 years 

and below and principals whose age is 50 years and above when 

compared to principals' job satisfaction level of People on 

Present Job. 

A review of the demographic variable of age of principal 

and the job satisfaction variable of Work on Present Job in 

Table XXIX indicates principals whose age is 49 years and 

below have a mean score of 41.07. Principals whose age is 

50 and over have a mean score of 38.00. As shown in Table 

XXIX, there is no statistically significant relationship 

between principals whose age is 49 years and below and 
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TABLE XXIX 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF AGE OF 

PRINCIPAL AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF WORK ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-

Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 2—Work on 
Present Job 

49 yrs. & below 

50 yrs. & above 

28 

7 

41.07 

38.00 
0.94 33 0.36 

**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level, 

principals whose age is 50 and above in relation to the job 

satisfaction variable of Work on Present Job as related in 

T = 0.94; DF = 33; P = 0.36. The probability level of 0.36 

indicates there is no statistically significant relationship 

between principals whose age is 49 years and below and 

principals whose age is 50 and above when compared to prin-

cipals' job satisfaction level of Work on Present Job. 

A review of the demographic variable of age of principal 

and the job satisfaction variable of Supervision on Present 

Job in Table XXX indicates principals whose age is 49 years 

and below have a means score of 48.68. Principals whose age 

is 50 and above have a mean score of 44.71. As shown in 

Table XXX, there is no statistically significant relationship 

between principals whose age is 49 years and below and 
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TABLE XXX 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF AGE OF 
PRINCIPAL AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 

OF SUPERVISION ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 3—Supervision 
on Present Job 

49 yrs. & below 

50 yrs. & above 

28 

7 

48.68 

44.71 
1.35 33 0.19 

**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

principals whose age is 50 and above in relation to the job 

satisfaction variable of Supervision on Present Job as re-

lated in T = 1.35; DF = 33; P = 0.19. The probability level 

of 0.19 indicates there is no statistically significant re-

lationship between principals whose age is 49 years and 

below and principals whose age is 50 and above when compared 

to principals' job satisfaction level of Supervision on 

Present Job. 

A review of the demographic variable of age of principal 

and the job satisfaction variable of Present Pay in Table 

XXXI indicates principals whose age is 49 years and below 

have a mean score of 23.04. Principals whose age is 50 and 

above have a mean score of 25.43. As shown in Table XXXI, 
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TABLE XXXI 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF AGE OF 

PRINCIPAL AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF PRESENT PAY 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 4—Present Pay 

49 yrs. & below 23 23.04 
-0.50 33 0.62 

50 yrs. & above 7 25 .43 

*JDI: Job Descriptive Index 

**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

there is no statistically significant relationship between 

principals whose age is 49 years and below and principals 

whose age is 50 and above in relation to the job satisfaction 

variable of Present Pay as related in T = -0.50; DF = 33; 

P = 0.62. The probability level of 0.62 indicates there is 

no statistically significant relationship between principals 

whose age is 49 years and below and principals whose age is 

50 and above when compared to principals' job satisfaction 

level of Present Pay. 

A review of the demographic variable of age of principal 

and the job satisfaction variable of Job in General in Table 

XXXII indicates principals whose age is 49 years and below 

have a mean score of 47.14. Principals whose age is 50 and 

above have a mean score of 48.86. As shown in Table XXXII, 
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TABLE XXXII 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF AGE OF 

PRINCIPAL AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF JOB IN GENERAL 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 5—Job in 
General 

49 yrs. & below 

50 yrs. & above 

28 

7 

47.14 

48.86 

•
 

0
 1 33 0.63 

*JDI: Job Descriptive Index 

**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level, 

there is no statistically significant relationship between 

principals whose age is 49 years and below and principals 

whose age is 50 and above in relation to the job satisfaction 

variable of Job in General as related in T = -0.49; DF = 33; 

P = 0.63. The probability level of 0.63 indicates there is 

no statistically significant relationship between principals 

whose age is 49 years and below and principals whose age is 

50 years and above when compared to principals' job satisfac-

tion level of Job in General. 

The findings of the analysis of data concerning the cor-

relation of the demographic variable of age of principal and 

the five subscales of the Job Descriptive Index are summa-

rized in Table XXXIII. The significance of each of the 
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TABLE XXXIII 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF AGE OF PRINCIPAL 

AND JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLES OF PEOPLE ON PRESENT 
JOB, WORK ON PRESENT JOB, SUPERVISION ON PRESENT 

JOB, PRESENT PAY, AND JOB IN GENERAL 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 1—People 
on Present Job 

49 yrs. & below 

50 yrs. & above 

20 

7 

49.39 

52.00 
-1.44 33 0.16 

JDI* 2—Work on 
Present Job 

49 yrs. & below 

50 yrs. & 

28 

7 

41.07 

38.00 
0.94 33 0.36 

JDI* 3—Supervision 
on Present Job 

49 yrs. & below 

50 yrs. & above 

28 

7 

48.68 

44.71 
1.35 33 0.19 

JDI* 4—Present Pay 

49 yrs. & below 

50 yrs. & above 

28 

7 

23.04 

25.43 
-0 .50 33 0.62 

JDI* 5—Job in 
General 

49 yrs. & below 

50 yrs. & above 

28 

7 

47.14 

48.86 
-0 .49 33 0.63 

*JDI: Job Descriptive Index-

**Statistically significant at the .05 level. 
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subscales is not statistically significant. This portion of 

hypothesis 3 is retained. 

A review of the demographic variable of experience of 

principal and the job satisfaction variable of People on 

Present Job in Table XXXIV indicates principals having 1 to 

15 years of experience have a mean score of 49.72. Princi-

pals having 16 or more years of experience have a mean score 

of 52.00. As shown in Table XXXIV, there is no statistically 

TABLE XXXIV 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF EXPERIENCE 

OF PRINCIPAL AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF PEOPLE ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means Test Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 1—People 
on Present Job 

1-15 yrs. 

16 yrs. & over 

32 

3 

49.72 

52.00 

00 • 
0
 1 33 0.39 

*JDI; Job Descriptive Index 

**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level, 

significant relationship between principals having 1 to 15 

years of experience and principals having 16 or more years 

of experience in relation to the job satisfaction variable of 

People on Present Job as related in T = -0.87; DF = 33; 

P = 0.39. The probability level of 0.39 indicates there is 
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no statistically significant relationship between principals 

having 1 to 15 years of experience and principals having 16 

or more years of experience when compared to principals' job 

satisfaction level of People on Present Job. 

A review of the demographic variable of experience of 

principal and the job satisfaction variable of Work on 

Present Job in Table XXXV indicates principals having 1 to 

15 years of experience have a mean score of 40.47. Princi-

pals having 16 or more years of experience have a mean score 

TABLE XXXV 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF EXPERIENCE 

OF PRINCIPAL AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF WORK ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 2—Work on 
Present Job 

1-15 years 

16 years & over 

32 

3 

40.47 

40.33 
0.03 33 0.98 

**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

of 40.33. As shown in Table XXXV, there is no statistically 

significant relationship between principals having 1 to 15 

years of experience and principals having 16 or more years 

of experience in relation to the job satisfaction variable 
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of Work on Present Job as related in T = 0.03; DF = 33; 

P = 0.98. The probability level of 0.9 8 indicates there is 

no statistically significant relationship between principals 

having 1-15 years of experience and principals having 16 or 

more years of experience when compared to principals' job 

satisfaction level of Work on Present Job. 

A review of the demographic variable of experience of 

principal and the job satisfaction variable of Supervision 

on Present Job in Table XXXVI indicates principals having 

1 to 15 years of experience have a mean score of 47.56. 

Principals having 16 or more years of experience have a mean 

TABLE XXXVI 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF EXPERIENCE 

OF PRINCIPAL AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF SUPERVISION ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 3—Supervision 
on Present Job 

1-15 yrs. 32 47.56 

O
 

00
 33 0.38 

16 yrs. & over 3 51.33 

*JDI: Job Descriptive Index 

**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level, 

score of 51.33. As shown in Table XXXVI, there is no sta-

tistically significant relationship between principals having 
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1 to 15 years of experience and principals having 16 or more 

years of experience in relation to the job satisfaction vari-

able of Supervision on Present Job as related in T = -0.89; 

DF = 33; P = 0.38. The probability level of 0.38 indicates 

there is no statistically significant relationship between 

principals having 1 to 15 years of experience and principals 

having 16 or more years of experience when compared to prin-

cipals' job satisfaction level of Supervision on Present Job. 

A review of the demographic variable of experience of 

principal and the job satisfaction variable of Present Pay in 

Table XXXVII indicates principals having 1 to 15 years of 

TABLE XXXVII 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF EXPERIENCE 

OF PRINCIPAL AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF PRESENT PAY 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test Freedom 

Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 4—Present Pay 

1-15 yrs. 32 23.59 
0.14 33 0.89 

16 yrs. & over 3 22.67 

*JDI: Job Descriptive Index 

**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

experience have a mean score of 23.59. Principals having 16 

or more years of experience have a mean score of 22.67. As 

shown in Table XXXVII, there is no statistically significant 
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relationship between principals having 1 to 15 years of ex-

perience and principals having 16 or more years of experience 

in relation to the job satisfaction variable of Present Pay 

as indicated in T = 0.14; DF = 33; P = 0.89. The probability 

level of 0.89 indicates there is no statistically significant 

relationship between principals having 1 to 15 years of ex-

perience and principals having 16 or more years of experi-

ence when compared to principals' job satisfaction level of 

Present Pay. 

A review of the demographic variable of experience of 

principal and the job satisfaction variable of Job in General 

in Table XXXVIII indicates principals having 1 to 15 years of 

experience have a mean score of 47.75. Principals having 16 

or more years of experience have a mean score of 44.67. As 

TABLE XXXVIII 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF EXPERIENCE 

OF PRINCIPAL AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF JOB IN GENERAL 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 5—Job in 
General 

1-15 yrs. 

16 yrs. & over 

32 

3 

47.75 

44.67 
0.62 33 0.54 

*JDI: Job Descriptive Index 

**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level. 
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shown in Table XXXVIII, there is no statistically significant 

relationship between principals having 1 to 15 years of ex-

perience and principals having 16 or more years of experience 

in relation to the job satisfaction variable of Job in Gen-

eral as related in T = 0.62; DF = 33; P = 0.54. The 

probability level of 0.54 indicates there is no statistically 

significant relationship between principals having 1 to 15 

years of experience and principals having 16 or more years 

of experience when compared to principals' job satisfaction 

level of Job in General. 

The findings of the analysis of data concerning the cor-

relation of the demographic variable of experience of princi-

pal and the five subscales of the Job Descriptive Index are 

summarized in Table XXXIX. The significance of each of the 

subscales is not statistically significant. This portion of 

hypothesis 3 is retained. 

A review of the demographic variable of the age of the 

superintendent and the job satisfaction variable of People on 

Present Job in Table XL indicates principals whose superin-

tendents' ages are 49 and below have a mean score of 49.85. 

Principals whose superintendents' ages are 50 and above have 

a mean score of 50.00. As shown in Table XL, there is no 

statistically significant relationship between principals 

whose superintendents' ages are 49 and below and principals 

whose superintendents' ages are 50 and above in relation to 
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TABLE XXXIX 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF EXPERIENCE OF 

PRINCIPAL AND JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLES OF PEOPLE 
ON PRESENT JOB, WORK ON PRESENT JOB, SUPERVISION 
ON PRESENT JOB, PRESENT PAY, AND JOB IN GENERAL 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 1—People 
on Present Job 

1-15 yrs. 

16 yrs. & over 

32 

3 

49.72 

52.00 
-0 .37 33 0.39 

JDI* 2—Work on 
Present Job 

1-15 yrs. 

16 yrs. & over 

32 

3 

40.47 

40.33 
0.03 33 0.98 

JDI* 3—Supervision 
on Present Job 

1-15 yrs. 

16 yrs. & over 

32 

3 

47.56 

51.33 
-0.89 33 0.38 

JDI* 4—Present Pay 

1-15 yrs. 

16 yrs. & over 

32 

3 

23.59 

22.67 
0.14 33 0.89 

JDI* 5—Job in 
General 

1-15 yrs. 

16 yrs. & over 

32 

3 

47.75 

44.67 
0.62 33 0.54 

*JDI: Job Descriptive Index 

**Statistically significant at the .05 level, 
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TABLE XL 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF AGE OF 

SUPERINTENDENT AND THE JOB SATISFACTION 
VARIABLE OF PEOPLE ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 1—People 
on Present Job 

49 yrs. & below 

50 yrs. & above 

20 

15 

49.85 

50.00 
-0.10 33 0.92 

**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level, 

the job satisfaction variable of People on Present Job as 

related in T = -0.10; DF = 33; P = 0.92. The probability 

level of 0.9 2 indicates there is no statistically signifi-

cant relationship between principals whose superintendents1 

ages are 49 and below and principals whose superintendents' 

ages are 50 and above when compared to principals' job satis-

faction level of People on Present Job. 

A review of the demographic variable of age of the 

superintendent and the job satisfaction variable of Work on 

Present Job in Table XLI indicates principals whose superin-

tendents' ages are 49 and below have a mean score of 41.60. 

Principals whose superintendents' ages are 50 and above have 

a mean score of 38.93. As shown in Table XLI, there is no 

statistically significant relationship between principals 
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TABLE XLI 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF AGE OF 

SUPERINTENDENT AND THE JOB SATISFACTION 
VARIABLE OF WORK ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 2—Work on 
Present Job 

• 

49 yrs. & below 

50 yrs. & above 

20 

15 

41.60 

38.93 
.01 33 0.32 

r*P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

whose superintendents' ages are 49 and below and principals 

whose superintendents' ages are 50 and above when compared to 

principals job satisfaction level of Work on Present Job as 

related in T = 1.01; DF = 33; P = 0.32. The probability 

level of 0.32 indicates there is no statistically significant 

relationship between principals whose superintendents' ages 

are 49 and below and principals whose superintendents' ages 

are 50 and above when compared to principals' job satisfac-

tion level of Work on Present Job. 

A review of the demographic variable of the age of the 

superintendent and the job satisfaction variable of Supervi-

sion on Present Job in Table XLII indicates principals whose 

superintendents' ages are 49 and below have a mean score of 
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TABLE XLII 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF AGE OF 

SUPERINTENDENT AND THE JOB SATISFACTION 
VARIABLE OF SUPERVISION ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-

Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 3—Supervision 
on Present Job 

49 yrs. & below 

50 yrs. & above 

20 

15 

48.75 

46 .73 
0.84 33 0.41 

(*P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level, 

4 8.75. Principals whose superintendents' ages are 50 and 

above have a mean score of 46.73. As shown in Table XLII, 

there is no statistically significant relationship between 

principals whose superintendents' ages are 49 and below and 

principals whose superintendents' ages are 50 and above in 

relation to the job satisfaction variable of Supervision on 

Present Job as related in T = 0.84; DF = 33; P = 0.41. The 

probability level of 0.41 indicates there is no statisti-

cally significant relationship between principals whose 

superintendents' ages are 50 and above when compared to prin-

cipals' job satisfaction level of Supervision on Present Job. 

A review of the demographic variable of age of the super-

intendent and the job satisfaction variable of Present Pay in 

Table XLIII indicates principals whose superintendents' ages 
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TABLE XLIII 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF AGE OF 

SUPERINTENDENT AND THE JOB SATISFACTION 
VARIABLE OF PRESENT PAY 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 4—Present Pay 

49 yrs. & below 20 24.60 
0.66 33 0.51 

50 yrs. & above 15 22.07 

:*P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

are 49 and below have a mean score of 24.60. Principals 

whose superintendents1 ages are 50 and above have a mean 

score of 22.07. As shown in Table XLIII, there is no sta-

tistically significant relationship between principals whose 

superintendents' ages are 49 and below and principals whose 

superintendents' ages are 50 and above when compared to prin-

cipals' job satisfaction level of Present Pay as related in 

T = 0.66; DF = 33; P = 0.51. The probability level of 0.51 

indicates there is no statistically significant relationship 

between principals whose superintendents' ages are 49 and 

below and principals whose superintendents' ages are 50 and 

above when compared to principals' job satisfaction level of 

Present Pay. 
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A review of the demographic variable of age of the 

superintendent and the job satisfaction variable of Job in 

General in Table XLIV indicates principals whose superinten-

dent's ages are 49 and below have a mean score of 47.80. 

Principals whose superintendents' ages are 50 and above have 

TABLE XLIV 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF AGE OF 

SUPERINTENDENT AND THE JOB SATISFACTION 
VARIABLE OF JOB IN GENERAL 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means Test Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 5—Job in 
General 

49 yrs. & below 

50 yrs. & above 

20 

15 

47.80 

47.07 
0.26 33 0.80 

**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

a mean score of 47.07. As shown in Table XLIV, there is no 

statistically significant relationship between principals 

whose superintendents' ages are 49 and below in relation to 

the job satisfaction variable of Job in General as related in 

T = 0.26; DF = 33; P = 0.80. The probability level of 0.80 

indicates there is no statistically significant relationship 

between principals whose superintendents' ages are 49 and 

below and principals whose superintendents' ages are 50 and 
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above when compared to principals' job satisfaction level of 

Job in General. 

The findings of the analysis of data concerning the 

correlation of the demographic variable of age of superinten-

dent and the five subscales of the Job Descriptive Index are 

summarized in Table XLV. The significance of each of the 

subscales is not statistically significant. This portion of 

hypothesis 3 is retained. 

A review of the demographic variable of experience of 

the superintendent and the job satisfaction variable of 

people on Present Job in Table XLVI indicates principals 

whose superintendents have 1 to 10 years of experience have 

a mean score of 49.84. Principals whose superintendents 

have 11 and over years of experience have a mean score of 

50.10. As shown in Table XLVI, there is no statistically 

significant relationship between principals whose superin-

tendents have 1 to 10 years of experience and principals 

whose superintendents have 11 and over years of experience m 

relation to the job satisfaction variable of People on 

Present Job as related in T = -0.16; DF 33; P = 0.88. The 

probability level of 0.88 indicates there is no statistically 

significant relationship between principals whose superinten-

dents have 1 to 10 years of experience and principals whose 

superintendents have 11 and over years of experience when 
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TABLE XLV 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF AGE OF 
SUPERINTENDENT AND JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLES 
OF PEOPLE ON PRESENT JOB, WORK ON PRESENT JOB, 
SUPERVISION ON PRESENT JOB, PRESENT PAY, AND 

JOB IN GENERAL 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 1—People 
on Present Job 

49 yrs. & below 

50 yrs. & above 

20 

15 

49.85 

50.00 
-0.10 33 0.92 

JDI* 2—Work on 
Present Job 

49 yrs. & below 

50 yrs. & above 

20 

15 

41.60 

33.93 
1.01 33 0.32 

JDI* 3—Supervision 
on Present Job 

49 yrs. & below 

50 yrs. & above 

20 

15 

48.75 

46.7 3 
0.84 33 0.41 

JDI* 4—Present Pay 

49 yrs. & below 

50 yrs. & above 

20 

15 

24.60 

22.07 
0 .66 33 0.51 

JDI* 5—Job in 
General 

49 yrs. & below 

50 yrs. & above 

20 

15 

47.80 

47 .07 
0 .26 33 0.80 

**Statistically significant at the .05 level 
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TABLE XLVI 

T-TEST DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF EXPERIENCE OF 

SUPERINTENDENT AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF PEOPLE ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 1—People on 
Present Job 

1-10 yrs. 25 

00 • 
o
\
 

1 O
 

• CT
\ 33 0.88 

11 yrs. & over 10 50 .10 

**p = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

compared to principals' job satisfaction level of People on 

Present Job. 

A review of the demographic variable of experience of 

the superintendent and the job satisfaction variable of Work 

on Present Job in Table XLVII indicates principals whose 

superintendents have 1 to 10 years of experience have a mean 

score of 40.44. Principals whose superintendents have 11 and 

over years of experience have a mean score of 40.50. As 

shown in Table XLVII, there is no statistically significant 

relationship between principals whose superintendents have 

1-10 years of experience and principals whose superintendents 

have 11 and over years of experience in relation to the job 

satisfaction variable of Work on Present Job as related in 

T =-0.02; DF = 33; P = 0.98. The probability level of 0.98 
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TABLE XLVII 

T-TEST DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF EXPERIENCE 

SUPERINTENDENT AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF WORK ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 2—Work on 
Present Job 

1-10 yrs. 25 40 .44 C
M
 

O
 •
 

o
 1 33 0.98 

11 yrs. & over 10 40.50 

**p = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

indicates there is no statistically significant relationship 

between principals whose superintendents have 1 to 10 years 

of experience and principals whose superintendents have 11 

and over years of experience when compared to principals' 

job satisfaction level of Work on Present Job. 

A review of the demographic variable of experience of 

the superintendent and the job satisfaction variable of 

Supervision on Present Job in Table XLVIII indicates princi-

pals whose superintendents have 1 to 10 years experience 

have a mean score of 49.44. Principals whose superintendents 

have 11 and over years of experience have a mean score of 

44.00. As shown in Table XLVIII, there is a statistically 

significant relationship between principals whose 
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TABLE XLVIII 

T-TEST DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF EXPERIENCE OF 

SUPERINTENDENT AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF SUPERVISION ON PRESENT JOB 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 3—Supervision 
on Present Job i 

| 

1-10 yrs. 25 49.44 
| 2.18 33 0.04** 

11 yrs. & over 10 44.00 ' 1 
**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

superintendents have 1 to 10 years of experience and princi-

pals whose superintendents have 11 and over years of 

experience in relation to the job satisfaction variable of 

Supervision on Present Job as related in T = 2.18; DF - 33, 

P = 0.04. The probability level of 0.04 indicates signifi 

cance below the .05 level of significance indicating there is 

a significant difference between principals whose superinten-

dents have 1 to 10 years of experience and principals whose 

superintendents have 11 and over years of experience when 

compared to principals' job satisfaction level of Supervision 

on Present Job. 

A review of the demographic variable of experience of 

the superintendent and the job satisfaction variable of 
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Present Pay in Table XLIX indicates principals whose superin-

tendents have 1 to 10 years of experience have a mean score 

of 23.64. Principals whose superintendents have 11 and over 

TABLE XLIX 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF EXPERIENCE OF 

SUPERINTENDENT AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF PRESENT PAY 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 4—Present Pay 

1-10 yrs. 25 23.64 O
 • 

o
 33 0.92 

11 yrs. & over 10 23. 20 

*JDI: Job Descriptive Index 

**P = .05 Statistically significant at the .05 level, 

years of experience have a mean score of 23.20. As shown 

in Table XLIX, there is no statistically significant rela-

tionship between principals whose superintendents have 1 to 

10 years of experience and principals whose superintendents 

have 11 and over years of experience in relation to the job 

satisfaction variable of Present Pay as related in T = 0.10; 

DF = 33; P = 0.92. The probability level of 0.92 indicates 

there is no statistically significant relationship between 

principals whose superintendents have 1 to 10 years of 

experience and principals whose superintendents have 11 
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and over years of experience when compared to principals' 

job satisfaction level of Present Pay. 

A review of the demographic variable of experience of 

the superintendent and the job satisfaction variable of Job 

in General in Table L indicates principals whose superinten-

dents have 1 to 10 years of experience have a mean score of 

46.80. Principals whose superintendents have 11 and over 

TABLE L 

T—TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF EXPERIENCE OF 

SUPERINTENDENT AND THE JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLE 
OF JOB IN GENERAL 

job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance * * 

JDI* 5—Job in 
General 

1-10 yrs. 

11 yrs. & over 

0.78 33 0.44 
25 46.80 

10 49.10 

*jDI: Job Descriptive Index 

**p = >05 statistically significant at the .05 level. 

years of experience have a mean score of 49.10. As shown in 

Table L, there is no statistically significant relationship 

between principals whose superintendents have 1 to 10 years 

of experience and principals whose superintendents have 11 

and over years of experience in relation to the job satisfac-

tion variable of Job in General as related in T — 0.78, 
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DF = 33; P = 0.44. The probability level of 0.44 indicates 

there is no statistically significant relationship between 

principals whose superintendents have 1 to 10 years of ex-

perience and principals whose superintendents have 11 and 

over years of experience when compared to principals' job 

satisfaction level of Job in General. 

The findings of the analysis of data concerning the 

correlation of the demographic variable of experience of 

superintendent and the five subscales of the Job Descriptive 

Index are summarized in Table LI. As the significance of 

the demographic variable of experience of superintendent and 

the Job Descriptive Index subscale of Supervision on Present 

Job is below the .05 level, this part of hypothesis 3 was 

rejected. The remaining subscales of the Job Descriptive 

Index, People on Present Job; Work on Present Job; Present 

Pay; and Job in General, and the demographic variable of 

experience of superintendent are not statistically signifi 

cant. Thus, the remainder of hypothesis 3 was retained. 

Additional Findings 

A review of the data revealed the following additional 

findings: 

1. Twenty per cent of the principals included in this 

study perceived their superintendents as having a low rela-

tionship leadership style. 
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TABLE LI 

T-TEST, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINCIPALS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE OF EXPERIENCE OF 

SUPERINTENDENT AND JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLES OF 
PEOPLE ON PRESENT JOB, WORK ON PRESENT JOB, 
SUPERVISION ON PRESENT JOB, PRESENT PAY, 

AND JOB IN GENERAL 

Job Satisfaction 
Variable 

Number 
of 

Cases Means 
T-
Test 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
Signifi-
cance** 

JDI* 1—People 
on Present Job 

1-10 yrs. 

11 yrs. & over 

25 

10 

49.84 

50.10 
-0.16 33 0.88 

JDI* 2—Work on 
Present Job 

1-10 yrs. 

11 yrs. & over 

25 

10 

40 .44 

40.50 
-0.02 33 0.98 

JDI* 3—Supervision 
on Present Job 

1-10 yrs. 

11 yrs. & over 

25 

10 

49.44 

44 .00 
2.18 33 0.04 

JDI* 4—Present Pay 

1-10 yrs. 

11 yrs. & over 

25 

10 

23.64 

23.20 
0.10 33 0.92 

JDI* 5—Job in 
General 

1-10 yrs. 

11 yrs. & over 

25 

10 

46.80 

49.20 
0.78 33 0.44 

*JDI: Job Descriptive Index 

**Statistically significant at the .05 level, 



160 

2. A single case indicated a perceived superintendent 

leadership style consisting of two dominant styles. 

3. Eighty per cent of the principals included in this 

study were 49 years of age or below. 

4. Ninety-two per cent of the principals included in 

this study had 15 or less years of experience. 

5. Seventy-one per cent of the superintendents included 

in this study had ten or less years of experience as a 

superintendent. 

6. The component of the Job Descriptive Index with the 

lowest level of satisfaction was Preset Pay. 

7. The component of the Job Descriptive Index with 

the highest level of satisfaction was People on Present Job. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

A survey was conducted in the spring of 1986 to deter-

mine the correlation between principal job satisfaction and 

perceived superintendent leadership style. Six school dis-

tricts located in north Central Texas were selected for this 

study. These districts constituted a total of thirty-five 

campuses with twenty-three elementary schools and twelve 

secondary schools. These districts ranged in size from four 

campuses with 1,919 students to eight campuses with a total 

population of 4,176 students. A total of thirty-five prin-

cipals responded to two instruments used in this study. 

These instruments included the Job Descriptive Index, which 

measured the job satisfaction level in five specific areas, 

and the Leader Effectiveness and Adaptability Descriptive— 

Other, which identified the leadership style of the 

superintendent perceived by the principal. The principals 

also completed the demographic data sheet. Collected data 

were processed and analyzed by S.P.S.S., which generated 

frequencies, t—test analyses, degrees of freedom, and signi-

ficance between groups. 

161 
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Findings 

The three findings of this study were the direct pro-

ducts of the two instruments employed in providing direction 

for this study. Hypothesis 1 was as follows: 

There will be no significant differences between princi-

pals who perceive their superintendents as having a high 

relationship as measured by the Leader Effectiveness and 

Adaptability Description—Other and principals who perceive 

their superintendents as having a low relationship as 

measured by the Leader Effectiveness and Adaptability 

Description—Other on each of the following subscales of the 

Job Descriptive Index: 

People on Your Present Job 
Work on Present Job 
Supervision on Present Job 
Present Pay 
Job in General 

A significant difference was found between principals 

who perceive their superintendents as having a high relation-

ship and principals who perceive their superintendents as 

having a low relationship concerning people on one's present 

job. Therefore, part one of Hypothesis 1 was rejected. 

There was no significant difference between principals 

who perceive their superintendents as having a high relation-

ship and principals who perceive their superintendents as 

having a low relationship concerning work on present job, 

supervision on present job, present pay, and job in general. 
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Therefore, parts two, three, four, and five of Hypothesis 1 

were retained. 

Hypothesis 2 was as follows: 

There will be no significant difference between princi-

pals who perceive their superintendents as having a high 

task behavior as measured by the Leader Effectiveness and 

Adaptability Description—Other and principals who perceive 

their superintendents as having a low task behavior as 

measured by the Leader Effectiveness and Adaptability 

Description—Other on each of the following subscales of 

the Job Descriptive Index: 

People on Your Present Job 
Work on Present Job 
Supervision on Present Job 
Present Pay 
Job in General 

A significant difference was found between principals 

who perceive their superintendents as having a high task 

behavior and principals who perceive their superintendents 

as having a low task behavior concerning work on present job. 

Therefore, part two of hypothesis 2 was rejected. 

No significant difference was found between principals 

who perceive their superintendents as having a high task 

behavior and principals who perceive their superintendents 

as having a low task behavior concerning people on present 

job, supervision on present job, present pay, and job in 

general. Therefore, parts one, three, four, and five of 

hypothesis 2 were retained. 
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Hypothesis 3 was as follows: 

There will be no significant differences in principal 

job satisfaction among the various levels of the following 

independent variables: sex of principal, level of instruc-

tion of principal, tenure of principal, age of principal, 

tenure of superintendent, and age of superintendent, in 

the following subscales of the Job Descriptive Index: 

People on Your Present Job 
Work on Present Job 
Supervision on Present Job 
Present Pay 

Job in General 

A significant difference was found between principals 

whose superintendents had one to ten years of experience 

and principals whose superintendents had eleven or more 

years of experience concerning supervision on present job. 

Therefore, this portion of hypothesis 3 was rejected. 

No significant differences between the remaining demo-

graphic variables and the five subscales of the Job 

Descriptive Index were found. Therefore, the remainder of 

hypothesis 3 was retained. 

Conclusions 

The following conclusions were drawn based upon the 

findings of the study. These conclusions apply only to 

the subjects of this study. They can be generalized only to 

the population studied or similar populations. 
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The conclusions of this study are as follows: 

1. Principals who perceive their superintendents as 

having a high relationship leadership style have a lower job 

satisfaction level concerning people on present job than 

principals who perceive their superintendents as having a 

low relationship leadership style. 

2. Principals who perceive their superintendents as 

having a high task leadership style have a lower job satis-

faction level concerning work on present job than principals 

who perceive their superintendents as having a low task 

leadership style. 

3. Principals whose superintendents have one to ten 

years experience have a higher job satisfaction level con-

cerning supervision on present job than principals whose 

superintendents have eleven and over years of experience. 

4. The relationship variable of leadership style does 

not affect principals' job satisfaction level concerning the 

work on present job, supervision on present job, present pay, 

or the job in general. 

5. The task variable of leadership style does not 

affect principal job satisfaction level concerning people on 

present job, supervision on present job, present pay, or 

job in general. 

6. The demographic variables of level of instruction, 

sex of principal, experience of principal, age of principal, 

and age of superintendent do not affect principal job 
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satisfaction level concerning people on present job, work on 

present job, supervision on present job, present pay, or 

job in general. 

7. The demographic variable of years of experience of 

the superintendent does not affect principal job satisfaction 

level concerning people on present job, work on present job, 

present pay, or job in general. 

Recommendations Based on Findings and Conclusions 

1. It is recommended that superintendents maintain a 

low task leadership style. 

2. It is recommended that superintendents maintain a 

low relationship leadership style. 

3. It is recommended that a study be conducted in order 

to determine specific factors affecting principal job satis-

faction as related to tenure of superintendents. 

4. It is recommended that the salary level of princi-

pals be increased. 

5. It is recommended that superintendents having eleven 

and above years of experience examine their leadership styles 

to determine factors affecting job satisfaction of principals. 

General Recommendations 

General recommendations include the following: 
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1. Review the relationship variable of superintendent 

leadership style in terms of principal job satisfaction con-

cerning work on present job. 

2. Review the task variable of superintendent leader-

ship style in terms of principal job satisfaction concerning 

work on present job. 

3. Review principal job satisfaction in terms of tenure 

of superintendent concerning supervision on present job. 
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APPENDIX B 

LEADER'S SUPERIOR • 
ASSOCIATE • 

SUBORDINATE Q 

J) Other 
PERCEPTIONS BY OTHERS (LEADERSHIP STYLE) 

Developed by Paul Hersey and Kenneth H. Blanchard 

Directions: 

Assume __ 
(name of leader) 

is involved in each of the following twelve situations. 
Each situation has four alternative actions this leader 
might initiate. READ each item carefully. THINK 
about what this PERSON would do in each 
circumstance. Then CIRCLE the letter of the 
alternative action choice which you think would most 
closely describe the behavior of THIS LEADER in the 
situation presented, based upon your experience with 
him. Circle only one choice. 

K rBJ 
Leader U 

IJffeetnreness & 
Adaptability 

description 

°Copyright 1973 by Center for Leadership Studies. AN rights reserved. 
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Leader Effectiveness ft Adaptability Description 

SITUATION 
Subordinates are not responding lately to this 
leader's friendly conversation and obvious concern 
for their welfare. Their performance is declining 
rapidly. 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 
This leader would . . . 

A. emphasize the use of uniform procedures and the 
necessity for task accomplishment. 

B. be available for discussion but would not push his 
involvement. 

C. talk with subordinates and then set goals. 
D. intentionally not intervene. 

SITUATION 
The observable performance of this leader's group is 
increasing. The leader has been making sure that all 
members were aware of their responsibilities and 
expected standards of performance. 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 
This leader would . . . 

A. engage in friendly interaction, but continue to 
make sure all members are aware of their respons-
ibilities and expected standards of performance, 
take no definite action. 
do what could be done to make the group feel 
important and involved. 
emphasize the importance of deadlines and tasks. 

B. 
C. 

D. 

SITUATION 
This leader's group is unable to solve a problem. The 
leader has normally left the group alone. Group 
performance and interpersonal relations have been • 
good. 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 
This leader would . . . 

A. work with the group and together engage in 
problem-solving. 
let the group work it out. 
act quickly and firmly to correct and redirect, 
encourage group to work on problem and be 
supportive of their efforts. 

B. 
C. 
D. 

SITUATION 
M This leader is considering a change. The leader's 
^ subordinates have a fine record of accomplishment. 

They respect the need for change. 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 
This leader would . . . 

A. allow group involvement in developing the 
change, but would not be too directive. 
announce changes and then implement with close 
supervision. 
allow group to formulate its own direction, 
incorporate group recommendations but direct 
the change. 

B. 

C. 
D. 

SITUATION 
The performance of this leader's group has been 
dropping during the last few months. Members 
have been unconcerned with meeting objectives. 
Redefining roles and responsibilities has helped in 
the past. They have continually needed reminding to 
have their tasks done on time. 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 
This leader would . . . 

A. allow group to formulate its own direction. 
incorporate group recommendations, but see that 
objectives are met. 
redefine roles and responsibilities and supervise 
carefully. 
allow group involvement in determining roles and 
responsibilities, but would not be too directive. 

B. 

C. 

D 

SITUATION 
This leader stepped into an efficiently run organiza-
tion. The previous administrator tightly controlled 
the situation. The leader wants to maintain a pro-
ductive situation, but would like to begin humaniz-
ing the environment. 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 
This leader would . . . 
A. do what could be done to make group feel impor-

tant and involved. 
B. emphasize the importance of deadlines and tasks. 
C. intentionally not intervene. 
D. get group involved in decision-making, but see 

that objectives are met. 

*Copyright 1973 by Center for Leadership Studies. All rights reserved. 
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SITUATION 
This leader is considering changing to a structure 

_ that will be new to the group. Members of the group 
/ have made suggestions about needed change. The 

group has been productive and demonstrated flexi-
bility in its operations. 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 
This leader would . . . 
A. define the change and supervise carefully. 
B. participate with the group in developing the 

change but allow members to organize the im-
plementation. 

C. be willing to make changes as recommended, but 
maintain control of implementation. 

D. avoid confrontation; leave things alone. 

SITUATION 
Group performance and interpersonal relations are 

Q good. This leader feels somewhat unsure about his 
lack of direction of the group. 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 
TTIIJ leader would . . . 
A. leave the group alone. 
B. discuss the situation with the group and then he 

would initiate necessary changes. 
C. take steps to direct subordinates toward working 

in a well-defined manner. 
D. be supportive in discussing the situation with the 

group but not too directive. 

SITUATION 
This leader has been appointed by a superior to head 
a task force that is far overdue in malting requested 

Q recommendations for change. The group is not clear 
^ on its goals. Attendance at sessions has been poor. 

Their meetings have turned into social gatherings. 
Potentially they have the talent necessary to help. 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 
This leader would . . . 
A. let the group work out its problems. 
B. incorporate group recommendations, but see that 

objectives are met. 
C. redefine goals and supervise carefully. 
D. allow group involvement in setting goals, but 

would not push. 

SITUATION 
- — Subordinates, usually able to take responsibility, arc 
1 0 not responding to the leader's recent redefining of 

standards. 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 
This leader would . . . 
A. allow group involvement in redefining standards, 

but would not take control. 
B. redefine standards and supervise carefully. 
C. avoid confrontation by not applying pressure, 

leave situation alone. 
D. incorporate group recommendations, but see that 

new standards are met. 

SITUATION 
This leader has been promoted to a new position. 

"J "| The previous manager was uninvolved in the affairs 
of the group. The group has adequately handled its 
tasks and direction. Group interrelations are good. 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 
This leader would . . 
A. take steps to direct subordinates toward working 

in a well-defined manner. 
B. involve subordinates in decision-making and rein-

force good contributions. 
C. discuss past performance with group and then 

examine the need for new practices. 
D. continue to leave the group alone. 

SITUATION 
Recent information indicates some internal difficul-
ties among subordinates. The group has a remark-

1 2 akk record of accomplishment. Members have ef-
fectively maintained long-range goals. They have 
worked in harmony for the past year. All are well 
qualified for the task. 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 
This leader would . . . 
A. try out his solution with subordinates and exam-

ine the need for new practices. 
B. allow group members to work it out themselves. 
C. act quickly and firmly to correct and redirect. 
D. participate in problem discussion while providing 

support for subordinates. 

°Copyright 1973 by Center for Leadership Studies. AU rights reserved. 
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APPENDIX C 

THE 
JOB 
DESCRIPTIVE 
INDEX 

CODE NUMBER. 

Company. 

City 

Please fill in the above 
blanks and then turn the 
page 

• Think o* the maiority of the people that you work 
with now or the people vou meet in connection 
with vour work How well does each of the 
following words describe these people' In the 
blank beside each word below, put 

if it describes the people you work with 

if it does NOT describe them 

^ 'f you cannot decide 

PEOPLE ON YOUR PRESENT JOB 

_ Stimulating 

. Boring 

.S low 

_ Ambitious 

^ Stupid 

„ Responsible 

. Fast 

„ Intelligent 

„ Easy to make enemies 

. Talk too much 

. Smart 

. Lazy 

, Unpleasant 

, No privacy 

, Active 

„ Narrow interests 

Loyal 

, Hard to meet 

Bowling Green State University. 1975 
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JOB IN GENERAL 

Think of your job in general. What 
is it like most of the time? In the 
blank beside each word given below 
write 

"Yes" if it describes your job 

N f° r "No" if it does NOT describe it 
0 
1 if you cannot decide 

JPleasant 

_Bad 

Ideal 

Waste of time 

jGood 

^Undesirable 

Worthwhile 

Worse than most 

^Acceptable 

JLike to leave 

JBetter than most 

Disagreeable 

_Makes me content 

^Inadequate 

^Excellent 

Jtotten 

^Enjoyable 

Poor 

Think of the pay you get now How well does 
each of the following words describe your present 
pay? In the blank beside each word, put 

if it describes your pay 

J L if it does NOT describe it 

P 
• if you cannot decide 

PRESENT PAY 

.Income adequate for normal expenses 

.Satisfactory profit sharing 

. Barely live on income 

.Bad 

.Income provides luxuries 

.Insecure 

.Less than I deserve 

.Highly paid 

„ Underpaid 

Copyright, 1975, Bowling 
Green State University. 

Revised, January, 1982. 

Now please turn to the next page 
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Think of your present work What is it like most of 
the time? In the blank beside each word given 
below, write 

K r for Yes" if it describes your work 

J i L for "No" if it does NOT describe it 

if you cannot decide 

WORK ON PRESENT JOB 

Fascinating 

• Routine 

• Satisfying 

. Boring 

. Good 

. Creative 

. Respected 

• Hot 

• Pleasant 

»Useful 

. Tiresome 

• Healthful 

• Challenging 

On your feet 

. Frustrating 

. Sample 

• Endless 

-Gives sense of accomplishment 

Think of the kind of supervision that you get on 
your job How well does each of the following 
words describe this supervision? In the blank 
beside each word below, put 

tf if it describes the supervision you get on 
Q your job 

^ if it does NOT describe it ? 
* if you cannot decide 

SUPERVISION ON PRESENT JOB 

..Asks my advice 

. Hard to please 

. Impolite 

M Praises good vvorfc 

_ Tactful 

M Influential 

-Up-to-date 

.Doesn' t supervise enough 

..Quick tempered 

_ Tells me where I stand 

. Annoying 

_ Stubborn 

.Knows job well 

. B a d 

.Intel l igent 

.Leaves me on my own 

.Around when needed 

- Lazy 

Co on to the next page 
Please go on to the next page 
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APPENDIX D 

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 

Please complete the following demographic information 

by placing a check mark to the left of the appropriate 

category. 

Position: Principal of 

Elementary School (Grades K-6) 

Secondary School (Grades 7-12) 

Sex of Principal: 

Male 

Female 

Age of Principal: 

49 and below 

50 and above 

Years of experience as a principal: 

1-15 

16 and over 

Age of Superintendent: 

49 and below 

50 and above 

Years of experience of Superintendent 

1-10 

11 and over 
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APPENDIX E 

P P f ~ » , r 5 _ Department of Psychology 
| / / ~ % = 4 I B o w , m « G r e e n S , i , e University Bowling Creen. Ohio 43403 

?/ \a (419) 372-2301 
Cable: BCSUOH 

To Prospective Users of the Test Measures 
from Bowling Green State University: 

Thank you for your inquiry concerning use of one of our scales. They are now 
being published through the University, and the copyright is being enforced. 
The tests themselves, or written permission to reproduce them, can be purchased 
from the Department of Psychology at Bowling Green State University. 

We will very much appreciate return of data, especially of individual responses 
to each item, together with demographic data and job titles or classifications. 
This facilitates publication of specialized norms. 

The book covering the development, rationale, scales and norms of the JDI and 
RDI (Smith, P.C., Kendall, L.M., and Hulin, C.L. The measurement of satisfaction 
in work and retirement. Chicago: Rand McNally, 1969) is out of printl Because 
o? the continued demand for the book among researchers, we have recently decided 
to photocopy it. A spiral bound copy of the book, a copy of the present form 
of the JDI, and hand scoring keys are available for the cost of $18.00 plus a 
$5.00 fee for postage and handling. 

A price sheet and description of other BGSU work-related scales are enclosed 
for your information. Also, technical personnel can be contracted through the 
Bowling Green Industrial Relations Center to score and summarize your data. 
Additional research services are available to meet particular organizational 
needs: for example, analyses such as profiling of employee satisfaction scores, 
breakdowns of satisfaction by relevant demographic and organizational categories, 
analysis of the relationships among the individual satisfaction scales and 
general satsifaction, and the relationship of job satisfaction to absences, 
turnover, sales, and productivity measures. Employee attitude questionnaries 
can be designed for your company's specific needs as well. Requests for in-
formation concerning the services available from the Bowling Green Industrial 
Relations Center should be addressed to Dr. Patricia C. Smith, Box 711, Bowling 
Green, OH 43402. 

We intend to continue to accumulate information about the scales, and to report 
the results through publications. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to write or call: (419) 
372-0247 or (419) 352-5514. 

Sincerely yours, 

Patricia C. Smith, Ph.D. 
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APPENDIX F 

LEADERSHIP STUDIES PRODUCTIONS, INC. 
P.O. Box 1536, Escondido, California 92025-0312 
230 West Third Avenue Escondido, California 92026-4180 
(619) 741-6595 

March 5, 1986 

Ms. Lama Brewer 
1709 Tenderfoot Lane 
Desoto, Texas 75115 

Re: LEAD INSTRUMENTS 

Dear Ms. Brewer: 

Thank you for your Interest In using the LEAD Instruments in your dissertation. As 
discussed, we at Leadership Studies, continue to accumulate Information about these 
instruments and their value 1n Leadership development. 

We would appreciate the return of data, especially of individual response to each 
Item, together with demographic data and job t i t les or classifications. This may be 
helpful in faci l i tat ing the further accumulation of data around the Instruments. 

Thank you for your continued support. 

Sincerely, 

Aiexarjaer or ogg , /Jr . 
Executive Vice Pne&idei 

Dr. Paul Hersey / 
Chairman of the Board 

/aae 

& S a n d y O g g 
Vice President Training and 
New Product Development 

LEADERSHIP STUDIES PRODUCTIONS, INC. 
230 W. Third Ave. 
Escondido, CA 92025 
(619) 741-6595 

R«tld*nc« 
275 West Lincoln Ave. 
Escondido. CA 92026 (619) 741-1766 
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