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Abstract:

This study investigated the relationship between elementary principal leadership styles identified by the
Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire-Form XII, and elementary teacher job satisfaction as
measured by the Overall Job Satisfaction Questionnaire.

A total of 255 elementary teachers in 15 randomly selected public school districts in Montana
participated in the study during the fall of 1990. Two questionnaires were administered to the teachers.
The first instrument, the Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire-Form XII, consisted of 100
questions concerning the teacher’s principal. The second instrument, the Overall Job Satisfaction
Questionnaire, consisted of seven questions related to the teacher’s job satisfaction.

Nine null hypotheses were tested in this study to determine if a particular principal leadership style
resulted in a higher level of job satisfaction as identified by the teachers in the study. The independent
variables of teacher gender, years of teaching experience, and teacher degree were integral to the study.

The major conclusions drawn from the study were: (1) Leadership style of the principal does influence
the way teachers feel about their degree of job satisfaction; (2) teaching experience in relationship to
leader style is not a significant factor in job satisfaction; (3) level of education obtained by the teacher,
as it relates to leadership style of the principal, has no significant influence on job satisfaction; (4) the
leader characteristics of role assumption, consideration, and tolerance of freedom, collectively, enhance
teacher job satisfaction; and (5) there is no significant difference in job satisfaction between male and
female teachers as it relates to principal’s leadership style.
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ABSTRACT -

This study investigated the relationship between elementary principal
leadership styles identified by the Leadership Behavior Description Question-
naire-Form Xll, and elementary teacher job satisfaction as measured by the
Overall Job Satisfaction Questionnaire.

A total of 255 elementary teachers in 15 randomly selected public school
districts in Montana participated in the study during the fall of 1990. Two

questionnaires were administered to the teachers. The first instrument, the

Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire-Form XIl, consisted of 100

questions concerning the teacher's principal. The second instrument, the

Overall Job Satisfaction Questionnaire, consisted of seven questions related
to the teacher’s job satisfaction.

Nine null hypotheses were tested in this study to determine if a partic-
ular principal leadership style resulted in a higher level of job satisfaction as
identified by the teachers in the study. The independent variables of teacher
gender, years of teaching experience, and teacher degree were integral to
the study. ‘

The major conclusions drawn from the study were: (1) Leadership style
of the principal does influence the way teachers feel about their degree of
job satisfaction; (2) teaching experience in relationship to leader style is not
a significant factor in job satisfaction; (3) level of education obtained by the
teacher, as it relates to leadership style of the principal, has no significant
influence on job satisfaction; (4) the leader characteristics of role assump-
tion, consideration, and tolerance of freedom, collectively, enhance teacher
job satisfaction; and (5) there is no significant difference in job satisfaction
between male and female teachers as it relates to principal’'s leadership
style. '

J




CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW

OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction

Implications of leadership style have long been a topic ;)f researche‘rs
and currently they maintain a hfgh-interest profile in most school organiza-
tions. Hartzell and Winger (1989) discussed the need for principals to ada:pt
their leadership styles to the situational demands of the school. I-ﬁ an inter-
esting and candidly written article, Cohen (1989) discussed effective
leadership and its effect on people. Hoy and Miskel (1987) cited certain
leader behavior characteristics. The United States Department of Education
(1987) offered information on selection of school principéls and important
research-based leader traits. Brandt (1987) discus_‘.sec_i the practical
application of principal Iéadersr{ip s;cyle to teacher morale and job satisfaction
attitudes. The Carnegie Forum Task Force on 'Teaching' as a Profession
(1986) prepared a natior;ally publicized rebort that predicted a teacher
shortage during the 1990's and suggested that a contri.butiﬁg factor to that

shortage would be teacher job dissatisfaction. Goodlad (1984) concluded
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that in those schools rated as satisfyi‘ng by teachers, the teachers had a

positive view of the pfi‘ncipal’s leadership.

Leadership Styles

Reduced to its simplest terms, a leadership style is the manner in which
a leader leads. In a chapter on the principal’s leadership behavior,
Sergiovanni (1967) spoke of the "ways in which the principal expresses lead-
ership, uses power and authority, arrives at decisions, and in general.
interacts with teachers and others" (p. 87). Those functions, some of the
most important activities that school leaders perform on a daily basis, have
far-reaching implications. If principals choose inappropriate ways of leading,

they often fail to accomplish the task at hand, reach long-range school

~ district goals, or maintain positive relationships with subordinates. That type

of failure can ultimately lead to loss of posi‘tion or loss of peace of mind; in
addition, the lack of rapport the principal has with fhe téaching staff
manifests itself through poér morale and attitudes of action towards the job
6f teaching. In the end, the students are the ones who lose the most as the
qua‘litati.ve educatiohal program is jeopardized.

Hanson (1973) noted that leadership style might be thought of as a
particular beﬁévior emphasized by the leader to motivate his or her group to
accomplish some end. For most of those who have studied leadership, moti- |

vation is an important component of leadership sfyle. Effective leadership




3

' means- that others are influenced to accomplish something. In this age ;)f
educational accountability, it is imperative that school programs and ‘goals
are easily identifiable and, of course, that goals/objectives are measurable.
Anything less is subject to cri»ticisr'n, and the building leader (i.e., the
principal) must be held accountable for failiing to meet the educational goals
and objectives that, if met, would mean higher educational standards and
accomplishmenté. |

The study of leadership styles“i‘s not new.' Yet it is apparent that the
enigma of intrigue concerning leadership styles and their corresponding
effecté have perpetpated the‘i.rklterest of researchers and will continue to do
s0.

While the reseérch conducted on Iéadership has yielded incohsistent
results in relation to the effects of leader behavior, perhaps that is due to the
diversity 6f burpose empldye'd by the researchers. For example, in several
studies the question of productivity was exgmined.

One of the earliest and most notaible studies of Iéadership style was
conducted by Lewin, Lippitt, and White (1939). These researchers formed .
a r;umber of sponsored clubs among elementary school age boys. The
leaders of these clubs were adult male graduate students in social psychol-
ogy. Each leader was trained fo behave toward the boys in his group
uﬁlizing one of three Ieadership.l styles: (1) democrati-c, in which group

decisions were made by majority vote, equal participation was encouraged,
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and criticism and punishment were minimal; (2) autocratic, in which all
decisions were made by the leader, and the boys were required to follow

prescribe’d'procedures under strict discipline; and (3) laissez-faire, in which

the actual leadership activity of the group leader was kept at a minimum,

- allowing the boys to work and play essentially without supervision.

Lewin et al., (1939) found that the groups with democratic leaders were
the most satisfied and funcfione_d in the most orderly and positive manner.
The number and degree of aggressive acts were greatest in the autocrat-
ically led groups. The findings on group productivity were less clear. Lippitt
and Whi;ce (1943) reported that the autocratically led groups spent more 'time
in productive work éct’ivity_ than did other groups, but only when the leader
was present. When the leader left the room, the amount of. work-relatéd

activity dropped dramatically. Further, all measures of productivity in the

!

~studies by Lewin and his associates referred to process variables, e.g.,

work-related conversation. No objective measures of productivity were ever
assessed.

éxperim'ental studies were conducted by Campion (1968) and Morse
and Reimer (1956) comparing a hierarchial supervision concept (direétive,
structuring) with an autonomous program (democratic, participative).
Although the differences between those approaches were insignificant, the
hierarchial program did clearly result in higher profits due to lower labor

costs.

/




5

St.yle of leadership has also been éhown to be related to employee
charactéristics. Studies by Vroom (1959, 1960) indicated that employee
ch_aracteristicé determine, in part, which managerial style may be most
effective. From his_ research, Vroom conéluded that employees high in
authoritarianism‘ and low in the need for independence were found to
perform best under directive supervisors, While employees high in the neéd ‘
fo'r indepéndence but low in authoritarianism performed beftér under -
democratic leaders. Likewise, a stu'dy by Haythorn, Couch, Haefn;ar,
Langﬂhan,‘an'd Carter (1956) suggested that i‘ndividﬁals who were themselves -
somewhat éuthoritarian were less satisfied with authoritarian leadership than
were individﬁals who were not authoritarian. “ Perhaps these findings.should
not have been too surprising; certainly there are people who function better
and are happier when fhey know exactly what is expected of them, and
when théy have clear and precise instructions.

‘Several studies in the 1980’s examined the sct\ool principal as a person
in léadership styles and staff relationships. -One such study, ¢onducted by
Blumberg and Greenfield (1980), concluded that not everyone can assume
the role of leading an organization in fhe direction of makiﬁg itself better.
Further, the'researchers determined that the character .of the person
involved is important and listed the following as needed charact”eristics of

effective leaders:
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(1) A propensity to set clear goals and to have these goals
serve as a continuous source of motivation.

(2) Ahigh'degree of self-confidence and openness to others.
(8) A tolerance for ambiguity.

(4) Atendency to test the limits of interpersonal and organi-
zational systems.

(5) A sensitivity to the dynamics of power.
(6) An analytic perspective. |
(7) The ability to be in charge of their jobs. (p. 216)

Unfortunately, this list neither lends itself to translation into programs 6f
proféssidnal development nor to hiring new principals.

Blumberg and Greenfield (1980), in the same study, described utilizing
eighf different labels: (1) the problem solver, (2) the value-based juggler,
(3) the authentic helper, (4) the broker, (5) the humanist, (6) the catalyst,
(7) the rationalist, and (8) the politician. Based upon the‘ir research, the
authors concluded that, although‘ the approgches or styles of the principals
were different, all of them were effective iﬁ their schools and shared the
common basic elements of vision, initiatiVe, ‘and resources.

The Florida School Study Council (1981) commissioned a study to
identify the competencies that characterized outstanding elementary and
secondary school principals. The results of that study complemented those
of Blumberg and Greenfield (1980) and added several characteristics of
effective leaders beyond thé basic seven. It included a clear sense of
mission and contrpl, an ability to test thé limits in providing needed

resources, the possession of the art of persuasion, a commitment to
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high standards, the use of a participating style, and, as previously identi- .
fied by Blumberg and Greenfield, a discontent for maintaining the stafus
quo. ;E '

Research conducted by Leithwood and Montgomery (1982). classified
principals into two groups: effective and typical. They found that effective
principals were proactive, particularly in regard to instruction and the wélfare
of students. The typical principal, however, tended to be primarily respb'n-
sive. Typical principals responded more to district demands and the
demands from other sources of problems that were encountered on‘a daily
basis.

Based on its own research, field experiences, and the literature, the
Research and Development Center for Teacher Education (RDCTE),
University of Texas at Austin (1982) developed descriptions of contrasting
change facilitator styles that are composite, multi-dimensional, stereotypical
descriptions of how some principals provide leadership. ‘One of the primary
objectives of the RDCTE studies was to identify the discrete behaviors and
combinations of behaviors that appear to be related to successful implemen-
tation of improvement efforts. These studies focused on principals’ general '
leadership stylés and principal-teacher interactions.

Subsequent studies identified some trait commonalities within tt'1e
leadership ranks. Hall and Rutherford (1983) concluded from their research

that leadership styles, although diverse, nonetheless had some common |
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characteristics. The confluence of those characteristics resulted in three
descriptions:

Responders place heavy emphasis on allowing teachers and
others the opportunity to take the lead. They believe their
primary role is to maintain a smooth running school by
focusing on traditional administrative tasks, keeping teachers
content and treating students well. Teachers are viewed as
strong professionals who are able to carry out their instruc-
tional role with little guidance. Responders emphasize the
personal side of their relationships with teachers and others.
Before they make decisions they often give everyone an
opportunity to have input so as to weigh their feelings or to
allow others to make the decision. A related characteristic is
the tendency toward making decisions in terms of immediate
circumstances rather than in terms of longer range instruc-
tional or school goals. This seems to be due in part to their
desire to please others and in part to their limited vision of
how their school and staff should change in the future.

Managers represent a broader range of behaviors. They
demonstrate both responsive behaviors in answer to situations
or people and they also initiate actions in support of the
change effort. The variations in their behavior seem to be
linked to their rapport with teachers and central office staff as
well as how well they understand and buy into a particular
change effort. Managers work without fanfare to provide basic
support to facilitate teachers’ use of the innovation. They
keep teachers informed about decisions and are sensitive to
teachers’ needs. They will defend their teachers from what
they perceive as excessive demands. When they learn that
the central office wants something to happen in their school,
they become very much involved with their teachers in making
it happen. Yet, they do not typically initiate attempts to move
beyond the basics of what is imposed.

Initiators have clear, decisive long-range policies and goals
that transcend but include implementation of the current
innovation. They tend to have very strong beliefs about what
good schools and teaching should be like and work intensely
to attain this vision. Decisions are made in relation to their
goals for the school and what they believe to be best for
students, which is based on current knowledge of classroom
practice. Initiators have strong expectations for students,
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teachers and themselves. They ‘convey and monitor these
expectations through frequent- contacts with teachers and
clear explication of how the school is to operate and how
‘teachers are to teach. (Hall & Rutherford, 1983, pp. 116-117).

Further résearch of the literature revealed quite clearly that when one
examines outcomes (Hord, Hubing, & Stieglbauer, 1983), initiators and
managers are more supcessful in change implementation. Hord et al.
concluded thét programs weré better impl'emented, according to school
district expectatiohs, in schools where there were initiators and managers
present.

. When tﬁey feel it is in the best interest of their school, particularly the
'studen'ts, initfatofs Iwili seek changes in distri'c;t programs or policies or they
will)reinterpret them to suit the needs of fhe school. Initiators will be
adamant but not unkind; they solicit input from staff, and then decisions are
made about the goal of the school even if some are ruffled by tlheir dirept-
ﬁess and high expectations (Hall & Rutherford, 1983).

Hall and Rutherford (1983) were quick to point out that no principal fully
fits into any one style, nor do the three styles (responders, managers, and
initiators) represent the entire univel;se of possibilities. ‘They are, instead,
three distinguishable styles that can more easily be described and found in
school principals. | ‘

“An extensive study conducted at Ohio State University (Stogdill & |

Coons, 1957) resulted in the dAeveIopment of the Leader Behavior Descrip-

tion Questionnaire (LBDQ), which is now the most widely used method for
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describing Ieadc_—:-r behaviors. Based on statistical analysis of ovér_ 1500
behayior descriptions, two major faétor’s, or interrélated sets of items, were
l‘identified. These have been labelled "consideration" and ‘initiation of
lstructure'; (Fiedler & Clemens, 1974). |

Consideration was described as the degree' fo which a supervisor shows
| concern, understanding, warmth, and sympathy for the feelings and opinions |
of s_ubordinatés, the degree to which he/she is considerate of their needs
and Welfélre, and the degree to which he/she demonstrates a willingness 'go
‘explain decisive actions. Initiation of structure subsumed behaviors whiéh
were related to the assignment of roles and tasks within the group,
scheduling work assignments, defin‘ing goals, setting work procedures and
standards, and evaluati'ng the work of subordinates. |

In their 1957'sfudy, Stogdill and Coons found that a relativelx low
correlation existed between consideration and -iﬁitiation of structure in the
typical group, although under some conditions high positive and negative -
corfelaﬁohs were found (Fiedler & Clemens, i974).

Tr;ose tWo behavior categories,‘- :i,.e.‘., consideration and initiation of
strucfﬁre, héve some rela'tionsh'ip to the "employee-centered"™ and "job-
_ Céntered" béhaviors which were id'er;tified‘ by Likert (1961), as well as slicfh
other formulations as the Bales and Slater (1955) concepts of the socio-

emotional and task-specialist in small groups. Taking the research on leader

behavior as a whole, it is reasonable to state that these two supervisory and
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managerial behaviors, concern for the task’and cc;ncern for the interpersonal
relationship, appear to be solidly grounded in empirical evidence. Therefore,
perha'ps the next'obvious. question is: How do these two types of behavior
relate to managerial performancé?

The findings concerning the relationship of initiation of structure to '
productivity are quite éomplicated. While there were some studies indicating
fhat effective leaders are both copsiderate and structuring (Fleishmanl,
Hérris, & Burtt, 1'955), others provided incdnsistent results (Korrﬁan, 1966).
Vroom ‘"(1960') cited eight studies reporting a positive relationship between
considér’ate behavior and ,pfoductivity, two with a negative relationship, and
one with no relationship. A study by Nealy r;lnd Blood (1968) concluded that -
the effective head nurses 6f a psychiatric hospital were described by their
| subordina;ces as high in structuring behavior; howev‘er, ‘effective unit
supervisors, the second-level managers, were described by the head nurses
as low 'in structuring behavior. The effective first-level supervisor in this
setting gave clear instructions on how to do the job and set clear standards
for subordinates. The effective se'cond-level manager, who superviséd
fellow professionals, did not.

One might readily conclude that there is no l’universall;% perfect" leéder-
ship style; instead, different types of situations dictate different leader
behaviors. Yet, failure to conﬁnuously re-examine the various styles and

their relationship to organizational impact results in a complacency that
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yields nothing more than the status quo. 'Organizations, including public

education, cannot afford that dormancy. Public education .must seek to

become better in all respects. Hersey and Blanchard (1965) suggested that

knowledge about leadership style will continue to be of great concern to o

administrators for several reasons: “(1) |t can help improve the effective use
of human resources, (2) it can help prevent resistance to change, (3) it can
help reduce employee disputes, and (4) it can lead to a more productive
organization" (p. 261). According to Cohen . (1989), leadership bestows -
power, commands respect, and, mdst importantly, fosfers achievement.
Student performance is -what our public schools are ultimately all about.
Because the studies of [eadership indicate tﬁat those in leadership positions
will have an irhpact on the organization, leadership styles must be examinéd
for better understanding if achievement in public schools is to improve -

béyond the status quo.

Teacher Job Satisfaction

If ilmproved student academic performance remains as a challenge for"
public education, what role does teacher job satisfaction play? Does a
"satisfied" teacher equate to better performance that manifests itself with
improved student test scores? And does the leadership style of the principal
impact on the teachérs' job satisfaction thét ultimately affects student

achievement?
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The question of job satisfaction is a broad one. It is so broad that
innumerable studies have dealt with the teacher-job satiéfaction question as
well as the issue of job satisfaction in general. Robert Hoppock conducfed
one of the first "formal" studies concerning teacher jbb satisfaction in 1935.

Since that early study, there has been a volume of research related to that

question. Many of the studies dealt with how satisfied particular groups

were at a point in time. Others sought to determine which elements
comprised what is termed "job satisfaction." Another facet of the satisfaction
question wa;ls motivation. What caused individuals in the same profession
doing compérable work to perform t'Jetter.than others? Was the motivation
to do better related to the amount of satisfaction individuals received from
their work? Sergiovanni and Carver (1973) discussed a position developed
by Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman (1959) that the factors which caused
job satisfaction were not the same as the factors which caused job dissat-
isfaction. fhe factors Herzberg et al. examined were rather broad categories
which could be postulated as being present in most work situations within
maﬁy, if .not most, organizations.

The Carnegie Forum (1986) suggested that following many years of:

teacher surpluses, the tide has turned and for the coming 10 years, at least,

~ the demand for teachers will outstrip the supply. Much of the blame for the '

teacher shortage can be laid on the “ba-by boom" which followed World War

Il. The multitude of teachers needed as the children of war veterans moved
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through school are at or approaching retirement age. Veterans of the

Korean conflict and even World War |, who earned their teaching credentials * -

with the aid of the GI Bill, also have reached senior status and now, just
when reﬁreme_nt is piercing the ranks, the offspring of th.e'baby boom
children are starting school.

As if that were not sufficien;c burden, the 'sexual revolution has presented

'wqmén, traditionally the major elementary school teaching source, with the
opportunity to c’ﬁoose from an unlimited number of careers previously closed
to them. Members of minorities are afforded many of the same choices.
Often‘, the "new" jobs, such as those in the computer industry, offer salaries
and perquisites representing a quantum‘l,eap from those in the educatiqn
fiéld, and bond-floating school districts fir]d little room in-the bﬁdget for
faculty hot tubs and handball courts.

Concurrehtly, because the number of exceptional and disédvantaged
students is growing, the teacher-student time/attention ratio is decreasing.
Not to be ignored is increasing interest in adult education and the potential
need for more teachers in non-traditional"settings. The Carnegie report, A
Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 21st Century (Carnegie Forum, 1986)
estimated that 23% of each college gradﬁating class will be required to meet
the need for teachers in the early 1990’s. Clearly, the recent gains:of

approximat_ély one-half of one percent a year will be staggeringly insufficient.
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With the free market system likely to be the deciding force, teachers
would appear to Be i‘n a stronger bargaining position. If this is so, then the
question of job satisfaction, as important to educators as it is to computer
analysis, is of more than abstract interest ---"not only to teachers but also _tb
their principals and to the school districts that hire teachers.

Job satisfaction issues have become even more critical during these 'v
past two years when school economics have allowed little more than sub-
standard salary increases for public -school teachers. While salary is
| included on the list of factors contributing toljob satisfaction, there are other
conditions tha’g contribute as well,

In a study conducted by Herzberg et al. (1 959), a number of job-related
satisfieré and dissatisfiers were identified. Those most often cited as ‘facto.rs
causing' dissatisfaction were: 6rganizational policy and administration,
technical supervision, salary, working condition's, status, job security, effects
of jbb on personal life, and interpersonal relations. Those factors identified
as bromoting satisfaction at the job site were: work, achievement, possibility
~ of growth, and responsibility. | |

Herzberg et al. (1959) found that elirr-|~inétion qf jbb dissatisfiers did not
necessérily improve an individual’s j‘ob performance. For example, a teacher
may be dissatisfied because there are too few teaching supplies. According
to the conclusions 6f Herzberg et al., if that is a "major dissatisfier," the

teacher will probably work less hard.. When an employee found the work
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exciting and there was a definite sense of achievement when résponsibility :
was delegated, and when there_ was an apparent cﬁance for advancemer;\t,
performance improved. | If a teacher was givén increased responsibility for -
mr;lking decisions about materials to use in the classroom and was encour-
aged to supplement teaching lessons with topics or project_s he/she belje\}ed
to be exciting and valuable, then more time énd enerQy were directed into
changing and improviﬁg performahce.

Sergiovan'ni (1966) repliéated the research of Herzberg et al. He found
the same negative‘ and positivé factoré except that work itself and advance-
ment were less often cifed by teachers as motivation. |

The subject of teacher job satisfaction Has been explored for years as
concerned social scientisté and school leaders, among others, have relent-
Iessly sought to identify factors that allow teachers to enjoy their work. One
reason for fhis protrabted study is that factors of job satisfaction sh‘ift with
the times and fluctuate with thé mores, in effect reflecting facets of fhe
changing culture. The gratifications of yesterday may be standard equip-
ment today and obsolete baggage tomorrow. Another reason is that
opinions, theories, and survey results vary as much as the personalities,

places, and instruments involved.
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Leadership Style and Job Satisfaction

What makes a school a satisfying workplace for teachers, and why is »
work satisfaction important? Sociological and social-psychological studies
of V\‘/o‘rk seftings have suggested that the structures and organization of the -
workplace affect the satisfaction and effectiveness of the worker in many
ways.- Stressful conditions may adveréely affect workers’ health, either
physically or psychologically; staff turnover, one indicator of di‘ss'a'tisfactio:n,
has high costs for employers (Argyris, 1964; Bentzen, Williams, & Heckrﬁah,
1980; Braude, 1975; Freﬁch et al., 1958; Kenter, 1977, Morton, 1967;
Rosow, 1974; ‘Tausky, 1970; Institute for Social Research, 1975, N.E.W.
Task Force, 1972). |

School effectiveness criteria, according to Miskel, McDonald, and Bloom
(19883), includes. such variables as quantity and quality of achievement
scores, adaptability, and. "participant attitu_des such as job satisfac,fion"v
(p. 50). In this same study, conducted to investigate indicators of school
effectiveness, the' Overall Job Satisfaction Questionnaire (OJSQ) was
administered in 89 elémentary schools to detérmine teachers’ job satisfac-
tion. Reliability data yielded an infern_al consistency range of' .80 to .86, with
a teét/retest, factor of .81 (Miskel et al.l,. 1983, p. 63).

The OJSQ has been used to measure teacher job satisfaction.in

numerous studies, including research conducted by Miskel énd Gerhardt;
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Miskel, Glanapp, and Hatley; and Miskel, DeFrain, and Wilcox (Hoy &'

Miskel, 1987).“

A study performed by Morris (1981) indicated that teachers were more
satisfied with their places of work when their schools were administered by
principals who had a firm sense of professional autonomy and who also
regarded their staff members as competent, independent professionals.
While strong leadership appeared to be of major importance to teachers’
work satisfaction, other factors, including school size, expenditure per pupil,
and the ratio of teachers to pupils, were also important indicators of teacher
satisfaction.

An earlier study (Evans & Maas, 1969) concluded that a good working
relationship with the principal was considered an important source of
satiefaction by 74% of the elementary teachers surveyed, and a poor
working relationship with the principal an important source of dissatisfaction
by 45% of those surveyed.

The issue of teacher job satisfaction is gaining importance fo.r_echool
adrrtinistrators during the 1990’s, e decade:of projected teacher shortages,
according to the Carnegie Forum (1986_). The recruitment and retention’ of
highly qualiﬁed educators can no longer be treated as an academic question,
but must be resolved in the practical realm of America’s free market system.
Without a doubt, econo‘mtc factors sdch as salaries, benefite, and educa-

tional funding play significant roles when an individuarl is"deciding whether
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or not-to teach (Carnegie Forum, 1986). Public recognition (or -I‘ack of it),
acoording to the Carnegie Forurn, has also been identified as an important
factor affecting educational career decisions.

Another factor related to job satisfaction, and thus t‘he‘decision to join
or remain among the teaching ranks, concerns opportunities for participatory
management within the school setting. Brodinsky (1984) suggested that
participatory management practices, which he defined as the meaningful
i_nvolvement in a school’s decision-making process, build teacher morale.
In an article appearing in Instructor and Teacher, Brodinsky stated, "The
more opportunity and power you give employees, the more effective they will
become and-the more satisfaction they will get from their jobs" (p. '39).

John Goodlad (1984), in his book, A Place Called S‘chool: Prospects for
the Future, remarked about the lack of studies drai/ving a clear ‘connection
between teacher satisfaction and student achievement. He noted: |

More common are studies showing that supportive conditions
such as sensitive leadership by the principal, availability of
help, and involvement in ‘school-wide decisions, tend to be
associated with greater enthusiasm, professionalism and
career fulfillment on the part of teachers. (p. 216)
Goodlad further asserted, "It should.not b,e necessary to establish these
relationships scientifically in order to accept the proposition that teachers,
like other humans, are entitled to a satisfying i/vorkplace" (p. 251).

Glickman (1‘985) pointed out the need for teachers to have the oppor-

tunity to "find their niche," enabling them to perform in an acceptable manner
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that is sanctioned «by. their supervisor. Once given that latitude, a teacher
éaﬁ grow in confidence and expertise and will "view thé c!assroorﬁ with
greater satisfaction" (p. 165). It becomes imperative, then, that the building
‘principal recognize those needs and encourage the development of teacher
performance. When there is encouragement to go beyond competence by
providing a 'sense of achievement, responsibility, and recognition, teachers
will choose to improve their instructional performance and be more satisfied
with their jobs. Glickman concluded, "The admini‘strative function of a school

should previde for the factors that enable teachers to reach the plateau from
which supervfsion for improvement of instruction can broceed in a work
atmo_sphére that is more personally satisfying" (p. 165).

Halpin aﬁd Winer (1957) identified two major independent dimensions
of leadership behavior that they concluded were most relevant to teacher job
satisfaction. According to their conclusions, consideratiqn included super-
visory behavior "indicative of friendship, mutual trust, respect, and warmth"
(p. 42). The other dimension, initiating structuré, included behavior in which -
~ the building principal “drganizes and defines group activities ahd his relati;)n
to his group” (p. 109).

Most .of the research examined in the review of Iiteratﬁre indicated that
where considerate leader behavior prevails, subordinates’.job éatisfaction
exists. Likewfse, the degree to which the manager allows participative
decision-making is generally, although not universa‘lly, correlated :with

‘emplo-yee satisfaction. Fleishman and Harris (1962). found that as the
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supervisor's consideration behavior increased, both turnover and grievance
rates decreased, and that increases in initiation-of-structure behavior
reéulted‘ |n more grievances and higher turnover. Otrlier studies have shown,
however, that this relationship may not be general over other organiza’;ions.
Thus, House, Fi_II’ey, and Kerr (1971) concluded that the much-quoted
interactioﬁ between consideration and structure, as it affects employee .
satisfaction, does not appear to hold in research and development organizé-
tionsin which the job is already very low in structure. .In such organizations,
additional structuré by the Amanager is more likely to help than hinder the‘ '
work.

Argyris (1972), in researching the job satisfaction issue as it relates to
administrative style, stated that "facets such as leadership style of‘super-
visors and administrative controls can be sufficiently powerful to cause an
employee to leave an organization even tﬁough he is_‘intrinsiéally satisfied”
(p. 113).

While Oborﬁe and Gruneberg (1972) agfeed With other researchers that
"increased satisfaction does not always mean increased productivity" (p. 16),
they concluded that there is an economic impact. Their contentién was that
worker satisfaction does have a direct influence on organization costs as
they relate to worker turnover. Further, they 'suggested that dissatisfied
=workers\ may perform at the same le;/el as satisfied ones when the_y get to'

work, but whether they report for work or not will be a direct reflection of
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how happy they are in the working situation. Obo}ne and Gruneberg pointed
out that since the costs to organizations related to absenteeism and iraining
workers are very considerable, turnover is a significant factor.

According to Blocker énd Richardson (1963), "Leadership, decision- .
making, and communication processes also influence job satisfaction. The
effects of the leadership styles of school administrators have Iong been
recognized" (p. 203).

Perhaps Lawler (1973), and Smith,‘ Kendall, and Hulin (1969) sum-
marized the issue impact most practicalli/. Smith et al. wrote, "What
happéns to people during the work day has profound effects both on the
individuél employee’s life and on the society.as a whole, and thus these
events cannot be ignored if the quality of life in a societyﬂ is to be high"
(p. 63). Job satisfaction was seen by Lawler to be "one measure of the

quality of life in organizations" (p. 113). Smith et al. stated; "The improve-

" ment of satisfaction is of humanitarian value . . . satisfaction is a legitimate

goal in itself" (p. 3).

In spite of all the research that haé been done in the area of leadership
and job satisfaction, thel;e are few studies which have directly examined the -
impact of the elementary school principal on outconﬁeé sﬁch as teacher job
satisfaction. The general paucity of such studjes has prompted several
authofs to assert that research has yet to determine the specific eﬁecfc 6f

Ieédership on the organization (Coleman, 1981; Pitner & Charter, 1984). It
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is therefore time to focus on the direct relationship that an elementary school

principal’s leadership styie has on the job satisfaction of teachers.

Statement of the Problem

It has generally been established that leadership characteristics are
important for success in educational settings. There is also a great deal of .
anecdotal and research information abouf successful approaches. .However,
there are no fjnal answers about what characteristics are most important,
what the relatiVé impact of the leadership is when compared to other schq_ol
| factors, or how the most effective leadership might vary between situaﬁons.
These are sources of continuing research, and this study is an essential
aspect that is ‘intended\ to contribute to that body of research revolving
around the implications of leadership style and teacher job sati_sfaétion. It
is the purpose of this study tb draw inferences related to the following’
question: Is the Ieadérship style of the elementary school principal related
to the job satisfaction of elemer)tary' teachers? The independent variables

J v

J .
of teacher gender, teacher’s level of education, and teaching experience, as

each relates to leadership style of the principal,'will be given consideration.’

Importance of the Study

A long history of research on leadership styles has resulted in many -

theories as to what leadership style is and what characteristics, traits, and
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behaviors are associated with effective leadership style. It has also demor:i-
strated the Qéneral effect of leadership style on the success of organizations.
However, this body of research has also established that leadership style is
a cohplex and ambiguous phenomenon and does not lend itself to simple
definitions or statements concerning what conception of leadership style is
best. This complexity' is reflected in research on leadership style Iih
educational settings.

One problem in trying to prove the effeq:f that principals have on teacher _
job satisfaction is that what may constitute effective I-eadership style in one
situation may not be effective in an;lother.- This situational nature of leader-
éhip style has made it very d'ifficult to idéntify any single profilé of skills,
traits, and styie that is best at all times (Coleman,_1981; Duke, 1982; Pitner,
1986; Pitner & I_-Iocevar, 1987). .

Some exaymples of situational features that could affect the effectiveness ,
of Ieadership. style are the educational background and professional orien-
tation of subordinates, how much control administrators have over reward
structures, how intrinsically satisfying the job is, and how flexible the
organization is (Yukl, 1981). Since p'rincipéls do not typically have control
over such things as rﬁonetary rewards to teachers, since school organiza-y'
tions are not flexible, and since the teaching task (for example, watchingv

students learn) seems to be intrinsically motivating to teachers, there are
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some auttiors who teel that even the potential effect of principals is greatly
reduced (Pitner, 1986). -

Yet, irrespective of the diverse leadership style theeries and character-
istics that.have been presented in previous studies, the conclusion that
school leadership style is related to teacher productivity which manifests
itself in student achievement has yet to be proven. Researchers and, more

importantly, school leaders who are interested in school improvement,

-cannot capitulate on that important quest. Further research therefore

becomes imperative.

A closer examination of the relationship of leader behavnors to teacher
jOb satisfaction will assist in answering important questions that will enhance
a positive teacher/administrator relationship. Learning more about that
relationship will aSSist principals in becoming better supervisors, will assist
them in instituting needed changes with little, if any, resistance, and sheuld
inspire subordinates to be happier and more productive in meeting school
goals, and teachers iri general would become more satisfied with their jobs.

Obviously, this study will not answer all the unknowns, all the enigmas
of leadership style, but it will attempt to reveal an important aspect .of the
"big question‘." The study will offer, especially to practicing administrators
some clear-information about leadérship styles and the effect a styie may
have on job satisfaction among male and female elementary school

teachers.
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Definition of Terms

The following terms are defined for the purpose of this study:

Consideration. The degree to which the supérvisor shows concern,
understanding, warmth, and stpathy for the feelings and opinions of
his/her subordinates, and the degree to which he[she is considerate of
their needs and welfare and willing to explain his/her actions (Stodgill
& .Coons, 1957), as measured by the Leader Behlavior Description
Questionnaire-Form XIl (LBDQ-XII). |

Elementary principal. The head or leader; the person, irrespective of

FTE, who is in charge of the elementary school buildihg, including its

curriculum and personnel.

Elementary school. A public school in Montana inclusive of grades K
through 8, or any combination of those grades. Generally the school is
accredited by the Montana State Department of Education and has a

certificated teaching staff.

Elementa_rv teacher. An individual who has met all requirements of a
state-accredited teacher education‘institution, has graduated and been
c'ertified and credentialed by the state wherein He/she teaches; a person
in.‘charge of instruction in an elementary classroom.

Initiation of structure. Refers to behaviors which are related to the

assignment of roles and tasks within the group, such as scheduling work
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assignments, defining goals, setting work procedures and standards,
and evaluating the work of subordinates (Stogdill & Coons, 1957), as

measured by the LBDQ-XII.

Job satisfaction. For the purpose of this study, -"the pleasurable
emotional state resulting from the appréisal of one’s job as achieving or
facilitating one’s values" (Locke, 1969, p. 310), as measured by the
Overall Job Satiéfaction Questionnaire (OJSQ).

Leadership style. For the purpose of this study, the behaviors of

consideration and initiation of structure, as measured by the LBDQ-XI!,
will be assessed to classify leadership style. Hersey and Blanchard
(1965) described the four leadership styles as follows: (a) integrated
style, characterized by high consideration and high initiation of structure;
(b) dedicated style, characterized by low consideration and high
initiation of structure; (c) separated style, characterized by low consider-
ation and low initiation of structure; and (d) related style, characterized
by high consideration and low initiation of structure.

Role assumption. For the purpose of this study, refers to a leader who

actively exercises the leadership role rather than surrendering leader-
ship to others (Stogdill, 1963).

Tolerance of freedom. For the purpose of this étudy, refers to a leader

who allows staff members scope for initiative, decision, and action

(Stogdill, 1963).
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General Procedures

The general procedures that were followed in this study are described

below.

o

(2)

(3)

An extensive review of the literature was completed. Specifically, the

review concentrated on literature that was related to elementary

principal leadership styles and school workin'g climate as they pertained
to teacher job satisfaction. The ‘literature; review addressed research
and reports in the following two subcategories: (a) literature related to
principal Ieédqrship styles, and (b) literature related to teacher job
satisfacltion.‘ , | |

ERIC searches were conducted on elementary princibal Ieaderéhip
styles. Descriptors used included: ‘Ie_adership stylgs, elementary

principals, leadership styles and elementary principals, elementai’y

_p'rincipal leadership styles and job satisfaction of teachers, morale vs.

Iegder style, and teacher-administrator relationships. Another m'o_re
general ‘EﬁlC search was cqnducted under the statement request of
"administrative leadership styles primarily in public schools." Allthough
c;)nsideration was given to historical references, emphasis was primarily
on current research concérning leader behavior. |

An ERIC search was conduéted on job satisfaction using dc;,scriptors

including: elementary school teachers, job satisfaction, job satisfaction
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and elementary school teachers, elementary principals and teacher
mdrale, job satisfaction and elerﬁentary“principals. |
Elementary principals in schoql districts in Montana with a student‘
population of at least 100 were asked to allow théir staff's partibipation
in responding to .the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaife-Form
XIl.
Elementary teacﬁers iﬁ randomly sampled school districts wi"chd a student
population of at least 100 (according to the 71989-90 'Directory of
Montana Schools) were requested to complete the Leader Behavior
Descnptlon Questionnaire-Form XII.
Elementary teachers in the above-mentioned schools were requested
to complete the Overall Job Satisfactﬁon Questionnairé.
The questionnaires were collected and the data were analyzed and

recorded on a contingency table.

A two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedure was utilized for the

statistical evaluation. The analysis was performed at the Montana State -
University Computer Servi.ces Center using the Statistical Package for
Social Sciences (SPSS, revised 1990).

A multiple linear regression proced‘ure was utilized to evaluate Null
Hypothesis. 8, and a stepwise procedure with backwa.rd sele;::tion Was

used to examine Null Hypdthesis 9.
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Limitations of the Study

Some of the elementary school principals did not grant permission for
their teachers to participate in completién of the questionnaires.
Some teachers did not wish to respond to the questionnaires.

The study was limited to elementary schools that had a student
population of at least 100. |

Thé study was limited to a random sample of elementary schdols in

Montana.
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CHAPTER 2
METHODOLOGY
" Introduction

‘This study focused on the effect that leadership style of the elementafy
~ building principal may have on job satisfaction attitudes of male and female
elementary téachers. Leadership styles have been ident_ified by other
researchers in numerous previous studies. It was the intent of this study .
to idenﬁfy those eleméntary principals who ranked high on the leader-
ship dimensions of‘éonsideration and-initiatidn of structure as measured
by the Leader Behavior Description. Questionnaire-Form XIl (LBDQ-XII),
and then to examine how job-satisfied their respective male and female
teaching faculties are. Permission .to‘ use the LBDQ-XIl was granted .
by the qulege of Business, Ohio State “University, Columbus, Ohio
(Appendix E). | |

Thé procedures used for conducting this study are presented under the
following categories: (1) population description and sampling procedure, and

(2) sources of evidence and authority.
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Population Description and Sé_mplinq Procedure

The population was randomly selected from elementary principals and

elementary teachers in 15 of Montana's elementary schools that had a

student population of at least 100 students. Non-public schools and public

schools with less than 100 students were not included in the study because

of the following reasons:

(1)

(5)

Some non-public schools in Montana are not accredited by the state;

thus, both teachers and principals in those institutions may assume

. roles that are inconsistent with their counterparts in the accredited

public schools.

Oftentimes, job :reéponsibilities of th'e principal of a non-public séhool
vary from those of a public school principal.

With the emergence of home schools, Chrflstian schools, and other
private entities, characteristics of one type may be unique to that school
only.

Not all non-public schools in Montana.h'ave principals.

The prin-cipél may be a teaching principal in some of the smaller public

and non-public schools.

Montana school districts with size-appropriate elementary schools were

randomly selected to become the'sample for this study by using the following

procedures:
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Size-appropriate school districts, as listed in the 1989-90 Directory of
Montana Schools, were assigned numbers based on alphabetical order '

of Montana counties. In a district with more than one size-appropriate

‘elementary school, staff of a volunteer school were asked to complete

the two survey instruments.

Using the first two digits of the researcher’s social security number (i.e.,

A7), a Table of Random Numbers was accessed (e.g., four squares of

numbers across and seven squares down). Thus, the nufnbers from the
table were 53, 45, 50, 01, 48, 21, 47, 25, 56, 92, 96, 61, 76, 52, and 16.
Substitutes (in the eveht aﬁy of the 15 districts disallowed participation
in the research) were selected from the table going up from number 53.
Therefore, th;e substitute numbers were 33, 91, 30, 76, 90, 65, 94, 58,
42, 69, 68 and 60. |

The numbers from the. Table of Random Numbers were reconciled with
the numbers assigne;ito the school districts in the 1989-90 Directory of
Montana Schools. The first 15 numbered sch'ool'districts comprised the

sample.

Once schools had agreed to participate in the study, a copy of each of ' |

the two questionhaire instruments (i.e., the LBDQ-XII and.-OJSQ) were

advanced to the appropriate administrator for his/her perusal. A follow-Up

telephone call was made by the researcher to clarify any questions and to

determine the number of questionnaires needed. (Copies of the LBDQ-XII
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and OJSQ survey instruments are f;dund in Appendices C and D, respec-
tively.)

v Protocol was ensured in the following manner. SUperintend‘ents of
sample school districts were sent a letter exblaining the research project
(Appendix A). They were asked to supbort the study by seleéting a district
elementary school to participate. That building principal’s name and tele-
phone number, were then provided to the researcher. The principal ‘was
contacted personally by teléphone, and the purpose of the study, aloné with
participant reql_Jirements, were explained. An appropriate number of
questionnaires was then sent to the principal, accompaniled by a stamped,
self-addressed envelope-for ease Qf returhing the completed questionnaires.
A follow-ﬁp telephone call was made to the principal approximately one week
after the questionnaires‘ were sent to inquire about any questions the
' principal might have regarding administration of the instruments. An admin-
istration and return timeline was established with the principal. Once the
return timeline elapsed, additional follow-up telephone calls were made until
all samples had been _ret;rned. |

If a sample district declined to participate, an alternative school district __
was selected using the Random Table of Numbers process. The same

procedure was applied as outlined above.
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Sources of Evidence and Authority

Previous studies using the LBDQ-XII have indicated that the consid-
eration and iqitiating étructure factors are definitely separate and unique, not
extremes to be identified at opposite ends of the same continuum. Theré-
. fore, four quadrants were established by cross-partitioning on the hean
score values of each scale (refer to Figure 1). Each subscale was divided -
into high. and low groups and then combined with one another to determiné

four distinct groups, or quadrants.

Consideration
Initiating
Structures Low (-) : High (+)
Higﬁ (+) ‘ " QUADRANT 2 QUADRANT 1
Low consideration (-) High consideration (+)
High initiating structure (+) High initiating structure (+)
Il = (-,4) (Dedicated Style) | = (+,+) (Intégrated Style)
-~ Low () ‘ QUADRANT 3 f QUADRANT 4
Low consideration (-) ‘High consideration (+)
Low initiating structure (-) : Low initiating structure (-)
Il = (-,-) (Separated Style) 1 IV = (+,-) (Related Stylé)

Figure 1. Quadrants formed by using the LBDQ-XII dimensions. :

Figure 1 is interpreted as follows: Given a group of leaders and their
respective scores on the LBDQ-XII relative to initiating structure and consid-

eration, those who scored above the mean of both dimensions wére in

i
5
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quadrant 1, the (+,+) quadrant; those below the mean on both dimensions
were in ciuadran‘t 3, the (-,-) quadrant;.those who.scored below the mean in
consideration Eut above the mean in initiating structure were in quadrant 2,
the (-,+) quadrant; and those in éuadrant 4, the (+,-) quadrant, exhibited the
6pposite relatibnship. Thus, by utilizing these two dimensions, four I-ea‘der- _
ship styles can be identified, |
| Halpln (1 966) outlined the major flndlngs emergmg from the Ohio State
University LBDQ studies as follows: '

| (1) Ihitiaﬁng structure and consideration as measured by the

'LBDQ are fundamental dimensions of leader behavior.

(2). Effective leader behavior tends most often to be associated
with high performance on both dlmensmns ' : '

(3) Superiors and subordinates tend to evaluate the contributions
of the leader behavior dimensions oppositely in assessing
effectiveness. Superiors tend to emphasize initiating structure,
whereas subordinates are more concerned with consideration.
Hence, the leader often finds some degree of role conflict.

(4) The leadership style characterized by Quadrant 1, high in both
dimensions, is associated with such group characteristics as -
harmony, intimacy, and procedural clarity, and with favorable
changes in group attitude.

(5) Only a slight relationship exists between how leaders say they
should behave and how subordlnates describe that they do
behave.

(6) Different ,instifutional settings tend to foster different leader-
ship styles. (p. 147)

The typical methods of measuring job satisfaction employ questionnaires
that vary primarily in their directness in assessing the concept. ‘The most

direct method is a single question such as, "How satisfied are you with your
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present job?" Usually response options range from very satisfied tb very

dissatisfied. This procedure is not entirely adequate because the reliability

of a single item cannot be assessed. A slightly less direct approach uses

a series of items that probe various components or indicators of job satis-

faction. Table 1 presents the Ovérall Job Satisfaction Questionnaire, which

utilizes such a scale. The OJSQ is scored on a 7-35 point scale, i.e

strongly disagree = 7, and strongly agree = 35.

Overall Job Satisfaction Questionnaire.

Table 1.
No. DESCRIPTION
1 As | evaluate my future as an educator, | feel my level of satisfaction
will increase.
*2 | | am somewhat dissatisfied with my job.
*3 If | came into enough money so that | could live comfortably W|thout
working, | would quit my job.
*4 | often think of changing jobs.
5 My'job as an educator gives me a great deal of personal satisfaction.
6 | am satisfied with my job.
*7 Most other educators are more satisfied with their jobs than | am.
Response Categories: _
Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neutral, Agree, Strongly Agree

*Indicates reverse score.

According to Hoy and Miske! (1987), the seven-item measure developed

by Miskel displays adequate reliability (0.81) and high face validity. The

0JSQ, with slight variations, has been used to measure the criterion variable

in 'numerous other studies conducted by researchers, including Miskel and
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Gerhardt; Miskel, Glanapp and Hatley; and Miskel, DeFrain, and Wilcox (Hoy

& Miskel, 1987). Dr. Miskel gave his consent to use the 0JSQ in this study

(see letter of consent, Appéndix E).

Statistical Hypotheses

The following null hypotheses were tested in seeking resolve to the
- research problem of this study. All hypotheses were tested at the .05 level -
of significance.

Null .Hypothesis 1. There is no statistically significant difference in

- elementary teacherjob satisfaction mean scores based on leadership styles

of elementary principals.

Null Hypothesis 2. There is no significant interaction between the
independent variable of gender and the independent variable of leadership
style as determined by the d'epende‘nt variable of job satisfaction.

Null Hypothesis 3. There is no statistically significant difference in job

satisfaction mean scores based on gender-of elementary teachers.

Null Hypothesis 4. There is no significant interaction between the

independent variable of teaching experienée and the independent variéble
of ieadership style as determined by the dependent variable of job satis-

faction.

Null Hypothesis 5. There is no statistically significant difference in job

satisfaction between teachers with varying years of teaching experience.
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Null Hypothesis 6. There is no significant interaction between the

independent variable of education level and the independent variable of
leadership style as determined by the dependent variable of elementary

teacher job satisfaction.

‘Null Hypothesis 7. There is no statiética‘lly significant difference in
elementary teacher job satisfaction and the level of education they have
- achieved.

N_(JII Hypothesis 8. There is no relationship between the combined

components (as measured by the LBDQ-XII) of leader behavior and teacher
job satisfaction.

Null_Hypothesis 9- There is no relationship between the unique

‘contrlbutlon of leader behavior components (as measured by the LBDQ- XII)

and the explanation of variance in teacher job satisfaction.

Analytical Techhiques and Research Design

A rhea‘n was calculated for the raw scores in job satisfaction for all the
male teachers in each of the school districts and for all the female teachers
in each'of those districts. Those mean scores were entered in the apbrop-
riate cells of a table for two-way analysis of variance, as illustrated in

Figure 2.
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Leadership Styles
as Determined by LBDQ-XII Quadrants

Gender 1 2 ' 3 4
Male X

(J.S))
Female

~ Figure 2. Cells for two-way ANOVA (leadership étyle X gender).

In addition, a mean was calculated for job satisfaction raw scores of
elementary teachers in the following ranges of years of teaching experience:
(1) 0-3 years, (2) 4-6 years, (3) 7-9 years, and (4) 10 years and above.
Those mean scores were entered in the appropriate cells of a table for a

two-Way analysis of variance, as illustrated in Figure 3.

: Years of Teaching Experience
Leadership —
Style ' 1 2 3 4
1 X
(.8)
2
4

Figure 3. Cells for two-way ANOVA (years of teaching experience
X leadership style).

Another two-way analysis of variance table was designed to obtain data

regarding the level of education of the participants. A mean was calculated
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for job satisfaction raw scores of elementary teachers in the following

education categories: (1) BA/ BS degree, (2) BA/BS degree + 15 graduate
credits, (3) BA/BS degree + 30 graduate credits, and (4) MA/MS degree and
beyond. Job satisfaction mean scores were entered in the appropriate cells

of the table (see Figure 4).

Teacher Education Level
Leadership ,
Style 1 2 3 4
1 X
(.8))
2
4

Figure 4. Cells for two-way, ANOVA (teacher education level x
leadership style).
Analysis of the data lrtilizing Figure 3 helped in determining whether or
not there was a relationship between .years of teaching ‘experience and a
particular principal leadership style. Data utilizing Figure 4. assisted in
drawing conclusrons as to whether or not a relationship existed between

levels of teacher education and leadership-style of the elementary principal.

. Analysis of the mean scores determined significant interaction or differences

among the various teacher experience groups to assist the researcher in
drawing conclusions about leadership styl‘é and the relationship to years of

teaching experience.
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Hypot‘heéis 8 was tested using a multiple I‘ir‘lear regression. A stepwise
procedure with backward selection was utilized fo test Hypothesis 9. The
collective value of the variables was calculated and then compared to the

value of the variables with significant scores.
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CHAPTER 3
DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
Introduction

*  The major purpose of this study was to determine if there was a signifi-
cant relationship between elementary teachers’ job satisfaction and the
leadership style of their principal. Analysis of the independent variables of
teacher gehder, ievel of education obtained by the teacher ‘(i.e.,’ professional
degree), and years of teaching experience, as‘ each relates to princizpal‘
leadership style, was performed. |

The study was conducted in 15 randomly selected school districts in

Montana. Aggregately, 27‘2.questionnaires were sent out to the districts that
agreed to participate. Of that number, 255 questionnaires were retﬁrned, for
a rate of return of 91%. -Eleven of the returned surveys were incomplete; 17
were not i'etu‘rned. - |

Once the surve'y.s were returned, the sample receipt was.recﬁorded'and
the number of returned instruments Was reconciled with the number sent.

Next, incomplete surveys were scrutinized and culled from the completed

stack. The returned surveys were then clipped together and placed back
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into the envelope bearing their sa'mbrlie nurhber to help ensure avbidance of
éo-mingling with others. |
| The questidnnéires,- one sample at a time, .were carefully Hand-scored.
Results were recorded and transpbsed onto an IBM FORTRAN Céding'Fdrm
and a data file was established. |

Shortly after tﬁe requested return date had elapsed, those districts fa'il-
ing to meet the deadline were contacted agéi‘n by vtelephone. The response
was prompt and all sample districts were accounted for within the week. As
soon as the final sample was returned and processed, th..‘e‘ information from
the data file was entered into the computer using the Statistical Package for
Social Sciences (SPSS, revised 1590).

Hypotheses 1 through 7 were tested by using either a one-way or two-
way analysis of variance (ANOVA), while the two remaining hypotheses were
evaluated using a.multiple-regression analysis. In the analysis of variance,
an overéll F-test, if si’gnificant,'indicates that there are significant differences
somewhere in the data. Inspection of the heans gives- evidence of which
differences are important. | Multiple regression analysis is a method for

studying the effects and the magnitudes of the effects of more than one

“independent variable using principles of correlation and regression. More

simply, it enables the researcher to predict the influence of independent vari-

. ables on a single dependent variable. -
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For ease of understanding the tables on the next few pages, the
identification of the leader behavior‘ quadrants will be reviewed and/or
reiterated.

Several prior studies using the LBDQ-XII instrument have indicated that
the consrderation and initiating - structure factors are definitely separate
and unique, not extremes to be identified at opposite ends of the same con-
tinuum. Therefore, four quadrants can be established by cross-partitioning
on the mean score values of each scale (refer to Figure 5). Each subscale
is divided into high and ~Iow groups and then combined with one another to
establish four distinct groups, or quadrants. Those quadrants (1, 2, 3, and
4) are referenced by number several times in the tables in this section of the
study. Therefore, it becomes imperative that the quadrant numbers be
associated with the leadership style each depicts. In this manner, refer-
ences to quadrants 1, 2-, 3, and 4 will become more meaningful.

'Figure 5 is interpreted as follows: Given a group of leaders-and their
respective scores on the LBDQ-XII relative to initiating structure and consid-
eratior_i,, those who scored above the mean of both dimensions were in
quadrant 1, the (+,+) quadrant; those below the mean on both dimensions
were in quadrant 3, the (-,-) quadrant; those who scored below the mean in
consideration but above the mean in initiating structure were in quadrant 2,

the( ,+) quadrant and those in quadrant 4, the (+,-) quadrant, exhibited the
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opposite relationship. Thus, by utilizing these two dimensions, four leader-

ship styles can be identified (refer to Figure 1, Chapter 2).

Reddin (1970) described those four leadership styles as: (1) integrated,

(2) dedicated, (3) separated, and (4) related (refer to Figure 5).

Quadrant (LBDQ-XII)

STYLE
DEFI-
NITION

1 2 3 4
Integrated Dedicated Separated Related
Likes to be part | Dominates; gives | Very few commu- | Accepts others;
of things many verbal nications; rule- praises readily

directions to
subordinates

oriented; aloof
from staff

Figure 5. Leadership style definitions identified by quadrant.

Null Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1.

Relevant Data and Findings

There is no statistically significant difference in

elementary teacher job satisfaction mean scores
based on leadership styles of elementary principals.

Table 2 depicts the job satisfaction mean scores based on leadership

styles of elementary prinéipals. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA)

was used to analyze these data because four independent groups or

Ieadérship styles were considered in relationship to the single independent

variable of job satisfaction.




Standard

Style Number Mean Deviation

1 Integrated* | 76 | 172.29 38.09

| 2 Dedicated 40 184.98 3451
3 Separated* 30 176.09 33.36

4 Related* - 96 ' 196.38 32.41

v
Job satisfaction mean scores in the four leadership style quadrants
(Table 2) ranged from 172.29 to 196.38. Standard deviations indicated a
range from 32.41 to 38.09. Of the 244 responses, 32 teachers identified
their principal in qdadrant 3 (low consideration and low initiating structure,
i.e., separated style); 96 teachers identified their principal in quadrant 4 (high
bonéideration and low initiating structure, i.e., related style).
An F-ratio score of 7.49 was obtained (Table 3). That score was signifi-
cant at the .05 level. Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was rejected. There is a
sfatistically significant difference in elementary teacher job satisfaction based

on leadership style of the principal.

Table 2 Job satisfaction mean scores for leadership style groups.

*|t appears that group 4 (related) would be S|gn|f|cantly different from group 1 (integrated)
and group 3 (separated).

Table 3. One-way analysis of variance: Job satisfaction by leadership style.

Source of ~ Sumof | Mean F F

Variation DF Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups‘ ‘ 3 27135.260 9044.42 7.49 .0001*
Within Groups | 240 289545.830 | 1206.44

Total 243 316679.082

*Signific'ant at the .05 level.
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vaotheS|s 2. There is no significant interaction between the
independent variable of gender and the indepen-
dent variable of leadership style as determined by
the dependent variable of job satisfaction.

A two-way analysis of variance was constructed to evaluate‘the mean
scores of the.variables (Table 4). The nunﬁb.er of respondents in each cell
is indicated by the numbér in parentheses. The two-way ANOVA yielded a |
significance level of .7760 (Tablé 5). Since this exceeds the established

alpha level of .05, Hypothesis 2 was retained to indicate that there is no

interaction.

Table 4. Job satisfaction mean scores by gender for the four Ieadershlp

‘styles.
Leader Leader Leader Leader
Gender Style 1 Style 2 Style 3 Style 4
" Male 160.67 182.47 169.75 192.92
- (21) (15) (4) (25)
Female 176.73 186.48 177.00 197.58
* (55) (25) (28) (71)

Table 5. Two -way analysis of variance: Leadership style by gender for ]ob

satisfaction.

Source of Sum of Mean Signif

Variation Squares - DF | Squares F of F
Gender 3320.3 1 3320.30 2.750 .0990
rLeader style 27572.4 3 9190.80 7.612 .0001
2-way interaction 1335.8 3 445.25 .369 7760*

*Not significant at the .05 level.
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Hypothesis 3. There is no statistically significant difference in job
satisfaction mean scores based on gender of ele-
mentary teachers.

A one-way anaIyS|s of variance was used to test Hypothesns 3 Table
6 presents the job satisfaction mean scores based on gender. The ANOVA
yielded an F ratio of 2.1944 (Table 7), which is not significant at the .05

_ level; therefore, Hypothesis 3 was retained.

Table 6. Job satisfaction mean scores by gender.

Standard
Gender Number Mean Deviation
Male 65 178.68 38.82
Female 179 186.40 34.50

Table 7. One-way analysis of variance: Job satisfaction by gender.

Source of Sum of Mean F F -
Variation DF Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups | 1 2845.83 2845.83 2.1944* .1398
Within Groups 242 313833.25 1296.83
- Total 243 316679.08

*Not ‘significant at the .05 level.

Hypothesis 4. There is no significant interaction between the
independent variable of teaching experience and
the independent variable of leadership style as

determined by the dependent variable of job satis-
faction.

A two-way analysis of variance was constructed to test Hypo'thesis 4,

Table 8 presents job satisfaction mean scores by years of experience for the




50

four leadership styles. Mean scores are given in each cell with the number

- of respondents given in parentheses. The two-way ANOVA yielded an F

score of .595 (Table 9), indicating no significant interaction between principal

leadership style and elementary teacher experience. Therefore, Hypothesis

4 was retained.

Table 8. Job satisfaction mean scores by years of experience for the four
leadership styles.

No. Years Leader Leader Leader Leader
Experience Style 1 Style 2 Style 3 Style 4
0-3 165.67 224.00 169.75 195.30
(6) (2) (4) (10)
4-6 196.00 187.83 182.00 197.27
(6) (6) (7) (11)
7-9 169.56 187.25 189.00 198.80°
(18) (4) (3) (20) -
10 + 171.13 181.25 173.06 195.87
(46) (28) (18) (54)
Table 9. Two-way analysis of variance: Leadership style by years of
teaching for job satisfaction. :
Source of Sum of Mean Signif
Variation Squares DF Squares F of F
Years experience 1937.94 3 645,980 .523 6670
Leader style 27269.50 3 9089.830 7.350 .0001
2-way interaction 6617.27 9 735.253 595 | .8010*

*Not significant at the .05 level.




51

Hypothesis 5. There is no statistically significant difference in job
satisfaction between teachers with varying years of
teaching experience.

A one-way analysis of variance was constructed to test Hypothesis 5.
Table 10 presents job satisfaction mean scores for number of years of
teaching experience. The one-way ANOVA yielded an F ratio of .5545
(Table 11), which is not significant at the .05 level. Therefore, Hypothesis

5 was retained.

¥

Table 10. Job satisfaction mean scores for number of years of teaching
experience.*

Years of ' , Standard
Experience Number Mean Deviation
0-3 22 185.18 33.03
4-6 30 191.57 30.18
7-9 . 45 185.42 34.22
10 + 147 | 182.42 38.26

*No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level.

Table 11. One-way analysis of variance: Job satisfaction by teaching

experience.
Source of -Sum of Mean F F
Variation DF Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 3 2179.78 726.59 .5545* .6456
Within Groups 240 314499.30 1310.41
Total 243 316679.08

*Not significant at the .05 level.
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Hypothesis 6. There is no significant interaction between the
independent variable of education level and the
independent variable of leadership style as deter-
mined by the dependent variable of elementary
teacher job satisfaction.

A two-way analysis of variance waé constructed to test Hypothesis 6.
Table 12 presents job satisfaction mean scores by level of teaching degree
for the four leadership styles. Mean scores are given in the cells with the
number of respondents given in parentheses. The two-way ANOVA yielded
an F score of .345 (Table 13), which is not significant at the .05 level.

Therefore, Hypothesis 6 was retained.

- Table 12, Job satisfaction mean scores by level of teaching degree for the
four leadership styles.

" Leader Leader Leader Leader

Degree Style 1 Style 2 Style 3 Style 4

BA/BS 182.00 | 175.00 182.00 189.54
(5) (2) (4) (13)

BA/BS + 15 174.56 17755 180.25 192.50
. - (16) (11) (4) (22)

BA/BS + 30 170.45 186.00° 177.80 197.80
_ . (33) (14) (15) (31)

MA/MS 171.18 191.69 168.78 - 200.90
and beyond (22) - (13) (9) (30)
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Table 13. Two-way analysis ‘of variance: Leadership style by level of
teaching degree for job satisfaction.

Source of | Sum of | Mean | Signif

Variation Squares DF Squares F of F
Degree- 543.84 3 181.28 .145 .933
Leader Style . 27013.45 3 | 9004.48 7.200 .000
2-way interaction 3887.15 9 431.91 .345 .959*

*Not significant at the .05 level.

Hypothesis 7. There is no statistically significant difference in
elementary teacher job satisfaction and the level of .
education they have achieved.

A one-way analysis of variance was used to test Hypothesis 7. The
same education levels described in the analysis of Hypothesis 6 were
considered. Table 14 presents job satisfaction mean scores for level of
education. The one-way ANOVA resulted in an F score of .1612 (Table 15).

That score is not éignificant at the .05 level; therefore, Hypothesis 7 was

retained.

Table 14. Job satisfaction hean scores for level of education.

Standard

Degree Number Mean Deviation
BA/BS | 24 185.50 38.23
BA/BS + 15 53 183.06 31.65
BA/BS + 30 | 93 183.03 40.21
MA/MS and beyond 74 | 186.54 33.43
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Table 15. One-way analysis of variance: Job satisfaction by level of |

education.
Source of : Sum of Mean F F
Variation DF Squares | Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 3 636.97 212.32 ~J1612% .9223
Within Groups 240 316042.11 ., 1316.84 »
Total 243 316679.08

~ *Not significant at the .05 level.

Hypothesis 8. There is no relationship between the combined
components (as measured by the LBDQ-XII) of .
leader behavior and teacher job satisfaction.

A multiple-regression procedure was used to test Hypothesis 8 | by
determining which independent variables, if any, would impact the dependent
variable, i.e., were there any principal leadership characteristics that helped
ensure teacher job satisfaction? Table 16 presents the LBDQ-XII| subscale
scores.

The independent variables used in the equation were the 12 subscales
of the Leader Behévior Description Questionnaire-Form Xil (LBDQ-XII). The
subscales were first collectively analyzed using multiple-regression to test
Hypothesis 8. The independent variables of consideration and role assurhp-
tion émerged initially with T scores of .0445 and .0503, respectively (Table
16). Both results are sic;:;nificant at the .05 level; therefore, Hypothesis 8 was

rejected.
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Table 16. LBDQ-XII subscale scores.

Variable** B SEB | Beta T | sigT
Superior Orientation .888249 611692 .142253 1.452 .1478
'Demand Reconciliation -1.836929 1.417048 | -.087514 -1.296 .1962
Role'Assumption -1.484876 | 754778 -.143995 -1.967 .0503*
Tolerance of Uncertainty 1.599419 .987510 .129972 1.620 .1067
Production Emphasis -.547396 .568968 | -.071336 =962 - .3370
Consideration 1.950001 .964981 | .208478 2.021 .0445*
Representation | 1.466353 1.065791 .120879 1.376 .1702
. Tolerance of Freedom .832018 .628744 .124019 1.323 .1870
Initiation of Structure 472835 |  .656570 081130 | .720 4722
Persuasion -.284364 7 722230 | -.047770 -.394 .6941
Predictive Accuracy -1.275520 | 1.296834 | -.115936 -.984 3264
Integration -1.560201 1.143351 | -.177879 -1.365 1737

| (Constant) ' ‘ 4 106.315558 | 38.273666 - 2778 - : .0059

*Significant at the .05 level.
**For a brief definition of each independent variable, refer to Appendix B.

Hypothesis 9. There is no relationship between the unique contri-
bution of leader behavior components (as measured
by the LBDQ-XII) and the explanation of variance in
teacher job satisfaction.

To test Hypothesis 9, a multiple-regression stepwise procedure with
backward selection was used. Independent variables were removed from
the equation, in order, beginning with the smallest T score (see Table 16).
As each variable was removed, the T scores were influenced until thr:'ee
variables remained with significant scores (Table 17). Because the scores

for those variables: (role assumption, consideration, and tolerance of
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freedom) were significant at the .05 level (i.e., .0137, .0394, and .0288,

respectively), Hypothesis 9 was rejected.

Table 17. Variables remaining in the equation and scores for each.

Variable B SEB Beta T SigT
Role Assumption -1.554918 .625934 | -.150788 -2“.484 .0137* ’
- Consideration . 1.5659953 .753134 .166777 2.071 .0394*
Tolerance ofr Freedom | 1.182651 . .5637110 .176284 2.202 .0286*
‘ (Constant) 133.549755 | 27.987948 4.772 .0000

*Significant at the .05 level.

Summary

The 12 leadership variables (Appendix. B) had a cumulative multiple-R
value of .418 6r,_roUnded, accounted for 42% of the variance in job satis-
faction. A review of Table 16 and some caléuiation (subtracting the R value
of each v.ariabl‘e from the one removed immediately prior to it) revealed that
the first nine variables removed from the equation contributed a mere 6% of
the cumulative value (i.e., 42%). The final three variables (role assumption,
consideration, and tolerance of freedom) represented 36% of the cumulative
value.

A summary of the nine null hypotheses and their status of retention or

rejéction is presented in Table 18.
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Table 18. Summary of status of retention or rejection of null hypotheses.

No.

Hypoth |

NULL HYPOTHESIS STATEMENT

Retained

Rejected

There is no statistically significant difference in
elementary teacher job satisfaction mean scores
based on leadership styles of elementary princi-

| pals.

J:

There is no significant interaction between the
independent variable of gender and the indepen-
dent variable of leadership style as determined by
the dependent variable of job satisfaction.

There is no statistically significant difference in
job satisfaction mean: scores based on gender of
elementary teachers.

There is no significant interaction between the
independent varijable of teaching experience and
the independent variable of leadership style as
determined by the dependent variable of job satis-
faction.

There is no statistically significant difference in job
satisfaction between teachers with varying years
of teaching experience.

There is no significant interaction between the
independent variable of education level and the
independent variable of leadership style as deter-
mined by the dependent variable of elementary
teacher job satisfaction.

There is no statistically significant difference in
elementary teacher job satisfaction and the level
of education they have achieved.

| There is no relationship between the combined

components (as measured by the LBDQ-XII) of
leader behavior and teacher job satisfaction.

There is no'relationship between the unique
contribution of leader behavior components (as
measured by the LBDQ-XIl) and the explanation

| of variance in teacher job satisfaction.
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CHAPTER 4
CONCLUSIONS AND HECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this study was to'determine-if the Ieadership‘style ofan
elementary‘ principal, as defined by thé Leader Behavior Description
Quest.ionnaire-Form X1l (LBDQ-XII), had a significant influence on job satis-
faction of elementary teachers. Variables, such' as the number of years the
teacher had taught (experience) and the amount of education beyond the
baccalaureate degreﬂe, were considered in the study. Also of interest in this
sfudy was tﬁe interaction of génder and leadership style to determine if they
made a significant difference in teacher job satisfaction.

Thé analysis of data collected from 15 Montana school districts provided

fhe basis for several conclusions and recommendations.
Conclusions
The statistical analysis of data displayed in Chapter 3 is the basis for

findings which have led to the following conclusions:

(1) There was no apparent significant interaction between the gend_er‘of
elementary teachers and the leadership style of their principal as those

variables relate to teacher job satisfaction. That conclusion was




(2)

(3)

(4)
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determined after finding no evidence of significance when evaluating
rﬁean scores of both male and female teachers in each LBDQ quadrant.
Thé Iea_der;hip style .of the elementary principal does influence job
satisfaction of teachers. This conclusion was based on finding a
signiﬁcant‘ difference in mean écores for job satisfaction; it is in
agreement with conclusions drawn by Morris (1981) and with conclu-
sions of an earlier study conducted by Evans and Maas (1969).

It was concluded that malé and female rteachers! feel essentially the
same in terms of satisfaction with their teaching jobs. Theréfore, all
aspects of treatment and consideration should be similar, irrespective
of teachel; gender.

There was no significant interacti.on between teaching experience and
leadership style as those variables relate ';o job satisfaction. Thus,
experience does not appear to be an intervening variable in determini'ng
jbb satisfaction. Teachers at all levels of experience reported similar
levels of job satisfaction despite how they described the leader style of
their principal. This conclusion supports the findings of Duke (1982),
who reported that teacher experience was not a factor in job satis-
faction. From that finding it is concluded that-the number of years a"'
teacher has téught, as related to the principal’s leadership sfyle, has no

significant influence on teacher job satisfaction (i.e., a "new" teacher
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(6)

(7)
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may feel as satisfied or dissatisfied as would a veteran teacher with the
same principal).
It was concluded that years of teaching experience had no significant

influence on how teachers perceive their level of job satisfaction.

Therefore, when considering the future employment status of a teacher,

for the sake of ensuring job satisfaction, years of teaching experience
should not be a consideration.
When interaction between the independent variables of teacher educa- .

tion level (i.e., credits beyond the bachelor's degree) and leadership

- style was analyzed, it was found that those variables do not interact in

relation to teacher job satisfaction. Therefore, the teacher's level of
eduéation does not éppear to be an intervening variable in determining
job satisfaction despite how teachers described the principal’'s Ieéder--
ship style.

There are some variables in Ieédership style that have a significqnt
influence on teacher job satisfaction. That conclusion was drawn after
statistical analysis of all variables of the LBDQ-XII using a multiple-
regression was completed. Initial testing revealed that there were
indeed variables in the LBDQ that made a difference on how satisfied
teachers perceived themselves to be with their jobs. Further evaluation
using a multiple-regression stepwise prc;cedure with backward selection

(i.e., removing the variables one at a time) revealed that three of the
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twelve variables emerged with significant scores when tested at the .05
level. Those three variables and thejr respective scores were: role
assumption, .0137; consideration, .0394; and tolerance of freedom,
.0286. Therefore, it can be further cdncluded that elementary teachers

are going to be most satisfied with their jobs in a s‘éhodl where the

“principal: (a) demonstrates an active leadership role rather than

surrendering Ieaderéhip to 'others; (b) regards the comfort, well-being -
status, and contributions of his/her teaching subordi-nates; and (c) aIIOV\;S
teacﬁing staff members scope for initiative, decision-making, and action.
This cbnclusion supports tﬁe findings of Brodinsky (1984) and those of
Goodlad (1984). |

| Review of the LBDQ qua’drani dimensions suggests that those
leaders who have a style that most closely aligns with quadrant 4, that -
is, a leader who is high in consideration and low in initiating structure,
are the principals who will help ensure the greatest level éf job satisfac-
tion with elementary teachers. In other words, an elementary principal
who demonstrates a related style should ha\}e the highest percentage
of teachers who are satisfied with their jobs.

Interestingly, this finding is contrary to that of Halpin (19686).

.Perhaps the reason for this disparity is that 25 years ago the role of the

principal was different than it is perceived to be today. Contemporary

teachers want to be trusted as professionals and resist the "stone-age"
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principal who fallaciously assumes that he/she can dictate and "rule witﬁ
"~ a@niron hand." Teachers seek morelof a collateral relationship with their
principal and are desirous of having their opinions sought and consid-
ered when major job-related decisions are being made. |
As potential employers, wanting teachers who are job-satisfied,
school districts should hire principals who demonstrate a related style
of leadership. This conclusion supports the findings of Morris (1981),
who reported that teachers were more satisfied with their jobs when the
principél had a firm séhse of professional autoﬁomy and also regarded

teachers as competent, independent professionals.

Recommendations for School Improvement

Results 6f this study have contributed to the literature on leadership
styles of elementary principals as they relate to elementary teacher job satis-
faction. The results of this.study provide unique data used to draw conclu-
sions that were considered in making the following r'ecommendations. The
presumption that school trustees and gdministrators prefer teachers who are

satisfied with their jobs has been made.

(1) It is recommended that consideration be given to the findings of this
study as those in authority consider employment and/or professional
deve‘loprhent of an elementary principal. Professional compatibility

between teacher and principal may enhance productivity as measured
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(3)

(4)
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by student academic achieQement even though researchers tend to
aéree that increased satisfaction does not always méan increased
productivity (Oborﬁ_e & Gruneberg, 1972). This is an important mezAasure
of accountability for public’ schools that is being encouraged more
readily by Ame.rica’s public. Why leave such an important factor to
chance?

It is specifically recommended that, when a principal vacancy occurs,
whenever possiblé, the staff of each principal applicant be given fhe
LBDQ-XII to i_denti-fy the applicant’s leader style and to help ensure the
proféssional compatibilify alluded to in the first recommendation. Those

applicants who emerge with a related style should be given priority as

candidates to fill the vacancy.

It is recommended that as elementary principal candidates are inter-
viewed, those interview questions 'ghat refer to a "related style," be
weighted approp}iately. This recommendation is made based on the
conclusions drawn from testing Null Hypotheses 8 and 9.

itis ‘recbmmended that interview formats, processes, application forms,
etc., be evaluated to determine if pertinent questions helpful in determi-
nation of leadership Style‘ are being askéd to facilitate the candidate
screening brocess.

It is re’c'om’mended that teachers from the school where the principal
vacancy exists be included during the interview process to assist with

the evaluation of the applications and candidates.
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It is recommended that a team approach to interviewing be utilized,
with all team members being- well indoctrinated to the interview
process and the related leadership description. The interview team
should include, but may not be limited to, one or tWo teachers from the
building where the vacancy exists.

Practicing principals need to become acquainted with the resuits of this
study. .In particular, principals neéd to understand that there are
controllable variables that influence teacher job satisfaction. They
should develop skills in the areas of consideration, tolerance of
freedom, and role assumption.. ‘

'I.t is recomhended th.at. school districts budget for staff development
training, including training of prin:cipals.‘ Specifically, fraining ‘of
elementary principals should be in those areas that would bring them
in touch with those éharacteristics of a related leadership style.

It is ‘recémmended that school districts, i.e., school truétees and
superintendents, commit to changing from the autocratic school district
control to that of a shared decision-making model.

Itis recomhended that colleges and universities that have educational
administration programs consider the results of this study and deve[op
coursework and/or training experience for both aspiring and practicing
principals that clearly define and emphasize the following LBDQ leader
characteristics: (a) role assumption, (b) consideration, and (c) toler-

ance of freedom.
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(11) It is recommended that cblleges, universities, professional organiz;l-
tions, et al., place a renewed emphasis on such concepts as site-
bésed management, teacher empowerment, group decision-making,
staff relation skills, communication skills, group dynamics, ahd any

others that may result in development of a related leadership style.

Significance of Findings

How do the findings of this study apply to the real world in today’s
elementary school setting? Current supervision of four elementary school
principals duriﬁg the past four years is the basis for the following observa-
tions. |

In the four buildings where the principal has assumed his/her role and
responsibility and allowed teachers the freedoh to teach, within the confines
of district-approved curriculum, there have been two faculty complaints to the |
superintendent against the respective pri‘ncipal. It is also interesting to note‘
that parental complaints against the principal have been rare in those
buildings. |

However, in one case where role assu:mptién was apparently absent,
the teaching faéulty openly criticized the f)rincipal Oon numerous occasions
and requested the superintendent to intercede. The superintendent’s inves- ,
tigation revealed that the greatest concern teacheré had was that they were

being asked to make decisions the principal was being paid to make. While
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they were open to participatory management and group decision-making,
they were no longer willing to "cover" for the principal, with whom most had
worked for 11 years.

Folldwing an intensive evaluation. process that included innumerable
building visits an'd meetings, the principal was placed on a performance
improvement plan. While the improvement plan was in effect, the principal,
under close supervision, improved substantially and remained as principal
of that building during the next school year.

The following year the principal was transferred to another elementary
school and a replacement was hired. Within two years, the teacﬁers in the

building where the marginal principal was transferred began to complain

about having to make all of the decisions that the principal ordinarily should |

make. In the building that the marginal principal'left, no complaints have °
been levied against the new leader. There have, however, been compli-
ments including, “It"s nice to have someone tﬁat’s willing to make decisions
and follows through on promises."

Current professional sources suggest that while teachers may be
interested in empowerment, that empowerment is largely in regard tq class-
room decisions and curriculum. Twenty-five years of educational experience
have enabled the researcher té conclude that teachers expect their teaching
colleagues to "pull their weight." That expectation extends to the building

principal as well.
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How does the aforementioned practical experience relate to this study?
The study concluded thth thé style of the élhemen‘tary prinéipal does make a
differenée relative to how satisfied teachers are with their jobs. The related
.experiénce supports that findiﬁg. .

Tﬁe study also identifies the related stylé of leadership as being that‘
‘which ought to cause the highest degree of job satisfaction among elemen-
~ tary teachers. Low initiaﬁon of structure with high consideration (i.e., related
style) are traits that appeal to: teachers with whom the researcher has
- worked during these past five yeérs. ':Consider.ing that initiation of structure,
as defined in Ch'apter 1, includes "behaviors which are related to the
ass_ignmént of roles and tasks within the group," it stands to reason that
teachers are ;cjoirjg to be unhappy with the prihcipal who does not-assume
his/her role. Perhaps more explicitly, experience tells us that contemporary
teachers want to be treated as professionals and want to be empowered to
make some decisions, as mentioned e.arlier, rather than having someone
dictate their every move. At the same timé, they expect the pri'ﬁcipal to do
his/her job, i.e. ordering supplies, dealing with staff conflicts, resolving
teacher/parent differences, and the like.

The high consideration component of the related style is a natural desire
that most employee groups, in.cluding' teachers, possess. Naturally, people
“like" a su’pervisor/principél‘ who is understanding, warm, and considers their

needs.
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As this study is reviewed, one might easily conclude that a contradiction
exists between role assumption and tolerance of freedom. Stogdill (1963)
defined role assumption as exercising the leadership role rather than
surrendering leadership to others. Stogdill stated that tolerance of freedom
allowed staff members scope for initiétive, decisionﬂ-making, and action.
While the findings of Stogdill may appear to be contradictory, one can easily
conclude that the priﬁcipal should continue to assume making many of the
conventional deqisions for the day-to-day operation of the school, seeking
input from the teachlng staff as mutually deemed necessary. While |nput
and consensus may be sought by the principal, the final decision remains
with his/her position of authority.

The leadership style variables ;that influence teacher job satisfaction are
controllable. While this study does not spéciﬁcally statistically support that
statement, both expérience and the literature reviewed during the study do.
Principals can be trained to be more considerate of their teachers and to
allow teachers the freedom to take risks and make decisions, while still

assuming their leadership roles as building principals.

Recommendations for Further Research

Without a commitment from school leaders to improve all aspects of
school atnﬁosphere, including teacher job satisfaction, it can be anticipated

that teacher discontent and teacher union reprisals, as manifested. through
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grievance actions and oiher stress-producing reéiduals, will prevail. -
Literature, both historic andvcurrent, clearly indicates that good school
leaders make a difference on all counts qf school atmosphere. Further,
good schoo| Ieaders have-a common g:oal to increase the academic
achievement in their respective schools.

It is with that preface that the following recommendations for further

research are made:

(1) Continuous research on leadership styles, as each influences teacher

job satisfactioh, is of great importance if the inherent controversy
between school leaders and teachers is to be mitigated. Then schools
will have a less adversarial working atmosphere, fewer grievances, and
less teacher turnover, thus enabling concentration on student academic -
improv_ement (Fleishman & Harris, 1962).

(2) Furthef research may result in b-etter understanding that hopefully will

~ result in further change in school structure and decision-making.

(3) Additional hypotheses related to this specifi‘c study need to be estab-
lished and statisticélly analyzed. The findings of this study suggest
th-at a ‘broader base of knowledge needs to be developed concerning
additional variables ih leadership style that influence teacher job

Dsati sfaction.

(4) Research samples could be gathered from more school districts or from

other states to enhance reliability of the study result_é. This study
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' included 15 of Montané”s public sbhool‘ districts that were randomly
‘select'ed,“ but did not go béyond Montana’s borders.

(5) A similar study should be conducted with high school ,teacﬁers and

principals. Such a study may- yiéld results thaf could assist school

districts in dealing with the increa‘sing ,at-rj‘s.k. student populations that

- commonly suggest that teachers just don't seem to care.




71

BIBLIOGRAPHY




72

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Argyris, C. (1964). Integrating the mduwdual and the organization. New
York John Wiley.

Argyris, C. (1972). The applicability of organizational sociology.
Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press.

Bales, R.F., and Slater, P.E. (1955). Role differentiation in small decision-’
making groups. InT. Parsons & R.F. Bales (Eds.), Family, socialization,
and the interaction process (pp. 259-306). New York: The Free Press.

Bentzen, M.M., Williams, R.C., & Heckman, P. (1980). A study of school-
ing: Adult experiences in schools Phi Delta Kappan, 61, 394-397.

Blocker, C.E., & Richardson R.C. (1963). Twenty -five years of morale
research: A critical review. Journal of Educational Sociology, 36, 200-
210. .

Blumberg, A., & Greenfield, W. (1980). The effectiv‘e principal: Perspective
on school leadership. Boston: Allyn & Bacon, Inc.

Brandt, R. (1987). On leadership and student achievement: A conversation
with Richard Andrews. Educational Leadership, 45(1), 9-16.

Braude, L. (1975). Work and workers. New York: Praeger.

Brodinsky, B. (1984). Teacher morale: What builds it, what kills it.
Instructor and Teacher, 93(8), 36-44.

Campion, J.E., Jr. (1968). Effects of managerial style on subordinates’
attitudes and performance in_a simulated organizational meeting.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Minnesota.

Carnegie Forum Task Force on Teaching as a Profession. (1986). A nation
prepared: Teachers for the 21st century. New York: The Carnegie
Forum on Education and the Economy, Carnegie Corporatlon




73
Cohen, S.S. (1989, August). How to be a leader. Reader’s Digest, 98-100.

Coleman, D.G. (1981). Leader style assessment. Paper presented at the
“meeting of the Missouri Professors of Educational Administration.

. Duke, D. (1982). What can principals do? Leadership functions and instruc-
tional effectiveness. NAASP Bulletin, 66, 1-12.

Evans, G.A., & Maas, J.M. (1969). Job satisfaction and teacher militancy:
Some teacher attitudes. Danville, IL: The Interstate Printers &
Publishers, Inc. '

Fiedler, F.E., & Clemens, M.M. (1974). Leadership and effective manage-
ment. Hinsdale, IL: Scott, Foresman arnd Co.

Fleishman, 'E.A., & Harris, E.F. (1962). Patterns of leadership related to
. employee grievances and turnover. Personnel Psychology, 15, 43-56.

Fleishman, E.A., Harris, E.F., & Burit, HLE. (1955). Leadershlp and
supervision_in industry (Educatlonal Research Monograph No. 33).
Columbus, OH: OhIO State University, Personnel Research Board.

Florida School Study Council. (1981, November). Competencies of out-
standing elementary and secondary schoo! principles (Vol. 1, No. 3).
Tallahassee, FL: Florida State Department of Education.

French, J R.P., Chase, F.S., & Ostle, B. (1958). Employee participation in
a program of industrial change Personnel, 35, 16-29.

Glickman, C. (1985). Supervision of instruction: A developmental approach
Boston: Allyn & Bacon, Inc.

Goodlad, J.I. (1984)." A place called school: Prospects for the future. Ne\lN
York: McGraw-Hill.

Hall, G.E., & Rutherford, W.L. (1983). Three change facilitator styles: How
principals affect improvement efforts. Paper presented at the annual
meeting of the American Educational Research Assocratlon Montreal,
~Canada.

Halpi'n, AW. (1957). The_leader behavicr of school superintendents.
Columbus, OH: Ohio State University, College of Education.




74

Halpin, A. W. (1 966) Theorv and research in admlnrstratron New York:
Macmillan.

Halpin, A.W., & Winer, B.J. (1957). A factorial study of the léader behavior
descriptions. In R.M. Stogdill & A.E. Coons (Eds.), Leader behavior:
Its description and measurement (pp. 39-51, Research Monograph No.
88). = Columbus, OH: Ohio State University Bureau of Business
Research

Hanson, E.M. .'(1973). The emerging control structure of schools. Adminis-
_ trator’'s Notebook, 21, 16-19.

Hartzell, G. ’& Winger, M (1989, November). Manage to keep teachers
happy! . The School Administrator, 26, 24-25.

Haythorn, W., Couch, A., Haefner, D., Langhan, P., & Carter, L. (1956).

- The effects of varying combinations of authoritarian and equalitarian

leaders and followers. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psvcholoqv 583,
210- 219

Hersey, P., & Blanchard, K.H. (1965). Management of organizational
behavior: Utilizing human resources. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice- -
Hall. :

Herzberg, F., Mausner, B., & Snyderman, B. (1959). The motivation to
work (2nd ed.). New York: John Wiley. '

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

Hord, S.M., Hubing, L.L., & Stieglbauer, S.M. (1983). An_analysis of
interventions in_school improvement efforts. Paper presented at the
annual meeting of the American Educational Hesearch Association,
Montreal, Canada.

House, R.J., Filley, A.C., & Kerr, S. (1971). Relation of leader.consider-
ation and initiating structure to R and D subordmates satlsfactron
Administrative Science Quarterly, 16, 19-30.

Hoy, W.K., & Mrskel;‘C.G. (1987). Educational administration: Theory,
' research and practice (3rd ed.). New York: Random House.

Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan. (1975). Job demands
and worker health (Report). Ann Arbor, MI: The Institute.




75

Kenter, R.M. (1977). Men and women of the corporation. New York: Basic
Books.

Korman, A.K. (1966). Consuderatlon initiating structure, and organizational
criteria: A review. Personnel Psychology, 16, 349-363.

Lawler, E.E. (1973). Motivation in work organizations. Monterey, CA:
Brooks-Cole.

_Leithwood, KA., & Montgomery, . (1982). The role of the elementary
- school pnncnpal in program lmprovement Review of educational
research, 52, 309-339.

Lewin, K., Lippitt, R., & White, R.K. (1939). Patterns of aggressuve behavior
in expenmentally created social climates. Journal of Social Psychology,
10, 271-299.

’Likert, R. (1961). New patterns of management. - New York: McGraw-Hlill.

Lippitt, R., & White, R.K. (1943). The ‘social climate’ of chlldren S groups.
In R. G Barker, J.S. Kounin, & H.F. Wright (Eds.), Child behavior and
development (pp. 485-508). New York: McGraw-Hill.

Locke E.A. (1969, November). What is job satisfaction? Orqanlzatlonal
Behavior and Human Performance, 4, 309-336.

Miskel, C.G. (1977). Principals’ attitudes toward work and co-workers,
situational factors, perceived effectiveness, and innovation effort.
Educational Administration Quarterly, 13, 51-70.

Miskel, C., MoDonaId D., & Bloom, S. (1983). Structural and expectancy
Ilnkages within school and organizational effectiveness. Educational
Administration Quarterly, 19(1), 49-82. :

Montana Office of Public Instruction. (1989). '1989-1990 Directory of
Montana schools. Helena, MT: Superintendent, Office of Public Instruc-
tion.

Morris, M.B. (1981). The public school as workplace: The principal as a
key element in teacher satisfaction. A study of schooling in the United
States (Technical Report Series No. 21). (ERIC Document Reproduc-
tion Service No. ED 055 038).




76

Morse, N.C., & Reimer, E. (1956). The experimental change of a major
organlzatlonal variable. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 52,
120-129.

Morton, R.K. (1967). Bureaucratic structure and personality in social theory
and social structure. New York: The Free Press.

Murphy, J., Hallinger, P., & Peterson, K.D. (1982, October). Supervising
- and evaluatmg prmmpals Lessons from effective districts. Educatlonal

Leadershlg 78-82.

Nealy, S.M., & Blood, M.R. (1968). Leadership performance of nursing
supervisors at two organizational levels. Journal of Applied Psychology,
52, 414-421,

N.E.W. Task Force (1972). Work in America (Report of a special task
force to the Secretary of N.E.W.). Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Oborne, D.J., & Gruneberg, M.M. (1972). The physical environment at
work. New York: John Wiley & Sons. :

Pitner, N.J. (1986). SubstitUtes for principal leader behavior: An exploratory
study. Educational Administration Quarterly, 22, 23-42.

Pitner, N.J., & Charter, E.L. (1984). The leadership effects on schools.
Educational Leadership, 16, 44-47.

Pitner, N.J., & Hocevar, D. (1987). An empirical comparison of two-factor

‘ versus multifactor theories of principal leadership: Implications for the
evaluation of school principals. Journal of Personnel Evaluation in
Education, 1, 93-109. '

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

Research & Development Center for Teacher Education (RDCTE), UnlverSIty
of Texas. (1982). Three principal styles of facilitating school improve-
ment (Bulletin). Austin, TX: University of Texas, RDCTE.

Rosow, J.M. (Ed.). (1974). The worker and the job. Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice Hall. ' ' .

Sergiovanni, T.M. (1967). Factors which affect satisfaction and dissatis-
faction of teachers. Journaliof Educational Administration, 5, 66-_82.




77

Sergiovanni, T.M., & Carver, F.D. (1973). The new school executive: A
theory of administration. New York: Dodd-Mead.

Smith, P.C., Kendall, L.M., & Hulin, C.L. (1969). The measurement of
satisfaction in work and retirement: A strateqy for the study of attitudes.
Chicago: Rand McNally. : ‘

Stogdill, R.M. (1963). Manual for the Leader Behavior Description Ques-
- tionnaire-Form XIl. Columbus, OH: Ohio State University, Bureau of
Business Research. '

Stogdill, R.M., & Coons, A.E. (1 957). Leader behavior: Its description and
measurement (Research Monograph No. 88). Columbus, OH: Ohio
State University, Bureau of Business Research.

Tausky, J.- (1970). Work organizations. ltasca, IL: F.E. Peacock.

U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improve-
. ment.  (1987). Principal selection guide. Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office.

Vroom, V.H. (1959). Some personality determinants of the effects of
participation. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 59, 322-327.

Vroom, V.H. (1960). Some personality determinants of the effects of
participation. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Yukl, G. (1981). Leadership in organizations. Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice-Hall.




78

APPENDICES




79

.APPENDIX A
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DISTRICT PARTICIPATION
AND

RANDOM SAMPLE RECORD SHEET
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SAMPLE LETTER TO SUPERINTENDENTS

Sample #
Dear Superintendent,

As partial fulfillment of a doctorate degree, | am doing a study of elementary
principal leadership styles as they. relate to-teacher job satisfaction. Your
school district has been selected through a random sample process for my
field research which consists of administering two (2) survey instruments in
one (1) of your elementary schools. The school must have at least 100
students. | am seeking your permission to administer those surveys at a
staff meeting. | expect that one survey (100 questions) will take 12-15

minutes, and the other (7 questions) will take as little as 2-3 minutes.

If you will grant me permission to administer the survey instruments in your
district, please complete the information below and | will contact the principal
you have selected to make arrangements at a mutually convenient time.

For your convenience, | have encloséd a stamped, self-addressed envelope.
Please give my request your immediate attention so that | am able to make
travel plans to your district and the other fourteen (14) that are necessary
for my study to be completed.

Thank you for taking time out of your busy ‘schedule to assist me.
Sincerely,
Robert E. Windel

Superintendent
Havre Public Schools

(Name of Principal) . (School Telephone No.)

(Your Signature) (Date)




RANDOM SAMPLE RECORD SHEET
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No.

Sample
No.

School
District

Response
(Yes/No)

Principal

Principal

Date/
# Sent

Date/ |
# Retnd |

Follow-up
Info

Tel. No.

10

11

12

13

- 14

15

ALTERNATIVES (IF NECESSARY)

16

17

18

19

20
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APPENDIX B

SUBSCALE DEFINITIONS FOR
LEADER BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION

QUESTIONNAIRE-FORM Xl
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Table 19 offers a brief definition of each descriptor used to identify-
leader behaviors. In addition, it slegregates:the “company" principal from his/
her counterpart who demonstrates more :concern for people (i.e., his/her
staff) than for the school district. The "system-oriented" principal is more:
concerned about the school system than. his/her staff. Co'nverse'ly, the
"person-oriented" "principal gives the concerns, morale, and sétisfaction of

his/her staff a higher priority.

Table 19. Leadership dimensions and descriptions, LBDQ-XII: System-

oriented vs. person-oriented.*

SYSTEM-ORIENTED LEADER

. PERSON-ORIENTED LEADER

PRODUCTION EMPHASIS: Applies pressure
for productive output.

TOLERANCE OF FREEDOM: Allows staff
members scope for initiative, decision,
and action.

INITIATION OF STRUCTURE: Clearly defines
own role and lets followers know what is
expected.

TOLERANCE OF UNCERTAINTY: |s able to
tolerate uncertainty and postponement
without anxiety or upset.

REPRESENTATION: Speaks and acts as
the representative of the group.

CONSIDERATION: Regards the comfort,
well-being status, and contributions of
followers.

RoLE AssUMPTION: Actively exercises the

leadership to others. ‘

leadership role rather than surrendering

DEMAND RECONCILIATION: Reconciles
; conflicting demands and reduces disorder
to system. ‘

PERSUASION: Uses persuasion and argu-
ment effectively; exhibits strong convic-
tions,

PREDICTIVE ACCURACY: Exhibits. foresight
and ability to predict outcomes accurate-

ly.

SUPERIOR ORIENTATION: Maintains cordial
relations.with superiors, has influence
with them, and strives for higher status.

INTEGRATION: Maintains a close-knit
- organization and resolves inter-member
conflict,

*Stogdill (1963).
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APPENDIX C

LEADER BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION
 QUESTIONNAIRE-FORM XiIl
AND

LBDQ-XII RECORD SHEET
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LEADER BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE—Form Xii

. Originated by staff members of
The Ohlo State Leadership Studies
‘ and revised by the

Bureau of Business Research

Purpose of the Questionnaire

On the following pages is a list of items that may be used to describe the behavior of your
supervisor. Each item describes a specific kind of behavior, but does not ask you to judge
whether the behavior is desirable or undesirable. Although some items may appear similar,
they express differences that are important in the description of leadership.'Each item should
be considered as a separate description. This is not a test of ability or consistency in making
answers. Its only purpose is to make it possible for youi to describe, as accurately as you can,
the behavior of your supervisor.

Note: The term, “"group, " as employed in the following items. refers to a départment. division,
or other unit of organization that is supervised by the person being described. :

The term **members,"" refers to all the people in the unit of organization that is supervised by
_the person being described. '

Published by

College of Business
The Ohio State University
Columbus, Ohio

COpyrIght 1 962, The Ohio State University
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a. READ cach item carefully.
b. THINK about how frequently the leader engages in the behavior described by the item.

¢. DECIDE whether he/she (A) always, (B) often, (C) occasionally, (D) seldom or (E) never acts as
described by the item.

d. DRAW A CIRCLE around one of the five letters (A B C D E) following the item to show the answer you
have selected. . '

A = Always

B = Often

C = Occasionally
D = Seldom

E = Never

€. MARK your answers as shown in the examples below. ‘

Example: Often acts as described ............ccvvieevennvnninnnnnnnnn. A ' C D E
Example: Neveracts as described ........oovuneiinennennnrnnrnnnennnnns A B C D @
Example: Occasionally acts as described ................c.eereenenennn. A B © D E |
1. Acts as the spokesperson of the roup ........coovveenenennrnnnnn.. A B C D E
2. Waits patiently for the results of a decision ................ e, A B C D E
3. Makes pep talks to stimulate the BIOUD «eviieiinnmeinnennnnnns P A B C€C D E
4. Lets group members know what is expected of them ................. A B C D E
5. Allows the members complete freedom .in theirwork ................. A B C D E
6. Is hesitant about taking initiative in the group ............oovuuenn... A B € D E
- 7. Is friendly and approachable......... ............... evesseraenaeas A B 'C D E
8.Enco.urasesovenimework..............z...............' .......... A B C D E
9. Makes accurate decisions ...............ooiiiiiiineiiiie e, A- B C D _ E
10. Gets along well with the people above himher ... ................... A B C D E
11. Publicizes the activities of the group...............ooovvuvnunnnnino. A B C D E
12. Becomes anxious when hé/she cannot find out what is coming next.... A B C D ' E




13.

14.

16.
17.

20.
21.
22.
. 0.
2.
25.
26.
2.
28.
29.
30.
3.
3.
3.
34.
3s.

36.
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I

Always

w
It

Often

Occasionally

o O
1

" Seldom

m
1

Never

His/her arguments are convincing .................... s eereas

Encourages the use of uniform procedures ...............c..o.von....

. Permits the members to use their own judgment in solving problems ...

Fails to take necessary action....... e e et aeee e,
Does little things to make it pleasant to be a member of the group .....

Stresses being ahead of competing groups............ v teerereereaa.

. Keeps the group working togetheras ateam ........................

Keeps the group in good standing with higher authority ..............
Speaks as the representative of the group ............covevvevnnnnn...
Accepts defeat in Stde ............ovuurennerernneannsinninnn. .o
Argues persuasively for his/her point of view . . e, . cees
Tries out his/her idéas inthegroup ................... . N
Encourages initiative in the group members .........................
Lets other persons take away his/her leadership in the group' ..........
Puts suggestions made by the group into operation ...................
Needies. members for greater effort........... ,. e, weeees
Seems able 10 predict what is coming next ................. FRTTTN "
Is working hard for a promotion
Speaks for the group when visitors are present ...............vuln..
Accepts delays without becoming upset ..............coovvuvnnn....
Is a very persuasive talker ................ ettt eiaa.
Makes his/her attitudes clear to the group .. .. ............... : e
Lets t.he,mcmbers do their wérk the way ;ﬁey.think best ...........

Lets some members take aﬂvantage of himher ......................
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37.

38.

39.

40.

4

42.

4

w

44,

45.

46.
47.
48.
49,
50. Enjoys the privileges of his’her position................

51. Handles complex problems efficiently

52
53
54
s
56
57
58

59

88
A = Always
B = Often
C = Occasionally

D = Seldom

Never

E

Treats all group members as his/her equals ... ..... e
Keeps the work moving at a rapid pace ................

Settles conflicts when they occur in the group ..........

His/her superiors act favorabl& on most of his/her suggestions.........

Becomes anxious when waiting for new developments. ..
. Is very skillful in an argument ........................
Decides what shall be done and ‘how it shall be done ...

Assigns a task, then lets the members handle it .........

. Is able to tolerate postponement and uncertainty

. Is not a very convincingtalker...............coiunn..

. Assigns group members to particular tasks .............

. Tums the members loose on a job, and lets them go to it

. Backs down when he/she ought to stand firm............
. Keeps to himself/hers.elf ..............................
. Asks the members to work harder.....................

. Is accurate in predicting.the trend of events ............

Is the leader of the group in name only ................
Gives. advance notice of changes ..............ccveu...
Pushes for increased production ..... ettt iaieneeaeen

Things usually turn out as he/she predicts...............

. Represents the group at outside meetings ........ esseenaereniaas . A

.............

.............

60. Gets his/her Quperiorg to act for the welfare of the group members.. ...
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61.

62.

63.

65.

67.

69.

70.

7

72.

73.

74.

5.

76.

77.

78.

9.

8

82.

83.

89

Always

> -
i

-]
1]

Often
= Occasionally

Seldom

m o 0
]

Never

Gets swamped by details .......... ... ... ... .. .o i
Can wait just so long, thenblows up ...........ooiiniirvanevnnnnn,

Speaks from a strong inner ConviCtion ............cooiverernernnn..

. Makes sure that his/her part in the group is understood

by the groupmembers ..........ciivii i, PN

Is reluctant to allow the members any.freedom of action...... S .

. Lets some members have autﬁprity that he/she should keep ...........

Looks out for the personal welfare of group members ................

. Permits the members to take it easy intheirwork....................

Sees to it that t'bc‘ work of the group is coordinated ..................

His/her.-word carries’ weight with superiors ............... e,

. Gets things all tangled up ..... TR

'Rem.ains‘; cslm when uncertain about coming events ..................
Is an inspiring talker ...... e PP e
Scheduies the work to be done ....... e e
Allows the group a high degree of initiative .........................
Take.s full charge when emergencies arise ............civiiiiiinn....
Is willing to ‘mak‘e changes ........cccvevvuiinnnnn, ererereaaad SN
Drives hard when thereisajobtobedone..................... R

Helps group members settle their differences ...........coo0vnenenn..

. Gets what he/she asks for from his/her superiors ...........covvvn.ns.

. Can reduce a madhouse to systemandorder ...........ccovvevnnnn.s

Is able to delay action until the proper time occurs.........ovvvun.n..

Persuades others that his/her ideas are to their advantage.............

w
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84.
85.
86.
87.
88.

89.

91.
9.
93.
9.
95.
9.
97.

98.

90

= Always
= Often
= Qccasionally

Seldom

M v/ (@] w >

Never

Maintains definite standards of performanée ..........................

Trusts members to exercise good judgment..........................

Overcomes attempts made to challenge his/her leadership.............

Refuses to explain his/heractions ............coovieiiiiiinnininnan,

Urges the group to beat its previous record ...............oeveven..,

Alnticipates problems and plans forthem............................

Gets confused when too many demands are made of him/her.......... :

Waorries about the outcome, of any new .procedure ................... ’

. Is working his/her way tothe top ..........ccoviiiiiiiinnnnnnnn..

Can inspire enthusiasm for a project.............. e

Asks that group members follow standard rules and regulations . .-....

Permits the group to setitsownpace.................... e

Is easily recognized as the leader of the BIOUD ¢t etenieanannnnens

Acts without consulting the group ............ s PO

Keeps the group working up to capacity ..........ccvvivinninnenn.

. Maintains a closely knit group

100. Maintains cordial relations with superiors ...........................
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L8}
.

4.

A
«

10.

11.

12.

*  SCORE 1

OTHER 5

-Representation

Reconciliation

"Tol Uncertainty

Persuasion

Structure

Tol. Freedom

Role Assumption

Consideration

Production Emph.

Predictive Acc.
Integration

Superior Orient

23 4 5 . SAMPLE # SURVEY #
43 2 1
Lﬁno Form XIT - RECORD SHEET
i 11 21 31 41
51 61f_ Tl 81 Nz
2 1 2 32 g 52 62 72 82 -92%
3 13 23 33 4 su 63 73 83 03
4 14 2 34 44 54 64 74 84 9%
5 15 25 35 45 55 6% 75 85 95
el 16 26M 36 46 SeRf 66 76 s %
7 17 27 37 47 s 67 77 87 97%
8 18 28 38 48 58 68 78 88 98
9 29 49 9 89
19 39 69 __ 79 99
1___ 20___ 30 40 50 60 1 80 90 100

TOTALS

L6
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APPENDIX D

OVERALL JOB SATISFACTION QUVESTIONNAIRE
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OVERALL JOB SATISFACTION QUESTIONNAIRE
Developed by

CECIL G. MISKEL, Ph.D.
University- of Michigan
Ann Arbor, Michigan

Purpose of the questionnaire

This questionnéiré is designed to measure
indicators of job satisfaction.

** PLEASE COMPLETE THIS SECTION BEFORE YOU PROCEED **

1. Gender: (] Female [} Male -
2. Years of teaching expefience: Qo3 146 Q79 [ 10-beyond

3. Level of education: [ BA/BS O BA/BS +15
' O BA/BS + 30 0O MA/MS and beyond

THANK YOU




*2.

*3.

*4,

*7.

94

OVERALL JOB SATISFACTION QUESTIONNAIRE

Response Categories:

Strongly Disagree (SD), Disagree (D),
Neutral (N), Agree (A), Strongly Agree (SA)

Scoring:

7-35 point scale (i.e., SD = 7; SA = 35)

As | evaluate my future as an educator, | feel
my level of satisfaction will increase.

| am somewhat dissatisfied with my job.

If | came into enough money so that | could
live comfortably without working, | would quit
my job.

| often think of changing jobs.

My job as an educator gives me a great deal
of personal satisfaction. -

| am satisfied with my job.

Most other educators are more safisfied with
their jobs than | am.

Column Scores:

*Indicates reverse score.

'SD D N A SA

Q0 Q00

. -‘ . . -‘
L 2 L
L

H ]
Q
TOTAL
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APPENDIX E

LETTERS GRANTING PERMl'SSlON FOR

' USE OF QUESTIONNAIRES
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. Business Research Support Services College of Business

T - H - E’
. 1775 College Road
- ' Columbus, OH 43210-1309

Phone 614-292-9300

UNIVERSITY

February 25, 1990

§

Mr. Robert E. Windel
Superintendent -
Havre Public Schools
P.O. Box 7791 )
425 6th Street
Havre, MT 59501

Dear Mr. Windel:

We grant you permission to use the Leader Behavior Description
Questionnaire - Form XII for your dissertation study. We do not grant permission
for duplication. Please refer to the attached Statement of Policy.

Please find enclosed an Order Form should’ you decide to purchase
additional copies. '

Sincerely yours,

Barbara L. Roach
‘ Director
.
2L <

ahr
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The University of Michigan

SCHOOL OF EBUCATION 610 East University, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109 ¢ 313/764-9470

February 12, 1990

Robert E. Windel
superintendent ’
Havre Public Schools
P. O. Box 7791

425 6th Street
Havre, Montana 59501

Dear Mr. Windel:

In response to your recent inquiry, I hereby grant you permission
to use the Overall Job Satisfaction Questionnaire in your graduate level
field study which will be conducted in fifteen randomly selected schools
in Montana, under the supervision of Dr. Donald Robson at Montana State
University, Bozeman, Montana. If you have any questions or need further
information, please feel free to call.

Sincerely,
¢
"

Cecil Miskel’
Dean

CM/cs
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