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Executive Summary 
 

Doctor of Education: Leadership, Learning and Community 

Principal Turnover: 

Identifying the Factors that Influence It in Rural New Hampshire 

Dissertation Defense: July 23, 2020 
Executive Summary: July 18, 2020 

 

Introduction: The purpose of this study was to explore the factors that influence 

principal turnover in rural New Hampshire public schools. The study is focused on public 

schools in grades between kindergarten and twelfth grade. 

Problem of Practice: The problem of practice is rural principal turnover continues across 

the nation. This can be attributed to multiple factors from principals’ salaries, high 

community expectations for principals, gender, rural regional geographic causes, and 

rural town population. 

Research Method: This was a quantitative study that investigated possible factors for 

high principal turnover to minimize principal turnover. The variables examined were 

measured utilizing the Kruskal-Wallis H test and Mann-Whitney U test as inferential tests 

to examine the statistical significance of the dependent variables and independent 

variables. Participants for the study were 74 principals from rural school districts in New 

Hampshire from the five geographic regions.  

Summary of Findings: A statistical significant differences was found based upon gender 

and salaries in rural principals. Moreover, statistical significant differences were found 

with respect to specific geographic regions in New Hampshire with the independent 

variables of salary, community engagement, and rural town population. 
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Limitation(s) of Study: The study focused on principals in New Hampshire in rural 

public school districts. The implications of the study may not be applied to other regions 

in the United States or internationally.  

Implications/Significance of Study: Local rural school districts in New Hampshire, 

school boards, Superintendents and local organizations should strive to work to: review 

current practices and set expectations for community engagement, create competitive and 

equitable salaries across the regions of New Hampshire. Professional organizations such 

as New Hampshire School Boards Association (NHSBA), New Hampshire School 

Administrators Association (NHSAA), and state department agencies should develop an 

annual salary review to identify gender-based inequities. 

 

 



1	
PRINCIPAL TURNOVER IN RURAL NH 

Chapter One: Introduction 

Public schools face many challenges chief among them is high principal turnover 

(Rangel, 2018). Principals play a vital role in student achievement and the school 

improvement process. One in five principals leave a principal position each year 

(National Center for Education Statistics, 2013). Multiple studies make the link between 

principal turnover and decreased student achievement (Branch, Hanusheck, & Rivkin, 

2013; Hansen, 2018; Mascall & Leithwood, 2010; Miller, 2013).   

A variety of studies in the United States demonstrate higher principal turnover 

rates in rural districts than in urban and suburban districts (DeAngelis & White, 2001; 

Ewington et al., 2008; Halsey & Drummond, 2014; Mortford, 2002, Partlow & Ridenour, 

2008; Starr & White, 2008). Rural schools have significant challenges in attracting and 

retaining high-quality principals including smaller applicant pools, geographic isolation, 

community expectations and pressure, and limited salary and budget (Pijanowski, Hewitt 

& Brady, 2009; Preston, Jakubiec, & Kooymans, 2013). Many regions of the country 

have different issues with retention of personnel at all levels of the educational 

organization. New Hampshire is no different (New Hampshire Department of Education, 

2017).  

 This study investigated factors of principal turnover within the New Hampshire 

rural context to lead to better understanding of principal retention in the public-school 

setting. There are three areas of the literature that are examined relative to principal 

turnover: personal factors that impact of turnover, institutional factors that influence a 

district, and environmental factors outside of the principal or the school district (Hansen, 
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2018; Rangel, 2018). The scope of this study will examine salary (as an institutional 

factor), gender (a personal factor), and community engagement (an environment factor).  

Overall, this issue of principal turnover is a symptom affecting schools across the 

nation (Fuller, 2012). The research in this study seeks to add to the literature base by 

addressing factors related to principal turnover in the New Hampshire context. The 

causes of principal turnover and what districts can do to improve principal retention are 

areas that require future research. This quantitative study measured the variables that 

have the greatest influence on principal turnover in New Hampshire. The study provides 

information to superintendents, school boards, principals, the New Hampshire School 

Boards Association (NHSBA), the New Hampshire Association for School Principals 

(NHASP), and the New Hampshire School Administrators Association (NHSAA) on 

whether these variables impact principal turnover in New Hampshire. 

Statement of the Problem 

  Each year in the United States, 25,000 (or a quarter) of the country’s principals 

leave their positions in public kindergarten–12th grade schools (K-12), and 50% of new 

principals leave their positions by the end of their third year (Marsh & Marsh, 2017; 

School Leaders Network, 2014). On average, districts experience principal turnover 

between 15%–30% annually (Goldring, Taie, & Owens, 2014). The current state of 

principal turnover is one of the highest in the country, with principals staying at the same 

school on average between 2 to 3 years (School Leaders Network, 2015). The role of the 

school leader has become more complex in our society (Townsend, 2009).  

This frequent turnover, or change, of school principals does not come without 

consequence or cost to districts, schools, and most importantly students. The role of 
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principals has been identified as having an indirect effect on student achievement 

(Branch, Hanusheck, & Rivkin, 2012; Grissom, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2015; Grissom, 

Loeb, & Master, 2013; Hallinger & Heck, 1998). It is reasonable, then, to draw the 

conclusion that the frequent turnover of principals would likewise have an indirect effect 

on student achievement. The strongest impact on school level achievement occurs 

immediately after principal turnover occurs (Beteille et al., 2011; Burkhauer et al. 2012; 

Miller, 2009). Research studies have shown that frequent turnover of principals 

negatively affects teacher retention and community engagement in schools (Beteille et 

al., 2012; Ronfeldt, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2013; Wallace Foundation); both factors have 

been identified as directly affecting achievement (Branch et al., 2009; Mascall & 

Leithwood, 2010; Miller, 2013). In addition to the influence on teacher retention and 

community engagement, the issue of principal turnover contributes to budgetary concerns 

through the continued costs incurred by recruiting, hiring, and training new leaders 

(Crandall-Quinlan, 2017; Fuller & Young, 2009; School Leaders Network, 2015). 

Continued financial expenses impact student achievement by funneling resources away 

from curricula and instructional needs. An increase in principal turnover has resulted in 

extra financial costs to school districts (Clifford & Change, 2016; Palmer, Watch, & 

Gibson, 2017). Additional direct financial costs include recruiting and training new 

principals, with indirect costs such as teacher turnover and lower achievement results 

(Fuller & Young, 2009). It is clear that the real and experienced costs of principal 

turnover should be of great concern.  

 Studies have shown that principal retention rates of five to seven years can 

positively influence student achievement (Branch et al., 2009; Deal & Peterson, 1999; 
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Fullan, 1993; Fullan, 2001; Mascall & Leithwood, 2010; Villa, Thousand, Meyers, & 

Nevin, 1996). Additional studies indicate that this level of principal retention is more 

frequently seen in schools identified as urban or suburban, while schools identified as 

rural experience higher turnover rates than suburban and urban districts (DeAngelis & 

White, 2011; Ewington et al., 2008; Gates, et al., 2006; Halsey & Drummond, 2014; 

Morford, 2002; Ni et al., 2015; Partlow & Ridenour, 2008; Starr & White, 2008). Given 

that rural schools frequently experience teacher retention issues, community engagement 

issues, budgetary challenges, and student achievement issues, the issue of principal 

turnover in these types of schools demands further study (Avant, Rich-Rice, & Copeland, 

2013; Budge, 2006; Branch et al., 2009; Brenner et al, 2015; Dhuey & Smith, 2014; 

Ewington et al., 2008; Grissom, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2014; Hallinger, 2016; Hanselman 

et al., 2016; Johnson, Berg, & Donaldson, 2005; Johnson, 2006; Norton & Bird, 2017; 

Preston et al., 2013; Preston & Barnes, 2017;  Rangel, 2018; Waters, Marzano, & 

McNulty, 2004; Wieczorek & Manard, 2018). In order to understand more fully the issue 

of principal turnover and to provide insights for school superintendents and educational 

policy makers, the research in this dissertation examined the issue through the lens of the 

state of New Hampshire.    

New Hampshire Context  

New Hampshire has 103 School Administrative Units (SAUs) in the state serving 

179,734 students (New Hampshire Department of Education, 2018). The following New 

Hampshire cities are classified as cities by nature of the governmental structure. The 

2018 population of each is shown parenthetically in NH: Berlin (10,200), Claremont 

(12,967), Concord (43,412), Dover (31,771), Franklin (8,712), Keene (23,056), Laconia 
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(16,492), Lebanon (13, 602), Manchester (112,525), Nashua (89,246), Portsmouth 

(21,896), Rochester (31,366), and Somersworth (11, 970) (https://www.nh.gov/osi/data-

center/historical-census, 2018). In terms of municipal boundaries, 221 towns make up the 

vast majority of New Hampshire (https://www.nh.gov/municipal/, 2018). The landscape 

of New Hampshire is predominately rural in northern and western portions of the state 

(https://www.nh.gov/municipal, 2018). In turn, population density of New Hampshire is 

found mainly in the central, south central, and southeastern regions 

(https://www.nhes.nh.gov/elmi/products/cp/, 2018). In New Hampshire, rural schools 

make up over 50% of the educational context (Showalter, Klein, Johnson, & Hartman, 

2017). Many school districts run busses over hundreds of miles of dirt roads. New 

Hampshire, with its Live Free or Die state motto, is a unique place. While there are some 

densely populated areas, many of the towns and small cities retain a rural feel. The 

majority  of the principals in New Hampshire work in rural settings. Figure 1.1 highlights 

the School Administrative Units throughout the state of New Hampshire and depict the 

complexity of how School Administrative Units are structured.  
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Figure 1.1: New Hampshire School Administrative Units by region  

   

Figure 1.1. A map of the School Administrative Units in New Hampshire highlighting the school 
districts in which principals serve (New Hampshire Department of Education, 2018). 
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The Claremont Case (1997) and the ConVal Lawsuit (2019) brought to light the 

inequities in the state’s education funding formula, which favors property-rich districts 

over property-poor districts. The rural schools in New Hampshire have many 

communities that fall into the property-poor category (Norton & Bird, 2017). The State 

uses a formula to calculate funding for an adequate education that does not include actual 

transportation costs or student-teacher ratios and provides less than 20% of the actual 

statewide average facilities, operations, and maintenance costs (ConVal Lawsuit, 2019). 

The current funding $3,636.06 per child, does not accurately reflect or include the true 

cost of State required employee benefits, nor does it provide funding for school nurses, 

superintendent services, or food services, all required by New Hampshire statute (ConVal 

Lawsuit, 2019). The lack of State funding forces districts to rely on local property taxes 

to fund the true costs associated with providing an adequate education (Claremont Case 

1997; ConVal Lawsuit, 2019). This drives the tax-rate up in towns where property values 

are low. In many cases, rural schools do not have high enough tax revenue to support 

school finances (Norton & Bird, 2017). The rural school districts that have been 

financially impacted include Berlin, Hinsdale, Colebrook, Claremont, Derry, Allenstown, 

Northfield, Franklin, Charlestown, Northumberland, Newport, Lancaster, Greenville, 

Pittsfield, Milan, and Haverhill (Norton & Bird, 2017). Unfortunately for New 

Hampshire residents, these funding issues have a great impact on principals leaving rural 

districts (Hansen, 2018; Preston et al., 2013; Preston and Barnes, 2017).  

New Hampshire has geographic and economic disparity that is based upon 

property taxes that support local education. The 96 School Administrative Units (SAUs) 

in the state of New Hampshire have 463 principals leading schools in this geographic and 
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economic New Hampshire environment (New Hampshire Department of Education, 

2017).	New Hampshire’s SAUs are grouped into five regions: The North Country, Lakes, 

South West, South Central, and South East regions, as referenced on the New Hampshire 

Department of Education website (New Hampshire Department of Education, 2017).  

Figure 1.2: Map of School Administrative Units by Region 

 
Figure 1.2. The School Administrative map highlights the five regions of New Hampshire and distinct 
areas where principals are located for context (New Hampshire Department of Education, 2017). The 
five regions are North Country, Lakes, South West, South Central, and South East regions. 
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Data provided by New Hampshire School Association of Principals (NHASP) 

illustrate a wide discrepancy relative to principals remaining in their current positions 

(NHASP Principal and Assistant Principal History spreadsheet, November 7, 2017). 

While the NHSAP survey during the 2010–2015 timespan is not complete, it does 

illustrate conclusively that there is a principal turnover issue in New Hampshire. During 

the period 2010–2015, 431 schools throughout the state experienced 761 principals at a 

rate of 1.8 principals over a five year period (NHASP Principal and Assistant Principal 

History spreadsheet, November 7, 2017).The New Hampshire Department of Education 

calculated a four-year turnover rate of 58% from the period 2013-2017. One of the causes 

is the relative isolation of rural principals, and in general, for the role of the principal in 

any setting, principal retention is a significant issue (Institute for Educational Leadership, 

2005). As Table 1.1 demonstrates, the principal turnover issue in NH is not focused in 

one particular region; it is a statewide concern.   

Table 1.1:   

Principal Turnover by Region 
Region  # of Schools  # of Principals in 5-yr.           Ratio 

            Span (2010–2015) 
North Country 48 81 1:1.7 
Lakes 87 158 1:1.8 
South West 118 212 1:1.8 
South Central 100 165 1:1.7 
South East 78 145 1:1.9   
Note. Analysis of New Hampshire Association School Principals’ Survey, 2017. 

Most recently, in the 2016–2017 school year, the national percentages of 

principals staying increased slightly over the prior year, and by nearly three percentage 

points since 2008–2009 (Superville, 2018). Principal turnover was identified in rural 

schools and high-poverty schools at a higher percentage than in urban schools 
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(DeAngelis & White, 2011; Ewington et al., 2008; Superville, 2018). Rural principals 

have fewer years of experience, lower levels of education, and reduced professional 

development opportunities compared to principals in the suburban or urban context 

(Browne-Ferrigno, & Allen, 2006; Cruzeiro & Boone, 2009). The majority of principals 

in U.S. suburban and urban schools transition to other schools (Gates, et al., 2006; Papa, 

2007; Superville, 2018). What is most alarming is that a higher percentage of principals 

leaving rural schools left the profession entirely (DeAngelis & White, 2011; Ewington et 

al., 2008; Hansen, 2018; Superville, 2018).   

A variety of factors influence principal turnover. These factors include high 

expectations from the community, the task of improving student achievement results, 

political dynamics, budgetary constraints, and job demands that are in conflict with 

family-work balance (Ewington et al., Fuller et al., 2008; Hansen, 2018. Ronfeldt, Loeb, 

& Wyckoff, 2013). The external and internal pressures on the principal are increasing 

from both a political and time constraint standpoint. These pressures can be in direct 

conflict with personal and family goals (Reames, Kochan, & Zhu, 2014; Weiss, 2005). 

It is important to further investigate the factors that lead to principals in New 

Hampshire leaving their positions. Superintendents, school boards, and educational 

leaders as well as policy makers need to further understand the factors that influence 

principal turnover to improve principal retention in New Hampshire. Retaining principals 

is integral to the overall success of a school (Printy, 2010). Studies signify that principal 

retention rates are influential in the level of achievement in schools (Akiba & Reichardt, 

2004; Fuller & Young, 2009; Partlow, 2007). This issue of longevity of principals in New 

Hampshire and across the country continues to be problematic (Reames, Kochan, & Zhu, 
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2014). Increasing principal retention in New Hampshire may provide stability to school 

communities, improve academic achievement, and provide financial benefit to districts 

(Fullan, 2001; Hansen, 2018; Miller, 2013; Rangel, 2012; School Leaders Network, 

2014).  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to explore the factors that may impact principal 

turnover in New Hampshire rural schools. For the purposes of this study, data was 

collected from public schools with grades between kindergarten and twelfth grade. 

Private schools and public charter schools were not part of this study in order to provide 

an in-depth analysis of the traditional public school setting. The research occurred in the 

rural context as defined as a geographical area or place in New Hampshire (NH) of fewer 

than 10,000 inhabitants (SRSA eligibility criteria, 2019; RLIS eligibility criteria, 2019). 

A principal will be defined as the executive officer of an educational institution (Merriam 

Webster, 2017; United States Department of Labor, 2017). The study examined whether 

the following factors influence why principals leave rural schools.  

Research Questions 

In order to guide inquiry into principal turnover in New Hampshire rural schools, 

the following questions framed this study:   

1. Is there a difference between salary, community engagement, and town 

population based on the principal’s gender? 

2. Is there a difference between salary, community engagement, and town 

population based upon the principal’s geographic location of the state? 
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Methodology Overview  

The methodology included descriptive analysis of the data and inferential analysis 

with Kruskal-Wallis H test. The quantitative study investigated possible factors for high 

principal turnover to minimize principal turnover. The study is a non-experimental and 

the research setting will occur in New Hampshire rural public schools (Creswell, 2014). 

The research questions explored in this study were focused on the following three 

independent variables: gender (personal factor), salary (institutional factor), and 

principals’ attendance at school board meetings (environmental factor) and the dependent 

variable rural town population. The study was conducted to determine if there are 

statistically significant differences between the independent variables and the dependent 

variable. The sampling was a purposeful selection of the approximately 354 rural school 

principals who exist in New Hampshire, forming the population (N) of the study. The 

researcher sought to select a sample of at least 50 (n) principals across the five regions as 

a convenience sample of the schools in the rural setting from the study population 

NHASP membership list available. The data included salary information, principal’s 

attendance and participation at school board meetings, demographic gender information, 

and town population information. 

This study examined the differences in means and medians of the independent 

variables, salary, gender, and principals’ attendance at school board meetings on the 

dependent variable, rural town population. The researcher used the Statistical Package for 

the Social Sciences (SPSS) V25 statistical software to review and analyze the data 

collected. The Mann-Whitney U test and Kruskal-Wallis H test was used to test if there is 

a statistical difference (Cronk, 2018; George & Mallery, 2016).  
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Researcher Bias 

  The researcher recognizes in conducting this quantitative research, it is important 

to acknowledge bias that pertains to the topic. The researcher identifies that New 

Hampshire is a small state and there is a strong likelihood that there may be personal 

relationships with many of the schools and principals working in education in the state. 

The researcher also accepts that being a researcher of this quantitative study, as a former 

principal and currently as a superintendent, there is a need to safeguard against personal 

views and biases. For example, there is the potential for preconceived notions by the 

researcher to emerge regarding why principal turnover is occurring in New Hampshire 

and predicting potential solutions. In order to check against this bias, the researcher 

gathered the information in a purposive sample followed by a random sample in the 

collection of the data. Additionally, the salary, gender, and community engagement 

information gathered was determined from publicly accessible information from school 

district websites, budget reports and salary information from the New Hampshire 

Association of School Principals (NHASP).  

Rationale and Significance 

 It is vital that school principals are supported during their careers to reduce the 

high principal turnover that exists both nationally, regionally, and within the northeast 

(Baker, Punswick, & Belt, 2010; Beteille, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2012; Branch, 

Hanusheck, & Rivkin, 2009; Fuller & Young, 2009; Goldring & Taie, 2014; Papa, 2007; 

Papa, Lankford, & Wyckoff, 2002; Rangel, 2018; Tran, 2016; Tran & Buckman, 2017).  

The topic of principal turnover is considered to be in its early stages of study (Farley-

Ripple, Solano, & McDuffie, 2012). The studies on this topic have predominately 
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focused on quantitative approaches in the Southern and Midwestern U.S. Few studies 

have taken a quantitative approach to principal turnover distinctively to New Hampshire 

within the rural context.  

 The job of the principal is complex; exploring the factors that impact principal 

turnover will benefit principals, superintendents, and school districts to assist in reducing 

principal turnover rate. The data collected will either support or refute the risk factors on 

principal turnover. The aim is to provide local New Hampshire school districts policies 

and procedures through this study that may result in supporting principals more 

effectively. 

 This study benefits district personnel, superintendents, and local school boards. 

The first benefit will be identifying the key personal, institutional, and environment 

factors that influence principal turnover in New Hampshire. Second, superintendents and 

school boards can utilize the information gathered in this study to implement successful 

methods to support and mentor principals. The information gathered, combined with past 

research, can assist in the further development of tools and resources to support principals 

and reduce turnover. The retention of principals could be of critical benefit to districts not 

only from a monetary standpoint, but also from a student achievement perspective 

(Beteille et al., 2012; Branch et al., 2013; Leithwood et al., 2004).   

 The communities in New Hampshire benefit from a decrease in principal 

turnover. Principal stability and retention enable the school to cultivate relationships with 

the community and stakeholders (i.e. parents, teachers, students, etc.). The longevity of a 

principal provides consistent leadership and continuity with community members and 

school participants. This study complements existing literature in the field and promises 
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to give future researchers additional areas to examine further these factors and solutions 

surrounding principal turnover.   

Definition of Terms 

(Principal, Principal retention, Principal turnover, Rural, Salary, Gender, and School 
Board meeting) 
 
Principal: The executive officer of an educational institution in grades kindergarten 

through 12; the person in charge of leading the school (Merriam Webster, 2017; United 

States Department of Labor, 2017). 

Principal Turnover: The rate at which principals leave a position and are replaced by 

others (National Association for Educational Statistics, 2016).   

Principal Retention: Continuing in role as building principal (National Education Policy 

Center, 2017).   

Rural (defined in the NH context): A geographical area or place in New Hampshire of 

fewer than 10,000 inhabitants. A rural population consists of all persons living in places 

fewer than 10,000 inhabitants incorporated as cities, villages, and towns, including those 

persons living in rural portions of extended cities of fewer than 10,000 inhabitants (SRSA 

eligibility criteria, 2019 and RLIS eligibility criteria, 2019). 

Salary: A fixed regular payment, paid on a monthly basis, but expressed in an annual 

amount (Oxford Dictionary, 2019) 

Gender: The classification of distinguishing between male and female, (Merriam 

Webster, 2017). 

School Board Meeting: A meeting brought to official order, a legally held meeting to 

discuss and vote on an issue or take official action relative to school district business 

(New Hampshire School Boards Association, 2019). 
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Organization of Dissertation 

 The dissertation is organized into five chapters and references. Chapter One 

introduced the study, presented the problem statement, research questions, overview of 

methodology, and significance of the study. Chapter Two presented a review of the 

literature relative to principal turnover in a rural context, discussing the phenomenon’s 

impact on public schools and the conceptual framework of the study. Chapter Three 

explained the methodology, approach, sample, collection methods, analysis, and 

limitations of the study. Chapter Four presented the research findings. Chapter Five 

examined the analysis and findings of the study.  
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 

Principal turnover, defined by Cullen and Mazzeo (2008), is one principal leaving 

a school and being replaced by a different one. News organizations in Massachusetts 

(Tuoti & Sanna, 2016), Texas (Hacker, 2015), and Alaska (Kraegel, 2016) have noted 

high principal turnover rates (Hansen, 2018) in those areas. The Chicago Public 

Education Fund (2015) published a call-to-action report with the urgent title: “Fight to 

Keep Top Principals” (n.p.). States, such as Illinois, New York, and Florida, have even 

started reporting principal turnover rates on their annual accountability reports (Clark et 

al., 2009; Loeb et al., 2010; Illinois State Board of Education, 2016). In order to improve 

retention, a greater importance must be placed on targeted professional development 

intended to meet the needs of principals at varying levels of experience (Seashore-Louis 

et al., 2010; Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011). School districts must develop plans to 

support new principals so they may foster a positive school community and improve 

continued student achievement (Daloisio, 2017; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). In order to 

retain these capable leaders, school districts must also provide ongoing support for 

principals throughout their tenure. The cause for concern is realized as a national issue 

when one considers that more than one in five principals leave their positions each year 

(National Center for Education Statistics, 2013). Further still, Mascall and Leithwood 

(2010) purport that every new principal requires at least a five-year tenure for sustained 

improvement in academic achievement to be realized. Several studies (Branch, 

Hanushek, & Rivkin, 2013; Brockmeier, Starr, Green, Pate, & Leach, 2013; Mascall & 

Leithwood, 2010; Miller, 2013) link frequent principal turnover to negative outcomes; 

specifically, reduced student achievement. Miller (2013) reaffirmed these findings. He 
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states, “student test scores are substantially lower at schools with new principals” (Miller, 

2013, p. 64).  

Referred to by scholars as a relatively new problem, the availability of research-

based literature in the area of principal turnover has increased in recent years (Farley-

Ripple, Solano, & McDuffie, 2012; Loeb, Kalogrides, & Horng, 2010). Much of this 

research is the result of quantitative studies limited to predefined variables collected in 

state and national databases (Baker, Punswick, & Belt, 2010; Battle, 2010; Branch et al., 

2013; Gates et al., 2006; Papa, 2007; Sun & Ni, 2016; Tekleselassie & Villarreal III, 

2011). The most prominent variables in such studies have emerged as salary, community 

engagement, and gender (Ashford, 2000; Akiba & Reichardt, 2004; Baker, Punswick, & 

Belt, 2010; Beteille, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2011; Cooke & Licciardi, 2008; Pendola & 

Fuller, 2018; Preston, 2013; Protheroe, 2008; Pounder and Merrill 2001). Few studies 

examined the urbanization and characteristics of the communities or the impact of 

principal turnover in these varying settings (Boyce & Bowers, 2016; Branch et al., 2009; 

Rangel, 2018). Boyce and Bowers (2016) question the existence of a profile of existing 

principals, which may be significantly influenced by the setting and urban nature of the 

community (Boyce & Bowers, 2016; Rangel, 2018). The results of this study and the 

literature reviewed in this chapter contribute to the limited research on the contextual 

factors that principal turnover. 

Organization of Chapter 

The literature is organized around student achievement influencing principal 

turnover. The influence of school reform efforts on principal turnover negatively impacts 

the sustainability of those reform efforts. The reform efforts are explored through the lens 
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of turnover in the stability or instability of the principal. The factors of principal turnover 

are examined to frame the context for further study. The rural context is examined to 

narrow principal turnover for the purposes of this dissertation and frames the conceptual 

framework. 

Literature Review  

The literature identification and retrieval process (Locke, Spirduso, & Silverman, 

2014) began by screening citations which emerged from the results of the database search 

and found to be related to the identified topics. The key word search process included 

terms “Principal Shortage,” “Principal Turnover,” “Principal Pipeline,” and “Principal 

Retention.” This was followed by a review of the abstracts of the articles found to have 

relevance to the research topic. Upon this examination, the studies and articles identified 

as pertinent to the chosen topic areas were collected. 

This literature review is comprised of this researcher’s comprehensive search of 

relevant literature. The review utilizes a scoping search through the main databases of 

ERIC, EBSCO, ProQuest, PsycInfo, and Google Scholar (Booth, Papaioannou, & Sutton, 

2012). As part of the search and review on the topic of principal retention, a review of 

studies and literature in the United Stated (U.S.), United Kingdom, Australia, and Canada 

were examined. Grey literature was also examined from working papers and relevant 

dissertations. The search parameters included relevant literature from 1980–2018 on 

principal turnover, retention, and related topics.  

Principal Turnover 

The principal is widely believed to be the leader of a school. The principals’ job 

requirements extend well beyond the walls of their office and may include obligations 
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such as: curriculum facilitator, instructional leader/coach, facilities manager, assisting 

with school budget needs, personnel concerns, student concerns, attending parent 

meetings, and a myriad of other job tasks, big and small (Ashford, 2000; Groof, 2001; 

Baker et al., 2010; Branch et al., 2013; Morford 2002; Preston et al., 2013; Starr & 

White, 2008; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2004). As the leader of an educational 

institution, the work of the principal is closely tied to student achievement, the basic 

purpose of schools (Beteille, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2012; Branch, Hanushek, & Rivkin, 

2009; Burkhauser, Gates, Hamilton, & Ikemoto, 2012; Cullen & Mazzeo, 2007; 

DeAngelis & White, 2011; Fuller, Young, & Orr, 2007; Fuller & Young, 2009). It is 

important to understand the sheer number of educators leading schools and the 

consequent ripple-effect of principal turnover. This ripple-effect creates new leaders who 

may, in turn, choose not to stay at their new institution due to a multitude of factor that 

can be categorized as: personal, institutional, environment, and interpersonal factors 

(Beteille, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2012; Branch, Hanushek, & Rivkin, 2009; Fuller, Young, 

& Orr, 2007; Fuller & Young, 2009, Hansen, 2018). 

The National Center for Education Statistics notes that in the fall of 2017 about 

50.7 million students attended public elementary and secondary school in the United 

States (NCES, 2018). Additionally, the United States Department of Education reports 

that during the 2011–12 school year, there were an estimated 115,540 principals of K–12 

schools in the United States. Of that number, 89,810 were public school principals and 

25,730 led private schools (NCES, 2013). Given the sheer number of principals in the 

United States and the research on the effect each of these principals has on student 

achievement (Beteille et al., 2012; Branch et al., 2012; Leithwood, Seashore-Louis, 
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Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010), it is evident that this topic is 

important to educational research and the field.  

Principal turnover rates are a serious concern for many school districts. The 

average retention period for school principals in the United States is three years 

(Goldring & Taie, 2014; Fuller & Young, 2009; MetLife, 2013; MacDonald, 2018; 

NCES, 2013). This means that the average elementary school (K-5) student will have two 

different principals before they have reached grade six. Studies have also indicated that 

there are numerous reasons why principals leave the profession entirely. These reasons 

will be more closely examined later in this chapter (Baker, Punswick, & Belt, 2010; 

Fuller, Young, & Baker, 2007; Fuller, Pendola, & LeMay, 2018; Papa, 2004). 

The departure of a principal has a direct detrimental impact on the school they 

have left, as leadership turnover influences teacher retention and student achievement 

(Grissom, 2018). It is the connection to student achievement, the change process, and the 

culture of an organization that is the ultimate concern to educational leaders and 

communities. The National Center for Education Statistics adds that of the 50.7 million 

students mentioned above, 35.6 million will be in prekindergarten through grade 8 and 

15.1 million will be in grades 9 through 12. The cumulative effect of turnover may well 

be one of the root causes of lower achievement results and is resoundingly detrimental 

towards school improvement (Elmore, 2003; Miller, 2009).  

The Relationship Between Principal Turnover and Student Achievement 

The school principal plays an integral, though indirect, role in student 

achievement. This is well documented in the research (Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Quinn, 

2002; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003). Collectively, these researchers conclude that 
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a principal exerts significant influence on student outcomes (Dhuey & Smith, 2014; 

Leithwood, Harris, & Hopkins, 2008; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; Seashore Louis, 

Leithwood, Wahlstrom, & Anderson, 2010; Supovitz, Sirinides, & May, 2010). Research 

suggests that the leader’s impact on student learning is through their influence on staff 

and the overall school structure (Leithwood, Seashore Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstorm, 

2004; Hallinger, & Heck, 1998; & Heck & Hallinger, 1999). Effective leadership and 

student achievement have a significant impact on principal turnover.  

Examining the question of a principal’s influence on student achievement, 

Waters, Marzano, and McNulty (2004) demonstrate that the relationship is a complex and 

intricate one. These researchers, working at the non-profit, non-partisan education 

research and development organization called McREL, articulated three aspects of 

leadership and their impact on student achievement. The three are: leadership matters, 

effective leadership can be empirically defined, and effective leaders “not only know 

what to do, but how, when, and why to do it” (Waters, Marzano, and McNulty, 2004, p. 

49). The significance is described as a principal’s ability to be effective in following 

ways: to provide resources to teachers; to have direct involvement in curriculum, 

instruction, and assessment; and to provide clear focus toward achieving school goals 

(Waters, Marazano, & McNulty, 2004). In addition, the principal must be visible for 

students, staff, parents, and the community. Lastly, to be an effective leader, the principal 

must monitor and evaluate progress, be willing to show flexibility, and must demonstrate 

situational awareness. These underpinnings of effective leadership can be the difference 

between sustained principal tenure or high principal turnover (Branch et al., 2012; Fuller 

& Young, 2009; Leithwood et al., 2004). 
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A meta-analysis of 70 empirical studies found the average impact of school 

leadership has an effect on student achievement of approximately .25 (Waters, Marzano, 

& McNulty, 2003). Statistically, this is classified as a medium effect, meaning there is a 

medium relationship between the two variables (Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003). 

The individual studies reviewed by Waters, Marzano, and McNulty (2003) showed a 

variety of connections between effective leadership practices undertaken by the principal 

and improved student achievement, including: building a stronger sense of community, 

establishing school routines, providing teachers with curriculum material resources, and 

advocating for the school stakeholders. Similarly, other studies found in the literature 

explain the leader’s impact on student learning through influence of staff and school 

organizational structures and systems (Leithwood, Seashore Louis, Anderson, & 

Wahlsrom, 2004; Hallinger, 2005).  

The relationship between student learning and effective leadership has been a 

topic of concern for years. One of the seminal researchers in the field was Ronald R. 

Edmonds, now considered a pioneer in the area of effective school leadership. Edmonds 

(1979) made the connection between effectual schooling and effective leadership. It is 

important to note that the principal cannot achieve school improvement alone (a` Campo, 

1993). School reform, the research suggests, is not a “top down” approach; it requires the 

participation of all organizational members (teachers, para professionals, support staff, 

and volunteers) to improve the education for all students (a`Campo, 1993; Maher, Luca, 

& Valentine, 2001; Mees, 2008). The participatory input of an entire school is required to 

meet the school reform efforts, and improving a school is a complicated task, especially 

when it is attempted without a preconceived plan to follow the accomplished reform 
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goals (Fullan, 2002; Kilman, Saxton, & Serpa, 1986; Mees, 2008; Partlow, 2004). As 

such, a principal’s ability to enact sustained school reform is greatly relevant on the 

determination of principal turnover (Edmonds, 1979; Fullan, 2002; Maher, Luca, & 

Valentine, 2001; Mees, 2008).  

Edmonds (1979) affirmed that all students have the ability to be educated, and 

many in the public consider education a fundamental governmental responsibility. There 

has never been a more opportune time in the United States to resolve the issue of 

principal turnover, considering that school officials now possess the requisite knowledge 

to enact the changes necessary to improve the educational system for all students 

(Leithwood & Seashore-Louis, 2011). The crucial issue facing schools today is how to 

integrate that knowledge into the convention of educational reform, so all students can 

achieve success (Branch, Hanushek, & Rivkin, 2012; Leithwood & Seashore-Louis, 

2011; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003).   

Another contributing factor to continued school improvement is principal tenure, 

highlighted particularly in math and reading assessments (Ogawa & Hart, 1985). 

Leadership stability is necessary for schools to have meaningful reform (Kowalski, 

1995), and stable leadership, coupled with the length of administrative tenure, has been 

shown to be less disruptive to the educational progress of schools during periods of 

school change and reform (Alsbury, 2003; Hess, 1999; & Kowalski, 1995). However, 

when principal turnover exists, there is a lack of stability within the organization, causing 

lack of sustained school success (Kowalski, 1995; Ogawa & Hart, 1985). Hargreaves and 

Fink (2003) describe school improvement as sustainable when there is leadership 

continuity. The invigoration for change fades when the principal leaves, causing the 
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school to shift its focus in a new direction (Hargreaves & Fink, 2003). Research 

conducted by Coelli and Green (2012) as well as Miller (2013 suggest stable leadership 

for a school is paramount to reconstructing the organizational and social relationships 

necessary to sustain student achievement and growth. This shift in priorities leads to 

neglect of the school improvement plan until a new plan is in place, directly impacting 

student achievement (Hargreaves & Fink, 2003). The understanding of the key factors 

that influence principal stability as it relates to turnover is critical to improving student 

outcomes and other school reform efforts (Pendola & Fuller, 2018).  

Effects of Principal Turnover on School Reform 

 Ineffective school reform and leadership instability are the two most prominent 

effects of high principal turnover (Fullan, 2001, 1993; Griffith, 1999; Grusky, 1960). The 

high demands of school reform on a principal have been shown to result in increased 

turnover (Noonan & Goodman, 1995), while the tenure of a principal brings stability for 

faculty, students, and the community (Kowalski, 1995). Conversely, instability of the 

principal within the school shows no sustained student improvement (Griffith, 1999). The 

prescribed effects of school reform and principal stability on principal turnover are 

explained in the findings of researchers. 

School Reform 

While the focus of this literature review is not on school reform, the connection 

between school reform and principal turnover is too important to ignore. Since the 

inception of No Child Left Behind (2001), school districts have been under accountability 

scrutiny (Carrier, 2017; Hargreaves, & Fink, 2006), and most new principals recognize a 

need to make changes to address instructional reform. What is less clear is quantifying 
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the time necessary for a principal to understand the status quo of their new institution 

(Noonan & Goodman, 1995). When an administrator is named to a new position, there is 

often a singular focus on their new school and plans to implement strategies necessary to 

sustain current accomplishments at their present school after they leave are neglected 

(Hargreaves & Fink, 2003). The energy exerted by the new principal is too often focused 

on changing their new school, rather than maintaining past successes and keeping school 

initiatives going (Hargreaves & Fink, 2003; Noonan & Goodman, 1995).  

It is a common practice in the modern education industry for principals to receive 

year-to-year administrative contracts. The superintendent and the school board expect the 

focus of the principal to be on improvement and growth on state assessments (Fullan, 

2001). This has caused principals to seek quick solutions to solve test score deficiencies 

(Carrier, 2017). Such action results in an inability to have proper implementation and 

development of school reform, in turn causing a lack of buy-in from teachers, and 

hampering the sustainability of the practice of instructional leadership (Fullan, 2001; 

Hargreaves & Fink, 2006). The pressures faced by the principal to find quick solutions 

aimed at improving student achievement and enacting school reform potentially add to 

turnover (Hargreaves & Fink, 2003; 2006; Noonan & Goodman, 1995). As a result, most 

of the initiatives implemented under school improvement reform only last the length of 

the principal’s tenure. 

School reform efforts are all about change. Several studies note that time is a 

significant component in change (Davis, 2003; Fullan, 2002; Hallinger & Heck, 1999; 

Hall & Hord, 2001; Henning et al., 1999; Mees, 2008; Silins, Mulford, & Zarins, 2002). 

Principal turnover—recalling that the average retention period for a principal in the 
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United States is three years—therefore, impacts the change process. New principals are 

given mandates to improve the environment, student performance, and parent 

relationships (Griffith, 1999), and people need time to accept, adjust, and respond to the 

change (Fullan, 1993). Change within the school takes time and a principal’s tenure is 

integral to sustainability of the reform. As consequence, high principal turnover hinders 

school reform efforts (Fullan, 1993). Fullan noted that effective school reform takes five 

to seven years, while other researchers believe substantial change involves four to six 

years of sustainability (Deal & Peterson, 1999; Villa, Thousand, Meyers, & Nevin, 1996; 

Mees, 2008; Partlow, 2004). Further complicating the issue, research shows that the 

effort, time, and energy necessitated to influence school change at the secondary level is 

at least twice that of the elementary level (Fullan, 2001). Other researchers have since 

validated this statement and agree that a five-year tenure is critical to school change 

efforts (Mees, 2008; Partlow, 2004). In order to have continuous school improvement 

school leadership plays a major role in improving student achievement (Bernhardt, 2004). 

Student achievement data suggests that the principal must possess a strong vision and the 

ability to clearly communicate the school’s goals (Bernhardt, 2009). Therefore, stability 

is vital to success. It is essential for a principal to be able to motivate the faculty to meet 

the school’s and district’s goals and outcomes (Hoy & Miskel, 2001; Kowalski, 1999). A 

leader needs to establish credibility and trust, which requires time (Hess, 2010; Kowalski, 

1999; Tschannen-Moran, 2014). As two influential researchers noted, “a neglected factor 

in the study of organizations and the assessment of their effectiveness is time” (Hoy & 

Miskely, 2001, p. 293). Time and principal stability are important and related elements in 

school reform. The length of a principal’s tenure in a given school is instrumental in 
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determining lasting success towards sustainability and achieving school district goals 

(Hess, 2010; Kowalski, 1999; Tschannen-Moran, 2014). 

Stability and Instability in the Principalship 

 The connection between stability and instability in school leadership and student 

achievement is not overlooked in the literature (Hallinger & Heck, 1996, Leithwood et 

al., 2004). Indeed, instability undermines sustained school improvement and 

implementation of curricular and instructional reform efforts (Manna, 2015; Fuller, 2012; 

Beteille, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2011). Unfortunately, efforts to improve principal turnover 

continue to be unsuccessful (Beteille et al., 2012; Gates, Ringel, Santibanex, Guarino; 

Ghosh-Dastidar, & Brown, 2006). Examining stability versus instability in principal 

tenure and its impact on school reform are prominent points in the literature.  

Stability. School leadership plays an important role in the student achievement. 

The Educational Research Service (2000) contends that a change in school leadership 

negatively impacts the school system (Educational Research Service, 2000). 

Consequently, school reform efforts have the potential to be diminished by leadership 

instability (Fullan, 1993). Grusky (1960) first recognized that leadership turnover can 

exacerbate instability in an organization. At the end of their research, Grusky (1960) 

concluded that turnover is disruptive to organizations, as it disturbs traditional norms, and 

promotes changes in formal and informal relationships among the members of the 

system. Kowalski (1995) has expounded that organizations cannot undergo considerable 

reform when there is a constant change in leadership. MacMillian and Meyer (2003) 

affirmed this point, saying that principal turnover prevents meaningful change and can 

hinder effective school reform. Many scholars and practitioners concluded that stable 
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leadership and longer principal tenures create less disruption to the educational progress 

of schools, particularly during stages of school reform (Alsbury, 2003; Hess, 1999; 

Kowalski, 1995; Partlow, 2004).  

Davidson and Taylor (1998), Miskel and Cosgrove (1985) and Partlow (2004) 

agreed that school districts and schools experiencing principal instability are potentially 

less likely to enact authentic and enduring school reform. Ogawa and Hart (1985) showed 

small but identifiable differences in school performance on math and reading assessments 

and successfully demonstrated these differences were contributed to the tenure of the 

principal. Ogawa and Hart (1985) strongly recommended further research on the 

relationship between principal tenure and school improvement, to distinguish both the 

positive and negative impact. Their hypothesis is that individual leaders (i.e. principals) 

do have influence on the student outcomes. 

Principal retention and school improvement are integral to successful reform 

(Beteille, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2011; Fuller, 2012; Manna, 2015). The literature suggests 

that time and length of principal tenure is a significant component in school change 

(Davidson & Taylor, 1999; Hart, 1993, Elmaleh, 1989; Miskel & Cosgrove, 1985; 

Partlow, 2004; Ogawa & Hart, 1985). These scholars found a school implementing a 

reform is potentially disrupted by a principal change. In addition, they found that 

principal turnover can be harmful to school reform or have no effect in improving school 

performance. Hertling (2001), and Kennedy (2002), Norton (2002), highlighted six key 

areas to improve principal retention: 

1. Adopt a district policy on personnel retention;  

2. Develop an action plan; 
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3. Monitor principal turnover;  

4. Personalize retention strategies;  

5. Implement an effective retention program; and  

6. Evaluate retention plans and retention results (Hertling, 2001; Kennedy, 2000; 

Norton, 2002).  

These six components toward improved principal retention provide ways to 

resolve the principal turnover issue. Districts that set priorities and adopt policies, 

develop action plans with measurable goals, monitor principal turnover with records of 

administrative turnover, and diagnose the emerging turnover patterns and successful 

retention practices towards principal improvement are all viable options (Kennedy, 2000; 

Norton, 2002). Other important strategies include having personalized retention strategies 

to keep administrative personnel in place and providing retention programs that allow for 

professional development opportunities within the district (Hertling, 2001; Norton, 2002). 

Most important to this enterprise is the notion of growth. Evaluating retention plan and 

results, monitoring principal mentor programs, and reexamining job descriptors and 

responsibilities are also key indicators that should be considered when developing 

principal retention strategies (Norton, 2002).  

According to Hargreaves and Fink (2003), “if school improvement is to be 

sustainable, some continuity is essential” (p. 698). Hargreaves and Fink (2003) 

emphasize the point further, noting that, “few things in education succeed less than 

leadership succession” (p. 699). The idea of sustainable leadership that outlives the 

principal is critical to secure continued school improvement (Hargreaves & Fink, 2003). 

This notion of sustainable leadership is based upon the leader’s commitment to deep 
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learning and sustaining themselves. Sustaining themselves in this context means ensuring 

they as the leader do not burn out. The leader’s ability to inspire others towards common 

goals and accomplishments is integral to the sustained school success. Lastly, the leader 

encourages others in the organization and helps them toward accomplishing their goals 

(Hall, Childs-Bowen, Cunningham-Morris, Pajardo, & Simeral, 2016; Hall & Simeral, 

2008).  

Instability. School districts with principal instability are less likely to experience 

lasting improvement in student achievement (Davidson & Taylor, 1998; Miskel & 

Cosgrove, 1985; Ogawa & Hart, 1985). A significant disruption to students, and by 

extension, school outcomes, occurs when a principal leaves an institution (Coelli & 

Green, 2012; Eberts & Stone, 1988; Fuller & Hollingworth, 2014; Fuller, Young, & 

Baker, 2007; Loeb, Kalogrides, & Horng, 2010; Supovitz, et al., 2010). The influence of 

student achievement can be seen on the organization, informational structures, and 

faculty (Coelli & Green, 2012; Eberts & Stone, 1988; Fuller & Hollingworth, 2014; 

Fuller, Young, & Baker, 2007; Loeb, Kalogrides, & Horng, 2010; Mees, 2008; Partlow, 

2004; Supovitz, et al., 2010).  

Consensus on the impact of principal instability is not unanimous, and there exists 

a body of research, that postulates that principal turnover has the potential for positive 

outcomes (Alsbury, 2003; Griffith, 1999; LeGore & Parker, 1997; Partlow, 2004). There 

are usually multiple perspectives on the issue of principal instability. This is true 

regarding the stability of the principalship. For most schools, the drive to change 

dwindles when the principal leaves (Hargreaves & Fink, 2003); however, Griffith (1999) 

argued that principal changes create positive changes in schools (Griffith, 1999). Other 
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researchers agree and suggest that turnover in a principal is beneficial to school reform 

and can improve student achievement results (Alsbury, 2003; LeGore & Parker, 1997; 

Partlow, 2004). Griffith’s (1999) findings are grounded in the expectation that new 

principals are given directives to improve student achievement, environment, and parent 

relationships. Superintendents considering replacing a principal may improve 

expectations of students, parents, and teachers and bring positive reform to both the 

school’s operation and student achievement (Griffith, 1999). Some superintendents 

consider replacing the principal a step forward to improving school community (Griffith, 

1999; Jones & Webber, 2001; Partlow, 2004). While Ogawa (1991) contended that 

principals that have moved to a new school improve school performance, there is limited 

research that has proven this to be the case.  

Factors Explaining Principal Turnover 

In recent years, a principal shortage has developed across the nation and in many 

European countries due to a multitude of factors (Gilman & Lanman, 2001; Kruger et al., 

2005; Tran, 2017). Some researchers go so far as to describe the issue like that of a 

plague (Battle, 2010; Goldring & Taie, 2014; Taie & Riddles, 2014; Kowalski et al., 

2010). This complexity in turnover is due to several competing variables including 

organizational, personal, and leadership style (Kruger et al., 2005). The problem has 

worsened in recent years, due to a substantial increase in the frequency of principal 

turnover (Beteille et al., 2012; DeAngelis & White, 2011; Goldring & Taie, 2014; Papa, 

2007; Rangel, 2012; Tran, 2017). Public schools, for example, face a variety of 

challenges and constant changes that include staff turnover. The high demands placed on 



PRINCIPAL TURNOVER IN RURAL NH                                                              33	

the principal are a contributing factor in their high turnover rates (Hansen, 2018, Preston 

et al., 2013).  

A number of researchers have examined reasons why principals leave their 

position (Fuller et al., 2007; Gates et al., 2006; Hansen, 2018; Mascall & Leithwood, 

2010; Papa, 2007; Quinlan-Crandall, 2017; Whittall, 2002). Two researchers, 

(Greenfield, 1983; Hansen, 2018) concluded that four themes emerge relative to principal 

turnover (Greenfield, 1983; Hansen, 2018): personal factors that impact principal 

turnover, institutional factors that influence a school district, environmental factors 

outside of either the principal or the school district, and relationships developed and 

cultivated by the principal.  

Personal Factors 

Personal factors are those within the realm of control or influence of the principal. 

These include family needs, career aspirations, job related stress, security, job 

satisfaction, and personal development (Hansen, 2018). Existing research presents the 

factor of family needs as a significant stress, due to the individual having to balance the 

high demands placed upon them as a principal, with the high demands of being a parent 

(Ewington et al., 2008; Morford, 2002; Shoho & Barnett, 2010). The personal factors can 

lead to a serious conflict for a principal with an increased workload on average of 60 to 

80 hours per week (Yerkes & Guaglianone, 1998). The long hours required in completing 

and implementing the demands of the job—supervision, after school activities, evening 

events and weekend obligations—creates a personal conflict with the family-work life 

balance (Cushing et al., 2003). Due to the amount of jobs, tasks, and information a 

principal obtains, the workload causes confusion with the personal life aspects (Murphy, 
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1994). As such, the ability of district leaders to find ways to reduce the workload of the 

principal is vital (Johnson, 2005).  

Job Related Stress. Job related stress for principals emerges from a variety of 

areas: accountability, workload and responsibilities, lack of support, making 

compromises, parent and community demands, family demands, and policy requirements 

(Boyland, 2011; Cushing, et al., 2003; English, 2010; Hansen, 2018; Poirel & Yvon, 

2014; Roza, 2003; Yerkes & Guaglianone, 1998). This stress may manifest itself 

physically. Research suggests that principals show increased susceptibility to health 

issues, weight gain, and heart issues caused by the stress of their work (Cushing et al., 

2003; Quinlan-Crandall, 2017). Another aspect contributing to job related stress is the 

volume of conflict principals are expected to deal with on a daily basis. These issues 

compound the workload and expectations of the principalship (Boyland, 2011; Whittal, 

2002). Conflicts result in stress from students, staff, parents, and community members 

(Boyland, 2011; Whittal, 2002). Queen and Schumacher (2006) writing for The National 

Association of Elementary School Principals, confirmed that 75% of principals 

experience stress-related symptoms that effect physical, emotional, and mental health. 

Research in western countries including Australia and Ireland stated that principals 

experience more stress than the general population (Riley, 2017). The result of this 

mounting stress is natural: principals burnout, and, consequently, contribute to the higher 

levels of turnover we see today (Beausaert, Froehlich, Devos, & Riley, 2016).  

Job stress, in turn, causes the principal to lack job satisfaction (Locke, 1976). Part 

of the lack of satisfaction is a decrease in a positive emotional state, which ultimately 

contributes to the eventual need for the principal to leave the stressful environment (Tran, 
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2017). The discrepancy between the principal’s perception of his/her job performance 

and their job satisfaction results in higher turnover (Campbell, Converse, & Rodgers, 

1976). The lack of job satisfactions among principals results in an increase in turnover 

due to the sentiment of feeling disappointed in the role (Schiess, 2018). The 

characteristics that directly impact job satisfaction regarding stress are related to job 

conditions (Liu & Bellibas, 2018). These characteristics play a key role on a principal’s 

decision to leave (Liu & Bellibas, 2018). When dissatisfaction with the job outweighs the 

other positive aspects of the individual’s life, turnover can be expected  (Karakose, 

Kocabas, Yirci, & Celik, 2016).  

The principal’s commitment due to his/her job satisfaction and attachment to the 

organization also can cause stress with reasons for turnover (O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986). 

Similar to sports, if there is not a commitment to the team—as there needs to be within 

any organization—the member will leave (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979). A principal, 

like any person who is actively committed to an organization will be more likely remain, 

feel a sense of motivation, and less of propensity toward stress (Liu & Bellibas, 2018; 

Steers, 1977). Job satisfaction and organizational commitment are two concepts that 

influence principal turnover due to the personal stress experienced by the individual (Liu 

& Bellibas, 2018; Mowday et al., 1979). The final outcome is job dissatisfaction leading 

to the principal leaving the job due the emotional stressors (Beausaert et al., 2016).  

Family-Work Conflict. A study of new principals (Shoho & Barnett, 2010) 

noted the guilt that principals experience because of job duties that require them to miss 

important family events. Furthermore, rural principals described their families as being 

“disappointed” by the long hours and intense obligations of the position (Ewington et al., 
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2008, p. 551). Part of this work-family conflict can be traced in the spillover theory 

(Staines, 1980). Staines’ spillover theory (1980) suggests that both the positive and 

negative effect of work and family dynamics impact each other. It is impossible to keep 

the two separate. An individual’s relationships are part of a hierarchy between work, 

family, leisure, and community (Muasya, 2015). A principal’s dissatisfaction at work 

potentially spills over into family and life (Sirgy et al., 2001; Staines, 1980). Existing 

research points to the common demand made of principals to receive phone calls and 

answer emails from home to further illustrate the overlap and tension on the family 

(Clark, 2000; Muasya, 2015). The prolonged job demands increase the level of stress on a 

principal (Farber 1983; Friedman, 1995; Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001). When the 

boundaries between work and home are so heavily blurred, and there is no flexibility for 

family life, the demands of the principal’s job increase the chance of burnout (Clark, 

2000; Muasya, 2015). This tension and stress between family and job expectations have 

been shown to be strong motivating factors in a principal’s decision to leave (Hansen, 

2018).  

Research highlights that prioritizing work over family is more common than 

prioritizing family over work (Gutek et al., 1991). The principal is constantly balancing 

multiples roles that overflow into the family aspects of life resulting in an additional level 

of stress (Geurts & Demerouti, 2003). This burnout results in the deterioration of social 

and familial relationships (VanDick & Wagner, 2001). Family time is significantly 

impacted due to the increased time requirements that principals experience across all 

levels (Cushing et al., 2003; Yerkes & Guaglianone, 1998). A close association exists 

between the educator’s personal life and professional life, and, depending on the balance 
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(or lack thereof) between these two realms, can cause burnout and turnover (Beausaert et 

al., 2016; Blasé & Pajak, 1986). 

Career Aspirations. A principal’s career aspirations also influence his or her 

departure decision (Hansen, 2018). The career aspirations of a principal self-

developing/professionally growing, the constant competition of the job with their own 

family, and work settings presents a clear dilemma, and in the case of principal turnover, 

causes a conflict between the professional and the personal (Hansen, 2018; Schein, 

1978). This career aspiration for a principal is highlighted in Schein’s (1978) seminal 

work on career dynamics.  

Some principals view accepting what might be considered a less-than-desirable 

positions as a stepping-stone to a more desirable setting (Beteille, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 

2012; Halsey & Drummond, 2014; Shoho, & Barnett, 2010). Schein (1978) would 

contend that this idea fits with principals’ self-development and career aspirations as part 

of career advancement. New principals view less-desirable positions, often in rural 

positions, as a necessary career entry point. This is evidenced in personal accounts such 

as a declaration from one principal who, “wanted [their] own substantive principalship 

[and] would have gone anywhere to achieve this” (Halsey & Drummond, 2014, p. 71). 

Principals are “psychological beings” that make a conscious choice to meet their 

psychological needs and emotional expectations (Young, Rinehart, & Place, 1989). 

Principals make choices on administrative positions specific to the district, school, and 

community environment based upon their psychological needs being met (Behling et al., 

1968; Pounder & Merrill, 2001; Tom, 1971).  
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Institutional Factors 

 Institutional factors are those within the domain of control or influence of the 

school district. These include the school’s academic performance, principal job duties, 

and salary (Akiba & Reichardt, 2004; Baker et al., 2010; Branch et al., 2013; DeAngelis 

& White, 2011; Loeb et al., 2010; Morford, 2002; Papa, 2007; Pijanowski & Brady, 

2009; Preston et al., 2013; Starr & White, 2008; Tekleselassie & Villarreal III, 2011). 

The evolving role of the principal has shifted from manager to instructional leader 

(Daloisio, 2017; Lemoine, McCormak, & Richardson, 2014). The instructional shift that 

occurs requires a principal to have expertise in curriculum, instruction, and assessment 

(Backor & Gordon, 2015; Daloisio, 2017; Hoerr, 1996; Lemoine et al., 2014). The 

principal also must facilitate professional development for teachers as part of this 

instructional shift (Backor & Gordon, 2015; Hoerr, 1996; Lemoine et al., 2014). The 

curriculum, instruction, assessment, and professional strands of leadership found within 

the institutional framework are critical to improving the learning environment (Daloisio, 

2017). Each of these adds to the workload of an already overworked principal.  

The 21st century brought forward an array of institutional pressures on the 

principal with the emergence of the large achievement gap; and parents began requesting 

alternative school choices (Herrera, 2010). The principal plays an integral role in the 

school improvement process and within this specific institutional factor the principal’s 

tenure can be a determining influence (Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Heck & Hallinger, 1999; 

Leithwood, 1994; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; Prestine & Nelson, 2005). These 

institutional factors are symptomatic of the larger principal turnover that exists in rural 

schools (Beesley & Clark, 2015). The institutional factors are a driving force on principal 
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turnover and cause tension with the personal factors and environment aspects (Ewington 

et al., 2008; Hansen, 2018).  

Salary. Numerous studies (Akiba & Reichardt, 2004; Baker et al., 2010; Papa, 

2007; Pijanowski & Brady, 2009; Tekleselassie & Villarreal III, 2011; Tran, 2017) 

explore the impact of salary on principal turnover. Lower salary is predominately 

associated with more frequent turnover (Akiba & Reichardt, 2004; Baker, Punswick, & 

Belt, 2010; Papa, 2007; Tran, 2017). Salary plays a significant factor as to whether or not 

a principal chooses a school or district (Baker, Punswick, & Belt, 2010; Papa, 2007; 

Tran, 2017). In a school district with lower principal salaries, there are fewer qualified 

candidates seeking a principal position and the issue of retention exists (Baker, Punswick, 

& Belt, 2010; Pendola & Fuller, 2018). The salary issue is symptomatic of rural school 

districts in New Hampshire that have a lower property tax base to support strong 

administration compensation (Claremont, 1997; Norton & Bird, 2017). 

Sheppard (2010) found that salary, compensation, and other benefits provided by 

school districts are significant in predicting principal turnover (Sai, 2016). A study on 

principal salaries published by the National Association of Elementary School Principals 

(2008–2009) reported that principals were paid competitively and continued to receive 

equivalent salary increases as other school employees, including teachers (Cooke & 

Licciardi, 2009). These competitive principal salaries allowed for a stronger result in 

retaining principals (Cooke & Licciardi, 2009). While there may be a ratio relationship 

with teachers’ salaries, principals still have a higher likelihood to move to schools that 

offer higher salaries (Papa, 2007; Baker, Punswick, & Belt, 2010). Consequently, they 

are inclined to move when there is an expected increase in compensation to another 
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education-related position (Akiba & Reichardt, 2004; Sai, 2016). Papa (2007) posed that 

principal turnover would decrease by 8.1% with a $1,000 salary increase. A follow up 

study found that the longer a principal remains in their position, a stronger likelihood 

they leave due to salary (Sheppard, 2010).  

According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics (2017), thirteen states pay 

administrators an average salary between $101,240 and $128,690. These states include: 

Alaska, California, Connecticut, Delaware, Illinois, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, 

New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Washington (Bureau of Labor 

of Statistics, 2017). Salaries for elementary and secondary public schools have increased 

slightly over the past two years. The five states paying the highest salaries are California, 

Connecticut, New Jersey, New York, and Washington (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2017). 

The mean salary of New Hampshire principals is $85,600, which is towards the lower 

50% quartile. There are no studies that examine if any relationship exists between salary 

and principal turnover in New Hampshire.  

Table 2.1:  

Top Paying States for Principals  
State Employment Annual mean wage  

										California 
 

21,320 
 

$118,810 
Connecticut 3,960 $128,690 
New Jersey 8,690 $128,570 
New York 19,850 $124,210 

Washington 5,050 $112,150 
Note. Adapted from Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2017. 
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Figure 2.1: Mean Salaries of Administrators in the United States 

 
Figure 2.1. Annual mean salaries of administrators by state (Bureau of Labor of Statistics, 2017). This 
figure illustrates the annual mean wage of education administrators, both elementary and secondary by 
state. It illustrates that New Hampshire is one of the 14 states with a mean salary in the second lowest 
tier, while neighboring Massachusetts is in the top salary tier.  
 

In terms of annual salary, rural principals, on average, earn $25,000 less than 

principals in suburban and urban districts (Pendola & Fuller, 2018). The effect of salary 

across rural schools, as a contributing factor to principal stability, is highlighted as a 

finding in multiple studies (Baker, Punswick, & Belt, 2010; Hanuscheck, Kain, & Rivkin, 

2004; Pendola & Fuller, 2018; Pounder & Merrill, 2001). While New Hampshire 

principal salary information is not complete, it is worth noting that cities in the southern 

part of the state, such as Manchester, Nashua, Merrimack, and Salem have higher salaries 

than rural districts specifically in the North Country region, e.g. Berlin, Littleton, and 

Groveton (New Hampshire Association of School Principals, 2017). Pounder and Merrill 

(2001) found salary to be a considerable reason for job choice for potential high school 
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principals. The concluding finding was that higher salaries increases stronger likelihood 

of stability in rural schools (Pendola & Fuller, 2018). The indication that principal wages 

are not essential in the rural context has proven to be untrue; higher wages do lead to 

decreasing principal turnover in these areas (Pendola & Fuller, 2018).  

School Academic Performance. As school leadership literature shows, school 

principals play a vital role in improving school and student performance (Branch, 

Hanusheck, & Rivkin, 2012; Brewer, 1993; Grissom, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2015; 

Grissom, Loeb, & Master, 2013; Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 

2003). Accountability mandates pre-date No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) (2001), with 

prior federal legislation all attempting to improving education (Superfine, 2005). The 

National Defense Education Act of 1958, Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 

1965, A Nation at Risk Report of 1983, President Clinton’s Goals 2000 (1994), and 

NCLB (2001) each increased federal involvement in schools applied pressure on school 

leaders to improve academic achievement (English, 2010; Superfine, 2005). A principal’s 

performance is measured on multiple domains. The area that is weighted having the 

highest value is student performance (Branch et al., 2013; DeLangelis & White, 2011; 

Loeb et al., 2010). Student success has shown a strong correlative link to the strength of 

the principal and the quality of the classroom teacher (U.S. Department of Education, 

2014). A key contributing factor to the turnaround of a struggling school is the principal 

(Leithwood, Seashore, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004). The principal’s leadership 

is the catalyst for whole school change, including redesigning the identity and academic 

performance of a school (Dodman, 2014; Kirtman & Fullan, 2016).  
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Despite the number of NCLB studies on students and teachers, little research has 

examined the extent to which NCLB has influenced school principals (Mitani, 2017). 

School leadership is, “second only to classroom instruction among school-related factors 

that affect student learning in school” (Wallace Foundation, 2013, p. 5). One study 

suggests that NCLB changed school principals’ working conditions and increased their 

job stress, which lead to increased turnover (McGhee & Nelson, 2005). These high stakes 

assessments imposed by the NCLB Act created a school environment in which 

proficiency assessment results are used to evaluate teacher performance, principal 

performance, and school performance (Skybo & Buck, 2007). Increased pressure is being 

placed on teachers and principals due to the recent trends in legislation and impact on 

public education to improve student achievement (Kopkowski, 2008). These achievement 

pressures have correlated to dissatisfaction with the educators’ job and has amplified 

principal and teacher turnover (Snow-Gerono & Franklin, 2006). It should be noted, 

however, that the influence of academic performance on principal turnover to this point 

has not been systematically explored (Mitani, 2017). 

Conflict of Institutional Time. As stated above, several studies note that time is 

a significant component in change (Davis, 2003; Fullan, 2002; Hallinger & Heck, 1999; 

Hall & Hord, 2001; Henning et al., 1999; Mees, 2008; Silins, Mulford, & Zarins, 2002). 

New principals are predominately given mandates to improve the environment, student 

performance, and/or parent relationships (Branch et al., 2013; Branch, Hanusheck, & 

Rivkin, 2012; DeLangelis & White, 2011; Griffith, 1999; Loeb et al., 2010; Mees, 2008; 

Silins, Mulford, & Zarins, 2002). Since the inception of NCLB (2001), school districts 

have been under increased accountability and scrutiny (Carrier, 2017). The 
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implementation of NCLB marked the beginning of a focus by superintendents and school 

boards on quickly improving scores on state tests (Carrier, 2017). This shift led to 

principals being hired as change agents during the accountability time period, often with 

a mandate to seek quick solutions to solve test score deficiencies, resulting in even more 

turnover (Carrier, 2017). Such practices do not allow for the principal to get beyond the 

instructive phase of building capacity within the school (Lambert, 2006). Without the 

benefit of time, a principal is unlikely to successfully reach the transitional phase or the 

high leadership phase and build capacity of other leaders in the school community 

(Lambert, 2006). If one is to learn from the recent history of educational reforms, it is 

clear that the longevity of principals in their role of leading a school makes a difference 

in the stability and sustainability of reforms. A high principal turnover rate and lack of 

attention to the time needed to make a positive impact on student learning will never 

solve school academic performance problems. 

The effort, time, and energy necessitated to influence school change at the 

secondary level is at least twice that of the elementary level (Fullan, 2001). Fullan (1993) 

states that a five-year tenure is required as a minimum if a school and or system leader 

wishes to accomplish significant change. Therefore, stability is vital to success. It is 

essential for a principal to be able to motivate the faculty and retain teachers to meet the 

school’s and district’s goals and outcomes (Hoy & Miskel, 2001; Kowalski, 1999). A 

leader needs to establish credibility and trust, and, as this research has demonstrated, this 

requires time (Hess, 2010; Kowalski, 1999; Tschannen-Moran, 2014). Considering this, 

the reader should be reminded of the previous quotation from Hoy and Miskel, who noted 

that, “a neglected factor in the study of organizations and the assessment of their 
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effectiveness is time” (Hoy & Miskel, 2001, p. 293). Time and stability are important and 

related elements in school reform based upon principal tenure. Successful buy-in from 

teachers on key initiatives is vital in order for the principal to have sustained success at a 

school (Lambert, 2006).  

Principal Job Duties/Responsibilities. Since the end of the Cold War, 

organizations have emphasized the importance of flexibility in employees, leaders, teams, 

and organizations (Avolio, Bass & Jung, 1999; Bass & Avolio, 1993; Bass, 1999; Bass, 

Avolio, Jung, & Berson, 2003). A flattening of the organizational hierarchy has 

redistributed responsibility more evenly throughout all industries (Bass, 1999). This is 

seen as transformational leadership, where the leaders delegate assignments and projects 

as opportunities for professional growth (Bass, 1999).  

Several characteristics are necessary for a school leader to create a significant 

impact on their organization. Waters, Marzano, and McNulty (2004) utilized 70 studies 

that met pre-defined criteria, from a collection of 5,000 studies to address principal 

leadership (Daloisio, 2017). The impact of the principal’s duties and roles impact 

principal turnover (Morford, 2002; Preston, 2013; Starr & White, 2008). Marzano et al. 

(2004) acknowledged 21 effective leadership responsibilities that revolve around four 

topics: school culture, curriculum, communication, and advocacy (pp. 49–50). These 

leadership responsibilities or behaviors are significant to student achievement (Waters, 

Marzano, & McNulty, 2004). The duties and responsibilities of the principal’s job are 

complex, and the enormity of the job cannot be understated. These 21 responsibilities 

encompass the roles and knowledge necessary for a school principal to lead effectively 

(Daloisio, 2017).  
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Various studies emphasize the impact of school-based management (SBM) and 

collaborative decision-making as critical elements for a principal’s successful retention 

(Cranston, 2001). The changes in principals’ responsibilities have been influential on 

principal turnover (Cranston, 2001). The literature suggests that SBM and collaborative 

decision-making that incorporates school communities (teachers and parents) have 

stronger opportunities, responsibility, and accountability in decisions that pertain to 

educational institutions (Cranston, 2001). Research in the United States in the late 1990s, 

reveals that principals felt a significant shift in their responsibilities (Williams & Portin, 

1997). The academic accountability at the local and federal level required principals 

adapt to the differing times (Cranston, 2001; Hansen, 2018; Sullivan, 1998). Continuing 

from the 1990s and into the early 2000s, a transition occurred in the roles and 

responsibilities of the principal (see Table 2.2). This longitudinal study by Cranston 

discussed the transition and adaptation in principals’ roles and responsibilities over the 

past two decades and how these changes have predicated principals staying, leaving, or 

transitioning towards another career opportunity (Cranston, 2000; Cranston, 2001). This 

significant shift in responsibilities has created additional strain on principals’ longevity to 

a school and a community.  

Table 2.2:  

Changes in Roles and Responsibilities for Principals  
Decrease in Increase in 

• Responsibility, as an individual, to 

take decisions, although number of 

variety of decisions increase 

• Need to work with, and through, 

representative committees and 

groups collaborative way to achieve 
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significantly 

• Time and opportunities to take 

decisions as an individual generally 

• Involvement in low level 

management activities-delegated as 

possible to others 

agreement regarding decisions 

• Need to delegate decisions to others 

as well as apply time management/ 

prioritizing skills 

• Local accountability to school 

community members 

• In leadership of (a) school-through 

visioning, strategic planning; (b) 

people-attitudinal and cultural 

change; (c) educational-improved 

learning outcomes focus 

• Operational climate of autonomous 

decision-making for the school 

Note. Adapted from Cranston, 2000c, p. 7. 

Environmental Factors 

Environmental factors are classified as outside the control of either the principal 

or the school district (Hansen, 2018). These include community expectations, isolation, 

and legislative mandates (Hansen, 2018). The environment, both within the school setting 

and outside of the school itself, forms a significant, and interconnected relationship that a 

principal must do their best to understand (Burns, 1978; Dufour & Eaker, 1998; Fullan, 

2001; Kouzes & Posner, 2002).  

The leadership environment within the district or school can serve as the basis of 

the organizational culture (Pounder & Young, 1996). The effectiveness of the principal in 
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empowering stakeholders as part of the environment, and being a facilitator is currently a 

prevalent part of their leadership practice (Blanchard, Carlos, & Randolph, 2001; Burns, 

1978; Dufour & Eaker, 1998; Fullan, 2001; Kouzes & Posner, 2002). Leaders who lack 

the ability to empower others may create challenges within the organization, which leads 

to turnover (Maxwell, 1998).  

The interactions of a principal shape the environment within the school context 

(Fullan, 2000). The ongoing and daily dilemmas a principal faces are in part due to 

increased environmental factors that need to be managed on a regular basis (Day et al., 

2000; Fullan, 2000; Hansen, 2018). The growing financial concerns, sense of isolation, 

and legislative mandates placed on local, rural principals is discussed in the following 

section. Furthermore, a principal must possess the interpersonal skills necessary to 

cultivate relationships and create connections with students, teachers, staff, families, and 

community stakeholders (Preston et al., 2013; Seashore Louis & Robinson, 2012).  

 Community Expectations. Schools do not exist in isolation. They exist within 

diverse communities where there is generally a symbiotic relationship. Evidence supports 

principals need to build partnerships with families, demonstrating they have a 

contributing influence in their child’s achievement (Henderson, Mapp, Johnson, & 

Davies, 2007). For school improvement programs to be more effective and sustain 

success, principal must engage families in the process (Henderson, Mapp, Johnson, & 

Davies, 2007). Principals who embrace the partnership with communities and parents 

enjoy stronger levels of respect and trust in those communities (Henderson, Mapp, 

Johnson, & Davies, 2007). These partnerships strengthen teacher morale and a strong 
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sense of community between the school and families, and in doing so, improves principal 

retention (Henderson, Mapp, Johnson, & Davies, 2007).  

Principals are the main agent of mediation between the external environment and 

the school (Abrams & Gibbs, 2000; Holme, Diem, & Welton, 2014; Land, 2002; 

Seashore Louis & Robinson, 2012; Sheldon, 2005). Scholars have emphasized that the 

broader community can affect and define a principal’s leadership practices (Clarke & 

Wildy, 2004; Diamond & Spillane, 2016; Jennings, 1999). Research has shown that a 

principal plays an integral role in building a community, advocating for school 

stakeholders, establishing routines, norms, and school climate (Boyd, Grossman, Ing, 

Lankford, Loeb, Wyckoff, 2011; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003).  

 A 10–year longitudinal study examined policy makers’ expectations of principals 

that were particularly driven towards accountability (Peck, Reitzug, & West, 2013). The 

effects of accountability standards on school leaders have emerged as a key policy 

driving change for local districts (Peck, Reitzug, & West, 2013). In New York City, 

principals are more susceptible to external pressures related to test scores rather than 

internal school pressures (Shipps & White, 2009). The additional pressure related to 

standardized testing and school report cards can be intense and a source of stress. A sense 

of fear has permeated many principals, in part due to the evaluation pressures towards 

academic performance (McGhee & Nelson, 2005). Many principals described this feeling 

of, “beleaguered” as opposed to empowered (Shipps, 2012). These taxing expectations 

underscore the immense responsibility and pressure principals face (Peck, Reitzug, & 

West, 2013). Further, these studies underscore the impact of the pressure on retention 

(Peck, Reitzug, & West, 2013). 
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The high visibility of the principal required to maintain and create educational 

support and foster connections with the community is a crucial part of persistent 

leadership and helps to ensure the community’s continued support for schools (Williams, 

2018). As part of the solution (creating community partners) a principal needs to include 

the following groups: local school boards, local businesses, and community leaders 

(Williams, 2018). The principal can keep his/her school in the public eye at the same time 

as keeping the position of the principal at the forefront by an effective use of local media 

and other communication resources to emphasize positive messages (Williams, 2018). 

Shared decision-making and community relations are vital. They impact the school 

culture, vision, goal setting, high performance expectations, intellectual stimulation, 

individualized support and modeling influence of the school (a`Campo, 1993; Gruenert & 

Whitaker, 2015; Hall et al., 2016; Leithwood et al., 2006). A principal’s impact is viewed 

as less-than-stellar if they fail to build positive and productive relationships with families 

and communities (Leithwood, et al., 2006). At the core of community relations, the 

principal must connect with the community, since what is occurring outside of the school 

impacts the performance of the students and, in turn, the school itself (Leithwood et al., 

2006). The ability of the principal to connect to a wider environment enables him or her 

to obtain new and innovative ideas from the community and provide resources to the 

school (Leithwood et al., 2006). Principals cannot ignore the impact of the family and the 

community on the school; in fact, it is likely the principal who ignores the community 

will leave (Fullan, 2002). 

Legislative Mandates. Schools are held to federal, state, and local legal policies 

and directives. Numerous federal and states mandates have added to the complexities of 
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the principal over the last few decades. The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 

(IDEA) of 1997, No Child Left Behind (NCLB) of 2001, the Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Improvement Act (IDEIA) of 2004, along with constant changes of state 

standards, are among the mandates that increase pressure on the principal (Daloisio, 

2017). Ultimately, the instability of the principalship is impacted by the current age of 

heightened accountability and standardized testing (Daloisio, 2017; Leithwood et al., 

2004; Miller, 2013; Waters et al., 2003; Wood et al., 2013).  

Relationships 

 The literature has shown how effective leadership strengthens performance of 

subordinates. Building and maintaining relationships with stakeholders is a necessary 

task of every principal (Berger, 2005; Slater, 2005). The ability of the principal to 

cultivate relationships with teachers, coupled with the principal’s managing of the 

political dynamics are also necessary focal points of a successful principal tenure 

(Bolman & Deal, 2003; Boyd, Grossman, Ing, Lankford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2011). When 

a school leader fosters a collaborative ethos and a learning climate based upon strong 

interpersonal relationships, he or she is referred to as a facilitator, supporter, and a 

reinforcer (Beatty, 2000a). Unfortunately, most school leaders have not fully understood 

the need to build a collaborative climate based upon interpersonal relationships (Blasé & 

Blasé, 2001). One key factor in a principal’s success that teachers and other stakeholders 

expressed was the ability of the principal to foster relationships for a collaborative, 

successful school, and successful principal stability.  
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Interpersonal Factors  

The literature has shown most school leaders do not value effective interpersonal 

communications as a means of improving the organization (Adler, Rosenfeld & Proctor, 

2001; Argyle, 1983; Kambeya, 2008; Nir & Kranot, 2006). The 1980s was an era when 

cognitive approaches to interpersonal communication received a great deal of attention 

(Knapp, 1984; Planalp & Honeycutt, 1985). A principal’s role in effective interpersonal 

communication was examined by researchers focusing on language, face-to-face 

interactions, social cognition, developing others, and social psychology (Bennis, 1999; 

Elfenvein, Foo, Boldry & Tan, 2006; Kikoski, 1999; Nuttall, 2004).  

Part of the principal’s work is building trust, which promotes acceptance by staff 

and fosters risk taking (Fink & Brayman, 2006; Hargreaves & Goodson, 2006). Trust 

established through principal and staff relationships becomes an influential power for the 

school community (Fink & Brayman, 2006; Hargreaves & Goodson, 2006). An 

environment of trust, cultivated with teachers and staff, builds support for school change 

and allows the principal to better handle complicated school issues, such as those who are 

resistant to change (Mascall & Leithwood, 2010). These factors have resulted in the 

ability to work together now being a prerequisite skill in school leadership (Hall et al., 

2016; Hall & Hord, 2001; Slater, 2005). The importance of interpersonal skills is 

significant in developing collaborative interactions with teachers to ensure principal’s 

successful tenure.  

Teacher Turnover. Teachers are leaving both schools and the profession in 

record numbers. Over half a million teachers leave their schools each year and one-third 

of all teachers exit the profession within the first five years (Boyd, Grossman, Ing, 
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Lankford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2011; O’Rourke, Catrett, & Houchins, 2008). Teacher 

turnover is higher among younger and older teachers compared to teachers in middle part 

of their careers (Allensworth, Ponisciak, & Mazzeo, 2009; Guarino, Santibanez, & Daley, 

2006; Johnson et al., 2005). The relationships developed between a principal and teacher 

are important to decreasing teacher turnover (Boyd, Grossman, Ing, Lankford, Loeb, & 

Wyckoff, 2011; Hall et al., 2016; Hall & Simeral, 2008).  

The influence of school administrators on teacher retention decisions is also 

important to consider. Eighty-four percent of teachers leave one school to transfer to 

another; when leaving the profession, teachers with often cite the principal as an 

important issue in their decision-making process (Boyd, Grossman, Ing, Lankford, Loeb, 

& Wyckoff, 2011). The reasons teachers leave can be categorized into three broad areas: 

a lack of administrative support, dissatisfaction with their work environment, and 

disappointment in their teacher preparation program (Boyd et al., 2005). The effect of 

leadership and administrative support on an organization, specifically teacher retention 

and satisfaction, is a determining factor regarding whether teachers choose to stay or 

leave (Shaw & Newton, 2014). A teacher’s perception of school administrators is the 

greatest influence on teacher retention and potentially on principal turnover (Boyd, 

Grossman, Lankford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2006; Boyd, Grossman, Ing, Lankford, Loeb, & 

Wyckoff, 2011). Research by two groups, Bateille and colleagues (2011) and Fuller and 

colleagues (2007), has shown an increase in principal turnover often leads to greater 

teacher turnover. Other research suggests that regular principal turnover can lead to 

teachers being apathetic towards change efforts and continuous learning (Hargreaves et 
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al., 2003). This decrease in teacher investment in the school causes downturn in school 

improvement (Fullan, 1991).  

One of the key aspects of improving teacher turnover is through strong principal 

support (Tarter et al., 1989). DiPaola (2012) and Whaley (1994) provided examples of 

sound principal support. These include: shared responsibility, collaborative problem 

solving, open communication, demonstrating appreciation, providing resources frequent 

and constructive feedback, and professional development that meets the needs of 

teachers. These aspects of principal support are categorized into four key elements of 

social support. These conceptualized social support elements are: emotional, 

instrumental, appraisal, and informational (DiPaola, 2012; House, 1981). The principal’s 

capacity to reflect and improve upon their abilities and practices in these four domains 

becomes vital to improving teacher turnover (DiPaola, 2012). The principal who 

improves in these dispositions create positive teacher satisfaction and support in school 

change (Trace, 2016).  

As Gardner (1993) clearly articulates, “every great leader is clearly teaching and 

every great teacher is leading” (p. 18). The significance of administration stability on 

building teacher capacity, and decreasing teacher turnover is vitally important to the 

overall school organization (Boyd, et al., 2011; Hall & Simeral, 2008). This need for 

capacity building in teachers is important towards large-scale school change (McAdams, 

1997; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). The principal’s role is to build teacher leaders and is 

instrumental to the overall success of a school, specifically when viewed in the context of 

decreasing teacher turnover (Hall & Simeral, 2008). This presence of a positive leader 

can serve as key investment for principal stability in a school (Boyd, Grossman, Ing, 
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Lankford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2011; Browne-Ferrigno, & Allen, 2006; Hall & Simeral, 

2008).  

 Political Dynamics. Cleveland Ohio school principal Ricardo “Rocky” Torres, 

writing for the American School Board in June 2018, contends that politics are as 

important as pedagogy in raising achievement (www.nsba.org/newsroom/ american-

school-board-journal/asbj-june-2018/online-only-principal-politician). Some educators 

shy away from politics, but politics is ultimately involved in how principals acquire, 

maintain, and use their power to resolve conflicts and obtain desired results as a key 

component of interpersonal relationships (Bolman & Deal, 2003; Stimmel, 2010). 

Bolman and Deal (2003) reviewed twenty years of research dating from 1971 to 1991. 

The original research was conducted by Baldridge (1971), French and Raven (1959), 

Kanter (1977), Pfeffer (1981), as well as Totten, Sills, Digby, and Russ (1991). Bolan and 

Deal indicate that there are eight sources of political power necessary for principals or 

those in positions of authority. These sources of political influence include: position 

(authority), information and expertise, control of rewards, coercive power, alliances and 

networks, control of agenda, framing (control of meaning and symbols), and personal 

influence. Each of these are available to principals. A skillful principal not only possess a 

position of authority, but understands political power and the dynamics of influence 

(Bolman & Deal, 2003). When a principal fails to account for political dynamics and 

does not possess the interpersonal skills necessary in schools, a strong propensity exists 

for insufficient school change, which, as has been demonstrated, can lead to principal 

turnover (Bolman & Deal, 2003; Deal & Nutt, 1980).  
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 The interplay of these eight political assumptions a principal can apply, may 

provide a better understanding of how a school functions and decrease the instances of 

principal turnover (Bolman, Deal, 2007; Stimmel, 2010). Principals must develop 

relationships with teachers, parents, students, staff, central office administrators, 

colleagues, and community members (Stimmel, 2010). Each distinct stakeholder has a 

vested interest into how the school operates. Most often, the interests of these groups are 

in conflict. The principal’s political capital and ability to possess the acumen to negotiate 

with stakeholders is paramount to a principal’s overall successful tenure in a school. The 

leader needs to develop a strong commitment to the goals and initiatives critical to the 

success of the school and understand the environment both within and outside the school 

setting (Herrera, 2010; Kouzes & Posner, 2002). The empowerment of teachers and the 

community is currently underutilized by principals and requires a principal to develop 

these commitments from stakeholder groups (Blanchard, Carlos, & Randolph, 2001; 

Herrera, 2010).  

Principal Turnover in Rural Areas 

 Defining the term rural is not without some challenges (Ratcliff, Burd, Kelly, 

Holder, & Fields, 2016; Tieken, 2014). Three federal government agencies use different 

definitions. The confusion is clearly illustrated by the conflicting data that the three 

agencies use to define what qualifies as “rural.” For example, the US Census Bureau 

notes than according to the 2010 census, 19.3% of the population are considered rural 

while more than 95% of the land is considered rural (Health Resources & Resources 

Administration, 2017). The Office of Management and Budget considers 15% of the 

population and 72% of the land area to be rural. Finally, the Federal Office of Rural 
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Health Policy considers about 18% of the population and 84% of the area of the USA to 

be rural (www.hrsa.gov/ rural-health/about-us/definition/index.html). The lack of a 

common definition, even among federal agencies, makes a review of the literature 

specific to rural principals challenging. Preston and Barnes (2017) conducted a review of 

the literature on successful rural school principals and considered rural to be communities 

with a population of 10,000 or less.  

Each of the political areas mentioned in the previous sections pertain to the 

principal in general; however, there are additional factors, or applications of factors that 

are unique to those principals serving in rural schools. Preston and Barnes (2017) contend 

that after a thorough examination of the existing literature, “a limited number of these 

studies focus on how school leaders successfully meet student needs in unique 

geographical contexts—namely, in rural schools” (p. 6). There are no studies specific to 

New Hampshire, where much of the state is considered rural.  

Areas of Responsibility 

Principal turnover in rural districts is a further challenged by the increased 

number of responsibilities/duties (VanTuyle & Reeves, 2014). Rural principals face 

challenges that include multiple managerial roles. The roles and responsibilities are not 

expected in larger, more densely populated urban districts. In urban school districts, 

principals receive assistance in their responsibilities from assistant principals, human 

resource personnel, instructional leaders, department heads, curriculum directors, and 

technology directors (Clarke & Stevens, 2006). The duties covered by extra 

administrative personnel offered in larger districts, are not available to rural principals 

(McNeff, 2014). Consequently, rural principals are responsible for management and 
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instructional duties, which in turn impacts other aspects i.e. school performance and 

management (McNeff, 2014). In addition, intense scrutiny is received by the rural 

principal from members of the public, given the expectation of constant access. Consider 

phrases such as “very public property” (Lock, Budgen, Lunay, & Oakley, 2012; p. 70) 

and “being on call to the community 24 hours a day” (Lock et al., 2012, p.70) and how 

they outline the all-encompassing nature of the job.  

Community Expectations 

Community expectations in the rural context can contribute to a principal’s 

departure decision (Ewington et al., 2008; Lock, Budgen, Lunay & Oakley, 2012; 

Preston, Jakubiec, & Kooymans., 2013). In the rural community, school leaders are 

viewed as community leaders, therefore principals are required to traverse the complex 

social and political relationships within the community to be successful, which Preston 

and Barnes (2017) refer to a “place leadership” (p. 10). The term indicates a close 

relationship between the rural community and the principal.  

Rural principals need to have a clear understanding of community, including the 

culture, norms, history, and political inclination of the population. If a community values 

farming, then the curriculum might well represent this value. Some of the studies cited by 

Preston and Barnes (2017) addressed the relationship the rural principal has to the 

geography of the place.  

Professional Isolation 

Researchers have found that geographic isolation is the main reason why a 

principal leaves his/her position in rural districts, (Preston et al., 2013; Wood et al., 

2013). Rural districts are often spread out, meaning there may only be one principal for a 
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pre-K-12 district. At best, there may be one principal for elementary, and one for the 

middle school and high school levels (Clarke & Wildy, 2004). Heightening the feelings 

of isolation and loneliness, consider that a principal of an elementary school could 

potentially be 30 miles away from their colleagues on a regular basis (Ashton & Duncan, 

2012). Hansen (2018) describes, “professional isolation experienced by rural principals, 

who often have no job-alike colleague with whom to share workplace challenges and 

successes [as] another factor that influences principals’ departure decisions” (p. 42). In 

more than one study, rural principals stated feelings of loneliness and vulnerability due to 

lack of collegial support (Graham, Paterson, & Miller, 2008; Lock et al., 2012). 

Morford’s (2002) study summarized isolation by saying, “in a rural community you are 

out there, and you are on your own!” (p. 6). This sense of isolation and loneliness can be 

overwhelming to rural principals and can lead to high turnover (Ashton, & Duncan, 

2013). The isolation of the rural leaders is not to be overstated. 

In contrast to the isolation, Wood et al. (2013) discovered that the reason for rural 

principals staying in rural districts was related to the administrator’s connections to the 

local area. The distance between districts and colleagues with administrators only 

amplified the feeling of isolation (Ashton & Duncan, 2013; Townsell, 2007). It also 

prevented opportunities for peer support, mentoring, and professional development 

(Ashton & Duncan, 2013; Townsell, 2007).  

Lack of Structures 

Two of the main burdens on rural principals are the lack of existing support 

structures and that the community buy-in towards standardized testing is lacking (Blanton 

& Harmon, 2005; Preston et al., 2013; Starr & White, 2008). The increased pressure 
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caused by legislative mandates further compounds principal turnover, specifically in rural 

schools (Hansen, 2018). The sense of standardized compliance issued at the state and 

federal levels require similar responses for all schools, regardless of location and student 

population (Preston et al., 2013). This results in the rural principal assuming additional 

responsibilities in an attempt to adhere to these mandates (Preston et al., 2013). In more 

urban/larger school districts the administrative responsibilities can be shared among the 

building level administrative team (Preston et al., 2013), thereby spreading the load and 

relieving stress from the principal. This lack of sharing responsibilities among the 

administrative team causes the rural principal to have increased time commitments and 

constraints, and may lead to principal burnout (Boyd, Grossman, Ing, Lankford, Loeb, & 

Wyckoff, 2011; Hansen, 2018; Preston et al., 2013) 

Conceptual Framework 

  The conceptual framework organized the important elements of a study. This 

researcher proposes to understand the issue of principal turnover in rural New Hampshire 

by examining the following factors: institutional factors (i.e. academic performance, job 

duties and salary), environmental factors (i.e. community engagement), interpersonal 

factors, and personal factors (i.e. gender and experience), and determine which of these 

variables may be used to improve principal retention. These variables will be examined 

through the lens of rural New Hampshire to better understand how professional isolation, 

community expectations, and lack of structures to support principals influence principal 

turnover. The presumption is that these factors have an impact on principals leaving the 

school district for another professional opportunity. This study examines the independent 

variables, gender, salary, and school board meeting participation, against the dependent 
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variable: years of experience at their current school. The examination identifies areas of 

risk of principals leaving the position.  

 Krumboltz and Baker (1973) defined the decision-making process into eight 

specific steps with commonalities around three key characteristics grounded in this 

research. The three personal characteristics, work environment, learning experiences, and 

task skills overlap with Krumboltz’s (1979) Social Learning Theory of Career Decision-

Making. As part of this conceptual framework, personal characteristics (gender), 

environment (community engagement), experience as a principal, and institutional 

(salary) serve as key factors affecting career decisions and impacting principal retention. 

For a principal to be effective and minimize principal turnover, Bolman and Deal (2003), 

listed four categories of political skills necessary for an effective leader. These areas 

include: agenda setting, mapping the political terrain, networking and building coalitions, 

and bargaining and negotiation. Each of these skills is based upon the following 

assumptions: 

1. Organizations are made of coalitions. 

2. Enduring differences exist between members. 

3. Important decisions determine how to assign scarce resources. 

4. Conflict invariably results from tension caused by differences and the struggle 

over resources and power ultimately becomes the most important resource. 

5. Action results from bargaining and negotiating takes place among members of the 

organization (Bolman & Deal, 2007).  

 The conceptual framework for this study explains and illustrates the need to study 

whether differences exist  between the independent (i.e. salary, gender, and community 
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engagement) and dependent variables (i.e. rural town population). These variables have 

been noted in the literature as having a significant impact on principal turnover (Beteille, 

Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2011; Fullan, 1993; Fuller, 2012; Hess, 2010; Kowalski, 1999; 

Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011; Tschannen-Moran, 2014). The aforementioned 

variables are conceptualized further below.  

Salary 

 The literature has focused on salary as an institutional factor in principal turnover 

both in urban and rural schools	with the primary focus on urban (Baker, Punswick, & 

Belt, 2010; Hanuscheck, Kain, & Rivkin, 2004; Papa, 2007; Pendola & Fuller, 2018; 

Pounder and Merrill 2001). Compensation of a principal commensurate to their 

performance and experience is not always at the appropriate level, particularly in rural 

schools. This lack of salary compensation can lead to the principal leaving or changing 

schools, which has a detrimental impact on the school, students, and teachers. Salary as 

an institutional factor is theorized to be one of the key influencers on principal turnover.  

 As part of this study, conceptualizing salary to anticipate principal turnover in 

rural schools needs further examination. This is due in large part to a significant 

difference in pay when comparing the rural setting versus urban schools (Baker, 

Punswick, & Belt, 2010; Bureau of Labor of Statistics, 2017; Hanuscheck, Kain, & 

Rivkin, 2004; Pendola & Fuller, 2018; Pounder & Merrill, 2001). This salary gap 

between rural principals and urban principals may well be another reason for a principal 

not to stay in a rural school. Also important to consider is the fact that principals in rural 

schools do not receive the same significant salary increases found in more populated or 

affluent communities, as budgets are more restrictive (Baker, Punswick, & Belt, 2010; 
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Bureau of Labor of Statistics, 2017; Pendola & Fuller, 2018). The areas of responsibility 

a principal faces on a daily basis are noted in the literature (Hansen, 2018; Pendola & 

Fuller, 2018). The connection between the salaries of the rural principal as an 

institutional factor continues to need further examination in the context of New 

Hampshire. One consequence of lower salaries is that once a rural principal has gleaned 

the necessary experience, he or she may leave for a more enticing salary that is found in a 

suburban or urban school.  

Community Engagement 

 The expectations placed on the rural principal are extraordinary. Expectations 

include the multiple responsibilities of overseeing the facilities, operations, human 

resources, increased staff evaluations, student issues, parent concerns, and attending 

multiple community functions (Preston et al., 2013; VanTuyle & Reeves, 2014). Rural 

schools often lack multiple administrators at the school level, and in many rural schools 

the principal is the only administrator (Hansen, 2018; Preston et al., 2013). These added 

demands on the leader causes stress, and eventually leads to turnover (Ewington et al., 

2008; Preston, Jakubiec, & Kooymans, 2013). Managing and overseeing rural staff and 

students, combined with a lack of administrative support, can create stress and conflict 

for the principal. It may be especially difficult to balance work and family needs. 

(Ewington et al., 2008; Sirgy et al., 2001; Staines, 1980). The inability for the principal to 

divide tasks with an Assistant Principal, Curriculum Director, or another administrator 

further adds to the burden a rural principal faces (Clarke & Stevens, 2006; McNeff, 

2014).  
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 Rural communities expect school responsibilities to be accomplished on limited 

resources (Budge, 2006). The decreased funding and smaller tax base create further 

complications for the rural principal due to community expectations for lean school 

budgets (Williams & Nierengarten, 2011). Rural leaders rely on less funding because of a 

smaller local tax base and declining economy. New Hampshire is no exception to this 

community expectation (Norton & Bird, 2017; Starr & White, 2008). Rural principals 

have to be creative and rely on external funding from state and federal grants, and 

community organizations (White & Corbett, 2014).  

 Grounded in the literature is this notion that the high community expectations as 

an environmental factor placed on the rural principal significantly influences turnover 

(Lock, Budgen, Lunay, & Oakley, 2012; Preston, Jakubiec, & Kooymans, 2013). The 

community engagement is a significant environmental factor on determining a principal’s 

decisions to stay or leave a district (Hansen, 2018; Pendola & Fuller, 2018; Preston et al., 

2013). The rural principal requires a high level of community engagement, which may 

contribute to overburdening the principal, resulting in their early departure (Preston and 

Barnes, 2017). As part of this study exploring whether this is the case in rural schools in 

New Hampshire needs to be conceptualized.  

Gender 

 It is believed that rural female principals have a higher probability of staying than 

male principals (Pendola & Fuller, 2018). A study conducted of all Texas schools 

highlighted this finding that female principals were less inclined to principal turnover 

than their male counterparts (Pendola & Fuller, 2018). It is critical to note that female 

rural principals comprised a lower percentage of gender demographics, with more males 
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in principal positions. Thus, as part of the study conducted by Pendola and Fuller (2018), 

while districts in Texas are less likely to hire female principals, those female principal 

candidates who are hired tend have a higher principal retention. The construct of gender 

as a personal factor studied on principal turnover in rural schools is noted in the research 

(Hansen, 2018; Pendola & Fuller, 2018). The connection of gender and professional 

isolation that rural principals experience as a personal factor has not been expressed in 

the literature.  

 The contradiction in the research is noted with respects to gender. Akiba and 

Reichardt (2004) found that female leaders are more likely to leave leadership positions 

in low achieving schools than high achieving schools. Research found that a school’s 

environmental setting—urban, suburban, or rural—was secondary to whether or not it 

was a low or high achieving (Akiba & Reichardt, 2004). It was also suggested that female 

leaders may be replaced more frequently than males in cases of schools identified as 

schools in need of improvement (Akiba & Reichardt, 2004).  

 Studies have looked at the relationship between gender and principal turnover and 

retention, yet the results on the impact of principal gender have not been fully examined 

(Fuller et al., 2007; Gates et al., 2006; Papa, 2007; Whittall, 2002). In particular, gender 

as a variable shows that female principals are more likely to leave their current position at 

specific ages of 35 and 56 in comparison to males (Papa, 2007). Contradicting this study, 

Gates et al. (2006) found women of retirement age are more inclined to stay in their role 

as principal. This idea of identifying gender as a determining factor of principal turnover 

or principal stability is worthy of further examination as it relates to rural schools in New 

Hampshire.   
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Based upon the conceptual framework, this researcher will investigate principal 

turnover in rural New Hampshire public schools. This will serve as the framework when 

considering whether there is a difference between the independent variables, dependent 

variable, and influencing principal retention. The principal has influence on determining 

principal turnover decisions (Loeb et al., 2010). The basis of this conceptual foundation is 

to determine whether there is a difference in principal turnover based upon these factors 

and rural town population. Two of the specific independent factors (community 

engagement and salary) outlined in this framework are not directly under a principal’s 

influence which potentially can serve as determining factors for this study on improving 

principal retention. The study seeks to examine whether these variables can determine 

differences between these factors and population of rural towns. 

Summary 

The average principal tenure is three years, with principal turnover rates at 

varying levels of 50% or greater in some states (Fuller & Young, 2009; MetLife, 2013). 

Prior research has differentiated between urban and rural school districts, and the primary 

focus has been on the urban setting (Pendola & Fuller, 2018). The role of the principal is 

complex and has evolved over the past decades. Principals in rural schools have 

particular factors that vary from the urban or suburban principal that influence principal 

turnover (Hansen, 2018; Preston et al., 2013). None of these studies focused on principal 

turnover in the rural context in New Hampshire. The studies reviewed are predominately 

focused in the mid-western and southern portions of U.S.; very few studies were focused 

on the northeast with the exception of Papa’s studies (2007, 2002) in New York (NY). 

Hansen’s most recent work (2018) suggests that the reasons rural principals leave are 

linked to the following three factors: institutional, environmental, and personal. The 
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author notes that these areas are often overlooked. Also, these studies did not link 

principal experience with gender, salary, and community engagement in quantitative 

approach to studying the rural setting; the predominant focus on principal turnover 

continues to be in the urban setting (Hansen, 2018; Rangel, 2018).  

It is clear from multiple studies on principal turnover that our understanding of 

principal turnover continues to be lacking (Rangel, 2018). Important determinants such as 

salary and gender require further examination as it relates to turnover (Rangel, 2018). 

Few studies highlighted principal interactions and community engagement and the effects 

on principal turnover (Beteille et al., 2012; Gates et al., 2006). Limited research on 

interactions and community engagement is noted for further study (Beteille et al., 2012; 

Rangel, 2018). Few studies examined turnover consequences to the educational system 

(Rangel, 2018). In all the research and studies examined no common consensus existed 

on measuring principal turnover (Rangel, 2018). Studying principals by examining school 

leaders in the same context of turnover does a severe injustice to the field (Boyce & 

Bowers, 2016; Branch et al., 2009; Rangel, 2018). It is critical to delineate the context of 

principals as urban, suburban, and rural to better understand turnover and the factors that 

influence it. This is further amplified in the existing research that not all principals and 

thus principal turnover are the same in every setting (Rangel, 2018). The literature 

discussed in this chapter examines the need for additional research in studying the New 

Hampshire rural principal and the contextual factors that impact principal turnover.  

Significance 

The importance of preparing new leaders to acquire leadership positions is not 

sufficient. School boards, state agencies, and district leaders have a duty to address 
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principal turnover in a meaningful way through effective strategies focused on principal 

retention (Fuller & Young, 2009; MetLife, 2013). In part, this requires motivating 

educational leaders through gaining valuable experience and commensurate salaries 

(Baker et al., 2010; Hansen, 2018; Rangel, 2018). This also requires additional principal 

support, mentoring, and guidance, which is often lacking in many districts (Seashore-

Louis et al., 2010). As part of this support, social affirmation is vital through principal 

networks, collaborative projects and district initiatives are vital to fostering professional 

growth for principals in their roles (Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). Research suggests that 

implementation of these professional growth supports will improve principal retention for 

the communities and students they serve (Beteille et al., 2011; Branch et al., 2012; The 

Wallace Foundation, 2013).  

The principal’s leadership work matters and has a profound impact on student 

achievement and outcomes (Loeb et al., 2010). The emphasis of the principal in initiating 

and maintaining organizational change is integral to improving student learning (Bryk et 

al., 2010; Tran, 2017). When there is a departure or a break in the school leadership the 

continuity of school initiatives continuing and sustained student growth is disrupted 

(Beteille et al., 2012; Fullan, 2001; Mascall & Leithwood, 2010). The consequence is 

lower student success and an unhealthy school culture (Macneil, et al., 2007; Tran, 2017).  

Closing 

Principals have experienced substantial turnover in recent literature with two-

thirds of principals leaving the school in which they began their administrative careers 

within 6 years (Papa, Lankford, & Wyckoff, 2002). What is most striking is newly hired 

principals do not stay at the same school for an extended tenure, specifically at the middle 
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school and high school levels (Fuller, 2012). Due to the multifaceted nature of a 

principal’s job we must understand the demands and factors that potentially lead to 

principal turnover, in order to improve principal retention for the success of our schools 

(Wieczorek & Manard, 2018). As previous literature has noted the expectations on 

principals is great and the proper supports and resources need to be in place to improve 

principal retention in order to better achieve success in our schools (Buckner, 1999; 

Duncan & Sequin, 2002; LeGore & Parker, 1997; Pendola & Fuller, 2018; Petzko, 2008). 

The leadership literature has shifted over the past 30 years, with the definition of 

effective leadership ever evolving (Papa, Lankford, & Wyckoff, 2002). This study 

intends to add to the current body of literature by specifically examining characteristics 

of principal turnover in the rural setting of New Hampshire. The following chapter will 

explain the quantitative design used for this study.  
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Chapter Three: Methodology 

Introduction 

Principal turnover continues to be problematic in the rural school setting (Hansen, 

2018; Pendola & Fuller, 2018; Rangel, 2018). In the rural setting and, also, in New 

Hampshire, there continues to be difficulty identifying the key factors that contribute to 

turnover (Hansen, 2018, Rangel, 2018). Existing research does not delineate turnover 

between school setting—that is, urban versus suburban versus rural (Rangel; Pendola & 

Fuller, 2018). The impetus for this study is the conceptual model pertaining to how 

principal turnover is primarily part of institutional, environmental, and personal factors 

(Hansen, 2018; Rangel, 2018). In essence, limited studies have examined the predisposed 

factors of salary, gender, and community engagement as those fundamentally influencing 

principal turnover in a rural school context (Hansen, 2018; Pendola & Fuller, 2018; 

Preston et al., 2013; Rangel, 2018). Said studies, which inform this study’s approach, 

collect salary information from the New Hampshire Association of School Principal 

(NHASP) in 2017–2018. In addition, for this study as well, the data from the other 

studies was accessed and amassed via local websites relative to the gender of particular 

principals. Data collected—again, in both the previous studies and this study—reviews 

local School Board agendas in order to include community engagement by principals 

attending and presenting at School Board meetings. Because the effects of decreasing 

principal turnover in rural New Hampshire are worth examining, through the three 

aforementioned variables, the findings from this study will be used to implement 

strategies for reducing principal turnover in New Hampshire—specifically, in rural 

schools. 
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Two particular questions framed and guided this research in order to shepherd 

inquiry regarding principal turnover in New Hampshire. The following questions will 

frame this study:  

1. Is there a difference between salary, community engagement, and town 

population based on the principal’s gender? 

2. Is there a difference between salary, community engagement, and town 

population based upon the principal’s geographic location of the state? 

Chapter Three outlined the methodology for this study. The research rationale, 

sample and participant information, sampling procedures followed, data collection, and 

analysis methods will be presented in this chapter. What is more, the chapter reviews data 

collection procedures as well as strategies for analyzing data in order to answer the 

research questions (Creswell, 2014). In other words, the data gathering will address 

issues of validity and reliability. Lastly, the chapter concludes by outlining both the 

limitations and the advantages of using the selected data set that is used in the study.   

Rationale for Research Approach 

The research approach was quantitative in execution. That is to say, the researcher 

embraces a post-positivist paradigm to determine the factors that influenced principal 

turnover (Creswell, 2014). This paradigm was the preferred approach because, in order to 

determine or influence outcomes, it allows the researcher to examine the causes that are 

either likely or probable. Therefore, the researcher collected data that either supported or 

refuted the proposed risk factors concerning principal turnover.  

The study’s design was quantitative and non-experimental, for rather than seeking 

to establish a causal relationship among the variables (Patten, 2014), it pursued 
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significant differences between the variables. This non-experimental design allowed the 

researcher to identify differences between the selected samples and then test said 

differences between the variables without the need to control variables. The 

determination that, in rural New Hampshire schools, there is a difference that gender, 

salary, and principals’ attendance at board meetings could potentially lead to 

improvement in retaining principals as leaders in public schools. In relation to the rural 

context, what makes the examination of these variables both relevant and important is the 

fact that such a study has not been conducted in New Hampshire (Showalter, Klein, 

Hartman, 2017). 

Research Setting and Sample 

Setting. In New Hampshire, not including public and private charter schools, 

there are 595 public schools (https://www.education.nh.gov/data/school_sau.htm, 2018). 

The state has 96 School Administrative Units (SAUs) serving 179,734 students (New 

Hampshire Department of Education, 2017). The following 13 cities are classified in NH: 

Berlin, Claremont, Concord, Dover, Franklin, Keene, Laconia, Lebanon, Manchester, 

Nashua, Portsmouth, Rochester, and Somersworth (https://www.nh.gov/osi/data-

center/historical-census.htm). After that, there are 221 towns that compromise the vast 

majority of NH (https://www.nh.gov/municipal/, 2018). In the northern and western 

portions of the state, the landscape is predominately rural (https://www.nh.gov/municipal, 

2018), so the central, south central, and southeastern regions of the state make up the 

majority of the urban areas (https://www.nhes.nh.gov/elmi/products/cp/, 2018). As such, 

rural schools account for over 50% of the educational setting nationally (Showalter, 
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Klein, Johnson, & Hartman, 2017). In essence, many of the principals in NH work within 

the rural context while only a few occupy the urban setting.   

This study will focus on K–12 schools in rural communities, which are defined as 

towns of fewer than 10,000 inhabitants (SRSA eligibility criteria, 2019; RLIS eligibility 

criteria, 2019). To examine potential risk factors for principal turnover in a K–12 New 

Hampshire school, this study will include data from publicly accessible sources, school 

district websites, and the NHASP salary survey information.  

 Research Sample. Because the data will represent public school principals across 

New Hampshire in rural communities, the sample will include principals from 74 K–12 

schools. The focus shall be, exclusively, on rural school districts across the five regions 

(South Central, South West, South East, Lakes, and North Country) in New Hampshire. 

The researcher’s overall sample is homogenous in nature because principals will be, 

again, selected exclusively from K–12 schools serving rural communities (Patten, 2014). 

Based upon the literature regarding rural principal turnover, such homogeneity provides a 

valuable sample whilst studying rural principals in New Hampshire (Hansen, 2018; 

Rangel, 2018).  

The sampling method employed will be a purposeful selection from the 

approximately 354 rural school principals in New Hampshire, which will then form the 

population (N) of the study. The researcher selected a sample of at least 50 (n) principals 

from across the five regions, which will then serve as a convenience sample representing 

the schools in rural schools from the study population NHASP membership list available. 

The five regions are important to this study because it is critical to examine whether or 

not there are differences and/or similarities in the data. Along with the New Hampshire 
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Department of Education, NHASP has had difficulty compiling principal salary data and 

other key data points for studying principal turnover trends. The sample size will be 

adjusted based upon a complete set of data as well as the availability of data. The reason 

for this adjustment is due to an incomplete data set, so the convenience sample will be 

formed upon the availability of the public accessibility of the data (Creswell, 2014).  

Data Collection 

The researcher began by obtaining Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval for 

the study. Once IRB approval was obtained, the researcher collected data for the three 

independent variables as well as the dependent variable. The data collection was gathered 

from a variety of sources offering publicly available data. This data addressed the 

independent variables of institutional (principal salary information), environmental 

(principal’s attendance at school board meetings), and personal factors (gender). Thus, 

the data included salary information, principal’s attendance and participation at school 

board meetings, demographic gender information, and town population information. 

Independent Variable: Salary. New Hampshire principal salary information—

from New Hampshire Association of School Principals (NHASP)—is one of the 

independent variables of this study. Although NHASP has collected salary survey 

information (2018–2019), the salary data from the NHASP salary survey is incomplete. 

In order to complete the salary data, the researcher made use of district websites and 

publicly accessible data from school districts’ respective budgets. As a member of 

NHASP, the researcher has access to the salary survey data, as do all principals in New 

Hampshire. Those who are not members of NHASP can request, as Superintendent, the 

data through the Executive Director of NHASP, which, thus, makes it available to the 
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public. The salary information will be from the 2017–2018 school year. Because some 

school districts did not report salary information as part of the school budget information, 

schools without complete salary data will not be included in the case sample. The salary 

data was identified in ordinal levels, from highest to lowest. This scale of measurement is 

useful in measuring the amount of difference among the participants in the study (Patten, 

2014). New salary data was also collected from school websites regarding principals’ 

gender, which is part of the public record information.  

Independent Variable: Principals’ Attendance at School Board Meetings. 

Data was collected from school district websites on principals’ attendance and 

participation at local school board meetings. To acquire this information, reviewing 

school board agendas as public record was the employed resource. The principals’ 

participation at school board meetings was measured over the past year (2018–2019), 

with two school board meetings per month as the maximum. The principals’ participation 

at school board meetings was gathered from publicly accessible school board meeting 

agendas on school district websites. This information was collected in an ordinal 

measure, focusing on 0–24 principals attending and participating in local board meetings.  

Independent Variable: Gender. The gender data was categorized for female as 0 

and male as 1. This was recorded as nominal levels in order to stay consistent with the 

data collection approach. Based on uses of gender prefix titles—Ms., Mr., and Mrs.—the 

gender demographic information was collected from local school district websites. If the 

prefix title is missing, the researcher used the first name as the identifier for gender. 

Dependent Variable: Rural Town Population. The rural town population 

information was collected from population estimates (for July 1, 2017) issued by the 
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United States Census Bureau 

(https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/nh/PST045218). The ordinal data was from 

0–10,000, which is defined as rural township criteria (SRSA eligibility criteria, 2019; 

RLIS eligibility criteria, 2019). Lastly, town population information was collected via 

census population estimates from July 1, 2018 

(https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/nh). 

Data Storage and Risk. The data collected was entered into an Excel spreadsheet 

and saved on a password protected USB drive, which is locked in the researcher’s home 

office. The school district names have been removed—but still locked by region—and 

schools were labeled rural school one, two, and so on. For this study, the identities of the 

principals will remain anonymous. Informed consent was not required in this study 

because all information is publicly recorded and available from either school district 

websites or the NHASP salary survey information. After three years, the data shall be 

destroyed. 

The researcher anticipated minimal risk(s) to the study because, again, the data is 

publicly available. The other data points are also from publicly available sources, which 

can be accessed through school district websites. The Collaborative Institutional Training 

Initiative (CITI) states that research involving human subjects via publicly accessible 

data presents little risk to said human subjects, so, therefore, such research does not 

require approved participation consent. 

Data Analysis 

The data was compiled into an Excel spreadsheet and transferred to SPSS  
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Statistics (version 25) for data analysis. Descriptive and inferential analysis are included 

in the data. In analyzing the data, the researcher sought to examine differences between 

potential principal turnover factors of salary, principals’ board attendance/participation, 

and gender in rural schools. This will be, potentially, useful beyond this study in order to 

see if rural community size plays any role in the significance of the variables being 

studied.  

 Descriptive Analysis. The descriptive analysis included the examination of the 

means and medians to determine if there is a normal distribution between said means and 

medians. In essence, the analysis tests whether or not several independent samples come 

from the same population (Cronk, 2018). As part of this analysis, calculating the means 

of salaries and the means of principals’ board attendance/participation tests the frequency 

(George & Mallery, 2016). As part of the descriptive analysis, the median of these 

variables were analyzed. 

Inferential Analysis. Using the collected data, a Kruskal–Wallis H test was used 

to determine whether the dependent variable of rural town population size significantly 

impacts the independent variables of salary, community involvement, and gender 

(George & Mallery, 2016). The Kruskal–Wallis test is a non-parametric test of whether 

more than two independent groups differ (Field, 2013). The Kruskal–Wallis test assesses 

multiple independent variables, and the researcher elected to use this test because it best 

determines if any relationship exists toward rural principal turnover (Kruskal & Wallis, 

1952). Grounded in the research questions, this test examined whether there is any 

statistical significance between the dependent and independent variables when it comes 

to determining rural principal turnover. The literature expounds upon this point—that is, 
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that studies regarding rural principal turnover are still in the early stages, so, therefore, 

additional studies are worthy pursuits in the future (Pendola & Fuller, 2018; Rangel, 

2018). 

The Kruskal–Wallis analysis determines whether the dependent variable 

pertaining to the population size of a rural town has any significance. The test examines 

the statistic and the p-value in order to determine if the groups, as identified in the 

research questions, are different and have asymptotic significance (two-sided test) 

(George & Mallery, 2016). SPSS Statistical software was used to compute the Kruskal–

Wallis test between the three independent variables included within the sample that is a 

part of this study. The Kruskal–Wallis H test was used to compare if there is a significant 

result in these variables that are affiliated with rural school principals (Cronk, 2018). The 

research of these independent variables—the institutional factor measuring salary 

compensation, the environmental factor (community engagement) measuring principals’ 

attendance at school board meetings, and the personal factor (as examined by gender in 

the rural school setting)—that is, as they relate to rural town populations, shall 

demonstrate any statistical significance influencing principal turnover (Hansen, 2018; 

Rangel, 2018).  

Issue of Trustworthiness 

The Kruskal–Wallis H test allows for two or more independent variables to be 

tested, and, also, whether the test is statistically significant in relation to the dependent 

variable (Patten, 2014). A larger sample size of 50 principals lowers the value of 

probability. The consistency of the results regarding the sample being examined in this 

study will improve the value of trustworthiness in the study. The amount of variation in 
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the population—that is, it being a homogeneous population—will have little variability 

and, therefore, less potential for sampling error. Thus, with a smaller variability, the 

lower value of probability will provide consistency in the sample selection of principals 

in the rural setting, and, also, it will lower the variance in the sample (Cronk, 2018; 

Patten, 2014). The reason for the Kruskal–Wallis test is to examine the multiple 

independent variables from different populations in order to look for differences between 

the variables (Field, 2013). A parametric test examines normal distributions and, based 

on a mean from the population, that is assumed to be normal, so, thus, it is not the focus 

of this study (George & Mallery, 2016). This nonparametric test was primarily selected 

due to the variables not being normally distributed, so the statistics will be using ranks 

(George & Mallery, 2016).  

Limitations and Delimitations 

Again, the study was limited to traditional rural New Hampshire public school 

principals in grades K–12. This research study relied on data collected from NHASP as 

well as information acquired from school district websites. As a delimitation of the study, 

the data was narrowly focused on principals in New Hampshire, so it does not take into 

account principals from across the nation or internationally. The narrow scope does not 

allow results of this study to be generalized toward the entire principal population, but, 

rather, only to principals with specific characteristics that match the examined variables. 

Despite the limitations, the information gathered and analyzed in this study is valuable to 

state agencies, local districts, and professional educational organizations. 

The data collected from NHASP is incomplete because some schools did not 

report salary information. Therefore, the researcher was required to gather salary data 
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under public budget information from school websites. Some districts do not delineate 

principal salary information and, instead, provide a total salary number. This is a 

potential limitation to the study.  

 Of course, the study is restricted to a sample of rural public schools located in 

New Hampshire, which is only a subset of the state’s schools. Regarding principal 

turnover in the rural context, it may or may not be representative across the country. The 

research conducted is on a smaller state-level scale, so it may not yield nationally 

generalized results for the dependent and independent variables pertaining to the 

principal groupings that are included in this study. Yet again, this presents another 

possible limitation of the study.  

 Some of the New Hampshire school districts being represented in the data that 

was collected and analyzed have multiple elementary schools, middle schools, and high 

schools while other districts have only one or two schools at each level. Therefore, an 

additional limitation is the fact that the collected dataset includes some school districts 

with more principals than other school districts. The proposed remedy to this limitation is 

to have representation of the collected principal data come from across the five regions of 

New Hampshire.  

Summary 

Principal turnover continues to be problematic in the United States (Fuller, 2009; 

Fuller & Young, 2012). Such turnover and retention has been, predominately, a focus in 

the urban setting, so research is limited in the rural school context (Fuller & Young, 

2009; Hansen, 2018; MetLife, 2013; Pendola & Fuller, 2018). Specifically, the causes of 
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principal turnover in NH have not been fully explored through the lens of key variables 

that may improve principal retention.  

This chapter articulated the proposed research design and procedures employed in 

this study on principal turnover. In essence, the chapter restates the research questions 

and comprises a possible explanation from the quantitative methodology that consists of 

non-experimental design. The researcher derived the sample from both NHASP members 

and public information that is available on school district websites. As NHASP is a state 

organization—a support network for principals—the study sought to provide information 

that can collect data around the three discussed variables impacting principal turnover.  

 The sample population used for this study included public school principals 

throughout the state—namely, with representation in the five designated regions. Again, 

the researcher did not be seek permission from participants because the information 

accessed for this study is public record.  

 The Kruskal–Wallis test was selected to test the quantifiable variables included in 

this study, which are community engagement, salary information from 2017–2018, and 

gender demographic information. Given how this information was used as part of the 

Kruskal–Wallis test to study the impact of the variables on principal turnover, the 

researcher conducted a nonparametric test to determine whether the mean levels of the 

independent variables pertaining to community engagement, principal salary, and the 

dependent variable of gender significantly influence principal turnover. Using SPSS V. 

25 software, the researcher created an exploratory analysis of these variables in order to 

draw evidence and conclusions toward principal turnover (Field, 2013). The comparison 

drawn between these variable groups explored the overall effect on principal turnover.  
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Chapter Four: Results 

Introduction 

 Chapter Four presents the results of this quantitative study. The purpose of this 

study was to examine the differences in the means of the independent variables of salary, 

community engagement and town population and the dependent variable of the 

principal’s gender to determine whether these factors impact principal turnover. The 

dataset represented a sample of 74 principals from the five geographical regions in New 

Hampshire. Quantitative analyses were conducted to examine the descriptive statistics, as 

well as to calculate and compare the means between the independent variable groups and 

the dependent variable to determine the significant difference.   

To that end, the Mann-Whitney U test and the Kruskal-Wallis test were applied. 

The chapter presents demographic information about the data sample and the quantitative 

results relating to the research questions. Subsequently, a descriptive statistical analysis 

was conducted to examine and compare the means using the Mann-Whitney U test.  

This chapter presents the quantitative results related to each research question: 

1.   Is there a difference between salary, community engagement, and town 

population   based on the principal’s gender? 

2.  Is there a difference between salary, community engagement, and town 

population    based upon the principal’s geographic location of the state? 

Demographic Data Analysis 

Sample 

 The data sample represented New Hampshire public school principals in grades 

Kindergarten through twelfth. The sample included 74 principals in the rural setting and 

in the five geographic regions (Lakes, North Country, South Central, South East, and 
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South West) of New Hampshire. The sample was a purposeful selection of the 354 rural 

principals in New Hampshire. A convenience sample was utilized based on independent 

and dependent variables and public accessibility of the data collected. The independent 

variables of gender and region were based on the dependent variables of principals’ 

salary, community engagement, and town population. 

The demographic data was collected to identify patterns and unintended results as 

it related to the first research question. Demographic data is presented in Tables 4.1 and 

4.2. The gender of the sample population was a ratio of 40 male to 34 female principals 

as indicated in Table 4.1 

Gender of Principals 

Demographic  Category Number Percent 
 Female 

Male 
    34  
    40 

   46% 
   54% 

Note. n=74 

In Table 4.2, the presented data was related to research question 2, showing that 

the 74 principals were sampled from each of the five regions of New Hampshire: North 

Country, Lakes, South Central, South East, and. South West. The dataset was taken 

from the rural towns in New Hampshire with a population of less than 10,000 

inhabitants. As represented in the data sample, the majority of principals working in 

rural towns are predominately concentrated in the Lakes and South West regions of 

New Hampshire.  
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Table 4.2  

Regional Representation of the Sample Frame 

Demographic  Category Number Percent 
New Hampshire Region Lakes 29 39% 
 North Country 9 12% 
 South Central 4 5% 
 South East 

South West 
7 
25 

10% 
34% 

Note. n=74 

Inferential Data Analysis 

Research Question 1 

The first research question asked if there is a difference between salary, 

community engagement, and town population based on the principal’s gender. Principals 

were grouped by gender, which was defined as binary male (1) and female (2). The 

descriptive analysis was grouped by gender defined by salary, community engagement, 

and town population. Table 4.3 summarizes the descriptive data and shows that the data 

varies between genders. 

Table 4.3 

Descriptive Statistics of Gender 

 
Salary 
 
 
Community 
 
 
Population 

 
1.00 
2.00 
Total 
1.00 
2.00 
Total 
1.00 
2.00 
Total 

N 
40 
34 
74 
40 
34 
74 
40 
34 
74 

Mean 
102541.22 
90553.36 
97033.29 
10.58 
9.94 
10.28 
5248.38 
4951.77 
5112.09 

Std. Deviation 
11322.66 
13571.14 
13708.73 
4.49 
5.86 
5.14 
2206.29 
3015.73 
2594.99 
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Salary and principal gender. A Mann-Whitney U test (Cronk, 2018) was used to 

examine the salaries of rural principals based on their gender. Male principals had 

significantly higher salary (m place 46.94) than female principals (m place 26.40; 

U=302.50, p < .01). Female principals’ average salary was $87,965 and male principals’ 

average salary $104,741. Table 4.4 summarizes the results of the Mann-Whitney U test of 

salary difference between genders. 

Table 4.4 

Principals’ Salary and Gender 

Total N 
Mann-Whitney U 
Wilcoxon W 
Test Statistic 
Standard Error 
Standardized Test Statistic 
Asymptotic Sig. (2-sided test) 

74 
302.50 
897.50 
302.50 
92.19 
-4.10 
.000 

 

Community engagement and principal gender. The Mann-Whitney U test 

(Cronk, 2018) was also used to examine rural principals’ community engagement, 

measured by attendance at local school board meetings based on their gender. No 

significant difference in the community engagement was found (U=614, p > .05). Female 

principals’ average annual school board meeting attendance was 9.9412, while male 

principals’ average attendance was 10.575. Table 4.5 summarizes the results of the 

independent variable of gender and dependent variable of community engagement. The 

results indicated no significant difference between these variables.  
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Table 4.5 

Community Engagement of Principals and Gender 

Total N 
Mann-Whitney U 
Wilcoxon W 
Test Statistic 
Standard Error 
Standardized Test Statistic 
Asymptotic Sig. (2-sided test) 

74 
614.00 
1209.00 
614.00 
 87.51 
   -.75 
    .45 

 

Town population and principal gender. The Mann-Whitney U test (Cronk, 

2018) was used to examine the relationship between the population of the rural town in 

which the principals’ schools were located and their gender. Rural town population is 

defined as a population of less than 10,000 people. No significant difference in 

population sizes was found (U=631.5, p > .05). Female principals were located in rural 

towns with an average population of 4,952, while male principals were located in rural 

towns with an average population of 5,248. Table 4.6 summarizes the results of the 

analysis of the independent variable of gender in relation to the dependent variable of 

rural town population. The results indicated no significant difference between these 

variables.  

Table 4.6  

Town Population of Principals’ Schools and Gender 

Total N 
Mann-Whitney U 
Wilcoxon W 
Test Statistic 
Standard Error 
Standardized Test Statistic 
Asymptotic Sig. (2-sided test) 

74 
631.50 
1226.50 
631.50 
92.15 
-.53 
.599 
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Research Question 2 

The second research question asked if there is a difference between salary, 

community engagement, and town population based on a principal’s geographic location 

in the state. The descriptive analysis was grouped by geographic location in New 

Hampshire defined by salary, community engagement, and town population. The 

descriptive statistics for this research question are summarized in Table 4.7 and the data 

varies by region in New Hampshire.  

Table 4.7 

Descriptive Statistics by Region 

 
 
Salary 
 
 
 
 
 
Community 
 
 
 
 
 
Population 

 
 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
Total 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
Total 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
Total 

N 
 

29 
9 
4 
7 
25 
74 
29 
9 
4 
7 
25 
74 
29 
9 
4 
7 
25 
74 

Mean 
 

97608.59 
89891.10 

104577.50 
93305.04 
98773.96 
97033.29 

10.28 
7.22 

10.00 
17.43 
9.44 

10.28 
5296.17 
2046.11 
7536.50 
6160.14 
5320.96 
5112.09 

Std. Deviation 
 

13235.99 
7231.12 
3177.11 
7356.53 

17285.32 
13708.73 

3.33 
6.92 
4.00 
5.13 
4.87 
5.14 

2111.46 
1743.90 
1469.00 
2293.82 
2787.63 
2594.99 

 

Salary and state region. A Kruskal-Wallis test (Cronk, 2018) was conducted 

comparing rural principals’ salary with the five geographic regions of New Hampshire. A 

significant result was found (H(4)=9.685, p < .05), indicating that there were differences 
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in salaries based on the geographic regions. A summary of the results is presented in 

Table 4.8.   

Table 4.8 

Salary Across State Region 

Total N 74 
Test Statistic 9.685a 
Degree Of Freedom 4 
Asymptotic Sig.(2-sided test) .046 
Note. The test statistic is adjusted for ties. 

A follow up pairwise comparison (Table 4.9) indicated that North Country 

principal salaries differed significantly (p <.05) when paired with the other four regions. 

The principal salaries in South West and South Central regions also differed significantly 

(p <.05) when paired. The average principal salaries by region are as follows: Lakes 

region (area 1) $97,609, North Country (area 2) $89,891, South Central (area 3) 

$104,578, South East (area 4) $93,305, and South West (area 5) $98,773. 

Table 4.9 

Pairwise Comparisons of Salary and State Region 

Sample 1-Sample 
2 

Test 
Statistic 

Std. 
Error 

Std. Test 
Statistic 

Sig. Adj. 
Sig.a 

2-4 -6.635 10.837 -.612 .540 1.000 
2-1 17.985 8.205 2.192 .028 .284 
2-5 -20.418 8.359 -2.442 .015 .146 
2-3 
4-1 

-31.528 12.923 -2.440 .015 .147 
11.350 9.056 1.253 .210 1.000 

4-5 -13.783 9.196 -1.499 .134 1.000 
4-3 24.893 13.479 1.847 .065 .648 
1-5 -2.433 5.869 -.415 .678 1.000 
1-3 -13.543 11.470 -1.181 .238 1.000 
5-3 11.110 11.581 .959 .337 1.000 
Note. Each row assumes that Sample 1 and Sample 2 distributions are the same. 
Asymptotic significances (2-sided tests) are displayed. The significance level is .05. 
Significance values have been adjusted by the Bonferroni correction for multiple tests. 
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Community engagement and state region. A Kruskal-Wallis test (Cronk, 2018) 

was conducted comparing rural principals’ community engagement across the five 

regions of New Hampshire. A significant result was found (H(4) = 14.349, p < .01), 

indicating that there was a difference in community engagement based on geographic 

region. The results of the Kruskal-Wallis test of the independent variable of geographic 

region relating to the dependent variable of community engagement are summarized in 

Table 4.10. 

Table 4.10 

Community Engagement Across State Region 

Total N 74 
Test Statistic 14.349a 
Degree Of Freedom 4 
Asymptotic Sig. (2-sided test) .006 
Note. The test statistic is adjusted for ties. 

A follow-up pairwise comparison (Table 4.11) indicated that North Country and 

South West principal community engagement differed significantly (p < .05) when paired 

with the other three regions. The averages of principals’ community engagement by 

region are as follows: Lakes (area 1) 10.3, North Country (area 2) 7.2, South Central 

(area 3) 10, South East (area 4) 17, and South West (area 5) 10.3.  

Table 4.11 

Pairwise Comparisons of Community Engagement and State Region 

Sample 1-Sample 
2 

Test Statistic Std. Error Std. Test 
Statistic 

Sig.  Adj. Sig.a 

2-5 -8.262 7.935 -1.041 .298 1.000 
2-3 -12.347 12.266 -1.007 .314 1.000 
2-1 14.877  7.789 1.910 .056  .561 
2-4 -36.294 10.287 -3.528 .000 .004 
5-3 4.085 10.992 .372 .710 1.000 
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5-1 6.615 5.571 1.187 .235 1.000 
5-4 28.031 8.728 3.211 .001 .013 
3-1 2.530 10.887   .232 .816 1.000 
3-4 -23.946 12.794 -1.872 .061 .612 
1-4 -21.416 8.596 -2.491 .013 .127 
Note. Each row assumes that Sample 1 and Sample 2 distributions are the same. 
Asymptotic significances (2-sided tests) are displayed. The significance level is .05. 
Significance values have been adjusted by the Bonferroni correction for multiple tests. 
 

Town population and state region. A Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted 

comparing rural town population with the five regions of New Hampshire. A significant 

result was found (H(4) = 19.473, p < .001) indicating that there was a difference in rural 

town population based on geographic region. The results of the Kruskal-Wallis test 

analyzing the relationship of the independent variable of geographic region to the 

dependent variable of town population are summarized in Table 4.12.   

Table 4.12 

Rural Town Populations Across State Region 
Total N 74 
Test Statistic 19.473a 
Degree Of Freedom 4 
Asymptotic Sig. (2-sided test) .001 
Note. The test statistic is adjusted for ties. 

A follow-up pairwise comparison (Table 4.13) indicated that the North Country 

rural town population differed significantly (p <.05) when paired with the other four 

regions (Field, 2013). The rural town population in the Lakes and South West regions 

also differed significantly (p <.05) when paired with the other two regions. The average 

rural town population by region was as follows: Lakes (area 1) 5,296, North Country 

(area 2) 2,046, South Central (area 3) 7,537, South East (area 4) 6,160, and South West 

(area 5) 5,320.  
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Table 4.13 

Pairwise Comparisons of Town Population and State Region 

Sample 1- 
Sample 2 

Test Statistic Std. Error Std. Test 
Statistic 

Sig. Adj. Sig.a 

2-5 -26.293 8.356 -3.147 .002  .017 
2-1 27.816 8.202 3.391 .001  .007 
2-4 -35.905 10.833 -3.314 .001  .009 
2-3 -49.083 12.917 -3.800 .000  .001 
5-1 1.523 5.866 .260 .795 1.000 
5-4 9.611 9.192 1.046 .296 1.000 
5-3 22.790 11.576 1.969 .049 .490 
1-4 -8.089 9.052 -.894 .372 1.000 
1-3 -21.267 11.465 -1.855 .064 .636 
4-3 13.179 13.473 .978 .328 1.000 
Note. Each row assumes that Sample 1 and Sample 2 distributions are the same. 
Asymptotic significances (2-sided tests) are displayed. The significance level is .05. 
Significance values have been adjusted by the Bonferroni correction for multiple tests. 

 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to explore the factors that potentially impact 

principal turnover in rural New Hampshire schools. A quantitative non-experimental 

study method was selected to investigate possible turnover factors (Creswell, 2014). The 

Mann-Whitney U test and Kruskal-Wallis test were used to determine the significance of 

the relationship between the independent and dependent variables based on the research 

questions studied. This chapter presented demographic information about the data sample 

and the quantitative results relating to the research questions.  

The Mann-Whitney U test determined that statistically significant differences 

were found based on a principal’s gender and salary. The test did not find significant 

difference between the independent variable of gender and the dependent variables 

community engagement and rural town population.  

A Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted comparing the distribution of the dependent 



PRINCIPAL TURNOVER IN RURAL NH                                                              92	

variable of principals’ salaries, community engagement, and rural town population with 

the independent variable geographic region of New Hampshire (Cronk, 2018). The test 

indicated significant difference between the independent variable of the five geographic 

regions of New Hampshire in comparison to the dependent variables of salary, 

community engagement, and rural town population. Chapter Five will discuss these 

results and conclude with implications for future research. 
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Chapter Five: Findings and Conclusions 

Introduction 

	 Chapter Five presents and discusses the results of this quantitative, non-

experimental study. The chapter begins with a brief overview of the purpose, research 

questions, and conceptual framework for this study. It goes on to present and discuss 

research findings and connections to prior studies. Issues of trustworthiness, 

unanticipated results, limitations, and transferability are reviewed. Recommendations for 

further study close the chapter.  

Purpose 

	 The purpose of this study was to explore the factors that may impact principal 

turnover in rural New Hampshire schools. The analysis specifically focused on public 

schools (between kindergarten and grade twelve) in New Hampshire, in the rural school 

setting. The research conducted aimed to examine whether these factors influence why 

principals leave rural schools.  

Summary of Procedures 

 The population of this study was principals in rural public schools. To collect the 

data for this study, the salary information was obtained from school district public budget 

reports and New Hampshire Association of School Principals Salary Survey information. 

The rural town population information was collected from the New Hampshire census. 

The principals’ gender as well as attendance and participation in school board meetings 

was collected from school district websites. To determine the geographic region, the 

location of each school district was collected from the New Hampshire Department of 

Education.  
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Summary of Findings 

  The researcher found that gender and a principal’s salary had significant 

difference based on the Mann-Whitney U test and was a predictor for salary difference. 

Gender had an influence on salary, with female principals’ salaries averaging at $87,965 

in comparison to male principals’ salaries averaging at $104,741. The geographical 

region of New Hampshire also differed significantly from the rural town population 

where schools were located, salary, and community engagement of principals. The results 

from the Kruskal-Wallis test showed a significance of .046 that the independent variable 

of geographic region had on principals’ salaries. Therefore, principals’ salaries differed 

based upon geographic region in New Hampshire. The pairwise comparison analysis of 

the Kruskal test showed that the Lakes region, South West region, and North Country 

indicated the greatest significance. Additionally, the geographic region had an influence 

on principals with respect to community engagement, as indicated by a significance of 

.006 in-group differences. Based upon the geographic region of New Hampshire 

principals’ community expectations also differed. Further analysis indicated that specific 

regions such as the North Country, certain rural school districts in the Lakes region, and 

South West region highlight this significance. These findings provide valuable 

information about the significance of gender in relation to the principals’ salaries. In 

addition, the findings provide key information on the way the geographical region in New 

Hampshire relates to principals’ salary, gender, and community engagement. With the 

geographic region as the independent variable and the rural town population as the 

dependent variable, the Kruskal-Wallis test results also demonstrated a significance of 
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.001. The strongest significance came from the North Country, Lakes, and South West 

regions.  

Prior research focused on rural principal turnover and showed a discrepancy 

between female principals and male principals staying at the schools (Hansen, 2018; 

Pendola & Fuller, 2018; Preston et al., 2013). Specific factors such as community 

engagement, salary, rural town population, and gender suggested that the geographical 

region of the schools’ location in New Hampshire is another potentially a significant 

factor. Furthermore, prior research suggested that gender influences principals’ salaries 

(Hansen, 2018; Pendola & Fuller, 2018). District leaders and school boards should 

examine these factors to predict principal turnover.  

 The results of the study indicated that the location of schools in one of New 

Hampshire’s five geographic regions is a key determining factor influencing principals’ 

salaries, rural town population and community engagement. Additionally, gender 

influenced principals’ salaries in rural school districts in the state. The results of this 

study indicate that further examination of these variables and analysis of their influence 

on principal turnover are worth merit.  

Demographic Data and Patterns 

 A study conducted in Texas indicated a similar trend of a lower percentage of 

female principals N=34, 46% in comparison to male principals N=40, 54% (Pendola & 

Fuller, 2018). Another data trend that emerged from this study was the regional 

representation from the sample collected. The sample of principals from rural New 

Hampshire hailed predominately from the Lakes and South West regions N=54, 73%. 

The South East N=7, 10% and South Central N=4, 5% regions represented a smaller 
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amount of the overall sample. It is important to note that the North Country region at 

N=9, 12% represented a smaller part of the sample due to the accessibility of the data. 

Research Question 1 Findings 

The first research question asked if a difference exists between principals’ salary, 

community engagement, and schools’ town population based on the principal’s gender. 

Descriptive Statistics 

The salary means expressed an appreciative difference, where female principals 

made $90,553 and male principals made $102,541. The significance is further expressed 

in the inferential statistics findings showing a significant difference with respect to 

gender. The results from descriptive statistics were similar to those found in the literature 

regarding principals’ gender and its influence on salaries (Hansen, 2018; Pendola & 

Fuller, 2018).  

Principals’ community engagement indicated slight differences in the means for 

male principals at 10.6 and female principals at 9.9. Prior literature speaks to high 

expectations as a factor contributing to rural principal turnover (Hansen, 2018; Pendola & 

Fuller, 2018; Preston et al., 2013; Preston & Barnes, 2017). Rural town population size 

was considered a factor in principal turnover. Correspondingly, the difference in means 

based upon gender was 5,248 for male principals and 4,952 for female principals. Prior 

literature mentions female principals leaving at a greater rate than male principals (Akiba 

& Reichardt, 2004; Hansen, 2018; Pendola & Fuller, 2018). The descriptive analysis 

alone based on a principal’s gender and the dependent variables as part of this study for 

principals’ salaries, community engagement, and rural town population required further 

inferential statistical analysis to find significant difference. 



PRINCIPAL TURNOVER IN RURAL NH                                                              97	

Inferential Statistics 

The results of the Mann-Whitney U test for this research question showed a 

significant difference in gender and salary. The results did not reveal any statistical 

difference between gender and rural town population or community engagement. Based 

on the Mann-Whitney U test, rural New Hampshire school principals’ salary did differ 

significantly based on gender. The literature similarly speaks to the influence gender has 

on principals’ salaries in rural schools in the nation (Hansen, 2018; Rangel, 2018).  

These results reiterate earlier research showing that rural principals’ salary and 

gender had a strong relationship (Hansen, 2018; Pendola & Fuller, 2018; Rangel, 2018). 

While there is significance in the averages in certain regions, the distinct difference is 

emphasized in this study. The Mann-Whitney U test was used to examine the relationship 

between the dependent variables of community engagement and rural town population 

and the independent variable of gender. The test did not illustrate any statistical 

difference. This study found no statistical differences between the means based on the 

Mann-Whitney U test that a principal’s gender is related to his/her community 

engagement or rural town population. The results did find a significant difference in the 

means indicating that gender influenced salary in New Hampshire.  

Research Question Two Findings 

The second research question asked if a difference exists between salary, 

community engagement, and town population based on the principal’s geographic 

location in the state.	
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Descriptive Statistics 

 The salary information expressed commonalities with distinct differences in 

salary information across the five regions. The North Country showed the lowest mean 

salary of $89,891 and South Central showed the highest mean salary of $104,578. The 

other three regions had mean salaries of $93,305 (South East), $98,773 (South West), and 

$97,608 (Lakes). The common theme is the fact of rural town budgets influencing 

salaries as New Hampshire school budgets are based upon local property taxes 

(Claremont, Case 1997; ConVal Lawsuit, 2019).  

The area with the highest community engagement mean value was the South East 

region (17.5). Both Lakes (10.3) and South West (10.3) had similar means for community 

engagement. It is interesting to note that North Country had a significantly lower 

community engagement mean of 7. The demand for principals attending and participating 

in school board meetings was clearly evidenced by significantly higher community 

engagement in more populated geographic regions of New Hampshire.  

Rural town population was also examined in the descriptive analysis, noting that 

specific regions in New Hampshire had lower population averages. The North Country 

had the lowest town population average of 2,046 in comparison to the other four regions 

(Lakes at 5,296, South Central at 7,537, South East at 6,160, and South West at 5,320). 

Rural town population was examined in this study due to its potential influence on rural 

principal turnover. Research noted that rural schools face different challenges than urban 

schools when it comes to principal turnover (Hansen, 2018; Rangel, 2018). 
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Inferential Statistics 

The results of the Kruskal-Wallis test found significant differences when 

comparing the dependent variables of rural town population, principals’ salaries, and 

community engagement to the independent variable of geographic region in New 

Hampshire. The nonparametric test conducted as part of the Kruskal-Wallis test did find 

that comparing groups of dependent variables to the independent variable generated a 

significant result. Prior research in other rural regions of the United States supports the 

finding that salary, community engagement, and rural town population are factors that 

influence principal turnover (Akiba & Reichardt, 2004; Hansen, 2018; Pendola & Fuller, 

2018; Preston et al., 2013). 

The salary test results demonstrated a significant difference by geographic region. 

This further supports the assertion that geographic region in New Hampshire where a 

school is located influences principals’ salaries. Certain literature has emphasized limited 

funding and resources in the state (Budge, 2006; Norton & Bird, 2017). The results also 

showed a significant difference between geographic region and community engagement. 

The pairwise comparisons indicated that specific regions (North Country and South 

West) showed differences, while others did not. These findings are consistent with the 

literature showing that community engagement can be a significant factor for rural 

principal turnover (Norton & Bird, 2017; Starr & White, 2008). 

The results of the Kruskal-Wallis test showed significant difference in the 

comparison of the geographic region to the independent variable of rural population 

where p is less than .001. The comparison of the dependent variable to the independent 

variable indicates statistical differences among these groups. Consistent with current 
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literature, rural town population is a significant factor influencing principal turnover, with 

complications stemming from funding resources and school budgets (Norton & Bird, 

2017; Williams & Nierengarten, 2011). The pairwise comparison test indicated that the 

geographic region in New Hampshire significantly influences rural town population, 

salary, and community engagement of a rural principal.  

 The results emerging from this research question found a difference between 

salary, rural town population, and community engagement based on a principal’s 

geographic region in New Hampshire. This suggests that rural principals’ location in one 

of New Hampshire’s five geographic regions influences salary, community engagement 

and the rural town population. The pairwise comparisons of the dependent variable to the 

independent variable of region also indicated that certain regions of the state had more 

significant difference than other regions. The test showed that the Lakes, South West, and 

North Country regions had a greater significant difference, whereas South East and South 

Central didn’t have significance. The results indicate that the geographic region in New 

Hampshire influences principals’ rural town population, salary, and community 

engagement.  

Validity and Reliability 

	 The researcher followed the standards of objectivity to ensure reliability (Patten, 

2014). The researcher selected an appropriate length of time to carry out the tests and an 

appropriate quantitative methodology that met the objectives of the study’s research 

questions (George & Mallery, 2016). The chosen sampling method focused on public 

principals in New Hampshire in a rural setting. The total sample selected for the study 

was 74 rural principals, which improved the precision and validity of the sample, given 
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that it was greater than 50 participants (George & Mallery, 2016; Patten, 2014). The data 

was reviewed and analyzed to confirm missing data from the sample collected.  

Limitations and Transferability 

Limitations  

The study was limited to traditional rural New Hampshire public school principals 

in grades K–12. Research relied on data collected from New Hampshire Association of 

School Principals (NHASP) as well as information acquired from school district 

websites. The narrow scope does not allow the results of this study to be generalized to 

the entire principal population, but rather, only to principals with specific characteristics 

that match the examined variables. Despite the limitations, the information gathered and 

analyzed in this study is valuable to state agencies, local districts, and professional 

educational organizations. 

The data collected from NHASP is incomplete because some schools did not 

report salary information. Therefore, the researcher was required to gather salary data 

listed under public budget information on school websites. Some districts do not provide 

principal salary information and instead provide a total salary number. This is a potential 

limitation to the study.  

Some of the New Hampshire school districts represented in the data have multiple 

elementary schools, middle schools, and high schools, while other districts have only one 

or two schools at each level. An additional limitation is the fact that the collected dataset 

includes some school districts with more principals than others. The proposed remedy to 

this limitation was to collect principal data from all five regions of New Hampshire. This 
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was an issue as some regions of New Hampshire are overrepresented in the sample due to 

rural population variability across the state. 

Transferability 

The findings of this study resulted in valuable information for further research of 

rural principal turnover in New Hampshire and in other states. The results would be 

useful to state agencies and professional associations such as the New Hampshire 

Association for School Principals (NHASP) and New Hampshire School Administrators 

Association (NHSAA). Superintendents and school boards could use these findings to 

examine how to minimize principal turnover in rural school districts.  

Recommendations and Implications 

Several recommendations for future research into the determinants that potentially 

influence principal turnover and serve as predictors for turnover need to be explored in 

further studies. Further research could delve into the factors that influence rural principal 

turnover and increase principal salaries, create more competitive salaries for female 

principals, and balance principals’ community engagement and school board expectations 

in the school district. 

1. A future study utilizing correlational analysis of the independent variables of 

gender and geographical region in New Hampshire as compared to dependent 

variables of salary, rural town population, and community engagement would 

provide deeper understanding of this topic.  

2. The Mann-Whitney U test and Kruskal-Wallis test could be applied to a larger 

sample size to examine whether the results vary or have similarities with this 

study. The larger population study could investigate the dependent and 
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independent variables of this study. This could be applied to other rural 

schools in the nation.  

3. The research conducted in New Hampshire could be replicated or expanded to 

explore other key variables that influence rural principal turnover. This would 

add longitudinal analysis to this research. 

4. The statistical findings from the independent and dependent variables could be 

used to further study rural principal turnover in other states or nationally. This 

would allow studies to examine whether dependent variables of gender and 

geographical region in other states influence independent variables of 

principal salary, community engagement, and rural town population. This 

would determine if these variables are predictors for rural principal turnover 

in a broader geographical area.  

5. A comparative study could be conducted between rural school principals and 

urban school principals based upon this study’s dependent and independent 

variables. This would further examine principal turnover and the relationship 

between the dependent variables and the independent group variables in two 

distinct public school settings.  

Conclusion 

	 Rural schools have experienced principal turnover due to factors such as 

geographic isolation, community expectations, and lower principal salaries (Branch, 

Hanusheck, & Rivkin, 2013; Hansen, 2018; Rangel, 2018). The frequent turnover of 

principals has consequences for school districts and students. The influence of principal 

turnover impacts student achievement and carries financial costs for school districts 
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(Branch et al., 2009; Fuller & Young, 2009; Mascall & Leithwood, 2010; Miller, 2013). 

New Hampshire faces inequalities in state education funding (Claremont Case, 1997; 

ConVal Lawsuit, 2019). In particular, rural schools in New Hampshire have experienced 

challenges with educational funding which is based on property tax revenues (Norton & 

Bird, 2017).  

 Research on rural school principals continues to be examined in the United States 

and is worthy of further exploration to improve principal retention (Fuller & Young, 

2009; Pendola & Fuller, 2018; Rangel, 2018). The results of this study will provide 

principals, school district leaders, local school boards, state agencies, and professional 

organizations with the tools to examine salary inequality as related to gender, the cost of 

increased community engagement for principals, and the added burdens of principals’ 

location in various geographic regions of New Hampshire. The key variables of this study 

can potentially improve the salaries and community engagement expectations of 

principals, which can increase principal retention. The geographic isolation that 

principals experience in rural schools is also gaining further attention. Researchers are 

mindful of this also being a potential reason why principals leave. This study examined 

this variable as well. District systems leaders and school boards should provide additional 

supports for rural principals such as professional networks, mentoring programs, and 

collegial support that is vitally important (Graham, Paterson, & Miller, 2008; Lock et al., 

2012).  

The results of this study recognize that gender potentially influences principals’ 

salaries in New Hampshire. Additionally, the geographic region in New Hampshire 

where a school is located influences principals’ salary, community engagement, and rural 
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town population. These variables indicate the significant difference as potential 

predictors on rural principals and the potential impact on turnover. The researcher 

encourages superintendents, school boards, professional organizations, and state agencies 

to examine these variables to better support the principals as the institutional school 

leaders. This will better serve not only to aid principals but also improve principal 

retention, which will support our students, communities, teachers, and school systems. 
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