
Relative Influences of Arizona High
School Principals' Job Satisfaction

Item Type text; Electronic Dissertation

Authors Wilson, Chadwick

Publisher The University of Arizona.

Rights Copyright © is held by the author. Digital access to this material
is made possible by the University Libraries, University of Arizona.
Further transmission, reproduction or presentation (such as
public display or performance) of protected items is prohibited
except with permission of the author.

Download date 26/05/2023 10:25:41

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/195173

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/195173


 

RELATIVE INFLUENCES OF ARIZONA HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS’ JOB 

SATISFACTION 

 

by 

Chadwick Wilson 

_______________________ 

 

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP 

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 
For the Degree of 

 

DOCTOR OF EDUCATION  
 

In the Graduate College 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

 

2009



 

 

2

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 
GRADUATE COLLEGE 

 
As members of the Dissertation Committee, we certify that we have read the dissertation  
 
prepared by Chadwick Scott Wilson 
 
entitled Relative Influences of Arizona High School Principals’ Job Satisfaction 
 
and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation requirement for the  
 
Degree of Doctor of Education 
 
 
Dr. J. Robert Hendricks Date:  April 20, 2009 

 
 
Dr. John Pedicone Date:  April 20, 2009 

    
 
Dr. Jeffrey Bennett Date:  April 20, 2009 

 
    
 
Final approval and acceptance of this dissertation is contingent upon the candidate’s 
submission of the final copies of the dissertation to the Graduate College.   
 
I hereby certify that I have read this dissertation prepared under my direction and 
recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation requirement. 
 
 
Dr. J. Robert Hendricks Date:  April 20, 2009 

   
 

 

 



 

 

3

 

 

 

 

STATEMENT BY AUTHOR 
 
This dissertation has been submitted in partial fulfillment of requirements for an 
advanced degree at the University of Arizona and is deposited in the University Library 
to be made available to borrowers under rules of the Library. 
 
Brief quotations from this dissertation are allowable without special permission, provided 
that accurate acknowledgment of source is made.  Requests for permission for extended 
quotation from or reproduction of this manuscript in whole or in part may be granted by 
the head of the major department or the Dean of the Graduate College when in his or her 
judgment the proposed use of the material is in the interests of scholarship.  In all other 
instances, however, permission must be obtained from the author. 
 
 
 
                         SIGNED: Chadwick Wilson 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

4

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

 

The completion of this dissertation is the result of many factors, and many people 

deserve my gratitude.  First, I would like to thank my wonderful wife Keri for supporting 

and encouraging me to just “get it done.”  Second, I would like to thank my committee 

members:  Dr. J. Robert Hendricks (committee chair), Dr. John Pedicone, and Dr. Jeffrey 

Bennett.  Your willingness to be patient with me over the many years is appreciated.  

Third, I would like to thank my parents, Dr. Richard Wilson and Mrs. Anne Wilson, for 

their support over the years of my life.  Fourth, I would like to thank Roy and Roz 

Sternberg for their commitment to my family and me.  Fifth, I would like to thank Dr. 

Paul Koehler for his continual willingness to provide me with learning opportunities that 

have shaped my educational perspective.  Finally, I would like to give much love to my 

two children, Hunter and Maya.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

5

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

LIST OF TABLES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 

ABSTRACT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .   8 

CHAPTER 1.  INTRODUCTION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .     10 

CHAPTER 2.  REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .     20 

CHAPTER 3.  METHOD . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .    47 

CHAPTER 4.  RESULTS  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .   74 

CHAPTER 5.            SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND  
RECOMMENDATION . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  106 
 

APPENDIX A.  MINNESOTA SATISFACTION QUESTIONNAIRE SHORT-
FORM . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 123 

 
APPENDIX B MINNESOTA SATISFACTION QUESTIONNAIRE 

DESCRIPTORS …………………………………. . . . . . .126 
 
APPENDIX C  INTERVIEW PROTOCOL FOR THE STUDY OF THE 
   RELATIVE INFLUENCES OF ARIZONA HIGH SCHOOL 
   PRINCIPALS’ JOB SATISFACTION …………………. .128  
 
REFERENCES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 131 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

6

LIST OF TABLES 

 

Table 3.1, Data Analysis Procedures  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .70 

Table 4.1, Early and late response Scores ……………………………………………….75 

Table 4.2, Frequency Distribution for Age, Gender, Salary and Years as Principal ……76 

Table 4.3, Frequency Distribution for Number of Assistant Principals, Years at Current 
School, Percent of Time Spent With Students, and School Size ………………………..77 
 
Table 4.4, Frequency Distribution for Level of SEI, Time Spent Dealing With Parental 
Concerns, and Time Spent Helping Teachers Deal With Change ………………………78 
 
Table 4.5, Frequency Distribution for AZLEARNS Label, District Administrative 
Support, and Quality of Professional Development …………………………………….78 
 
Table 4.6, Intrinsic, Extrinsic, and General Satisfaction Mean for Age, Gender, Salary, 
and Years as Principal …………………………………………………………………..81 
 
Table 4.7, Intrinsic, Extrinsic, and General Satisfaction Mean for Number of Assistant 
Principals, Years at Current School, Percent of Time Spent With Students, and School 
Size ……………………………………………………………………………………..82 
 
Table 4.8, Intrinsic, Extrinsic, and General Satisfaction Mean for Level of SEI, Time 
Spent Dealing With Parental Concerns, and Time Spent Helping Teachers Deal With 
Change ………………………………………………………………………………….83  
 
Table 4.9, Intrinsic, Extrinsic, and General Satisfaction Mean for AZLEARNS Label 
District Administrative Support, and Quality of Professional Development ………….84 
 
Table 4.10, Tukey’s Post-Hoc Test for Quality of Professional Development and Job 
Satisfaction …………………………………………………………………………….86 
 
Table 4.11, Tukey’s Post-Hoc Test for Principal’s Spending Less Time on Parental 
Concerns and Job Satisfaction ………………………………………………………...88 
 
Table 4.12, Overall Mean Scores of Intrinsic, Extrinsic, and General Satisfaction for 
Group A and Group B …………………………………………………………………91 

 

 



 

 

7

LIST OF TABLES – Continued 

Table 4.13, Participants’ Significant Statements Categorized by the Theme of 
Accountability Leading to Job Satisfaction …..………………..………………………94 
 
Table 4.14, Participants’ Significant Statements Categorized by the Theme of the 
Number of Years as a High School Principal Leading to Job Satisfaction ……………96 
 
Table 4.15, Participants’ Significant Statements Categorized by the Theme of the 
Dispositional Attributions Leading to Job Satisfaction ………………………………100  
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

8

ABSTRACT 

 

  High school principals are organizational leaders that are critical to the pursuit of 

providing students a quality opportunity to learn.  Impeding the attraction and retention of 

quality leadership is the thoughtful analysis of influences affecting the job satisfaction of 

the high school principal.  

This study used a mixed-method approach to data gathering.  The quantitative 

method selected was survey research. The data were analyzed using descriptive statistics 

by frequency distributions, percentages, means, and standard deviations.  In addition, the 

five hypotheses were tested using one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA).  When the 

omnibus Fs indicated significance, Tukey’s post-hoc tests were performed to determine 

which level/groups of the independent variables were significantly different.   

The second method used to gather data was qualitative techniques in research. A 

semi-structured interview of five Arizona high school principals was constructed based 

on the analysis of data derived from the quantitative survey.   

Results of the analysis suggested that being a high school principal in the State of 

Arizona can be an intrinsically, extrinsically, and generally satisfying job.  In addition, 

results of this study suggest a significant relationship between high school principals’ job 

satisfaction and the quality of their professional development.  This project also revealed 

there was no significant relationship between job satisfaction and financial compensation. 

Future research should look to determine if quality professional development is 

defined as the current needs facing the high school principal, the lack of preparation 
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individuals received prior to becoming a high school principal, or if quality professional 

development is significant because it provides high school principals the opportunity to 

develop relationships with colleagues outside of their individual school. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Secondary education (high schools) and high school principals have played a 

central role in shaping our nation’s educational system. Whether leading institutions 

designed exclusively for the elite or filling the role of champion for the institution 

charged with being the equalizer for all children’s futures, high schools and high school 

principals have been variables in helping to establish the norms for our educational 

systems.  From G. Stanley Hall’s (1911) view of secondary schools as the natural 

extension of an elementary system to navigating the social and cultural events of the past 

decades, high schools and high school principals have played a role in developing the 

landscape of our schools and our educational institutions.  Yet it was not until Breaking 

Ranks: Changing an American Institution, published in 1996 by The National 

Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP), that educational reform and school 

principals were charged with focusing their reform efforts squarely on secondary 

education. 

Between 1996 and 2001, the subject of secondary reform remained visible yet 

isolated.  In 2001, the federal government’s enactment of the No Child Left Behind 

(NCLB) legislation required states to develop local plans that responded to the challenges 

of NCLB.  Implementing the local plans would impact the entire K-12 educational 

system, but for the first time since Breaking Ranks (NASSP, 1996), direct responsibility 

would fall on the shoulders of the high school and the high school principal.   
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On May 21, 2002, then Arizona Governor Hull signed House Bill 2658, otherwise 

know as AZLEARNS (Arizona Revised Statute  [ARS] 15-241), as its educational reform 

program to meet requirements established under NCLB (2001).  Arizona’s legislature 

began enacting laws that would eventually mandate that to graduate from high school, 

students in the cohort of 2006 must show proficiency on Arizona’s Instrument to 

Measure Standards (AIMS; [ARS] 15-701, 2002). Federal and state legislation, coupled 

with local and state program development, attempted to place high schools and high 

school principals at the forefront of educational reform.   

Impeding the progress in developing and implementing thoughtful, yet 

sustainable, strategies for improving secondary schools was the growing shortage of 

highly trained and experienced applicants for secondary school principal positions.  

Perceived inadequacies in compensation and an overall belief that the principalship 

offered little or no job satisfaction (Olson, 1999) contributed to the decline in the number 

of top educators assuming secondary school principal positions across the country.  

According to a 1993 study conducted by the Idaho Association of Secondary Principals 

(as cited by Brogan, 2003), 68% of the superintendents and human resource personnel 

responding indicated that they believed the state faced a shortage of qualified applicants 

for the principalship.  Arizona was no different.  Research conducted by the Wallace 

Foundation Leadership Project (R. Diaz, personal communication, March 18, 2008) 

found that districts across the state reported needing to fill over 150 principal vacancies 

for the 2008–2009 school year and that nearly one-quarter of the 1,600 principals in the 

State of Arizona would be eligible to retire within the next five years.     
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The reduction of qualified applicants to fill vacant secondary principal positions 

in the State of Arizona came at a time when the value of effective leadership was at a 

premium.  As the state grew, the gap between the percentage of students meeting 

academic standards and those who were not was becoming greater.  According to the 

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP, 2006) report, Arizona’s eighth 

grade students in 2005 scored lower in overall mathematics than the national average.  Of 

the 52 states or jurisdictions that participated in the assessment, Arizona scored lower 

(worse) than 33.  

Arizona’s changing student demographics compounded the challenges facing 

Arizona high school principals.  The 2006 NAEP assessment reported that in 2005, 43% 

of Arizona’s eighth grade students were either Black or Hispanic.   In 2005, Black 

students in Arizona scored 27 points lower than White students, and Hispanic students 

scored 28 points lower than their White counterparts. Results of the 2005 NAEP reading 

assessment painted a similar picture.  In other words, 43% of Arizona’s ninth grade 

students in 2006 were, on average, performing below their counterparts on a national 

normed assessment.   

In addition, the State of Arizona was experiencing an increase in the student 

population of English language learners (ELL’s).  According to the Arizona Department 

of Education’s 2005 Arizona’s Instrument to Measure Standards (AIMS) assessment 

results, 13% of eighth grade students in 2005 were identified as being limited-English- 

speaking students.  Given these statistics, Arizona’s secondary schools faced a challenge 

in meeting the needs of their incoming students.  
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An understudied and increasingly important variable in helping to better 

understand the reduction in quality applicants for the high school principalship was job 

satisfaction.  Job satisfaction has been defined as the degree to which individuals like 

(satisfaction) or dislike (dissatisfaction) their jobs.  Brooks (2000) contended that job 

satisfaction was significant due to the positive relationship between job satisfaction and 

organizational performance.  The study of job satisfaction has been extensive in other 

occupations but is limited in the area of educational leadership.   

The study of job satisfaction is important for several reasons.  First is the 

perceived significance between job satisfaction and employee productivity (The Harvard 

Professional Group, 1998).  As an employee becomes more satisfied, his/her ability to 

perform the job increases.  This assumption seems logical, but research on its accuracy is 

mixed.  What is more accurate is the positive relationship between job satisfaction and 

organizational performance (Brooks, 2000).  As organizations address employee job 

satisfaction, the capacity for firms to be successful in increasing its productivity increases 

(Brooks, 2000).  Second, studying job satisfaction is significant due to their connection 

and relationship to organizational behavior.  Spector (1997) stated that job satisfaction 

was the most widely studied variable in organizations because it could “lead to behaviors 

that affect organizational function” (p. 10).  As organizations grew, the level of individual 

job satisfaction impacted the total organization’s ability to sustain human capital, reduce 

turnover, and focus organizational behavior on progressing forward. 

Spector (1997) described individual job satisfaction as having a direct impact on 

organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB). OCB represented those employee behaviors 



 

 

14

that were oriented toward helping other coworkers within the organization.  OCB were 

those behaviors outside the employee’s specific area(s) of responsibility or behavior that 

was above normal expectations within the organization.  OCB are the product of 

individual job satisfaction levels.   Spector concluded that research linking OCB and job 

satisfaction was in its early stages, but these studies “clearly suggest an important role for 

job satisfaction” (p. 40) in the development of OCB and ultimately productive 

organizational behavior.  In other words, attuning to organizational citizenship behaviors 

fosters, develops, and increases the overall health and success of the organization.   

The purpose of this study was to provide current high school principals, district 

superintendents, and colleges and universities that prepare potential educational leaders 

with an analysis of the job variables that produce job satisfaction in high school 

principals in the State of Arizona.  Similar studies have been conducted in other states, 

but a study of this nature had yet to be completed in Arizona.  School districts and 

universities can use this information to help shape the preparation of future secondary 

school leaders.   

The results of this study are also significant to the nurturing and continual 

development of existing secondary principals.  It is likely that as the job satisfaction of 

secondary principals increases, the longer they will retain their job, thus reducing the 

potential for turnover.  In addition, it is likely that as current secondary principals’ job 

satisfaction increases, assistant principals and emerging teacher leaders will view the high 

school principalship as a viable career opportunity, and the potential for quality future 
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administrators will increase.  The increase in individual leaders’ job satisfaction will have 

a positive impact on organizational quality and effectiveness.  

Statement of Problem and Focus of Study 

Contemporary models of school reform have acknowledged that the principal 

functions as a passport for school success (Drake & Rowe, 2002).  Research conducted 

by Muse and Thomas (1992) concluded that schools were a reflection of their leader.  

Quality leaders help establish quality schools.  Across the nation, researchers are finding 

that high stakes accountability, shifting job requirements, and a perceived lack of benefits 

are among factors affecting the satisfaction, attraction, and retention of quality applicants 

to the secondary principalship (Educational Research Services, 1999).  Similar to other 

states, Arizona struggles with attracting and retaining quality applicants for the role of 

high school principal.   

Effectively attracting and retaining quality secondary school principals in the 

State of Arizona requires attention be given to job satisfaction.  Spector (1997) defined 

job satisfaction as "the extent to which people like (satisfaction) or dislike 

(dissatisfaction) their jobs" (p. 2). This study addresses the relative influences of Arizona 

high school principals’ job satisfaction.     

Definition of Terms 

AZLEARNS:  Arizona Department of Education (ADE; ARS 15-241, 2002) school 

accountability program. 

Excelling:  An AZLEARNS (ARS 15-241, 2002) label created by the Arizona 

Department of Education’s accountability program.   
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Extrinsic Satisfaction:  Satisfaction that comes from factors/enforcers in the work 

environment that are inherent in the work itself (Weiss, Dawis, England, & Lofquist, 

1967). 

Firm Performance:  The ability of an organization to successfully perform its tasks 

(Brooks, 2000).  

High School:  Public schools serving Grades 9–12. 

Highly Performing:  An AZLEARNS (ARS 15-241) label created by the Arizona 

Department of Education’s 2002 accountability program.   

Intrinsic Satisfaction:  Satisfaction that comes from factors/enforcers in the work 

environment that are extraneous to the work itself (Weiss et al., 1967). 

Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ):  Survey instrument to describe job 

satisfaction (Weiss et al., 1967). 

Motivators:  The process that energizes and/or maintains a behavior (Allpsych 

online). 

Overall (general) Job Satisfaction:  A pleasurable or positive emotional state 

resulting from the self-appraisal of one’s job or job experience (Locke, 1976). 

Performing:  An AZLEARNS (ARS 15-241) label created by the Arizona 

Department of Education’s 2002 accountability program.   

Performing Plus:  An AZLEARNS (ARS 15-241) label created by the Arizona 

Department of Education’s 2002 accountability program.   

Structured English Immersion (SEI):  An English language acquisition process for 

young children in which nearly all classroom instruction is in English but with the 
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curriculum and presentation designed for children who are learning the language 

(Arizona Proposition 201, 2003). 

Underperforming:  An AZLEARNS (ARS 15-241) label created by the Arizona 

Department of Education’s 2002 accountability program.   

Research Design 

This study used a mixed method research design. The first research design used 

was survey research.  This style of research is advantageous for several reasons.  First, 

large amounts of data can be collected in a relatively short period of time.   Second, by 

having high school principals from across the state respond to a questionnaire, the 

researcher can retrieve data representing a much more diverse sample population.  The 

survey instrument used was the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ; Weiss et 

al., 1967).  The MSQ was chosen as the survey instrument due to its strong reliability and 

validity (Newby, 1999; Smith, 1976; Sutter, 1994).     

The second research design used was a qualitative approach to data collection.  

Five Arizona high school principals were asked to respond to open-ended questions in 

an attempt to go beyond raw data and gather personal responses.  Questions were 

derived from an analysis of the quantitative survey results.  The five participants 

represented a sample of convenience. 

Research Participants 

The participants for this project were comprised of secondary school principals in 

the State of Arizona.  For the purpose of this project, a secondary school was defined as 

any public school consisting of Grades 9 through 12.  Public schools included 
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traditional public schools, state-funded charter schools, and state-run county schools.  

According to the Arizona Department of Education’s 2007 research division, the State 

of Arizona had 305 public high schools serving Grades 9 through 12 that were eligible 

to participate in this project.  This number included public alternative schools that 

served the same student enrollment.  Principal participation was solicited through the 

help of the Arizona School Administrators Association (ASA) and the ADE. 

Assumptions and Limitations 

1.  The findings were limited in terms of generalizability to the sample size. 

2.   The findings were limited to the extent that the study was conducted in    

Arizona and may not transfer to other geographic locations. 

3.  The validity of the study was dependent upon the validity of the survey 

instrument. 

4. The interviews were limited by the extent to which they were congruent with 

the survey. 

5. The listing of high schools in the State of Arizona was current and exact. 

Summary 

The high school and high school principal have functioned as critical components 

to the growth and development of adolescent learners.  From landmark civil rights 

legislation that was implemented through our high schools to the ever-increasing 

expectation that our high schools provide all students with a quality opportunity to 

learn, high schools and high school principals have been at the forefront of our public 

school system.  But it was not until Breaking Ranks: Changing an American Institution 
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(NASSP, 1996) and No Child Left Behind (2001) that secondary reform was placed 

squarely on the shoulders of high schools and high school principals. 

The reduction of qualified applicants to fill secondary positions across the country 

(IASSP, 1999) has impeded the high school reform effort, and Arizona is no different.  

Compounding the issue facing Arizona is an expanding achievement gap, a shifting 

student demographic profile, and an increase in English-language learners.  The 

demographic shift in Arizona necessitated that our secondary schools had the quality of 

leadership that would ensure all students had the opportunity to learn.  

There may be a number of reasons school districts across our country are finding 

it increasingly difficult to attract and retain quality applicants to the high school 

principalship.  Low salaries, increased responsibilities, and high-stakes testing are some 

identified sources.  Although these variables may hold value, an understudied and 

increasingly important variable in helping to better understand the reduction in quality 

applicants for the high school principalship is job satisfaction. 

This project provided school district and college preparation programs with 

relevant data to create environments and expectations that support the job satisfaction of 

high school principals, thus attracting and retaining more qualified applicants. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Principals as Leaders 

 

High school principals are organizational leaders.  Warren Bennis (1994) defined 

organizational leadership as “The factor that empowers people and ultimately determines 

which organizations succeed or fail” (p. 15).  Bennis continued by stating that 

leadership’s impact on the bottom line was dramatic. “Leaders are often the glue that 

holds, and promotes, organizational success and are often credited for the success, and 

failure, of an organization” (p. 28). Leaders are the individuals in an organization who 

have the greatest single ability to foster organization success.  Successful leaders 

cultivate environments that afford organizations the opportunity to achieve success. 

Bennis noted that a key component to future competitive advantage would be an 

organization’s ability to create an organizational structure that was capable of nurturing, 

supporting, and generating employees who provided intellectual capital.  

The individual primarily responsible for creating organizational capacity is the 

leader of the organization.  In his 1998 article, “America’s Most Admired Companies”, 

Fortune writer Thomas Stewart contended that leadership was one of the common 

denominators to successful organizations, “The truth is, no one factor makes a company 

admirable, but if you were forced to pick one that makes the most difference, you’d pick 

leadership” (p. 2). 

Clearly, leadership is vital to organizational success, and successful schools are 

no different. In schools, leadership is not limited to the principalship.  Walling (1994) 
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cited many excellent examples of the rich reservoir of leadership residing in the teaching 

ranks of schools.  Nonetheless, in most cases, state and local laws, accountability factors, 

past practices, and community opinion hold the principal most responsible for a school’s 

success or failure.   

Leithwood et al. (2004) concluded that school leadership was second only to 

classroom instruction when looking at variables that influenced student achievement.  

They continued by stating, “Leadership effects are usually largest where and when they 

are needed most” (p. 5).  Leaders in education institutions, like in business, account for 

and help facilitate overall organizational success.  In some cases, successful leadership in 

schools is demonstrated by the ability of the principal to shape the curriculum and 

instruction on the campus or to hire quality employees.  But in other cases, successful 

school leadership is the result of the principal’s ability to establish a school environment 

that promotes student motivation and student success.  Research citing the value of 

student motivation (Davis, 1989; Deal, 1987) in helping to increase student achievement 

pointed specifically to the organization’s culture and environment as key elements to 

student motivation.   

It is through the personal motivation on the part of the principal that the 

organizational environment supports and motivates students and staff to increase their 

achievement.   Leithwood and Montgomery (1984) stated, “Personally valued goals are a 

central element in the principal’s motivational structure - a stimulus for action” (p. 42).  

Regardless of the form, successful school leadership helps create a successful opportunity 

for students to learn. 
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Muse and Thomas (1991) discussed the central role of effective school leadership 

by asking, “What is the first thing you would want to improve in today’s schools?  Hire 

the best principal you can find” (p. 68).  If the goal is to create successful school 

organizations, the most critical aspect is leadership.  Muse and Thomas added to the 

discussion by stating, “Studies on effective schools reveal that strong leadership 

characterizes good schools.  Less effective schools tend to have principals who are unable 

to establish positive school morale and raise student performance” (p. 68).  In addition to 

Muse and Thomas, Buckner (1997) contended that the responsibility for leading school 

change was assigned to the principal.  If change and improvements were going to be 

made in schools, the responsibility would fall to the principal.  

Principals, as leaders, are responsible for developing organizational cultures that 

foster and support success.  Like business and industry, school leadership is critical and 

ultimately responsible for the success of the organization. Leithwood (1994) stated, 

“Some of the largest studies of school change have found that very few elements account 

for more variability in student achievement than school leadership . . . many other factors 

may contribute to school success, but the leadership is the catalyst” (p. 54).  Lezotte 

(2001) contended, “One may find lower performing schools with principals who are 

effective leaders; however, one would not find a successful school without an effective 

principal” (p. 18).  

Recognizing the need for quality leadership goes beyond theory and research 

institutions.  In 2000, the New York State Board of Regents and the New York State 

Education Department established a Blue Ribbon Panel on School Leadership.  Upon the 
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conclusion of the study, one recommendation from the panel stated, “Leadership is vital 

to the success of schools and school reform. The task of school leadership is to create and 

sustain conditions that enable all students and teachers to reach the higher learning 

standards” (p.  8).  The panel, like many researchers, concluded that the goal of having 

successful schools required quality leadership.  Tirozzi (2000) wrote,  

The principals of tomorrow’s high schools must be instructional leaders 
who possess the requisite skills, capacities, and commitment to lead, not 
follow, the accountability parade.  Excellence in school leadership should 
be recognized as the most important component to school reform.  
Without it, the chance for systemic improvement in teaching and learning 
are [sic] nil. (p. 15)  
 

 The principal has the responsibility of establishing the expectations and 

navigating the needs of the faculty, staff, students, parents, and community to meet with 

organizational success.  Daresh and Playko (1997) reaffirmed the significant role of a 

school principal in an effective school by stating,   

Research that has been directed toward identifying the reasons why some 
schools are more effective than others has shown repeatedly that of all of 
the variables that may have something to do with making some schools 
more successful, one stands out.  Good schools have good principals. (p. 
61). 
 
Klung (1989) noted that leadership helped to shape the school’s instructional 

climate, which in turn shaped the attitudes of teachers, students, parents, and the 

community at large towards education.  Good principals increase both student and 

teacher motivation and indirectly affect student achievement.  School leadership is 

critical to organizational success.   

Quality leadership becomes inextricably linked to student and school success.  

The question of what is defined as leadership or, more specifically, the role of a leader 
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becomes more significant as organizations seek to increase student success. 

Understanding the changing context of school leadership is essential if schools and 

school systems are going to adequately address the job satisfaction of the high school 

principal.   

Changing Context of School Leadership 

The effective schools research of the 1970s and 1980s found that the building 

principal was central in providing the leadership needed to create successful schools that 

were, by definition, both efficient and effective organizations, not necessarily 

organizations that focused on student achievement (NASSP, 1989).  The emergence of 

site-based management in the late 1980s and 1990s emphasized accountability for 

leadership and focused more specifically on improving student achievement (Leithwood 

& Menzies, 1998).  The shift in emphasis changed the many aspects of the principalship 

and directly affected how building principals navigated various responsibilities.  For 

example, the area of instructional leadership is significantly different in its definition 

today than in the 1970s and 1980s.  This difference forced building principals to focus 

more attention on the instructional aspect and management of the school building and 

reduced the leader’s ability to focus on other aspects of the job.   

Building principals in the 1990s were charged with developing strong task 

orientation and interpersonal skills while continually focusing the school on improving 

curriculum and instruction rather that focusing specifically and directly on school 

management issues (Leithwood & Menzies, 1998). Unfortunately, in the 1990s, the 

management of the school and its facilities still needed attention, and in most cases, the 
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individual responsible for the managing of these tasks was still the principal.  School 

leaders who were effective had to be individuals who could make decisions and balance 

their responsibilities in a manner that provided teachers, staff, and students a well-

organized environment while keeping the improvement of teaching and learning at the 

center of the school’s attention. 

Today’s high schools are more complex, dynamic, and technologically 

sophisticated than the systems of the past (Toch, 2003).  It was through these 

complexities that the principalship began to be redefined, and ultimately, the change in 

context led to an increasingly unsatisfying job.  Compounding the issue was an increase 

in state and federal legislative requirements demanding an increase in student 

achievement, coupled with the reality that many students arrived at schools with more 

significant nonacademic needs and complex academic challenges (Fennimore, 2001). 

School leaders today are required to be knowledgeable and comply with a number 

of state and federal regulations.  Principals are charged with the responsibility of creating 

a school-wide vision, being an instructional leader, planning for effective professional 

development, guiding teachers, handling discipline, attending events, and all the other 

myriad of details that are a part of supervising a school.  The ability to simply hire a 

manager is no longer acceptable.   As a result, school leaders must possess an 

increasingly complex level of knowledge, skills, and personal qualities to create 

successful organizations. 

Lyons and Algozzine (2006) contended there has been substantial impact on the 

expectations and context of the building principalship as a result of the No Child Left 
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Behind federal legislation.  Federal mandates reinforced a major shift in the expectation 

and context of principals, district superintendents, and elected school board members.  

Lyons and Algozzine stated,  

More and more school and district leaders are being held responsible for 
bringing about change and improvement . . . They [principals] are under 
growing pressure to increase achievement across the board, narrow the 
test-score gap between disadvantaged and advantaged students, and make 
sure all teachers are of high quality. (pp. 10-11)   
 

 When asked why the challenges and pressures seemed so difficult and 

overwhelming, many secondary principals noted the change in their role and the context 

of their responsibilities.  Drake and Roe (2002) suggested that the modern principal was 

no longer the “principal teacher” but rather the manager of an increasingly complex 

organization. Principals today are expected to create a team relationship among staff 

members, acquire and allocate resources, promote teacher development, improve student 

performance on standardized tests, and build an effective community linkage.  Buckner 

(1997) concluded, “To be successful, schools must change to meet the needs of     

students.  .  the responsibility and success of this change is assigned to the school leader, 

the Principal” (p. 61).  

Educational leaders (principals) have developed into organizational leaders who 

function in similar parameters as those described by Bennis (1994).  Educational leaders 

must be capable of being the glue that holds the organization together and who are 

ultimately responsible for student achievement.  Unfortunately, many educational leaders 

are either ill trained, unwilling, or simply too overwhelmed to successfully fill the needed 
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responsibilities, and as a result, the change in the context of the job has led to a growing 

concern over the lack of acceptable leadership candidates. 

Lack of Acceptable Leadership Candidates 

Educational leadership is a key component in the cultivation and development of 

quality schools.  Increasingly, schools and school districts are facing difficulties in 

attracting and retaining quality applicants.  A survey from the Education Research 

Service (ERS) in 1999 reported that school districts nationally were struggling to fill 

vacant administrative positions and that districts were reporting few qualified applicants 

for vacant principal positions.  The survey also reported that 50% of the 400 

superintendents surveyed reported having trouble filling vacant administrative positions.  

Holloway (2001) estimated that within the decade, public schools would face an 

estimated 40% turnover of their principals and would need about 35,000 new 

administrators across the country.  During this same time, it is estimated that 8,000 of the 

14,000 public school districts in the nation will search for new superintendents (Larsen & 

Whrtiner, 2001).  

Davis (1998) described the continual decline in school budgets, aging buildings, 

and increased public criticism. 

Posing serious challenges to principals at virtually all levels and in nearly 
every area in the country, the challenges create the very real possibility 
that our school systems will not be able to attract qualified candidates for 
their leadership positions.  (p. 35) 
 

 As the challenges become more significant, the ability to attract and retain quality 

applicants becomes more difficult.   
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Nationally, school districts have reported a decrease in the pool of qualified 

candidates who applied for school principal positions, and the problem is expected to 

continue.  Shortages of well-qualified candidates for principal positions were reported 

among 52% of rural, 45% of suburban, and 47% of urban schools.  Shortages of qualified 

candidates occurred among 47% of elementary schools and 55% of middle and high 

schools (ERS, 1999). 

The 1998 report Is There a Shortage of Qualified Candidates for Openings in the 

Principalship, commissioned by the National Association of Elementary Principals 

(NAESP) and the National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP), stated, 

“Approximately half of the districts surveyed reported a shortage in the labor pool for 

principal positions they were trying to fill [that] year” (p. 2).  In a survey conducted in the 

State of Indiana (IASSP, 1999), 72.9% of responding superintendents described the pool 

of candidates from which they hired principals during the previous three years as much 

smaller than in previous years.  The respondents defined the pool as “a shortage.”  

Supporting NASSP’s finding is research that was conducted by Timothy and Munnich 

(1999). According to their findings, “86% of the Superintendents in Minnesota 

responding indicated that they were finding it difficult or very difficult to fill principal 

jobs, especially at the secondary level” (p. 11).  In addition, Perlstein (1999) stated that 

the shortage of qualified applicants for the high school principal position was 55% 

nationally.  Clearly, attracting and retaining quality principals are becoming increasingly 

difficult.  
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Checkley (2000) contended that the issue of finding quality applicants to fill 

secondary principal positions was having a negative impact on districts across the nation.  

In addition, Cooper, Fusarelli, and Carella (2000) reported the need for secondary 

principals outweighed the need for elementary and middle schools.  In other research, 

Craven (1989) concluded that the existing research indicated that the supply of educators 

certified to assume elementary or secondary principal positions would decline, adding to 

the already significant vacancies that plague our system.  A common variable in all the 

research was that there was a need to attract and retain quality applicants for the role of 

principal. 

The lack of qualified applicants to fill secondary principal positions is not 

confined to a single geographic region.  Checkley (2000) wrote,   

The search is on. From Old Saybrool, Conn., to Salinas, Calif., from Patch 
Grove, Wisc. to Plano, Tex., schools across the United States are on the 
lookout for strong leaders.  This would be good news, except for one 
problem:  there may not be enough strong leaders to go around. (p. 6)  
 

 Educators and educational researchers are not the only entities detailing the lack of 

quality applicants for the secondary principal position; the issue has evolved into a 

national discussion.  The 2006-2007 U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics reported that across 

the nation, there was a 21.3% increase in job openings for education administrators and 

that a large number of education administrators were expected to retire over the same 

period of time.  Consequently, a shortage of administrative applications was probable.  A 

study conducted by the Wallace Foundation in 2003 concluded, “Headline after headline 

and study after study proclaim an acute shortage of quality candidates for vacant 
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principal positions, and the shortage will worsen unless we troll for more candidates and 

set up recruitment” (p. 4).   

Craven’s (1989) conclusion that the supply of certified applicants to fill 

principalship vacancies would not match the needs made the assumption that the lack of 

acceptable leadership candidates was a result of too few applicants.  This conclusion may 

be appropriate in some situations, but equally significant is the question of whether the 

real or perceived issue of principal shortage has to do with the quantity of the candidates, 

the quality of the candidates, or potentially a combination of both.  A 1999 study released 

by the Association of California School Administrators (ACSA in 2001) reported 90% of 

the 376 superintendents in the State of California surveyed contended their districts had a 

shortage in the pool of quality candidates for the most recent high school principal 

positions advertised in their district.  In addition, ACSA reported that on average, 

personnel departments across the state received roughly 8–10 applicants for 

administrative positions.  According to this report, these same available openings in the 

past would have produced as many as 75 applicants.  Based on data reported by the State 

of California (ASCA, 2001), districts were facing both a reduction in the number of 

applicants as well as a reduction in the quality of applicants. 

A reduction in the quality of applicant is troubling.  Research conducted by 

McAdams in 1998 found that between 1991 and 1995, the Commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania certified more than twice as many potential administrators as it did between 

1966 and 1970 3,991 versus 1,817.  Nonetheless, Pennsylvania superintendents said the 

applicant pool was only half what it was 10 or 15 years ago.  The 1998 study conducted 
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by the National Association of Elementary School Principals and the National 

Association of Secondary School Principals titled Is There a Shortage of Qualified 

Candidates for Openings in the Principalship stated that based on information gathered 

from numerous state departments of education, 47% of reporting districts cited shortages 

of qualified applicants for principal positions, even though Fenwick (2000) contended 

that almost 47% of the nation’s teachers possessed a masters degree and that nearly every 

state reported a significant number of teachers who possessed administrative certification 

yet remained in the classroom.  A number of variables have been attributed to why one 

holding an administrative certification would not pursue open administrative positions.  

Variables ranged from poor salary to time commitment.  Yet regardless of the variable, 

the fact remains that school districts are having an increasingly difficult time attracting 

and retaining qualified applicants for the principalship.  The Wallace Foundation’s (2003) 

report concluded by stating,  

There is a serious, unresolved dilemma in the labor market for the principalship: 
many credentialed or would-be candidates, both inside and outside of the 
education field, either are not seeking jobs in the districts or schools that most 
need them—or are shunning leadership positions all together.  The stressful 
working conditions, inadequate job incentives, ineffective hiring practices, and 
increasingly formidable expectations for success, are deterring prospective 
candidates from entering the field. (p. 6)    
 

Sources of Pressure 

Understanding and recognizing the sources of pressure that strain attracting and 

retaining quality applicants for the high school principalship are imperative.  One 

relatively new source of pressure is a direct result of accountability.  Accountability 

requirements have increasingly impacted the traditional role of principal and are a source 
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of added pressure that some contended limited the longevity and viability of quality 

leaders.  In one Alabama study, principals reported accountability for academic 

performance, measured by test scores, as the most significant change in their job during 

the past five years (Kochan, Spencer, & Matthews, 1999).   Arizona is no different.  

Arizona’s school accountability system, AZLEARNS (ARS 15-241, 2002) placed 

Arizona principals at the forefront of accountability, public scrutiny, and potential 

sanctions.    

Arizona Revised Statute 15-241(2002) required schools to be evaluated yearly on 

the academic success rate of students.  The terms used to define the academic success of 

a student were falling far below the state standard, approaching the state standard, 

meeting the state standard, and exceeding the state standard.  High schools were also 

evaluated based on the number of students who took the state assessment, the graduation 

rate of the school, and the attendance rate.  Based on the evaluation of the above 

variables, schools were classified and labeled as an excelling school, a highly performing 

school, a performing school, an under-performing school, or a school failing to meet 

academic standards.  Based on these labels, building principals were viewed by their 

colleagues, their district, and their community as being either effective or ineffective.   

Consequently, the label provided by the state may have accounted for an increase or 

decrease in the principal’s job satisfaction.  

No Child Left Behind (2001), as well as local legislation, created an atmosphere 

in which the principal was the primary individual responsible for student success.  This, 

coupled with the changing role(s) of the principalship, made the job even less attractive. 
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The Wallace Foundation (2006) wrote, “As the impact of leadership on student 

achievement became evident, policymakers placed greater pressures on principals. 

Rewards and sanctions affecting principals are increasingly common. California law 

threatens to fire principals as one possible consequence in low performing schools” (p. 

14).  Jaquiss (1999) reported, “In Portland, Oregon, a small portion of a principal’s salary 

is based on a set of professional standards theoretically linked to student outcomes.  The 

pressure to achieve is beginning to have an impact on the leader’s dollars” (p. 6). 

In addition to the increased pressure of student accountability, today’s principals 

are faced with long hours and multiple evening activities.  Research conducted by 

NASSP (2000) supported the belief that the multiple weekly activities and expectations 

placed on secondary principals created a grueling work schedule that forced many 

principals to work 60 or more hours a week.  These added pressures resulted in an 

increasingly dissatisfied working population.  According to NASSP,  

Principals, on average, work between 54-65 hours per week. Principals are 
at the school before it opens, they are there for after-school programs, 
band concerts, athletic events, and PTA meetings, while making less 
money per hour than they would have had they continued teaching. (p. 3) 
 

As the study indicated, the added pressures of longer hours and lower salaries contributed 

to the reduced number of applicants for the secondary principalship.  

In some cases, the source of pressure was a result of individuals not having a clear 

understanding of the role and job description of the principal.  In other cases, the source 

of pressure may be the result of competing agendas and interests of groups within the 

local community, board agendas, and individual patrons. Terrill (1993) stated, “Principals 

are often sandwiched between higher authorities and boards of education on the one hand 
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and multiple constituencies on the other.  In tough times, the sandwich may feel more 

like a vice of a press” (p. 98). The role of the building principal to successfully manage 

and navigate the competing agendas often results in job dissatisfaction.   

Responsibilities to students, parents, faculty, district administration, and local 

boards of education require the principal to please many, while at the same time 

remaining committed to his or her beliefs, values, and ideas.  Many school principals are 

finding it increasingly difficult to successfully accommodate all interests.  Increasing 

local, state, and federal mandates overfill the plates of principals to the degree that many 

educational leaders simply cannot succeed.  Responsibilities continue to be added to 

other administrative duties, but none are removed. The job is never finished and the 

principal is never completely successful. The Wallace Foundation report (2006) stated,  

The role of the principal has swelled to include a staggering array of 
professional tasks and competencies.  Principals are expected to be 
educational visionaries, instruction and curriculum leaders, assessment 
experts, disciplinarians, community builders, public relations and 
communication experts, budget analysts, facility managers, special 
programs administrators, as well as the guardians of various legal, 
contractual, and policy mandates and initiatives. (p. 12)  
 

 Ripley (1997) described principals as being “pulled in different directions and 

some are breaking under the stress” (p. 52).  Principals are often pressured to do “this” by 

one group and to do “that” by another.  Ripley continued by saying “Principals find the 

needs of some students conflict with the needs of others and they must deal with parents 

who want one thing while the staff wants another” (p. 52). In addition, principals face an 

increasingly diverse community and society.  Societal changes have stimulated new 

pressures on schools and those who lead them. Technology, demographic shifts, testing 
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and accountability, violence, changes in the economy, and legislative issues such as 

school vouchers have created conflicting demands and expectations for school principals.  

According to Prestine (1999), these changes have resulted in “a turning of the role of 

principal 90 degrees from everywhere” (p. 164).   

Today’s high school principal is charged with finding solutions for the school and 

in many cases the community.  Unfortunately, the “solution” ability is being diminished 

by a growing concern and frustration that the authority of the principal is being relegated 

to a low level, mid-management position that lacks the capacity to successfully 

implement change.  Adams (1999) wrote, “Erosion of authority to affect change, 

escalating expectations of accountability, lack of support, and a stressful political 

environment for school leaders are factors that cause principals either to consider leaving 

the field entirely or request classroom teaching assignment” (p. 32). 

Job Satisfaction 

Job satisfaction describes how content an individual is with his or her job.  

Spector (1997) defined job satisfaction as “the extent to which people like (satisfaction) 

or dislike (dissatisfaction) their jobs” (p. 2).  This definition implied job satisfaction was 

an affective reaction that individuals had about their job. Locke (1969) defined job 

satisfaction as “the pleasurable emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job 

as achieving or facilitating the achievement of one’s job” (p. 24).   More specifically, job 

satisfaction describes an individual’s intrinsic, extrinsic, and general satisfaction of 

his/her job.  It is through this satisfaction that individuals perceive their value within an 

organization.    
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Many factors influence the level of job satisfaction.  Examples of factors that can 

inhibit or promote satisfaction are the level of pay and benefits associated with the job, 

the fairness in the organization, the quality of work conditions, and the actual job itself.  

Job satisfaction is important when it is perceived that the happier people are with their 

job, the more satisfied they are, and the better employee they become to the organization.   

One of the intital studies in the area of job satisfaction was the 1933 Hawthorne 

study (as cited in Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939).  This study attempted to determine 

whether various conditions had an effect on workers’ productivity. The results showed 

that small changes in work conditions did increase productivity; however, it was later 

determined that the increases were  more a result of individuals being observed during the 

study as opposed to actual changes themselves (Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939). This 

determination provided strong evidence that individuals’ motivation for work was not 

solely dependent on pay.  It was this realization that helped shape future research and 

investigate other factors affecting job satisfaction. 

A number of studies since Hawthorne (as cited in Roethlisberger & Dickson, 

1939) have contributed to the body of job satisfaction research.  But it was Maslow’s 

(1954) hierachy of needs theory that laid the foundation for the current body of research 

involving the growth and development of job satisfaction theory.  Maslow’s theory 

described people as seeking to satisfy five specific needs in life: physiological needs, 

safety needs, social needs, self-esteem needs, and self-actualization.   According to 

Maslow, lower levels on the hierarchy must be met before individuals would be 

motivated to higher levels of job satisfaction.  After lower levels of motivation have been 
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met, they no longer qualify as motivators.  For an individual to be motivated to achieve 

self-actualization in his/her job, he or she would first need to be satisfied biologically, 

feel safe, etc.   

Maslow’s (1954) hierarchy of needs had value in shaping the satisfaction and 

motivation of secondary school principals.  It is likely as schools became less personal, 

the safety and social significance of the principal may directly affected his or her ability 

to successfully lead.  Moreover, it is likely that as secondary schools continued to be 

placed at the forefront of local and national debate, the esteem of the position may 

become less.  As sources of pressure on the high school principal increased, the 

motivators that intrinsically drew individuals into the profession, for example, the 

satisfaction that one received from work, the desire to make a difference, the personal and 

professional challenges, the ability to initiate change, and the opportunity to have a 

positive impact on students and staff decreased.  As the pressures increased, the ability to 

satisfy the motivators decreased. 

In addition to Maslow’s (1954) theory, Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman’s 

(1959) Two-Factor Theory attempted to explain satisfaction and motivation in the 

workplace.  Herzberg et al.’s theory described satisfaction and dissatisfaction as variables 

driven by different factors.  Satisfaction variables were described as motivating factors, 

and dissatisfaction variables were described as being hygiene factors.  Motivating factors, 

as described by Herzberg et al., included the achievement of the individuals, the 

recognition possibilities within the organization, the actual work and responsibilities, and 

the possibilities for advancement within the organization.  Hygiene issues, according to 
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Herzberg et al., could not motivate employees but could minimize dissatisfaction if 

handled properly.  In other words, they could only dissatisfy if they were absent or 

mishandled.  Hygiene topics included company policies, supervision, salary, 

interpersonal relations, and working conditions, i.e., issues related to an employee's 

environment.  Motivators, on the other hand, created satisfaction by fulfilling individual 

needs for meaning and personal growth.  Once the hygiene areas were addressed, the 

motivators would promote job satisfaction and encourage production. 

 Herzberg et al.’s (1959) theory has met with skepticism and criticism.  Campbell 

(1970) contended that job satisfaction is more than a two-factor theory. “Repeated factor 

analytic studies of job attitudes have failed to demonstrate the existence of two 

independent factors corresponding to motivators and hygiene” (Campbell, p. 381).  In 

addition to Campbell (1970), Vroom (1964) contended that Herzberg’s findings could 

have been the result of the interview method and not true indicators of satisfaction.  

Although researchers such as Campbell (1970) and Vroom (1964) refute 

Herzberg’s study, other research (Sergiovanni, 1967; Miskel, 1973) concluded their 

results tend to support Herzberg’s findings.  Sergiovanni (1967) determined that factors 

such as achievement, recognition, and responsibility had a positive impact on the job 

satisfaction of teachers, while the factors of poor interpersonal relationships, incompetent 

or unfair administrative and supervisory practices, and situations in one’s personal life 

contribute to teacher dissatisfaction.     

It was through Maslow’s (1954) and Herzberg et al.’s (1959) early research on job 

satisfaction and motivation that such current job satisfaction models as the Equity Theory 



 

 

39

of Motivation developed by John Adams (1963) and Locke’s Range of Affect Theory 

(1976), have became foundational in better understanding the value and role job 

satisfaction played in organization success.   

One of the more influential studies of motivation and job satisfaction was Douglas 

McGregor’s (1960) Theory X and Theory Y model.  Theory X assumed people inherently 

disliked work and would avoid doing it (work) unless they were controlled or threatened 

to perform.  Theory X described the individual as being passive, lazy, resistant to change, 

wanting to be directed, having little ambition, and avoiding responsibilities.  Over time, 

Theory X eroded productivity and reduced the overall organization effectiveness. 

Theory Y (McGregor, 1960) assumed that if workers were respected and involved 

in the decision-making process, they were more likely to be positively motivated.  

Positive motivation fostered a greater sense of work accomplishment and consequently 

improved job satisfaction.  Theory Y described people as being intrinsically good and 

maintained that job satisfaction was a key element to creating commitment on the part of 

the employee. 

In 1972, Claydon Alderfer reworked Maslow’s (1954) hierarchy design into what 

he described as the ERG theory.  Alderfer contended that there are three core needs: 

existence, relatedness, and growth (ERG).  Existence needs are concerned with providing 

basic materials for our existence.  These needs include the items Maslow considered 

physiological and safety needs.  Relatedness needs are the needs necessary for 

maintaining important interpersonal relationships.  These needs align with Maslow’s 
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social and external (extrinsic) esteem needs.  Growth needs are intrinsic needs for 

personal growth.  These needs align with Maslow’s intrinsic needs and self-actualization. 

In contrast to the hierarchy of needs theory, ERG (1972) contended more than one 

need may be operating at a time, and that if the gratification of a higher-level need is 

denied, the desire to satisfy the lower-level need is accelerated.  Unlike Maslow’s (1954) 

hierarchy design, ERG did not assume there exists a ridged hierarchy that requires lower-

needs be satisfied before higher-needs can be met.  ERG contended that all three 

categories could be operating at the same time. 

ERG theory (1972) also contains a frustration-regression component.  When a 

higher-order need level is frustrated; the individual’s desire to increase a lower-level need 

takes place.  For example, an individual’s inability to satisfy a social interaction need 

may increase their desire for more money or better working conditions.       

In 1981, William Ouchi developed the Theory Z model, which took the best from 

McGregor’s (1960) Theory Y and added Japanese management practices.  Theory Z 

described the management practices of an organization as being based on long-term 

employment, collective decision-making, individual responsibility, and a slow evaluation 

and promotion of individuals within the organization.  Job satisfaction in Theory Z 

organizations centered on the self-actualization needs of the worker, commitment to long-

term growth and development within the organization, and a focus on shared decision-

making responsibilities.   
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Mackler (1996) described principals who were satisfied with their job as 

individuals who could keep their perspective and maintain their distance.  Satisfied 

principals invested in their jobs but within limits.   

Principals who endure do not invest themselves totally in their work.  
They seek balance in their lives, and they survive.  They disengage in 
order to stay.  The key lies in creating and maintaining just the right 
balance between personal and professional time, commitment, 
detachment, emotional investment, and professional objectivity. (p. 89)  
 
Job satisfaction and motivation are linked.  As personal needs are met, individuals 

begin to pursue additional motivators that in turn increase their ability to have and 

sustain job satisfaction.  The principalship is no different.  As school leaders achieve 

motivators, their ability to manage the ever-changing dynamics of schools becomes 

heightened.  Understanding what motivates principals is essential when looking at job 

satisfaction.  A lack of qualified secondary principal applicants will reduce the 

opportunity for schools and school districts to effectively manage the ever-changing 

complexities of our educational system.  

Individual Performance Versus Organizational Performance 

When attempting to understand the value of job satisfaction, it is reasonable to 

question whether job satisfaction is truly important.  Does the level of job satisfaction 

have an impact on the performance of the individual or on the organization’s overall 

performance? Exploring this relationship requires an assumption that employees are 

important to the organization. Exploring the relationships among job satisfaction, job 

performance, and organizational performance implies the importance of employees in 
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an organization. A growing area of research related to the importance of employees in 

an organization is the idea of intellectual and human capital.   

Intellectual capital refers to the knowledge and skills employees possess and the 

value these bring to an organization (Bontis & Fitz-enz, 2002).  Human capital includes 

such aspects as an individual’s level of education, work experience, and employee 

competence (Carmeli & Tishler, 2004).  Leiponen (1997) noted the importance of 

knowledge on the long-range economic performance of a company.  By increasing an 

organization’s ability to attract and retain a high-quality and consistent knowledge base, 

organizations are prepared not only to survive but to excel.   

Human capital represents those characteristics of an employee that would be 

difficult for a competitor to replicate.  Hatch and Dryer (2004) contended that human 

capital had consequences for performance and suggested that the selection and 

investment in human capital were critically important to the performance of the 

organization.  In other words, the ability of an organization to maintain its collective 

human capital had a direct link to the organization’s success.  By attracting and 

retaining quality human capital, organizations were more likely to have less need for 

remediation of employees, could be more creative and expansive in their organization 

dynamics, and would be in a much better position to efficiently and effectively adjust 

the organizational culture to meet the needs of constituents.   

 Brooks (2000) noted that the support of high internal customer (human) services 

(satisfiers) predicted higher customer (employee) satisfaction.  According to Brooks, 

internal customer service referred to how employees were treated in an organization and 
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in turn, how employees treated each other in work-related experiences.  Employees who 

felt they were treated well in the organization and received high levels of customer 

service from other departments were more likely to be satisfied in their job.  In addition, 

Brooks contended that organizations that had satisfied employees tended to have lower 

turnover rates and spent less on the training of new employees.  This suggested there 

were direct links between employee satisfaction and variables and financial results of 

the organization.  In addition to the financial benefits of retaining employees, Brooks 

described the savings in human capital as being significant in terms of maintaining the 

direction and consistency of the organization.   

In schools, the need to account for and support organizational performance is just 

as critical and relevant as it is in the private sector.  Attracting and retaining quality 

secondary school principals affords schools and school systems the opportunity to 

maintain the culture of the school system and focus more on improving student 

achievement than on training secondary leadership.  The need to cultivate, foster, and 

maintain intellectual and human capital in the high school principalship is critical to 

establishing quality secondary schools prepared to meet the growing needs of local 

communities. 

Summary 
 

Leadership is critical to successful educational organizations.  The Wallace 

Foundation (2006) clearly linked school success and the quality of the building principal.  

In fact, Leithwood (1994) stated, “Some of the largest studies of school change have 
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found that very few elements account for more variability in student achievement than 

school leadership” (p. 32). 

Unfortunately, the changing context of school leadership is making the role of 

principal more difficult and less satisfying than ever before.  The principal’s role has 

expanded from being the building manager of the 1970s and 1980s to the instructional 

leader of the 1990s to the present.  Adding to the changing context of their leadership role 

is the increase in federal and state mandated accountability systems.  The federal passage 

of the No Child Left Behind Act (2001) and Arizona’s passage of AZLEARNS (ARS 15-

241, 2002) placed the high school principal at the forefront of federal and state 

accountability and sanctions.  Compounding the issue of meeting the needs of an 

increasingly complex role is the lack of acceptable applicants and candidates for the 

position of high school principal.  A 1998 NAESP/NASSP survey reported that almost 

50% of the districts surveyed reported a shortage of applicants for vacant principal 

positions.  

Research (McAdams, 1998) has indicated that there is not a shortage of 

certificated individuals for the vacant positions.  The issue is not the quantity of available 

applicants but the quality of the individuals applying for the vacated positions.  In either 

case, the end result creates a void in quality leadership at the secondary level.  Given the 

importance of high school principals, the changing context of their role, the many 

different sources of pressure impacting their performance, and the reduction of qualified 

applicants for the vacant positions, it is imperative that attention be given to job 

satisfaction. 
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Job satisfaction has been described as how content individuals were with their 

job.  A simplistic assumption would be that the more satisfied employees are with their 

job, the better work they would do.  This assumption may be true to a degree, but in some 

situations, quantifying the link between job satisfaction and job performance is difficult.  

However, research has shown a much stronger relationship between job satisfaction and 

organizational success (Brooks, 2000).  As individuals become more satisfied with their 

jobs, the organization’s human capital is protected, and the organization is able to avoid 

the struggle of employees’ turnover rates, absenteeism, etc. (Brooks, 2000). 

Job satisfaction has a long history of research. The 1933 Hawthorne study (as 

cited in Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939), Maslow’s (1954) hierarchy needs theory, 

Alderfer’s (1969) ERG theory, and McGregor’s (1960) Theory X and Theory Y 

demonstrate the significance of job satisfaction research.  Unfortunately, the research of 

job satisfaction of educators, especially administrators, is limited.  Establishing a better, 

more enriched understanding of the job satisfaction of high school principals is critical if 

states and local agencies wish to attract and retain quality applicants. 

Job satisfaction has also been related to turnover in organizations.  Early theories 

of job satisfaction contended that there was an interrelationship between job satisfaction 

and turnover (Bluedorn, 1982; Parasuraman, 1989).  More recent research by Blegen 

(1993) contended that job satisfaction consistently influenced the rate or potential rate of 

turnover within organizations.  

Organizations care about job satisfaction because of its relationship to employees’ 

emotional and behavioral responses to work.  Recent studies have found that job 
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dissatisfaction and satisfaction were strongly associated with job stress and organizational 

commitment (Blegen, 1993; Cohen-Mansfield, 1997).  In addition, Blegen contended that 

satisfied employees tended to be more productive, creative, and committed to their 

employers. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 

A mixed-method approach to data collection was selected for this study for 

several reasons. First, it was my assumption that the job satisfaction of a high school 

principal would result from a number of unknown variables that could affect the study 

results.  Relying on a singular form of data collection and ignoring the possibility that 

additional information could be retrieved through multiple data-gathering methodologies 

would have discredited the validity of this study.  Second, according to Patton (1990), 

“When investigating human behavior and attitudes, it is more fruitful to use a variety of 

data collecting methods” (p. 132). Studying the job satisfaction of the high school 

principal required addressing human behaviors and attitudes. By using both quantitative 

and qualitative research methods in this study, a more robust data collection opportunity 

was created. In addition, Gall and Borg (1996) contended, “Quantitative and qualitative 

approaches to research are not mutually exclusive but are alternative approaches” (p. 10). 

The quantitative method selected for this study was survey research. Arksey and 

Knight (1999) defined survey research as “the method of gathering data from respondents 

thought to be representative of some population, using an instrument composed of closed 

structure or open-ended items” (p. 22). Survey research provided a more efficient and 

effective collection of data over broad populations. Rapidly collecting data from a large 

number of high school principals across Arizona afforded the researcher an opportunity 

to conduct timely analyses of available information.    
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The qualitative method for collecting data for this study was semi-structured 

interviews. A convenience sample of five high school principals was identified and asked 

to respond to a set of questions in personal interviews as well as in open discussions in an 

attempt to go beyond raw data and gather more personal responses.  Questions for the 

semi-structured interviews were created based on the analysis of the quantitative data.   

Burgess (1984) described the use of interviews as “rarely conducted in isolation; 

it is often part of a broader program of research and draws on the knowledge that the 

researcher has of a social situation” (p. 38). Yin (1994) described qualitative data 

collection as “necessary to go beyond the simple collection of description data and begin 

the complex process of analyzing the behavior and institutional characteristics” (p. 23).  

The open-ended questions were used to help explain the connections and links to real-life 

situations and circumstances.  The open-ended questions were developed based on the 

analysis of data from the quantitative survey results. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

This mixed-method study was designed to answer two research questions and five 

research hypotheses. The following two research questions helped form the conceptual 

framework for this study:   

1. To what extent are Arizona high school principals satisfied in their job? 

2. What is the satisfaction level of high school principals in Arizona according to 

the following considerations: (a) level of Structured English Immersion (SEI) 

of the principal, (b) number of assistant principals, (c) the AZLEARNS (ARS 

15-241, 2002) label the school received in school year 2007-2008,  (d) school 
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size, (e) salary level,  (f) age, (g) years of experience as a high school 

principal,  (h) time spent with students, (i) lack of recognition and support 

from district administration, (j) amount of time spent dealing with parental 

concerns, (k) helping teachers deal with change, and (l) the quality of 

professional development opportunities received as a high school principal. 

Upon the completion of the established considerations, a focus group of experts 

were asked to discuss which of the considerations were worthy of further research.  

Based on an open-ended brainstorming session, the group of experts recommended the 

following five hypotheses which were implemented by the researcher: 

1. High school principals who have/are participating in a comprehensive 

professional development/support program that helps facilitate change tend to 

be more satisfied in their job.  

2. High school principals who receive greater financial compensation tend to be 

more satisfied in their job.  

3. High school principals who spend less time dealing with parental concerns 

tend to be more satisfied in their job.  

4. High school principals who spend more time with students in a non-

disciplinary setting tend to be more satisfied in their job.   

5. High school principals who have higher AZLEARNS (ARS 15-241, 2002) 

school labels are more satisfied in their job than those with lower school 

labels. 
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Overview of Research Design 
 

This study utilized a mixed-method approach to research.  Collection and analysis 

of quantitative data were followed by collection and analysis of qualitative data.  Six 

questions were formulated based on the analysis of the quantitative data, and five selected 

high school principals were interviewed using the established questions.  Following the 

interviews, data from both portions of the study were combined to create a meaningful 

understanding of the relative influences on Arizona high school principals’ job 

satisfaction. 

Quantitative Research Design 

Participants 

The participants for the quantitative portion of this research project were 

secondary principals in the State of Arizona.  For the purpose of this study, secondary 

schools were defined as public schools that served Grades 9 through 12.  Public schools 

included traditional public schools, state-funded charter schools, and state-run county 

schools.  The total number of schools eligible to participate in this survey was 305.  This 

number was derived by using the Report Wizard from the Arizona Department of 

Education (2007) and by data received from the School Finance Department at the 

Arizona Department of Education. Of the 305 eligible schools, 255 were asked to 

participate.  The 50 schools were not included because either (a) multiple measures in an 

effort to contact the principal were unsuccessful, (b) did not identify a single individual 

as the principal, or (c) no longer met the definition of a secondary school.     

 



 

 

51

Instrumentation 

The quantitative data collected for this study were from a self-administered 

survey.  The survey was comprised of two parts.  The first part of the survey included 

two sections.  The first section was designed to gain specific demographic information 

about the participants.  The MSQ (Weiss et al., 1967) required the demographic portion 

of the survey for two reasons.  First, the required demographic questions helped norm the 

survey.  Second, the designers of the MSQ held the rights of the survey findings and 

could use the results for further research.  The demographic section was included in the 

first part of the survey because doing so increased the probability that the respondent 

would complete this section of the instrument.  According to Dillman (2000), placing 

questions of this nature at the end of the survey reduced the percentage of respondents 

who completed this section, thereby reducing the opportunity to better understand the 

potential satisfiers and dissatisfiers of the high school principalship.  The required 

demographic survey questions were  

1.  Male or female? 

2. Where were you born? 

3. What is your current age? 

4. How long have you been a high school principal? 

5. How long have you been in this line of work (education)? 

6. How long have you worked in your current school district? 

 In the second section of Part 1 of the survey, participants were asked to respond to 

selected professional considerations.  These considerations were based on identified 
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satisfiers and dissatisfiers from a review of literature and from a focus group of experts. 

The focus group of experts consisted of 10 current high school principals who were 

employed at uniquely different high schools.  These 10 individuals represented a cross-

section of age, gender, school - size, and years as a principal.  In an open-ended 

brainstorming session, the focus group of experts identified satisfiers and dissatisfiers of 

their job.  The focus group of experts was given ample opportunity to provide input and 

discuss the suggestions.  Following their discussion, individuals were given two index 

cards and asked to rank their top 10 satisfiers and dissatisfiers.   

 Responses were sorted by assigning a numerical value of one to each indicator 

listed.  A list of the most to least satisfiers and dissatisfiers, based on the total numerical 

value each indicator received, was generated.  The top four considerations were pulled 

from the cards as potential considerations.  In addition, after the focus group of experts 

had identified four potential considerations, the group was given the opportunity to 

discuss the considerations derived from the review of literature.  The focus group 

expressed no concern about the considerations established from the literature review.  

 Upon review of the literature and feedback from the focus group of experts, 12 

considerations were established.  Considerations 1 through 8 were established by the 

literature review and validated by the focus group of experts.  Considerations 9 through 

12 were established by the focus group of experts.  The consideration variables are 

defined as follows: 

1. Level of Structured English Immersion (SEI) preparedness of the principal.  This 

variable represented the number of unit hours of professional development or 
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course completion in the area of SEI.  This variable was significant to the high 

school principal due to the increased number of second language learners in the 

State of Arizona (NAEP, 2006).  

2. Number of full-time assistant principals.  This variable represented the total 

number of full-time assistant principals working in the building with the principal.  

An assistant principal was defined as an individual who functioned in an 

administrative capacity and reported directly to the building principal.  This 

variable was significant due to the value of the assistant principal to the 

organization’s effectiveness (Hooley & Marshall, 2006).   

3. AZLEARN (ARS 15-241, 2002) label the school received in school year 2006-

2007.  This variable represented the Arizona Department of Education’s school 

accountability labeling system.  This variable was significant due to the potential 

for positive or negative consequences as a result of the label.   

4. School size.  This variable referred to the number of students enrolled in the 

school on the 100th day of enrollment.  This variable was significant due to the 

increased demands and pressures on the school campus as a result of more 

students being enrolled (Gottfredson, 1985).   

5. Salary level.  This variable referred to the salary earned by each respondent.  This 

variable was significant due to the perceived relationship between the extrinsic 

motivator of salary and job satisfaction.  Extrinsic motivators were defined by 

Herzberg et al. (1959) as hygiene motivators because they addressed the context 

in which an individual worked.    
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6. Age.  This variable referred to the length of life of each participant.  This variable 

was significant due to the perceived relationship between job satisfaction and age 

(Weaver, 1980).   

7. Years as a high school principal.  This variable referred to total years of full-time 

experience as a high school principal.  This variable was significant due to the 

perceived relationship between years on the job and job satisfaction (Feimer, 

Larsen, & Traut, 2000).  

8. Time spent with students.  This variable referred to the estimated time reported by 

principals in which they directly spent time with students.  This included 

supervision, observation, or activities that put the principal in direct contact with 

students.  It did not include time spent administrating student discipline.  This 

variable was significant due to the assumption that time spent with students would 

result in a higher degree of job satisfaction.  

9. Recognition and support from district administration.  This variable referred to the 

level of acknowledgment and support principals received from district 

administration, for example, the support principals received from district 

administration when faced with disgruntled parents or community members, the 

support district administration gave when the principal was instituting change, or 

the amount of public and private praise district administration gave to the 

principal for a “job well done.”   
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10. Amount of time dealing with uncooperative parents.  This variable referred to the 

amount of time a building principal spent per week dealing with uncooperative 

parents.   

11. Helping teachers’ deal with change.  This variable referred to the amount of time 

spent each week working with teachers to successfully deal with change at their 

individual site, in their district, in their state, or across the country.  

12.  The quality of professional growth opportunities received as a high school 

principal.  This variable referred to the perceived quality of professional growth 

principals believed they had been afforded over their careers.   

The second part of the survey was the short form of the Minnesota Satisfaction 

Questionnaire (Weiss et al., 1967).  The complete short form of the MSQ can be found in 

Appendix A.   

The Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire 

The revised MSQ (Weiss et al., 1967) was the data-collecting instrument used in 

this study.  The MSQ is a reliable data-collecting instrument that has been used in a 

number of job satisfaction studies (Newby, 1999, Smith, 1976, Sutter, 1994).  Dawis 

England, and Lofquist first published the MSQ in 1964.  The MSQ was based on the 

1957 Theory of Work Adjustment (as cited in Weiss et al., 1967) that began at the Work 

Adjustment Project of the Industrial Relations Center at the University of Minnesota.   

The 1957 Theory of Work Adjustment (as cited in Weiss et al., 1967) was 

established to assess the connection between an individual and his or her environment.  

The project maintained that establishing a connection between the environments was a 
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basic human behavior motivator.  It was also established that work encompassed a major 

environment in which most individuals were asked or expected to relate.  The 

connections became the individual’s ability to relate (connect) while fulfilling the 

requirements of the work environment and the work environment fulfilling the 

requirements of the individual (Dawis et al., 1964).   

The initial Work Adjustment Studies (Weiss et al., 1967) had two primary 

objectives.  The first objective was the establishment of an instrument that could be used 

to assess the capacity of applicants for potential job placement in vocational 

rehabilitation.  The second objective was the evaluation of work adjustment outcomes 

(Weiss et al., 1967).  The authors utilized the original instrument to collect normative 

data on 21 MSQ scales for 25 occupations.  Examples of these occupations included but 

were not limited to managers, laborers, salesmen, engineers, and teachers (Dawis & 

Lofquist, 1984). 

The MSQ short form (Weiss et al., 1967) contains 20 items comprising each of 

the 20 different subscales.  The MSQ is a self-administered survey designed to be 

completed within a 20–25 minute time allotment.  Appendix B contains the 20 items 

comprising the MSQ survey followed by a brief description of each item (Dawis & 

Lofquist, 1984).  

Reliability 

Reliability is the extent to which the measurements of a test remained consistent 

over repeated tests of the same subject under identical conditions.  For example, when the 

same MSQ (Weiss et al., 1967) was applied to the same respondent in the same manner, 
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then the instrument should record the same value from moment to moment (Guilford & 

Fruchter, 1978).  Weiss, Dawis, and Lofquist (1967) contended the MSQ was a reliable 

measurement tool due to the significant number of analyses done on the instrument itself.   

The MSQ (Weiss et al., 1967) was also found to be reliable for Hoyt’s (1941) 

formula. The Hoyt reliability formula was designed to determine the degree to which 

responses reflected performance.  If achievement and test question variability could 

account for all the variance in individual item scores, then the reliability would approach 

a perfect score of 1.  According to the MSQ manual, the Hoyt reliabilty coefficients for 

the MSQ short form ranged from .84 to .91 for intrinsic satisfaction, from .77 to .82 for 

extrinsic satisfaction, and from .87 to .92 for general satisfaction.  The median reliability 

coefficients were .86 for intrinsic satisfaction, .80 for extrinsic satisfaction, and .90 for 

general satisfaction. These data suggested that the MSQ scales had internal reliability 

(Weiss et al., 1967).  

Validity 

The MSQ (Weiss et al., 1967) short form was found to be valid because it was a 

subset of the long-form items.  The MSQ long form was found to be valid due to its 

construct validity. Construct validity attempts to determine an agreement between a 

theoretical concept and a specific measuring device.  Construct validity is the extent to 

which an instrument can be shown to measure the construct being studied (Gall, & Borg, 

2003).  The construct validity of the MSQ was collected from 25 occupational groups. 

The group differences were statistically significant at the .001 level for both the mean and 

variance on all 20 items of the MSQ.   In addition, the Minnesota Satisfaction 
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Questionnaire has been utilized in other, more recent, educational research projects 

(Malanowski, 1999).   

Procedures 

Salant and Dillman (1994) stated that individuals being asked to complete a 

survey should be contacted in four phases.  The purpose of having four phases was to 

establish a process that retrieved the most significant response rate.   

The first phase required a personalized advanced-notice communication.  This 

communication was designed to introduce the researcher, inform individuals that they 

had been selected to participate in an Internet survey of job satisfaction of the high school 

principal, describe the survey, and explain the significance of the study.  It was critical 

that the significance of this study be clearly communicated to the respondents.  Dillman 

(1978) indicated the most important factor in response rate was asking questions that 

mattered to the respondent and creating relevance as to “why” a respondent should, in 

fact, respond.    

The significance of this study may have motivated the respondents to complete 

the survey because the results would directly impact their ability to navigate the high 

school principalship.  In addition, the letter described my willingness to share the results 

of my project with them through a summary sent via e-mail.  It was communicated to the 

recipients that information collected in this survey was confidential.  E-mail addresses 

were retrieved through the Arizona Administrators Association and the Arizona Athletic 

Association. 
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The second phase of data collecting required an e-mail be sent to all participants 

reiterating the significance of the study and again asking them to respond to the MSQ 

(Weiss et al., 1967) short version.  A link to the MSQ was included in the e-mail.  It was 

imperative in this second correspondence with potential participants that the significance 

of the study again be described.   

The third phase of data collection necessitated a personalized e-mail that 

described the study and included a link to the survey instrument. This attempt was similar 

in nature to the second step, but the text was much shorter. 

Finally, a week following the third communication, a final e-mail was sent to the 

individuals who had not yet completed the survey.  The purpose of this e-mail was to 

afford participants one last opportunity to complete the survey.  The survey window 

closed the following week. The online survey was administered using SurveyMonkey, a 

dedicated online survey administration application that is hosted in a secure server 

available to researchers.   

SurveyMonkey afforded the researcher an opportunity to create the MSQ (Weiss 

et al., 1967) survey in an online format versus the traditional paper and pencil format.  

Conducting the survey online allowed for a much quicker response rate.  In addition, 

SurveyMonkey afforded a running tally and count of the data that helped to facilitate a 

much easier analysis.  Several of the respondents indicated in an e-mail that they found 

the survey and the online tool extremely easy and efficient to use.  

The initial communication and following e-mails were sent to all Grades 9–12 

high school principals in the State of Arizona.  The list of principals was generated with 
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the help of the Arizona Department of Education, the Arizona School Administrators 

Association, and the Arizona Interscholastic Association.  All three agencies created a 

much easier and more rapid opportunity to identify the schools and principals and to help 

facilitate the process of gathering the data.    

After all data were collected, it was important to identify the potential value of the 

principals who did not respond to the survey. To do this, I compared the early 

respondents to the late respondents.  Research conducted by Goldhor (1974) indicated 

that non-responders were often similar to late respondents.  Prior to comparison, the 

respondents were categorized into two groups: early and later respondents.  If no 

significant differences appeared between early and late respondents and late respondents 

were believed to be representative of non-responders, then an assumption could be made 

that the respondents were an unbiased sample of the total population being studied (Ary, 

Jacobson, and Razacieh, 2002).  

Data Analysis 

Of the 255 individuals eligible to participate, 107 individuals returned usable 

surveys.  This represents a return rate of 42%.  Each question and hypothesis received a 

prescribed method of analysis.  The following paragraphs describe the analysis method 

used. 

The extent to which Arizona high school principals were satisfied in their job was 

reported by developing a frequency table that consisted of summing the scores for the 20 

specific items included in the MSQ (Weiss et al., 1967).  These items were quantified 

using a 5 - point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Not Satisfied) to 5 (Extremely Satisfied).  
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Mean scale scores for general job satisfaction fell in the range of 20 to 100.  The findings 

were then related to the previous level of satisfaction found in the literature describing the 

validity of the MSQ. 

The satisfaction level of high school principals in Arizona was determined by 

reporting the variable categories and overall level of scores established by the MSQ 

(Weiss et al., 1967) according to the following considerations: (a) level of Structured 

English Immersion (SEI, 2003) of the principal, (b) number of assistant principals, (c) the 

AZLEARNS (ARS 15-241, 2002) label the school received in school year 2007 - 2008,  

(d) school size, (e) salary level,  (f) age, (g) years experience as a high school principal,  

(h) self-reported time principals spent with students, (i) lack of recognition and support 

from district administration, (j) amount of time dealing with parental issue, (k) helping 

teachers deal with change, and  (l) the quality of professional development opportunities 

received as a high school principal. 

The five hypotheses were tested using one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA).  

ANOVA is a general method for studying sampled-data relationships (Clarke & Cooke, 

1998).  ANOVA is a statistical method used with categorical independent variables of at 

least three levels and continuous dependent variables.  The method enables the difference 

between three or more sample means to be analyzed which is achieved by subdividing the 

total sum of squares.  The purpose is to test for significant differences between class 

means, and analyzing the variances accomplishes this (Cohen, 1995).   Wherever the 

omnibus Fs indicated significance, Tukey’s post-hoc test was performed to determine 

which level/group of the independent variables was significantly different. 
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Measures 

Dependent Measures 

The MSQ (Weiss et al., 1967) short-form was administered to a heterogeneous 

group of employees.  The results were factor analyzed resulting in two factors:  intrinsic 

and extrinsic satisfaction.  Items loading high on each factor were taken to constitute a 

scale.  In addition, all 20 items were taken to constitute a scale.  Consequently, the short 

form MSQ can be scored on three scales:  Intrinsic satisfaction, extrinsic satisfaction, and 

general satisfaction.   

The MSQ short-form survey included twelve questions reinforcing the intrinsic 

satisfaction variable, six questions reinforcing the extrinsic satisfaction variable, and two 

questions reinforcing the general satisfaction variable.  A description of which questions 

related to which of the three dependent variables follows:  

Intrinsic job satisfaction.  Intrinsic job satisfaction comprised a series of 12 items 

identifying a principal’s internal satisfaction with his or her job: (a) being able to keep 

busy all the time, (b) the chance to work alone on the job, (c) the chance to do different 

things from time to time, (d) the chance to be “somebody” in the community, (e) being 

able to do things that do not go against my conscience, (f) the way my job provides for 

steady employment, (g) the chance to do things for other people, (h) the chance to tell 

people what to do, (i) the chance to do something that makes use of my abilities; (j) the 

freedom to use my own judgment, (k) the chance to try my own methods of doing the 

job, and (l) the feeling of accomplishment I get from the job.  Each of these items had 
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five response choices: (1) Very Dissatisfied, (2) Dissatisfied, (3) Neither, (4) Satisfied, 

and (5) Very Satisfied.   

Extrinsic job satisfaction.  Extrinsic job satisfaction comprised a series of six 

items identifying a principal’s external satisfaction towards his or her job: (a) the way my 

boss handles his/her workers, (b) the competence of my supervisor in making decision, 

(c) the way company policies are put into practice, (d) my pay and the amount of work I 

do, (e) the chances for advancement on this job, and (f) the praise I get for doing a good 

job. Each of these items had five response choices: (1) very dissatisfied, (2) dissatisfied, 

(3) neither, (4) satisfied, and (5) very satisfied.   

General job satisfaction.  General job satisfaction comprised a series of 20 items 

identifying a principal’s overall general satisfaction towards his or her job: (a) being able 

to keep busy all the time, (b) the chance to work alone on the job, (c) the chance to do 

different things from time to time, (d) the chance to be “somebody” in the community,  

(e) the way my boss handles his/her workers, (f) the competence of my supervisor in 

making decision, (g) being able to do things that don’t go against my conscience, (h) the 

way my job provides steady employment, (i) the chance to do things for other people,    

(j) the chance to tell people what to do, (k) the chance to do something that makes use of 

my abilities, (l) the way company policies are put into practice, (m)  my pay and the 

amount of work I do, (n) the chances for advancement of this job, (o) the freedom to use 

my own judgment, (p) the chance to try my own methods of doing the job, (q) the 

working conditions, (r) the way my co-workers get along with each other, (s) the praise I 

get for doing a good job, and (t) the feeling of accomplishment I get from the job.  Each 
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of these items had five response choices: (1) very dissatisfied, (2) dissatisfied, (3) neither, 

(4) satisfied, (5) very satisfied.   

Independent Measures  

 The independent measures used in the analysis were determined based on two 

criteria.  The first criterion used to determine the independent measures was a review of 

literature.   The second criterion used to determine the independent measures was 

feedback derived from a focus group of experts.  All independent measures were viewed 

and approved by the focus group of experts, but an additional four measures that were not 

derived from the review of literature were added.  The four additional measures added 

from the focus group of experts were the lack of recognition and support from district 

administration, the amount of time dealing with uncooperative parents, helping teachers 

deal with change, and the quality of professional growth opportunities received as a high 

school principal.   A description of components and properties of each independent 

measure follows. 

  The level of Structured English Immersion (Arizona Proposition 301, 2003) of the 

principal and the AZLEARNS (ARS 15-241, 2002) label the school received for school 

year 2007–2008 were ordinal measures that were converted to numeric representations.  

The remaining independent measures were continuous.  The following coding was used 

for each. 

Level of Structured English Immersion of the principal. This measure represented 

the number of unit hours of course completion in the area of English immersion.  The 
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response choices were 0 unit hours, 1 to 10 unit hours, 11 to 15 unit hours, 16 to 30 unit 

hours, and 31 or more unit hours.   

Number of full-time assistant principals. This measure represented the total 

number of full-time assistant principals working in the building with the principal.  An 

assistant principal was defined as an individual who functioned in an administrative 

capacity and reported directly to the building principal.  The response choices were    

0 to 1, 2 to 3, 3 to 4, 4 to 5, and 6 or more.   

The AZLEARNS (ARS 15-241, 2002) label. This measure represented the rating 

the school received in 2007-2008 as defined by the Arizona Department of Education’s 

(2002) school accountability labeling system. The response choices were 

underperforming, performing, performing plus, highly performing, and excelling.  

School size.  This measure referred to the number of students enrolled in the 

school on the 100th day of enrollment.  The response choices were fewer than 300, 301 to 

800, 801 to 1,300, 1,301 to 1,800, and greater than 1,800.  

Salary.  This measure referred to the annual amount of salary earned by each 

respondent in dollars. The response choices were fewer than $30,000, $30,000 to 

$50,000, $50,001 to $70,000,  $70,001 to $90,000, and greater than  $90,000.   

Years as a high school principal.  This measure referred to the total number of 

years the individual had been employed as a high school principal.  The response choices 

were 0 to 2 years, 3 to 5 years, 6 to 8 years, 9 to 11 years, and 12 or more years.  

Time spent with students. This measure referred to the estimated time principals 

spent directly with students, including supervision, observation, or activities that put the 
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principal in direct contact with students.  It did not include time spent administrating 

student discipline.  Respondents were asked to choose a percentage from 0 to 100%.   

The responses were 0% to 10, 11% to 21%, 22% to 32%, 33% to 43%, and 44% or more.    

Recognition and support from district administration. This measure referred to 

the level of acknowledgment and support principals received from district administration, 

for example, the support principals received from district administration when faced with 

disgruntled parents or community members, the support district administration gave 

when the principal was instituting change, and the amount of public and private praise 

district administration gave to the principal for a “job well done.”  The response choices 

were Very Dissatisfied, Dissatisfied, Neither, Satisfied, and Very Satisfied.   

Amount of time dealing with parental concerns.  This measure referred to the 

amount of time a building principal spent per week dealing with uncooperative parents.  

The response choices were 0 to 2 hours, 3 to 5 hours, 6 to 8 hours, 9 to 11 hours, and 12 

or more hours.  

Helping teacher’s deal with change.  This measure referred to the amount of time 

spent each week working with teachers to successfully deal with change at their 

individual site, in their district, in their state, or across the country.  The response choices 

were 0 to 2 hours, 3 to 5 hours, 6 to 8 hours, 9 to 11 hours, and 12 or more hours.  

The quality of professional growth opportunities you have received as a high 

school principal.  This measure referred to the perceived quality of professional growth 

principals believed they had been afforded over their careers.  The response choices were 

very dissatisfied, dissatisfied, neither, satisfied, and very satisfied.   
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Qualitative Research Design 

 Qualitative research is an inductive approach to gathering, analyzing, and 

reporting information.  Qualitative research seeks out the “why” of topics and ideas 

through the analysis of unstructured information.  Cresswell (1994) suggested qualitative 

research was valuable because it provided the researcher an opportunity to study 

individuals in their natural setting.  In addition, Cresswell (1994) contended that not 

studying individuals in their natural setting “leads to contrived findings that are out of 

context” (p. 28).  By experiencing the natural setting of the participants, the researcher 

was afforded a better opportunity to connect a context or a “story” to the information of 

the topic being studied.   

Participants 

The participants for the qualitative portion of this research study were comprised 

of secondary school principals in the State of Arizona.  For the purpose of this portion of 

the study, secondary schools were defined as public schools that served Grades 9 through 

12.  Public schools included traditional public schools, state-funded charter schools, and 

state- run county schools.  A convenience sample was used to identify individuals to be 

interviewed. A convenience sample is a purposeful form of sampling in which the 

researcher selects readily available respondents. For this project, five high school 

principals working in and around Maricopa County in Arizona were selected.  All five 

participants were eligible to participate in the quantitative portion of this project.  

Instrumentation 



 

 

68

The qualitative data collected for this study were the result of personal interviews 

of five current secondary principals.  The researcher used the results of the initial 

quantitative survey to establish the questions used for the interviews.   

 The five participants were e-mailed a letter inviting them to participate in the 

interview process.  Included in the letter were the rationale for the interview, the 

Informed Consent Form, and directions asking the individuals to respond to my e-mail 

with their current contact information if they were willing to participate. 

 After the researcher received an e-mail reply with the contact information from all 

five participants, all were contacted directly to arrange the date and location for the 

interview to occur.  Prior to the agreed date and time of the interview, the researcher e-

mailed the interview protocol to each participant.  Creswell’s (1998) protocol was used as 

a framework to conduct the semi-structured interviews (see Appendix C).  In addition, 

with the consent of the subject, the researcher recorded the procedures with an audiotape, 

and transcribed the interview at a later time.   

 All interviews were conducted within a 45-minute time limit.  Data collected 

through the audio recording were transcribed, reviewed, coded, and analyzed.  Data 

included personal insights of the participants, their views of education, and suggestions 

on how the interview questions may lead to a more satisfying job. 

Validity and Reliability 
 

Validity in this study was achieved by consulting experts in the field when  
 
developing the protocol; interview questions were established based on the quantitative 
 

analysis of the survey results, and an appropriate data analysis method was determined. 
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Reliability in the qualitative portion of this study was achieved in several ways.  

First, as the researcher, I conducted all of the interviews to ensure that they were 

conducted in the same manner.  Second, after the interviews were transcribed, a colleague 

coded the transcripts independently. Together the colleague and I determined a list of 

categories, themes, linkages, and drawn conclusions. 

Data Analysis 

 According to Merriam (1998), data analysis “involves consolidating, reducing, 

and interpreting what people have said, with the goal of developing categories and 

themes that become the findings of the study (p. 178).  Rossman and Rallis (1998) 

contended that analyzing and interpreting qualitative data were the result of organizing 

the data, then “bringing meaning to them so they tell a coherent story” (p. 171).  There 

are a number of different data analysis methods, but this study used the 

phenomenological method as a framework for data analysis.   

A phenomenological method of analysis is interested in determining the meaning 

people make of their reality in terms of the phenomenon that one is interested in studying.  

Cresswell (1998) contended “Phenomenological data analysis proceeds through the 

methodology of reduction, the analysis of specific statements and themes, and a search 

for all possible meaning” (p. 52).  The use of a phenomenological approach to analysis 

relied on searching, identifying, and describing the underlying meaning of a concept or 

phenomenon (Rossman & Rallis, 1998).  This analysis method required the reduction of 

data into themes and contexts regarding high school principals’ job satisfaction in an 
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attempt to determine the meaning of the phenomenon of the relative influences on 

Arizona high school principals’ job satisfaction.   

 Thematic coding was the data analysis method selected for this study.  Thematic 

coding was selected to establish themes or categories based on the collected data 

(Rossman & Rallis, 1998).  Upon the collection and transcription of data, several re-

readings occurred to determine key phrases, statements, and general meaning of the 

material.  The material was then coded using an open-coding color system to label units 

of common categories.  Same-colored-coded material was grouped into common themes, 

and a list with key terminology and phrases was established.  The revised coded themes 

provided initial and final linkages to draw conclusions.  The steps to the data analysis are 

identified in Table 3.1. 

Table 3.1 

Data Analysis Procedures 

1. Organize and prepare the data for analysis. 

2. Read and re-read the entire data sample to obtain a general sense of the overall 

meaning. 

3. Begin detailed analysis of the data with a colored coding process. 

4. Use the open coding process to establish coding units and categories. 

5. Organize data to draw the initial conclusions. 

6. Organize the data for final conclusions. 

 

From Learning in the Field by G. G. Rossman and S. F. Rallis, 1998.   
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Data Interpretation 

 Data were analyzed from both portions of this study (quantitative and qualitative) 

and conclusions drawn.  The analyzed findings were reported by responding to the two 

research questions and five hypotheses that formed the conceptual framework for this 

study. 

Summary 

A mixed-method approach to gathering data was used in this study.  The 

instrumentation of quantitative data collecting was comprised of the self-administered 

Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ; Weiss et al., 1967).   The first portion of 

the MSQ was dedicated to gathering specific demographic and professional 

consideration responses from the participants.  The professional considerations were the 

result of focus-group feedback and literature review.  The second portion of the MSQ 

survey consisted of the short-form version of the MSQ instrument.  

In conducting a study such as this, it is imperative to have a significant number of 

returned surveys.  Doing so required a systematic approach to introducing the project to 

the respondents, enticing them to participate, reminding them of the need to participate, 

and finally notifying them that their window to participate would be ending shortly.   

Salant and Dillman (1994) described this process as being accomplished in four phases.  

Each phase must be carefully timed and personalized so the respondents are afforded 

the appropriate motivation and opportunity to participate in the project. 

The MSQ (Weiss et al., 1967) was selected as the survey research instrument due 

to its usage in previous job satisfaction projects (Newby, 1999; Smith, 1976; Sutter, 
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1994) as well as its high degree of reliability (Weiss et al., 1967).  In addition, the 

MSQ’s strong validity made its selection as the survey instrument in this study 

acceptable. 

The authors of the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (Weiss et al., 1967) 

established the dependent measures used in the analysis.  The MSQ short form was 

administered to a heterogeneous group of employees, and the results were factor-

analyzed resulting in two factors:  intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction.  Items loading 

high on each factor were taken to constitute a scale.  In addition, all 20 items were taken 

to constitute a scale.  Consequently, the short form MSQ could be scored on three 

scales:  intrinsic satisfaction, extrinsic satisfaction, and general satisfaction.  

The independent measures used in the analysis were determined based on two 

criteria.  The first criterion used to determine the independent measures was a review of 

literature.   The second criterion used to determine the independent measures was 

feedback derived from a focus group of experts.   

The two questions in this project were tested using descriptive statistics.  The five 

hypotheses in this project were tested using one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA).  

When the omnibus Fs indicated significance, Tukey’s post-hoc test was performed to 

determine which level/group of the independent variables was significantly different.  

The qualitative data for this study were gathered by conducting semi-structured 

interviews of five Arizona high school principals.  These principals represented a 

convenient sample comprised of individuals eligible to participate in the quantitative 

portion of the study.   
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Questions used in these interviews were derived from the analysis of the 

quantitative data.   Upon the collection and transcription of data, several readings 

occurred in order to determine key phrases, statements, and general meaning of the 

material.  The material was coded using an open-coding color system to label units of 

common categories.  Same color coded material was grouped into common themes, and 

a list with key terminology and phrases was established.  The revised coded themes 

provided initial and final linkages to draw conclusions.    

Data were analyzed from both portions of this study (quantitative and qualitative) 

and conclusions drawn.  The analyzed findings were reported by responding to the two 

research questions and five hypotheses that formed the conceptual framework for this 

study 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

Chapter 4 reports the results of the non-response bias to this study, a description 

of the survey sample, data organized by research questions, and data organized by 

hypotheses. 

Non-Response Bias Analysis 

Prior to analyzing the survey data, it was important to determine the significance 

of the principals who did not respond to the survey in order to limit the non-response 

error.  Goldhor (1974) contended that non-respondents were similar in their response 

patterns to late respondents.  As a result, the 107 respondents were divided into four 

groups of 27 based on the order in which responses were received.  The first group of 27 

respondents’ (early respondents) mean score for Intrinsic, Extrinsic, and General job 

satisfaction was compared to the mean score for the last 27 respondents’ (late 

respondents).  No significance was found between the mean scores of early and late 

responses.  As a result, it was concluded that a non-response bias in this study was 

unlikely (Ary et al., 2002). Table 4.1 presents a description of the non-response bias data.  

Description of Survey Sample 

In September 2008, 255 high school principals across the State of Arizona were 

asked to participate in a survey designed to identify the relative influences on Arizona 

high school principals’ job satisfaction.  By the second week of November, after four e-

mail reminders, 107 usable surveys (42%) had been returned.   
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Table 4.1  

Early and Late Response Scores (N = 107) 

 
Dependent variables  

 
Time of response 

 
N 

 
Mean 
 

Intrinsic Satisfaction Early 27 47.63 

 Late 27 49.56 

Extrinsic Satisfaction Early 27 21.26 

 Late 27 20.63 

General Satisfaction  Early 27 76.74 

 Late 27 78.37 

 
 

 The age range most often reported by the respondents (N = 54, 50.5%) was 46-50 

years.  Of the respondents (N = 69), 64% were males, and 49% (N = 53) reported a salary 

range of $70, 001–$90,000.  The number of assistant principals most reported was 3 per 

school (N = 43), and most high school principals (N = 39) had served in this capacity for 

3-5 years and had been at their current school (N = 35) for 1 – 4 years.   The largest 

percentage of time spent with students (N = 39) was 11%–21%.  Of the respondents (N = 

60), 56% reported having more than 31 unit hours of Structured English Immersion 

(SEI), and the largest percentage of respondents (N = 32) reported that their school 

enrolled over 1,801 students.  At 35.5%, Excelling was the largest AZLEARNS (ARS 

15-241, 2002) label category reported (N = 38) by respondents, and 38.3% (N = 41) 

reported being very satisfied with their district’s administrative support.  Of the 

respondents, 43.9% (N = 47) reported spending 3-5 hours a week dealing with parental 
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concerns, and 35.5% of the respondents (N = 38) reported spending 6–8 hours a week 

helping teachers deal with change.  Of the 107 respondents, 39.3% (N = 42) reported 

being satisfied with their professional development opportunities.  Tables 4.2-4.5 

describe the sample for the study. 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

Table 4.2  

Frequency Distribution for Age, Gender, Salary, and Years as Principal (N = 107) 
 

 
Demographic variable 

 

 
N 

 
Percentage 

 
Age 

  

     35 and younger 8 7.5 
     36 to 45 27 25.2 
     46 to 55 54 50.5 
     Older than 55 18 16.8 

 
Gender   
     Male 69 64.5 
     Female 38 35.5 

 
Salary   
     $31,001 to $50,000 1 .9 
     $51,001 to $70,000 16 15.0 
     $71,001 to $90,000 53 49.5 
     Greater than $90,001 37 34.6 

 
Years as Principal   
     0-2 18 16.8 
     3-5 39 36.4 
     6-8 20 18.7 
     9-11 12 11.2 
     More than 12 18 16.8 
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Table 4.3 
 
Frequency Distribution for Number of Assistant Principals, Years at Current School, 

Percent of Time Spent With Students, and School Size (N = 107) 

 
 
Demographic variable 
 

 
N 

 
Percentage 

 
Number of assistant principals 

  

     0 22 20.6 
     1 21 19.6 
     2 12 11.2 
     3 43 40.2 
     4 9 8.4 

 
Years at current school   
     1-4 35 32.7 
     5-10 32 29.9 
     11-15 12 11.2 
     More than 15 28 26.2 

 
Percent of time with students   
     Less than 10% 10 9.3 
     11%–21 % 39 36.4 
     22%–32%  30 28.0 
     33%-44% 22 20.6 
     More than 44% 6 5.6 

 
School size   
     Fewer than 301 17 15.9 
     301 to 800 26 24.3 
     801 to 1,300 14 13.1 
     1,301 to 1,800 18 16.8 
     More than 1,800 32 29.9 
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Table 4.4 
 
Frequency Distribution for Level of SEI, Time Spent Dealing with Parental Concerns, 

and Time Spent Helping Teachers Deal with Change (N = 107) 

 
 
Demographic variable 

 
N 

 
Percentage 

 
 
Level of SEI 

  

     0 Hours 4 3.7 
     1 to 10 hours 15 14.0 
     11 to 15 hours 16 15.0 
     16 to 30 hours 12 11.2 
     More than 30 hours 60 56.1 

 
Time spent dealing with parental concerns   
     0 to 2 hours/week 10 9.3 
     3 to 5 hours/week 47 43.9 
     6 to 8 hours/week 40 37.4 
     9 to 11 hours/week 10 9.3 

 
Time spent helping teachers deal with change   
     0 to 2 hours/week 10 9.3 
     3 to 5 hours/week 33 30.8 
     6 to 8 hours/week 38 35.5 
     9 to 11 hours/week 9 8.4 
     12 or more hours/week 17 15.9 

 
 
 
 
Table 4.5 
 
Frequency Distribution for District AZLEARNS ( ARS 15-241, 2002) Label, District 

Administrative Support, and Quality of Professional Development (N = 107) 
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Demographic variable 

 
N 

 
Percentage 

 
 
AZLEARNS label 

  

     Underperforming 1 .9 
     Performing 27 25.2 
     Performing Plus 23 21.5 
     Highly Performing 18 16.8 
     Excelling 38 35.5 

 
District administrative support   
     Very Dissatisfied 2 1.9 
     Dissatisfied 9 8.4 
     Neither 17 15.9 
     Satisfied 38 35.5 
     Very Satisfied 41 38.3 

 
Quality of professional development   
     Very Dissatisfied 4 3.7 
     Dissatisfied 21 19.6 
     Neither 20 18.7 
     Satisfied 42 39.3 
     Very Satisfied 20 18.7 

 
 

Quantitative Data Organized by Research Questions 

The following section contains the two questions used in this study, followed by a  

description of the analysis and a review of the data gathered.  

Research Question 1 

To what extent are Arizona high school principals satisfied in their job? 

 The extent to which Arizona high school principals were satisfied in their job was 

reported by developing a frequency table that consisted of the computed mean of the sum 

scores for the 20 specific items included in the MSQ (Weiss et al., 1967).  These items 

were quantified using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Not Satisfied) to 5 
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(Extremely Satisfied).  The findings were then related to the previous level of satisfaction 

found in the literature describing the validity of the MSQ.  Missing data from the MSQ 

responses were accounted for by recoding the overall midpoint of the scale for each item.  

Recoding missing data is an acknowledged method of accounting for missing data (Best 

& Kahn, 2003). 

The intrinsic job satisfaction mean score for high school principals in Arizona was 

48.8 from a possible range of 12 to 60.  Based on the MSQ (Weiss et al., 1967) model of 

job satisfaction, the intrinsic level of job satisfaction among high school principals fell in 

the range of average satisfaction.  

The extrinsic job satisfaction mean score for high school principals in Arizona 

was 21.27 from a possible range of 6 to 30.  Based on the MSQ model of job satisfaction, 

the extrinsic level of job satisfaction among high school principals fell in the range of 

average satisfaction (Weiss et al., 1967). 

The general job satisfaction mean score for high school principals in Arizona was 

78.04 from a possible range of 20 to 100.  Based on the MSQ model of job satisfaction, 

the general level of job satisfaction among high school principals fell in the range of 

average satisfaction (Weiss et al., 1967).   

Research Question 2 

What is the satisfaction level of high school principals in Arizona according to the 

following considerations: (a) level of Structured English Immersion of the principal, (b) 

number of assistant principals, (c) the AZLEARNS (ARS 15-241, 2002) label the school 

received in school year 2007-2008,  (d) school size, (e) salary level,  (f) age, (g) years of 
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experience as a high school principal,  (h) time spent with students, (i) lack of recognition 

and support from district administration, (j) amount of time spent dealing with parental 

concerns, (k) helping teachers deal with change, and (l) the quality of professional 

development opportunities received as a high school principal? 

The satisfaction level of high school principals in Arizona was determined by 

reporting the variable categories and the overall level of scores established by the MSQ 

(Weiss et al., 1967). Tables 4.6–4.9 present the satisfaction levels and general level of the 

personal and professional considerations.   

Quantitative Data Organized by Research Hypotheses 

The following section contains the five hypotheses used in this study.  The five 

hypotheses were tested using one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA).  Whenever the 

omnibus Fs indicated significance, Tukey’s post-hoc tests were performed to determine 

which level/groups of the independent variables were significantly different.  

 Research Hypothesis 1 

High school principals who have/are participating in comprehensive professional 

development/support programs that help facilitate change tend to be more satisfied in 

their job.  

________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Table 4.6  
 
Intrinsic, Extrinsic, and General Satisfaction Mean for Age, Gender, Salary, and Years 

as Principal (N = 107) 
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Demographic variable 

 

 
ISMa 

 
ESMb 

 
GSMc 

 
Age 

   

     35 and younger 50.38 21.38 80.25 
     36 to 45 48.42 21.04 77.23 
     46 to 55 48.42 21.00 77.29 
     Older than 55 49.72 22.33 80.39 

 
Gender    
     Male 47.56 21.03 76.36 
     Female 40.95 21.68 80.95 

 
Salary    
     $30,001 to $50,000            NA NA NA 
     $50,001 to $70,000 47.69 20.25 75.50 
     $70,001 to $90,000 48.14 21.12 77.27 
     Greater than $90,000S 50.11 21.89 80.86 

 
Years as principal    
     0 to 2 49.94 21.72 80.06 
     3 to 5 47.11 20.56 75.36 
     6 to 8 48.20 20.85 76.90 
     9 to 11 48.75 21.67 78.33 
     More than 12 51.72 22.44 82.44 

 
 
aIntrinsic Satisfaction Mean 
bExtrinsic Satisfaction Mean 
cGeneral Satisfaction Mean 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Table 4.7 
 
Intrinsic, Extrinsic, and General Satisfaction Mean for Number of Assistant Principals, 

Years at Current School, Percent of Time Spent with Students, and School Size (N = 107)  
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Demographic variable 

 
ISMa 

 
ESMb 

 
GSMc 

 

 
Number of assistant principals 

   

0 48.55 21.41 77.50 
1 49.29 22.10 79.57 
2 48.00 19.28 76.09 
3 49.05 21.00 78.18 
4 48.11 22.00 77.56 
 
Years at current school 

   

1 to 4 47.86 20.86 76.37 
5 to 10 49.68 21.65 79.39 
11 to 15 48.17 20.83 77.08 
More than 15 49.31 21.58 79.12 
 
Percent of time with students 

   

Less than 10% 46.60 21.40 76.10 
10% – 21 % 47.57 20.81 76.43 
22% – 32%  49.27 21.37 78.67 
33% - 44% 50.59 22.32 80.73 
More than 44% 51.60 19.20 78.20 
 
School size 

   

Fewer than 301 49.24 20.76 78.00 
301 to 800 48.12 21.68 77.84 
801 to 1,300 47.57 20.43 75.86 
More than 1,800 49.45 21.84 79.48 

 
 
aIntrinsic Satisfaction Mean 
bExtrinsic Satisfaction Mean 
cGeneral Satisfaction Mean 
 
 
Table 4.8 
 
Intrinsic, Extrinsic, and General Satisfaction Mean for Level of SEI, Time Spent Dealing 

with Parental Concerns, and Time Spent Helping Teachers Deal with Change (N = 107) 
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Demographic Variable 

 

 
ISMa 

 
ESMb 

 
GSMc 

 
Level of SEI    
0 hours 54.00 24.57 87.75 
1 to 10 hours 50.73 22.47 81.47 
11 to 15 hours 44.73 19.27 71.67 
16 to 30 hours 47.30 19.80 74.50 
More than 30 hours 49.23 21.48 78.72 
 
Time spent dealing with parental concerns 

   

0 to 2 hours/week 51.60 24.30 84.40 
3 to 5 hours/week 50.18 21.44 79.71 
6 to 8 hours/week 47.00 21.10 75.95 
9 to 11 hours/week 46.80 18.10 72.30 
 
Time spent helping teachers deal with change 

   

0 to 2 hours/week 50.30 23.10 81.80 
3 to 5 hours/week 49.63 21.66 79.34 
6 to 8 hours/week 47.11 20.84 75.68 
9 to 11 hours/week 49.67 19.11 76.67 
12 or more hours/week 49.63 21.56 79.31 

 
 
aIntrinsic Satisfaction Mean 
bExtrinsic Satisfaction Mean 
cGeneral Satisfaction Mean 
 
 
 
Table 4.9 
 
Intrinsic, Extrinsic, and General Satisfaction Mean for AZLEARNS (ARS 15-241, 2002) 

Label, District Administrative Support, and Quality of Professional Development (N = 

107) 
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Demographic variable 

 
ISMa 

 
ESMb 

 
GSMc 

 
AZLEARNS label    
Underperforming NA NA NA 
Performing 46.19 20.54 74.19 
Performing plus 47.26 20.48 75.43 
Highly performing 50.31 22.00 80.81 
Excelling 50.84 21.84 80.79 

 
District administrative support    
Very dissatisfied 39.50 21.00 66.50 
Dissatisfied 46.00 15.00 67.67 
Neither 46.63 17.81 72.13 
Satisfied 47.14 20.76 75.62 
Very Satisfied 52.30 24.55 85.55 

 
Quality of professional development    
Very dissatisfied 52.50 20.75 81.25 
Dissatisfied 45.89 18.37 71.89 
Neither 46.80 19.45 73.65 
Satisfied 48.02 21.64 77.60 
Very Satisfied 54.74 25.37 89.11 

 
 
aIntrinsic Satisfaction Mean 
bExtrinsic Satisfaction Mean 
cGeneral Satisfaction Mean 
 

 A one-way ANOVA was used to test for satisfaction across the five levels of the 

perceived quality of professional development opportunities (QUALPDO).  QUALPDO 

differed significantly across the five levels of intrinsic satisfaction, F (4, 99) =  8.525, p  

< .001, the five levels of extrinsic satisfaction, F (4, 99) = 10.354, p < .001, and the five 

levels for general satisfaction, F(4, 99) = 11.716,  p < .001. 

Tukey post-hoc comparisons of the five groups on intrinsic satisfaction indicated 

that those who were very satisfied with the quality of their professional development 
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opportunities (M = 54.74) were significantly more satisfied than all other levels (p < .05) 

except for the very dissatisfied group (M = 5 2.50).  Comparison between the other 

groups was not significant at p < .05. 

Tukey post-hoc comparisons of the five groups on extrinsic satisfaction indicated 

that those who were very satisfied with the quality of their professional development 

opportunities (M = 25.37) were significantly more satisfied than all other levels (p < .05) 

except for the very dissatisfied group (M = 20.75).  Comparison between the other groups 

was not significant at p < .05. 

Tukey post-hoc comparisons of the five groups on general satisfaction indicated 

that those who were very satisfied with the quality of their professional development 

opportunities (M = 89.11) were significantly more satisfied than all other levels (p < .05) 

except for the very dissatisfied group (M = 81.25).  Comparison between the other groups 

was not significant at p < .05. Table 4.10 presents the results of the Tukey’s post-hoc test 

for quality of professional development and job satisfaction. 

Research Hypothesis 2 

High school principals who receive greater financial compensation tend to be 

more satisfied in their job. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 4.10 

Tukey’s Post-Hoc Test for Quality of Professional Development and Job Satisfaction 

 
 

Intrinsic satisfaction 
 

Very satisfied 
 

Very dissatisfied 
 

2.24 
  Dissatisfied 8.84* 
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  Neither 7.94* 
  Satisfied 6.71* 
    

Extrinsic 
Satisfaction 

Very satisfied Very dissatisfied 4.62 

  Dissatisfied 7.00* 
  Neither 5.92* 
  Satisfied 3.73* 
    

General Satisfaction Very satisfied Very dissatisfied 7.82 
  Dissatisfied 17.21* 
  Neither 15.46* 
  Satisfied 11.51* 

 
 
*Significant at p < .05. 
 

A one-way ANOVA was used to test for intrinsic, extrinsic, and general job 

satisfaction across the four levels of financial compensation (SALARY).  SALARY had 

no significant effect on intrinsic satisfaction, F(3,100) = 1.084, p > .05, extrinsic 

satisfaction, F(3,100) = .682, p > .05, or general satisfaction, F(3,100) = 1.041, p > .05.  

Tukey’s post-hoc tests were not performed because the omnibus F did not indicate a 

significant difference. 

Research Hypothesis 3 

High school principals who spend less time dealing with parental concerns tended 

to be more satisfied in their job. 

A one-way ANOVA was used to test for satisfaction across the four levels of 

spending time dealing with parental concerns (PRNTLCON).  PRNTLCON differed 

significantly across the four levels of intrinsic satisfaction, F(3, 100) = 3.114, p < .05, 
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extrinsic satisfaction, F(3, 99) = 3.870, p < .05, and general satisfaction, F(3, 100) = 

3.505, p < .05. 

Tukey post-hoc comparisons of the four groups on intrinsic satisfaction did not 

indicate a significant difference at the p < .05 level. 

Tukey post-hoc comparisons of the four groups on extrinsic satisfaction indicated 

that those who spent 0-2 hours a week dealing with parental concerns (M = 24.30) were 

significantly more satisfied (p < .05) than those who spent 9–11 hours a week dealing 

with parental concerns (M = 18.10).  Comparison between the other groups was not 

significant at p < .05.  

Tukey post-hoc comparisons of the four groups on general satisfaction indicated 

that those who spent 0-2 hours a week dealing with parental concerns (M = 84.40) were 

significantly more satisfied (p < .05) than those who spent 9–11 hours a week dealing 

with parental concerns. (M = 72.30).  Comparison between the other groups was not 

significant at p < .05. Table 4.11 presents the results of the Tukey’s post-hoc test for 

principals spending time on parental concerns and job satisfaction. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 4.11 

Tukey’s Post-Hoc Test for Principals Spending Less Time on Parental Concerns and Job 

Satisfaction 

 
 

Intrinsic satisfaction 
 

0 to 2 hours/week 
 
3 to 5 hours/week 

 
1.42 

  6 to 8 hours/week 4.60 
  9 to 11 hours/week 4.80 
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Extrinsic 
satisfaction 

0 to 2 hours/week 3 to 5 hours/week 2.86 

  6 to 8 hours/week 3.20 
  9 to 11 hours/week 6.20* 
    

General satisfaction 0 to 2 hours/week 3 to 5 hours/week 4.69 
  6 to 8 hours/week 8.45 
  9 to 11 hours/week 12.10* 

 
 
*Significant at p < .05 
 
Research Hypothesis 4 
 

High school principals who spend more time with students in a non-disciplinary 

setting tend to be more satisfied in their job.   

A one-way ANOVA was used to test for intrinsic, extrinsic, and general job 

satisfaction across the five levels for the principal’s time dealing with students on non-

discipline issues (PCTWSTU).  PCTWSTU had no significant effect on intrinsic, F(4, 99) 

= 1.500, p > .05, extrinsic, F(4,99) = .733, p > .05, or general satisfaction, F(4,99) = .715, 

p > .05.   

Tukey’s post-hoc test was not performed because the omnibus F did not indicate a 

significant difference. 

Research Hypothesis 5  

A one-way ANOVA was used to test for satisfaction across the five levels of the 

AZLEARNS (ARS 15-241, 2002) school labels (AZLLABEL).  AZLLABEL differed 

significantly across the five levels of intrinsic satisfaction, F(4, 99 ) = 3.081, p  < .05.  

AZLLABEL also differed significantly across the five levels for general satisfaction, 
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F(4,99  )= 2.537, p < .001.  AZLLABEL had no significant effect across the five levels of 

extrinsic satisfaction, F(4,99) = .865, p > .05. 

Tukey’s post-hoc test could not be performed for this hypothesis because at least 

one group, underperforming, had fewer than two cases (N = 1).   

Due to the low number of responses in the underperforming category (N = 1), 

responses were categorized into two groups.  The first group, Group A, consisted of those 

responses in the underperforming, performing, and performing plus categories (N = 49).  

The second group, Group B, consisted of those responses in the highly performing and 

excelling categories (N = 55).   

Once categorized into the two groups, Group A and Group B, a t-test was used to 

test for satisfaction across the two levels of the recoded AZLEARNS (ARS 15-241, 

2002) labels (AZLLABEL).  AZLLABEL differed significantly across the two levels of 

intrinsic satisfaction, F(1,102) = 13.195, p < .001.  AZLLABEL also differed 

significantly across the two levels for general satisfaction, F(1,102) = 9.402, p < .005.  

AZLLABEL had no effect across the two levels of extrinsic satisfaction, F(1, 102) = 

1.578, p > .05. 

Tukey’s post-hoc analysis could not be performed due to an insufficient N count 

(N = 2).  A Tukey’s post-hoc analysis requires an N count greater than 2.  

In an effort to obtain more information about Hypothesis 5, the satisfaction levels 

for Group A and Group B were further analyzed by reporting the variable categories and 

the overall level of scores established by the MSQ (Weiss et al., 1967).  Table 4.12 
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presents the overall level scores of intrinsic, extrinsic, and general satisfaction for Group 

A and Group B. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 4.12 

Overall Mean Scores of Intrinsic, Extrinsic, and General Satisfaction for Group A and 

Group B 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
Variable 

 
IMa 

 
EMb 

 
GMc 

 

 
Group A 

46.61 20.71 74.90 

    
Group B 50.75 21.76 80.84 

 
 

aIntrinsic Mean 
bExtrinsic Mean 
cGeneral Mean 

Qualitative Data 

Qualitative data was collected by asking five current high school principals to 

respond to questions established by the quantitative portion of this study.  The five 

participants provided 149 responses that were analyzed using qualitative procedures.   

Three themes emerged from the analysis: (a) accountability leading to job satisfaction, 

(b) number of years as a high school principal leading to job satisfaction, and (c) 

dispositional attributions leading to job satisfaction.   
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The number of statements provided by the participants varied, as did the number 

of participants commenting to the same degree on each theme.  Tables 4.13, 4.14, and 

4.15 summarize the three themes and present statements within each theme. 

Qualitative Findings Organized by Themes 

Theme 1 – Accountability Leading to Job Satisfaction  

  Theme 1 addressed accountability leading to job satisfaction, which provided a 

significant number of responses from the five participants.  The initial question asked the 

participants to respond to the increased level of intrinsic and general satisfaction of 

principals whose schools had achieved higher AZLEARNS (ARS 15-241, 2002) labels.  

The majority of the comments provided by the participants were consistent with the 

quantitative analysis as it related to the increase in AZLEARNS (ARS 15-241, 2002) 

labels leading to job satisfaction.  One principal supported her belief that accountability 

established by AZLEARNS (ARS 15-241, 2002) provided an increase in job satisfaction 

by stating, “When we moved into the Excelling status, it gave us a sense of pride.”  

Principals interviewed for this study indicated that accountability placed on them 

in the form of high-stakes testing motivated them to greater achievement and provided a 

better opportunity for students to learn. The majority of the principals indicated that state 

mandated accountability provided their teachers the opportunity to demonstrate how 

exceptional they are in helping students academically achieve.  In supporting this belief, 

one principal commented, “It gives schools an opportunity to prove how good we are.”  It 

was this principal’s belief that school accountability, as defined by school labels, 

provided the necessary platform for his school to “shine”.   
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Although the majority of the participants interviewed provided comments and 

discussion that supported the quantitative data analysis, not all individuals described 

high-stakes testing and school accountability labels as being positive.  One principal in 

particular made several statements that alluded to the point that school labels are 

distracters, negative influences on their level of job satisfaction.  This particular principal 

concluded his point by stating, “Early on that stuff (AZLEARNS) was important to me, 

but not now.”  For this principal, school labels were no longer significant to him and 

consequently they had little impact on increasing the level of job satisfaction.   

Several participants expanded the discussion of accountability leading to job 

satisfaction to include other facets of their job.  Comments and suggestions were made 

about job satisfaction being negatively impacted by the increase of district accountability 

in the area of finance, legislative mandates, and more added “stuff” that required the 

principal to spend time focusing on issues other than student achievement and teacher 

effectiveness.  One principal concluded his point by stating, “The district office . . . and 

other departments in our district that we on the campus believe are to support us, just 

don’t.  To be honest, I don’t believe they [district department] believe they are to support 

us.  It makes our job way more difficult.” 

Theme 2 - The Number of Years as a High School Principal Leading to Job Satisfaction 

Theme 2 addressed the number of years as a high school principal leading to job 

satisfaction, which solicited significant comments from all participants.  The guiding 

question was organized around the results of the quantitative survey analysis that showed 
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principals in their first three years in the position tended to be more satisfied in their job 

than those who had been in the position as for 4 to11 years.  One principal who was  

________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Table 4.13 
 

Participants’ Significant Statements Categorized by the Theme of Accountability 

Leading to Job Satisfaction 

Theme Statements 

Accountability Leading to Job Satisfaction  It gives schools an opportunity to 
prove how good we are. 

 When we moved into the Excelling 
status, it gave us a sense of pride. 

 I don’t take credit for the good 
school label, that’s the teachers and 
the students. 

 The degrees of accountability now, 
than perhaps say 10 years ago, have 
caused less satisfaction. 

 Early on that stuff (AZLEARNS) 
was important to me, but not now. 

 Today’s principals need to be more 
instructional leaders and that causes 
stress for some. 

 The targets seem to always change. 
 Today, its not only test scores, but 

funding, parents, hours at work, etc.  
All of this accountability adds up. 

 I wish there was a way to relieve 
the unnecessary stress of this job. 

 The district office . . . and other 
departments in our district that we 
on the campus believe are to 
support us, just don’t.  To be 
honest, I don’t believe they [district 
department] believe they are to 
support us.  It makes our job way 
more difficult. 
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relatively new to her role as principal supported the results by commenting, “This is my 

third year, and I could not be happier.”  In addition, another principal commented, “The 

first three years are new, exciting, and fresh”. 

The quantitative analysis indicated that individuals who had been principals for 

12 or more years tend to be equally satisfied in their job as those who were in their first 3 

years as principal.  Participants agreed with these findings and focused on the 

principalship as being cyclical, that the initial excitement lessened over the years and the 

stress of the job seemed to increase.  One principal reinforced this belief by commenting, 

“After four or five years, if you are still there, you are kind of left with a ‘what’s next’ 

feeling.  That’s when you coast . . . until a new challenge comes your way.”  In addition, 

it was felt that new principals were charged with the positive challenge of maintaining or 

changing the school culture, but after several years it appeared that there was a common 

belief that a downward cycle occurred that contributed to a decrease in the level of job 

satisfaction. 

One individual, who had served in the position as principal for more than 11 

years, implied that at this point in his career he knows what he is about, as an educator, 

and he seemed to be extremely comfortable in his role.  “I have been doing this for a 

while, a few years ago I decided I would only be concerned with what I can control . . . I 

can control what happens on my campus, with my teachers, with my kids” reflected his 

belief that over the years, his role as the educational leader on his campus afforded him 

the opportunity to be confident in his role and increased his ability to be satisfied in his 

job.    
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_______________________________________________________________________ 

Table 4.14 
 
Participants’ Significant Statements Categorized by the Theme of the Number of Years as 

a High School Principal Leading to Job Satisfaction 

 
Theme   Statements 

The number of years as principal leading to 
job satisfaction 

 The last couple of years I had to sit 
down before school started and 
actually look for things that I think 
will excite me. 

 This is my third year, and I could 
not be happier. 

 The first three years are new, 
exciting, and fresh. 

 The more years in the job, the more 
you are aware of the accountability. 

 Yes, job satisfaction does decrease 
over the years in this job. 

 Over the years you begin to realize 
the politics of the job, and that is 
very dissatisfying. 

 After a few years, I had to make 
some real choices in my life, so I 
could enjoy coming to the job. 

 I have been doing this for a while, a 
few years ago I decided I would 
only be concerned with what I can 
control . . . I can control what 
happens on my campus, with my 
teachers, with my kids. 

 The first several years I was a 
principal, just learning the job was 
exciting . . . you knew each day 
would be a challenge.  But, after a 
few years, the amount of work and 
the changing responsibilities just 
added up.   
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 After four or five years, if you are 
still there, you are kind of left with 
a ‘what’s next’ feeling.  That’s 
when you coast . . . until a new 
challenge comes your way. 

Theme 3 - Dispositional Attributions Leading to Job Satisfaction   

Theme 3 addressed the dispositional attributions leading to job satisfaction, which 

provided the opportunity for respondents to address a number of areas they believed 

impact their level of job satisfaction.  Participants were asked to comment on professional 

development opportunities, salary and compensation, school size, and their belief in 

working with students and teachers.   

In responding to professional development opportunities, the majority of the 

participants agreed that professional development was a critical component in helping a 

high school principal become successful.  One principal supported the belief by stating 

“The more you are learning, creating, fostering creative thoughts, the more you will try 

different things . . . and that’s invigorating.”    

Individuals seemed to believe that being given the opportunity to grow 

professionally provided principals an avenue to bring new ideas to their school.  But not 

all participants agreed on the value of professional development for the principal.  One 

participant suggested, “The best professional growth is the kind that teachers can attend, 

not necessarily me.”  For this principal, the real value in professional development rested 

in providing teachers the opportunity to grow professionally, and her (principal) job was 

to ensure they (teachers) were given these opportunities.   

The majority of the participants agreed that money was not a primary motivator to 

them or for their job satisfaction.  Comments such as “I never got into this to make 
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money” and “Money won’t solve the problems or make the issues easier to deal with” 

supported the participant’s belief that money is not a primary motivator.  It should be 

noted that all five participants indicated that they would like to make more money, but 

not making more money did not negatively impact their level of job satisfaction.  In 

addition, the majority of the participants interviewed supported the belief that being a 

high school principal had rewards that cannot be quantified with a paycheck.  One 

principal supported his belief by commenting, “Money is not the driving force, I do this 

job because I like seeing the faculty and the students succeed, you can give me $100,000 

or $50,000, I’m still going to do the best job I can.”  The notion of helping teachers and 

students grow professionally and academically provided intrinsic rewards that created 

value and meaning beyond a paycheck. 

Participants supported the descriptive analysis that indicated principals of larger 

schools had similar job satisfaction as those that currently work in smaller schools.  The 

participants indicated that school size was not what determined the level of satisfaction; it 

was the relationships that are developed in the school that matter.  One principal 

commented, “800 or 1,800 kids, it does not matter . . . it’s getting to know them that 

matters.”  To this individual, the satisfaction of the job, as it relates to school size, is 

directly dependent on the principal’s ability to know the students, to develop the 

relationships, and to cultivate an environment that negated the need to have small schools 

in order to be satisfied in his job. 

Several participants disagreed with the descriptive results.  For one principal in 

particular, the number of students on a campus directly affects a principal’s ability to 
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establish relationships with students.  This particular principal supported his belief by 

stating, “School size does matter.  You can’t walk around a campus of 2,500 students and 

know the names of all the students.”  For this principal, his ability to be satisfied in his 

job in a larger school would be significantly less than in a smaller school. 

Principals provided mixed responses when asked to comment on the quantitative 

analysis relating to the time principals spend dealing with parental concerns leading to 

job satisfaction.  Several of the individuals agreed that the less time they are consumed 

with parental concerns; the more time they can spend working with students and teachers.  

One principal concluded his response by stating, “Sometimes parents are so unreasonable 

that I spend most of my day dealing with them . . . and not being with teachers or 

students.”  On the other hand, several interviewed principals perceived their time dealing 

with parental concerns as part of their job, and that as the leader of the school, it is their 

responsibility to navigate issues that parents have with teachers, school policies, etc.   

When asked to comment on the influence of working with students in non-

disciplinary situations and job satisfaction, all five participants indicated they would like 

to spend more time with students.  Several of the participants described the value of 

spending time with students in the context of relationship building.  One principal 

supported his belief by stating, “It’s all about the relationships with the students, and the 

students are what make this job satisfying.”  A second principal echoed the sentiments by 

stating, “If a day goes by that I don’t work with kids, then I fell like the day did not go 

well.”  
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When asked to further describe their interpretation of the quantitative analysis that 

showed the time spent with students in non-discipline settings had no significant effect on 

job satisfaction, only one individual provided comment.  To this participant, the 

quantitative analysis “Might show a real problem, if the time spent dealing with students 

in non-discipline settings had no significant effect on job satisfaction.”  

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Table 4.15 
 
Participants’ Significant Statements Categorized by the Theme of the Dispositional 
Attributions Leading to Job Satisfaction 
 
 

Theme Statements 
Dispositional attributions leading to job 
satisfaction 

 Having the opportunity to go 
“learn,” and bring that back to my 
school, is great. 

 Going and getting professional 
development “pays” me in ways 
that my check can’t. 

 The more you are learning, 
creating, fostering creative 
thoughts, the more you will try 
different things . . . and that’s 
invigorating. 

 When I go learn new and exciting 
things, I come back more excited 
about my job. 

 Just like teachers, principals need 
the opportunity to grow.   

 The best professional growth is the 
kind that teachers can attend, not 
necessarily me. 

 Money is not the driving force, I do 
this job because I like seeing the 
faculty and the students succeed, 
you can give me $100,000 or 
$50,000, I’m still going to do the  
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Theme Statements 
Dispositional attributions leading to job 
satisfaction 

 best job I can. 
 Money won’t solve the problems 

or make the issues easier to deal 
with. 

 I never got into this to make 
money. 

 We got into this job because we 
cared about kids, money was 
never a motivator. 

 School size has nothing to do with 
job satisfaction; it’s the 
relationships you create. 

 800 or 1,800 kids, it does not 
matter.  What does matter is what 
you do with them. 

 I have been in schools of a 1,000 
students and 2,000 students . . . 
obviously one is bigger, but the 
bigger one has more recourses and 
support.   

 I have been in schools of a 1,000 
students and 2,000 students . . . 
obviously one is bigger, but the 
bigger one has more recourses and 
support.  The actual size really did 
not matter. 

 School size does matter.  You 
can’t walk around a campus of 
2,500 students and know the 
names of all the students. 

 Dealing with parents is part of the 
job. 

 The more I spend my time with 
parental concerns, the less time I 
can spend with teachers. 

 Sometimes parents are so 
unreasonable that I spend most of 
my day dealing with them . . . and 
not being with teachers or 
students. 
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 It’s all about the relationships 
with the students, the students are 
what make this job satisfying. 

 If a day goes by that I don’t work 
with kids, then I fell like the day 
did not go well. 

 Time spent dealing with students 
in non-discipline settings having 
no significant effect on job 
satisfaction, maybe that shows a 
real problem? 

 

Summary 

 Chapter 4 reported the results of the non-response bias to this study, a description 

of the survey sample, quantitative data organized by questions, quantitative data 

organized by hypotheses, and qualitative data organized by themes. 

  Research question 1 asked the extent to which Arizona high school principals 

were satisfied in their job.  All three dependent variables (intrinsic, extrinsic, and general 

satisfaction) reported a computed mean of the sum scores that, based on the MSQ (Weiss 

et al., 1967) model of job satisfaction, placed Arizona high school principals in a range of 

average levels of job satisfaction.   

 Research question 2 asked the satisfaction level of high school principals in 

Arizona based on the independent variables defined in this project.  Descriptive statistics 

were used to report these results.  Table 4.6 provided a complete list of the satisfaction 

levels of the independent variables. 

 Hypothesis 1, that high school principals who have/are participating in a 

comprehensive professional development/support program that helped facilitate change 

tended to be more satisfied in their job, was tested using a one-way analysis of variance   
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for satisfaction across the five levels of perceived quality of professional development 

opportunities (QUALPDO).  QUALPDO differed significantly across the five levels of 

intrinsic, extrinsic satisfaction, and general satisfaction. Tukey’s post-hoc tests were 

performed to determine which level/groups of the independent variable were significantly 

different. 

Hypothesis 2, that high school principals who received greater financial 

compensation tended to be more satisfied in their job, was tested using a one-way 

analysis of variance for intrinsic, extrinsic, and general job satisfaction across the four 

levels of financial compensation (SALARY).  SALARY had no significant effect on 

intrinsic, extrinsic, or general satisfaction.  Tukey’s post-hoc tests were not performed 

due to the omnibus F not indicating a significant difference. 

Hypothesis 3, that high school principals who spent less time dealing with 

parents’ concerns tended to be more satisfied in their job, was tested using a one-way 

analysis of variance for satisfaction across the four levels of spending less time dealing 

with parental concerns (PRNTLCON).  PRNTLCON differed significantly across the 

four levels of intrinsic satisfaction, extrinsic satisfaction, and general satisfaction. 

Tukey’s post-hoc tests were performed to determine which level/groups of the 

independent variable were significantly different. 

Hypothesis 4, that high school principals who spent more time with students in a 

non-discipline setting tended to be more satisfied in their job than those who spent less 

time, was tested using a one-way analysis of variance for intrinsic, extrinsic, and general 

job satisfaction across the five levels of the principal’s time dealing with students in non-
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discipline issues (PCTWSTU).  PCTWSTU had no significant effect on intrinsic, 

extrinsic, or general satisfaction.  Tukey’s post-hoc tests were not performed because the 

omnibus F did not indicate a significant difference. 

Hypothesis 5, high school principals who had higher AZLEARNS (ARS 15-241, 

2002) school labels were more satisfied in their job than those who had lower 

AZLEARNS labels, were tested for satisfaction using a one-way analysis of variance for 

satisfaction across the five levels of the AZLEARNS school labels (AZLLABEL).  

AZLLABEL differed significantly across the five levels of intrinsic and general 

satisfaction, but had no significant effect across the five levels of extrinsic satisfaction.  

Tukey’s post-hoc test could not be performed for this hypothesis because at least one 

group, underperforming, had fewer than two cases (N = 1).   

The first theme, accountability leading to job satisfaction, provided a significant 

number of responses from the individuals participating in the semi-structured interviews.  

Participants generally agreed with these findings, yet participants indicated that 

accountability came in forms other that school labels. 

The second theme, the number of years an individual had been a principal leading 

to job satisfaction, provided the participants the opportunity to comment on the 

quantitative data that suggested years 1–3 were more satisfying than years 4–11, but 

years 12 and beyond tended to be as satisfying as the first three years. Participants 

generally agreed with the findings, but also indicated that by year 4, individuals had 

become aware of the “politics” of the job, and after the first few years, the grind of trying 
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to meet the needs of all the people and balance the accountability began to reduce the 

satisfaction of the job.   

The third theme, dispositional attributions leading to job satisfaction, provided 

participants the opportunity to comment on professional development, salary and 

compensation, school size, and their belief in working with students and teachers.  Of the 

five participants, four agreed that quality professional development had a positive impact 

on job satisfaction.  Four of the five participants interviewed conclude that the 

relationships that are established with students have more to do with job satisfaction than 

the size of the school.   

All five participants agreed that salary was not directly related to job satisfaction, 

yet when asked to comment on the variable of dealing with parental concerns, mixed 

responses were provided.  When asked to comment on the quantitative analysis showing 

no significant effect on working with students in non-disciplinary situations and job 

satisfaction, all five participants indicated surprise with the findings.  When asked to 

provide further comment, only one participant provided input by stating, “Might show a 

real problem, if the time spent dealing with students in non-discipline settings had no 

significant effect on job satisfaction.” 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Overview 

 Chapter 5 is organized into five sections:  a summary of this study, findings about 

the results, discussion, recommendations, and a conclusion.  

Summary 

 This project contended that effectively attracting and retaining quality secondary 

school principals in the State of Arizona required attention to job satisfaction.  The 

importance of attracting and retaining quality high school principals is directly related to 

the critical nature of their role as educational leaders in the organization.  Warren Bennis 

(1994) defined organizational leadership as “the factor that empowers people and 

ultimately determines which organizations succeed or fail” (p. 15).  As the leader of their 

school, high school principals are a key element in helping to establish and cultivate an 

organizational environment that provides students a quality opportunity to learn.   

 This project studied the relative influences on job satisfaction of the Arizona high 

school principal.  Specifically, this study investigated two questions: (a) the extent to 

which Arizona high school principals were satisfied in their job and (b) the satisfaction 

level of high school principals in Arizona according to the following considerations: level 

of Structured English Immersion (SEI Year) of the principal, number of assistant 

principals, the AZLEARNS (ARS 15-241, 2002) label the school received in school year 

2007-2008, school size, salary level, age, years or experience as a high school principal, 

time spent with students, lack of recognition and support from district administration, 
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amount of time spent dealing with parental concerns, helping teachers deal with change, 

and the quality of professional development opportunities received as a high school 

principal. 

In addition to the two research questions, this study investigated five hypotheses 

established through a review of literature and a focus group of experts.  The following 

five hypotheses helped form the conceptual frame of this study: (a) high school principals 

who have/are participating in a comprehensive professional development program that 

helps facilitate change tend to be more satisfied in their job, (b) high school principals 

who receive greater financial compensation tend to be more satisfied in their job, (c) high 

school principals who spend less time dealing with parental concerns tend to be more 

satisfied in their job, (d) high school principals who spend more time with students in a 

non-disciplinary setting tend to be more satisfied in their job, and (e) high school 

principals who have higher AZLEARNS (ARS 15-241, 2002) school labels are more 

satisfied in their job than those in schools with lower labels.  

This study used a mixed method of data analysis.  The first research question was 

analyzed by computing the mean of the sum scores for the 20 specific items included in 

the MSQ (Weiss et al., 1967).  Mean scale scores for intrinsic, extrinsic, and general job 

satisfaction were related to the previous level of satisfaction found in the literature 

describing the validity of the MSQ.  The second research question was analyzed by 

developing a frequency table and reporting the variable categories and overall level of 

scores established by the MSQ (Weiss et al., 1967).  
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All five hypotheses were analyzed by conducting a one-way analysis of variance.  

Whenever the omnibus Fs indicated significance, Tukey’s post-hoc tests were performed 

to determine which level/group of the independent variables was significantly different. 

To better understand the meaning behind the quantitative analysis, semi-

structured interviews were conducted based on the quantitative results.  Upon the 

collection and transcription of data, several re-readings occurred to determine key 

phrases, statements, and general meaning of the material.  The material was coded using 

an open-coding color system to label units of common categories.  Same-colored, coded 

materials were grouped into common themes, and a list with key terminology and phrases 

was established.  The revised coded themes provided initial and final linkages to draw 

conclusions.   

Findings 

  The computed mean of the sum scores was used to analyze the data collected 

from the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (Weiss et al., 1967) to determine the 

intrinsic, extrinsic, and general job satisfaction of Arizona high school principals.  The 

findings indicated that Arizona high school principals’ intrinsic, extrinsic, and general 

satisfaction fell within the average range as defined by the MSQ satisfaction scale.  

 The satisfaction level of high school principals in Arizona according to the 

established considerations were determined by reporting the variable categories and the 

overall level scores established by the MSQ (Weiss et al., 1967).  Findings indicated 

individuals who had been a principal for fewer than three years tended to be more 

intrinsically, extrinsically, and generally satisfied in their jobs than all other variable 
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categories, except those individuals who had been a high school principal for more than 

12 years. In addition, principals working in a school that served more than 1,800 students 

reported the largest intrinsic, extrinsic, and general satisfaction scores, while principals 

who spent between 0-2 hours a week dealing with parental concerns reported the largest 

intrinsic, extrinsic, and general satisfaction. High school principals who responded that 

their schools were labeled Highly Performing (ARS 15-241, 2002) reported the largest 

extrinsic and general satisfaction when compared to the other independent variables in 

the category.   

 A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine whether 

high school principals who participated in comprehensive professional development 

programs that helped facilitate change tended to be more satisfied in their jobs.  The one-

way ANOVA was used to test for satisfaction across the five levels of perceived quality 

of professional development opportunities.  The quality of professional development 

differed significantly across the five levels of intrinsic, extrinsic, and general satisfaction. 

While examining the significance results of the post–hoc analysis, it appeared that the 

Very Satisfied were significantly more satisfied in their jobs than all other groups, with 

the exception of the Very Dissatisfied group.  It should be noted that the Very 

Dissatisfied group represented 3.7% (n = 4) of the total responses. 

In addition to the one-way ANOVA and post-hoc tests, five high school principals 

were asked to comment on the results.  The majority of responses from these individuals 

substantiated the quantitative data analysis. 
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A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if high school principals who 

received greater financial compensation tended to be more satisfied in their jobs.  The 

one-way ANOVA tested intrinsic, extrinsic, and general job satisfaction across the four 

levels of financial compensation.  Financial compensation had no significant effect on 

intrinsic, extrinsic, or general satisfaction.   

Principals were asked to respond to the financial compensation results in an 

interview.  The majority of responses substantiated the data analysis.  The consensus of 

the individuals interviewed indicated that monetary reward did not impact their level of 

job satisfaction.    

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if high school principals who 

spent less time dealing with parental concerns tended to be more satisfied in their jobs. 

The one-way ANOVA tested for satisfaction across the four levels of spending less time 

dealing with parental concerns.  Spending less time dealing with parental concerns 

differed significantly across the four levels of intrinsic, extrinsic, and general satisfaction.  

When examining the significance results of the post-hoc analysis, it appeared that 

principals who spent 0-2 hours per week dealing with parental concerns were more 

extrinsically and generally satisfied in their job than all other groups.  

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if high school principals who 

spent more time with students in a non-disciplinary setting tended to be more satisfied in 

their jobs.  The one-way ANOVA tested for intrinsic, extrinsic, and general job 

satisfaction across the five levels of the principal’s time dealing with students in non-
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discipline issues.  The amount of time principals spent dealing with students in non-

disciple issues had no significant effect on intrinsic, extrinsic, or general satisfaction.  

Five high school principals were asked to comment on the results of the ANOVA 

analysis.  All five respondents indicated concern over the quantitative analysis, but 

responses were mixed as to the potential reason behind the results.  

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if high school principals whose 

schools had higher AZLEARNS (ARS 15-241, 2002) labels were more satisfied in their 

jobs than those in schools with lower labels.  The one-way ANOVA tested for 

satisfaction across the five levels of the AZLEARNS school labels.  The AZLEARNS 

labels differed significantly across the five levels of intrinsic and general satisfaction, but 

the AZLEARNS labels had no significant effect across the five levels of extrinsic 

satisfaction. 

Participants in the qualitative portion of this study were asked to comment on the 

results of the ANOVA analysis.  The majority of the individuals interviewed agreed with 

the ANOVA analysis in which intrinsic and general satisfaction seemed to increase as a 

school’s AZLEARNS (ARS 15-241, 2002) label increased.  

Discussion 

The findings of this study on the relative influences of Arizona high school 

principals’ job satisfaction were encouraging.  This study implied that being a high 

school principal in the State of Arizona could be an intrinsically, extrinsically, and 

generally satisfying job.  The findings of this study are consistent with previous literature 

describing job satisfaction (McGregor, 1960; Alderfer, 1972; Ouchi, 1981) as being 
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important to an individual’s overall ability to be successful in their professional lives. 

More recent job satisfaction studies (Judge, Locke, & Durham, 1997) supported the belief 

that job satisfaction and an individual’s self-worth could be enhanced as their individual 

needs were met.   

  Hatch and Dryer (2004) contended that organizational performance was 

dependent upon attracting and retaining quality human capital.  Schools and school 

systems are no different.  The ability for school systems to maintain their collective 

human capital has a direct link to its overall organizational success, especially in the area 

of leadership. The challenges, complexity, and mandates that face high school principals 

are overwhelming.  School systems that establish environments and practices that foster 

job satisfaction and increase motivation are more apt to attract and retain quality high 

school principals.  Doing so increases the likelihood that these schools and school 

systems will have educational leaders who have the ability and organizational knowledge 

to provide students a better opportunity to learn.  In addition, school systems will benefit 

by a reduction in employee turnover, sustainable institutional knowledge, and minimizing 

the burden of having to indoctrinate new secondary leaders to the organizational culture.    

This study also determined that individuals who aspire to be a high school 

principal could expect to improve their levels of satisfaction by participating in quality 

professional development programs.  The more quality professional development 

principals were provided, the more intrinsically, extrinsically, and generally satisfied they 

were in their jobs.  This finding was consistent with the literature review discussed in 

Chapter 2.   By providing high school principals the opportunity to participate in 
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professional development that supported their ability to do their job, organizations were 

meeting higher-level, self-esteem and self-actualization needs (Maslow 1954; Alderfer, 

1972). 

Professional development opportunities also provided individuals an access to 

developing a social network of colleagues.  The job of a high school principal can be 

viewed as an isolated position, but by attending professional development opportunities 

in which principals established relationships with other individuals in their position, the 

principal becomes more engaged and supported in their role as an educational leader.  

Establishing a network of colleagues that support and encourage principals provides them 

with a positive motivator in their job.  This finding was consistent with McGregor (1960) 

Theory Y, which indicated that positive motivation fostered a greater sense of work 

accomplishment and consequently improved job satisfaction.  By providing high school 

principals with relevant professional development, organizations are working to 

positively motivate their employee and increase the probability that the employee 

(principal) will be more satisfied in his or her job.   

Moreover, this study determined that principals who work in schools that achieve 

higher accountability labels will tend to be more intrinsically and generally satisfied in 

their job. This finding was consistent with Ouchi (1981) Theory Z.  Job satisfaction in 

Theory Z organizations centered on the self-actualization needs of the worker, 

commitment to long-term growth and development within the organization, and a focus 

on shared decision-making responsibilities.  The increased intrinsic and general 

satisfaction of the high school principals who had an increased AZLEARNS (ARS 15-
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241, 2002) label, coupled with the comments of high school principals, supported the 

belief that the success of an organization was based on the self-actualization needs of the 

workers and that the collective good of the entire organization was partly the 

responsibility of organizational leadership.   

It was encouraging to find that the level of salary and financial compensation did 

not have a significant effect on job satisfaction as defined in this study.  Even though 

several current high school principals interviewed for this study stated they would not 

mind having more money, there was no significant relationship between salary and their 

level of job satisfaction.  This finding is supported by previous satisfaction studies that 

labeled salary and financial compensation as low-leveled motivators (Maslow, 1954; 

Herzberg, 1959). 

Salary and financial compensation not having a significant effect on job 

satisfaction may prove helpful to school districts as they attempt to reconcile budget 

deficits projected for future fiscal years.  Recently, Arizona Governor Jan Brewer stated 

that the current $3 billion budget shortfall for fiscal year 2009 – 20010 has the state “on 

the brink of bankruptcy” (Benson, 2009).  Balancing the state budget may require a 

reduction in funding of many state funded agencies, including schools and school 

districts.   

Recognizing there is no significant relationship between financial compensation 

and job satisfaction, at a time in which dollars are limited, affords local districts the 

opportunity to establish avenues that may increase job satisfaction, but are not cost 

restrictive.  For example, this study revealed a significant relationship between quality 
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professional development opportunities and job satisfaction.  By increasing the 

opportunity for Arizona high school principals to participate in quality professional 

development, local school districts are providing principals with the opportunity to 

increase their job satisfaction, without the needed dollars to increase financial 

compensation.   

A somewhat surprising finding was the level of job satisfaction for high school 

principals working in larger schools was greater than those principals working in smaller 

schools.  Many current secondary school reform movements have suggested that smaller 

schools provide a greater opportunity for student success (Miner, 2005).  Understanding 

that leadership of the school has a direct impact on student success (Leithwood, 2004), 

and recognizing that the leadership (principals) of larger school have similar job 

satisfaction than those of smaller schools, opens the door for researchers to view high 

school reform not simply in the context of school size, but more in the context of how the 

school is organized.  

As an anecdote, principals who were interviewed for this study noted that the 

relationships made at the school were far more significant in determining their job 

satisfaction than the actual size of the school.  As the student enrollment in the State of 

Arizona increases, and dollars become more limited, it is important to keep in mind 

comments made by several of the principals interviewed for this project; “Larger schools 

tend to have more resources, if you use these well, you can have the same relationships as 

with kids in smaller schools” and “It is up to the principal to get to know the students … 
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you can have principals in small schools who don’t know their kids just like you can have 

principal’s in large schools who don’t know their kids … it is up to the principal”. 

A noteworthy finding was that individuals in their first three years of being a high 

school principal, as well as those serving twelve years or more, reported higher levels of 

job satisfaction than those individuals who had been a principal for four to eleven years. 

The majority of the principals interviewed for this study agreed with the finding and the 

consensus as to the “why” rested in the premise that the job satisfaction of a high school 

principal is cyclical in nature.  They noted that as a principal, you go through periods of 

time in your career in which you are excited, or the school is experiencing positive 

change that is exciting.  Unfortunately, these periods of time are offset by personal and 

organizational struggles that reduce the level of job satisfaction.  It is this flow, or cycle, 

which the majority of the participants interviewed described.  

It was interesting to hear the perspective of individuals who have been high 

school principals for more than eleven years.  These individuals agreed with the cyclical 

nature of job satisfaction, but they were very clear that at a point in time in their career, 

they determined what they could, or could not, control.  Consequently, their level of 

satisfaction seemed to be more dependent on their inner-strength and confidence as an 

educational leader. 

The finding that suggests incrementally more time spent dealing with parental 

concerns negatively impacted a high school principal’s view of job satisfaction is 

problematic.  Parents are major stakeholders in the education of their children.  Spending 

time working with them on concerns pertaining to their child’s education should not be 
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viewed as a negative variable impacting job satisfaction, but rather as an opportunity to 

learn from them what might be effective, or ineffective, in providing educational 

opportunities for their child.  Moreover, spending time dealing with parental concerns is 

an opportunity to advocate the overall strategies of the school and build a platform from 

which the parents have a better understanding of the schools values and expectations. 

A puzzling finding was that there was no significant relationship between the time 

principals spent with students in non-discipline setting and job satisfaction. This finding 

was not consistent with comments made by several current high school principals nor 

was it consistent with the descriptive analysis in research question 2.  This finding may 

have been the result of an ambiguous or vague question.  Depending on how the question 

was interpreted, an individual may have concluded that spending more time with students 

in non-discipline settings might mean more time supervising after-school events, night 

events, or even weekend activities.  The additional time required might be viewed 

negatively as it relates to an individual’s ability to satisfy their basic needs (Maslow, 

1954).  For example, spending more time with students in non-discipline settings may 

have been seen as less time at home, more time away from their family, and less time to 

enjoy their hobby, etc.   

If the question relating to the time principals spend dealing with students in non-

discipline settings was not ambiguous or vague, then the quantitative analysis of 

hypothesis four is troubling.  One principal interviewed describe the quantitative results 

as being disappointing and stated, “Maybe that is the real problem.  Maybe principals, for 

whatever reason, are so removed from kids   . . . they don’t even see it as a problem.”  
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The findings of this study on the relative influences of Arizona high school 

principals’ job satisfaction also identified a large segment of current high school 

principals who will be eligible to retire within the next 10 years.  These individuals are 

the organizational leaders of their schools.  Muse and Thomas (1991) stated, “Studies on 

effective schools revealed that strong leadership characterizes good schools” (p. 68). 

Leithwood (1994) concluded, “Many factors may contribute to school success, but the 

leadership is the catalyst” (p. 54).  Given the results of this project, developing a systemic 

approach to attracting and retaining quality individuals to assume the pending vacancies 

in the State of Arizona is critical.  State agencies and local school systems should 

immediately begin to develop ways to attract, cultivate, and retain quality applicants for 

the high school principalship.  One strategy that could enhance this process would be for 

agencies to pay close attention to the variables that influence job satisfaction. 

Recommendations 

 Based on the findings and conclusions of this project, the following nine 

recommendations are provided: 

1. Although the current levels of Arizona high school principals’ job satisfaction 

fell in the average range, it is recommended that school districts regularly survey their 

high school principals regarding levels of job satisfaction. Doing so creates an 

opportunity to compare results over a period of time, establishing a trend in the level of 

job satisfaction and personal consideration of the Arizona high school principal. 

2. It is recommended that future studies further determine what kind of quality 

professional development is most advantageous to high school principals.  Examples 
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include, but are not limited to, meeting the current needs facing the high school 

principals, the lack of preparation individuals received prior to becoming a high school 

principal, or if quality professional development is significant because it provides high 

school principals the opportunity to develop relationships with colleagues outside of their 

individual school. 

3.  High school principals who reported being a principal for between 4 and 11 

years indicated less satisfaction in their job than those who reported being principals for 1 

to 3 years or for more than 12 years.  It is recommended that further research be 

conducted to determine why the satisfaction level declines during the somewhat ‘middle 

years’ of a principalship.  

4.  Given the number of current Arizona high school principals eligible to retire in 

the next 10 years, it is probable that this will become a public policy issue in Arizona.  It 

is recommended that the Arizona Department of Education, the State’s universities, and 

local districts collaborate in developing strategies that will effectively accommodate 

Arizona’s school leadership preparation and requirements as current principals begin to 

retire.  Examples include, but are not limited to, administrative preparation programs, 

licensure requirements, and the development of assistant principals/departmental 

leadership. 

5.  Detailed research on the impact the variables of high-stake testing, 

inadequately funded state and local mandates, and shifting state demographics have on 

job satisfaction is needed. 
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6.  Studies such as this one should be replicated using a combination of Internet 

and traditionally mailed surveys to collect data.  The 42% response rate on this project 

was acceptable, but larger response rate would provide a better opportunity to determine 

the relative influences of Arizona high school principals’ job satisfaction. 

7.  This study should be replicated with elementary principals in the State of 

Arizona.  Replication of this study with Arizona elementary principals would afford 

district administration, as well as researchers, an opportunity to look for unique 

differences in job satisfaction between elementary and secondary principals. 

8.  The Arizona Department of Education, in conjunction with the State 

universities, should develop statewide workshops on how to effectively and positively 

deal with parental concerns.  These workshops should stress the strategies that turn an 

often-negative experience into a productive and satisfying opportunity for both the 

parents and the principal. 

9.  Future studies should further test the hypothesis that time spent with students 

in non-discipline settings improves the job satisfaction of high school principals. 

Conclusion 

This project was a study of the relative influences on Arizona high school 

principals’ job satisfaction.  This study used a mixed-method approach to gathering data.  

The instrumentation of quantitative data collecting was comprised of the self-

administered Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ; Weiss et al., 1967).   The first 

portion of the MSQ was dedicated to gathering specific demographic and professional 

consideration responses from the participants.  The professional considerations were the 
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result of recommendations provided by a focus group of experts and a comprehensive 

literature review.  The second portion of the MSQ survey consisted of the short-form 

version of the MSQ instrument.  The two questions in this project were tested using 

descriptive statistics.  The five hypotheses in this project were tested using one-way 

analysis of variance (ANOVA).  When the omnibus Fs indicated significance, Tukey’s 

post-hoc test was performed to determine which level/group of the independent variables 

was significantly different. 

The qualitative data for this study was gathered by conducting semi-structured 

interviews of five Arizona high school principals.  These principals represented a sample 

of convenience comprised of individuals eligible to participate in the quantitative portion 

of the study.  Questions used in these interviews were derived from the analysis of the 

quantitative data.   Upon the collection and transcription of data, material was coded 

using an open-coding color system to label units of common categories.  Same color 

coded material was grouped into common themes, and a list with key terminology and 

phrases was established.  The revised coded themes provided initial and final linkages to 

draw conclusions.    

This project revealed that Arizona high school principals were generally satisfied 

in their jobs.  All three dependent satisfaction variables established by the MSQ 

(intrinsic, extrinsic, and general; Weiss et al., 2002) scored within the scale range defined 

by the MSQ as average.  In addition, the personal considerations of the survey instrument 

revealed a number of descriptive findings, most noteworthy were the level of job 
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satisfaction compared to school size, the job satisfaction and the number of years as 

principal, and the average age of the respondents participating in the survey.  

This project revealed there was a significant relationship between high school 

principals’ job satisfaction and the quality of their professional development, a significant 

relationship between the time a principal spent dealing with parental concerns and the 

level of job satisfaction, and a significant relationship between intrinsic and general job 

satisfaction and school accountability labels.  This project also revealed there was no 

significant relationship between job satisfaction and financial compensation nor was there 

a significant relationship between the time principals spent dealing with students in non-

disciplinary situations and job satisfaction. 

As a former principal, this researcher can attest to the challenges facing the high 

school principalship.  Increased accountability, inadequate funding, changing student 

demographics, and the difficulty of attracting quality teachers are but a few of the factors 

that make the job of a high school principal so difficult.  It does not appear that a 

resolution to any of these issues will soon occur, but what could occur is a focused effort 

on the part of local districts to seek ways of attracting and retaining quality individuals 

for the critically important leadership position of a high school principal.  Doing so will 

require attention be given to the relative influences of Arizona high school principals’ job 

satisfaction. 
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APPENDIX A 

MINNESOTA SATISFACTION QUESTIONNAIRE SHORT-FORM 
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Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire 

 
Ask yourself:  How satisfied am I with this aspect of my job? 

Very Sat. (VS) means I am very satisfied with this aspect of my job. 
Sat. (S) means I am satisfied with this aspect of my job. 
N means I can’t decide whether I am satisfied or not with this aspect of my job. 
Dissat.(D) means I am dissatisfied with this aspect of my job. 
Very Dissat (VD) means I am very dissatisfied with this aspect of my job. 

 
 
On my present job, this is how I feel about . . .       
            
                                VD    D    N    S    VS 
1.  Being able to keep busy all the time     □       □    □    □     □ 

2.  The chance to work alone on the job    □       □    □    □     □ 

3.  The chance to do different things from time to time             □       □    □    □     □ 

4.  The chance to be “somebody” in the community                         □       □    □    □     □ 

5.  The way my boss handles his/her workers              □       □    □    □     □ 

6.  The competence of my supervisor in making decisions               □       □    □    □     □ 

7.  Being able to do things that don’t go against my conscience       □       □    □    □     □ 

8.  The way my job provides for steady employment                         □       □    □    □     □ 

9.  The chance to do things for other people                          □       □    □    □     □ 

10.  The chance to tell people what to do               □       □    □    □     □ 

11.  The chance to do something that makes use of my abilities       □       □    □    □     □ 

12.  The way company policies are put into practice                         □       □    □    □     □ 

13.  My pay and the amount of work I do                          □       □    □    □     □ 

14.  The chances for advancement on this job              □       □    □    □     □ 

15.  The freedom to use my own judgment                          □       □    □    □     □ 
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16.  The chance to try my own methods of doing the job              □      □    □    □    □ 

17.  The working conditions                             □      □    □    □    □ 

         VD    D    N    S    VS 

18.  The way my co-workers get along with each other              □      □    □    □    □ 

19.  The praise I get for doing a good job                           □      □    □    □    □ 

20.  The feeling of accomplishment I get from the job              □      □    □    □    □ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

126

APPENDIX B 

MINNESOTA SATISFACTION QUESTIONNAIRE DESCRIPTORS 
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Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire Twenty-Items and Descriptors 
 

1. Ability utilization.  The chance to do something that makes use of my abilities. 

2. Achievement.  The feeling of accomplishment I get from the job. 

3. Activity.  Being able to keep busy all the time. 

4.  Advancement.  The chance for advancement in this job. 

5. Authority.  The chance to lead other people. 

6. Company policies and practices.  The way company policies are put into practice. 

7. Compensation.  My pay and the amount of work I do. 

8. Co-workers.  The way my co-workers get along with each other. 

9. Creativity.  The chance for me to try my own methods of doing the job. 

10. Independence.  The chance to work independently on the job. 

11. Moral values.  Being able to do things that don’t go against my conscience. 

12. Recognition.  The praise I get for doing a good job. 

13. Responsibility.  The freedom to use my own judgment. 

14. Security.  The way my job provides steady employment. 

15. Social services.  The chance to do things for other people. 

16. Social status.  The chance to be somebody in the community. 

17. Supervision – human relations.  Co-worker relationships. 

18. Supervision – technical.  Competence in making decisions. 

19. Variety.  The chance to do different things from time to time. 

20. Working condition.  The climate and culture. 
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APPENDIX C 

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL FOR THE STUDY OF THE RELATIVE INFLUENCES OF 

ARIZONA HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS’ JOB SATISFACTION  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

129

Interviewer: _________________________ 
 

Relative Influences of Arizona High School Principals’ Job Satisfaction 
Interview Protocol 

 
 

Interviewee:  _____________________ 
 
Organization: _____________________ 
 
Date:   _____________________ 
 
 
Introduction:   
 

You have been selected to speak with me today because you have been identified 
as someone who has functioned in the capacity of a high school principal in the State of 
Arizona.  The purpose of this interview is to understand your perceptions of data derived 
from a job satisfaction survey conducted with Arizona high school principals in the fall of 
2008.  The interview is organized around key themes of this study.  Please respond to the 
questions by sharing your thoughts and providing examples. 
 
A.  Theme: The number of years an individual has been a high school principal 
leading to job satisfaction. 
 

 Please respond to the following statement, “As the number of years as a high 
school principal increase, the level of job satisfaction decreases.”  

 Is there anything else you would like to share about job satisfaction and the 
number of years as a high school principal? 

 
B.  Theme: Accountability leading to job satisfaction. 
 

 Intrinsic and general job satisfactions increase with an increased AZ LEARNS 
label, but extrinsic satisfaction does not.  Is this consistent with your perceptions?  
Please explain why.   

 What are some of the reasons you believe extrinsic satisfaction did not increase 
for principals who had increased AZLEARNS labels? 

 Is there anything else you would like to share about accountability and job 
satisfaction? 

 
C.  Theme:  The influence of dispositional attributions leading to job satisfaction 
 

 School size does not seem to have a significant effect on satisfaction.  Is this 
consistent with your perceptions?  Why? 
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 The more quality professional development principals’ have/receive, the more 
satisfied (intrinsic, extrinsic, and general) they are.  Why do you think this is the 
case?   

 There are no significant differences in job satisfaction based on pay.  Is this 
consistent with your perceptions? 

 Is there anything else you would like to share? 
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