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Chapter 1 - Introduction

The annual principal turnover rate in the United States (U.S.) has reached a
national average of 30 percent and is significantly impeding school improvement efforts
throughout the country (Beteille, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2012; Goldring & Taie, 2014;
Seashore-Louis, Wahlstrom, Leithwood, & Anderson, 2010; Tekleselassie & Villarreal
111, 2011). The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) (2014) reported that 74
percent of the principals remaining in the position at the end of a school year had held
that position for less than five years, and that 50 percent of the same group had less than
five years of experience as a principal (Goldring & Taie, 2014). The research has shown
that principals must remain in the school for a minimum of five years before educational
progress can begin to be realized (Beteille et al., 2012; Branch, Hanushek, & Rivkin,
2012; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). With the rising national focus on school
improvement, this information calls attention to the urgent need to address principal
turnover in our country.

Statement of the Problem

Several states, including New Hampshire, North Carolina, Texas, and Illinois
have conducted multi-year principal turnover studies confirming the significance of the
problem in retaining school principals. A twelve-year study in North Carolina revealed
that half of all principals leave the position during their first four years of employment
(Miller, 2009). A previous study in North Carolina reported an attrition rate of 52 percent
after six years (Gates, Santibanez, Brown, Ghosh-Dastidar, & Chung, 2004). In Texas, a

twelve-year study conducted by Fuller and Young (2009) found that 70 percent of newly
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hired principals left the position within the first five years; 50 percent left during the first
three years (Fuller & Young, 2009). Research conducted in Illinois between 1987 and
2001 disclosed a newly hired principal attrition rate of 62 percent (Ringel, Gates, Chung,
Brown, & Ghosh-Dastidar, 2004). A 2017 draft report of certified principals and
principal turnover in New Hampshire completed by the New Hampshire Department of
Education (NH DOE) found an average four year turnover rate of 58 percent.
Additionally, the NH DOE (2017) reported that only 36 percent of the educators with a
principal certification held the position in 2016 (New Hampshire Department of
Education, 2017). These studies were conducted over multiple year periods, netted
similar results, and are consistent with the recent national data reported by NCES (2014).
The preceding statistics accentuate the principal turnover problem in our country and
highlight the need for valid and reliable information that can be used to reduce this
problem that can impede school improvement efforts.
Purpose of the Study

Principal turnover is a national problem that must be addressed (Beteille et al.,
2012; Fuller, 2012; Manna, 2015). Efforts to retain principals may play an important role
in reducing turnover and should be given careful consideration (Rowland, 2015). This
study provides information that can be used when granting such consideration by
comparing the statistical differences in the levels of job autonomy and social support
experienced by principals in selected demographic groupings. Job autonomy and social
support have been found to be the most important indicators of principal job satisfaction,

which in turn has been linked through research to principal retention (Chang, Leach, &
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Anderman, 2015; Chou, Kroger, & Lee, 2010; Estes & Polnick, 2012; Humphrey,
Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007; Maforah, 2015; Schmidt, 1976). Researchers Beck (1983)
and Field (2008) found that satisfied employees approached their work with enthusiasm
and passion, and that employers who recognized this, and promoted an environment
where job satisfaction could occur, were rewarded with long-term employee retention.
This is relevant as long-term principal retention is paramount for school success and
principal effectiveness (Anthony, 2016; Beteille et al, 2012; Burkhauser, EImore &
Burney, 1997; Fuller, 2012; Gates, Hamilton, & Ikemoto, 2012; Kirtman, 2014; Miller,
2009; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). Research has shown that for school success and
principal effectiveness to occur the principal must remain in the same position for more
than five years (Anthony, 2016; Beteille et al, 2012; Burkhauser, Gates, Hamilton, &
Ikemoto, 2012; Fuller, 2012; Miller, 2009; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). To reach this
five-year milestone, a strong focus on practices designed to support and retain principals
must be a school district priority (Anthony, 2016; Beteille et al, 2012; Burkhauser et al.,
2012; Fuller, 2012; Miller, 2009; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010).

The Society for Human Resource Management (SHRM) (2010) advised the key
to employee retention is understanding not what drives employees to leave, but what
motivates them to stay. Theorists and researchers including, Herzberg (1959), Vroom
(1966), Hackman and Oldham (1976), Spector (1997), Drucker (1999), McGregor
(2006), and Pink (2009) underscore the importance of job satisfaction and its influence on
employee retention. The two most significant factors contributing to job satisfaction in

principals have been identified as job autonomy and social support (Bobbitt et al., 1998;
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Evans, 2010; Parker & Wall, 20011; Sai, 2016; Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011). These
factors must be considered when examining why principals remain in the position.
Additionally, the demographic variables, gender and years of experience, should be
included as they have also been shown to influence principal job satifaction (Branch et
al., 2012; Chang et al., 2015; Chou et al., 2010; Gaziel, 1986; Humphrey et al., 2007,
Larkin et al., 2015; Maforah, 2015; MetLife, 2013; Smerek & Peterson, 2007; Schmidt,
1976). Key differences among principals can raise critical issues in retention.

This study examined the differences between the perceived levels of job
authonomy and social support experienced by female and male principals who had been
in their current position for at least one year, but not more than nine years. This study
also examined and the differences between the perceived levels of job authonomy and
social support experienced by principals with 1-3 years of cumulative experience and
principals with 4-9 years of cumulative experience. This examination provides relevant
information about why principals stay, and provides a resource for state and local
agencies to use when seeking to identify those principals with the highest risk of leaving
the position. Additionally, the information from this study, coupled with a compilation of
the demographic composition of the principals in the state and/or local school districts,
can be synthesized to allow agencies to identify differentiated principal groupings to
receive targeted resources.

The sample used to conduct this study included only principals from traditional
public-schools. Several studies have shown the indicators of job satisfaction vary among

charter and traditional public-school principals (Kirshtein, 2012; Lettre & Campbell,
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2016; Ni, Sun, & Rorrer, 2015; Sai, 2016; Vickers, 2014). Such variances were not
included as part of this study. Therefore, public charter school principals were not
included. Additionally, the demographic groupings examined in this study did not include
principals with ten or more years of cumulative experience. As shown by Adamowski,
Therriault, and Cavanna (2007) and MetL.ife (2013), principals serving in the same
position for ten or more years may become complacent and can unintentionally
misrepresent such complacency as inflated levels of job autonomy and social support.
Given the findings of Adamowski et al. (2007) and MetL.ife (2013) the researcher limited
the sample population to principals with nine or less years in the same position. Finally,
the study was conducted using U.S. Census Bureau survey data specific to traditional
public-school principals. Bureau of Indian Education and private school principals did
not complete the same U.S. Census Bureau survey as the one used for study, therefore
data could not be accurately combined and examined (NCES, 2014).
Research Questions
By analyzing a secondary dataset collected through the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES), this study sought to answer the following questions:
1. Isthere a difference between cumulative years of principal experience and job
autonomy?
Ho: There is no difference between cumulative years of principal experience and
job autonomy.
Ha: There is a difference between cumulative years of principal experience and

job autonomy.
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2.

Is there a difference between cumulative years of principal experience and social
support?
Ho: There is no difference between cumulative years of principal experience and
social support.
Ha: There is a difference between cumulative years of principal experience and
social support.
Is there a difference between the gender of the principal and job autonomy?
Ho: There is no difference between gender and job autonomy.
Ha: There is a difference between gender and job autonomy.
Is there a difference between the gender of the principal and social support?
Ho: There is no difference between gender and job autonomy.
Ha: There is a difference between gender and job autonomy.
Overview of Methodology

The researcher conducted an ex post facto comparative study to determine if

significant differences existed between the mean levels of the independent and dependent

variables groups. The independent variables examined in the study were gender and

cumulative years of experience as a principal. The dependent variables examined were

job autonomy and social support. This study is considered ex post facto because the

phenomenon examined occurred prior to the development of the study and the

independent variables could not be manipulated by the researcher. The results of this

study speculate statistical difference but do not prove causation (Shadish, Cook, &

Campbell, 2002; Preuss, 2003; Orcher, 2005; Patten, 2012). Random controlled samples
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were not used in the study and all elements of true experimental design were not followed
(Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002; Preuss, 2003; Orcher, 2005; Patten, 2012).

This study employed the use of a secondary data obtained from the National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES) with principal responses to the 2011-2012 School
and Staffing Survey for Principals (SASS) and the 2013 Principal Follow-up Survey
(PFS). The SASS, distributed every four years from 1987-1988 through 2011-2012, was
designed to collect information about principal characteristics and demographics,
preparation and professional development, experience, salary, levels of autonomy,
priority of goals, and perceived barriers; and information about school characteristics,
culture, climate, governance, and mobility intentions (NCES, 2014). The PFS was
distributed twelve months after each of the last two SASS administrations; 2009 and
2013. The goals of the PFS were to determine the number of principals who remained in
the same position in the same school, the number of principals who moved to a
principalship in a different school, and the number of principals who left the position.

This study examined the differences in the means of the independent variables,
cumulative years of experience as a principal and gender, on the dependent variables job
autonomy and social support as experienced by the sampled principal stayers. Stayers are
defined as those principals who chose to remain in the position from the time they
completed the 2011-2012 SASS through their completion of the 2013 PFS. The data for
the study was harvested from the de-identified 2011-2013 SASS/PFS secondary dataset.
The researcher used the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) V25 statistical

software program to import and analyze the data. Two-tailed independent samples t-tests
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were used to determine the differences between means and speculate causation (Salkind,
2010; Shadish et al., 2002).
Rationale and Significance

Principals play an important role in guiding and supporting the educational
process. They have an impact on every member of the educational community, a
responsibility to set the tone for learning, and the obligation to inspire the collective
capacity necessary for sustainable improvement (Beteille et al., 2012). Such improvement
is not likely to happen in a country, state, or school district where the average principal
stays in the same school for three years, annual principal turnover rates range from
between 30 and 70 percent, and the reported principal job satisfaction rate is 32 percent
(Fuller & Young, 2009; MetL.ife, 2013; NCES, 2013). At the end of the 2008-2009
school year more than 23,940 principals left their positions, another 25,210 left at the end
of 2012-2013 (Goldring & Taie, 2014). Combined, these numbers are staggering and
paint a grim picture for the future of our schools and our educational system as a whole.
Research has shown that when a new school principal takes over a school, progress is not
realized until after the fifth year of his or her tenure (Beteille et al., 2012; Miller, 2009).
Consider for a moment the number of students in the over 49,000 U.S. schools who
experienced a change in principal leadership between 2009 and 2013. Every one of these
students was subjected to a halt in school progress as a result of the leadership transition
(Beteille et al., 2012; Miller, 2009; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). This information clearly

reflects the significance of the principal retention problem in the U.S. and calls attention
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to the need to focus efforts on supporting and retaining school principals if reform efforts
are to be successful.

Research studies about principal turnover have largely ignored those principals
still serving in the position (Mendels, 2012; Usdan, McCloud, & Podmostko, 2000).
While there have been many studies conducted about why principals leave the position,
there are few focused on why they stay (Mendels, 2012; Usdan et al., 2009). Adamowski
et al. (2007) and MetL.ife (2013) have shown that the principal job satisfaction is at its
lowest level in six years, and that exiting principals express dissatisfaction with the level
of autonomy and social support they experienced in the position. Yet few studies have
examined these variables, or the predictability of them, among or between principal
groups (Mendels, 2012; Usdan et al., 2009). This study contributes to the limited pool of
information available about why principals choose to remain in the position.

A national dataset was selected by the researcher to complete this study for two
primary reasons. First, conducting a state level study would have resulted in a small
sample size thus limiting data analysis to descriptive statistics; and second, this study
sought to provide generalizable data about statistical differences in means between
principal groups and indicators of principal job satisfaction (Boyce & Bowers, 2016;
Gates et al., 2004; Sorapuru, 2012; Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011). With 85,110
records representing principals in public-schools across the country (Goldring & Taie,
2014), the NCES dataset allowed the researcher to produce information that can be used
by policy makers, state agencies, and school districts in their efforts to predict principal

turnover and to develop retention strategies. Additionally, the results of this study
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contribute to the limited pool of literature on the indicators of job satisfaction reported by
principals who remain in the position. With national principal turnover rates reaching or
exceeding 30 percent, this information is vital if there is any hope of reducing the annual
flow of principals in and out of our U.S. schools each year.

Role of the Researcher

To maintain objectivity the researcher remained personally detached from the
study by not allowing personal values and experiences, but instead facts and data to either
prove or disprove the null hypotheses (Punch, 1998). This study involved the analysis of
a secondary dataset. The data contained in the harvested dataset were de-identified by the
U.S. Census Bureau prior to the researcher obtaining them thereby posing minimal direct
risk to the individuals associated with information (NCES, 2014). The data in this study
met the requirement of 45 CFR 46.101(b) Categories of Exempt Human Subjects
Research: (4) Research involving the collection or study of existing data, documents,
records, pathological specimens or diagnostic specimens, if these sources are publicly
available or the information is recorded by the investigator in such a manner that the
subjects cannot be identified directly or through identifiers linked to the subjects.

To obtain the NCES data, the researcher collaborated with the Dissertation
Committee Chair, Dr. Christopher Benedetti, to acquire the support of a Senior Official
with the authority to enter into a contract with the NCES, and the willingness to sponsor
data access for the researcher. The secondary dataset obtained was stored in locked

cabinet in a secure project office while not in use. When the researcher was away from
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the computer, the data was protected by locking both the computer and the office in
which it was located. Access to the data was limited to the researcher.
Assumptions

The researcher assumed the secondary dataset was representative of a national
sample of traditional public-school principals as stated in the 2013, 2014, 2015, and 2017
NCES documentation referenced in this study. The researcher also assumed that principal
respondents to the survey questions included in the study answered questions honestly,
that the survey question and construct validity studies conducted by the NCES (2017)
were accurate and true, and that imputation, weighting, and stratification were conducted
correctly and as referenced in the NCES report, Documentation for the 2011-2012
Schools and Staffing Survey. It was assumed that the correct method to test for statistical
significance was used in the study, that the results were valid and reliable, and that the
method correctly proved or disproved the null hypothesis.

Definitions of Key Terminology

Autonomy gap: The difference between the priority level principals assigned to a task
and the amount of autonomy granted to them to perform the task (Adamowksi et al.,
2007).
Hygiene (extrinsic) factors of motivation: Those factors leading to job dissatisfaction:
salary, interpersonal relationships, employment status, supervision, company policy,

working conditions, and job security (Herzberg et al., 1959; Herzberg, 1966).
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Intrinsic factors of motivation: those factors attributed to the satisfying events
experienced by the employee: autonomy, advancement, growth, personal value for the
work and achievement (Herzberg et al., 1959; Herzberg, 1966).

Job autonomy: the degree to which an employee feels they can make decisions and
influence the tasks associated with their job; job responsibility refers to the tasks an
employee is charged with completing (Hackman & Oldham, 1980; Parker & Wall, 2001).
Job enlargement: a horizontal widening of responsibilities (Hackman & Oldham, 1980;
Lunenburg, 2011; Parker & Wall, 2001).

Job enrichment: a vertical expansion of the position (Hackman & Oldham, 1980;
Lunenburg, 2011; Parker & Wall, 2001).

Job satisfaction: employees’ overall emotional connection to the meaningfulness of their
work and the perceived value of their job (Human Resource Council, 2008).

Leaver: a principal who leaves the profession (Goldring & Taie, 2014).

Mover: a principal who moves to a different school (Goldring & Taie, 2014).

Principal: the chief academic and administrative officer of a public-school (Gifford,
2014).

Principal job autonomy: the principal’s ability to influence policies and make decisions
related to the operation of the school (Sai, 2016).

School level: elementary or secondary level (Goldring & Taie, 2014).

School size: refers to the number of enrolled students (Goldring & Taie, 2014).
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Social support: regular feedback through participation in collegial networks, mentoring,
coaching, and or other collaborative projects and district initiatives (Seashore-Louis et al.,
2010).
Stayer: a principal who stayed in the same school between school years (Goldring &
Taie, 2014).
Organization of Dissertation

This study was organized into five chapters, reference documents, and
appendices. Chapter One introduced the study, presented the problem statement, the
research questions, and the significance of the study. Chapter Two presented a review of
literature related to the importance of the principal role, principal turnover and its
impacts, principal job satisfaction and its constructs as predictors of turnover and
retention, and the conceptual framework of the study. Chapter Three described the
research methodology including the selected approach, research sample, data source and
collection methods, analysis techniques and limitations of the study. Chapter Four
presented the research findings. The analysis and synthesis of the findings were presented

in Chapter Five.
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Chapter 2 — Review of Literature

School principals in the United States are expected to perform a multifaceted
array of services and to have expert proficiencies in a vast number of areas including, but
not limited to: curriculum, instruction, assessment, financial forecasting and budgeting,
community engagement and public relations, child development, and the recruitment,
retention, and practices that enhance the cohesion of a quality workforce (Davis, Darling-
Hammond, LaPointe, & Meyerson, 2005; Miller, 2013; Weinstein, Jacobowitz, Ely,
Landon, & Schwartz, 2009). Principals have an impact on every student in a school
building, the faculty, the staff, and the educational community at large, and are second
only to the classroom teacher in terms of impact on student learning (Branch, Hanushek,
& Rivkin, 2012; Davis et al., 2005; Hanusek, & Rivkin, 2012; Lettre & Campbell, 2016;
Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005; Rowland, 2015a). To be effective in school
improvement, the principal must serve in the same school for a minimum of five years
(Beteille, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2012; Bottoms & Schmitt-Davis, 2010; Branch et al.,
2012; Elmore & Burney, 1997; Fuller & Young, 2009; McAdams, 1997; Seashore-Louis,
Wahlstrom, Leithwood, & Anderson, 2010; Weinstein et al., 2009). This time frame
addresses the amount of time it takes new principals to implement the vision, policies,
and strategies necessary for sustained school improvement (Beteille, 2012). However, in
the United States (U.S.) principals average only three years in the same position, and
annual principal turnover rates are as high as 70 percent in some states (Fuller & Young,
2009; Goldring & Taie, 2014). The inconsistencies brought on by frequent principal

changes have led to significant delays in advancing the public education in our nation
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(Beteille et al., 2012; Bottoms & Schmitt-Davis, 2010; Branch et al., 2012; EImore &
Burney, 1997; Fuller & Young, 2009; McAdams, 1997; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010;
Weinstein et al., 2009).

Research designed to examine the challenges in retaining principals has been
primarily focused on the factors that led the principals to resign, with information
collected from the leaving principals, leavers, after they have vacated the position
(Mendels, 2012; Usdan, McCloud, & Podmostko, 2009). Such studies have assumed
there is a positive correlation between principal dissatisfaction and turnover, thereby
indicating there is also a positive correlation between principal satisfaction and retention
(Mendels, 2012; Usdan et al., 2009). This study examined principal job satisfaction
through the lens of those principals who chose to remain in the position, the stayers. The
sample used in the study included traditional public-school principals employed with the
same school district for one to five years, which is the critical period of transition for a
school when a new principal takes over (Beteille et al., 2012; Bottoms & Schmitt-Davis,
2010; Branch et al., 2012; EImore & Burney, 1997; Fuller & Young, 2009; McAdams,
1997; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010; Weinstein et al., 2009). Sample groupings included
gender and years of experience up to nine years. The study sample did not include
principals who had been in the same position for more than nine years. This cap was
based on the findings of Adamowski, Therriault, and Cavanna (2007) and MetL.ife
(2013), who conducted large-scale studies on principal leadership. Adamowski et al.
(2007) and MetL.ife (2013) found that some principals serving beyond ten years in the

same school developed a sense of complacency. Such principals did not seek to change or
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improve either the system or their own level of job satisfaction, and often confused
complacency for satisfaction (Adamowski, Therriault, & Cavanna, 2007; MetL.ife, 2013).
If these principals had been included in the study, they could have inaccurately skewed
the results and threatened the validity and reliability of the findings. A narrower focus
allowed the researcher to examine data generalizable to the principal groups included in
the study. The results of this study provide valuable information that can be used by
school district leaders, policy makers, and state agencies when predicting principal
turnover and strategizing to prevent it.

The first part of this chapter served as an introduction to the content, scope, and
organization of the study, and the strategies used in the review of the literature. The
introduction included a description of the important role of the principal in leading and
guiding a school. The introduction called attention to high principal turnover rates across
the nation and the impact of such rates on the learning community and the need to
examine retention through the lens of principals who chose to remain in the position. The
second part of this chapter reviews principal job satisfaction and its constructs; job
autonomy and social support (Bobbitt, Faupel, & Burns, 1991; Evans, 2010; Parker &
Wall, 2001; Perrachione, Rosser, & Petersen, 2008; Sai, 2016; Tekleselassie & Villarreal,
2011). Additionally, the chapter provides information relative to the demographic
variables that have been shown to impact principal job satisfaction; gender and
experience (Branch et al., 2012; Chang, Leach, & Anderman, 2015; Chou, Kroger, &
Lee, 2010; Gaziel, 1986; Humphrey, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007; Larkin, Brantley-

Dias, & Lokey-Vega, 2015; Maforah, 2015; MetL.ife, 2013; Schmidt, 1976; Smerek &
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Peterson, 2007). The chapter concludes with a presentation of the conceptual model of
the study and a summary of the literature review in its entirety.
Literature Review

To complete the literature review, the researcher conducted a comprehensive
search of thirteen electronic databases to identify peer-reviewed journal articles and
primary research studies related to job satisfaction as an indicator of employee retention
in an educational setting. Search parameters included works generated between the years
of 1986 and 2016. Additionally, the researcher reviewed the works of seven known job
satisfaction studies outside of the set time-period: Desanctis (1982); lannone (1973);
Kalleberg, (1977); Krumboltz, Mitchell, and Jones (1976); McGregor (1966); Schmidt
(1976); Seashore and Taber (1975); and six documents developed by the theorists who
developed the motivational models examined in this study: Hackman and Oldham
(1975); Herzberg (1959, 1966); Maslow (1943, 1954); and Vroom (1964). The findings
from the review were synthesized to build the conceptual model that guided this study.
Role of the Principal

School principals play a critical part in guiding and supporting the educational
process. They are responsible for leading the educational community by setting the tone
for the learning, creating a positive culture where education can occur, and by fostering
intrinsic motivation and a collective capacity for sustainable improvement (Beteille et al.,
2012; Bottoms & Schmidt-Davis, 2012; Branch et al., 2012; EImore & Burney, 1997;
Leithwood, Seashore Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010;

Weinstein et al., 2009). Today’s school principals must be strong instructional leaders,
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community stewards, and visionary planners, who have robust skills in: goal setting;
personnel management; public relations; data disaggregation and analysis; financial
planning and budget management; curriculum, instruction, and assessment
methodologies; effective learning environments; and building student and community
support systems (Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Lettre & Campbell, 2016; Mendels, 2012;
Seashore-Louis, et al., 2010 Usdan et al., 2009). Principals rank second only to teacher
quality among school influences on student learning (Leithwood et al., 2004; Seashore-
Louis et al., 2010). Not only can they influence student achievement, effective principals,
who are able to develop and communicate the mission for their schools, along with goals
and action plans, have also been shown to increase student attendance, graduation rates,
and teacher effectiveness (Mclver, Kearns, Lyons, & Sussman, 2009; Waters, Marzano,
& McNulty, 2003).

The Wallace Foundation (2012) finds that without an effective school principal,
school improvement cannot occur. Yet while principals shoulder, and are held strictly
accountable for, the responsibilities associated with ensuring that all students have
equitable access to a supportive learning environment, they receive little to no
professional support from the state agencies, schools district leaders and policy makers
that drive the school agenda, and have limited autonomy to complete the day-to-day tasks
necessary to effectively run their schools (Burkhauser, Gates, Hamilton, & lkemoto,
2012; Fuller, 2012; Lettre & Campbell, 2016; Rowland, 2015). Through interviews with
principals who left the position, Johnson (2005) found a common perception that the

position was not manageable. He further concluded that principals are pulled in too many
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directions, and that the level of principal accountability coupled with the lack of
autonomy over their schools, made it impossible to successfully navigate the position
(Johnson, 2005).

Principal job satisfaction is declining, and it is growing increasingly evident that
policy makers, state agencies, and local school districts must put more focus on
developing strategies designed to support principals in executing their intricate and
complex roles, and in granting them the autonomy to perform their craft (Adamowksi,
Therriault, & Cavanna, 2007). Such efforts cannot be disassociated from current research
about effective leadership practices or local needs of principals (Lettre & Campbell,
2016). While not as in-depth as studies conducted on the impact of the teacher on student
achievement, research shows that principal leadership accounts for 25 percent of the
school related factors that influence student outcomes (Branch, Hanushek, & Rivkin,
2012; Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005). When principals are granted autonomy and
the support necessary to fulfill their role as the school leader, they are also granted the
power to transform their schools to a point where sustainable change can occur (Lettre &
Campbell, 2016; Rowland, 2015).

Effective Principals

Effective principals recognize there is a delicate balance between school district
and building level priorities and can accomplish this balance within the constraints set by
the school board, central office, and budgetary process (EImore & Burney, 1997). These
principals embrace the notion that continuous improvement is the result of ongoing

knowledge acquisition and the consistent development of their professional practice
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(Pont, Nusche, & Moorman, 2008; Kirtman, 2014). Additionally, effective principals
acknowledge that sustainable improvement must be a concerted, system-wide effort as
opposed to isolated practices and set the long-term strategic goals necessary to guide their
school’s growth (EImore & Burney, 1997). Unfortunately, while recognizing the factors
necessary for effective leadership and long-term growth, many principals do not have the
support or autonomy to see it happen. Instead they become entrenched in daily
administrative tasks with short-term goals designed to meet the immediate needs of the
school and staff (ElImore & Burney, 1997). Tekleselassie and Villarreal (2011), found
that principals devote 60-80 hours a week keeping up with the growing list of task
oriented jobs assigned to them by school partners who participate in the decision making
process and then abdicate the duty to the principal. Studies conducted twenty-years ago
found situations leading to principal burnout and career frustrations to be occurring on a
regular basis (Bacharach & Mitchell, 1983; Hertling, 2001; Norton, 2003; Pounder &
Merill, 2001). Recent studies show that such situations have not improved, but become
worse (Adamowksi, 2007; MetLife, 2013). According to MetLife (2013), principal job
satisfaction has dropped back to the lowest level recorded since the start of their annual
study in 1984.
Principal Retention

Given the vital role of the principal, it is not surprising to learn that to be effective
in school improvement efforts, a principal must serve in the same school for at least five
years (Beteille et al., 2012; Bottoms & Schmitt-Davis, 2010; Branch et al., 2012; EImore

& Burney, 1997; Fuller & Young, 2009; McAdams, 1997; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010;



PRINCIPAL JOB AUTONOMY AND SOCIAL SUPPORT 21
Weinstein et al., 2009). It is also not surprising that given the complexity of the role and
the increasing pressures to advance student achievement in ever changing and
challenging school environments, the average length of stay for a principal is only three
years (Beteille et al., 2012; Bottoms & Schmitt-Davis, 2010; Branch et al., 2012; Fuller
& Young, 2009; Goldring & Taie, 2014; McAdams, 1997; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010;
Weinstein et al., 2009). This is 40 percent less than what research indicates is necessary
for effective principals to succeed in leading school improvement (Beteille et al., 2012;
Bottoms & Schmitt-Davis, 2010; Branch et al., 2012; EImore & Burney, 1997; Fuller &
Young, 2009; Goldring & Taie, 2014; McAdams, 1997; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010;
Weinstein et al., 2009). This data indicates a tremendous problem that must be
immediately and effectively addressed by state agencies, policy makers, and school
district leaders.
Principal Support

To achieve sustainable success in the challenging and ever-changing educational
environment, principals must not only maintain longevity in the school, they must also be
supported in their efforts (Anthony, 2016; Beteille et al, 2012; Burkhauser et al., 2012;
Fuller, 2012; Miller, 2009; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). Sustainable school improvement
is dependent on new knowledge and updated practices, built on instructional innovation
and concerted system wide efforts, and opportunities for and engagement in open
dialogue and professional feedback (EImore & Burney, 1997; Robinson, 2011).
Aspirations for improved teaching and student learning must be grounded in a culture of

guidance and support, a mindset for growth, and forward thinking strategic planning
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(Elmore & Burney, 1997). However, a variety of studies conducted by EImore and
Burney (1997), Fullan (2013, 2014), Kirtman (2014), and Robinson (2011), have found
that just the opposite is true. These studies report that principals tackle the enormity of
the position by focusing on the short-term objectives and daily demands (ElImore &
Burney, 1997; Kirtman, 2014; Shubilla & Sturgis, 2012; Sparks, 2013) According to Cole
(2012) this close-sighted focus reported by principals can be at least partially attributed to
the lack of guidance and support they have in allowing them to focus on developing
quality professional learning and leadership practices for all members of the educational
team as routine practice (Cole, 2012).
Continuous Improvement

There is strong agreement among scholars that effective principal leaders foster
intrinsic motivation in the educational community; inspire collective capacity building for
continuous improvement with transparent accountability; balance central office and
school level priorities; and build systemic capacity for sustainability (EImore & Burney,
1997; Fullan, 2013; Mourshed, Chijioke, & Barber, 2010). Additionally, these scholars
agree that for leaders to be effective, they must be supported in their efforts to foster
effective synergistic teams that tap into the individual strengths of each member as they
collaboratively address the complex challenges of the work (EImore & Burney, 1997;
Fullan, 2013; 2014; Kirtman, 2014; Robinson, 2011; Sparks, 2013). To foster an
environment of continuous improvement, effective principals must have a focused
emphasis on quality professional learning for all members of the educational team as a

routine practice (Cole, 2012). Principals must have the autonomy to provide opportunity
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for, and participate in, the deliberate evaluation of their own and their staff members’
professional practices, with open feedback, skilled critique and self-reflection (ElImore &
Burney, 1997; Robinson, 2011). In her research on student-centered leadership, Robinson
(2011) found that effective principals were highly engaged as participants in a learning
environment (Robinson, 2011). If school communities truly embrace the ideas behind
building a sustainable, positive and effective learning culture, then they must fully
embrace and support the principals driving and shouldering the responsibility for such
changes (Wallace Foundation, 2013).
Principal Turnover

The high expectations placed on school principals today, coupled with the
pressures of meeting the conflicting needs and interests of community stakeholders, such
as parents, teachers, students, staff, district offices, and government agencies, have made
the principal position highly complex, regardless of the geographic area or demographic
composition (Davis et al., 2005; MetLife, 2013). While 89 percent of school principals
reported that they believe they are and should be held accountable for everything that
happens to the students in their schools, they also perceive and are frustrated with a lack
of autonomy related to their accountabilities (MetLife, 2013). This hindrance has
contributed to a decreased level of job satisfaction and a growing rate of attrition among
principals who are finding it increasingly difficult to manage their schools, much less
employ the innovative practices necessary for sustainable school improvement (Kirtman,
2014; MetL.ife, 2013; Miller, 2009). MetL.ife (2013) found that only 32 percent of

principals surveyed reported feeling satisfied in their position. This is the lowest principal
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satisfaction rating reported since 2002 and is tied for the lowest rating since the survey
began in 1984 (MetL.ife, 2013). Across the nation, school districts are experiencing
average annual principal turnover rates of 30 percent and higher; in some states,
including Illinois and Texas the range is between 62 and 70 percent (Beteille et al., 2012;
DeAngelis & White, 2011; Fuller, 2012; Goldring & Taie, 2014). The magnitude of this
turnover impedes school improvement efforts and has a negative impact on student
achievement, teacher retention, and the educational community (Anthony, 2016; Beteille
et al, 2012; Burkhauser, Gates, Hamilton, & lkemoto, 2012; Fuller, 2012; Miller, 2009;
Seashore-Louis et al., 2010).

Impact of principal turnover. Fluctuations of principal leadership caused by
principal turnover often bring modifications to school policy, practices within the school
building, and plans for the implementation of new goals and priorities (Branch et al.,
2012; Burkhauser et al., 2012; Ingersoll, 2001). These changes are disruptive to the
school operations and can lead to distrust in the educational community, detachment of
the faculty and staff, and a general negative overall culture and climate; none of which
provide the foundation for a thriving learning environment (Boyce & Bowers, 2016;
Branch et al., 2012; Fuller & Young, 2009; Griffith, 1999; Jones & Webber, 2001;
Miller, 2009; Weinstein et al., 2009). Leadership stability is an essential component of
any well-run organization; such stability is even more critical when the organization is a
school where educators are responsible for the academic learning and development of the
students (Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Leithwood et al., 2004). Studies conducted by the

National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) (2013) and the College Board (2011)
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find that states with the highest proportion of new principals have the lowest graduation
rates (Mattem & Patterson, 2011; NCES, 2013).

Student achievement. Principal retention not only directly affects teacher
satisfaction and retention; it also greatly impacts student achievement (Hallinger & Heck,
1996; Leithwood et al., 2004). Habegger (2008) found that educational relationships
situated in a positive school environment with a consistent leader had a strong impact on
student success. Miller (2009) found similar results in a multiyear study conducted in
North Carolina. Student test scores dropped in the first two years with a new principal.
They did not begin to rebound until after the fourth year of the principal’s tenure and did
not show improvement until after the fifth year (Miller, 2009). If the principal left before
the four-year mark, the test scores never began to rebound, never returned to where they
were when the principal started and as the new principal cycle began again, the
achievement scores dropped even lower (Miller, 2009). Other researchers agree that it
takes more than five years for student achievement to fully rebound from the transition to
a new principal and that the documented negative impact on student achievement doubles
when a new principal is coupled with novice teachers (Akiba & Reichardt, 2004; Beteille
etal., 2012; Fuller & Young, 2009; Ringel, Gates, Chung, Brown, & Ghosh-Dastidar,
2004; Weinstein et al., 2009). This information sheds a new light on the potential causes
of stunted student achievement in the U.S. where national data show that 74 percent of
the serving principals in 2011-2012 had less than five years of experience in their current
position, and 50 percent had less than five years of cumulative experience serving in a

school principal role (Goldring & Taie, 2014). This study examined both groups of
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principals by analyzing the number of years they spent in the same school, as well as the
cumulative number of years of experience in the principal position, to determine if these
different factors affected job satisfaction. Such information is valuable in developing
differentiated principal retention strategies for principals who have remained in the same
school.

Teacher retention. Teacher retention is significantly impacted by the
effectiveness and tenure of the school principal (Beteille et. al., 2012; Fuller & Young,
2009; Ingersoll, 2001; Plecki, Elfers, Loeb, Zahir, & Knapp, 2005; Weinstein et al.,
2009). In fact, principal retention has been identified as an important factor in a teacher’s
decision to remain in a school (Beteille et al., 2012; Fuller, Baker, & Young, 2007,
Ingersoll, 2001; Miller, 2009; Papa, 2002; Rosenholtz, 1989). Several research studies
show that schools with high levels of principal retention also have high levels of teacher
retention (Beteille et. al., 2012; Fuller & Young, 2009; Ingersoll, 2001; Plecki et al.,
2005; Weinstein et al., 2009). Conversely, the same studies found that schools with high
levels of principal turnover also had high levels of teacher turnover (Beteille et. al., 2012;
Fuller & Young, 2009; Ingersoll, 2001; Plecki et al., 2005; Weinstein et al., 2009).
Ingersoll (2001) found that administrative support was one of the critical factors teachers
considered when deciding to leave a position. Additionally, Ingersoll found that teachers
attributed job dissatisfaction, and the final decision to leave a position, to the high rate of
principal turnover in the school. Research conducted in twenty Washington State school
districts from 1988-2003 showed that high principal turnover was a causal factor of

teacher dissatisfaction and was highly correlated with teacher attrition (Plecki et al.,
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2005). Beteille et al. (2012) found teacher attrition to be 18 percent higher in the years in
which a new principal entered a school. The quality and consistency of the teaching staff
has been shown to be the most important factor contributing to student achievement
(Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin, 2004; Lockwood & McCaffrey, 2008; Rowan, Correnti, &
Miller, 2002). These findings underscore the importance of principal retention and the
impact of principal turnover on the teaching staff that are instrumental in advancing the
education of all students. Principal retention leads to higher levels of teacher retention;
both are instrumental to improved student achievement.

System-wide improvement. Researchers agree that schools with high levels of
principal turnover lack the stability necessary for success, as it takes time for a principal
to build the relationships and cultural learning environment necessary to implement
meaningful and sustainable change (Beteille, et al., 2012; Gates, Santibanez, Brown,
Ghosh-Dastidar, & Chung, 2004). Principals must remain in the same building for five or
more years to become effective in the position and to put in place the policies and
changes necessary for system-wide academic and school improvement (Beteille et al.,
2012; Bottoms & Schmitt-Davis, 2010; Branch et al., 2012; EImore & Burney, 1997;
Fuller & Young, 2009; McAdams, 1997; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010; Weinstein et al.,
2009). Unfortunately, state and national data indicate the average retention rate for a
school principal is just three years, which falls ominously short of the five years indicated
by research as necessary to propel school growth or even sustain the status quo (Fuller &
Young, 2009; Gates, et al., 2004; Goldring & Taie, 2014; Miller, 2009; Ringel et al.,

2004; Weinstein et al., 2009). The consequences of increasing principal turnover fall
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directly on the shoulders of our nation’s students who, without consistent principal
leadership, are at risk of being ill-prepared for the fast-paced and ever-changing world
that they will inherit.

Professional response. National efforts to address principal turnover have been
narrowly focused on creating a pipeline of new principals to fill vacated positions
(Hanover Research, 2012; Mendels, 2012). While this is a stop-gap measure to help
ensure there is a principal in every U.S. school, it does not address the country's principal
retention problem. It does not consider the feedback from the principals currently serving
in the position who consistently report the complexities of the job, coupled with a lack of
autonomy to address such complexities, are making the position too difficult to perform
(Davis et al., 2005; MetL.ife, 2013; Miller, 2009). The message delivered to researchers
from those principals who have exited the position was the job was too complex. This
information is tabulated, documented, and available for national, state, and local agencies
to use in creating programs to prepare new principals for the challenging role (Mendels,
2012; Sun, 2011; Usdan et al., 2009). If instead, the research paid closer attention to the
needs of current principals and documented those factors that could improve the level of
principal satisfaction, then national, state, and local agencies would have the information
necessary to shift from developing strategies for replacing principals to developing
strategies for sustaining principals.

Preparing new principals to fill open spots does not address the turnover problem
and the resulting effects on teachers, students, and achievement. Simply filling a principal

vacancy with a novice principal who will likely leave the position in less than five years
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will only contribute to the growing number of schools experiencing frequent leadership
transitions (Fuller, 2012; Goldring & Taie, 2014; NCES, 2013). If strategies are not
aimed directly at principal retention, the number of schools experiencing principal
turnover will far exceed the 49,000 reported by the NCES (2013), and the number of
students affected by the leadership transitions will continue to rise. It is imperative that
the policy makers, state, and school district officials pay closer attention to the needs of
current principals so retention, not replacement, strategies can be structured and
implemented.
Job Satisfaction

From the 1950’s to the 1970’s the U.S. transitioned from a time of traditional
industrial age rationale-oriented management theory, to one with a focus on the
consideration for human relations and organizational behavior (George, Jones, &
Sharbrough, 2002). During this period scholars developed theoretical models and
conducted research studies designed to identify and explain the indicators associated with
employee retention (George et al., 2002; Pinder, 2008; Porter, Bigley, Steers, & Steers,
2002). Several theories emerged identifying intrinsic employee motivation as the primary
factor of job satisfaction and a construct that human resource managers could use to
predict employee retention (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Herzberg, Mausner, &
Snyderman, 1959; Kalleberg, 1977; Larkin et al., 2015; Pardee, 1990; Sai, 2016; Smerek
& Peterson, 2007; Spector, 1997; Vroom, 1964). Such theories are aligned with the
teachings of Abraham Maslow (1943) asserting that while the psychological and security

needs of employees were necessary for employment, neither contributed to the level of
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internal job satisfaction that would cause an employee to remain in the position
(Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959; Kalleberg, 1977;
Larkin et al., 2015; Pardee, 1990; Sai, 2016; Smerek & Peterson, 2007; Spector, 1997;
Vroom, 1964). To positively influence employee retention, higher order needs must be
met. The employee must have a sense of value for the challenging work itself, they must
experience professional growth with autonomy and responsibility, and be recognized for
the work they do in a supportive environment; only then will the employees’ higher order
needs be met so job satisfaction can occur (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Herzberg,
Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959; Kalleberg, 1977; Larkin et al., 2015; Pardee, 1990; Porter
& Steers, 1973; Sai, 2016; Smerek & Peterson, 2007; Spector, 1997; Vroom, 1964).

Job satisfaction in principals. Early studies including those conducted by
Frederick Herzberg (1959, 1966), Victor Vroom (1964), and Greg Hackman and J.
Richard Oldham (1976), along with more recent studies conducted by Peter Drucker
(1999), Douglas McGregor (2006), and Daniel Pink (2009), have consistently provided
confirmation that when higher order needs are met, the resulting job satisfaction has a
positive impact on and is predictive of the employee retention. Job satisfaction is defined
by the Human Resource Council (2008) as an employee’s overall emotional connection
to the meaningfulness of their work and the perceived value of their job. Principals have
long attributed their retention to their commitment to the field, emotional connection to
the educational community, and the meaningfulness of the work (lannone, 1973; Nixon,
2013). However, according to Adamowski et al. (2007) and MetL.ife (2013), principals

are reporting lower perceptions of the work itself, an overall decline in their enthusiasm
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for the perceived value of the position, and decreased levels of job satisfaction.
Researchers attribute such declines to the isolative nature the principal role, coupled with
the lack of control or authority to provide the leadership necessary to run their schools
(Adamowski et al., 2007; MetLife, 2013). Given the link between employee retention
and job satisfaction, and the decline in both, the indicators of job satisfaction must be
examined to uncover potential causes that could be remedied.
Employee Motivation

To understand employee job satisfaction and retention behavior, supervisors and
agencies must first understand what motivates employees to act (Schulze & Steyn, 2003).
Theories of motivation can help to identify employees’ needs and ultimately predict
turnover intention (Rowley, 1996). One of the first published theories of job satisfaction
was Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory of Job Satisfaction (1959) which emerged with the
publication of his book The Motivation to Win (Herzberg et al. 1959). The book
chronicled twelve studies investigating the classification of work dimensions as either
having intrinsic motivating factors, those factors attributed to the satisfying events
experienced by the employee, or extrinsic hygiene factors, those factors related to events
perceived by an employee as exceptionally bad (Herzberg et al., 1959). Herzberg (1959)
theorized that job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction were products of two independent
and distinct dimensions, satisfaction and dissatisfaction, and the absence of one
dimension would not result in an increase to the other (Herzberg et al., 1959). Herzberg’s
(1959) theory postulates the motivating factors leading to job satisfaction include: the

need for recognition, autonomy, advancement, growth, personal value for the work and
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achievement. Herzberg (1959) theorizes that the hygiene factors that can lead to
employee dissatisfaction include: salary, interpersonal relationships, employment status,
supervision, company policy, working conditions, and job security (Herzberg et al., 1959;
Herzberg, 1966). Herzberg’s (1959) theory has been generally supported when tested in
educational settings and provides an appropriate lens for examining principal job
satisfaction.

Schmidt (1976) conducted a study of secondary principal job satisfaction to test
Herzberg’s (1959) theory. To conduct the study, Schmidt (1976) administered a checklist
version of Herzberg’s (1959) job satisfaction questionnaire to a random sample of 74
high school principals from 132 high schools in Chicago area. His goal was to determine
what types of events lead to principal job satisfaction, what events lead to job
dissatisfaction and how long the satisfaction or dissatisfaction lasted (Schmidt, 1976).
Schmidt (1976) proposed 296 situations to the principal participants; 139 situations
related to motivation factors and 157 related to hygiene factors. Respondents reported
that 111 of the 139 situations involving Herzberg’s (1959) motivational factors were
associated to job satisfaction, and that 120 of the 157 situations involving the hygiene
factors contributed to their level of job dissatisfaction (Schmidt, 1976). Schmidt’s (1976)
study points to the distinct difference between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation and to
Herzberg’s (1959) theory that intrinsic motivation was related to job satisfaction,
extrinsic motivation was related to dissatisfaction, and that an increase in one would not

cause a decrease in the other.
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Maforah (2015) confirmed the significance of intrinsic motivation in a behavioral
study of school principals designed to test the validity of job satisfaction theories. Using a
mixed-methods approach, Maforah (2015) surveyed 30 secondary school principals to
collect demographic and job satisfaction information and then conducted semi-structured
interviews to seek clarification on observed patterns discovered through survey data
analysis. The survey questions in Maforah’s (2015) study were designed to produce data
on both the intrinsic motivators of job satisfaction and the extrinsic motivators associated
with job dissatisfaction. The variables addressed working conditions, autonomy, the
nature of the position, personal characteristics, recognition, and self-actualization
(Maforah, 2015). The study showed that 83.3 percent of the principals surveyed
perceived the growing demands of the job far outweighed the salary increases they
received (Maforah, 2015). However, the principals’ dissatisfaction with the salary was
not alone enough motivation to leave the position (Maforah, 2015). These results align to
the results of the MetL.ife (2013) study indicating that 89 percent of principals surveyed
felt the complexities of the job had significantly increased in the last five years. Both
Maforah (2015) and MetL.ife (2013) confirmed Herzberg (1954), finding that the hygiene
factors identified by principals as leading to high levels of job dissatisfaction did not
impact the level of job satisfaction felt by principals, and therefore were not motivators to
leave the position. The principals in both the MetLife (2013) and Maforah (2015) studies
pointed to rewards related to recognition of effort, personal achievement, and ability to
develop young minds as motivators for job retention. This is a splendid example of

intrinsic motivators contributing to job satisfaction and retention and shows that while
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extrinsic motivators such as salary may decrease job dissatisfaction, they do not
necessarily impact job satisfaction or retention.

Extrinsic motivation. Extrinsic motivation was studied by Estes and Polnick
(2012) in an examination of the publishing efforts exerted by faculty members in higher
education. The hypothesis of the study was that once a faculty member published enough
articles to achieve tenure status, he or she would no longer be motivated to publish
articles (Estes & Polnick, 2012). The study produced a statistically significant (p<0.0001)
decrease in the number of research articles published by faculty members after receiving
tenure status (Estes & Polnick, 2012). Additionally, the faculty members did not report an
increase in job satisfaction once tenure status was received (Estes & Polnick, 2012). The
results of the Estes and Polnick (2012) study indicate that extrinsic motivators, such as
tenure status, are not effective tools for motivating job satisfaction. This is relevant to
understanding the motivation indicators for principal job satisfaction. There may be a
strong public perception that educators leave the position due to the salary structure.
However, researchers including Adamowski et al. (2007), Akiba and Reichardt (2004),
Beteille et al. (2012), Bottoms and Schmidt-Davis (2012), Ingersoll (2001), Maforah
(2015), and MetL.ife (2013), have found this not to be the case.

Extrinsic motivators are finite; once an extrinsic reward has been achieved
another will have to be offered (McGregor, 1966; Ryan & Deci, 2000). When extrinsic
motivators run out, employees become disengaged and job dissatisfaction increases
(Mulder, Van Dijk, De Cremer, & Wilke, 2006). If additional extrinsic motivators are

repeatedly offered, job dissatisfaction may decrease, but job satisfaction will not be
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affected (Herzberg et al., 1959; Herzberg, 1966). Conversely intrinsic motivation is a
natural factor, with unlimited potential, that results in job satisfaction (McGregor, 1966;
Ryan & Deci, 2000). There is widespread agreement among principals that their passion
for the job, the students, and the desire to inspire and advance continuous learning
outcomes for students are essential to their level of career satisfaction and play an integral
role in their decisions to remain in the principal position beyond five years (Nixon, 2013).
This is noteworthy information for agencies designing and developing strategies to
reduce principal turnover.

Intrinsic motivation. Multiple researchers have studied the correlations between
the factors of intrinsic motivation and the job satisfaction (Estes & Polnick, 2012; Gaziel,
1986; Kalleberg, 1977; Larkin, Brantley-Dias, & Lokey-Vega, 2015; Maforah, 2015;
Pardee, 1990; Sai, 2016; Schmidt, 1976; Smerek & Peterson, 2007; Spector, 1997). Such
studies completed across the spectrum of educational facilities, grade ranges, and
professional levels, have consistently found positive correlations among intrinsic
motivation, job satisfaction, and employee retention (Estes & Polnick, 2012; Gaziel,
1986; Kalleberg, 1977; Larkin et al., 2015; Maforah, 2015; Pardee, 1990; Sai, 2016;
Schmidt, 1976; Spreitzer, 1995). The successful use of these indicators of job satisfaction
in an educational environment support the use of such models in identifying and
understanding the factors associated with satisfied school principals who remain in their
position.

Gaziel (1986) surveyed 250 elementary school principals selected at random from

a pool of 1,100. Participation in the study was voluntary and yielded 120 usable
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responses (Gaziel, 1986). Gaziel’s (1986) research confirmed an earlier study conducted
by Schmidt (1976) with secondary principals, by showing the primary factors attributed
to principal job satisfaction aligned to intrinsic motivators. The most significant
motivational factors contributing to job satisfaction for both primary and secondary
principals were recognition and professional achievement; the most significant hygiene
factors contributing to the dissatisfaction were interpersonal relationships with
subordinates, peers, and supervisors (Gaziel, 1986; Schmidt, 1976). While Schmidt’s
research is dated, it was one of the first studies to apply job satisfaction theory to school
level administration calling attention to the primary importance of intrinsic motivational
factors as essential in principal job satisfaction.

MetLife (2013) and Maforah (2015) provide more recent evidence by finding that
a principal’s desire to complete the work is highly related to the personal value placed on
the resulting reward. In both studies the principals expressed being strongly motivated by
the opportunity and ability to develop young minds (Maforah, 2015, MetL.ife, 2013). The
principals in both studies, as well as studies conducted by lannone (1973) and
Adamowski et al. (2007), expressed frustration with not having the autonomy to make
decisions relative to the development of their students. This is significant as it
demonstrates principals’ frustration about autonomy has been present for more than 40
years.

Ott and Cisneros (2015) surveyed 14,708 faculty members from 51 four-year
colleges and universities to determine the extent to which tenured and non-tenured

faculty shared common perceptions about core indicators of job satisfaction: autonomy,
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meaningfulness of the work, and feedback on completed work. The study showed that
non-tenured and tenured faculty shared common views about the job itself and the
working conditions (Ott & Cisneros, 2015). Both groups were satisfied with the
autonomy of the position, including the opportunity, but not requirement, to participate in
mentoring and professional growth experiences, and the level of feedback received about
their work performance (Ott & Cisneros, 2015). For comparison, Ott and Cisneros (2015)
included extrinsic motivators of job dissatisfaction in the study as well. The researchers
found that tenure and non-tenured faculty had differing levels of dissatisfaction with
tenure status, office space, teaching resources, and the distribution of the workload, but as
Herzberg (1959) and VVroom (1964) theorized, the level of job dissatisfaction did not have
an impact on the retention of either group of faculty members surveyed (Ott & Cisneros,
2015). These findings support the theory that job satisfaction and retention are the result
of intrinsic, not extrinsic motivators. Ott and Cisneros (2015) specifically point to the
importance of job autonomy by finding that autonomy was the most significant indicator
of job satisfaction among both tenured and non-tenured faculty surveyed in the study.
Demographic characteristics. A multitude of demographic characteristics are
often included in job satisfaction studies. However, only experience and gender have
been found to have a statistical significance in the educational setting (Branch et al.,
2012; Chang et al., 2015; Chou et al., 2010; Gaziel, 1986; Humphrey et al., 2007; Larkin
et al., 2015; Maforah, 2015; MetLife, 2013; Smerek & Peterson, 2007; Schmidt, 1976).
Personal and environmental demographic characteristics such as the principal’s age,

geographic location, level of assignment (elementary, middle, high school), size of the
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school, and the socio-economic environment of the community have been found to be
insignificant to a principal’s level of satisfaction in studies conducted by researchers
(Adamowski et al., 2007; Bobbitt et al., 1991; Davis et al., 2005; Goldring & Taie, 2014;
MetL.ife, 2013; Sorapuru, 2012; Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011). Studies conducted by
Boyd et al. (2008), Clark, Martorell, and Rockoff (2009), and Seashore-Louis et al.
(2010) found a principal’s previous experience as an assistant principal, number of years
spent as a teacher, level of education, or college or university attended, had no bearing on
principals’ satisfaction and success in a new school. Given such findings, the preceding
demographic variables were not included in this study. This study included the
cumulative years of principal experience, the number of years employed in the same
school, and gender. Including these demographic categories allowed the researcher to
focus on examining the differences in between the categories on identified indicators of
job satisfaction.

Branch et al. (2012) and MetLife (2013) found that as principals become more
experienced they tend to have higher levels of job satisfaction. In fact, Humphrey et al.
(2007) and Chang et al. (2015) found that in terms of predicting job satisfaction, the
number of years as a principal was the only significant demographic variable in the study.
MetLife (2013) and Chang et al., (2015) found that the relationship between perceived
autonomy and affective organizational commitment was stronger for principals employed
for a shorter length of time. Chou et al. (2010) found that the number of years an
employee was employed was positively correlated to employee satisfaction. Nguyen,

Taylor, and Bradley (2003), who found that job satisfaction increases as job autonomy



PRINCIPAL JOB AUTONOMY AND SOCIAL SUPPORT 39
increases, also found that the importance of job autonomy is slightly higher for females
(.24) than males (.17).
Conceptual Framework

The larger theoretical framework for this study posits that job autonomy and
social support are the key motivational factors leading to principal job satisfaction, which
is positively correlated with principal retention (George, Jones, & Sharbrough, 2002;
Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959; Kalleberg, 1977;
Larkin, Brantley-Dias, & Lokey-Vega, 2015; Pardee, 1990; Pinder, 2008; Porter, Bigley,
Steers, & Steers, 2002 Sai, 2016; Smerek & Peterson, 2007; Spector, 1997; Vroom,
1964). In their meta-analytical review of the work design literature integrated with
motivational, social, and work context characteristics, Humphrey, Nahrgang and
Morgeson (2007) found the two best predictors of job satisfaction were autonomy and
social support. The researchers analyzed 6,333 correlations and examined 276
relationships finding job autonomy as the only motivational characteristic with a 95
percent confidence interval that did not include zero in its correlation (Humphrey et al.,
2007). Like Humphrey et al. (2007), studies conducted by Estes and Polnick (2012),
Maforah (2015), and Chang et al. (2015), have consistently found that the top indicators
of job satisfaction leading to retention among principals are perceptions of job autonomy
and social support. Additional research has also shown that only two significant
demographic factors affect job autonomy and social support; gender and experience

(Branch et al., 2012; Chang et al., 2015; Chou et al., 2010; Gaziel, 1986; Humphrey et
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al., 2007; Larkin et al., 2015; Maforah, 2015; MetL.ife, 2013; Smerek & Peterson, 2007;
Schmidt, 1976).
Job Autonomy

Principal autonomy is conceptualized as the principal’s ability to influence
policies and make decisions related to the operation of the school (Sai, 2016). It is the
degree to which the position allows the employee freedom, independence, and discretion
to determine the procedures and prioritize and schedule the tasks necessary to complete
the work (Lunenburg, 2011). Adamowski et al. (2007), Parker and Wall (2001), Deci and
Ryan (2000), and Hackman and Oldham (1980) caution readers not to misinterpret
autonomy as responsibility. As a factor of intrinsic motivation, job autonomy has been
studied by business management scholars including social psychologists and human
resource experts Daniel Pink (2009), Douglas McGregor (2006), and Peter Drucker
(1999) who found that autonomy in a work environment that supports growth, mastery,
and employee purpose will lead to increased levels of job satisfaction (Drucker, 1999;
McGregor, 2006; Pink, 2009). While these researchers focus their studies in the business
environment, business is a social science the findings are consistent with research
conducted in the educational setting. Deci and Ryan, (2000), Nguyen et al. (2003), and
Humphrey et al. (2007) postulate that job autonomy has substantial and significant
influence on job satisfaction. Breaugh and Becker (1987) assert that job autonomy is the
most important characteristic of job satisfaction and Tekleselassie and Villarreal (2011),
Evans (2010), and Humphrey et al. (2007), found that principals’ perceived levels of

autonomy lead to higher rates of principal job satisfaction.
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Evans (2010) confirmed these assertions in a case study analysis of six principals
in the Bay Area of California; three that left the position and three that remained. The
study found the sense of competence and self-worth that resulted from supported
autonomy was significant in the principal’s decision to remain in the position (Evans,
2010). Conversely, Evans (2010) found the principals who left their positions cited
feeling isolated, disempowered, and disenchanted in the role. Specifically, the principals
in the study cited a lack of control over the budget and spending, little to no choice in
curriculum and curriculum related decisions, a lack of control over staffing issues, and
generally low levels of district support for the principal’s decision-making authority, as
their primary complaints (Evans, 2010). These findings are consistent with the results of
Adamowski et al. (2007) and Usdan et al. (2009). Additionally, Evans (2010) supports
Deci, Connell, and Ryan (1989) and Saragih (2011) in finding that autonomy and support
are the key factors of intrinsic motivation that lead to increased job satisfaction and
positive employee retention outcomes.

Locus of control. Individuals have a strong desire for volition, decision making
freedom, and a robust locus of control (Deci et al., 1989; Evans, 2010). Principals’ locus
of control refers to the degree to which principals believe they have control over what
happens in their building. A large-scale study, conducted by Adamowski et al. (2007)
sought to determine the locus of control, or the level of authority principals had in leading
their schools to identify perceived leadership barriers and to solicit feedback from
principals regarding strategies designed to foster strong school leadership in U. S.

schools. Data for the study were collected using a three-step process that began with the
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distribution of several Likert-scale surveys designed to solicit information from which
researchers could create principal and school profiles. The profiles created were used to
purposefully select a sample of 33 elementary school principals from five urban areas in
three states to participate in the second step of the study which consisted of one-hour
semi-structured interviews to gather additional information. All the principals included in
the sample had a minimum of three years of experience in their current position
(Adamowski et al., 2007). In the final step of the study, interview results were reverse
mapped to a document study of each school represented in the interview phase
(Adamowski et al., 2007).

A second large-scale study using a national survey was conducted by MetL.ife in
2012. This research is part of ongoing efforts to examine the views of teachers and
principals regarding the challenges facing schools and school leaders (MetLife, 2013).
Several commonalities about principals’ perceived levels of autonomy emerged in
Adamowski et al. (2007) and the MetLife (2013) multi-state studies, including a list of
priority tasks and functions that principals believed were necessary for effective school
leaders to perform. The studies also identified significant gaps in the autonomy principals
perceived to be afforded to them in performing the priority tasks they identified
(Adamowski et al., 2007; MetLife, 2013). Table 2.1 provides a summary of the priority
level of the tasks identified by the principals in Adamowski et al. (2007) as important
tasks for effective principals to complete; the principals’ perceived level of autonomy in

carrying out the priority tasks identified; and the difference, referred to as the autonomy
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gap, between the perceived level of task importance and the perceived level of autonomy

principals are granted to perform the task.

Table 2.1
The Autonomy Gap for Important Functions of Effective Principals
The difference
Percentage Percentage between the
calling function reporting a importance of
Priority Task important to “great deal” or  the function
effective school “some” and perceived
leadership autonomy autonomy
(percentage)
Hiring Teachers & Staff 100.00% 56.67% 43.33%
Dismissing Teachers & Staff 96.67% 36.67% 60.00%
Determining Number & Type of 93.33% 30.00% 63.33%
Staff
Allocating Resources 100.00% 70.00% 30.00%
Curriculum Decisions 80.00% 33.33% 46.67%
Program Decisions 90.00% 50.00% 40.00%
Determining Methods & Materials 93.33% 56.67\ 36.67%
Instructional Programming & 96.67% 66.67% 30.00%
Performance Standards
Setting Student Discipline 100% 76.67% 23.33%

Policies/Procedures
Note. Adapted from “The Autonomy Gap: Barriers to Effective School Leadership,” by S.
Adamowski, S. B. Therriault, A. P. Cavanna, 2007, p. 21.

Table 2.2 provides a summary of important principal tasks identified in MetLife
(2013), the percentage of autonomy reported by principals in completing the tasks; and

the difference between full autonomy and the principals perceived autonomy.
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Table 2.2

Important Principal Tasks and Self-Reported Task Autonomy

The difference
Important tasks ~ Percentage of between full
for principalsto  reported self-  autonomy and

Priority Task complete with  report principal granted
autonomy autonomy autonomy
(percentage)
Hiring Teachers & Staff 100.00% 74.00% 26.00%
Dismissing Teachers & Staff 100.00% 43.00% 57.00%
Allocating Resources 100.00% 22.00% 78.00%
Curriculum Decisions 100.00% 42.00% 58.00%
Instructional Schedules for 100.00% 79.00% 21.00%

Teachers

Note. Adapted “The MetLife Survey of the American Teacher: Challenges for School
Leadership,” MetLife, 2013, p. 29.

The leadership priorities and autonomy constraints identified by Adamowski et al.
(2007) and MetL.ife (2013) that lead to low levels of principal satisfaction are like the
indicators identified by Boyce and Bowers (2016), Nixon (2013), Tekleselassie and
Villarreal (2011), and lannone (1973). The studies conducted by these researchers
identified a lack of authority or limited freedom to control the areas of hiring and
evaluation, budgeting and resource allocation, establishing curriculum, setting program
standards, and determining school and disciplinary policies (Adamowski et al., 2007;
Boyce & Bowers, 2016; lannone, 1973; Nixon, 2013; Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011).
The findings of these primary research studies show the principals’ struggle for autonomy
and the perceived lack of authority necessary to effectively run the school result in low
levels job satisfaction. These indicators should be carefully considered when developing

retention programs designed to enrich principal satisfaction and retention.
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The autonomy challenges and barriers principals are facing as they attempt to lead
and improve their schools and student achievement are contradictory to the motivators
substantiated as integral for job satisfaction (Chang et al., 2015). Increasing principal
authority, especially in the areas identified by principals as priority functions, should be
considered for inclusion when developing principal retention strategies (Evans, 2010).
Tekleselassie and Villarreal (2011) found that increasing the level of autonomy by one-
standard deviation point decreases the likelihood of principal departure by 9.2 percent. In
their studies of satisfied principals, Boyce and Bowers (2016) found satisfied principals
indicated significantly higher levels of autonomy (p < 0.030) in the areas of curriculum
development, school performance standard setting, designing professional development
for teachers, and hiring practices. Nixon (2013) found principals’ job retention was
greatly impacted by their level of influence in shaping school practices and establishing
the culture and climate of the school. Additionally, job autonomy has been found to foster
a greater sense of purpose and self-worth and has been positively associated with an
intrinsic value for both the organization and the work itself (Boyce & Bowers, 2016;
lannone, 1973; Maforah, 2015; Nixon, 2013; Sorapuru, 2012; Tekleselassie & Villarreal,
2011).

Job enrichment. Job autonomy is the degree to which an employee feels they can
make decisions and influence the tasks associated with their job; job responsibility refers
to the tasks an employee is charged with completing (Hackman & Oldham, 1980; Parker
& Wall, 2001). In the principalship this refers to the extent to which principals have

control over their work and the functioning of the school they lead (Adamowski et al.,
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2007; Parker & Wall, 2001). Job autonomy should be thought of as job enrichment, a
vertical expansion of the position, as opposed to job enlargement, or a horizontal
widening of responsibilities (Hackman & Oldham, 1980; Lunenburg, 2011; Parker &
Wall, 2001). Job enrichment through autonomy can foster intrinsic motivation by giving
the employee higher levels of responsibility but should not be confused with isolated
independence (Czapla, 2014; Evans, 2010). Job enrichment must occur in a supportive
environment, not in seclusion (Czapla, 2014; Evans, 2010). In this study, autonomy
specifically refers to decision making and control over those tasks, identified through
primary research, that principals find most important to their role: setting performance
standards; establishing the school’s curriculum; evaluating teachers; hiring full-time
teachers; setting discipline policy; and determining how the budget will be expended
(Adamowski et al., 2007; Boyce & Bowers, 2016; Evans, 2010; MetL.ife, 2013; Nixon,
2013; Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011; Usdan et al., 2009).

Empowerment. Job autonomy is believed to lead to goal achievement,
professional recognition, and a personal value for the work, all indicators of intrinsic
motivation that positively correlate to job satisfaction (Chang et al., 2015; Estes and
Polnick, 2012; Gaziel, 1986; Humphrey et al., 2007; Maforah, 2015; Schmidt, 1976).
Through research, Firestone and Pennell (1993) and Rosenholtz (1989) found evidence
linking empowerment through task autonomy, feedback, and learning opportunities to
employee retention. These researchers agree that job satisfaction increases when a

supervisor displays trust in the employee by giving the employee autonomy in decision
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making along with the support necessary to achieve success (Firestone & Pennell, 1993;
Rosenholtz, 1989).

Psychological empowerment encompasses competence, self-determination, and
the impact of the work completed (Spreitzer et al. 1997). lannone (1973) interviewed 40
principals, 20 at the elementary school level and 20 at the secondary school level, to test
Herzberg's (1959) Two-Factor Motivation Theory of Job Satisfaction. The study resulted
in more than 2,000 pages of interview notes in which lannone (1973) documented the
inner thoughts of principals, including the finding that just two satisfying events per year
were enough to cause principals to find value in the work itself. All respondents in
Maforah’s (2015) research study, which included 30 secondary principals, agreed that
their work as the school leader was important; 93.4 percent indicated that they had a great
passion for their position and that they found their job inspiring.

The psychological empowerment that accompanies job autonomy can lead to
feelings of competence and make the position more meaningful for the principal (Deci &
Ryan, 2000). Granting autonomy to principals underscores their feeling of self-
importance in the role and could lead to a higher commitment to the position and the
organization. As a no-cost indicator of job satisfaction, increasing the level of principal
job autonomy could prove to be exceedingly beneficial in local efforts to increase
principal retention. It is widely believed that the psychological empowerment and locus
of control associated with autonomy in the principal role could have important, positive,
and lasting implications on principal retention and ultimately on student achievement

(Beteille et al., 2011; Branch et al., 2012; Comprehensive Center, 2015; EImore &
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Burney, 1997; Spreitzer, 1995; Spreitzer, Kizilos, & Nason, 1997; Walumbwa, Avolio,
Gardner, Wernsing, & Peterson, 2008). However, while identified as important, this topic
has received little attention in addressing low principal retention rates in our U.S. schools.

Experience. Several researchers have found that more experienced principals are
often afforded higher levels of job autonomy and thus feel more empowered to complete
tasks associated with their role (Chang et al., 2015; Chou et al., 2012; Humphrey et al.,
2007; MetL.ife, 2013; Nguyen et al., 2003). MetLife (2013) found that principals with
less than five years of experience reported significantly less control over building related
decisions than those with six to ten years. Additionally, MetLife (2013) and Adamowski
et al., (2007) reported that principals attribute their declining job satisfaction to their lack
of autonomy in making decisions pertinent to the operation of their schools.

Gender. Nguyen et al., (2003), found evidence that levels of job autonomy were
more significant for females in predicting job satisfaction than males. As autonomy
increases, job satisfaction increases for females by 0.24 and males by 0.17 (Nguyen et al.,
2003). This was interesting given Rosener’s (1990) finding that male principals were
drawn more to command and control environments than their female colleagues who
preferred more collaborative styles. Quinn (2005) shows that male principals in schools
with a strict disciplinary culture often prefer autonomy, but do not necessarily grant it.
While female principals preferred a more collaborative socially intuitive culture, with the
autonomy to implement cultural change (Reynolds, White, Brayman, & Moore, 2008).
Regardless of leadership style, MetLife (2013) and Chang et al. (2015) found the

relationship between job autonomy and principal retention was stronger for both female
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and male principals who had been employed for shorter periods of time. Given such
findings, the researcher hypothesized the study would find a statistically significant
difference between the levels of autonomy reported by each gender.

Social Support

The second emerging significant indicator of job satisfaction is a supportive
network; social support (Adamowski et al., 2007; Evans, 2010; Firestone & Pennell,
1993; Humphrey et al., 2007; Parker and Wall, 2001; Rosenholtz, 1989; Sai, 2016; and
Tekleselassie and Villarreal, 2011). Just as autonomy should not be confused with simply
adding additional tasks to the principals list of work, it should also not be confused with
isolated independence (Sai, 2016; Swearingen, 2014). Social support can be described as
regular feedback through participation in collegial networks, mentoring, coaching, and or
other collaborative projects and district initiatives (Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). It is
widely believed that efforts to support and guide the growth of principals in their role
could have important positive and lasting implications on principal retention (Beteille et
al., 2011; Branch et al., 2012; Clifford & Chiang, 2016; Cole, 2012; Comprehensive
Center, 2015; Elmore & Burney, 1997; The Wallace Foundation, 2013).

Singh and Billingsley (1998) found the largest direct effect on educator retention
was from peer support. Building a social support network for principal growth,
development, and sustainability includes the facilitation and allowance for principal
participation in the informal networks and collaborative relationships critical to principal
success (Adamowski et al. 2007). The latest National Association of Elementary School

Principals (NAESP) longitudinal study found that only two percent of principals
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prioritized their own professional growth and most felt isolated in their own building
(Protheroe, 2008). Chang et al. (2015) found the level of participation in a social support
network was a significant predictor of principals’ job satisfaction. The facilitation of
principal job autonomy in a supportive environment for principals cannot be overlooked
in the strategic development of effective principal retention strategies.

Peer networks and collegial support. Research suggests that principals need a
network of support outside that of the central office and supervising administrator (Willer
& Recht, 2011). The participants in the Willer and Recht (2011) study indicated
reluctance in seeking central office assistance out of a fear of appearing incompetent.
Conversely, all participants in the same study expressed feeling at ease and confident
soliciting the advice or support of a principal colleague, either within or outside of the
principal’s own school district (Willer & Recht, 2011). In his study, Principals’
Perceptions of Collegial Support as a Component of Administrative In-service, Daresh
(1982) found little to no systemic support or in-service activities developed for school
principals. In a second study conducted by the same researcher 22 years later, Daresh
(2004) found similar results in that very few beginning principals engaged in a formal
mentoring program or induction process. Further, Daresh (2004) found that principals felt
unsupported in their managerial efforts by their district’s central office. It should also be
noted that in several studies, principals described the emotional and collegial support they
acquired through participation in peer networks as the most beneficial professional

learning they received after assuming the principal role (Bizzell, 2011; Daresh, 1982,
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2004; McManus & Kauffman, 1991; Metzke, 1998; Nixon, 2013; Rosenholtz, 1989;
Sorapuru, 2012; Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011; Theobald, 1989).

Research on the career intentions of principals conducted by Tekleselassie and
Villarreal (2011) found that districts could reduce principal departure intentions (factor
0.83) by supporting embedded professional development, such as participation in peer
networks. Sorapuru’s (2012) quantitative correlation study of 220 principals produced
similar results, finding that job embedded learning with collegial network support was the
most significant professional development factor (p<0.05) associated with a principal’s
intent to remain in the position. The principals in several studies noted the importance of
peer network support and cited such support as a critical component of job satisfaction
(McManus and Kauffman, 1991; Metzke, 1998; Nixon, 2013; Rosenholtz, 1989;
Theobald, 1989). The results of these studies indicate strong backing for the motivational
theories developed by Herzberg (1959), Vroom (1964), and Hackman and Oldham
(1976), and further substantiate the research conducted by Schmidt (1976), Gaziel (1986),
Humphrey et al. (2007), Estes and Polnick (2012), Maforah (2015), and Chang et al.
(2015), by finding participation in a social support network is a significant factor of
principal job satisfaction. Principals play a critical role in guiding and supporting the
educational community (Anthony, 2016; Beteille et al, 2012; Burkhauser et al., 2012;
Fuller, 2012; Miller, 2009; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). Providing individualized
professional development and opportunities for principals to participate in peer networks

could be an influential strategy to use in efforts to increase principal retention.
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Principal mentoring. To become an effective leader and for job satisfaction to
occur, principals need ongoing support and guidance from an experienced practitioner
(Barnes, 2015; Daresh, 2004; Manna, 2015; Mulfard, 2015). In an examination of NCES
School and Staffing Survey for Principals data, Manna (2015) found that principals
reported mentoring and coaching to be the most effective form of professional
development. Yet, the same researcher, along with Daresh (1982, 2004) found that very
few beginning principals engaged in any type of formal mentoring program or induction
process. The principals in Daresh’s (2004) study clarified further, saying they felt
unsupported in their managerial efforts by their district’s central office. According to
Mulford (2003), mentoring involves active guidance in the development of career skills,
knowledge, and behaviors essential to performing the assigned role. Principal participants
in mentoring programs report increased and improved confidence and competence
(Barnes, 2015). Both are essential to principal job satisfaction and should be considered
when examining the motivational indicators of job satisfaction for this group.

Feedback and recognition. Feedback as a motivational indicator of job
satisfaction refers to an employee receiving clear and direct information about job
performance in connection to work completed (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Hunter,
2006). Feedback on principals’ job performance may come from supervisors, the
administrative team, faculty, staff, students, or community members. It may also come
from the work itself (Lunenburg, 2011). What is important is that it comes frequently
(Hackman & Oldham, 1980; Lunenburg, 2011). Prompt feedback ensures that an

employee is aware of the success or failure of the actions performed and thus allows the
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employee to reflect on mistakes and plan for improved performance (Hackman &
Oldham, 1976). Singh and Billingsley (1998) found clear expectations, communication
about the vision and mission of the school and district, consistent feedback, fair
evaluations, and recognition for accomplishments were of primary importance to
educator job satisfaction.

Recognition is defined as acknowledgment, approval, and genuine praise for an
employee’s work (Luthans & Stajkovic, 2017). These findings are supported in research
about educator morale conducted by Blasé, Dedrick, and Strathe (1986) and studies by
Schmidt (1976), EImore and Burney (1997) and Robinson (2011) have shown over a
thirty-five-year period that one of the most important factors contributing to principal
growth is continued recognition through feedback. Schmidt’s (1976) study, which
included 74 principal respondents from both elementary and secondary schools, and
Gaziel’s (1986) study, which included 126 elementary school principal respondents, both
found that receiving recognition was second only to feelings of personal achievement in
ranking the intrinsic factors contributing to principal satisfaction (Gaziel, 1986; Schmidt,
1976). This recognition, in the form of feedback, drives the principals toward goal
achievement which often results in successful principals who are likely to remain in the
position (Beteille et al., 2012; Boyce & Bowers, 2016; Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011).

The research findings of Beteille et al. (2012), Boyce and Bowers (2016),
Tekleselassie and Villarreal (2011), Gaziel (1986), and Schmidt (1976) align to Abraham
Maslow’s (1943) Theory of Human Motivation. The top tier of Maslow’s (1943) model,

self-actualization, is defined as the personal success one feels; the tier just below it is the
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need for esteem, prestige, and feelings of accomplishment. It would follow then that
principals cannot reach the identified top tier and greatest level of job satisfaction, self-
actualization, without the support of the tier just below, recognition. Recognition has the
potential to lift principals to achieve at their maximum potential and could lead to a long
and satisfied tenure (Bottoms & Schmidt-Davis, 2010). Local school district officials
must be aware of the principals’ need to be recognized for the work they do, as well as
their need for direct feedback regarding the outcomes of their efforts.

Professional growth. Professional growth in a supportive environment refers to
the opportunity for employees to improve their skills and broaden their knowledge
(Lipman, 2015). MetL.ife (2013) and Adamowski et al. (2007) suggest that a step toward
closing the autonomy gap identified would be for principals to develop their skills as
expert managers through ongoing social support networks and professional development.
Hackman and Oldham (1980) suggest that increasing job autonomy and feedback has a
significant effect on an employee’s overall level of motivation and will lead to a higher
level of job satisfaction, improved performance, and the likelihood of retention.
Principals in the Tekleselassie and Villarreal (2011) study reported reaching a plateau of
growth early in their position. The principals in the study indicated that the limited
opportunities for growth increased their decision to leave the position (Tekleselassie and
Villarreal, 2011).

Graen, Scandura, and Graen (1986) added growth opportunity as an essential
motivator toward job satisfaction to the Hackman and Oldham’s (1976) theory after

conducting a study to validate the Job Characteristics Model of Work Motivation Model
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in 1986. According to Graen, Scandura, and Graen (1986), growth opportunities must be
specific to the employee’s position. For principals, professional development activities
must be individualized and targeted specifically to address the challenging roles they face
(Adamowski et al., 2007; Nixon, 2013; Rowland, 2015; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). In a
survey study of 331 principals and assistant principals in 179 Minnesota schools designed
to measure perceptions of their own leadership practices, the district’s leadership
practices, and district conditions and characteristics showed that 33 percent of study
participants indicated a desire for differentiated principal professional development
(Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). Adamowski et al. (2007) found that 40 percent of the
principals surveyed and interviewed felt they needed additional professional development
and training in the areas specific to their role as a building principal. Researchers agree
that principal professional development should include activities and strategies that target
the individual needs of principals and should be designed to promote growth, provide
support, and increase job satisfaction (Adamowski et al., 2007; Seashore-Louis et al.,
2010; Rowland, 2015; Daresh, 2004; Sabina, 2014). Unfortunately, most principal
professional development comes from participation in professional development
activities designed for teachers (Adamowski et al., 2007; Daresh, 1982; Elmore &
Burney, 1997; Lettre & Campbell, 2016; Mendels, 2012; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010;
Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011). A stronger emphasis must be placed on meeting the
professional growth needs of the nation’s current principals.

Experience. Adamowski et al. (2007); Beteille et al. (2011), Daresh (2004),

MetLife (2013), Miller (2009), Nixon (2013), and Seashore-Louis et al. (2010), have
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shown that ongoing support and development is necessary for all stages in a principal’s
career, regardless of the number of years of experience he or she has. To be effective,
support for principals must be differentiated and collaborative in nature (Adamowksi et
al., 2007; Beteille et al., 2012; Daresh, 2004; Seashore-Louis, Wahlstrom, Leithwood, &
Anderson, 2010). Exiting principals have expressed low levels of job satisfaction in the
areas of support and growth opportunities (Akiba & Reichardt, 2004; Beteille et al., 2012,
Bottoms & Schmidt-Davis, 2010; Boyce & Bowers, 2016; Burkhauser et al., 2012;
DeAngelis & White, 2011; Fuller & Young, 2009; Maforah, 2015; Tekleselassie &
Villarreal, 2011; Schulze & Steyn, 2003). A recent study conducted by Bayer (2016)
finds that regardless of the number of years of prior experience, principals entering new
positions will not remain if professional and social structures are not in place to support
them in their role.

Gender. Rosener (1990) found that women preferred a more transformational
leadership style than their male counterparts, who preferred more transactional
leadership. Female leaders migrated toward a culture where organizational goals were
mutually shared, where feelings of self-worth were valued, and there was an environment
of participation in decision making and shared leadership (Rosener, 1990). Leithwood
(1992) refers to this as a desire for commitment rather than control (Leithwood, 1992, p.
1). Given this information, it stands to reason that women would prefer a supportive
environment and collaborative networks. McKinsey (2009) and Folkman (2012) found
female leaders were apt to prefer a leadership environment with mentoring and collegial

support while males were more likely to prefer an individualistic setting involving others
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only in the execution of tasks. The researchers found that both groups prioritized efficient
communication and feedback (Folkman, 2012; McKinsey & Company, 2009). Bottoms
and Schmidt-Davis (2010) and Seashore-Louis et al. (2010) found that all groups of
principals, regardless of gender and experience, believed their roles would be enhanced
and their effectiveness improved, with more autonomy and strong support from the
district office.

Conceptual Framework

Given the preceding research, the conceptual framework for this study examined
the differences between the means of the independent variables, gender and experience,
on the dependent variables, job autonomy and social support. The examination provides
relevant information in identifying the differences among principal subgroups who have
remained in the position. This information can be used as a basis for state and local
agencies when seeking to identify those principals with the highest risk of leaving the
position. Additionally, the information from this study, coupled with a compilation of the
demographic composition of the principals in the state and/or local school districts, can
be synthesized to allow agencies to identify differentiated principal grouping and more
efficiently target limited resources to meet their needs.

The conceptual framework in Figure 2.1 depicts the model used to examine the
differences between categorical groups of the independent variables gender and
experience. The dependent variables in Figure 2.1, job autonomy and social support, have
been shown to have significant impact on principal job satisfaction, which in turn is

indicative of principal retention (Adamowski et al., 2007; Chang et al., 2015; Clifford &
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Chiang, 2016; Estes and Polnick, 2012; Gaziel, 1986; Humphrey et al., 2007; lannone,

1973; Maforah, 2015; Nixon, 2013; Schmidt, 1976; Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011).
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Figure 2.1. Causal-comparative framework depicting categorical groups of independent variables
and the causal influence on dependent variables. The independent variables in this framework are
gender and number of years of cumulative experience as a principal. The dependent variables in
this framework are job autonomy and social support.

The conceptual framework in Figure 2.1 was developed to model this ex post
facto study. The study was designed after the phenomena in the model had occurred and
the variables could not be manipulated by the researcher (Patten, 2012; Preuss, 2003;
Orcher, 2005; Rea & Parker, 2005). The findings of this study do not prove causation as a
random controlled sample was not used by the researcher and the study did not meet all
the requirements of a true experimental study (Hanneman & Kposowa, 2013; Orcher,

2005; Patten, 2012; Preuss, 2003; Rea & Parker, 2005).



PRINCIPAL JOB AUTONOMY AND SOCIAL SUPPORT 59
Summary

States and school districts have a responsibility to create a model of education,
including leadership support, that is built upon instructional innovation and concerted
system wide efforts to provide opportunities for advancement, engagement, and self-
actualization (EImore & Burney, 1997; Robinson, 2011). Principals play a vital role in
guiding and supporting this process. They have an impact on every member of the
educational community, a responsibility to set the tone for learning, and the obligation to
inspire the collective capacity necessary for sustainable improvement (Beteille et al.,
2012; Bottoms & Schmitt-Davis, 2010; Branch et al., 2012; EImore & Burney, 1997,
Fuller & Young, 2009; McAdams, 1997; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010; Weinstein et al.,
2009). To achieve such improvement in the challenging and ever-changing educational
environment, principals must remain in the same school and be supported in their efforts
(Anthony, 2016; Beteille et al, 2012; Burkhauser et al., 2012; Fuller, 2012; Miller, 2009;
Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). Research tells us that principals must remain in the school
for a minimum of five years before educational progress can begin to be realized (Beteille
et al., 2012; Bottoms & Schmitt-Davis, 2010; Branch et al., 2012; EImore & Burney,
1997; Fuller & Young, 2009; McAdams, 1997; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010; Weinstein et
al., 2009). However, while research shows that principal longevity creates the collegial
and supportive environment necessary for optimal student learning, principals are leaving
the position at a rapid rate (Fuller, 2012; Moynihan & Pandey, 2008; NCES, 2013). The
average length of a principal’s retention is three years, annual turnover rates exceed 70

percent in some states, and principal job satisfaction ratings have fallen to just 32 percent
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(Fuller & Young, 2009; MetL.ife, 2013; NCES, 2013). It is imperative that state and local
agencies focus their efforts at understanding and predicting principal turnover so that
effective practices can be put in place slow the rapid changes in leadership schools are
experiencing.
Principal Retention

A supported and effective principal can create the conditions necessary to shape a
school culture where teaching and learning can lead to a continuous improvement (Pritle
& Doggett, 2013). However, efforts to address high levels of principal turnover have not
been focused on the growth and support of current principals (Mendels, 2012; Usdan et
al., 2009). Instead, much of the research and professional development efforts today are
centered on pre-service principal preparation programs and principal replacement
strategies (Pounder & Merrill, 2001; Rowland, 2015). Several states and the District of
Columbia including Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Maryland, Massachusetts, New York,
North Carolina, Ohio, Rhode Island, and Tennessee, have developed principal leadership
academies designed to prepare future leaders for the challenging role of school principal
(Reform Support Network, nd). While these states and others like them should be
applauded for their efforts to ensure quality principal candidates are trained and ready for
employment, such efforts do not aid principals already serving nor do they offer solutions
or strategies to keep serving principals in their role (Daresh, 2004; Fuller & Young, 2009;
MetL.ife, 2013; Nicholson et al., 2005; Rowland, 2015). Preparing new leaders to assume
vacated positions is not enough. State agencies, policy makers, and school district leaders

must address the issue of principal turnover by focusing on strategies to retain principals,



PRINCIPAL JOB AUTONOMY AND SOCIAL SUPPORT 61
not replace them (Daresh, 2004; Fuller & Young, 2009; MetL.ife, 2013; Nicholson et al.,
2005; Rowland, 2015).
Job Satisfaction

Research shows that job satisfaction is a reliable predictor of employee retention
(Bobbitt et al., 1991; Meek, 1998; Perrachione et al., 2008). Job satisfaction theory is
built on the constructs of motivation and can be closely linked to Abraham Maslow’s
(1943) Hierarchy of Needs. The theory posits the psychological and security needs of
employees are necessary for employment, but that it is the intrinsic motivation associated
higher order levels of satisfaction that cause an employee to remain in the position
(Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959; Kalleberg, 1977;
Larkin et al., 2015; Pardee, 1990; Sai, 2016; Smerek & Peterson, 2007; Spector, 1997;
Vroom, 1964). For the past 90 years research has consistently supported this theory by
showing that intrinsically motivated employees are satisfied employees who continuously
strive for excellence and who remain employed with the organization (Bottoms &
Schmidt-Davis, 2010; Gaziel, 1986; Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Herzberg, 1966;
Herzberg et al., 1959; lannone, 1973; Ingersoll, 2001; Kalleberg, 1977; MacBeath, 2009;
Maforah, 2015; Maslow A. H., 1943, 1954; McGregor, 1966; Schmidt, 1976; VVroom,
1964). The two most significant factors contributing to job satisfaction in principals have
been identified through research as job autonomy and social support (Bobbitt et al., 1998;
Evans, 2010; Parker & Wall, 20011; Sai, 2016; Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011). This

information should not be overlooked when developing strategies designed to increase
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principal retention and formed the basis of the conceptual framework the researcher
followed for this study.
Job Autonomy

Job autonomy is viewed by Herzberg (1959) as an intrinsic motivational factor of
job satisfaction; Vroom (1964) posits that autonomy is a valued intrinsic motivational
factor for enhanced employee effort; Hackman and Oldham (1976) describe autonomy as
a core task characteristic that positively affects the employee’s psychological state thus
resulting in higher work performance, increased job satisfaction, and lower employee
turnover (Pogodzinski, Youngs, Frank, & Belman, 2012). Research supports the
theorists’ claims that an employee’s control over how a task is completed is positively
correlated to the employee’s level of job satisfaction (Adamowski et al., 2007; Akiba &
Reichardt, 2004; Deci & Ryan, 2000; Herzberg, et al., 1959; Hackman & Oldham, 1976;
Maforah, 2015; Lunenburg, 2011; Parker et al., 2001; Nguyen et al., 2003; Nixon, 2013;
Vroom, 1964). However, autonomy in isolation has been shown to cause frustration and
lead to lower levels of job satisfaction among principals (Adamowski et al., 2007;
Daresh, 2004; MetL.ife, 2013; Weinstein et al., 2009). Principals must have a solid social
support system with consistent, individualized professional development opportunities to
enhance the skills and qualities required to successfully lead our schools today
(Adamowski et al., 2007; Beteille et al., 2012; Bottoms & Schmidt-Davis, 2010; Daresh,
2004; Mendels, 2012; MetL.ife, 2013; Moynihan & Pandey, 2008; Usdan et al., 2009;

Weinstein et al., 2009).
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According to Vroom (1964), Seashore and Taber (1975), and Hackman and
Oldham (1976), job satisfaction exists in the perceptions of principals’ experiences, and
is greatly impacted by their perceived locus of control, their belief in the worthiness of
the position, and their capacity to succeed. Deci and Ryan (1985) agree and emphasize
that for intrinsic motivation to occur, a sense of competence and ability to complete
challenging tasks must be present. The findings of these researchers are parallel to the
role of job enrichment. Job enrichment, as a component of autonomy, seeks to motivate
employees through challenging, yet attainable work tasks and goals that require high
levels of skill, responsibility, and control (Lunenburg, 2011). The autonomy afforded
through job enrichment validates the value of the work and the employees’ important role
in the organization (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Herzberg, 1987; Lunenburg, 2011).
Supporting this concept through strategies designed to increase principal job satisfaction
may significantly increase principal retention rates (Boyce & Bowers, 2016; lannone,
1973; Maforah, 2015; Nixon, 2013; Sorapuru, 2012; Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011).
Such work cannot be done in isolation and requires strong support from the district
office, local and state agencies, and collaborative collegial networks.
Social Support

Principals need ongoing social support and guidance from experienced
practitioner, colleagues, and the central office (Barnes, 2015; Daresh, 2004; Manna,
2015; Mulfard, 2015). Social support can be described as regular feedback through
participation in collegial networks, mentoring, coaching, and or other collaborative

projects and district initiatives (Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). A strong social support
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culture for principals facilitates growth, development, and leadership sustainability and
has proven critical to principal success (Adamowski et al. 2007). In studies conducted by
Daresh (1982, 2004), Manna (2015), and Nixon (2013), principals reported mentoring
and coaching to be the most effective form of professional development and social
support. However, Adamowski et al. (2007) and Daresh (1982; 2004) have found that
very few beginning principals are engaged in any type formal mentoring program or
induction process.

As with mentoring, very few principals report involvement with professional
development training activities specific to their role as a principal (Adamowksi et al.,
2007; Nixon, 2013; Usdan et al., 2000). While researchers agree that principal
professional development should include activities and strategies that target the
individual needs of principals and should be designed to promote growth, provide
support, and increase job satisfaction, most principal professional development comes by
way of participation in professional development activities designed for teachers
(Adamowski et al., 2007; Daresh, 1982, 2004; EImore & Burney, 1997; Lettre &
Campbell, 2016; Mendels, 2012; Rowland, 2015; Sabina, 2014; Seashore-Louis et al.,
2010; Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011). A stronger emphasis must be placed on meeting
the professional growth and social support needs of the nation’s principals.

There is widespread agreement among principals that their passion for the job, the
students, and the desire to inspire and advance continuous learning outcomes for students
are essential to their level of job satisfaction and play an integral role in their decisions to

remain in the principal position beyond five years (Nixon, 2013). However, they also
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attribute a steep decline in job satisfaction to a lack of control in decision making,
particularly in the areas of hiring and removing teacher’s, budget and expenditures, and
curriculum and instructional programs (MetLife, 2013). MetLife (2013) and Adamowski
et al. (2007) suggest that a step toward closing the autonomy gap identified by would be
for principals to develop their skills as expert managers through ongoing social support
networks and professional development. The facilitation of principal job autonomy in a
supportive environment for principals cannot be overlooked in the strategic development
of effective principal retention strategies.
Closing

Given the important role principals play in shaping the educational environment,
it is imperative that retention efforts are improved. State agencies, policy makers, and
school district officials must develop and implement effective strategies and programs
designed to keep principals in the same school long enough to gain the momentum
necessary to enact a vision, build a team, and implement sustainable change. To do this
they must first understand the factors that attribute to a principals’ decision to remain in
the position, and they must recognize the demographic indicators that may or may not
impact such decisions. By examining the major factors that attribute to principal job
satisfaction; job autonomy and social support, and by comparing the differences in means
of the demographic variables known to affect the factors; gender and experience, this
study provides information necessary for state and local agencies to use when seeking to
identify those principals with the highest risk of leaving the position. The information

from this study, coupled with a compilation of the demographic composition of the
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principals in the state and/or local school districts, can be synthesized to allow agencies
to identify differentiated principal groupings to receive targeted support and professional

growth resources.
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Chapter 3 — Research Design and Methodology
Introduction

The theoretical model that drove this study posits that principal retention is a
function of principal job satisfaction, which is significantly related to job autonomy and a
strong social support structure (Chang et al., 2015; Estes and Polnick, 2012; Gaziel,
1986; Humphrey et al., 2007; Maforah, 2015; Schmidt, 1976). Further, it has been shown
that job autonomy and social support can be significantly influenced by the principal
groupings, gender and the number of years of cumulative principal experience (Branch et
al., 2012; Chang et al., 2015; Chou et al., 2010; Gaziel, 1986; Humphrey et al., 2007,
Larkin et al., 2015; Maforah, 2015; MetL.ife, 2013; Schmidt, 1976; Smerek & Peterson,
2007). Therefore, it is advantageous to identify how these principal groupings can affect
job autonomy and social support, especially in those principals serving during the first
five years in a new school, the years identified by Fuller (2009), Fuller and Young
(2009), and Miller (2009) as those when schools are most vulnerable to principal
turnover. Such efforts could lead to improvement in principal retention throughout the
country and decrease annual principal turnover rates that, according to Fuller (2009),
Fuller and Young (2012), and Miller (2009) exceed 70 percent.

Chapter Three introduces the details of the methodology selected to conduct this
study. The research rationale, sample and participant information, survey instrument, and
data collection and analysis methods are presented in the chapter. The chapter closes by
outlining the limitations and advantages of using the selected secondary data set used in

the study.



PRINCIPAL JOB AUTONOMY AND SOCIAL SUPPORT 68
Rationale for Research Approach

This study was conducted as an ex post facto comparative, non-experimental
study. Quantitative analysis tools were used to examine principal reported levels of job
autonomy and social support. Levels of job autonomy and social support were selected as
they are researched based indicators of job satisfaction that could predict principal
retention (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Hertzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959; Larkin,
Brantley-Dias, & Lokey-Vega, 2015; Maforah, 2015; Schmidt, 1976; Smerek &
Peterson, 2007; Vroom, 1964). The homogenous groups of principals selected for the
study included groupings by gender and cumulative years of experience (Rea & Parker,
2005; Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002). These categorical groups were selected as they
had been found to influence factors identified as significant to principal job satisfaction;
job autonomy and social support (Branch, Hanushek, & Rivkin, 2012; Chang, Leach, &
Anderman, 2015; Chou, Kroger, and Lee, 2010; Gaziel, 1986; Humphrey, Nahrgang, &
Morgeson, 2007; Larkin et al., 2015; Maforah, 2015; MetL.ife, 2013; Schmidt, 1976;
Smerek & Peterson, 2007). The differences between the means of the independent
variable categorical groups on the dependent variables, job autonomy and social support,
were analyzed and compared to uncover speculations of differences between the groups
that could be used by state agencies, policy makers, and school district leaders as they
seek to understand principal needs and support them in their role.

The post-positivist paradigm was selected to guide this comparative study. Post-
positivism endeavors to understand differences by examining causes that likely or

probably determine or influence outcomes (Creswell, 2003; Popper, 1959; Scotland,
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2012; Shadish et al., 2002). Post-positivists seek not to prove a hypothesis, but instead to
show it is not rejected (Creswell, 2003; Popper, 1959; Scotland, 2012; Shadish et al.,
2002). Post-positivist research is described as a process of imperfect claim refinement
where differences are examined in the search for relevant and true statements (Creswell,
2003; Popper, 1959; Scotland, 2012; Shadish et al., 2002). Post-positivist researchers
recognize that it is not possible to rule out all alternative interpretations of differences,
but instead seek to improve understanding of general trends (Salkind, 2010; Shadish et
al., 2002). This paradigm was appropriate as this study did not seek to establish definitive
causation of job satisfaction, but instead to improve generalized understandings about the
differences between the independent, variables groups of gender and experience and the
dependent variables, job autonomy and social support. Following the post-positivist
paradigm, the researcher examined participant survey data to answer the research
questions and support the theory that there are significant differences in the means
between genders and reported job autonomy, genders and reported social support,
cumulative years of experience and reported job autonomy, and cumulative years of
experience and reported social support.

This study was nonexperimental as it did not employ the use of the scientific
method to establish cause-effect relationships among variables and did not attempt to
control for and rule out every possible alternative interpretation of the findings
(Chambliss & Schutt, 2012; Popper, 1959; Salkind, 2010; Scotland, 2012; Shadish et al.,
2002). The research was ex post facto because it was designed after the situation studied

had occurred and independent variables could not be manipulated by the researcher
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(Chambliss & Schutt, 2012; Popper, 1959; Salkind, 2010; Scotland, 2012: Shadish et al.,
2002). Ex post facto comparative research allows researchers to explore differences
among variables to explain a phenomenon (Chambliss & Schutt, 2012; Patten, 2012;
Scotland, 2012; Shadish et al., 2002). The design allows researchers to identify
differences between targeted groupings and to test the differences between independent
and dependent variables in situations that have already occurred (Chambliss & Schutt,
2012; Patten, 2012; Scotland, 2012; Shadish et al., 2002). Ex post facto was appropriate
for the study as the situation being studied had already occurred and the researcher could
manipulate the variables (Chambliss & Schutt, 2012; Patten, 2012; Scotland, 2012;
Shadish et al., 2002).
Research Setting and Context

To conduct the study, the researcher imported and analyzed a secondary dataset
collected by the U.S. Census Bureau between October 2012 and June 2013 (NCES,
2014). The de-identified dataset contained the responses to the nationally distributed
2011-2012 School and Staffing Survey for Principals (SASS) and the 2013 Principal
Follow-up Survey (PFS), both surveys had more than a 90 percent response rate (NCES,
2017). The SASS was designed to collect information about principal characteristics and
demographics including, preparation, professional development, experience, salary,
levels of autonomy, priority of goals, perceived barriers; and information about school
characteristics, culture, climate, and governance (NCES, 2014). The PFS was designed to
measure principal turnover by asking the current principal if he or she was the same

school principal who completed the survey in the prior year (NCES, 2014). The
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combined SASS and PFS dataset represents the largest and most extensive source of
information available on U.S. elementary and secondary school principals (Goldring &
Taie, 2014; U.S. Census Bureau, 2014).

Prior to distribution of the survey, the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES) identified 95,610 schools or institutions that provided classroom instruction to
students in grades 1-12, employed one or more teachers, and had at least one
administrator or principal (NCES, 2017). A district sampling frame was applied which
resulted in a total of 16,890 districts representing 50 states and the District of Columbia
selected for participation in the 2011-2012 SASS (NCES, 2017). Stratified probability
proportionate to size was then employed to select district schools (NCES, 2017). Multiple
levels of stratification including, school size, governance structure (charter or traditional),
and grade levels available in the school were applied to narrow the survey sample to
10,250 schools representing 11.4 percent of the total sampling frame (NCES, 2017).
School size was determined according to square root of the number of full-time
equivalent teachers reported for each school or imputed during the creation of the sample
selection frame (NCES, 2017, p. 72).

Research Sample and Data Source
Participants

This study examined the SASS survey responses of those principals reported in
the 2011-2013 NCES combined dataset as stayers and who were employed in their
principal position for less than six years at the time of the survey. Research has shown the

average occupancy of new principals is three years, but that to be effective the principal
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must stay beyond five years (Anthony, 2016; Beteille, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2012;
Burkhauser, Gates, Hamilton, & Ikemoto, 2012; Fuller, 2012; Miller, 2009; Seashore-
Louis et al., 2010). The narrow scope of the sample used in this study allowed the
researcher to examine the levels of job autonomy and social support experienced by
principals who decided to remain in their position during a critical time-period, 1-5 years,
when up to 70 percent of their peers choose to leave (Fuller, 2009; Miller, 2009).

Several studies have shown that the motivational indicators of job satisfaction
vary among charter and traditional public-school principals (Kirshtein, 2012; Lettre &
Campbell, 2016; Ni, Sun, & Rorrer, 2015; Sai, 2016; Vickers, 2014). Such variances
were not accounted for in this study. Therefore, public charter school principals were not
included. This study did not include principals with ten or more years of experience as
Adamowski, Therriault, and Cavanna (2007) and MetL.ife (2013) have shown that some
more experienced principals become complacent and have a tendency to confuse such
complacency for autonomy and support. Private and Bureau of Indian Education (BIE)
principals were also not included in the study. BIE and private school principals were
surveyed by the U.S. Census Bureau (2014) however, they received a different version of
the SASS than public-school principals, with different questions, resulting in a different
dataset. As such BIE and private school principal data were not included.

Data Source

Principals from 10,250 schools, identified through the NCES stratification process

were contacted by the U.S. Census Bureau through regular mail, email, telephone, and

field visits from Bureau staff between October 2011 and June 2012 lobbying for the
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completion of the SASS (NCES, 2014). The final imputed was weighted and scaled to

89,809 (Goldring & Taie, 2014). Scaling was applied in order to adequately represent the

target population sampled (NCES, 2014). The NCES (2017) documented the weighting

and imputation process as follows:

1.

Initial Basic Weight: The inverse of the probability of selection of the school
at the time of selection.

Sampling Adjustment Factor: An adjustment that accounts for circumstances
that affect the school’s probability of selection that are identified after the data
collection has begun, such as a merger, duplication, or incorrect building-level
collapsing (i.e., a junior high school and a senior high school merge to become
a junior/senior high school).

Nonresponse Adjustment Factor: An adjustment that accounts for total school
nonresponse. It is the weighted (product of initial basic weight and sampling
adjustment factor) ratio of the total eligible in-scope schools (interviewed
schools plus non interviewed schools) to the total responding in-scope schools
(interviewed schools) within cells. In the 2011-2012 SASS determined cell
definitions using Chi-squared Automatic Interaction Detection.The CHAID
procedure determines an optimal set of cell definitions. These cells require no
further collapsing. At this stage of the weighting process, non interviewed and
out-of-scope schools are assigned a weight of zero.

First-Stage Ratio-Adjustment Factor: A factor that adjusts the sample

estimates to known final frame totals after all frame construction. For public-
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schools, the first-stage ratio-adjustment factor is equal to the ratio of the total
number of SASS frame schools minus out of scope sample schools to the
weighted sample estimate of the total number of schools within each
weighting class, or cell, defined for this step in the weighting procedure.

5. Imputation: A items with missing values are imputed for records classified as
interviews using a two-stage imputation procedure.

a. Stage 1 imputation uses a logical or deductive method, such as:

I. Harvesting data from other items in the same questionaire;
ii. Extracting data from a related SASS component on a different
questionnaire; or
iii. Extracting information about the sample case from the Common
Core Data (CCD), which that provided the sampling frames for
public-schools.

b. Stage 2 imputation is applied to items not imputed in the first stage by
extracting data from a respondent with similar characteristics to the non-
respondent. If there are no observable values discovered through the stage
2 process, the value is derived from an automated algorithm. (NCES,
2017)

All 2011-2012 SASS respondents were included in the 2013 PFS. Weights were
applied to the 2013 PFS data in the same manner as the 2011-2012 SASS data, but

imputation was not used to adjust for non-responses (NCES, 2014).
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Data access. The study involved the analysis of a de-identified secondary dataset
and therefore posed minimal direct risks to the survey respondents (45 CFR 46.101(b)).
To obtain the data, the researcher collaborated with the Dissertation Committee Chair,
Dr. Christopher Benedetti, to solicit the support of a Senior Official with the authority to
enter into a contract with the NCES, and the willingness to sponsor data access for the
researcher. Although only minimal risk existed, the secondary dataset used was locked in
a secure cabinet within secure project office when not in use. While the researcher was
away from the project computer while the data was in use, it was be protected by locking
the computer and the office in which it was located. Access to the data was limited to the
researcher, the Project Officer (PPO) and the System Security Officer (SSO).

Data Collection Methods

Survey Tool

The School and Staffing Survey for Principals (SASS) questionnaire was designed
to collect information about principal characteristics and demographics, preparation and
professional development, experience, salary, levels of autonomy, priority of goals,
perceived barriers, and school characteristics, culture, climate and governance (NCES,
2014). The survey distribution frame was determined using a stratified probability design
to sample schools in 50 states and the District of Columbia to produce a large dataset
with an increased likelihood of capturing the diversity of the U.S. principal population
(Chambliss & Schutt, 2012; Hanneman & Kposowa, 2013; Patten, 2012). According to
Patten (2012) it takes approximately 1,500 records to achieve precision in a national

sample; the NCES dataset exceeds this standard. The first SASS survey was conducted
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during the 1987-1988 school year; it was repeated every four years through 2012 (NCES,
2014).

The Principal Follow-up Survey (PFS) was administered 12 months after the
2011-2012 SASS to principals at the same schools sampled, thus providing an accurate
measure of principal retention for a one-year period. The PFS measured principal
turnover by asking the current principal if he or she was the same school principal who
completed the survey in the prior year. If the response was affirmative then the principal
was categorized in the dataset as a stayer. If the principal was no longer employed in the
principal position at the school, and the respondent indicated the previous principal left
the position to assume a principal role in another school, then the previous principal was
categorized as a mover. If the respondent indicated the previous principal left the
position, and was no longer employed as a principal in any school, then the previous
principal was categorized as a leaver. This information was combined with the data from
the SASS to create a secondary dataset available for research use. Table 3.1 displays the

SASS questions used in this study.
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Table 3.1

The 2011-2012 School and Staffing Survey for Principals questions used in the study,
Principal Autonomy and Social Support: An Ex Post Facto Causal-Comparative Study.

Number Question
1 Prior to this school year, how many years did you serve as the principal of this or
any other school?
2 Prior to this school year, how many years did you serve as the principal of this
school?
13 In the past 12 months, have you participated in any professional development

activities related to your role as a principal?

14 In the past 12 months, have you participated in the following kinds of
professional development?

(a) University course related to your role as a principal.
(b) Visits to other schools designed to improve your own work as a principal.

(c) Individual or collaborative research on a topic of interest to you
professionally.

(d) Mentoring and/or peer observation and coaching of principals, as part of
formal arrangement that is recognized or supported by the school or district.
(e) Participating in a principal network (e.g., a group of principals organized
by an outside agency or through the Internet).

16 How much actual influence do you think you have as a principal on decisions
concerning the following activities?

(a) Setting performance standards for students of this school.
(b) Establishing curriculum at this school.

(d) Evaluating teachers at this school.

(e) Hiring new full time teachers at this school.

(f) Setting discipline policy at this school.

(g) Deciding how your school budget will be spent.

51 Are you male or female?

Note. Adapted from Documentation for the 2011-2012 School and Staffing Survey. U. S.
Department of Education, 2011.

The 2011-2012 SASS contained only three new questions in 2011-2012 which

were validated through two separate field tests conducted by an independent research and
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evaluation company prior to use (NCES, 2017). All other questions were previously
validated on the 2007-2008 SASS (NCES, 2014, NCES, 2017).

Survey Data Collection

This study employed the use of the School and Staffing Survey for Principals
(SASS) and Principal Follow-up Survey (PFS) combined secondary data set held by the
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES, 2014). The U.S. Census Bureau
nationally distributed the SASS from October 2011 to June 2012 (NCES, 2014). The
Principal Follow-up Survey (PFS) was distributed twelve months after the 2011-2012
SASS, from March 2013 to June 2013. The goals of the PFS were to determine the
number of principals who remained in the same position in the same school, the number
of principals who moved to a principalship in a different school, and the number of
principals who left the position (NCES, 2017).

All SASS response data were collected by the U.S. Census Bureau between
October 2011 and June 2012. Survey responses were collected through the mail and via
the Internet with with telephone and in-person field based follow-up (NCES, 2014).
Schools and principals were selected for participation based on a stratified probability-
proportionate-to-size (PPS) sampling procedure. The stratified sample separated the full
sample of schools into mutually exclusive groups called strata; random samples were
then taken from each stratum to ensure the entire population was adequately represented
(NCES, 2017; Rea & Parker, 2005). The U.S. Census Bureau made initial contact with
selected schools by telephone to confirm school and district contact information three to

six months prior to distribution (NCES, 2014, 2017). Surveys were then mailed to



PRINCIPAL JOB AUTONOMY AND SOCIAL SUPPORT 79
schools with follow-up telephone contact if response data was not received. If the U.S.
Census Bureau staff was not able to collect information via mail, Internet, or telephone, a
field representative conducted an in-person meeting at the school or district to collect the
response data (NCES, 2014, 2017). Table 3.2 presents the timeline for SASS survey
distribution and data collection.

Table 3.2

Timeline for School and Staffing Survey for Principals data collection by the U. S.
Census Bureau.

Activity Timetable

Initial package(s) mailed to school districts requesting that October 2011

they complete the School District Questionnaire

Completed questionnaires accepted by mail October 2011 — June 2012
Telephone follow-up of nonresponding schools October 2011 — November 2011
Reminder letter mailed to nonresponding schools November 2011
Telephone follow-up of nonresponding schools December 2011 — January 2012
Reminder letter mailed to nonresponding schools January 2012

Field follow-up with nonresponding schools February 2012 — March 2012
Data collection closeout June 2012

Note. Adapted from Documentation for the 2011-2012 School and Staffing Survey. U. S.
Department of Education, 2017, NCES 2016-817, p.79.

The PFS data was collected between March 2013 and June 2013. This data was
collected primarily by mail, with telephone and email follow-up (NCES, 2014, 2017). All
public and private school principals who responded to the 2011-2012 SASS were
included in the 2013 PFS survey sample (NCES, 2014, 2017). The return rate for the PFS
was 90 percent (NCES, 2017). Post survey interviews were conducted by U.S. Census
Bureau representatives for validation purposes (NCES, 2014, 2017). Table 3.3 presents

the timeline for PFS survey distribution and data collection.
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Table 3.3

Timeline for Principal Follow-up Survey (PES) Data Collection

Activity Timetable
Introductory letter and the Principal Status Form mailed to schools March 2013
Second Principal Status Form mailed to nonresponding schools March 2013
Telephone follow-up of nonresponding schools April 2013
Email reminder to nonresponding validation study principals April 2013-May 2013

Telephone follow-up of nonresponding validation study principals April 2013 - June 2013

Introductory letter and the Principal Status Form mailed to April 2013 - June 2013
principals

Email reminder to nonresponding principals May 2013
Telephone follow-up of nonresponding principals May 2013 — June 2013
Data collection closeout June 2013

Note. Adapted from Documentation for the 2012-2013 School and Staffing Survey. U.S.
Department of Education, 2015, NCES 2015-099, p.7.

Paper versions SASS and PFS responses were received in Jefferson, Indiana and
then transferred to the U.S. Census Bureau, where they were converted to an electronic
format, coded, and combined with Internet based survey responses (NCES, 2017).
Follow-up phone calls and field visits conducted by U.S. Census Bureau staff were
recorded by the Bureau’s Case Management System and subsequently combined with the
paper and Internet dataset (NCES, 2017). Final datasets were reviewed and cleaned to
ensure all cells contained data (NCES, 2017).

Data Analysis Methods

This study was designed to determine and compare the mean levels of job

autonomy and social support experienced by principals when grouped by gender and

when grouped by experience. The independent variable for each comparison included
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two distinct categorical groups; gender included the categorical groups of male and
female, experience included the categorical groups 1-3 years of cumulative experience
and 4-9 years of cumulative experience. The dependent variables, job autonomy and
social support, were both measured on interval scales and the data was normally or
parametrically distributed (Hanneman & Kposowa, 2013; Martin & Bridgmon, 2012; Rea
& Parker, 2005; Salkind, 2010).

The researcher used the two-tailed independent samples t-test to conduct the
statistical analysis for this study. The two-tailed independent samples t-test is a
parametric test used to compare the arithmetic means of two independent samples with a
dependent variable measured on an interval scale (Hanneman & Kposowa, 2013; Martin
& Bridgmon, 2012; Rea & Parker, 2005; Salkind, 2010). Two-tailed t-tests are used when
the difference between two means can occur in either directions; the mean of one sample
may be either larger or smaller than the other (Hanneman & Kposowa, 2013; Martin &
Bridgmon, 2012; Rea & Parker, 2005; Salkind, 2010). This method was appropriate
because the study included the comparison of the arithmetic means between two distinct
categories of the independent variable, the dependent variable was measured on an
interval scale, the data was parametric or normally distributed, and the results were non-
directional (Hanneman & Kposowa, 2013; Martin & Bridgmon, 2012; Rea & Parker,
2005; Salkind, 2010).

Data Preparation
The secondary dataset received from the National Center for Education Statistics

(NCES) was imported by the researcher into the Statistical Package for Social Sciences
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(SPSS) V25 program database. Once imported, all item response records not designated
for use in this study were deleted.

Sample identification. The researcher reduced the dataset to include only the
records for traditional public-school principals with less than ten years of experience and
less than six years at their current school. The sample did not include principals from
charter schools as several studies have shown that the indicators of job satisfaction vary
among charter and traditional public-school principals and such variances were not
included in this study (Kirshtein, 2012; Lettre & Campbell, 2016; Ni, Sun, & Rorrer,
2015; Sai, 2016; Vickers, 2014). Additionally, sample did not include principals with ten
or more years of cumulative experience. Principals serving in the same position for ten or
more years may become complacent and can inadvertently misrepresent such
complacency as inflated levels of job autonomy and social support (Adamowski et al.,
2007; MetL.ife, Inc., 2013). Finally, the study was conducted using U.S. Census Bureau
survey data specific to traditional public-school principals. Bureau of Indian Education
and private school principals did not complete the same U.S. Census Bureau survey as
the one used for study, therefore data could not be accurately combined and examined
(NCES, 2014).

To reduce the dataset the researcher used the Select Cases function in SPSS V25.
The secondary dataset included a charter school identifier which was identified with a
value of 1; traditional public-schools were identified in the dataset with a value of 2
(NCES, 2017). Using the Select Cases function the researcher selected all cases

traditional public-school cases and then deleted unselected cases. Next, the using the
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same Select Cases function, the researcher reduced the sample to include only principals
with less than ten years of experience. Records with a numeric value of 1 through 9 in the
total years as a principal field were selected for inclusion, all other records were deleted.
Then the researcher reduced the sample to include only principals in their first five years.
Using the Select Cases function, the researcher selected for inclusion records with
numeric values of 1 through 5 in the years as a principal in this school field and deleted
records not selected. The resulting population sizes are included in Table 3.4.

Table 3.4

Categorical Independent Variables Sample Size

Categorical Variable Group n Percent N
1-3 Cumulative Years of 1,290 45.9% 2,820
Experience
4-9 Cumulative Years of 1,530 54.1% 2,820
Experience
Male 1,590 56.4% 2,820
Female 1,230 43.6% 2,820

Source. SASS and PFS 2011-2013 Combined Dataset.

Independent variables. The independent variables used in this study were
principal groupings by gender (male or female) and cumulative years of experience as a
principal (1-3 years or 4-9 years). These variables, depicted in Table 3.4, were extracted
from the full dataset of traditional public-school principals collected by the NCES (2013).
The variable field total years as a principal, which represented the number of years of
cumulative experience, was coded by the researcher. Responses with numeric values
between 1 and 3 were coded to 1 and responses with numeric values between 4 and 9
were coded to 2. This coding resulted in two categorical nonequivalent groups of the
independent variable representing cumulative years of experience that could be

compared. The variable field gender was coded by NCES in the original data set (NCES,
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2013). The researcher did not change the gender codes. Table 3.5 presents the coding for
categorical groups of the independent variables used in this study.

Table 3.5

Independent Variable Coding for SPSS Analysis

SASS Code Question SPSS Code SPSS Code
A0320 Are you a male or a female? Male =1 Female = 2
Prior to this school year, how many years 1-3=1 4-9=2
A0025 . L d
did you serve as the principal of this or any
school?

Note. Adapted from 2011-20132 School and Staffing Survey for Principals.

Dependent variables. The dependent variables in the study, job autonomy and
social support, were measured using indicator variables from the 2011-2012 (SASS). Job
autonomy and social support are latent variables, meaning they are not directly
observable and therefore had to be measured using measurable indicator variables
(Bollen, 1989; Kline, 2016). The indicator variables used to measure job autonomy in this
study were questions about the influence of principal from the 2011-2012 SASS found in
Table 3.6. These items, which first appeared on the 1987-1988 SASS, have been
validated multiple times over the past twenty years through both field-tests and post-test
interviews conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau (NCES, 2007, 2015, 2017).

Job autonomy. The indicator variables used to measure job autonomy were coded
using 5-point equally spaced Likert scale (NCES, 2013, 2017). Column three in Table 3.6
shows the interval scale coding for the indicator variables used to measure job autonomy
in this study. Once the indicator variables for job autonomy were coded, the researcher
combined them to form a new variable representing the total job autonomy score for each

respondent.
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Table 3.6

Job Autonomy Indicator Variables with Coding for SPSS Analysis

SASS Code Question SPSS Interval Scale

A0083 Influence setting performance standards for 0 — Not Applicable
students 1 - No Influence

70084 Influence establishing curriculum 2 — Minor Influence
A0086 Influence evaluating teachers 3 — Moderate Influence
0087 Influence hiring new full-time teachers 4 — Major Influence
A0088 Influence setting discipline policy
A0039 Influence deciding how the school budget

will be spent

Note. Adapted from 2011-20132 School and Staffing Survey for Principals.

Social support. The indicator variables used to measure the latent variable social
support were principals responses to the 2011-2012 SASS questions in Table 3.7. These
questions were designed to measure participation in professional development directly
related to the principal role (NCES, 2017). Extensive pretesting took place prior to the
inclusion of these questions on the survey (NCES, 2017). To validate the items NCES
contracted with an outside vendor, ICF Macro, to conduct pre-test interviews with
principals from twelve schools in eight states plus the District of Columbia (NCES,
2017). Principals from four elementary schools, four middle schools, and four high
schools were included in the first round of validation interviews (NCES, 2017).
Questions were revised based on their feedback and then field tested again with a new
sample of nine princpals from seven states (NCES, 2017). Participants in the second
round of field-test interviews included principals from two elementary schools, four
middle schools, and three high schools (NCES, 2017).

The researcher coded the indicator variables used to measure social support using

a 2-point scale. Column three in Table 3.7 shows the coding for the indicator variables
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used to measure social support in this study. Once the indicator variables for social
support were coded, the researcher combined them to form a new variable representing
the total social support score for each respondent. To complete this task, the researcher
used the Transform, Compute, and Sum functions in SPSS V25. In survey research,
interval data are often collected into ordinal categories with a range of values rather than
one single value (Rea and Parker, 2005, pg. 96). These closed-ended survey questions,
although ordinal in measure, can be converted to interval data (Bollen, 1989; Kline, 2016;
Rea and Parker, 2005)

Table 3.7

Social Support Indicator Variables and Coding for SPSS Analysis

SASS Code  Question SPSS Interval Scale
A0059 In the past 12 months, have you participated in any 0-No
professional development activities related to your role as 1-Yes
a principal?

A0060 In the past 12 months, have you participated in a
University course(s) related to your role as principal?

A0061 In the past 12 months, have you participated in visits to
other schools designed to improve your own practice?

A0062 In the past 12 months, have you participated in individual
or collaborative research on a topic of interest to you
professionally?

A0063 In the past 12 months, have you participated in mentoring
and/or peer observation and coaching of principals, as
part of a form arrangement that is recognized or
supported by the school or district?

A0064 In the past 12 months, have you participated in a
principal network (e.g., a group of principals organized
by an outside agency or through the Internet)?

Note. Adapted from 2011-20132 School and Staffing Survey for Principals.

Normality. The Central Limit Theorem (CLT) states the sampling distribution of
mean of any independent random variable will be normal or nearly normal if the sample
size is large enough (Feller, 1968; Penn State University, 2018). If the distribution of data

is symmetric then a sample size of 5 is considered large enough to invoke the CLT
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(Feller, 1968; Penn State University, 2018). A skewed distribution would require a
sample size of at least 30, and an extremely skewed distribution would require a sample
size more than 30 (Feller, 1968; Penn State University, 2018). All the samples in this
study exceeded the recommended minimum sample size for normality. The researcher
also included the Levine F test to verify variance homogeneity (Feller, 1968; Salkind,
2010; Shadish et al., 2002).

Criterion for analysis. After testing for normality, the researcher conducted
independent samples t-tests to test the null hypothesis for each research question.
Hypotheses were stated using the formulas, HO: p1-pu2=0 (u1=p2) and H1: p1-p2+#0 (ul
#u2). The researcher used two-tailed tests as no direction was predicted (Hanneman &
Kposowa, 2013; Martin & Bridgmon, 2012; Rea & Parker, 2005; Salkind, 2010).
Statistical significance was set at p<.05 (a=.05). The degree of freedom was calculated
using the formula df= n1+n2-2, and used determined the critical t value for each test and
the F value for Levene’s test for homogeneity of the variance (Hanneman & Kposowa,
2013; Martin & Bridgmon, 2012; Rea & Parker, 2005; Salkind, 2010).

With criterion set the independent samples t-test function of SPSS V.25 was
employed to compute the arithmetic mean for the categorical independent variable
groups. The means were then compared to answer the research questions:

1. Isthere a difference between cumulative years of principal experience and job
autonomy?
2. Is there a difference between cumulative years of principal experience and social

support?
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3. s there a difference between the gender of the principal and job autonomy?
4. s there a difference between the gender of the principal and social support?
Assumptions

The independent samples t-test assumes the independent variables are represented
by two independent categorical groups, that do not influence each other, and the
dependent variable is continuous (Hanneman & Kposowa, 2013; Martin & Bridgmon,
2012; Rea & Parker, 2005; Salkind, 2010; Scotland, 2012). In this study, the independent
variable groups included female principals and male principals; and principals with 1-3
years of cumulative experience and principals with 4-9 years of cumulative experience. It
was assumed that the respondents reported as female principals were not also reported as
male principals; and that the principals reported with 1-3 cumulative years of experience
were not also reported as principals with 4-9 cumulative years of experience. The
independent samples t-test assumes that data is normally distributed and that the samples
have homogeneity of variance (Hanneman & Kposowa, 2013; Martin & Bridgmon, 2012;
Rea & Parker, 2005; Salkind, 2010; Scotland, 2012). The Levene Test was included in
the analysis of data to verify homogeneity (Hanneman & Kposowa, 2013; Martin &
Bridgmon, 2012; Rea & Parker, 2005; Salkind, 2010; Scotland, 2012). It was assumed
that these tests were conducted correctly and that the results were accurate. Lastly, it was
assumed that the principals who responded to the 2011-2012 SASS and 2013 PFS
understood the questions and answered honestly, and that the secondary dataset used to

conduct this study accurately reported those responses.
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Issues of Trustworthiness
This ex post facto comparative study allowed the researcher to assert conclusions
about the differences between the means of the independent variables on the dependent
variables. However, no assurances can be made that other unidentified variables were not
the true cause of any differences between the means of the independent variables on the
dependent variables (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002). Threats to the validity of this
and all causal studies, can include, external events, cross group contamination, and
misidentification causal conclusions (Chambliss & Schutt, 2012; Hanneman & Kposowa,
2013; Martin & Bridgmon, 2012; Rea & Parker, 2005).
Limitations and Delimitations
The 2011-2012 School and Staff Survey for Principals (SASS) and 2013
Principal Follow-up Survey (PFS) data are limited in that it they are not longitudinal in
nature, and only represent principal retention over a one-year period. Therefore, the
researcher was not able to follow principals’ employment over an extended period-of-
time. An additional limitation of using a secondary dataset for this study is that the
indicators and data were not collected to specifically address the research questions for
this study. The advantages afforded in using the 2011-2012 SASS and 2013 PFS dataset
include the size of the dataset and the stratified national representation of U.S. elementary
and secondary principals. If this research had been conducted on a smaller state-level
scale it would not have yielded nationally generalizable results for the independent

variable principal groupings included in this study.
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Delimitations of the study include the decision to limit the study to traditional
public-school principals who were in their first five years in the same position, and who
did not have more than nine years of experience. The narrow scope does not allow the
results of this study to be generalized to the entire school principal population, but instead
only to those principals with these specific characteristics. Despite the limitations, the
information yielded from this study are valuable for state agencies and local districts in
addressing principal retention.

Summary

Elevated principal turnover rates across the U.S., some reaching as high as 70
percent annually, have sparked national conversations and prompted agencies and states
to address the issues (Fuller, 2009; Fuller & Young, 2012; Miller, 2009). Efforts have
largely focused on preparing new principals to fill vacated roles, which has done little to
stop the revolving door of school principals throughout the country (Daresh, 2004; Fuller
& Young, 2009; MetL.ife, 2013; Nicholson, Harris-John, & Schimmel, 2005; Rowland,
2015). Principal turnover and retention research has had a narrow focus in root cause
analysis based on information obtained from principals leaving the field; very little
attention has been given to principals who choose to remain in their schools and why
(Boyce & Bowers, 2016; Mendels, 2012; Usdan, McCloud, & Podmostko, 2009). This
study seeks to begin to fill the gap in appreciative literature focused on principals who
remain in their positions.

Studies have shown that levels of principal job satisfaction are declining and have

indicated a positive correlation between turnover and dissatisfaction (Fuller & Young,
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2009; MetL.ife, 2013; NCES, 2013). Research has also shown that job satisfaction is a
strong indicator of employee retention, indicating a positive correlation between job
satisfaction and employee retention (Chang et al., 2015; Estes and Polnick, 2012; Gaziel,
1986; Humphrey et al., 2007; Maforah, 2015; Schmidt, 1976). Several researchers have
found that job autonomy and social support are the most significant factors leading to
principal job satisfaction (Bobbitt, Faupel, & Burns, 1981; Evans, 2010; Parker & Wall,
2011; Perrachione, Rosser, & Petersen, 2008; Sai, 2016; Tekleselassie & Villarreal,
2011). Additionally, studies show two statistically significant demographic variables
influence job satisfaction; experience and gender (Branch et al., 2012; Chang et al., 2015;
Chou et al., 2010; Gaziel, 1986; Humphrey et al., 2007; Larkin et al., 2015; Maforah,
2015; MetL.ife, 2013; Schmidt, 1976; Smerek & Peterson, 2007). This study sought to
explore the differences between the mean levels of the indicators of job satisfaction, job
autonomy and social support, their influencing demographic variables, gender and
experience (Bobbitt et al., 1981; Branch et al., 2012; Chang et al., 2015; Chou et al.,
2010; Evans, 2010; Gaziel, 1986; Humphrey et al., 2007; Larkin et al., 2015; Maforah,
2015; MetLife, 2013; Parker & Wall, 2011; Perrachione et al., 2008; Sai, 2016; Schmidt,
1976; Smerek & Peterson, 2007; Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011).

The researcher conducted an ex post facto comparative study to examine the
differences in the mean levels of the independent variables, experience and gender, and
their dependent variables, job autonomy and social support. Data for the study was
harvested from the NCES secondary de-identified dataset containing 2011-2012 School

and Staffing Survey for Principals results and the 2013 Principal Follow-up Survey
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results. Using SPSS V.25 software, the researcher created frequency polygons and
performed two-tailed independent samples t-tests to obtain mean scores for job autonomy
and social support grouped according gender and according to the cumulative years of
experience. Results were examined to determine if the means of the independent variable
groups were statistically different from each other. Data from this study provide valuable
information for state agencies and local districts in predicting principal turnover and in

addressing principal retention.
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Chapter 4 — Analysis of Data
Introduction

Chapter Four presents the results of this ex post facto comparative study. The
purpose of this study was to examine the differences in the means of the independent
variables, gender and experience, and their dependent variables, job autonomy and social
support. The study employed the use of a secondary data set held by the National Center
for Education Statistics (NCES) with principal responses to the 2011-2012 School and
Staffing Survey for Principals (SASS) and the 2013 Principal Follow-up Survey (PFS).
This combined dataset represents the largest and most extensive source of information
available on U.S. elementary and secondary school principals (Goldring & Taie, 2014;
U.S. Census Bureau, 2014). Quantitative analyses were conducted to examine descriptive
statistics and to calculate and compare the arithmetic means between independent
variable groups and their dependent variables to identify statistically significant
differences. The independent variables used in the study were cumulative years of
experience and gender. The dependent variables were job autonomy and social support.

This examination provides relevant information in identifying job satisfaction
differences between principal subgroups. This chapter first presents demographic
information about the dataset and sample frame and then presents the quantitative results
related to each research question:

1. Isthere a difference between cumulative years of principal experience and job

autonomy?
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2. Is there a difference between cumulative years of principal experience and social
support?
3. s there a difference between the gender of the principal and job autonomy?
4. s there a difference between the gender of the principal and social support?
Results
Sample
The data for the study was extracted from the de-identified principal responses to
the 2011-2012 SASS and 2013 PFS combined secondary dataset. The SASS and PFS
were distributed by the U.S. Census Bureau between October 2011 and June 2012, with a
90 percent return rate (NCES, 2017). The sample frame analyzed represented 2,820
traditional public-school principals purposefully selected from a stratified sample of
principal respondents to the 2011-2012 SASS and 2013 PFS (NCES, 2014). Purposeful
selection was based on independent variable parameters; principals with between one and
nine years of cumulative experience who had been in their current role and school for
between one and five years, who belonged to either the male or female gender group and
had responded to both the 2011-2012 School and Staffing Survey for Principals (SASS)
and the 2013 Principal Follow-up Survey (PFS).
The independent variable grouping for experience included 1,290 principals with
1-3 cumulative years of experience as a principal in any school and 1,530 principals with
4-9 cumulative years of experience as a principal in any school. The independent variable
grouping for gender included 1,590 male principals and 1,230 female principals.

Independent variable grouping sizes are presented in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1

Number and Percent of Principals in Independent Variable Groups

Independent Variable Category Number Percent
Cumulative Years of Experience 1-3 1,290 46.0%
4-9 1,530 54.0%
Gender Male 1,590 56.4%
Female 1,230 43.6%
Note. N=2,820

Demographic Information

Demographic data for the sample frame are presented in Tables 4.2-4.5. Table 4.2
displays the percentage and number of principals from each census region of the United
States (U.S.); Northeast, Midwest, South, and West. Categories include the Northeast:
Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and VVermont; Midwest: Illinois, Indiana, lowa, Kansas,
Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, and
Wisconsin; South: Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, West Virginia; and West: Alaska, Arizona, California,
Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington,

and Wyoming.



PRINCIPAL JOB AUTONOMY AND SOCIAL SUPPORT 96
Table 4.2

Regional Representation of the Sample Frame

Demographic Category Number Percent
United States Region Northeast 500 17.7%
Midwest 740 26.2%
South 910 32.3%
West 670 23.8%
Note. N=2,820

Table 4.3 displays the percentage of principals from each school level represented
in the sample frame; primary, middle, secondary, and combined primary, middle, and
secondary.

Table 4.3

Number and Percent of Principals in each School Level Category

Demographic Category Number Percent
School Level Primary 900 32%
Middle 820 29%
Secondary 890 32%
Combined 210 07%
Note. N=2,820

Table 4.4 displays the number percentage of principals from each urban-centric locale
school category represented in the sample frame: city, suburb, town, and rural fringe.
Variable descriptions were updated to incorporate 2000 Census population and
geography information (U.S. Department of Education, 2013). Categories are defined by
the U.S. Department of Education (2013) as:

1. City:

e Large: Territory inside an urbanized area and inside a principal city with

population of 250,000 or more;
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e Midsize: Territory inside an urbanized area and inside a principal city with
population less than 250,000 and greater than or equal to 100,000;
e Small: Territory inside an urbanized area and inside a principal city with
population less than 100,000.
2. Suburb:
e Large: Territory outside a principal city and inside an urbanized area with
population of 250,000 or more;
e Midsize: Territory outside a principal city and inside an urbanized area
with population less than 250,000 and greater than or equal to 100,000; 23
e Small: Territory outside a principal city and inside an urbanized area with
population less than 100,000.
3. Town:
e Fringe: Territory inside an urban cluster that is less than or equal to 10
miles from an urbanized area;
e Distant: Territory inside an urban cluster that is more than 10 miles and
less than or equal to 35 miles from an urbanized area;
e Remote: Territory inside an urban cluster that is more than 35 miles from
an urbanized area.
4. Rural:
e Fringe: Census-defined rural territory that is less than or equal to 5 miles
from an urbanized area, as well as rural territory that is less than or equal

to 2.5 miles from an urban cluster;
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e Distant: Census-defined rural territory that is more than 5 miles but less
than or equal to 25 miles from an urbanized area, as well as rural territory
that is more than 2.5 miles but less than or equal to 10 miles from an urban
cluster;
e Remote: Census-defined rural territory that is more than 25 miles from an
urbanized area and is also more than 10 miles from an urban cluster.
Table 4.4

Number and Percent of Principals in each Urban Level Category

Demographic Number Percent
City 460 16.4%
Suburb 740 26.2%
Town 490 17.3%
Rural 1130 40.1%
Note. N=2,820

Table 4.5 displays the break out of sample frame by years of experience for the

independent variable groups, gender and cumulative years of experience.
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Table 4.5
Sample Frame Number of Years in Current School
Cumulative
Years in Experience Groups

Current School ~ Gender Group  1-3 Years 4-9 Years Total
Male 300 150 450

1 Female 250 130 380

Total 540 280 820

Male 210 120 330

2 Female 170 80 250

Total 390 200 590

Male 210 110 320

3 Female 150 80 230

Total 370 190 560

Male 270 270

4 Female 200 200

Total 470 470

Male 210 210

S Female 170 170

Total 380 380

Note. N=2,820
Dependent Variable Frequencies

Job autonomy. The frequency distributions of the sample frame for the
dependent variable indicators for job autonomy are presented in Tables 15-20.
Respondents indicated the level of influence over an indicator using a Likert scale of 1-5,
with 1 representing no influence in the area and 5 representing significant influence in the
area. Table 4.6 displays the Likert scoring for principal autonomy in setting performance

standards.
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Table 4.6

Principal Autonomy in Setting Performance Standards

Rating Number Percent
Not Applicable 10 4%
No Influence 60 2.2%
Minor Influence 140 4.9%
Moderate Influence 610 21.6%
Major Influence 2000 70.9%

Note. N=2,820

Table 4.7 displays the Likert scoring for principal autonomy in establishing

curriculum in the school.
Table 4.7

Principal Autonomy in Establishing Curriculum

Rating Number Percent
Not Applicable 30 1.0%
No Influence 100 3.6%
Minor Influence 440 15.5%
Moderate Influence 1120 39.5%
Major Influence 1140 40.4%

Note. N=2,820

Table 4.8 displays the Likert scoring for principal autonomy in evaluating

teachers in the school.

100
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Table 4.8

Principal Autonomy in Evaluating Teachers

Rating Number Percent
Not Applicable 30 0.9%
No Influence <10 0.2%
Minor Influence <10 0.3%
Moderate Influence 90 3.2%
Major Influence 270 95.4%

Note. N=2,820

Table 4.9 displays the Likert scoring for principal autonomy in hiring teachers for

the school.

Table 4.9

Principal Autonomy in Hiring Teachers

Rating Number Percent

Not Applicable 20 0.6%
No Influence 20 0.8%
Minor Influence 60 2.3%
Moderate Influence 270 9.7%
Major Influence 2440 86.6%

Note. N=2,820

Table 4.10 displays the Likert scoring for principal autonomy in setting the

discipline policies at the school.
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Table 4.10

Principal Autonomy in Setting Discipline Policies

Rating Number Percent
Not Applicable 10 0.4%
No Influence <10 0.3%
Minor Influence 70 2.4%
Moderate Influence 520 18.4%
Major Influence 2210 78.4%

Note. N=2,820

Table 4.11 displays the Likert scoring for principal autonomy in deciding how the

budget will be spent.
Table 4.11

Principal Autonomy in Budget Spending

Rating Number Percent
Not Applicable 10 0.4%
No Influence 30 1.0%
Minor Influence 250 9.0%
Moderate Influence 820 28.9%
Major Influence 1710 60.7%

Note. N=2,820

Social support. Sampled principal participation rates in the professional

development activities designated as indicators of the dependent variable social support

are presented in Tables 4.12-4.17. Participation is inclusive of the last 12 months only.

Table 4.12 displays the principal participation in principal related professional

development activities.
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Table 4.12

Principal Related Professional Development

Response Number Percent
Yes 2810 99.5%
No 10 0.5%

Note. N=2,820

Table 4.13 displays the respondent participation in coursework related to
professional growth for principals.
Table 4.13

Participation in Coursework

Response Number Percent
Yes 820 29.2%
No 2000 70.8%

Note. N=2,820

Table 4.14 displays respondent participation in school visits.
Table 4.14

Participation in School Visits

Response Number Percent
Yes 2050 73.0%
No 770 27.0%

Note. N=2,820

Table 4.15 displays respondent participation in principal related research.
Table 4.15

Participation in Research

Response Number Percent
Yes 1910 67.8%
No 910 32.2%

Note. N=2,820
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Table 4.16 displays respondent participation in principal mentor or coaching

program.

Table 4.16

Participation in a Mentor or Coaching Program

Response Number Percent
Yes 1420 50.6%
No 1400 49.4%

Note. N=2,820

Table 4.17 displays respondent participation in principal network.
Table 4.17

Participation in Principal Network

Response Number Percent
Yes 1960 69.5%
No 860 30.5%

Note. N=2,820
Results

The results for each research question are presented using descriptive and
inferential statistics. The sampling frame for each research question included 2,820
respondents. The parameters for each independent samples t-test were set with 2,818
degrees of freedom (df), a two-tail critical t-value of +/- 1.96, a significance greater than
.05 (p<.05), and a 95% confidence interval (Cl). To reject the null hypothesis by finding
statistically significant differences in arithmetic means the t-value in each test had to be
greater than +/- 1.96, the alpha had to be less than .05 (p<.05), and the CI could not

include 0 (Chambliss & Schutt, 2012; Rea & Parker, 2005). When the confidence interval
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for mean differences includes zero, the data are consistent with a population mean

difference of zero (Chambliss & Schutt, 2012; Rea & Parker, 2005).

RQL1: Years of Experience and Job Autonomy

Is there a difference between cumulative years of principal experience and the
level of job autonomy?

Descriptive statistics. To address this question the researcher first explored the
data by examining descriptive statistics. The total sample of principals included in the
analysis included 1,290 principals with 1-3 cumulative years of experience and 1,530
principals with 4-9 cumulative years of experience. All respondents had been employed
in their current position for between 1 and 5 years. The mean (M), confidence interval
range, standard deviation (SD), skewness for the level of autonomy reported by
principals in the categorical groups 1-3 cumulative years of experience and 4-9
cumulative years of experience are reported in Table 4.18. Skewness values between -
2.58 and +2.58 are considered acceptable in order to prove normal distribution in
samples sizes that are larger than 200 (Curran, West, & Finch, 1996; 2003; Hoyle,
1995; Rea & Parker, 2005).

Table 4.18

Descriptive Statistics for Autonomy by Cumulative Years of Experience

Descriptive Statistics 1-3 Years 4-9 Years
Sample Size 1,290 1,530

Mean 21.6739 21.7361
95% Confidence Interval for Mean Lower Bound 21.5532 21.6231
95% Confidence Interval for Mean Upper Bound 21.7945 21.8490
Std. Deviation 2.21440 2.25018
Skewness -1.904 -2.119

Note. N=2,820
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Inferential statistics. An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare
the mean scores for the job autonomy level experienced by principals with 1-3
cumulative years of experience and principals with 4-9 cumulative years of experience.
Principals with 1-3 cumulative years of experience (n = 1,290) were associated with a job
autonomy level M = 21.67 (SD = 2.21). By comparison, principals with 4-9 cumulative
years of experience (n = 1,530) were associated with a job autonomy level of M = 21.74
(SD = 2.25). To test the hypothesis that principals with 1-3 cumulative years of
experience and principals with 4-9 cumulative years of experience were associated with
statistically significantly different mean levels of job autonomy, an independent samples
t-test was performed. As shown in Table 4.18, the distirubtions were sufficiently normal
for the purposes of conducting a t-test (Curran, West, & Finch, 1996; George, 2003,
Hoyle, 1995; Rea & Parker, 2005). Additionally, the assumption of homogeneity of
varience was tested and satisfied using the Levene F test, F (2,818) =.002, p = .966.

The independent samples t-test was not associated with a statistically significant
difference. The critical t value, t(2,818) = -.74, was not greater than +/- 1.96 thus there
was no significant difference between the arithmetic means for job autonomy level in
principals with 1-3 cumulative years of experience (M = 21.67, SD = 2.21) and principals
with 4-9 cumulative years of experience (M = 21.74, SD = 2.25); t(2,818) =-.74, p = .46
(two-tailed), CI: 95%. The null hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4.19 summarizes the

inferential statistics for Question 1.
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Table 4.19

Question 1 Summary

F Sig. t df Sig. Mean Std. Error  95% Cl

(2-tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper

0.002 0.966 -0.738 2818 0.461 -0.06222  0.08435 -0.227626  0.10318

RQ2: Years of Experience and Social Support

Is there a difference between cumulative years of principal experience and social
support?

Descriptive statistics. To address this research question the researcher first
explored the data by examining the descriptive statistics. The total sample of principals
included in the analysis of question two included 1,290 principals with 1-3 cumulative
years of experience and 1,530 principals with 4-9 cumulative years of experience. All
principals included in the sample had been employed in their current position for
between 1 and 5 years. The mean (M), confidence interval range, standard deviation
(SD), skewness for the level of social support reported by principals in the categorical
groups 1-3 cumulative years of experience and 4-9 cumulative years of experience are
reported in Table 4.20. Skewness values between -2.58 and +2.58 are considered
acceptable in order to prove normal distribution in samples sizes that are larger than 200

(Curran, West, & Finch, 199; George D. , 2003; Hoyle, 1995; Rea & Parker, 2005).
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Table 4.20

Descriptive Statistics for Social Support by Cumulative Years of Experience

Descriptive Statistics 1-3 Years 4-9 Years
Sample Size 1,290 1,530
Mean 3.8843 3.8978
95% Confidence Interval for Mean Lower Bound 3.8143 3.8334
95% Confidence Interval for Mean Upper Bound 3.9544 3.9623
Std. Deviation 1.28580 1.28456
Skewness -0.335 -0.348
Note. N=2,820

Inferential statistics. An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare
the mean scores for the social support level experienced by principals with 1-3
cumulative years of experience and principals with 4-9 cumulative years of experience.
Principals with 1-3 cumulative years of experience (n = 1,290) were associated with a
social support level M = 3.88 (SD = 1.29). By comparison, principals with 4-9 cumulative
years of experience (n = 1,530) were associated with a social support level of M = 3.90
(SD =1.28). To test the hypothesis that principals with 1-3 cumulative years of
experience and principals with 4-9 cumulative years of experience were associated with
statistically significantly different mean levels of social support, an independent samples
t-test was performed. As shown in Table 4.20, the distirubtions were sufficiently normal
for the purposes of conducting a t-test (Curran, West, & Finch, 1996; George, 2003,
Hoyle, 1995; Rea & Parker, 2005). Additionally, the assumption of homogeneity of
variance was tested and satisfied using the Levene F test, F (2,818) =.079, p =.779.

The independent samples t-test was not associated with a statistically significant
difference. The critical t value, t(2,818) = -.278, was not greater than +/- 1.96 thus there

was no significant difference between the arithmetic means for social support level in
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principals with 1-3 cumulative years of experience (M = 3.88, SD = 1.29) and principals
with 4-9 cumulative years of experience (M = 3.90, SD = 1.28); t(2,818) = -.278, p = .781
(two-tailed), CI: 95%. The null hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4.21 presents a
summary of the inferential statistics for Question 2.

Table 4.21

Question 2 summary

F Sig. t df Sig. Mean Std. Error  95% Cl
(2-tailed) Difference Difference  Lower Upper

0.079 0.779 -0.278 2818 0.781 -0.01349 0.04853 -0.10864  0.08166

RQ3: Gender and Job Autonomy

Is there a difference between the gender of the principal and job autonomy?

Descriptive statistics. To address this question the researcher first explored the
data by examining descriptive statistics. The total sample of principals included in the
analysis of question three included 1,590 male principals and 1,230 female principals.
All principals included in the sample had been employed in their current position for
between 1 and 5 years. The mean (M), confidence interval range, standard deviation
(SD), skewness for the level of autonomy reported by male principals and female
principals is displayed in Table 4.22. Skewness values between -2.58 and +2.58 are
considered acceptable in order to prove normal distribution in samples sizes that are
larger than 200 (Curran, West, & Finch, 199; George, 2003; Hoyle, 1995; Rea &

Parker, 2005).
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Table 4.22

Descriptive Statistics for Job Autonomy by Gender

Descriptive Statistics Male Female
Sample Size 1,590 1,230
Mean 21.6981 21.7197
95% Confidence Interval for Mean Lower Bound 21.5916 21.5901
95% Confidence Interval for Mean Upper Bound 21.8045 21.8494
Std. Deviation 2.16583 2.31929
Skewness -1.978 -2.063
Note. N=2,820

Inferential statistics. An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare
the mean scores for the level of job autonomy experienced by male principals and female
principals. Male principals (n = 1,590) were associated with a job autonomy level of M =
21.70 (SD = 2.16). By comparison, female principals (n = 1,230) were associated with a
job autonomy level of M = 21.72 (SD = 2.32). To test the hypothesis that male principals
and female principals were associated with statistically significantly different mean levels
of job autonomy, an independent samples t-test was performed. As shown in Table 4.22,
the distributions were sufficiently normal for the purposes of conducting a t-test (Curran,
West, & Finch, 1996; George D., 2003; Hoyle, 1995; Rea & Parker, 2005). Additionally,
the assumption of homogeneity of variance was tested and satisfied using the Levene F
test, F(2,818) = 3.124, p = .077.

The independent samples t-test was not associated with a statistically significant
difference. The critical t value, t(2,818) = -.278, was not greater than +/- 1.96 thus there
was no significant difference between the arithmetic means for male principals (M =

21.70, SD = 2.17) and female (M = 21.72, SD = 2.32); 1(2,818) = -.256, p = .798 (two-
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tailed), Cl: 95%. The null hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4.23 presents a summary of
the inferential statistics for Question 3.

Table 4.23

Question 3 Summary

F Sig. t df Sig. Mean Std. Error  95% Cl

(2-tailed) Difference  Difference Lower Upper

3.124 0.077 -0.256 2818 0.798 -0.02169  0.084786  -0.18792 0.14455

RQ4: Gender and Social Support

Is there a difference between the gender of the principal and social support?

Descriptive statistics. To address this research question the researcher first
explored the data by examining frequency distributions and descriptive statistics. The
total sample of principals included in the analysis of question four included 1,590 male
principals 1,230 female principals. All principals included in the sample had been
employed in their current position for between 1 and 5 years. The mean (M), confidence
interval range, standard deviation (SD), skewness for the levels of social support
reported by male principals and female principals are reported in Table 4.24. Skewness
values between -2.58 and +2.58 are considered acceptable to prove normal distribution
in samples sizes that are larger than 200 (Curran, West, & Finch, 199; George, 2003;

Hoyle, 1995; Rea & Parker, 2005).
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Table 4.24

Descriptive Statistics for Social Support by Gender

Descriptive Statistics Male Female
Sample Size 1,590 1,230
Mean 3.9805 3.7766
95% Confidence Interval for Mean Lower Bound 3.9197 3.7034
95% Confidence Interval for Mean Upper Bound 4.0424 3.8498
Std. Deviation 1.25924 1.31
Skewness -0.387 -0.277
Note. N=2,820

Inferential statistics. An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare
the mean scores for the social support levels experienced by male principals and female
principals. Male principals (n = 1,590) were associated with a social support level M =
3.98 (SD = 1.26). By comparison, female principals (n = 1,230) were associated with a
social support level of M = 3.78 (SD = 1.31). To test the hypothesis that male principals
and female principals were associated with statistically significantly different mean levels
of social support, an independent samples t-test was performed. As shown in Table 4.24,
the distributions were sufficiently normal for the purposes of conducting a t-test (Curran,
West, & Finch, 1996; George, 2003; Hoyle, 1995; Rea & Parker, 2005). Additionally, as
shown in Table 4.24, the assumption of homogeneity of variance was tested using the
Levene F test, F(2,818) = 12.163, p = .000. Equal variance could not be assumed, p<.05.
The degree of freedom was adjusted to correct for unequal variance, df =2,590.

The independent samples t-test was associated with a statistically significant
difference. The critical t value, t(2,590) = 4.174 was greater than +/- 1.96, p< .05. The
mean difference between the reported level of social support in the sampled male

principals (M = 3.98, SD = 1.26) and female principals (M = 3.78, SD = 1.31), adjusted to
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correct for unequal variance, t(2,590) = -.06, p = .95 (two-tailed), Cl: 95%, is .20394. The
null hypothesis is rejected.

While this study found a statistically significant difference in mean level of social
support experienced by male principals and female principals, the effect of the difference,
|.15|, calculated using Cohen’s d, is considered trivial (Bollen,1989; Chambliss & Schutt,
2012; Kline, 2016; Rea & Parker, 2005). According to Cohen’s d, a small effect size is
|.2], a medium effect size is |.5|, and a large effect size is |.8| (Bollen,1989; Chambliss &
Schutt, 2012; Kline, 2016; Rea & Parker, 2005). Table 4.25 summarizes the inferential
statistics for Question 4.

Table 4.25

Question 4 Summary

F Sig. t df Sig. Mean Std. Error  95% ClI  95% Cl
(2-tailed) Difference Difference  |ower Upper

12.163 0.00 4.195 2818 0.00 0.20394 0.04862 0.10860  0.29927

Equal Variance 4.174 2590 0.00 0.20394 0.04886 0.10813  0.29974
Not Assumed

Categorical Findings

Job Autonomy. The categorical findings of this research align to the theory that
satisfied principals have high levels of job autonomy (Adamowski et al., Bobbitt et al.,
1998; Evans, 2010; Parker & Wall, 2011; Sai, 2016; Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011). Of
the 2,820 principals included in the study sample, 92.5% reported moderate to significant
influence over setting performance standards, 79.9% reported moderate to significant
influence over setting the curriculum, 98.6% reported moderate to significant influence in
evaluating teachers, 96.3% reported moderate to significant influence in hiring new

faculty, 96.8% reported moderate to significant influence in setting discipline policy, and
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89.6% reported moderate to significant influence deciding how the budget would be
spent at their school. Table 4.26 shows a summary of the principal respondents reported
moderate to major influence on indicators of job autonomy. Prior research determined
that these six areas are the most important job autonomy factors to principals
(Adamowski et al., 2007; MetL.ife, 2013).

Table 4.26

Moderate to Major Principal Autonomy

Setting Establishing Evaluating  Hiring Setting Budget
Standards ~ Curriculum  Teachers Teachers Discipline  Spending

Moderate 21.6% 39.5% 3.2% 9.7% 18.4% 28.9%
Influence

Major 70.9% 40.4% 95.4% 86.6% 78.4% 60.7%
Influence

Combined

Moderate
and Major 92.5% 79.9% 98.6% 96.3% 96.8% 89.6%

Influence

Note. N=2,820

Social Support. The descriptive statistics in this study show that 99.5 percent of
the principal respondents reported that they had participated in social support activities
related to their role as a principal in the twelve months preceding the survey. Of the 2,280
respondents, 96 percent reported participation in at least two types of support activities
included on the survey (principal coursework, school visits, principal research, principal
mentor program, principal network, and principal related activities); 85 percent reported
participation in at least three types of support activities; 64 percent reported participation
in at least four types of support activities; and 35 percent reported participation in at least

five types of support activities. A summary of this data is shown in Table 4.27. The data
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aligns to the theory that satisfied principals experience high levels of social support in
their positions (Bizzell, 2011; Chang, Leach, & Anderman, 2015; Daresh, 1982, 2004;
McManus & Kauffman, 1991; Metzke, 1998; Nixon, 2013; Rosenholtz, 1989; Sorapuru,
2012; Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011; Theobald, 1989).

Table 4.27

Principal Participation in Social Support Activities

One Two or Three or Four or Five or Six
Activity More More More More Activity
Type Activity Activity Activity Activity Types
Types Types Types Types
Participation  gg 59, 96% 85% 64% 35% 9.5%
Rate
Note. N=2,820

Table 4.28 summarizes the percentage of principal participation in each type of
social support activity included in this study.
Table 4.28

Principal Participation in Social Support Activities

Related Mentoring School Related Principal Related
Coursework  Program Visit Research Network Prof.
Projects Dev.
Participation 999 51% 59% 68% 70% 99.5%
Rate
Note. N=2,820
Summary

Using two-tailed independent samples t-tests the researcher analyzed participant
survey data from the 2011-2012 School and Staffing Survey for Principals and the 2013
Principal Follow-up Survey from the combined results secondary dataset held by the

National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) to answer the research questions
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contained in this study. When testing the null hypothesis, statistical significance with an
alpha level of .05 was not found in question 1, question 2, or question 3. Therefore the
null hypothesis was not rejected in these questions. Statistical significance was found in
question 4 and the null hypothesis was rejected.
1. Isthere a difference between cumulative years of principal experience and job
autonomy?
Ho: There is no difference between cumulative years of principal experience and
job autonomy.
The null hypothesis is not rejected.
2. Is there a difference between cumulative years of principal experience and social
support?
Ho: There is no difference between cumulative years of principal experience and
social support.
The null hypothesis is not rejected.
3. Is there a difference between the gender of the principal and job autonomy?
Ho: There is no difference between gender and job autonomy.
The null hypothesis is not rejected.
4. s there a difference between the gender of the principal and social support?
Ho: There is no difference between gender and job autonomy.
The null hypothesis is rejected.
Chapter Five includes a discussion of the results, limitations of the study,

implications of the findings and recommendations for future research.
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Chapter 5 — Findings, Conclusions, and Implications for Further Study
Introduction

Chapter Five presents and discusses the results of this ex post facto comparative,
non-experimental study. The chapter begins with a brief overview of the purpose,
research questions, and the conceptual framework used to guide the study. Research
findings and their connections to prior studies are presented and discussed. Issues of
trustworthiness, unanticipated results, limitations and transferability are reviewed. The
chapter closes with recommendations for further study.

Summary of Purpose

The purpose of this ex post facto quantitative study was to examine the
differences between the independent variable groups, gender and experience, and the
dependent variables job autonomy and social support. This research was conducted in an
effort to better understand factors associated with job satisfaction that may be used in
predicting principal turnover.

Researchers agree that principals must remain in the same position for a minimum
of five years before sustainable school change can occur (Beteille et al., 2012; Bottoms &
Schmitt-Davis, 2010; Branch et al., 2012; EImore & Burney, 1997; Fuller & Young,
2009; McAdams, 1997; Seashore-Louis, Wahlstrom, Leithwood, & Anderson, 2010;
Weinstein, Jacobowitz, Ely, Landon, & Schwartz, 2009). The average retention period
for school principals in the United States is three years (Goldring & Taie, 2014; Fuller &
Young, 2009; MetL.ife, 2013; NCES, 2013). Several studies point to this low rate of

retention as a leading factor in the countries delayed educational progress (Beteille et al.,
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2012; Bottoms & Schmitt-Davis, 2010; Branch et al., 2012; EImore & Burney, 1997,
Fuller & Young, 2009; McAdams, 1997; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010; Weinstein et al.,
2009). A great deal of the professional and research response to low principal retention
rates has been to examine indicators of principal dissatisfaction and turnover (Usdan,
McCloud, & Podmostko, 2000). Few studies have been conducted to examine the factors
attributing to principal satisfaction and retention (Mendels, 2012; Usdan et al., 2000).
This study was designed to examine indicators of principal satisfaction in principals who
chose to remain in the same position. The study did not seek to establish definitive
causation for retention, but to provide relevant information for state and local agencies to
use when seeking to identify those principals with the highest risk of leaving the position.
Summary of Procedures

Data used in the study was retrieved from the secondary dataset held by the
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) containing responses to the 2011-2012
School and Staffing Survey for Principals (SASS) and the 2013 Principal Follow-up
Survey (PFS). The sample frame included 2,820 principals extracted from a stratified
sample of traditional public-school principals from 50 states and the District of Columbia
contained in the NCES dataset. Respondents included in the sample frame had less than
nine years of cumulative experience as a principal, had been employed in the same
position for less than six years, and had completed both the 2011-2012 SASS and 2013
PFS for the same school.

The independent samples t-test was selected as the statistical method for the study

to compute and compare the arithmetic means of the categorical independent variables on
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the dependent variables. Job autonomy and social support levels were computed by
combining assigned indicator variables. The level of job autonomy was determined by
combing the Likert scale sub-score for six indicators variables; 1) influence in setting
performance standards, 2) influence in establishing the curriculum, 3) influence over
teacher evaluation, 4) influence in hiring teachers, 5) influence in setting discipline
policy, and 6) influence in determine and spending the budget. The five point Likert scale
for each indicator included, Not Applicable, 0 points; No Influence, 1 point; Minor
Influence, 2-points; Moderate Influence, 3-points; Major Influence, 4-points. The
maximum autonomy score was 24 points.

The level of social support was determined by combing the sub-score points for
six indicator variables, 1) participation in principal mentor program, 2) participation in a
principal network, 3) participation in school visits, 4) participation in principal related
research, 5) participation in principal related coursework, and 6) participation in principal
related professional development. The indicators were scored by assigned 0 points for
each no response and 1 point for each yes response. The maximum social support score
was 6 points.

The researcher used the Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) V25 to
calculate the arithmetic mean for each independent and dependent variable group. Two
tailed independent samples t-tests were used to compare the mean levels of autonomy and
social support between male and female principal groups, and between principals with 1-
3 cumulative years of experience and principals with 4-9 cumulative years of experience.

Statistical significance was set at .05.
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The research questions that guided this study were:

1. Isthere a difference between cumulative years of principal experience and job

autonomy?
2. Is there a difference between cumulative years of principal experience and
social support?
3. Is there a difference between the gender of the principal and job autonomy?
4. s there a difference between the gender of the principal and social support?
Discussion of Findings

RQ1: Years of Experience and Job Autonomy

The first research question asked principals grouped by levels of cumulative years
of experience to rate their level of influence over the indicators of job autonomy.
Autonomy scores were calculated for principals with 1-3 cumulative years of experience
and principals with 4-9 cumulative years of experience. Independent samples t-tests were
used to calculate and compare the mean scores for each group. This study found no
statistically significant difference in the mean level of job autonomy between principals
with 1-3 years of experience and principals with 4-9 years of experience.
RQ2: Years of Experience and Social Support

The second research question asked principals grouped by levels of cumulative
experience to rate their level of participation in social support activities. For the purpose
of this study social support activities included participation in school visits, principal
networks, mentoring or induction, principal related research, principal related

coursework, or principal related professional development. Survey questions asked
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principals if they had participated in these types of activities in the previous twelve
months (NCES, 2014). Zero points were assigned to each no response and one point was
assigned to each yes response. A maximum of six points were available. Independent
samples t-tests were used to calculate and compare the mean scores for each group. High
levels of participation in social support activities were reported by both principal groups.
However, this study found no statistically significant difference in the mean level of
social support between principals with 1-3 years of experience and principals with 4-9
years of experience.
RQ3: Gender and Job Autonomy

The third research question asked principals grouped by gender to rate their level
of influence in six indicator areas of job autonomy: setting performance standards,
establishing curriculum at their school, evaluating teachers, hiring new faculty, setting
discipline policy, and budgeting. Autonomy scores were calculated for male and female
principal participants. Independent samples t-test were used to calculate and compare the
mean scores. The results did not find statistically significant differences in the mean
levels of job autonomy between male and female principals.
RQ4: Gender and Social Support

The fourth research question asked principals grouped by gender to rate their level
of participation in social support activities. In this study social support activities included
participation in school visits, principal networks, mentoring or induction, principal
related research, principal related coursework, or principal related professional

development. Survey questions asked principals if they had participated in these types of
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activities in the previous twelve months (NCES, 2014). Zero points were assigned to each
no response and one point was assigned to each yes response. A maximum of six points
were available. Independent samples t-tests were used to calculate and compare the mean
scores for each group.
Implications of Findings

This study found that 90 percent of the principals included in the sample frame,
regardless of the number of years of cumulative experience, reported moderate to major
levels of job autonomy on the 2011-2012 Likert scaled School and Staffing Survey for
Principals (SASS). Principals with 1-3 years of experience reported virtually the same
level of autonomy as those with 4- 9 years of experience; 21.67 and 21.73 respectively.
These findings provide important information about principals in their first five years in a
school. Prior research studies point to significant discrepancies in the levels of autonomy
reported by new and experienced principals as a primary factor for a principals decision
to leave a position (Adamowski, Therriault, & Cavanna, 2007; Beteille, Kalogrides, &
Loeb, 2012; MetL.ife, Inc., 2013). Such discrepancies were not found in this study. The
results of this study did find support for the assertions made by MetLife (2013) and
Adamowski et al. (2007), who claim that satisfied principals who remain in their position
are afforded the autonomy necessary to accomplish tasks in the areas of performance
standards, curriculum, evaluation, hiring, discipline, and budget. This is an area that
should be closely examined by school district officials seeking to predict principal

turnover.
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More than 99 percent of the principals included in the sample frame of
principal stayers report participation in social support activities. The results of this
study point to social support as an ongoing and important aspect of principal
retention for all principal stayers with less than 10 years of experience. A lack of
social support is often cited in principal dissatisfaction and turnover studies,
indicating that principals who remain in the position are supported in their role
(Adamowski, Therriault, & Cavanna, 2007; Beteille, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2012;
Bottoms & Schmidt-Davis, 2010; EImore & Burney, 1997). This study supports prior
research indicating the importance of principal social support activities. The level of
principal engagement in social support activities should be examined when seeking
to predict principal turnover.

The results of this study found a statistically significant difference in the mean
levels of social support between male and female principal groups. Interestingly, the male
principals reported higher levels of social support than the female principals; 3.98 and
3.78 respectively. While statistical significance was found, such significance can be
misleading because large sample sizes are often likely to produce statistically significant
results. Given this information, the researcher calculated the effect size of the results
using Cohen’s d. Cohen's d is an effect size indicator used to determine the standardized
difference between means (Bollen, 1989; Chambliss & Schutt, 2012; Kline, 2016; Rea &
Parker, 2005). Effect size is used to determine how practically significant the effect is and
gives an indication of how big or small the effect is. In this case the effect size was |.15|.

According to Cohen’s d, a small effect size is |.2|, a medium effect size is |.5|, and a large
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effect size is |.8| (Bollen, 1989; Chambliss & Schutt, 2012; Kline, 2016; Rea & Parker,
2005). Therefore, while statistical significantly different means between the male and
female principal social support groups were found, the results are considered to be of
little value or practical importance (Bollen, 1989; Chambliss & Schutt, 2012; Kline,
2016; Rea & Parker, 2005).

Given the important role principals play in shaping the educational environment,
it is imperative that retention efforts are improved. The results of this study provide
relevant information for the public-school community, district administrators, school and
state boards of education, policy makers, and organizations to use when seeking to
predict principal turnover and improve principal retention. This study speculates that
principal stayers in their first five years in a school experience high levels of job
autonomy and social support. The study further speculates that there is no significant
difference in the level of job autonomy or social support between male and female
principals or principals with 1-3 cumulative years of experience or 4-9 cumulative years
of experience. The results of this study indicate that further research in the areas of
principal autonomy and social support could lead to significant findings in further
understanding principal retention and turnover, however, such research does not
necessarily need to be differentiated between genders and experience groups in principal
stayers in their first five years in a school.

Unanticipated results. This study found no statistically significant differences
between the mean levels of job autonomy in principals with 1-3 cumulative years of

experience and principals with 4-9 cumulative years of experience. MetLife (2013) found
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that principals with less than five years of experience reported significantly less control
over building related decisions than those with six to ten years. The difference in the
results between the research findings could be due to the limitations placed on this study.
This study was limited to stayers with less than ten years of cumulative experience
serving in their first five years in a school. MetLife (2013) included principal movers,
leavers, and stayers, in their study and placed no limits on either the number of years a
principal had been in the school or the cumulative years of experience of the principal.

The descriptive statistics examined in this study found that 99.5 percent of
principals participated in role related social support activities, a percentage vastly
different the NAESP (2008) research results. A 2008 National Association of Elementary
School Principals (NAESP) longitudinal study found that only two percent of principals
prioritized their own professional growth and most felt isolated in their own building
(Protheroe, 2008). The differences in these findings may be indicative of the
delimitations placed on this studies sample frame to include only principal stayers. Had
this study included movers and leavers the results could have been different.

This study did not find any significant differences between the mean levels of
male and female principal autonomy. Previous studies have shown the level of job
autonomy is different for male and female principals. However, many of these studies
have been conducted by surveying and/or interviewing dissatisfied principals after they
left a position (Mendels, 2012; Usdan, McCloud, & Podmostko, 2009). The findings in

this study are limited to the reported autonomy of principal stayers, who may in general



PRINCIPAL JOB AUTONOMY AND SOCIAL SUPPORT 126
be more satisfied with their level of autonomy as signified by their decision to remain in
the position.

This research study found the mean level of participation in social support
activities was statistically significantly higher for male principals than female principals.
These results are inconsistent with previous research studies conducted by Folkman
(2012), McKinsey and Company (2009), and Moynihan and Pandey (2008) who found
that female principals were more apt to prefer an environment with collegial support and
that male principals were more likely to prefer an individualistic setting (Folkman, 2012;
McKinsey & Company, 2009; Moynihan & Pandey, 2008). The differences in findings
between this and previous research may be due to the inclusion of only principal stayers
in this study. Several researchers have found that social support is an essential component
of principal retention (Beteille, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2012; Bottoms & Schmidt-Davis,
2010; Elmore & Burney, 1997; Seashore-Louis, Wahlstrom, Leithwood, & Anderson,
2010). Because this study was limited to principal stayers, the results could be attributed
to the fact both groups in the sample frame reported high levels (more than 90 percent) of
social support engagement.

Trustworthiness

Conducting this ex post facto comparative study allowed the researcher to
speculate conclusions about the differences in the means of the independent variables on
the dependent variables. The researcher makes no assurances that other unidentified
variables were not the true cause of the differences in the means between the independent

variable groups (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002). Threats to the validity of this study
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include external events, cross group contamination of data, and misidentification of
causal conclusions, such as interpreting high job autonomy as the cause for principal
retention, when in fact another factor not identified in this study is the actual cause
(Chambliss & Schutt, 2012; Hanneman & Kposowa, 2013; Martin & Bridgmon, 2012;
Rea & Parker, 2005).

External validity. The dataset analyzed in this study was collected using
stratified and random sampling (NCES, 2017). Elements of the public-school population
were separated into mutually exclusive strata groups and then random samples were
taken from each stratum to create the survey sample (NCES, 2017; Rea & Parker, 2005).
Multiple levels of stratification including, school size, governance structure, and grade
levels were included to ensure each stratum was adequately represented as part of the
total population and that each could be analyzed both separately and as part of the total
group (NCES, 2017). Despite these efforts, the study could contain non-sampling or
coverage area errors because the dataset included only principals who responded to 2011-
2012 School and Staffing Survey for Principals and the 2013 Principal Follow-up Survey
(NCES, 2017).

Internal validity. The Central Limit Theorem (CLT) states the sampling
distribution of mean of any independent random variable will be normal or nearly normal
if the sample size is large enough (Feller, 1968; Penn State University, 2018). If the
distribution of data is symmetric then a sample size of 5 is considered large enough to
invoke the CLT (Feller, 1968; Penn State University, 2018). A skewed distribution would

require a sample size of at least 30, and an extremely skewed distribution would require a
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sample size more than 30 (Feller, 1968; Penn State University, 2018). Skewness values
between -2.58 and +2.58 are considered acceptable in order to prove normal distribution
in samples sizes that are larger than 200 (Curran, West, & Finch, 199; George, 2003;
Hoyle, 1995; Rea & Parker, 2005). The sample sizes in this study exceeded 200 and fell
within the acceptable skew range. Additionally, the CLT was invoked given the large
sample size. The Levene F test of significance was used to verify homogeneity of the
variables and statistical significance for the study was set at p<.05 (0=.05) (Feller, 1968;
Salkind, 2010; Shadish et al., 2002).

Limitations, Delimitations, and Transferability

This study is limited in that it is not longitudinal in nature and represents principal
retention over only a one-year period. Additionally, this study is limited by the use of a
secondary dataset in that the data were not collected to specifically address the research
questions in this study. Furthermore, the findings in this study are speculated to improve
generalized understandings and do not prove true causation, as the study was not a true
experimental study and random controlled samples were not used to conduct analyses
(Preuss, 2003; Orcher, 2005; Patten, 2012).

Delimitations include the researcher’s decision to limit the study to traditional
public-school principals who were in their first five years of their current position at the
time of the survey, and who did not have more than nine cumulative years of experience.
The narrow scope of the study did not allow for the results to be generalized to the entire
school principal population. Additionally, sample bias, external events, cross group

contamination, and misidentification can threaten the validity of conclusions and
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generalization to an entire population (Chambliss & Schutt, 2012; Shadish, Cook &
Campbell, 2002).

Despite the limitations and delimitations, the information and data that resulted
from this study are valuable for state agencies and local districts in addressing principal
retention. Additionally, the advantages afforded in using the combined 2011-2012 School
and Staffing Survey for Principals and 2013 Principal Follow-up Survey dataset include
the size of the dataset and the stratified national representation of U.S. elementary and
secondary principals. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) employed a
broad to narrow generalization strategy and random sampling within the identified strata
thus improving the validity of the study (NCES, 2017; Rea & Parker, 2005; Shadish,
Cook, & Campbell, 2002). The NCES first identified 95,610 schools or institutions across
50 states and the District of Columbia that provided classroom instruction to students in
grades 1-12, and employed one or more teachers and at least one administrator (Goldring
& Taie, 2014). This sample size was reduced to 10,250 through the application of
sampling frames and stratified probability proportionate to size; broad to narrow
generalization (NCES, 2017; Rea & Parker, 2005; Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002).
Surveys were distributed to the principals in the identified schools (NCES, 2017). With a
survey response rate of 90 percent, the final dataset included 9,230 records (NCES,
2017). If this research had been conducted on a smaller state-level scale, it would have
been limited by sample size to a discussion of descriptive statistics and would not have
yielded nationally generalizable results for the independent variable principal groupings

included in this study.
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Recommendations
Several recommendations for future research in the areas of principal job
autonomy, principal social support, principal job satisfaction, and principal retention can
be made based on the findings from this research study. Such studies could provide a
deeper understanding of the factors of job satisfaction that lead to principal retention.

1. This study could be extended to include a qualitative component. A qualitative
component would allow a researcher to gain a deeper understanding related to the
components of job satisfaction discussed in this study. Data from the surveys
included in this study could be examined to develop principal and school profiles,
which could then be grouped to create focus groups. Focus group interviews
could be conducted to gather additional information about the types of social
support and the areas and levels of autonomy that were most significant to a
principals’ decision to remain in their position and school.

2. This study could be replicated using a sample of principal leavers from the same
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) secondary dataset used in this
study. The results could then be compared to the findings from this study to
measure and examine differences between principal leavers and principal stayers.

3. This study could be replicated using previous and/or future NCES School and
Staffing Surveys datasets. Such replication would add a longitudinal component
to this research and help to determine trends over time.

4. This study could be extended to use a structural equation model with both factor

analyses and correlations designed to examine relationships between components
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of principal job satisfaction and retention. A variety of independent variable
groups including but not limited to gender, geographic location, school level,
urban location, principal preparation, school size, community composition, could
be included in the study. Relationships could be examined between independent
variable groups and multiple dependent variable groups such as principal movers,
principal leavers, principal stayers, and/or the number of years the principal

remained in the same position.
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Appendix A- School and Staffing Survey for Principals
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DEAR PRINCIPAL:

The Schools and Siafing Survey ks Me |amest sample suvey of Amenca’s elementary and secordany
schoois. Your participaton |s important. Below are answers to some gensral questions.

WHAT 15 THE PURPOSE OF THIS SURVEY?
The purpose of this survey I i obitain Information about principals, such 35 principals’ expanance and
raining, hours worked, and instrucional priodties.

WHO 15 CONDUCTING THIS SURVEY?
The U5, Census Bureal s conducting this suney for Me Mational Center for Education Statistics
{NCES) of the U.5. Depariment of Education.

WHY SHOULD ¥OU PARTICIPATE IN THIS SURVEY?
Policymalkers and educational leaders rely an data from this survey to inform thelr decisions conceming

K-12"schonis. Because It 5 @ sample SUTVEY, YOUT FEspONSes represent the responses of many. Higher
responsa rates give us confidence that the findings are accurats.

WILL YOUR RESPONSES BE KEPT CONFIDENTIAL?
¥OUF re6pONses are protecied from disciosure by federal stetuts (20 US.C., §9573). All responses
that reiate to or descrine Identiflable charactensics of Individuals may be used only for statistical
purposas and may not be disclosed, or usad, in dentifable Tomm for any ofher purpose, unless
nithersise compelied by Law.

HOW WILL YOUR INFORMATION BE REPORTEDY
The imMformalon you provide will be combined with the Infonmation provided by others In slatistical
Feports. Mo Indiiduaiy-identMabie data will e Incuded in the satistical repors.

WHERE SHOULD YOU MAaR YOUR COMPLETED QUESTIONMAIRE?

Piease retum your compieted questionnaire in the endiosed pre-addressed, postage-paid emvelope o
mall It ta:
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WE HOPE YOU WILL PARTICIPATE IN THIS VOLUNTARY SURVEY.
SINCERELY,

COMMISSIONER FOR EDUCATION STATISTICS
HATIONAL CENTER FOR EDUCATION STATISTICS

Paperatek Burden Statement

According fo the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1295, no persans are required & respond 4o a collection of
Information uniess It displays a valld OMB control number. The vaild OMS control rumber for this voluntary
information eolection |s 1850-D558. The tme raguired 1o complete this Information coliection ks estimased
fo average 23 minuies per responee. Mceding the Bme io feview INsmuSons, &earch edsing daga
TESOUICES, Jamer the oata neeced, and compiste and review the Information collection. If you nave any
comments the accuracy of the ime estimate or suggestions for improving is codecion, please
wiita toc 1L1.S. Department of Education, Washington, DC 20502-4537.  you have comments or concems
aocat the coments or the stas of your indvidual subemission of this questonnaie, emalk
psd eucation. EUvaySEREEnEES qov, OF Witie direclly to: Schodis and Siamng Survey, National Canier for
Edcation Stotistcs, 1090 K Sireet, MW, #3018, Washingion, DG 20006,

FORM BASS-TA
2
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INSTRUCTIONS

The data you enter on this form wil be capiured through the use of Imaging technology. Pleass print i
Infoemiation cleary In ordinary characters, Using 3 biua or biack ballpoint pen.

CORRECT marking exampie —
{Use care fo keep chamaclers
in their designated spaces.)

1”?%

:+ [ Ho

INCORRECT maning exampie —

35

1 XT’EB i W Yes
OR

s Mo : OO Ho

leaving It biarik.,

{0 take your cal Monday
Cansus Bureau |s aiso Emm
50 eduralion SUNVEySiCE NS, 0oy,

answer your questions via e-mal

a. It Is Important that this queslonnaire be complesed by the school PRINCIPAL, not by anyone siee.
b. Please do nl:quteanywrlmems w‘ﬂ'ﬁm Doxes.

C. IT'you are unsure about how 0 answer 3 qguestion, please give Me Desl ansWer you can rather than

d. I you have any questions, call the ULS. Census Bureau at 1-866-208-7437. Someone will be avaliabie

Friday, between BO0D a.m. and ﬁ'.ﬂl}i.rl'l. {Eastem Time]. The LS.

YOUR COMMENTS

| O SRS T T4,

il
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| PRINCIPAL EXPERIENCE AMD TRAINING

1. PRIOR to this achool year, how many years did you ssrve as the principal of THIS OR ANY
OTHER school?
8 Count paT of 3 year as 1 year
48 I nong, pisgse mark (X e oy

o [0 MNone or I:I ‘Year{s) as principal of this or any other school

2. PRIOR to this schood year, how many years did you ssrve 38 the principal of THIS school?
A Count part of 3 year as 1 year.
A I nove, please mark (X e box

e [0 MNone or I:I ‘Yearn(s) as principal of this school

3. Befors you bacame 3 principal, how many years of slamentary or secondary feaching
axparisnce did you have?

& none. Bease ek o e ot

e O mome or I:I Yeanjs) of taaching beforz becoming 3 principal

4. 5IMCE becoming a principal, how many years of slementary or sscondary teaching
wnmmhm
- parT of 3 year as 1 year
48 I nong, pisgse mark (X e bax

"= . O None + (D EETEEEE)

I l:l Yaans) of leaching since becoming a principal

3. In addition fo serving as principal. are you cumently tsaching In this school?
117
i D Yes

3 [0 HNo

YOUR COMMENTS

PO RS0
4



PRINCIPAL JOB AUTONOMY AND SOCIAL SUPPORT

14211056

6. HBEFORE you bacams a princlpal, did you hold the following school poaltions 7
4 Inciude femporary posEions.

a. Departmant head
: [ ¥es

x [ N

b. Cumculem speclalisf or coondinator
+ O ¥es

t [1 Mo

. Asslatant principal or program director
= : [0 ¥es

+ [] No

d. Gukdancs counsslor
T t [0 ¥es

t [0 No

e. Llbrary media specialls i ibrarkan
e}
: O ¥es

r [0 N

f. athistic coachiAthlstic director
+ O ¥es

t 1 Mo

g. Sponssr for student clubs, debats taame
t ) ¥es

: [0 Ho

davelopmant program for ASPIRING achool principala?
1 [ ¥es

£ [ Ho

7.  Before you bacams a principal, did you participate In any district o0 school training or

8 Do you cumantly hold a lcaneeicartificate In “school admintafration™7
i O yes

: O Mo

Nald of sducation?

=0 ves

: [ mo

9. Before you becams a principal, did you have any managemant axperience outalds of the

S (BN

158
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Table 1. Major Fields of Codes
For GQuestions 10c, 10e, and 11c
General Education
Education Oiher Education
131 Administrafon
101 Early childhood or pre-k., genersl dance
102 Elemeniary grades, general _}% gmm'%m
Sacondary Education 134 Pplicy studiss
103 umlemgaues, 135  School peychology
14 Seco general 136 Ceher non-subjec-matter-sp=cinic edusalon
gt Epeﬁa‘ Eﬂu:'ajm. any
Subject-matter Spacific
Arte and Music Soclal Sciencas
141 A or ars and oafls 220 Soclal sdles, general
142  An nistory 2 tl'l'upm
143 Dance 227 Area or shudies (enciuding Matlve
144 Drama or heater Amercan Sudies)
145 Music 233 Criminal justice
224  Cuiural stdies
English and Language Arts 235  Economics
151  Communications 226 Geography
152  Composition 22T Govemnmeant or civics
153 Engish 225  History
154 Jodmalsm 229  Inkemafonal sudes
155 ats 230 Law
156 LUngu 231 Mathee American siudies
1; Lierature of IRerary criticism 232  Pplitical sciance
233
158  Speech 234 gﬂwm

English 28 8 Second Languags (ESL)
160 E5L or bingual education: Genersl
161  ESL or biingual education: Spanish
162  ESL or biingual education: Cithar

anguages
F
1™ French
172 German
173 Lalin
174  Spanish
175 Oeher foreign languags
Health Education
161 Health education
182 Physical education
Mathematics and Computsr Sclance
190  Mathematics
187  Compuber scence

Matural Sclencas

211 Eunng iife soiences
212 Chem

213  Earth sdences

g}; Engineanng

218 I nalural sciencas

241 Agnculure and natural resources
242  Business management
243
244 ymm%
245  Healthcare
246 Consiruciion trades, enginesring, of scence
technoiogles (Including CADD and drafi
247  Mechanics ar'rid ng o]
248 Manufachuring or w
250 i:mmrur.mms and refated !-ElmrDL)gES
i ng design, m OF peinting nod
253 Personal and pl.lll::! HE'I\I:EE
{Including culinary ans, cosmeinlngy
chiid care, social work,
custodial sermaﬁ. and w
254 Family and consUmer sClences m*:m
255  Indusirial arts or technology education
ZS6  Oeher career or technical education
Mizcallansous
261 Archieciure
263 Humanities or lberal shadles
284 Library or infommation science
265  MIRary science or ROTC
265  Philesophy
267  Rebglous studies, theology, or divinity
Other

268

Cfheer

TOP SRS E-TA
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Il PRINCIPAL EDUCATION AND PROFESSIOMAL DEVELOPMENT

10a. Do you have a bachelor's degres?
s

i O ¥es
lirljﬂn-!

b. H&mn dngnﬁmm:? g a ur:}r:?'altru Dispartmant or Collegs of Education, o 3 college’s

Imh“lD"l"E’B-

+ [0 Mo

. wnatmngmrmaﬂmnaumm
i Record the fMleld of siudy cogde and the Neld name from Tabée 1 on page 5.

N -

d. D hawa & second majr feid of 8
-fm%rmpmmm MiNGrs oF m%m

|D‘I"E’5-
J:DM

e mn}]’ﬂiﬂ'mmﬂﬁﬂﬂlﬂﬂmw?
‘i Record the Meld of study code and the Meld name from Tabée 1 on page 0.
Da mTI"E'FlIIl'T SCademic minGrs or CoONceniaiions.

= e

11a. Do you have a masiers degrea?
i)

|D1I"E'5-
{TD"D*(MHEJ

b. mmn mgﬁmmg? g a ur:}h;?'altru Departmant or College of Education, o 3 collage’s

|D1I"E'5-

+ O Mo

. ‘What was your major flsid of
-4 Record the Meld of sfudy code and the Mald name from Tabde 1 on page 8.

g I:I Code i Major

SRl L

=
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12.  'What |2 the highest degrese you have samed?
& Mavk (%) only one bax,

oen
1 O Associaie's degres
I

Bachelors degree (B.A., B.5.. i)

Master's degree (MA., MAT. MBA_ MEd. M.S., aic.)

Educations specialist or professional Mpeoma. (3t ie2st one year bayond masiers leval)
Docinsate of firet professional degree (PhD., EAD., M.D., LLB., JO. D.0O.5))

« [ Do not have a degres

*

O oOooag

B

13.  In the past 12 months, have you parbBclpated In any profassional development activities
ralatad to your rols &2 a principal’?

I:IH1D"I"EE-

¢ O Mo

14. Inthe 12 thea, have YOiU In the foll Kinds of hanal
damlm maon participated owing profess

a. Unbvarsity courss(s) related to your rode &8 principal

o rDTﬁ

: 0 Ho

b. Wisks fo ofher schools deslgned fo Improve your own work 38 principal
+ OO0 ¥es

: O Ho

. Indbvidual or collaborative ressarch on a tople of Intarest to you professionally
+ O ¥es

3 [ Ho

d. Mantoring andfor cbsarvation and coaching of principals, as part of 2 formal
amangemant that mngnlm:rauppmiad:;uﬂnﬂmlwuhhpl‘:t

al e
: [ Ho

- HWW&I‘W{&%ammmmmmeNm
e + O ¥Yes

2 [0 HNo

f. ‘Workehops, conferencss, or training In which you were a pressnisr
s
] D ¥ias

: O Ho

Q. Other workshope or confersnces In which you ware not 3 pressmnter
s
+ 0 Yes

x OO0 Ho

R (TR



PRINCIPAL JOB AUTONOMY AND SOCIAL SUPPORT

14241038

162

I coALS AND DECISION MAKING

ENCOLRgINg acasemic

1
2
3
4
3
T

& - Promoing spacifc moral valuas

Preparing sudents for postsecondary education
I'-‘m‘m'lng mmpaﬂmii or vocational sklis

Promoang good work hablts and ssifdisciping
Fromosng personal growth (ser-estesm, seltknowiedge. =ic |

15,  'We are Interasted In the Importancs you place on vafous educational
w.mnmymmwmmutWtMMu most iImportant, and the third
Important?

Bulding basic Iferacy skl (reading, math, wriing, speaking)

9 - Promoting muitcufural awareness or understanding
10 - Fosienng reflgious of spirtal development

goades. From the following

16. How much ACTUAL Influsncs do you think have as a prl on decislona
- ¥ you principal concaming

thie Tollowing
o bark (X} one bax on each We.
Minar | Moderate Hat
nnuence infuence applicaiia

a. Satting performance standards

for students of this school O s O = O
b. Establizhing curriculum at this O & - I
c. Defsrmining the contant of

In-gervice profesalonal

taachers utugﬂu?muulm : [ a [ s [
d. Evaluating teachsrs of thiz . O s [ e
a. #'r:umml-ﬂmlmmmm . O . O s O
L mﬂmmmmmm .o |.o . O

Daciding how schnool
il b it = « 0O

IR R IR
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IV TEACHER AMD AIDE PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

17. Does this schood provide TEACHERS with time fior professional development during regular
contract hours 7

+ O ¥es
‘ 3 [0 Mo - [S0 70 Sew 10 on pege 11 )

18.  &re the following used bo provids teachers In this school with fime for professional
davelopment during reguiar confract hours?

a. Substitufe teachers to cover teachers’ classes
mm
O ¥es

: OO0 Ho

b. Early dismi=eal or late start for studsnts

1}}ir]

|D'I"E?E
: O Ho

€. Professional days bullt in befors the baginning of the students’ school year

mim : D Yok

: O No

4 Professional days bullt In during the studants’ achool year

o D Yor

: O Ho

&, Profesalonal days budlt in after the students’ school year

HE D Yag

: O No

1. Common planning time for teachere for professlenal davelopment
# D e
: [0 Mo

g Reducad feacher work loads (less Hims In the classrsom with students or lees tims on
asaignad non-inetructional duthes) for professional development

+ O ¥Yes
:DND

mar

(- T
10
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How often s professional devalopment for teachers at this school —

& ldark (X) one bax on each Ing.

Hever | Rarely Frequenty| Aleays
Deslgned or chossan fo support
MEM‘&IWIMMHEMB? mes | + O [+ 0 | a0 s s
ﬁnmnrmmﬁ goals? TS | : O + O | « O/ | = O
Dulgrln-uurmmmtuuﬁpaﬁ
El':alln ?uratamm“1|:| 1 » O | « 00| s 0O
Ewaluated for avidance of
: |m"'t?nm“t o |+ O s O s O [ s O
menmtﬂmm‘ ma | + O ¢ O s O a O g O
T es oo oSl o S o e O
mmmﬂu teachers in thiz o I . O O o O = o
Accompanled by the resources
that teachars nasd (e.g. time
ﬁmcm?mummm me | 1+ O ¢ O [ O/ | «O | = O

.

Does this schosd provids INSTRUCTIONMAL AIDES with fime for professional developmant

r contract hours ¥

during
{Imstructional aldes assist fsachers In the classroom and are somedmes calied paraprofessionals )

-

3

O ¥es
O mo
O Mo insucional aides In this school

YOUR COMMENTS

PO ST

164

11
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V SCHOOL CLIMATE AMD SAFETY

21, LaST school year (2010-11), how many students wers expailed from this school, that e,
mm«hﬁmm‘ﬁumhlmmnmmmmhumw
& If none, plegse mark () e bax.

X
o [0 Hone or I:I Sudenis

2. whnat was the tofal number of suspeansiens during the LAST schodd year [2010-11)7
{Dart-pi-school SUEpensions Include shudent removal Som the schiool for disciplinary purposas
mporarly, for he remainder of the school year, of r according o policy.
-fwm%ﬂmmummwspenﬁm.m N
4 i nong, plegse mark (X He box

e O mone or I:I Suspensions

23, THIS school year (2011-12), Is it the practics of this school to do the Tollowing?
a. Control sccess to schood bulldings during school hours (8.9, locked or monfbored Goore)
O ves
¢ O Ko

b Control sccess to achod grounds during scho hours {e.g., locked of mondtorsd gatas)
o D Yo
: [0 No

¢. Require studsnts to pass throwgh metal defectors each day

m3e D vag

r [ Mo

d. Perform one oF more random metal detactor checks on shwdants

o1 O ves

: O HbO

8. Closs the campus for most or all etudents durng lunch
O ¥es
¢ O Ho

T. UEs one Of MOMe FaNdom 00g eniits fo check for drugs

mar D e

x O Ho

—p— I
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Including dog snlfs
¢+ [ ¥es
: 0 Ho

23, Contnued — THIS school year [2011-12), Is | the practice of thiz school to do the Tollowing?

g Perform one or mors random swesps for contraband (e.g.. drugs or weapons), but not

h. Require students to wear unlforma
+ O ves
: OO0 No

L Enforca 3 sfrict dress code
: O ves
: O Ho

| Requirs clear book bage of ban ook bags on school grounds
+ O ves
; OO0 Ko

K Require students to wear badges or picture IDs
¢+ O ¥es
: OO Ho

L s one of more sscurtfy cameras to mondtor the schood
s O ves
: OO0 Mo

m. Maintain & dally prassnce of polics o sacurty parsonne|
¢ O ves
: O HNo

i

YOUR COMMENTS

E— (RN R

166
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24, THIS school yaar (2011-12), doss this school have any of the following?

a. Programe or activities where students participate in the community or after
nomal school hours [8.9.. service lsaming and community sarvice ]

i ) D Yiog

+ O No

18 to acknowl studant achl t ; bl cipal st o,
MD slpe schlsvemant (e g, azasm princip nor

t of the weskimonth)
+ O ¥es
¢ O Ko

c.  An Incentheafraward program that encourages sfudents’ scademic success [o.0., plzza
partias, cash for grades)

» O ¥es
: O Mo

oEr

d A program dasignad to help students prepars for tha naxt grade or college
mas
+ O ¥es

+ [ Mo

YOUR COMMENTS

TR WA 0
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23, To the best of your knowledgs, how ofien do the following typse of problams occur at
this school?

4 hiark () one box on each e,

R e e e |

& Physical conflicts among etunenta ma | 1 [ O s O |« 0O | & O
b Robbery or theft me | 1 [ 1 0O + O |« O s O
. Vandallem ma | 4 O : O s O « O s O
d shugant use of sliconal me [+ O O Pi[a I s T (e O
& Studsnt uss of Megal drugs me |+ O Of e O a0 e O
I Student posssssion of weapons mea | 1 O ¢ O NG O 0 O Bl O
g. Physical sbuse of teschers me |+ O : O 5 O « I s O
b Student racial tenalons m= | 1 O : O |« O | «O |« O
I Student bullying mer |+ O x O a OO « I s O
| shudent varbal sbuse of isachers me |+ O O o O « O s O
K. Wideapread disoroer in ciaserooms o= [+ O O |aO |«DOf| 0O
L Student acts of Mareapect Tor teachers ™= | * O | 2 O |« O [« 0O |« O
m. Gang activities o (4 O : O s O « O s O

YOUR COMMENTS

ORI BATETA,
15
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L

7.

LaST SCHOOL YEAR (2010-11), what percentags of students nad st least one parent or
guardian participating In the following events?

Opan hiowss oF back-to-school mght

o

& Mark (X] one bax on each Ine.

0-25%

26-50%

S1-79% | TE-100%

Sainene

mas

5 al subject-area avants [a.q.,
nﬁlﬁm Taij concerts) e

[1{E-]

F"IIIITt mmmm o

Oo|o|o)|o

o(O|(O0O|O

I:II:II:IEIEE

[ I i |
g(o|(o|d

Ing of & sch r|=t
i |5 an agree
community members "dg parenn,
principals, teachess, 3
a:,i £5 Me shared
SMing and'or the schodl's

poncies)

nsn:urty

O

A
m|
O

Volunteer in the school as nesdsd
OF Of 8 resgular basla

ﬁhmmmt In am.t:ul Inztructlonal
82 anning classroom
il g

Tesdbatk on wmmlum:

involvemant In govemancs (g.g.,
PTA of PTO w SChiool
board, parant B clubs)

M

O

O

Inwolvemant in budgst declslons

.

O

L

O

THIS schoal year (2011-12), doss this school have the following?

4. A ataff member sssigned to work on parent involvement

O ves
: O Ho

D. WOrKsNOpS OF COUrsss Tor parants of guanmans

O ves
: O Ho

¢. Sanvices to support parent participation, such = providing child care of fransportation

O ¥es
s [0 Ho

d A parent drop-n cantar or loungs

O wes
¢+ 1| No

(R Rt ]
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¥l INSTRUCTIONAL TIME

28. Does ihis school have students enrcdled In the THIRD GRADE?

= ¢ O ¥es

17: O Mo -» {5070 fem 51 o0 pege 15|

Z9. How long I8 the TYPICAL FULL WEEK of schoo! for THIRD GRADE studsnta?
# BOTH hows and mingtes, 0., 30 hows and 0 minufes, 32 hows and 54 minutes, eit.

mn (= r)
I:I HOUrs per week  AMD I:I MINLISE el Wesk

YOUR COMMENTS

R TR
17
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3. Durnng a TYPICAL FULL WEEK of school, approximatsly how many minutes oo moat

THIRD GRADE stwssnts spend on the following activitias at this schoo?

8 Plozse Use your best esimate for fhe planned fme Spent for mos! fegquiar sutents in the typical
thind grede Classroam

8 If mast favg grade students have cowrses faught on a rofadional schedwe, -:afmwm
mmwﬂmmmew:mammmrMMamm £ year,

minutes
immmmmﬁmmmmmrmmm;xem

cia) SEViCES,
8 Total showd not excead the pUmMber of Minufes calcUiaied oM Four MESHONSE (0 question 20.
For exampie, #mggﬁfmmmm&&mr@mmmmm‘mrmm 00 minuies
25 NOLTS ¥ 80 MNLEES

St s 1k e for third stugents the typical
ﬁwﬁmw“'m a particuiar cthily for thind grade during the typical week,

a. Combined TOTAL of English, reading, or language arts

TR s O Home or Mhm.eamueei—l'

Of thass minubas, how many were designated Tor reading Instruction?
i - Recond response, fhen GO mrcemanﬂ below:

s
¢ 0 Mone or I:I sinutes per week

b. Arthmetic or mathematics

= o O Mone or I:I Minuies per week

c. Soclal studlas or hiatory

o a O Home oF Minies per week

i Sclence

= s O Home or I:I Minuries per week

8. Forelgn language (Mot English as a Sacond Languags [ESL])

T 3 O mone or Minuies par week
1. Physbcal sducation
T s O MNone or I:I Minuies per week
g Music
1rri]
s [0 Hone or I:I Minutes per week
h Art
m=x
a OO0 Hone or I:I Minuies per week
L HRecess

W Do NOT include fime aliocated far kunch.

== s O mone or I:I Minuies per week
18 i LR
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3. Doss this schood have students anrollad In the EMGHTH GRADET
ﬂIﬂ1 O ves
17’ [ o -+ (G5 75 St il o e 30
32, }WMEBMTTHCALFLH_LWEELDTMODITHEEHTHGHADEMIB?
& FReport BOTH howrs and minuges, e.g., 30 hows and O minutes, 32 hows and 54 mnwes, et
jirr =
Hours per week  AND Mainues per wesk
33 Du a TYPICAL FULL WEEK of ac a how many minutes do most EIGHTH
Eﬁmmmﬁtupﬂnmmmwxm:tﬂmr
Please use your hest estimate for he planned tme spent for most reguiar students i the typical
Blghth ra0é Cias5mom. }
& i mast sighth Students have courses faught on 3 mfalional schedule, calculate gpﬁ:a‘ course
£ yEar,

time based on ihe fxiowing : For 3 course faught 60 minufes 3 week for hait
T T e Lo
immeWmEEFMMMMWMHMMMMW
SEMACES.
+ Total showd not exceed the nuMber of minutes calcufated oM your fEspONse fo question 32
Far iampie. #mgﬂfmmﬁﬂﬁmmmmfﬁmﬁmfm a0 minwtes
i.lsm_m' ¥ B0 min
Schoo does offer o mr Susents the Cav Weak
Joor o Rt ofer 3 parmCiar cowY or eignm grage during the typi :

a. Combined TOTAL of English, reading, or languags arts

s a O Hone or |:| Mnmeapa‘weei—*

1. O thess miNUtes, NOW ManY wars Tor reading Instruction only?
‘i Recor respanse, Men GO TO Kem 33 below:

m.l]mul:lmmmmm

b. Anthmetic or mathematics

irr..]
nﬂﬂmml:lhlhmsperml

c. Soclal studlss or hiatory

rm
a O Nome or I:I Minuies per week

i Sclenca

a O Hone or Minutes par wesk

YOUR COMMENTS

Ll N0
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VIl WORKING CONDITIONS AND PRINCIPAL PERCEPTIONS

34 including hours spent during the school day, befors and after schood, and on the weskands,
&MIHH'I]' hours do you spend on ALL school-related sctivities during a typical FULL WEEK
THIS school?

Total WEEEKLY hours spent on schooHrelated acilies

is. 'I;u; many total hours do you spend Interacting with sfudenis during a typlcal FULL WEEK
Iz scho?
i Inciyde boffh fommal and nformad inderactions.

a1
Tiotal WEEKLY hours

36. On average throughout the achool year, what percentage of tme do you estimate that you
d on the fodlowing tasks in this achosl?
Rough estimates are suMcient.
Plezse wifle 3 permenfage in each mow. Witte 0 i none.
<l Responses should aod Up fo 100%.

a.  Imiemal agminksiative 3sks, iIncluding human e oz,
resoUrcEDersonnal Issues, requiations, reports, school budgst
b. Curmiculum and teaching-related tasks, Including faaching, e 5%
les50N preparation, Ci3sEMOM DISENVATons, mentonng teachers
I
€. Studeni iInleractions, Including discipiine and acadamic guidance .
e ]
d. Parent interactions, including formai and Infonmal interactions %
8. Omer — please 5pecky —
S HE
| M =
100% TOTAL

ar. l'k]ﬂ'mil'lj'dﬂ!ﬂ paf yaar are you required to work under your curment contract?
imwje gevelopment, sfudent contact days, and any ofer days coversd by your

T
) o

8. Are you represented under a mest-and-confer agresmant of 3 collectiva bargalning agresment?
{"Meet-and-confer discussions are for the purpose of reaching non-egally-bindng agreements.
?ﬁhﬁ?}hﬁ Eeermms are legaily-binding agreamients.)

i 1+ O es, mest-and-confer
+ [0 ves, colective barganing

s [1 Mo

R 0O T
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39a. Were you, of are you going to be. rated In a FORMAL evaluation this school year?
i Consiger only fomai evaluations In your Snewer io s question.

+ O ¥es
17, O %o -» (EETCE )

b. are stusent test scors oufcomss or teat scors growth Included as an evaluation critarion In
your FORMAL evaluation this schood year?

= v O ¥es
3 [] Mo

c. oftan are ratad in 3 FORMAL awaluation?
£ Waa 0 oy ome. Dok

m=A

+ O Two or more fmes per year

O

Once a year

O

Once svery 2 years

O

Once every 3 years

O

ONce svely 4 years

O

OiNce evely 5 oF MOre years

O

Ho formal evauations are conducted

B
H

long do you pkan fo remain 3 principal?
[ only one box.

A5 long 35 | 3m abia

"

Unitll | am edigible for retirement benefis fom this job

"

5

Unitil | am ebgibie for refirement benefts from a previous job

Untl [ am ekgiie Tor Social Secunty beneits

"y

Unitil 3 specific e event ocows (e.g., children gradusie from college, relocation)

Unitil a mome desiratie job oppoTiunity comes along

Defnitely plan to leave 35 soon as | can

|:||:||:||:||+:||:||:||:|§

Unigiechded at this time:

= e TR

21
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Vill TEACHER ANMD SCHOOL PERFORMANCE

41.

In your are tha following conaldersd bamiars te the diamissal of poor-parforming or
Incom taschers in this school?

a. Parsonne policles
+ O ¥es
: 0 Mo

b. Termmination decialons not uphaid
+ O Yes
: [0 Mo

©. Langth of time required for termination procass
1+ [ ¥es

: 1 Mo

d Effort required for documsantation
+ O ¥es
: 1 Ho

& Tight deadiines for completing documentation
1+ O Yee
: O Ho

. Tenum

» O Yes
: 0 Mo

g Teacher associations of unlons

+ [ ¥es
s [0 HNo

h. Dismissal ks too stresaful andior uncomfortable for you

» O ¥es
¢ (1 Mo

L Difficulfy In obizining sultable replacements

+ O ¥es
+ [0 Mo

|} Resiatance from parents

» O ¥es
_'DHE‘

—p— NN AT
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473 How often are INFORMAL classroem cbservations fyplcally conducted on TENURED OR
EXPERIENCED TEACHERS of grades K-12 of comparabls ungraded levela?

8 Mark (%) only one baox.
m1 O  Afleas once 3 week
: O oOnce orbaice 3 month
+ O Afew times ayear
O o iInfemal cheervatons are typleally conducied

-

b. How often are INFORMAL clasareom obesrvations typlcally conducisd on HON-TENURED OR
MEW TEACHERS of grades K-12 or comparabls ungraded levela?
4 Mark (%) only one bax.
v O Afleasi once 3 week
+ [0 ©Once or taice @ month
s O A few timss a year

+ [0 Moinformal observations ane typically conducted

43a. How many FORMAL classroom observations are all mmhud‘nortumﬂwtl an
wamﬂma;mmmmmﬂmmmmwmmm h"ﬂ
& If none, piease mark (%) e box

=2y O Mone or |Tnum=aewaﬂwr5

b. How many FORMAL classroom observations are ally conducted prior to complating an
mh'l' rI:lr{:brl:IP«I.l:!l'-lhTEI'J-I.:IFI;EI}|IZIFI;HZE‘I"I'TE.I!I.i{:-“rlE ulg%mu—!ﬂmmmﬂ]lnung'"gm

- If nong, pisase mark (K] e box

. 0O Mome or I:I Total obsarvations

443 How Iz the FORMAL classroom observation that occurs prior to completing an
mnnaWEﬂﬂﬂﬂPﬁEﬂﬁDﬁhﬂHEﬂmmﬁmmmﬂ:ﬂ
ummm'.'
< i none, plegse mank (X e bay

e O wone or |:| MINUAEs per cassroom observation

b. How kong Is the FORMAL clasaroom obaervation that cccurs prior to completing an
gvaluation om a -TENURED OR NEW TEACHER of grades K-12 of comparable ungradad
lewals?

& If none, pisase mark (%) e bax
“ s O mone or I:I Inuiss per classnom absenvation

e (BN =
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45a. For TENURED OR EXPERIEMCED K-12 TEACHERS, how often ans teachers rated In FORMAL
ayvaluations?

i Consider only formal evallstions In your answer i s question, not Inormal evaiuations o
numper of fimes ohservations are conducted, If fenured or experienced K-12 feachers in your
schoo! do naf recele fwmal evaluations, salect Mo formal evalustions are canducted,

& Mark (X)) omy one box.

1+ O Two or more @mes per year
2 Qince 3 year
s Once every 2 years

Once every 3 years

Dnce every 4 years

Cince every 5 of MOre years

Ho formal evaluations are conduched

*

T

OO0OOo0ooao

b. For m?IEHLHEIJMHEW K-12 TEACHERS, how often are teachers rated In FORMAL
aval

& Consider only formal evalliations In your answer i s question, not Inormal evaiuations or
number of imes obsenations are conducted. i non-fenwred K-12 teachers in your schoal do
not recelve fommal evaluadions, seiect o foma’ evaluaiions are congucied ™

i Mark %) ony one box.

1+ O Two or more Smes per year

Y Once 3 year

Once eyery 2 years
Once eyery 3 of MOrE years

]

*

OOoao

B Mo formal evaluations ane conductad

45 Did you answer “Ho formal svaluations are conducted™ fo both bem 458 AND 4567
e

+ O Yes -» (SO0 S 40 on puge 36 )
O Mo

+—5~
47.  Are any of the fodlowing types of Information Inclwdad In the formal evaluation of any reguiar
clzagroom teachers of grades K-12 and comparable ungradad levela?

a. Ewaluation by the principal
e + O %es = | (1) Which best describes the type of svaluation: i

“* . O Checkiist evaluation (Evalalion s basad on

satisfaciory or ureatisfactony ratings of teacher
competenciss and behaviors.)

+ [ -Siandards-based evaluaton I6
based on a certaln standard that 16 established

s [0 Bol

O ho o+ (R EEEE)

ORI SAEEZA
24
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47  Condnued — Are any of the following types of Information included In the formal evaluation of

anmy reguiar claseroom teachers of grades K-12 and comparable ungraded levela?
b. Ewaluation by peers

b O *es - | (1) Which best describes the fype of svaluation:

2 . O Checkiist evakation {Evakadon Is based on
satisfaciory of unsatisfaciory ratings of teacher
competendes and behaviors.)

; O Standards-based evaluation Is
based on a certain standard that Is established
by district or school pollcy-makers as baing
essentlal to effective teaching.)

s [ Botn

i—zEIHn

. Ewvaluation by the wice principal of sssiatant prncipal
+ O Yes
2 [0 HD

d Ewvaluation by an outsitds group [2.9.. consultant)
S| O e

: OO0 Ho

& Confersncs with the principal
O vwes
: OO0 Ho

T.  Teacher seif-svaluation

it o Al
: O HNo

g Studenis” fest score cufcomss of tset score growth
S O e
¢ O HNo

h.  Siudent rafings of the feacher
O es
¢ O Ho

L Teacher's porffollo of examplse of student learning (s.g.. student sssays, lab reporta]

e O es

2 0 Ho

e (BT

23
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47. Conthnued — Are any of the following types of Information included In the formal evaluation of
any requdar classroom teachers of grades K-12 and comparable ungraded levela?
J  Completion of professional developmant activitlies

e R

: O HNo

k. Other
+ O Yes — wesse specly o

: [0 Mo

43. 2re teachers’ evaluations used, at leaat In part, to deferming a teachsr's compansation?

ir-r
+ O ¥Yes

+ [] Mo

49, Ak the and of the LAST school year {2010-11), did this school make Adequate Yearly
ress (AYP)?
-:Meq.l.atekrem!y Progress k5 your stabe's measwre of yeany progress toward achizving stabs
academic standands. |

+ O Yes -» (G070 Section I on page 37.)

¢ [] Mo

5S0.  af the and of the LAST school year {2010-11), was this school idantifisd for improvemsant

dus to Adequate Yaarly Prograss (AYP] requirements?
{& school |s identified for improvement I & does not make Adequate Yearty Progress for two
CONSECUTVE Years O mare In ihe 5ame content arsa )

I:Im"lnl'l"EE-

+ O Mo

YOUR COMMENTS

==F TR
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H2i12m

IX DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

J1.  Are you mals or Temalks?

Ty O Mae

: [0 Female

32, Are you of Hispanic of Lating origin?
I:I!III O ¥es

+ [0 Mo

33a. ‘What Iz your raca?
+# Mark (X) ome or more races fo indicate what you consiger yoursel fo be.

O white

-

O Black or Affcan-Amenican

B0 T Riwrr 54 betikrin
Ablan

i

O oo

Mative Hawallan or Other Pacific lslandar
American indlan or Alaska Native

Arg you enrolsd inoa stabe- of federaly-recognized tribe?
O vYes

Re+f B B B B

¢ O No

3. what Iz your year of birth?

o of

33, What Iz your current ANMUAL sakary for your positlon In this school befors taxes
and deductiona?

E B nciuges oules (e, fedch a ciass and Se7ve as af ifWs 5C
ﬁﬁ’“” hciue yoir enire saiary bafore EiES 2nd aEauatns iy o
E repart i whale doilars.

=
s

m| per year

YOUR COMMENTS

ol s R =



PRINCIPAL JOB AUTONOMY AND SOCIAL SUPPORT 181

28

1azi12g8

X CONTACT INFORMATION

6. The survey you have compleied may Involve 3 brisf follow-up next achool year In onder to
galn Information on principals’ movements In the lEabor force. The following Information would
asslzt us In contacting you If hawa moved or changsd |obs. Pleass kesp In mind that all
Information ided hera lg confidential and wil only be used In the awent thal we
naad to ¢ £ you for follow-up. Your responses are protected from disclosurs by faderal
statute (20 U.5.C., §9543). AR responsas thal refate to or describe identifabls characteristics
ﬂlrﬂimumyh&maﬂmﬂmmmﬁﬂwmIHmthdhmanmm
in kdantifiable form for any othér purpose, unless otherwiss
compalled by law.

Pleass PRINT your name, home address, your work, cell. and homs telsphons numbera, and
your work and home s-mall addressss.

a First name

e
Midde name
i
Last name S
W =

b. Street address

8. ZIP Code + £

. Work phone numioer
AREA CODE  TELERHOME HUMSER

Call phone number
. AREA CODE TELEPHOME NUMEBER

h. Home phone number
AREA TELEPHOKE HUMBER

L Work emal address

} Home e-mall address

e R
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i leu anter the dais you completed this questicnnalre.
H'Epmrrmrﬂasanwmer that Is, 01 for January, 02 for February, efc.

- W Do

8. Plesss Indicate how much time It fook you to complete this form, not counfing Intermupticns.
& Plaasa record the time In minuies, e.g., 50 minwtes, 65 minufas, efc.

i
[

YOUR COMMENTS

=l BN
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Thank you very much for your paricipation
in this survey. If you have any questions,
please contact us, toll-free, at. 1-866-208-T437
or by e-mail at: dsd.education. surveyscensus. goy.

To leam more about thiz survey and to
access reports from earlier collections, see
the Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) website at:
hitpfinces ed govisurveys/sass

Additional data collected by the MNational
Center for Education Statistics (NWCES) on
a variety of topics in elementary,
secondary, postsecondary, and
intemnational education are available
from NCES® website at:

http:finces.ed.gov

For additional data collected by various
Federal agencies, including the
Department of Education, visit the
Federal Statistics clearinghouse at:
hittp /A fedstats. gov
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Appendix B - Principal Follow-up Survey

DRAS M. 1050-0E98: Acproval :-Em Fa e gL |
e e L LLE. EEF-'HTH'EHT EFEEHI.EHII
$ = i A

SCHCI'EILS AHD STﬂFFIHG SURVEY
NCIPAL STATUS

'.I.'i-\. [EMILES BARAL

]

[Pl corrwct aoy svem in o rame, sddves, and I Code)

Plosse ratum this form within 2 weeks in the endosed envelopa, or mail it ta:
LIS, CENSLIS BUREAL
Attn: DCE-S0A

1201 E 10th STREET
m JEFFERSONVILLE IN 47132-000%
Thits survey is authosized by thea Educetion Sciences Fefcem Act of 2003, 20 15

Code § 95411k and § 5542lal. The results will only be produced == statistical
SUNTHTISNSS,

o PPE-1C
LIS LA
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The Melional Center Tor EQucailon Satislics 15 Interestad In Principal attrifon end mobiiy.
According to our records, you wana tha principal of

guring tha 2011-12 school year, Pleass answsr e fofiowing quastion abaut your cument
occupational status.

Which of the Tolowing best describes your cument occupational stafus?
® Flasse mark (X) one box.

W If you were nol fhe Principel of
st yeer (2011-12 school year). mErk () her =[] and mium he om.

St working 85 Principal of the same school
=[] 530 waring as Princlpal of the same schoal

St working 85 a Principal, but not at the same school
[ 1'Working &= & Principal, but In a differant public school

I your nesw schodl In the same Distict &6 B3] year's school?
«I¥asg

=MD

=[O Know

=[]'Working &5 & Principal, but in 3 private school

St working In 2 K-12 school, but not 83 a Princlpal
=[] Working In the same school, but not as Princlpel
~C1Working In & dfierent pubilic school, but not as Principal
=C1'Working In & private school, but not as Principal

21l working In K-12 Education, but nof in a K-12 schood

=[1'Working In & District or Acministrative Office as A Supainizndent,
Azsistant Supariniendant, or other higher-leved Admi or

=L In & Dilstrict of Adminisirative Oflica, In a position other man that of
U endent, Assistant Superimiencent, or ofther higher-laved Admiristraior

«[1'Working &1 a job assodiated with K—12 education. but not dreclly assodated
with &y schodals or school system

Working af a Job outside of K—12 Educabion
= WWorking &1 a job outside of ¥—12 educaton

Other

o ] Aelired — noi working outside the home

«[10n leave (e.g., matemity/patemity, milliary, dssihlity, sabbatical)
=] Diecaased

=[] Omer — Specity

Faga z

POl FE 5 el ha- ot
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Paperwork Burden Statement

Accordire to tha Paperwork Aeduction Act of 1995, no persans are requirad fo respond to a
collection of infarmation unless such collection displays a valid OMB cortrol nwe r. The valid
OME controd numbar for this information collection is 1850-0528. The fime required fo complale
this information collection is estimated to average 5 minutas per responsa, including tha tima 1o
raviaw irstructions, search exdising data resouroes, gather the data nesdad, and complate and
raview tha information colladtion. f wou have ary comments conoeeming the accuracy of tha
tima estimaia or suggestions for improwving this form, plozse writa to: ULS. Department of
Education, $Washingion, DC 20302-2651. |f you have comments or conoems about the comtant of
this foern, writa directly to: Schools and Staffing Swreey, Mational Cantar for Education Statistics,
el K Streed, MWW, 'ﬂ"ashinqtl:\n_. DL 20005851,

FORM P o e Paga 2
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Appendix C - Institutional Review Board Approval

Plymouth State University Institutional Review Board

November 16, 2017
Greetings:

On behalf of the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Plymouth State University, your
project entitled A Comparison between Gender and Years of Experience on School
Principal’s Job Autonomy and Social Support has been granted approval for one year
effective November 16, 2017.

If, during the course of your project you intend to make changes that may significantly
affect the human subjects involved (particularly methodological changes), you must
obtain IRB approval prior to implementing these changes. Any unanticipated problems
related to your use of human subjects must be promptly reported to the IRB. The IRB
may be contacted through Dr. Stephen Flynn, Chair of the IRB. This is required so that
the IRB can update or revise protective measures for human subjects as may be
necessary.

You are expected to maintain as an essential part of your project records, any records
pertaining to the use of humans as subjects in your research. This includes any
information or materials conveyed to and received from the subjects as well as any
executed forms, data and analysis results. If this is a funded project (federal, state,
private, other organization), you should be aware that these records are subject to
inspection and review by authorized representatives of the University, State of New
Hampshire, and/or the federal government.

Please note that IRB approval cannot exceed one year. If you expect your project to
continue beyond this approval period, you must submit a request for continuance to the
IRB for renewal of IRB approval. IRB approval must be obtained and maintained for the
entire term of your project or award.

Please notify the IRB in writing when the project is completed. We may ask that you
provide information regarding your experiences with human subjects and with the IRB
review process. Upon notification we will close our files pertaining to your project. Any
subsequent reactivation of the project will require a new IRB application. | have
attached the Project Completion Form for your convenience.
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Please do not hesitate to contact the IRB if you have any questions or require
assistance. We will be happy to assist you in any way we can. Thank you for your
cooperation and efforts throughout this review process. We wish you success in this
endeavor.

Sincerely,

Al V e

Stephen V. Flynn,
Chair Institutional
Review Board
Plymouth State
University
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