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LIST OF TERMS 

A+ Plan Florida’s plan to increase student achievement 
utilizing an assessment tool that includes a 
criterion-referenced test (CRT) and a norm-
referenced test (NRT) to assign a grade from A to F 
to each Florida school. 

 
A Plus Plan Florida’s middle and high school reform plan to 

address career education, workforce certification, 
intensive reading instruction, and teacher retention 
(House Bill 7087, 2006). 

 
Autonomy, power, and control The degree of independence, authority, and 

jurisdiction held by middle school principals. 
 
Evaluation The school district’s procedure for assessing the 

performance of principals.  
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between the faculty, staff and district. 
 
Job satisfaction The degree of personal gratification that middle 

school principals receive from their position.  
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No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Federal legislation that has increased accountability 

in public schools by putting reading first and 
requiring a high quality educational program for all 
students by insuring that every educator in Title I 
schools is certified by the state in the field that they 
are to teach, and requires districts to offer more 
“school choice” for parents and students zoned in 
low performing schools (Public Law 107-110, 
2002). 

 
 
 
 



 

13 
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The purpose of this study was to determine the degree of job satisfaction among middle 

school principals in Central Florida and to identify and analyze the relationship between 

organizational climate variables and job satisfaction characteristics.  Further, this study 

investigated whether job satisfaction varied as a function of the principals’ gender, age, and 

ethnicity; the principals’ level of education, length of time as a principal, length of time in 

current position, annual salary, participation in an induction program, and assignment of a 

mentor; and the district, school location (urban, suburban or rural), school size, percent of 

students on free and reduced lunch, and Florida A+ Plan school grades designated for the past 

three years.     

This public middle school study was a modified replication of previous research done in 

higher education.  Electronic copies of a survey instrument measuring the variables of interest 

were distributed to public middle school principals from seven counties in Central Florida.  In 

total, 97 individuals received the electronic survey and 51 completed the surveys for a 53% 

response rate.  
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 Results of this study found the majority of the respondents were Caucasian (84.0%), male 

(56.9%), between 41 and 50 years of age (41.7%), and held a master’s degree (64.7%) or 

doctorate (27.5%).  Thirty-six percent (36.0%) of the respondents reported working as a middle 

school principal for 4 to 7 years, with 1 to 3 of those years in their current school (44.0%).   

 Statistical analysis of the relationship between measures of organizational climate and 

measures of job satisfaction revealed that middle school principals in Central Florida rated their 

overall mean satisfaction with their position and the district generally high (above 3.8).   Data 

analysis revealed that the statistically significant climate variables leading to job satisfaction 

were:  professional effectiveness, relationship with subordinates, peers, and supervisors, and 

participation with decision making.   Only assignment of a mentor was found to be a statistically 

significant predictor for Central Florida middle school principals’ ratings of importance with 

position characteristics. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

 
The Institute of Educational Leadership (IEL, 2000) identifies intense job stress, 

excessive time requirements, difficulty of satisfying parents and community members, and social 

problems that make it hard to focus on instructional issues as some of the problems faced by 

today’s school principal.  Over-crowded schools, a lack of respect, low pay, more complex social 

interference, lack of autonomy, and accountability mandates further contribute to decreasing job 

satisfaction.  Also evident is that the attrition rate for principals is rising.  In the 1998 National 

Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP) study, Doud and Keller reported that 

principals were retiring earlier than ever, at an average age of 57.  More than half of the NAESP 

study participants indicated that they will retire as soon as they are eligible.  

Increasing attrition rates caused by job stress are a real concern for a position that is 

consistently recognized as essential to the overall success of every school (Baughman, 1996). 

Factors that influence the stress level of school principals include the job demands that cause the 

professional role to become ambiguous (Lunenberg & Ornstein, 1991). High-stakes, sweeping 

federal and state educational reforms have also added to the job demands of the school principal.  

No Child Left Behind, The Middle School Reform Act, the A+ Plan and the A Plus Plus Plan are 

among those reforms that directly affect the role of the middle school principal.   

The legislators who influence the role of the middle school principal have never worked 

in this position and may fail to understand the impact such legislation has on the principal’s job 

responsibilities.  Continual changes in legislative requirements can lead to role conflict where job 

expectations cannot be met (Matthews & Crow, 2003).  Fullan (2001) suggested when reform is 

mandated from the top-down without being accompanied by quality support, frustration and 

dissatisfaction can occur.  Daresh (2002) also indicated that there are several factors that 
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negatively impact principals’ commitment to their positions--external demands being one of 

them. 

There is a shortage of candidates who are willing to consider the principalship.  As the 

number of students who enter the nation’s schools increases, additional administrative positions 

will be needed. For example, results from a 1999 University of Minnesota study estimated that 

75% of Minnesota principals will vacate their positions due to retirement or attrition by 2010 

while school enrollments are expected to increase by 10 to 20% (IEL, 2000). 

As the role of the middle school principal changes and becomes more demanding, it is 

likely that many educational leaders will face job satisfaction and organizational climate 

concerns in their positions.   Several researchers have shown that a relationship between 

organizational climate and job satisfaction exists in higher education (Levy, 1989; Chappell, 

1995; Palmer, 1995; Evans, 1996; Paulson, 1997; DeMichele, 1998; Zabetaski, 1999; Gratto, 

2001; Bailey, 2002; Peek, 2003; Lawrence, 2003; Stephens, 2004; Sofianos, 2005; Reynolds, 

2006). These studies have examined the factors that are related to job satisfaction and 

organizational climate.  With the increasing demands and high-stakes reforms at the middle 

school level, a need to examine organizational climate factors and to identify those factors that 

lead to job satisfaction and dissatisfaction among middle school principals exists.  

Job Satisfaction and Organizational Climate 

Job satisfaction and organizational climate research in higher education is abundant.  

Climate factors in K-12 education tend to differ from those found in most higher education 

settings.  Little research has been done with middle school principals in relation to job 

satisfaction and organizational climate.  Several studies have been conducted using the 

Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) to examine the job satisfaction of public school 
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principals (Newby, 1999; Bryant, 2001; Brogan, 2004; Stemple, 2004; Wheelis, 2005; Turner, 

2006).  Recommendations from Turner (2006) suggest using a survey other than the MSQ in 

future studies as it was designed over 25 years ago for employees in business and industry.   

Job satisfaction is determined by an organization’s ability to satisfy the needs, values, and 

expectations of employees and can be measured globally to establish a general level of 

satisfaction or dimensionally to determine the variables of job satisfaction (DeMichelle, 1998).  

Variables such as financial rewards, working conditions, supervisory practices, company 

policies, co-workers, opportunities for advancement, security and content of the job all 

contribute to job satisfaction or dissatisfaction (Glick, 1992).   

Leadership not only influences job satisfaction but also has a profound effect on an 

organization’s climate (Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005).  Organizational climate is the 

collective personality of a school and it is based on what is accepted as the social norms or the 

behavior of those who work within that school.  Deas (1994) described climate as, “a collection 

of intangibles that support and encourage all the players to work toward a common goal—

learning” (p. 44).  In light of rising attrition rates and high stakes accountability systems, 

principals need a better understanding of what motivates people to work and how to create the 

most productive environment possible to ensure that students will achieve. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine the degree of job satisfaction among  middle 

school principals in Central Florida and to identify the factors that enhance or detract from job 

satisfaction and organizational climate. Further, the study examined if there was a difference in 

means for job satisfaction by analyzing demographic variables including: the principals’ gender, 

age, and ethnicity; the principals’ level of education, length of time as a principal, length of time 
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in current position, annual salary, participation in an induction program, and assignment of a 

mentor; and the district, school location (urban, suburban or rural), school size, percent of 

students on free and reduced lunch, and Florida A+ Plan grades designated for the past three 

years.   

Research Questions 

1.  To what extent do middle school principals report the presence of seven identified 
organizational climate factors (internal communication, organizational structure, political 
climate, professional development opportunities, evaluation, promotion, and regard for 
personal concern) in their school district? 

 
2.  Using the same seven climate factors, how satisfied are middle school principals with 
the organizational climate in their school districts? 

 
3. How important are the five identified job satisfaction variables (participation in 
decision making; autonomy, power and control; relationships with colleagues; salary and 
benefits; and professional effectiveness) to middle school principals in the performance 
of their duties? 

 
4. What is the relationship between the measures of job satisfaction and organizational 
climate factors, as well as job satisfaction with the position among the Central Florida 
middle school principals? 

 
5.  Do the importance and satisfaction ratings of institutional and position characteristics 
differ for middle school principals related to the following demographic variables: the 
principals’ gender, age, and ethnicity; the principals’ level of education, length of time as 
a principal, length of time in current position, annual salary, participation in an induction 
program, and assignment of a mentor; and the district, school location (urban, suburban 
or rural), school size, percent of students on free and reduced lunch, and Florida A+ Plan 
grades designated for the past three years? 

 
Limitations 

• Limitation 1:  The participants in the survey provided honest answers to all the survey 
items. 

 
• Limitation 2: The number of middle school principals in the Central Florida area 

provided a sufficient population for the study. 
 

• Limitation 3:  The level of job satisfaction or dissatisfaction of a principal is a vital 
component of the daily operation of a middle school. 
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Delimitations 

• Delimitation 1:  Results of the study are only as accurate as the responses provided by the 
participants are honest and correct. 
 

• Delimitation 2:  The study was limited to those participants who were willing to respond 
to the electronic survey. 

 
Significance of the Study 

A review of the literature emphasized the increased level of complexity of job 

responsibilities and performance expectations for the middle school principal (Bolman & Deal, 

1995; Newby, 1999; Senge, 1990; Turner, 2006; Ubben & Hughes, 1997; Vaill, 1996). 

Sweeping, high-stakes federal and state educational reforms have increased job demands of the 

middle school principal and compromised job satisfaction.   While A Nation at Risk (National 

Commission on Academic Excellence, 1983) made several reform recommendations to improve 

education, many additional conflicting demands were placed on schools.  This report caused 

widespread scrutiny of the public school system which required an immediate response from 

principals to increase the rigor and relevance in mathematics, science and foreign language.  

Principals would also need to develop a plan of action that would assist in re-building the 

public’s confidence in their schools.  Ultimately, this reform exacted a cost by adding many new 

job responsibilities to the principalship. 

The nation’s schools are again embroiled in a cycle of reform.   New federal legislation 

imposed regulations to correct deficient instructional practices and curriculum, but without 

lessening any of the social or political responsibilities on the schools.  Since the effectiveness of 

schools depends on the success of the principal, it was appropriate to examine what 

organizational climate factors and job qualities affected the job satisfaction of principals.  The 

results will lead to a better understanding of middle school principals’ roles and help alleviate 
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overwhelming, inconsistent, and ineffective practices that generate unnecessary personal, social, 

and political demands.   

Other research supports these findings by insisting that the role of the principal is vital to 

the effective operation of every school (Baughman, 1996; Doud & Keller, 1998). In a study 

between 1999 and 2002, (Langer & Boris-Schacter, 2003) conducted interviews with more than 

200 principals and found that many were frustrated with role conflicts and the reality of their 

work loads.  These roles continue to become more complex as principals remain key 

instructional leaders, initiators of change, school managers, personnel administrators, problem 

solvers, and “boundary spanners” for the school (Goldring, 1990; Fullan, 1991; Vandenberghe, 

1995).   

The rising attrition rate and the increasing accountability expected of those in this 

position created a need to further examine the role of the middle school principal.  A three 

decade national study of more than 1,400 middle level principals (Petzko, 2002) revealed that in 

the next 3 to 5 years more than 50% intended to change occupations completely or retire.  

Evidence from this study on middle school principals in Central Florida provided insight into 

what factors contribute and detract from middle school principals’ job satisfaction.  Results from 

this study also provided evidence of a difference in means for job satisfaction when controlling 

for the principals’ gender, age, and ethnicity; the principals’ level of education, length of time as 

a principal, length of time in current position, annual salary, participation in an induction 

program, and assignment of a mentor; and the district, school location (urban, suburban or rural), 

school size, percent of students on free and reduced lunch, and Florida A+ Plan grades 

designated for the past three years. 
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This study focused on middle school principals in Central Florida and tested beliefs 

revealed from the research in higher education about job satisfaction and organizational climate.  

The intent of this study was to expose trends related to job satisfaction and organizational 

climate factors among K-12 leadership and share the results with middle school principals, 

district superintendents, and state leaders.  Also included are recommendations for recruitment 

and ideas for support and training to encourage middle school principals to remain in their 

positions. 

Summary 

 This chapter provided an introduction to the topic of organizational climate and job 

satisfaction as they relate to middle school principals.  Chapter 2 will provide a review of the 

literature regarding middle school principals.  This review includes roles and responsibilities; 

contemporary challenges and research studies; climate factors; and job satisfiers and dissatifiers.  

Chapter 3 examines the survey research methodology used in this study.  Chapter 4 presents the 

findings of this study.  Chapter 5 discusses the results, implications and recommendations from 

this study. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

 
The purpose of this study was to determine the degree of job satisfaction among the 

middle school principals in Central Florida and to identify the factors that enhance or detract 

from job satisfaction and organizational climate.  This chapter presents a review of the relevant 

literature describing middle school principals, job satisfaction, motivation, motivation theory, 

and organizational climate. 

The Middle School Principal 

 The contemporary principal’s role is not easily understood. Many stakeholders, both 

inside and outside the school, influence that role, creating a need to examine and 

“reconceptualize” the role (Matthews & Crow, 2003). This section examines: (a) the role of the 

middle school principal and what influences it, (b) contemporary challenges, and (c) research 

studies related to the middle school principal. 

The Role of the Middle School Principal 

Middle schools evolved in the early 1950s after the public became dissatisfied with the 

junior high school model which focused on college preparation in foreign language and 

mathematics but failed to address the unique emotional and educational challenges of this age 

group as they move from childhood into adolescence (George & Alexander, 2003).  Public 

pressure to change the dynamic of the junior high model had a profound effect on the role of the 

middle level principal’s job responsibilities. Alexander and Williams (1968) found that the junior 

high school model had many qualities from which the middle school movement could benefit 

that would forever change the role of the middle level principal.  

The role of the principal is consistently recognized as essential to the overall 

effectiveness of every school (Baughman, 1996).  Drake and Roe (1999) found that the school 
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principal is part of a complex social system and that the role in this “glass house” can change 

depending on with whom the principal is interacting.  “Those glass panels are clear from the 

perspectives of those looking in, but sometimes they appear clouded from the view inside” (p. 

28).  Students, teachers, parents, and community members have different expectations of the 

principal’s behavior and the task of clarifying a professional role through expectations, 

traditions, social ties and an understanding of how we do things around here is constant.  Internal 

and external influences also further define this role.  Matthews and Crow (2003) identified the 

group of internal influences as: teachers, students, secretaries, custodians, coaches, hall monitors, 

librarians and anyone else who works inside the building.  External influence is derived from the 

superintendent, the school board, other principals, parents, business partners, community 

members, and the media.  The external influences fuel the new politics in education and if 

schools are going to be effective and make a difference in society, principals must have the skills 

to use these influences for the betterment of the school (IEL, 2000).  

 In 1980 the president of the National Middle School Association (NMSA), John Swaim, 

organized a committee of middle representatives to write a position paper to bring clarification 

and direction to the middle school reform effort begun in the early 60’s.  The final document 

entitled, This We Believe, was published in 1982.  The original document has been revised and 

rewritten several times in the past two decades and in 2002 a new committee was formed that 

approved and released This We Believe: Successful Schools for Young Adolescents in July 2003.   

This report includes 14 characteristics that further define the distinctiveness of successful middle 

schools and helps to restructure the role of the middle school principal.   

• Educators who value working with this age group and are prepared to do so 
• Courageous, collaborative leadership 
• A shared vision that guides decisions 
• An inviting, supportive, and safe environment 



 

25 

• High expectations for every member of the learning community 
• Students and teachers engaged in active learning 
• An adult advocate for every student 
• School-initiated family and community partnerships 
• Curriculum that is relevant, challenging, integrative, and exploratory 
• Multiple learning and teaching approaches that respond to their diversity 
• Assessment and evaluation programs that promote quality learning 
• Organizational structures that support meaningful relationships and learning 
• School-wide efforts and policies that foster health, wellness, and safety 
• Multifaceted guidance and support services (National Middle School Association, 

2003, p. 7) 
 

The National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP, 2002) identified in 

Leading Learning Communities six standards that define the role of effective elementary and 

middle school leaders: 

• Lead schools in a way that places student and adult learning at the center. 
• Set high expectations and standards for the academic and social development of 

all students and the performance of adults. 
• Demand content and instruction that ensure student achievement of agreed-upon 

academic standards. 
• Create a culture of continuous learning for adults tied to student learning and 

other school goals. 
• Use multiple sources of data as diagnostic tools to assess, identify, and apply 

instructional improvement. 
• Actively engage the community to create shared responsibility for student and 

school success. (p. 2) 
 

Collectively, these standards serve to create a foundation for leading and attempt to 

establish consistency within principals’ roles that focuses on student learning.  The role of the 

principal is shifting and becoming more complex; the principalship can no longer be described in 

a word such as manager, leader, practitioner, negotiator, or communicator.  Since the middle 

school concept was developed by Eichhorn (1966) and Alexander (Alexander & Williams, 1965) 

the role of the middle school principal continues to evolve, but a common thread has emerged 

that these leaders must concentrate their efforts on developing and maintaining developmentally 

appropriate learning environments for adolescents.  Valentine, Maher, Quinne, and Irvin (1999) 
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summarize the role of the middle level principal as someone who must “be professionally adept 

in varied situations, knowledgeable about educational research, and aggressive for the middle 

level programs they supervise and the middle level students they serve” (p. 56). 

Contemporary Challenges 

The role of the principal is not only influenced by national associations; but is further 

defined today by standards-based reform, high-stakes testing and accountability.  Principals must 

now pay close attention to academic achievement and the results of standardized tests.  The 

responsibility for examining test results and facing new challenges lies with the principal who is 

now expected to be the instructional leader in data-driven schools (George & Alexander, 2003). 

It is the responsibility of the principal to provide staff development on data analysis, techniques 

for data-driven instruction, and how to write and monitor individual academic plans that will 

meet specific needs of each of their students.  The new data-driven role of the principal makes 

reviewing results from district benchmark assessments, state norm-reference and criterion-

referenced tests a priority in order to address low performance expectations and low achievement 

scores.  The role of the principal is in a state of flux and future preparation programs need to 

train candidates in the change process, how to analyze and manage rapidly expanding data bases, 

increased diversity, and technology (Merseth, 1997).   

To bring uniformity in training, universal standards and competencies are being 

established for the principalship.  Drake and Roe (1999) explain that many states have 

established licensure requirements that utilize leadership “domains” developed in 1993 by the 

National Policy Board for Educational Administration (NPBEA).  A list of 21 leadership 

domains were developed and presented in Principals for Our Changing Schools (Thomson, 

1993).  In 1996 Standards for School Leaders, referred to as ISLLC Standards (Interstate School 
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Leaders Licensure Consortium, 1996), identified six standards for school leadership.  A school 

leader: (1) facilitates the development, articulation, implementation and stewardship of a vision 

of learning that is shared and supported by the school community; (2) advocates, nurtures and 

sustains a school culture and instructional program conducive to student learning and staff 

professional growth; (3) ensures management of the organization, operations and resources for a 

safe, efficient and effective learning environment; (4) collaborates with families and community 

members and mobilizes community resources; (5) acts with integrity, fairness, and in an ethical 

manner; and (6) understands, responds, and influences the overall political, social and economic, 

legal and cultural contexts (Valentine, et al, 1999).   

Today’s schools are continually monitored by federal, state and local assessment 

practices.  Many principals struggle to meet standards imposed by new legislation as they 

feverishly train teachers to disaggregate data and maximize instructional time with a calendar 

that is inundated with testing days.  Many principals wrestle with their philosophies of what is 

appropriate and effective as they realize that each day a student is tested, a teacher loses valuable 

instructional time.  As the role of the principal expands and changes, it is important to review 

research that has contributed to the development of this leadership position. 

Research Studies 

The first national study of the middle level principalship entitled The Junior High 

Principalship (Rock & Hemphill, 1966) was conducted by the National Association of 

Secondary School Principals (NASSP).  Over the next several decades, the NASSP continued to 

examine the nature and role of middle level leadership.  In 1981, a team of researchers from the 

NASSP brought unity between “junior high” and “middle school” advocates by forming a 

common language that referred to both groups as “middle level” (Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, & 
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Keefe, 1981).  The Middle Level Principalship: A Survey of Middle Level Principals and 

Programs resulted in two noteworthy findings: first, that both middle and junior high school 

principals had more in common than previously thought; and second, that middle level education 

was unique in that it functions as a bridge between elementary and secondary schools.  During 

the eighties and nineties, middle level administrators delivered a comprehensive educational 

model centered on the needs of adolescent learners (Valentine, et al, 1999).  This wide-ranging, 

unified focus would bring tremendous responsibility to the middle level principals and expand 

their professional roles. 

Over the last 80 years, theoretical concepts of leadership have been identified.  Many 

empirical studies were undertaken to classify leadership behaviors.  Initially, studies on 

leadership behavior were conducted at the University of Iowa, Ohio State University and the 

University of Michigan 

 Lewin, Lippitt, and White (1939) examined the effects of three different types of 

leadership for handling decision-making situations at the University of Iowa.  These included 

authoritarian leadership where the leader made all the decisions and assumed full responsibility; 

democratic leadership where discussion and shared decision making were encouraged and 

suggestions of ideas from subordinates were considered; and laissez-faire leadership where the 

leaders did not lead and the subordinates made all the decisions (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2003).  

Findings from these studies showed that of the three styles, subordinates preferred the 

democratic approach and the authoritarian style was favored least.  These results helped to 

describe and classify leader behavior.  Understanding leadership behavior can help leaders 

motivate and encourage others. 
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 Research on leadership behavior at Ohio State University by Ralph Stogdilll resulted in a 

two-dimensional model of (a) initiating structure and (b) consideration (Hersey, Blanchard, & 

Johnson, 1996).  Initiating structure is defined as the extent of leadership behavior that is task-

oriented.  Consideration is defined as the extent to which a leader considers a subordinate’s 

feelings and ideas.  This study marked the first time in history that leadership traits were plotted 

on two separate axis. Subsequently studies that examined these traits were conducted with 

superintendents, teachers and principals.   

 The Michigan State studies examined factors that made leaders effective or ineffective.  

Researchers explored the production-centered and employee-centered leadership behaviors.  

Production-centered leadership focused on the technical aspects of the job and seeing the 

employees as a means to an end.  The employee-centered leader took personal interest in the 

lives and needs of the workers.  The findings suggested that the most effective leaders were both 

production-centered and employee-centered (Hersey et al, 1996).    

 Employees seek different things from their jobs and there are a variety of leadership 

styles that will help to motivate and encourage workers.  It is important for leaders to understand 

what factors contribute to their own effective or ineffective practices in order to maximize 

productivity of their subordinates and create an environment where people feel valued and 

satisfied (Pardee, 1990).  

Job Satisfaction 

   Job satisfaction has been a focus of research for many years and has been one of the 

most frequently studied variables in organizational behavior (Hopkins, 1983; Spector, 1997; 

Lawrence, 2003).  Studies have focused on productivity, absences and turnover; followed later 

by promotion of mental health and quality of work life (Gruneburg, 1979; Hopkins, 1983).  
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Organizational job satisfaction has been evaluated on a scale to reveal a broad level of 

satisfaction or the variables of job satisfaction (Glick, 1992; DeMichelle, 1998). Financial 

rewards, working conditions, supervisory practices, company policies, relationships with co-

workers, opportunities for advancement, security and content of the job are job satisfaction 

variables that have been considered.    

Over time, researchers have developed many different definitions of job satisfaction.  

One such definition describes a worker’s subjective appraisal of whether his or her requirements 

of the work environment are met (Bretz & Judge, 1994; Chappell, 1995; Peek, 2003). Vroom 

(1964) defines job satisfaction as “the affective orientation of individuals toward work roles they 

are presently occupying” (p. 99). Johanshishi (1985) and Satterlee (1988) contend that a worker 

finds job satisfaction through the emotional feelings toward the job during the course of 

employment.  Herzberg (1966) also asserts that “job enrichment,”—defined as giving employees 

more freedom, authority, feedback, greater challenges where they are accountable and can 

maximize their skills—is central to motivation.  Hersey et al (1996) explains that job satisfaction 

is a very important factor when looking at what motivates people to work.  Understanding what 

motivates people to work and how this relates to job satisfaction are key elements in improving 

educational excellence (Pardee, 1990).  

Motivation 

Pardee (1990) conducted a study on three theories of motivation in the workplace as it 

directly relates to work productivity and job satisfaction in the educational environment.  The 

research revealed that motivation is vital to improving output from workers and that educational 

leaders need a firm understanding of how motivation relates to job satisfaction in order to 

maximize productivity.   Lunenburg and Ornstein (2003) assert that school administrators 
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believe that motivation is a critical determinant of performance in schools.  Motivation to work 

varies among people but many leaders are unaware of the factors that contribute to or detract 

from motivation.   Hersey et al (1996) described their study on motivation as an explanation for 

answers to questions about human nature that will bring a greater understanding of the power 

that motivation has on future behavior.   Covington (1992) explains:  

 Simply put motivation deals with the why of behavior: Why, for example, do  
individuals choose to work on certain tasks and not on others; why do they exhibit more 
or less energy in the pursuit of these tasks; and why do some people persist until the task 
is completed, whereas others give up before they really start, or in some cases pursue 
more elegant solutions long after perfectly sensible answers have presented themselves? 
(pp. 12-13) 
 
One of the most noted research studies on motivation was done by Elton Mayo (1933) as 

he examined various environmental influences on workers productivity and morale at the 

Western Electric Company in Chicago.  This study will be examined in more depth under 

organizational theory.   

 A review of literature on motivation and job satisfaction shows that four historical studies 

have contributed significantly to the understanding of motivation and leadership.  Pardee (1990), 

Chappell (1995), DeMichelle (1998), Peek (2003) and Lawrence (2003) utilized this research in 

their studies to assist with examining the elements that influence the behavior and motivation of 

human beings.  The four studies include: (a) Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs, (b) Herzberg’s 

Motivation-Hygiene Theory, (c) McClelland’s Need for Achievement Theory, and (d) 

McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y.   

Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs is a renowned theory that is used for the study of 

motivation inside organizations.  Maslow (1954) identified five basic groups of human needs that 

serve to classify motives and suggests that, in order to truly understand human behavior, it is 

imperative to examine an individual’s personal aspirations.  Maslow further suggests that an 



 

32 

individual could not move to a higher level without first satisfying the needs at each of the lower 

levels.   Marzano (2003) lists the five categories of needs in hierarchical order as follows: 

• Basic needs that include food and water, 
• The need for personal safety, 
• Social needs including the need to belong, 
• Esteem needs that include feelings of self-respect and the respect of others, and 
• Self-actualization or the need for a sense of personal fulfillment. (p. 148) 

 
Many human beings are successful at achieving the lower levels of Maslow’s hierarchy but not 

many people will achieve the level of self-actualization.  Despite great interest in the hierarchy 

theory, there has been limited research done to validate the theory; yet, there is conclusive 

evidence to support that individuals will determine their personal needs on the five categories 

that Maslow defined (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2003).  Herzberg’s Motivation Hygiene Theory has 

contributed tremendously to the nature of human motivation (Wahba & Bridwell, 1976).  

Understanding what motivates workers to produce can assist leaders in creating an environment 

that will enhance job satisfaction and, subsequently, productivity. 

While Maslow believed satisfied needs created the greatest motivation, Herzberg (1966) 

believed that hygiene factors alone could not improve performance.  Herzberg’s Motivation 

Hygiene Theory is a theory grounded in Maslow’s earlier work.  Frederick Hertzberg postulated 

a theory that job factors motivate employees.  He examined the attitudes of 200 men while they 

worked.  From this, he created a two-dimensional paradigm of factors that he theorized would 

influence workers.  The paradigm included motivation and hygiene factors.  Motivating 

(intrinsic) factors include achievement, recognition, work itself, responsibility, advancement, and 

possibilities of growth while hygiene (extrinsic) factors consist of company policy, supervision, 

working conditions, interpersonal relations, salary, and status motivators (Herzberg, Mausner & 

Snyderman, 1959).    
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 This two-factor theory suggests that satisfaction and dissatisfaction do not function as 

opposites but are separate and distinct.  Rather, that the opposite of satisfaction is no satisfaction 

and the opposite of dissatisfaction is no dissatisfaction.  While most of the intrinsic factors do 

serve as motivators for employees, hygiene factors do not influence motivation--but their 

absence can lead to job dissatisfaction (Herzberg, 1976).  Herzberg’s two-factor theory examines 

the elements of motivation which are relevant to the work environment (Pardee, 1990). 

McClelland’s Need for Achievement Theory, proposed by McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, 

and Lowell (1976), maintains that motivation is associated with learning through the 

environment and a person will learn to repeat behavior that will lead to satisfaction of a need.  

Production in an organization can increase with the integration of achievement theory.  Workers 

will produce more if their jobs are linked to a high need and when the behavior to satisfy that 

need is triggered, the result is more work geared toward the goals of the overall organization 

(McClelland et al., 1959). 

McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y are two distinct assumptions of human behavior and 

motivation.   Theory X leadership assumes that workers are characterized by a lack of ambition, 

responsibility and an overall dislike of work, and leaders respond to these characteristics by 

using coercion and constant redirection in order to achieve the goals of the organization (Beck, 

1990; Hersey et al, 1996).  Theory X assumes that people are motivated by money, fringe 

benefits, and the threat of punishment (Hersey, et al, 1996).  In response to this theory, managers 

closely monitor and control their employees in order to keep them focused on the organization’s 

goals and attain maximum production from them.   

McGregor (1960) thought that a modified version of Theory X that considered the human 

relations concept in the work environment would benefit a larger scope of managers.  This is 



 

34 

Theory Y. McGregor’s Theory Y assumes that the average worker is characterized by a desire to 

seek out responsibility.  People can be creative and self- directed, but it is the responsibility of 

the manager to foster these qualities in the workers through leadership that motivates and 

inspires. 

When examining educational settings, it is noteworthy to examine motivation theory as it 

relates to workers as learners.  John Atkinson’s (1957) and McClelland’s (1965) “drive theory” 

explains that motivation for learners can be categorized in terms of two opposing forces: striving 

for success and the fear of failure.  It is theorized that over time people vacillate toward one of 

two tendencies when faced with a new task: success oriented or failure avoidant (Marzano, 

2003).  Success instills confidence in people and results in future successes and avoidance can 

turn into self-handicapping behaviors like procrastination.  

“Attribution theory” deals with students’ perceptions of how they achieved a prior 

success or their perception of what caused a past failure (Weiner, 1972; Weiner, Frieze, Kulka, 

Reed, Rest, & Rosenbaum, 1971).  Individuals attribute four causes to their success including 

ability, effort, luck, and task difficulty (Marzano, 2003).  Covington (1992) explained that the 

most influential factor in attribution theory is the role that effort plays in an individual’s 

achievement, for example, “if students believe their failures are from a lack of trying, then they 

are more likely to remain optimistic about succeeding in the future” (p. 16).  Attribution theory 

brought a new perspective to drive theory as it became clear that motivation can be modified as 

an individual examines personal effort and attributes associated with a task. 

 Covington (1992) also explained the importance of self-worth in relation to motivation 

and asserted that the search for self acceptance is one of the most notable human priorities.  Self-

acceptance was described as the acceptance of status in one’s peer group and if self-acceptance is 
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based on high achievement, then only a few high performing individuals can achieve a sense of 

self-worth (Marzano, 2003). 

 In The Emotional Brain: The Mysterious Underpinnings of Emotional Life, Joseph 

LeDoux (1996) examined the role that emotions play in motivation and explained the lack of 

control that humans have over their emotions.  “Anyone who has tried to fake an emotion, or 

who has been the recipient of a faked one, knows all too well the futility of the attempt.” (p. 19). 

Motivation can be driven out of emotions such as fear, obsession, anger, envy, or love and can 

often override an individual’s value system in order to reach a goal. 

 The theory of self-system takes into consideration the four previous theories and helps 

individuals decide whether to engage in a new challenge (Marzano, 2003).  Csikszentmihalyi 

(1990) explains that “self” is everything that transcends through our conscious minds including 

desires, actions, fears, and pleasures—but most importantly, it is a hierarchy of personal goals.  

This theory reveals an individual’s deepest needs and aspirations.  

These last five theories examined a complex set of dynamics that can encourage or dispel 

an individual’s motivation.  It is vital for educational leaders to understand what influences 

human motivation in order to manipulate internal and external sources within an organization to 

create an effective working climate.   

Organizational Climate 

Organizational climate is the environmental quality of any school, department or district 

(Lunenberg & Ornstein, 2003).   The focal point in this study is centered on the relationship 

between job satisfaction and organizational climate as it relates to middle school principals.  This 

section examines the (a) dimensions of organizational climate and (b) organizational theory.  
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Dimensions of Organizational Climate 

The focus of organizational climate research is to examine organizational policies, 

practices and procedures (Schein, 2000).  Litwin and Stringer (1968) claimed that organizational 

climate provides a connection between the systems of an organization and the behavior or 

motivations of employees.  Peterson and Spencer (1990) defined an institution’s environment as 

a comprehensive look that includes all internal and external organizationally related elements.  

Peterson and White (1992) defined climate as “the current, common patterns of important 

dimensions of organizational life or its members.” (p. 181).   

A review of research reveals that organizational climate has been described in very broad 

terms such as leadership, classroom instruction, classroom management, the physical 

surroundings, and the nature and tone of relationships within the organization (Anderson, 1982; 

Gottsfreson, Hybl, Gottsfredson, & Castandea, 1986).  Contemporary studies of organizational 

climate have focused on the human relations aspect of an organization.  Deal and Kennedy’s 

(1983) concept of climate is stated as “the collective personality of a school based upon an 

atmosphere distinguished by the social and professional interactions of the individuals in the 

school” (p. 14). This definition focuses on collegiality and professionalism and examines the 

way people interact within the school and the extent to which they approach their work 

(Marzano, 2003).   

Organizational Theory 

 Lunenburg & Ornstein (2003) state that during a regular work day, most actions taken by 

school administrators are grounded in theory rather than simple practices or procedures.  The 

development of organizational theory began in the twentieth century.  Two separate management 

perspectives emerged under classical organizational theory: scientific management that focuses 
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on work and workers, and administrative management that is concerned with how the 

organization functions administratively.  Taylor’s (1911) scientific management approach was 

developed from a study that focused on finding “one best way” to perform a task for the greatest 

efficiency.   Lunenburg and Ornstein report Taylor’s scientific management resulted in four 

guiding principals: (a)  scientific job analysis that requires extensive observation of a certain job 

function to find the most efficient procedures;  (b) selection of personnel where workers are 

strategically placed in positions that would maximize their talents and bring another layer of 

efficiency to ensure maximum output; (c) management cooperation where mangers monitor 

performance, and (d) functional supervising that separated administrative duties from worker 

responsibilities to ensure a clear understanding of everyone’s role.  Taylor’s global job analysis 

continues to influence the structure and productivity of today’s organizations with regard to 

workers and management. 

 Administrative management is a global perspective that examines how the organization 

functions administratively.  Lunenburg and Ornstein (2003) reported that Fayol presented 

management as a continuous process of five functions: planning, organizing, commanding, 

coordinating, and controlling.  He also developed 14 guiding principals for managers that give 

emphasis specifically to chain of command, allocation of authority, order, efficiency, equity, and 

stability. 

Gulick, while serving for Franklin D. Roosevelt’s administration, built with Urwick their 

ideas of the functions of managers from Fayol’s 14 Principals of Management and coined the 

acronym POSDCoRB (Gulick & Urwick, 1937).  It identifies the seven functions of a manager 

as: planning defined as the creating of an action plan that is goal oriented; organizing defined as 

the formal structure of an organization that is aligned with the organization’s goals; staffing 
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defined as the procedures for recruiting, training and maintaining personnel in positive working 

conditions; directing defined as the manager’s duty of continual decision-making and 

disseminating these decisions to the workforce for continual direction and focus; coordinating 

defined as finding connections within the work to assist with consistency within departments and 

processes; reporting defined as a checks and balances procedure that keeps all personnel 

informed of progress through observation, data collection and research; and budgeting defined as 

the fiscal responsibility for the overall organization.    In classical organizational theory, the 

focus of the leader of an organization was based on the overall needs of that organization 

(output) rather than on the needs of an individual’s working relationship (people). 

 During the human relations movement, the benefits of looking beyond organizational 

efficiency to human affairs erupted.  Mayo’s (1933) study fueled this movement with research 

done at the Hawthorne Plant of Western Electric.  A six-year study was performed on groups of 

female and male workers.  The first study separated females into a control and experimental 

group.  The lighting in the experimental group was varied along with other environmental 

factors.  Interestingly, the production of both female groups improved even as the environment 

worsened.  Mayo found improved productivity resulted from increased morale, a feeling of 

belonging, and effective management where motivating, leading, participative decision-making 

and effective communication were exercised (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2003).     

The second study was performed on male workers who were presented with incentive 

pay that would increase as their production increased.  The results revealed the formation of a 

group dynamic where operating norms were established for what was acceptable output for the 

group members.  Those that exceeded or fell short were chastised by the group.  The incentive 
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pay was completely ignored.  The importance of understanding group behavior as a manager was 

acknowledged.   

The human relations approach accepts that people are motivated by social and 

psychological needs and economic incentives. These needs include recognition, belongingness, 

security, and the perceptions of individuals including their beliefs, motivations, and values.   

Hersey et al (1996) conclude that the recognition of “task” from the scientific movement and 

“relationship” from the human relations approach “has characterized the writings on leadership 

ever since the conflict between scientific management and the human relations schools of 

thought became apparent” (p. 101).  

Principals and Job Satisfaction 

Many studies have examined factors that influence the job satisfaction of elementary, 

middle, and high school principals and assistant principals.  One such study (Turner, 2006) 

assessed job satisfaction of middle school principals in upstate South Carolina using the 

Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ). Responses to this questionnaire were the primary 

focus of the study.  The researcher also examined the relationship between the following 

demographics and job satisfaction for middle school principals: age, years of service, gender, 

race, salary, and school size.  The population included 9 counties and 28 middle schools.  The 

sample chosen from this population included 17 middle schools.  Of the 17 middle schools, 15 

principals responded.  The results revealed that the job satisfaction levels of these middle school 

principals’ ranged from satisfied to very satisfied within their current position.  Eighty-six 

percent (86%) indicated that they were satisfied or very satisfied, with more that 13% indicating 

that they were very satisfied.   
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Turner (2006) found that the level of job satisfaction for middle school principals 

increased with age—respondents over 55 years of age had the highest mean score in every 

dimension on the MSQ.  These dimensions included moral values, creativity, social service, 

achievement, and responsibility.  Of these dimensions, principals over 55 reported the highest 

mean score for social service and the lowest mean score was security.  Principals under the age 

of 45 had the highest mean score in achievement and the lowest mean score in moral values.   

Turner (2006) found a relationship between gender and job satisfaction for middle school 

principals.  Females mean satisfaction score was 3.8 while the mean score for males was 3.5. The 

highest mean score for females was in social service (4.43) while their lowest mean score was in 

achievement (4.0).  Male respondents also had their highest mean in social service (4.04) and 

their lowest mean score in achievement (3.87). 

Only three African American principals were included in Turner’s (2006) study.  He 

found no significant relationship between race and job satisfaction which was attributed to the 

small sample size.  Responses from the African-Americans in this study revealed moral values as 

the highest mean score (4.2) while the highest mean score from Caucasian participants was 

(4.23) for social service.  

Turner (2006) also examined the impact of salary on job satisfaction for middle school 

principals.  The study revealed that two middle school principals earning annual salaries between 

$75,000 and $100,000 rated their satisfaction level as extremely satisfied: the others earning 

between $50,000 and $75,000 indicated they were very satisfied.  Those earning between 

$75,000 and $100,000 had higher mean scores in every dimension than those earning between 

$50,000 and $75,000 per year. 
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Finally, this study examined the relationship between job satisfaction for middle school 

principals and school size.  Respondents from all category levels “from fewer than 300 students” 

to “over 1,000 students” were satisfied.  A trend related to the five dimensions of job satisfaction 

was not observed in the mean values between enrollment categories.  Recommendations from 

this study suggest replication using a survey other than the MSQ as it was designed over 25 years 

ago for employees in business and industry.  Also recommended was the addition of open-ended 

questions to the survey which could lead to more insightful findings. 

Newby (1999) assessed the general satisfaction level of 188 middle school principals in 

Virginia as measured by the MSQ.  Newby began by measuring the levels of satisfaction of 

middle school principals according to specific demographic variables such as gender, age, 

degree, experience, school location, and school size.  Middle school principals’ job satisfaction 

was measured according to the 20 dimensions measured on the MSQ.  Results of the 

demographic variables were then compared to the results of the 20 dimensions to reveal any 

significant relationships.  A mean score of 3.65 (SD= .57) for the principals’ General Satisfaction 

indicated that these principals were “Satisfied” (3.00-3.99) with their positions.  All the General 

Satisfaction scores were within the “Satisfied” range with regard to the demographic variables.  

When examining the mean scores of the 20 dimensions of the MSQ, a range of “Slightly 

Satisfied” (2.00-2.99) to “Very Satisfied” (4.00-4.99) was revealed.  The dimension of 

Compensation ranked the lowest (M= 2.83, SD= .94) and Social Service ranked the highest (M= 

4.19, SD= .73).  Demographically, females along with older and younger principals were 

significantly more satisfied than males with Activity and Variety.  Principals with specialist 

degrees were significantly more satisfied with achievement than those principals with masters 

and doctorates.  The research revealed that middle principals who work in suburban schools were 



 

42 

significantly more satisfied with Compensation, Supervision, and Working Conditions than those 

principals who worked in urban or rural schools.  Principals at schools considered large (over 

800 students) were significantly more satisfied with General Satisfaction, Advancement and 

Security than those who worked with smaller student populations. 

Newby (1999) recommended more research on job satisfaction in the principalship.  As 

the nation continues to promote high-stakes testing, the relationship of student performance and 

job satisfaction could be examined.  Further recommendations include a comparison study 

between high school, middle school, and elementary school principals’ satisfaction and finally, 

the integration of more qualitative data with interviews and open-ended survey questions. 

Stemple (2004) replicated Newby (1999) to examine job satisfaction among high school 

principals in Virginia.  Using the (MSQ), Stemple analyzed the job satisfaction of 183 high 

school principals in relation to gender, age, and salary, number of assistant principals, years as a 

principal, tenure, school socio-economic status, and school size.  Principals were least satisfied 

with compensation (M= 12.84; SD= 4.62) and most satisfied with being of service to others 

(M=19.39; SD =3.77).  A significant predictor of job satisfaction was the number of assistant 

principals.  Those principals who reported five or more assistant principals had significantly 

higher levels of satisfaction (M=69.70; SD=15.93) than those who had less than two (M=65.14; 

SD= 12.62).   

Sodoma (2005) conducted a study that examined the job satisfaction of Iowa public 

school principals.  This study contrasted the job satisfaction of current principals to the 

perceptions found in a study from 1999.  The analysis included demographic variables of sex, 

years served as a principal, years served in present school, and school type. Using Hertzberg’s 

Motivation and Hygiene Factor theory, the researcher examined the relationship between overall 
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job satisfaction and leadership and management tasks to determine if there was a significant 

change from 1999 to 2005.  The population included principals working in public elementary, 

middle/junior high, and high schools.  A 76% response rate was achieved in the 1999 study; the 

2005 study yielded a response rate of 64%.  

The results showed that principals were more satisfied in 2005 than those surveyed in 

1999 even though principals in 2005 had more responsibilities and greater accountability.  Both 

studies found that principals were very satisfied with their relationships with teachers, parents, 

administrative teams/cabinet, board of education, and with the quality of their relationship with 

the superintendent and their sense of achievement.  Areas generating less satisfaction for the 

principal included the time commitment that the community places on the principal, salary, and 

the community image of school administrators.  Both studies revealed less satisfaction with the 

time demands on the principalship and reported a trend that principals were spending more time 

on management duties than leadership tasks.  Contradicting Herzberg’s theory, the results 

showed that principals were more satisfied with hygiene factors than with motivation, and 

principals who spent more time on management and leadership activities were overall more 

satisfied.  

Wheelis’ (2005) study examined the relationship between School Performance Scores 

(SPS) and job satisfaction of principals in Louisiana.  The sample (1328 elementary, middle and 

high school principals in Louisiana) was surveyed using the Short Form Minnesota Satisfaction 

Questionnaire (MSQ) in addition to three demographic questions and three open-ended 

questions.  Results from Wheelis (2005) revealed no significant difference in intrinsic, extrinsic, 

and general satisfaction levels with regard to gender, size of school, type of school, highest 

degree earned, or socioeconomic label of the school.  A significant relationship was found 
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between general job satisfaction and intrinsic job satisfaction, extrinsic job satisfaction, 

socioeconomic label and type of school.  Additional responses indicated that time management, 

amount of paperwork, and instructional leader versus manager were their greatest challenges.  

According to Wheelis, the most satisfying aspect of the job was the students themselves and the 

opportunity to work closely with them. 

Border (2004) studied job satisfaction within a sample of Florida’s middle school 

assistant principals’ as a factor in maintaining an administrative workforce in the future.  Eighty 

(80) middle school assistant principals from six school districts were surveyed using the Job 

Descriptive Index (JDI) developed by Bowling Green State University.  Results revealed that a 

majority (90%) of the assistant principals were satisfied with their positions.  The greatest degree 

of satisfaction (83%) was in relation to the supervision they received at work along with their 

relationships with colleagues (82%).  The participants were least satisfied (50%) with salary and 

promotion considerations.  Work, pay, promotion, supervision, people, and the job in general had 

a negative correlation to tenure.  The analysis also revealed that 42.5% of the assistant principals 

desired to become principals in the future.  

Brogan (2003) studied the job satisfaction of 128 high school principals in Idaho using 

the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire Short Form (MSQ).  The study included 13 

demographic questions pertaining to school enrollment, gender, years in current position, years 

of experience as a high school principal, highest degree earned, geographic region, and ethnicity.  

Participants were also asked if they would be willing to change professions if another job 

opportunity became available in the next 12 months.  Results of the study found a small level of 

difference between high school principals related to gender in their general job satisfaction with 

males (M=78.43, SD=8.96) having marginally higher levels of satisfaction than females 



 

45 

(M=75.81, SD=10.22).   Principals with more experience as well as those who had the most 

support (i.e., highest number of vice/assistant principals) reported higher levels of general 

satisfaction than their counterparts.  The level of education of the principal was reported to have 

no significant relationship to general job satisfaction. 

Greska (2003) used the Job Descriptive Index (JDI) and the Job in General (JIG) to 

assess the level of job satisfaction of middle school assistant principals in North Carolina.  

Selected demographic variables including age, ethnicity, level of education, number of years as 

an assistant principal, salary, school location, number of students on free and reduced-priced 

meals, and school performance results were examined.  Results indicated no significant 

relationship between overall job satisfaction and the demographic variables; although the level of 

satisfaction did vary based on the assistant principals’ future plans and primary duties at the time.  

Overall, the participants indicated they were satisfied with their work, opportunity for 

advancement, supervision, relationship with co-workers, and the job in general.  Assistant 

principals in this study had a neutral or ambivalent response to salary. 

Barry (2002) studied high school principals in Michigan by analyzing job satisfaction and 

its relationship with principals’ leadership styles.  The study revealed that male principals were 

more satisfied with their ability to be promoted than female principals.  The relationship between 

job satisfaction and salary revealed that those principals who were paid more were more 

satisfied.  Those principals in larger schools scored significantly higher in transformational 

leadership than those in smaller schools.  Younger principals had less individualized 

consideration for others than principals over 46 years of age.  The study also revealed that a 

principal’s job satisfaction increased when the principal’s leadership style was high in 

Inspirational Motivation (IM), Individualized Consideration (IC), Idealized Influence (II), and 
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Intellectual Stimulation (IS)—the transformational leadership styles.  Job satisfaction was low 

when principals used the transactional leadership styles of Management by Exception (ME) and 

Laissez-Faire (LF). 

Sablatura (2002) studied the differences between urban, suburban, and rural principals by 

comparing job satisfaction among the groups, their professional commitment and willingness to 

pursue other principalships.  This study also examined what job satisfaction factors were most 

closely related to the principals overall job satisfaction.  Results showed that principals were well 

satisfied with stakeholders and the sense of challenge and accomplishment derived from their 

jobs, and that they were moderately satisfied with their relationships with their supervisors and 

other district personnel.  All groups were less satisfied with salary, but the urban and rural 

principals were significantly less satisfied with compensation than the suburban principals.  

Variables included age, sex, ethnicity, highest degree earned, administrative experience, campus 

level, enrollment, percent of minority students and job satisfaction factors. 

Brady (2001) surveyed 162 principals in California to examine self-perceptions of the 

school’s organizational effectiveness, job performance, level of satisfaction and stress, as they 

related to the job itself.  Significant relationships between job satisfaction and school 

effectiveness, stress, and perceived performance were discovered.  Perceived job performance 

was related to length of time in current position and years as a principal.  The longer a principal 

was in the position, the level of one’s perceived performance increased.  No relationship was 

found between job satisfaction and level of school’s effectiveness, stress and perceived job 

performance with the intention to leave in the near future.  The majority of participants in this 

study reported their schools to be effective with high levels of perceived job performance and an 

overall satisfaction with their positions.  



 

47 

Bryant (2001) also performed a comparison study of principals in low performing or 

exemplary schools under the North Carolina’s standards and accountability program.  The study 

was conducted using the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) and demographic 

variables included gender, age, years of work experience, level of education, and 23 sub-test 

scales designed to measure facets of job satisfaction.  Results of the study demonstrated no 

relationship between general job satisfaction and level of education, years of work experience, 

and the performance rating of their schools; significant differences were found when male and 

female participants were compared separately in relation to their job satisfaction scores.  Age, 

gender, educational level, and activity were variables found to be predictors of general job 

satisfaction for principals from both school performance groups.   

Principals and Job Satisfaction Summary 

In review, the research results of what contributes to job satisfaction are mixed.  The 

examination of research has shown many demographic factors that contribute to higher job 

satisfaction including: gender, in particular being male (Delgado, 2001; Barry, 2002; Brogan, 

2003); opportunity for promotion (Barry, 2002); relationship with superiors (Sablatura, 2002; 

Border, 2004); years of experience (Brady, 2001; Brogan,2003); social service (Newby, 1999; 

Stemple, 2004; Turner, 2006); and the number of assistant principals (Brogan, 2003; Stemple, 

2004).  The factors that contributed to job dissatisfaction include: low pay (Barry, 2002; 

Sablatura, 2002; Border, 2004; Stemple, 2004), job security (Turner, 2006), and time demands 

(Sodoma, 2005; Wheelis, 2005).  The review of research also revealed factors that had no 

significant effect on job satisfaction, including level of education (Bryant, 2001; Brogan, 2003; 

Greska, 2003; Wheelis, 2005), and the school performance category (Bryant, 2001; Wheelis, 

2005). 
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Summary 

 Principals are integral to the success of America’s middle schools.  Increasing attrition 

rates caused by job stress is a growing concern for a position that is consistently recognized as 

essential to the overall success of every school (Baughman, 1996). High-stakes, sweeping federal 

and state education reforms have added to the job demands of the middle school principal.  It is 

important to examine the factors that enhance or detract from middle school principals’ job 

satisfaction.  

The role of the principal has been studied for several decades and is continually 

scrutinized as new federal, state, and local mandates are enforced.  The principal is part of a 

complex social system and expectations of this role vary depending on the audience (Drake & 

Roe, 1999).  These expectations require that the principal is able to perform a myriad of duties in 

order to accommodate internal and external stakeholders.  In order to be effective, it is vital for 

educational leaders to understand what influences human motivation in order to manipulate 

internal and external sources within an organization to create an effective working climate.  

Motivation is directly related to job satisfaction.   Hersey, Blanchard, and Johnson (1996) 

explain that job satisfaction is a very important factor when looking at what motivates people to 

work.  Understanding what motivates people to work and how this relates to job satisfaction are 

key elements in improving educational excellence (Pardee, 1990).  Employees seek different 

things from their jobs and there are a variety of leadership styles that will help to motivate and 

encourage workers.  It is important for leaders to understand what factors contribute to their own 

effective or ineffective practices in order to maximize productivity of their subordinates and 

create an environment where people feel valued and satisfied.  
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  Today’s middle school principals must have an understanding of what motivates their 

teachers and students as they face public scrutiny like no other time in history.   Since the middle 

school concept was developed by Eichhorn (1966) and Alexander (Alexander & Williams, 1965) 

the role of the middle school principal continues to evolve, but a clear common thread is 

emerging that principals must be able to create a quality environment in the school where 

teachers, staff and students feel valued and are satisfied with their work.  The design of this study 

is examined in Chapter 3. 
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CHAPTER 3  
DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

 
The purpose of this study was to determine the degree of job satisfaction among the 

middle school principals in Central Florida and to identify the factors that enhance or detract 

from job satisfaction and organizational climate.  Further, the study examined if there was a 

difference in means for job satisfaction by analyzing demographic variables including: the 

principals’ gender, age, and ethnicity; the principals’ level of education, length of time as a 

principal, length of time in current position, annual salary, participation in an induction program, 

and assignment of a mentor; and the district, school location (urban, suburban or rural), school 

size, percent of students on free and reduced lunch, and Florida A+ Plan grades designated for 

the past three years.  This chapter presents a description of the research methodology. 

Research Questions 

Data was obtained from middle school principals using an electronic survey.  The survey 

was based on the following research questions. 

1.  To what extent do middle school principals report the presence of seven identified 
organizational climate factors (internal communication, organizational structure, political 
climate, professional development opportunities, evaluation, promotion, and regard for 
personal concern) in their school district? 

 
2.  Using the same seven climate factors, how satisfied are middle school principals with 
the organizational climate in their school districts? 

 
3.  How important are the five identified job satisfaction variables (participation in 
decision making; autonomy, power and control; relationships with colleagues; salary and 
benefits; and professional effectiveness) to middle school principals in the performance 
of their duties? 

 
4.  What is the relationship between the measures of job satisfaction and organizational 
climate factors, as well as job satisfaction with the position among the Central Florida 
middle school principals? 

 
5.  Do the importance and satisfaction ratings of institutional and position characteristics 
differ for middle school principals related to the following demographic variables: the 
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principals’ gender, age, and ethnicity; the principals’ level of education, length of time as 
a principal, length of time in current position, annual salary, participation in an induction 
program, and assignment of a mentor; and the district, school location (urban, suburban 
or rural), school size, percent of students on free and reduced lunch, and Florida A+ Plan 
grades designated for the past three years? 

 
Methodology 

 To explore these research questions, several surveys were reviewed from existing studies 

on job satisfaction and organizational climate constructs (Levy, 1989; Palmer, 1995; Chappell, 

1995; Evans, 1996; DeMichele, 1998; Lawrence, 2003; Peek, 2003; Stephens, 2004; Sofianos, 

2005; Reynolds, 2006).  Chappell’s (1995) survey was adapted to address the specific population 

of middle school principals.   

 Part I addressed demographic information about the middle school principal. It was 

divided into three parts: principal demographics, education/experience demographics and 

school/district demographics.  In Part II A middle school principals were asked to respond to 

questions that addressed the level or degree to which organizational climate factors were present 

in their district.  In Part II B middle school principals rated their satisfaction with each of the 

organizational climate factors as it related to their district.  In Part II C middle school principals 

rated the importance of job satisfaction factors as they related to their position, and in Part II D 

middle school principals were asked to give an overall satisfaction rating for their school and 

district.  Part III was a short-response question that provided participants with an opportunity to 

express, in their own words, different aspects that could be added or eliminated from their 

position that would increase their overall job satisfaction.   

Population 

 The population for this study included all public middle school principals in seven  

Central Florida counties (N=97).  The sample included those middle school principals who 
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completed the electronic survey (N=51).  Prior to selection, the researcher coded all potential 

candidates according to their district and school.  The desired response rate as established by the 

researcher was 51%. 

Procedure for Data Collection 

 Prior to the collection of data, a copy of the survey instrument was submitted to the 

University of Florida Institutional Review Board for Research with Human Subjects (UFIRB).  

After UFIRB approval had been obtained, the researcher assigned all potential participants a user 

ID and password and the survey was e-mailed with letters of invitation and approval from the 

superintendent.  The letter of invitation explained the role of the researcher and the anticipated 

role of each participant, giving information regarding how to access the survey.  When 

participants visited the web site for completion of the instrument, they were asked to give their 

consent by clicking on “I agree” prior to having access to the questionnaire.  Participants were 

informed that they could decline participation or skip any questions they believed to be 

inappropriate.  They were informed that all responses were confidential to the extent provided by 

law.  They completed the questionnaire and demographic questions electronically and submitted 

it to a secure server at the University of Florida.  After two weeks time, 20 principals had 

responded to the electronic survey yielding a response rate of 21%.  The researcher sent a 

reminder e-mail to all principals who had not yet completed the survey.  The e-mail notice 

contained the link to the web site for completion of the instrument on-line.  After the third week, 

42 principals had responded to the electronic survey yielding a response rate of 43%.  A third 

and final e-mail was sent to all principals who had not responded.  After four weeks, 51 

principals had responded yielding a final response rate of 53%. 
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Instrumentation 

 The survey used in this study was adapted from Chappell’s (1995) study on job 

satisfaction and organizational climate factors in the higher education work place.  Chappell 

substantiated the instrument’s reliability, validity and consistency by field testing.  The 

instrument’s consistency was established using a pre/post test model.  The validation process 

requested the input of 9 participants, 8 of whom completed both assessments.  After comparing 

results from the first test administration to the second test administration, the field test produced 

a correlation coefficient as high as 0.942.  In addition, a Pearson Product-Moment Correlation 

analysis affirmed that the questions were unambiguous and logical, and sufficient correlations 

existed between the responses of the first and second test administrations.   

The adapted survey used in this study tested the same theoretical constructs on middle 

school principals in Central Florida.  A question was added to provide the participants with the 

opportunity to express in their own words different aspects that could be added or eliminated 

from their position that would increase their overall job satisfaction.  The amended survey was 

sent to a panel of six district administrators who previously held the position of middle school 

principal.  The administrators were asked to review the clarity of the questions, the perceived 

comfort level in responding to the question for middle school principals, and the accuracy of the 

terminology as it related to the position of the school principal.  The researcher utilized the 

recommendations of the panel in the final instrument. 

Organizational Climate Factors 

 The construct of organizational climate that was tested utilized the following seven 

identified organizational climate constructs: 

1.  Internal communication defined as the school district’s formal interaction process 
      between the faculty, staff and the district.  
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2.  Organizational structure defined as the school district’s hierarchy of structure. 

 
3.  Political climate defined as the nature and complexity of the school district’s internal 

      and external policies.  
 

4.  Professional development opportunities defined as the chance for principals to 
      participate in personal trainings to enhance job performance.  
 

5.  Evaluation defined as the school district’s procedure for assessing the performance of 
      middle school principals.  
 

6.  Promotion defined as the school district’s commitment to internal promotion and 
      advancement from within the organization.  
 

7.  Regard for personal concern defined as the school district’s sensitivity to and regard 
      for middle school principals’ well-being. 
 

Job Satisfaction Variables 
 

 The construct of job satisfaction was examined in relationship to the seven organizational 

climate factors previously mentioned.  The following is a list of the identified job satisfaction 

variables: 

1.  Participation in decision making defined as the district’s executive processes and the 
middle school principal’s opportunity for involvement in the process. 

 
2.  Autonomy, power and control defined as the degree of independence, authority, and 
jurisdiction held by middle school principals.  

 
3. Relationship with colleagues defined as the quality of the principals’ interactions with 
peers, subordinates, and supervisors. 

 
4.  Salary and benefits defined as the wages and insurance plans for middle school 
principals. 

  
5.  Professional effectiveness defined as the perceived overall efficiency of middle 
school principals in their job. 

 
Statistical Analysis 

Descriptive statistics and cross tabulations were used to describe the sample population.  

To address questions 1-3, data concerning the presence of climate factors, satisfaction with 
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climate factors and the importance of job satisfaction variables were examined to produce a 

descriptive profile of middle school principals in Central Florida.  Question four was answered 

using the Pearson Product-Moment Correlation to analyze the relationship between the job 

satisfaction variables and organizational climate factors for middle school principals in Central 

Florida.  Finally, question 5 was addressed using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to examine the 

demographic variables including: gender, age, ethnicity, level of education, length of time as a 

principal and length of time in current position, annual salary, participation in an induction 

program, assignment of a mentor; and the school size, type, Florida A+ Plan grades designated 

for the past three years, socioeconomic status and district (independent variables) on the 

importance and satisfaction ratings of institutional and position characteristics (dependent 

variables) .  

Summary 

 This study tested the theories and constructs of organizational climate and its relationship 

with job satisfaction as applied to middle school principals in Central Florida.  Several studies 

have been conducted in other states using the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire to assess job 

satisfaction of school principals (Newby, 1999; Bryant, 2001; Brogan, 2003; Wheeler, 2005; 

Turner, 2006).  This study examined the presence, level of satisfaction, and overall importance of 

organizational climate factors and five identified job satisfaction variables in Central Florida 

school district as perceived by middle school principals. The relationship of these two constructs 

and specific demographic data were also determined.  Results of this study are reported in 

Chapter 4. 
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CHAPTER 4 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

 
The purpose of this study was to determine the degree of job satisfaction among the 

middle school principals in Central Florida and to identify the factors that enhance or detract 

from job satisfaction and organizational climate.  Further, the study examined if there was a 

difference in means for job satisfaction by analyzing demographic variables including: the 

principals’ gender, age, and ethnicity; the principals’ level of education, length of time as a 

principal, length of time in current position, annual salary, participation in an induction program, 

and assignment of a mentor; and the district, school location (urban, suburban or rural), school 

size, percent of students on free and reduced lunch, and Florida A+ Plan grades designated for 

the past three years.  Specifically, this study addressed the following 5 questions. 

1.  To what extent do middle school principals report the presence of seven identified 
organizational climate factors (internal communication, organizational structure, political 
climate, professional development opportunities, evaluation, promotion, and regard for 
personal concern) in their school district? 

 
2.  Using the same seven climate factors, how satisfied are middle school principals with 
the organizational climate in their school districts? 

 
3.  How important are the five identified job satisfaction variables (participation in 
decision making; autonomy, power and control; relationships with colleagues; salary and 
benefits; and professional effectiveness) to middle school principals in the performance 
of their duties? 

 
4.  What is the relationship between the measures of job satisfaction and organizational 
climate factors, as well as job satisfaction with the position among the Central Florida 
middle school principals? 

 
5.  Do the importance and satisfaction ratings of institutional and position characteristics 
differ for middle school principals related to the following demographic variables: the 
principals’ gender, age, and ethnicity; the principals’ level of education, length of time as 
a principal, length of time in current position, annual salary, participation in an induction 
program, and assignment of a mentor; and the district, school location (urban, suburban 
or rural), school size, percent of students on free and reduced lunch, and Florida A+ Plan 
grades designated for the past three years? 
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Survey Responses 
 

 Ninety-seven (97) electronic surveys were sent via e-mail to middle school principals in 

Central Florida.  A letter of invitation explained the role of the researcher and the anticipated role 

of each participant, giving information regarding how to access the survey.  When participants 

visited the web site for completion of the instrument, they were asked to give their consent by 

clicking on “I agree” prior to having access to the questionnaire.  Participants were informed that 

they could decline participation or skip any questions they believed to be inappropriate.  They 

were informed that all responses were kept confidential to the extent provided by law.  They 

completed the questionnaire and demographic questions electronically and submitted it to a 

secure server at the University of Florida.   

Some returned surveys had missing items, however, all responses were recorded and 

utilized in the analysis.  After two weeks time, 20 principals had responded to the electronic 

survey yielding a response rate of 21%.  The researcher sent a reminder e-mail to all principals 

who did not yet complete the survey.  The e-mail notice contained the link to the web site for 

completion of the instrument on-line.  After the third week, 42 principals had responded to the 

electronic survey yielding a response rate of 43%.  A third and final e-mail was sent to all 

principals who had not responded.  After four weeks, 51 principals had responded yielding a 

final response rate of 53%. 

 The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), version 15.0, was used and 

provided; (a) comprehensive calculation of descriptive statistics, (b) frequency distributions, (c) 

correlation coefficients, and (d) analysis of variance.  All procedures were calculated using an 

alpha level of (<.05*) and/or (< .01**).  All significant p values and correlations have been 

marked with an asterisk (*) or double asterisk (**) on all the tables.   
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Profile for Middle School Principals in Central Florida 

Gender 

            Table 4-1 provides the distribution of middle school principal respondents in Central 

Florida according to gender.  Fifty-one (51) respondents answered this survey question. As 

displayed in Table 4-1, the majority (29, 56.9%) were male compared with 22 (43.1%) female. 

Age 

 Table 4-2 shows the age distribution of middle school respondent principals in Central 

Florida.  A total of 48 respondents answered this survey question.  Of these, 27 (56.3%) reported 

themselves under the age of 50, and 21 (43.7%) reported being over the age of 51. 

Ethnicity 

 Table 4-3 delineates the distribution of responding middle school principals in Central 

Florida according to their ethnicity.  Fifty (50) respondents answered this question.  Of these, 42 

(84.0%) were white, 7 (14.0%) were black and 1 (2.0%) responded as multi-racial. 

Level of Education 

 Table 4-4 provides the distribution of middle school principals (N=51) in Central Florida 

according to level of education.  Of these, 33 (64.7%) reported they held a masters degree, 4 

(7.8%) held a specialist degree and 14 (27.5%) held a doctorate degree.  

Number of Years as a Principal 

 Table 4-5 shows the distribution of middle school principals in Central Florida according 

to years of service as a principal.  A total of 50 respondents answered this survey question.  Of 

these, 7 (14.0%) indicated they had been a principal for less than one year, 14 (28.0%) have been 

a principal between 1-3 years, 18 (36.0%) reported serving as a principal for 4-7 years, 3 (6.0%) 
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reported 8-10 years of service and 8 (16.0%) reported more than 10 years of service as a 

principal. 

Number of Years as a Principal in Current Middle School 

 Table 4-6 shows the distribution of middle school principals in Central Florida according 

to years of service as a principal in their current school.  A total of 50 respondents answered this 

survey question.  Of these, 9 (18.0%) indicated that they have worked in their current school for 

less than one year, 22 (44.0%) have served their school between 1-3 years, 13 (26.0%) have 

served 4-7 years, 4 (8.0%) have served 8-10 years while 2 (4.0%) reported having worked in 

their current middle school for more than 10 years . 

Salary 

 Table 4-7 shows a distribution of middle school principals in Central Florida according to 

salary.  A total of 51 respondents answered this survey question.  One (2.0%) indicated they had 

an annual salary less that $70,000, 15 (29.4%) reported an annual salary between $70,000-

$79,999, 24 (47.0%) reported an annual salary between $80,000-$89,999, 10 (19.6%) reported 

an annual salary between $90,000-$99,999 and 1 (2.0%) reported an annual salary above 

$100,000. 

Participation in a Principal Induction Program 

 Table 4-8 indicates a distribution of middle school principals in Central Florida according 

to whether they participated in a principal induction program.  Of the 51 respondents, 37 (72.5%) 

responded that they had participated in a principal induction program prior to becoming a 

principal, 3 (5.9%) indicated they participated in a principal induction program after becoming a 

principal, 8 (15.7%) responded they participated in a principal induction program both before 
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and after becoming a principal, and 3 (5.9%) responded that they had not participated in a 

principal induction program. 

Assignment of a Mentor 

 Table 4-9 provides the distribution of the 51 middle school principal respondents in 

Central Florida according to whether they were assigned a mentor after becoming a principal.  

The majority (29, 56.9%) were assigned a mentor compared with 22 (43.1%) who were not 

assigned a mentor. 

District 

 Table 4-10 provides the distribution of middle school principals in Central Florida 

according to the district where they work.  A total of 51 respondents, representing 6 of the 7 

counties surveyed, answered this question.  Nearly half (25) of the respondents represented one 

county.  Three counties were represented by 9, 8 and 5 respondents, while the other two counties 

had 3 and 1 respondents. 

School Classification by Location 

 Table 4-11 indicates the distribution of middle school principals in Central Florida 

according to the area (rural, suburban, urban) in which the school is located.  Of the 50 

respondents, 10 (20.0%) indicated the school where they worked was located in a rural area, 28 

(56.0%) indicated their school was located in a suburban area and 12 (24.0%) indicated their 

school was located in an urban area. 

Size of Student Population 

 Table 4-12 reports the distribution of 51 middle school principal respondents according to 

the size of the student population in their school.  Of the 51 respondents, nearly 70% indicated 

school sizes in excess of 1000 students.  Thirty-two principals (62.7%) reported 1000-1500 
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students, 3 principals (5.9%) reported more that 1500 students.  One (1) principal (2.0%) 

reported a school population of less than 500 students.  The remaining 15 principals (29.4%) had 

schools with 500-999 students enrolled.  While these school sizes may appear large, they are 

representative of middle schools in Florida. 

Percent of Student Population Receiving Free or Reduced Lunch 

 Table 4-13 documents the distribution of middle school principal respondents (N=51) 

according to the percentage of students in their school receiving free or reduced lunch.  Of these, 

8 (15.7%) indicated a free and reduced lunch rate between 0-25%, 21 (41.2%) indicated this rate 

was between 26-50%, 13 (25.5%) indicated this rate was between 51-75%, and 9 (17.6%) 

indicated a free and reduced lunch rate between 76-100%. 

FCAT Grade for Past Three Years 

 Table 4-14 shows the number of FCAT “A” grades the principals’ school has earned 

from the Florida Department of Education during the past three years.  Of the 50 respondents, 17 

(34.0%) reported that their middle school did not score an A rating during the past three years, 

11 (22.0%) scored one A rating during that time, 6 (12.0%) scored two A ratings and 16 (32.0%) 

scored an A rating each of the last three years. 

Research Question 1 

 The first research question asked to what extent middle school principals report the 

presence of seven identified organizational climate factors.  The seven organizational climate 

variables under investigation are listed below and coded as follows: 

• IC:  Internal Communication 
• OS:  Organizational Structure 
• PC:  Political Climate 
• PD:  Professional Development Opportunities 
• EVAL:  Evaluation 
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• PRO:  Promotion 
• RPC:  Regard for Personal Concern 

 
Respondents were asked to rate presence of the seven organizational climate variables using a 5-

point Likert scale: 5 represented very high; 4 represented high; 3 represented moderate; 2 

represented low; and 1 represented very low presence of the organizational climate variable in 

their school district.  The mean and standard deviation for each variable is reported in Table 4-

15.  In descending order, the mean responses for the seven variables are: professional 

development (4.53), organizational structure (4.45), internal communication (4.02), evaluation 

(3.88), regard for personal concern (3.84), political climate (3.78), and promotion (3.76).  Three 

was the neutral value and all variables had a mean greater than 3 indicating that each variable 

was perceived to have an above average level of presence in their school district.  A description 

of the results of each factor follows. 

Internal Communication 

 Table 4-16 provides the distribution of responses from 51 middle school principal 

respondents in Central Florida to the openness of internal communication in their school district 

which is defined as the school district’s formal interaction processes between faculty, staff and 

the district.  Of these, 17 principals (33.3%) indicated their district had very high open 

communication, 22 principals (43.1%) rated communication as high open, 9 (17.7%) reported 

some open internal communication, 2 (3.9%) rated communication as usually closed and 1 

(2.0%) reported very closed internal communication in their school district. Overall, a vast 

majority (48, 94.1%) of the middle school principals responding to this question perceived 

internal communication in their school district to have very high, high, or some openness, while 

only 3 (5.9%) identified such communication as usually closed or very closed.  
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Organizational Structure 

 Table 4-17 provides the distribution of responses from 51 middle school principals in 

Central Florida according to the presence of organizational structure (the hierarchy or chain of 

command) in their school district.  Of these respondents, 27 (53.0%) indicated their districts 

were very highly structured, 20 (39.2%) rated the structure as high, and 4 (7.8%) rated the 

structure as moderate.  None of the principals responding to this survey reported the 

organizational structure of their school district as loose or very loose. 

Political Climate 

 Table 4-18 provides the distribution of responses from 50 middle school principals in 

Central Florida to the nature and complexity of the school district’s political climate including 

internal and external policies and whether their presence in their school district is highly political 

or not highly political. Of these, 11 (22.0%) indicated the political climate was very high, 23 

(46.0%) rated the climate high, 11 (22.0%) rated it as moderate, 4 (8.0%) reported low presence 

of political climate and 1 (2.0%) rated the political climate in their school district as very low.  

Most (90.0%) of the middle school principal respondents perceived political climate to be 

moderate or higher. 

Professional Development Opportunities 

 Table 4-19 provides the distribution of responses from middle school principals in 

Central Florida according to the encouragement they receive to participate in professional 

development opportunities in their school district.  All 51 respondents (100%) rated their 

encouragement to participate in professional development opportunities as moderate (4, 7.8%), 

high (16, 31.4%) or very high (31, 60.8%).  No middle school principals in Central Florida 
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reported that they were not encouraged to participate in professional development provided by 

their school district.  

Evaluation 

 Table 4-20 provides the distribution of responses from middle school principals in 

Central Florida according to how supportive the evaluation process or district’s procedure for 

assessing principal performance is in their school district.  Only 4 of the 51 principal respondents 

reported the support they received was low (2, 3.9%) or very low (2, 3.9%).  Moderate support 

was reported by 12 (23.5%) principals, and 35 (68.7%) felt they received high or very high 

support through the evaluation process in their school district.  

Promotion 

 Table 4-21 provides the distribution of responses from middle school principals in 

Central Florida according to their district’s commitment to internal promotion and advancement 

within their school district. No principals reported a very low commitment from their district 

regarding opportunities for promotion, although 4 principals (7.8%) did report such commitment 

as low.  The 47 remaining principals reported their district’s commitment level regarding 

opportunities for promotion as moderate (15, 29.4%), high (21, 41.2%), or very high (11, 

21.6%). 

 Regard for Personal Concern 

 Table 4-22 provides the distribution of responses from middle school principals in 

Central Florida according to the level of sensitivity by their school district for each principal’s 

personal well-being. Twenty (20) principals (39.2%) indicated a very high level of sensitivity 

regarding their personal well-being by their school district, 15 principals (29.4%) rated that 

sensitivity as high, 7 (13.7%) rated the level of sensitivity as moderate, 6 (11.8%) rated it as low 
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and 3 (5.9%) rated the sensitivity as very low. Overall, most (82.3%) of the middle school 

principals responding to this question perceived the level of sensitivity for principals’ well-being 

by their school district to be moderate, high or very high. 

Summary of Research Question 1 Results 

 Table 4-23 shows the percent of responses from middle school principals in Central 

Florida who selected a rating of “high” or “very high” for each of the seven variables used to 

define organizational climate.  Professional development opportunities and organizational 

structure were the variables most frequently rated as high or very high (92.2%) by the principal 

respondents.  In descending order, the frequency responses for the other 5 variables are: internal 

communication (76.4%), evaluation (68.7%), regard for personal concern (68.6%), political 

climate (67.0%), and promotion (62.8%). 

 Table 4-24 provides an analysis of the factors that were perceived to be present with 

regard to organizational climate.  A Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlation was done to more 

wholly understand the relationship among these climate factors.  If the p value was less than 0.05 

(and/or) less than 0.01, significant correlations were noted by a single asterisk for 0.05* or a 

double asterisk for 0.01**.  Results were based on two-tailed tests.  Correlations so noted could 

be negative and significant or positive and significant.  There were no significant positive 

correlations at the 0.05 level.  There were negative significant correlations at the .05 level 

between internal communication and political climate (-.324) and between political climate and 

evaluation (-.335).  Positive significant correlation occurred at the .01 level between internal 

communication and evaluation (.441), internal communication and promotion (.396), internal 

communication and regard for personal concern (.455), professional development opportunities 

and evaluation (.427), evaluation and promotion (.516), evaluation and regard for personal 
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concern (.595) and promotion and regard for personal concern (.622).  There were negative 

significant correlations at the .01 level between political climate and promotion (-.398), and 

political climate and regard for personal concern (-.431). 

Research Question 2 

 The second research question asked to what extent middle school principals are satisfied 

with the organizational climate in their school district.  The same climate variables were applied.  

The seven climate variables under investigation are listed below and coded as follows: 

• IC:  Internal Communication 
• OS:  Organizational Structure 
• PC:  Political Climate 
• PD:  Professional Development Opportunities 
• EVAL:  Evaluation 
• PRO:  Promotion 
• RPC:  Regard for Personal Concern 

 
Respondents were asked to rate the seven variables using a 5-point Likert scale, with 5 

representing very high satisfaction; 4 representing high satisfaction; 3 representing moderate 

satisfaction; 2 representing low satisfaction; and 1 representing very low satisfaction with the 

organizational climate in their school district.  The mean and standard deviation for each variable 

is reported in Table 4-25.  In descending order, the mean responses for the seven variables are: 

professional development (4.30), regard for personal concern (3.98), organizational structure 

(3.94), internal communication (3.86), evaluation (3.82), promotion (3.59), and political climate 

(3.43).  Three was the neutral value and all variables had a mean greater than 3.  A description of 

the responses to each variable follows. 

Internal Communication 

 Table 4-26 provides the distribution of responses from middle school principals in 

Central Florida to their satisfaction with internal communication as part of the organizational 
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climate in their school district. A total of 50 respondents answered this survey question.  Of 

these, 13 (26.0%) rated their satisfaction with internal communication as very high, 21 (42.0%) 

rated their satisfaction as high, 12 (24.0%) rated their satisfaction as moderate, and 4 (8.0%) 

reported their satisfaction with internal communication in their school district as low.  An overall 

majority (46, 92.0%) of the middle school principals responding to this variable perceived their 

satisfaction with internal communication in their school district to be moderate, high or very 

high. 

Organizational Structure 

 Table 4-27 provides the distribution of responses from 51 middle school principals in 

Central Florida to the satisfaction with organizational structure (the school district’s chain of 

command) as part of the district’s organizational climate. Of these 51 respondents, 17 (33.3%) 

rated a very high level of satisfaction with organizational structure as a variable of organizational 

climate in their school district, 19 principals (37.3%) rated satisfaction as high, 10 (19.6%) rated 

it as moderate, and 5 (9.8%) rated low satisfaction with organizational structure as a variable in 

organizational climate in their school district.  Overall, 46 (90.2%) of the middle school 

principals responding to this variable perceived their satisfaction with the organizational 

structure in their school district to be either high, very high, or moderate. 

Political Climate 

 Table 4-28 provides the distribution of responses from 51 middle school principals in 

Central Florida according to their satisfaction with how the political climate, including the nature 

and complexity of internal and external policies, affects the organizational climate in their school 

district.  Of these 51 responses, 28 (54.9%) indicated very high or high satisfaction with how the 

political climate affects the organizational climate in their school district, 10 (19.6%) rated their 
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satisfaction as moderate, and 13 (25.5%) rated it low or very low.  A slight majority (54.9%) of 

the middle school principals who responded to this organizational climate variable perceived 

their satisfaction with the political climate in their school district as either high or very high, 

while (45.1%) of the respondents perceived their satisfaction with the political climate as 

moderate, low or very low in their school district. 

Professional Development Opportunities 

 Table 4-29 shows the distribution of responses from middle school principals in Central 

Florida to satisfaction with the professional development opportunities variable as a contributor 

to the organizational climate in their school district. Fifty (50) respondents answered this survey 

question.  Of these, 43 principals (86.0%) indicated very high or high satisfaction with 

professional development opportunities as a contributor to organizational climate in their school 

district, 10% (5) of the principal respondents rated their satisfaction with this variable as 

moderate, and 2 (4.0%) rated their satisfaction as low.  A majority (86.0%) of the middle school 

principals responding to this variable reported their satisfaction with how professional 

development opportunities contributed to organizational climate in their school district as either 

high or very high, while most (96.0%) respondents perceived that satisfaction to be moderate, 

high or very high. 

Evaluation 

 Table 4-30 documents the distribution of responses from 51 Central Florida middle 

school principals to their satisfaction with how evaluation contributes to organizational climate. 

Of these respondents, 13 (25.5%) indicated very high satisfaction, 21 (41.2%) rated their 

satisfaction as high, 12 (23.5%) rated satisfaction as moderate, and 5 (9.8%) reported low 

satisfaction with the evaluation variable as a contributor to organizational climate. Overall, a 
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majority (66.7%) of the middle school principals responding to this variable perceived either 

high or very high satisfaction with evaluation as a contributor to organizational climate in their 

school district, while most (90.2%) respondents perceived their satisfaction with evaluation to be 

moderate, high or very high in their school district. 

Promotion 

 Table 4-31 provides the distribution of responses from 51 middle school principals in 

Central Florida according to their satisfaction with promotion opportunities as a contributor to 

organizational climate in their school district.  Eleven (11) of these principals (21.6%) indicated 

very high satisfaction with promotion, 14 principals (27.4%) rated satisfaction as high, 21 

(41.2%) rated their satisfaction moderate, 4 (7.8%) rated satisfaction as low and 1 (2.0%) 

reported very low satisfaction with promotion opportunities as a contributor to organizational 

climate in their school district.  It is noted that 5 principals (9.8%) perceived this variable as 

contributing to low or very low satisfaction to the organizational climate in their school district.  

Overall, less than half (25) of the respondents (49.0%) perceived their satisfaction with 

promotion to be high or very high, while a slight majority (51.0%) of the middle school principal 

respondents responding to this question perceived their satisfaction with promotion as a 

contributor to organizational climate in their school district to be moderate, low or very low. 

Regard for Personal Concern 

 Table 4-32 provides the distribution of responses from middle school principals in 

Central Florida to their satisfaction with district administrators’ regard for their personal concern 

and well-being.  Of these 51 responses, 24 principals (47.1%) indicated very high satisfaction 

with regard to district sensitivity for their personal concern and well-being, 12 principals (23.5%) 

rated that sensitivity satisfaction as high, 7 (13.7%) rated it as moderate, 6 (11.8%) rated it low 
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and 2 (3.9%) rated it very low. Overall, a majority (70.6%) of the middle school principals 

responding to this variable perceived their satisfaction with how the district administrators’ 

sensitivity to their personal concern and well-being impacts organizational climate to be either 

high or very high, while most (84.3%) respondents perceived their satisfaction to be moderate, 

high or very high. 

Summary of Research Question 2 Results 

 Table 4-33 summarizes the distribution of responses from middle school principals in 

Central Florida who selected a satisfactory rating of “high” or “very high” for each of the seven 

variables that contribute to the organizational climate in their school district.  Of the seven 

variables used to define organizational climate, professional development opportunities clearly 

ranked the highest level of satisfaction among principals (86.0%).  In descending order, the 

frequency of “high” or “very high” levels of satisfaction responses for the remaining variables 

was: organizational structure and regard for personal concern (70.6% each), internal 

communication (68.0%), evaluation (66.7%), political climate (54.9%), and promotion  (49.0%) 

in their school districts. 

 Table 4-34 provides an analysis of the variables which were perceived to be an influence 

on principal satisfaction with the organizational climate of a school district.  A Pearson’s 

Product-Moment Correlation was done to better understand the relationships between seven 

climate satisfaction variables.  If the p value was less than 0.05 (and/or) less than 0.01, 

significant correlations were noted by a single asterisk for 0.05* or a double asterisk for 0.01**.  

Results were based on two-tailed tests.  Correlations so noted could be negative and significant 

or positive and significant.  There were no significant positive or negative correlations at the 0.05 

level.  Positive significant correlation occurred at the .01 level with each variable.  The 
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correlations ranged from a low (.382) between satisfaction with organizational structure and 

satisfaction with professional development opportunities to a high (.730) between satisfaction 

with organizational structure and satisfaction with internal communication. 

Research Question 3 

 The third research question examined how important seven job satisfaction variables 

were to middle school principals in Central Florida.  The seven job satisfaction variables under 

investigation are listed below and coded as follows: 

• PDM:  Participation in Decision Making 
• APC:  Autonomy, Power and Control 
• RWP:  Relationship with Peers 
• RWSB: Relationship with Subordinates 
• RWSP:  Relationship with Supervisor 
• SB:  Salary and Benefits 
• PE:  Professional Effectiveness 

 
Respondents were asked to rate the importance of each of the seven variables using a 5-point 

Likert scale, with 5 representing a very high importance to job satisfaction; 4 representing high 

importance; 3 representing moderate importance; 2 representing low importance; and 1 

representing very low importance to job satisfaction.  The mean and standard deviation for each 

variable is found in Table 4-35.  In descending order, the mean responses for the seven variables 

are: professional effectiveness (4.75), relationship with subordinates (4.55), relationship with 

peers (4.51), relationship with supervisor (4.49), participation in decision making (4.12), salary 

and benefits (4.00), and autonomy, power and control (3.94).  Three was the neutral value and all 

factors had a mean greater than 3.  A description of the results of each factor follows. 

Participation in Decision Making 

 Table 4-36 shows the distribution of responses from middle school principals in Central 

Florida to the level of importance they give to participation in decision making with job 
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satisfaction. A total of 51 respondents answered this survey question.  Of these, 17 (33.3%) 

indicated participation in decision making as having a very high level of importance, 26 (51.0%) 

rated such participation as having high importance, 5 (9.8%) rated it of moderate importance, 

and 3 (5.9%) rated participation in decision making as having low importance to job satisfaction. 

Overall, a majority (84.3%) of the middle school principals responding to this variable perceived 

the importance of their participation in decision making to be either high or very high, while 

most (94.1%) respondents perceived the level of importance regarding their participation in 

decision making to have a moderate, high or very high relationship to job satisfaction. 

Autonomy, Power and Control 

 Table 4-37 provides the distribution of responses from middle school principals in 

Central Florida describing the extent to which they view autonomy, power and control as an 

important variable to their job satisfaction. Of the 51 respondents, 11 (21.6%) indicated this 

variable to have a very high level of importance, 26 principals (51.0%) rated it as having high 

importance, and 14 (27.4%) rated the importance of autonomy, power and control as moderate. 

Overall, a majority (72.6%) of the middle school principals responding to this variable perceived 

autonomy, power and control to have either high or very high importance to job satisfaction, 

while all (100.0%) respondents perceived autonomy, power and control to have a moderate, high 

or very high importance to job satisfaction. 

Relationship with Peers 

 Table 4-38 provides the distribution of responses from middle school principals to the 

level of importance they give to developing good relationships with peers in their position. Fifty-

one (51) respondents answered this survey question, 32 of them (62.7%) indicating the 

importance as very high, 14 (27.5%) rating the importance high, 4 (7.8%) rating this importance 
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as moderate, and 1 (2.0%) rating their relationship with peers as having low importance to job 

satisfaction. Overall, a majority (90.2%) of the middle school principals responding to this 

variable perceived their relationship with peers to be of either high or very high importance to 

their job satisfaction.  Most respondents (98.0%) perceived their relationship with peers to have 

moderate, high or very high importance to job satisfaction. 

Relationship with Subordinates 

 Table 4-39 documents the distribution of responses from middle school principals in 

Central Florida to the level of importance that their relationship with subordinates has on job 

satisfaction.  Of the 49 responses, 31 (63.3%) indicated subordinate relationships had very high 

importance, 16 principals (32.7%) rated such relationships as having high importance, 1 (2.0%) 

rated the importance as moderate, and 1 (2.0%) rated subordinate relationships as having very 

low importance to job satisfaction. Overall, a majority (96.0%) of the middle school principals 

responding to this variable perceived the level of importance of their relationship with 

subordinates to have either high or very high relation to job satisfaction, while most (98.0%) 

respondents perceived the importance of subordinate relationships to job satisfaction to be 

moderate, high or very high. 

Relationship with Supervisor 

 Table 4-40 shows the distribution of Central Florida middle school principal responses 

regarding the level of importance of their relationship with their supervisor as a variable in job 

satisfaction. A total of 49 respondents answered this survey question.  Of these, 28 (57.2%) 

indicated a very high level of importance, 18 principals (36.7%) rated this importance as high, 2 

(4.1%) rated it as having moderate importance, and 1 (2.0%) reported their relationship with 

their supervisor to have low importance to job satisfaction.  Overall, a majority (93.9%) of the 
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middle school principals responding to this variable perceived their relationship with their 

supervisor to have high or very high importance to job satisfaction, while most (98.0%) 

respondents perceived their relationship with their supervisor to have moderate, high or very 

high importance to their job satisfaction. 

Salary and Benefits 

 Table 4-41 provides the distribution of responses from middle school principals in 

Central Florida to the level of importance that their salary and benefits contribute to job 

satisfaction as a middle school principal. A total of 51 respondents answered this survey 

question.  Of these, 14 (27.5%) indicated salary and benefits were of very high importance, 25 

principals (49.0%) rated their importance high, 10 (19.6%) rated this variable as having moderate 

importance, and 2 (3.9%) rated salary and benefits as having low importance to job satisfaction. 

Overall, a majority (76.5%) of the middle school principals respondents perceived their salary 

and benefits to have either a high or very high relationship with job satisfaction, while nearly all 

respondents (96.1%) perceived salary and benefits as having moderate, high or very high 

importance to job satisfaction. 

Professional Effectiveness 

 Table 4-42 provides the distribution of middle school principal responses to the level of 

importance that their professional effectiveness has to job satisfaction. Fifty-one (51) 

respondents answered this survey question.  Of these, 38 (74.5%) indicated professional 

effectiveness has a very high level of importance to job satisfaction; another 13 principals 

(25.5%) rated importance of professional effectiveness as high. Overall, all of the middle school 

principals (100%) responding to this question perceived professional effectiveness to have either 

high or very high importance to their job satisfaction (Table 4-46). 
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Overall Satisfaction with Principal Position and School District 

 Table 4-43 shows the distribution of responses from 51 Central Florida middle school 

principals to the level of overall satisfaction with their position as a middle school principal.  Of 

those respondents, 21 (41.2%) indicated their overall satisfaction was very high, 19 (37.3%) 

rated their overall satisfaction was high, 7 (13.7%) rated their overall satisfaction was moderate, 

and 4 (7.8%) reported their overall satisfaction as a middle school principal was low.  A majority 

(78.5%) of the middle school principals reported their overall job satisfaction to be either high or 

very high, while most (92.2%) respondents perceived their overall level of job satisfaction to be 

moderate, high or very high. 

 Table 4-44 provides the distribution of responses from middle school principals in 

Central Florida to the level of their overall satisfaction with their school district as a variable of 

job satisfaction. Fifty (50) respondents answered this survey question.  Of these, 16 (32.0%) 

indicated a very high level of overall satisfaction with their school district, 20 principals (40.0%) 

rated their satisfaction as high, 6 (12.0%) rated their satisfaction as moderate, and 8 (16.0%) 

rated overall satisfaction with their school district as low.  Overall, a majority (72.0%) of the 

middle school principals responding to this question perceived their satisfaction with their school 

district to be either high or very high, while most (84.0%) respondents perceived their overall 

level of satisfaction with the school district to be moderate, high or very high.   

 The mean and standard deviation for overall satisfaction with the middle school principal 

position and the school district is reported in Table 4-45.  Respondents rated both factors 

generally positively as 3 was the neutral value and both had a mean greater than 3; position 

satisfaction (4.1) and school district satisfaction (3.9).  Thus, the relationship between both 
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overall satisfaction with their position as principal and overall satisfaction with the school district 

is linked closely with job satisfaction. 

Summary of Research Question 3 Results 

 Table 4-46 documents the distribution of responses from middle school principals in 

Central Florida according to selecting a rating of “high” or “very high” for the level of 

importance for each variable.  Of the seven variables used to explore job satisfaction in this 

study, professional effectiveness was the variable all (100%) principals perceived to have “high” 

or “very high” importance to job satisfaction.  In descending order, the frequency responses for 

the rest of the variables are: relationship with subordinates (96.0%), relationship with supervisor 

(93.9%), relationship with peers (90.2%), participation in decision making (84.3%), salary and 

benefits (76.5%) and autonomy, power and control (72.6%) response rate for a “high” or “very 

high” level of importance to job satisfaction as a middle school principal. 

 In addition, Table 4-47 provides an analysis of the job satisfier variables identified for 

this study and rated by middle school principal respondents.  A Pearson’s Product-Moment 

Correlation was computed to better understand the relationships between and among these job 

satisfaction variables.  If the p value was less than 0.05 (and/or) less than 0.01, significant 

correlations were noted by a single asterisk for 0.05* or a double asterisk for 0.01**.  Results 

were based on two-tailed tests.  Correlations so noted could be negative and significant or 

positive and significant.  No significant negative correlations were found at either the 0.05 or 

0.01 levels.  Significant positive correlation occurred at the .05 level between participation in 

decision making and salary and benefits (.306); between autonomy, power and control and 

relationship with subordinates (.290); and between autonomy, power and control and 

professional effectiveness (.338).  Positive significant correlation also occurred at the .01 level 
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between participation in decision making and autonomy, power and control (.360); and between 

relationship with subordinates and relationship with supervisor (.716). 

Research Question 4 

 The fourth research question asked if there were significant relationships, according to 

Central Florida middle school principals, between measures of job satisfaction and 

organizational climate factors, as well as satisfaction with the position.  The construct of 

organizational climate was examined utilizing the following seven identified organizational 

climate variables: 

1.  Internal Communication (IC): the school district’s formal interaction process 
      between the faculty, staff and the district  
  

2.  Organizational Structure (OS): the school district’s hierarchy of structure. 
 

3.  Political Climate (PC): the nature and complexity of the school district’s internal 
     and external policies.  
 

4.  Professional Development Opportunities (PDO): the chance for principals to 
      participate in personal trainings to enhance job performance.  
 

5.  Evaluation (EVAL): the school district’s procedure for assessing the performance of 
      middle school principals.  
 

6.  Promotion (PRO): the school district’s commitment to internal promotion and 
      advancement from within the organization.  
 

7.  Regard for Personal Concern (RPC): the school district’s sensitivity to and regard 
      for an individual middle school principal’s well-being. 
 
 The construct of job satisfaction was examined in relationship to the seven organizational 

climate variables previously mentioned.  The following are a list of the identified job satisfaction 

variables: 

1.  Participation in Decision Making (PDM): the district’s executive processes  
      and the middle school principal’s opportunity for involvement in the process. 
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2.  Autonomy, Power and Control (APC): the degree of independence, authority, 
      and jurisdiction held by middle school principals.  
 

3. Relationship with Colleagues: the quality of the principal’s interactions  
     with peers (RWP), subordinates (RWSB), and supervisors (RWSP). 
 

4.  Salary and Benefits (SB): the wages and insurance plans for middle school 
      principals. 
  

5.  Professional Effectiveness (PE): the perceived overall efficiency of middle 
      school principals in their job. 
 
A Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlation was done to better understand the relationships 

between and among these factors.  The results are displayed in Table 4-48.  Relationships were 

considered significant if the value was less than .05 and highly significant if less than .01.  If the 

p value was less than 0.05 (and/or) less than 0.01, significant correlations were noted by a single 

asterisk for 0.05* or a double asterisk for 0.01**.  Results were based on two-tailed tests.  

Correlations so noted could be negative and significant or positive and significant.   

 No significant negative relationships were found at the .05 or .01 levels.  Significant 

positive relationships were found at the .05 level with participation in decision making and 

evaluation (.291) and relationship with supervisor and evaluation (.291).  Significant positive 

relationships at the .01 level include relationship with subordinates and professional development 

opportunities (.401) and relationship with supervisor and professional development opportunities 

(.507).  Overall satisfaction with the position had significant positive relationships at the .01 

level with each organizational climate variable and are listed in descending order: overall 

satisfaction with the district (.723), regard for personal concern (.625), evaluation (.555), 

promotion (.535), internal communication (.526), professional development opportunities (.485), 

political climate (.462), and organizational structure (.408).  Overall satisfaction with the school 

district also had significant positive relationships at the .01 level with all organizational climate 
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variables.  These relationships, in descending order are: evaluation (.841), regard for personal 

concern (.772), political climate (.750), overall satisfaction with position (.723), internal 

communication (.702), promotion (.684), organizational structure (.613), and professional 

development opportunities (.607). 

Research Question 5 

 The fifth, and final, research question asked if the importance and satisfaction ratings of 

institutional and position characteristics differ for middle school principals in Central Florida.  

Two analysis of variance (ANOVA) were performed using the SPSS General Linear Model 

(GLM) one-way ANOVA to answer this question.  In the first analysis the dependent variable 

was the total score of means for Part II, Section B, Satisfaction with Institutional Characteristics.  

The independent variables were categorized as follows: (a) the principals’ gender, age, and 

ethnicity; (b) the principals’ level of education, length of time as a principal, length of time in 

current position, annual salary, participation in an induction program, and assignment of a 

mentor; and (c) the district, school location (urban, suburban or rural), school size, percent of 

students on free and reduced lunch, and Florida A+ Plan grades designated for the past three 

years.   

Table 4-49 documents Central Florida middle school principals’ gender, age and ethnicity 

to see if any of these demographic factors were statistically significant  predictors for rating the 

satisfaction with institutional characteristics.  Table 4-50 provides the significance of  principal 

respondents’ level of education, length of time as a principal, length of time in current position, 

annual salary, participation in an induction program, and assignment of a mentor to the 

satisfaction with institutional characteristics and Table 4-51 shows the significance of the 

district, school location (urban, suburban or rural), school size, percent of students on free and 
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reduced lunch, and Florida A+ Plan grades designated for the past three years.  None of the 

results from these three analyses were statistically significant indicating that the effect of these 

demographic variables did not affect the ratings of the satisfaction with institutional 

characteristics for middle school principals in Central Florida. 

In the second analysis the dependent variable was the total score of means for Part II, 

Section C, Importance of Position Characteristics.  The independent variables were categorized 

as follows: (a) the principals’ gender, age, and ethnicity; (b) the principals’ level of education, 

length of time as a principal, length of time in current position, annual salary, participation in an 

induction program, and assignment of a mentor; and (c) the district, school location (urban, 

suburban or rural), school size, percent of students on free and reduced lunch, and Florida A+ 

Plan grades designated for the past three years. 

Table 4-52 provides the significance of Central Florida middle school principals’ gender, 

age and ethnicity to ratings of importance of position characteristics.  Table 4-53 provides 

middle school principal respondents’ level of education, length of time as a principal, length of 

time in current position, annual salary, participation in an induction program, and assignment of 

a mentor to see if any of these variables were statistically significant.  A significant relationship 

was found with the assignment of a mentor affecting the ratings of importance of position 

characteristics, as evidenced by F(1,49)=5.409, p<.05.  A post hoc test was not used because 

there were fewer than three groups.   

Table 4-54 analyzed the district, school location (urban, suburban or rural), school size, 

percent of students on free and reduced lunch, and Florida A+ Plan grades designated for the past 

three years to see if any of these school or district factors were  statistically significant.  No 

significant differences were found. 
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Summary of Research Question 5 

 Responses from middle school principals in Central Florida revealed a statistically 

significant relationship between the assignment of a mentor as a predictor for the ratings of 

importance of position characteristics. None of the other demographic variables including the 

principals’ gender, age, and ethnicity; or the principals’ level of education, length of time as a 

principal, length of time in current position, annual salary, participation in an induction program; 

or the district, school location (urban, suburban or rural), school size, percent of students on free 

and reduced lunch, and Florida A+ Plan grades designated for the past three years were found to 

be statistically significant predictors of the ratings of the satisfaction with institutional 

characteristics and importance of position characteristics.   

Central Florida Middle School Principal Comments 

 The final part of the study included a short-response question that provided participants 

with an opportunity to express, in their own words, different aspects that could be added or 

eliminated from their role that would increase their overall job satisfaction with the middle 

school principalship. Forty (40) principals commented on different aspects of their role that 

either add or distract from their overall job satisfaction.  The responses fell into a variety of 

categories including local control, tenure, time constraints, support, and other.   

Many of the principals expressed a desire for more local control in order to implement 

discipline for ESE students and regulate class size based on instructional needs rather than on a 

state statute that is not funded.  One principal commented that state and federal mandates 

“routinely demonstrate little or no understanding of conditions on the ground.”  Another 

principal explained that he would be leaving education after 23 years of service because of a lack 
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of understanding from state and federal agencies of what it takes to effectively lead a school as 

demonstrated by the unrealistic mandates of NCLB and AYP. 

I would eliminate the punishment at the state and federal level caused by NCLB. 
I would lobby at the state level to make our legislators understand the real factors that go 
into a school attaining AYP.  While the state and federal government seem to find only 
one factor in a school becoming successful…that being the staff…I would propose to 
help them understand that many factors influence a student’s academic success…I have a 
problem when NONE of the middle schools in the county (with the exception of the 
small magnet schools) have made AYP, but only the two Title I middle schools face 
restructuring and were told that the entire staff may be moved and/or principal and 
administrative staff’s futures are uncertain. 
 

High-stakes testing was mentioned as an aspect of the job that needed to be eliminated because 

“Excessive emphasis is placed on high-stakes testing” and “The stress that is put on everyone 

with the FCAT—specifically the school grading” has a negative effect on job satisfaction. 

Many principals also voiced concerns about district interruptions with last minute requests from 

multiple departments that do not communicate and the sheer volume of paperwork/computer 

input that can monopolize their time and keep them from being an instructional leader. 

One aspect currently is the increased amount of paperwork and data that a principal is 
responsible for.  This takes away time that should be spent with students and teachers. 
 
The daily interruptions/requests from personnel at the county office for an endless stream 
of information and data (i.e., Please submit by…).  Let me do my job—focusing on the 
needs of my students, staff and school. 
 
The amount of time on District mandated tasks could be reduced. 
 
My greatest problem exists when different departments at the district level all have their 
reports due at the same time.  The amount of paperwork/computer input seems 
overwhelming at times when trying to run a school with all the problems of students and 
faculty that go along with it. 

 
  Many principals also requested more autonomy to make site-based decisions.  

More support for decisions made by principals and more autonomy for principals to run  
their schools is needed. 
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I would add school-based decision-making authority.  The district should be there to 
support the school principal, not visa versa. 
 
Allow the principal great flexibility with discipline.  Especially if there are safety 
concerns. 
 
More control over hiring of personnel—Not allowing the county to place ineffective 
personnel in our schools. 
 

 I would like to have more voice in policies that effect (sic) personnel. 
 
 More local control. 
 
 Several principals expressed a desire to eliminate tenure in order to improve the quality 

of instruction.  Having the power to remove an ineffective teacher immediately would have a 

direct affect on the quality of instruction in their schools.  The removal of tenure would also 

ensure job security of those teachers who are on annual contract and highly effective by 

eliminating the fear of being bumped by a teacher with tenure who could be a lot less effective.  

This would also assist principals with developing a culture of trust with new teachers instead of a 

culture of fear—a fear of losing their position their first three years of employment despite 

effective performance.  

 The system protects the ineffective teacher far too much. 

 Do away with tenure for all employees. 
  

Power to put every faculty and staff member on annual contract in order to promote 
continued effectiveness. 

 
 Tenure…needs to go. 
 

I wish all staff members were on annual contract and were paid higher for giving up 
professional service contract safety provisions.  Kids would benefit. 
 
I would eliminate the possibility of losing highly qualified and dedicated teachers who 
are annual contract teachers, and may be bumped out of a job because of another 
teacher’s seniority at a school that is downsizing.  I spent my first three years building a 
faculty that is cohesive and positive, the anxiety of possibly losing one that is an asset 
wreaks havoc on planning, and on the teachers themselves. 
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 One principal commented on the challenge to balance work and home, and manager 

versus instructional leader “Manager vs instructional leader…too much management…need to 

balance time to be effective in both areas…and still have a life.”  Others requested more time 

added to the school day to assist with staff development and planning or more support staff.  One 

principal stated she/he would like to have “more time to work with and conference with teachers, 

students, and parents.”  The elimination of supervision from the principal’s role such as facilities, 

maintenance, and custodians would provide principals with more time to supervise and monitor 

the instructional practices as the primary responsibility in order to keep the school’s focus on 

student achievement.  

I would eliminate the responsibility for facilities maintenance and operation.  This 
responsibility is very time intensive and requires principals to spend many hours 
supervising custodians and maintenance issues.  If another layer of building supervisor 
existed to manage facilities, many hours would be given back to principals of the 
school—this is our primary responsibility in order to improve the level of student 
achievement. 

 
 Some principals would have liked a mentor or a job coach to guide them through their 

first year.  One principal commented on being an African American male and feeling “as if I am 

on an island by myself” as he was unsuccessful forging relationships or a mentorship with other 

African American male administrators because there were none. 

 A few principals expressed a desire to be paid more and have consideration for higher 

degrees while a few expressed a high level of satisfaction including one who said, “I am very 

satisfied with my job and would not change anything about it at this time” and another who 

desired not to change any aspect of her job even though she recognized how stressful the position 

has become.  Finally, another principal expressed that every aspect was important and that “time 

and experience will…result in increased job satisfaction.”     
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Summary 

The purpose of this study was to determine the degree of job satisfaction among the middle 

school principals in Central Florida and to identify the variables that enhance or detract from job 

satisfaction and organizational climate.  The study also examined if there was a difference in 

means for job satisfaction by analyzing demographic variables including: the principals’ gender, 

age, and ethnicity; the principals’ level of education, length of time as a principal, length of time 

in current position, annual salary, participation in an induction program, and assignment of a 

mentor; and the district, school location (urban, suburban or rural), school size, percent of 

students on free and reduced lunch, and Florida A+ Plan grades designated for the past three 

years. 

A total of 97 electronic surveys were sent via e-mail to middle school principals in Central 

Florida.  Fifty-one (51) surveys were returned, representing a 53% return rate. Some returned 

surveys had missing items; however, all responses were recorded and utilized in the analysis.  

The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), version 15.0, was used and provided; (a) 

comprehensive calculation of descriptive statistics, (b) frequency distributions, (c) correlation 

coefficients and (d) analysis of variance.  All significant p values and correlations have been 

marked with an asterisk (*) on all the tables.  All procedures were calculated using an alpha level 

of .05 and/or .01. 

 From the data generated by this study the profile of a “typical” Central Florida middle 

school principal was likely to be a white/Caucasian (84.0%) male (56.9%) between 41 and 50 

years of age (41.7%) with a master’s degree (64.7%).  The principal had four to seven years of 

experience as a principal (36.0%) with one to three of those years in their current school 

(44.0%).  The principal earns between $80,000 and $90,000 per year (47.0%), participated in an 
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induction program prior to becoming a principal (72.5%) and was assigned a mentor after 

becoming a principal (56.9%).  The principal is likely to work in a suburban district (56.0%), in a 

school with a population between 1000-1500 students (62.7%) with 26% to 50% of the students 

on free and reduced-priced lunch (41.2%).  Based on FCAT performance, the school will not 

have received an A grade from the Florida Department of Education in the past three years 

(34.0%). 

 The first research question asked the extent to which middle school principals report the 

presence of seven identified organizational climate factors including internal communication, 

organizational structure, political climate, professional development opportunities, evaluation, 

promotion, and regard for personal concern. Respondents were asked to rate the seven variables 

using a 5-point Likert scale, with 5 representing a very high presence; 4 representing a high 

presence; 3 representing a moderate presence; 2 representing a low presence; and 1 representing 

a very low presence.  

 The three climate variables receiving the highest mean rating (Table 4-15) were 

professional development opportunities (4.53), organizational structure (4.45), and internal 

communication (4.02). The two climate variables receiving the lowest mean ratings were 

promotion (3.76) and political climate (3.87).  A Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was 

conducted (Table 4-24) and there were negative significant correlations at the .05 level between 

internal communication and political climate (-.324) and between political climate and 

evaluation (-.335).  Positive significant correlation occurred at the p<.01 level between internal 

communication and evaluation (.441), internal communication and promotion (.396), internal 

communication and regard for personal concern (.455), professional development opportunities 

and evaluation (.427), evaluation and promotion (.516), evaluation and regard for personal 
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concern (.595) and promotion and regard for personal concern (.622).  Negative significant 

correlations at the p<.01 level occurred between political climate and promotion (-.398), and 

political climate and regard for personal concern (-.431). 

 The second research question asked to what extent middle school principals are satisfied 

with the organizational climate in their school districts (Table 4-34).  The same climate variables 

were applied.  A Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was conducted and positive significant 

correlation occurred at the .01 level in all variables. The correlations ranged from a low (.382) 

between satisfaction with organizational structure and satisfaction with professional development 

opportunities to a high (.730) between satisfaction with organizational structure and satisfaction 

with internal communication.  

 The three climate variables receiving the highest mean rating (Table 4-25) were 

professional development opportunities (4.30), regard for personal concern (3.98), and 

organizational structure (3.94). The two climate variables receiving the lowest mean ratings were 

promotion (3.59) and political climate (3.43).   

 The third research question examined how important seven job satisfaction variables 

were to middle school principals in Central Florida.  The seven job satisfaction variables under 

investigation are as follows: participation in decision making, autonomy, power and control, 

relationship with peers, subordinates and supervisor, salary and benefits and professional 

effectiveness.  Respondents were asked to rate the seven variables using a 5-point Likert scale. A 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was conducted (Table 4-47) and positive significant 

correlation occurred at the p<.05 level between participation in decision making and salary and 

benefits (.306), between autonomy, power and control and relationship with subordinates (.290) 

and between autonomy, power and control and professional effectiveness (.338).  Positive 
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significant correlation also occurred at the p<.01 level between participation in decision making 

and autonomy, power and control (.360) and between relationship with subordinates and 

relationship with supervisor (.716). The three job satisfaction variables receiving the highest 

mean rating (Table 4-35) were professional effectiveness (4.75), relationship with subordinates 

(4.55), and relationship with peers (4.51). The two job satisfaction variables receiving the lowest 

mean ratings were autonomy power and control (3.94) and salary and benefits (4.00).   

 The fourth research question asked if there were significant relationships, according to 

Central Florida middle school principals, between measures of job satisfaction and 

organizational climate factors, as well as satisfaction with the position.  The construct of 

organizational climate was examined utilizing the seven identified organizational climate 

variables and the construct of job satisfaction was examined in relationship to the seven 

organizational climate variables. A Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was conducted and the 

results are reported in Table 4-48.  There were significant positive relationships at the p<.05 

level with participation in decision making and evaluation and relationship with supervisor and 

evaluation (both .291).  Several factors had significant positive relationships at the p<.01 level 

including relationship with subordinates and professional development opportunities (.401) and 

relationship with supervisor and professional development opportunities (.507).  Overall 

satisfaction with the position had significant positive relationships at the p<.01 level with all 

organizational climate factors and are in descending order as follows: overall satisfaction with 

the district (.723), regard for personal concern (.625), promotion (.535), internal communication 

(.526), professional development opportunities (.485), political climate (.462), evaluation (.555), 

and organizational structure (.408).  Overall satisfaction with the district also had significant 

positive relationships at the p<.01 level with all organizational climate factors and are in 
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descending order as follows: evaluation (.841), regard for personal concern (.772), political 

climate (.750), overall satisfaction with position (.723), internal communication (.702), 

promotion (.684), organizational structure (.613), and professional development opportunities 

(.607). 

The fifth, and final, research question asked if the importance and satisfaction ratings of 

institutional and position characteristics differ for middle school principals in Central Florida.  

The SPSS General Linear Model (GLM) one way analysis of variance ANOVA was utilized to 

answer this question. Results are summarized in Table 4-53.  There was only one statistically 

significant relationship in the Central Florida middle school principals’ ratings of importance of 

institutional and position characteristics and it was found to be the assignment of a mentor (.024) 

as a predictor for the ratings of importance of position characteristics.  

Finally, the study concluded with a short-response question that provided participants 

with an opportunity to express, in their own words, different aspects that could be added or 

eliminated from their position that would increase their overall job satisfaction. The responses 

fell into a variety of categories including local control, tenure, time constraints, support, and 

other.  

 Many of the principals expressed a desire for more local control and more autonomy to 

make site-based decisions out of a frustration with state and federal mandates such as NCLB, 

AYP and high-stakes testing.  Principals also expressed a desire to abolish tenure in order to 

have the power to remove an ineffective teacher immediately.  They commented on the 

challenges of balancing work and home responsibilities as well as those of a manager versus 

instructional leader. Some principals expressed a sense of isolation and a desire to have a mentor 

or a job coach.  A few principals expressed a desire to be paid more while some expressed a high 
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level of satisfaction and a desire not to change any aspect of their jobs even though they 

recognized how stressful the position has become.  The consequences of these findings, and their 

implications for middle school principals, will be discussed in Chapter 5. 
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Table 4-1. Gender of Respondents (N=51) 
Status n Percentage 
Male 29   56.9 
Female 22   43.1 
Total 51 100.0 
 
Table 4-2. Age of Respondents (N=48) 
Age n Percentage 
30-40 Years of Age   9   18.7 
41-50 Years of Age 20   41.7 
51-60 Years of Age 19   39.6 
Total 48 100.0 
 
Table 4-3. Ethnicity of Respondents (N=50) 
Ethnic Group n Percentage 
Asian American   0     0.0 
Black/African American   7   14.0 
Hispanic 
White/Caucasian 
Multi-racial 

  0 
42 
  1 

    0.0 
  84.0 
    2.0 

Total 50 100.0 
 
Table 4-4. Education Level of Respondents (N=51) 
Degree n Percentage 
Masters 33   64.7 
Specialist   4     7.8 
Doctorate 14   27.5 
Total 51 100.0 
 
Table 4-5. Years of Service as a Middle School Principal (N=50) 
Number of Years n Percentage 
Less than 1 Year   7   14.0 
1 to 3 14   28.0 
4 to 7 
8 to 10 
10 or more 

18 
  3 
  8 

  36.0 
    6.0 
  16.0 

Total 50 100.0 
 
Table 4-6. Years of Service as a Principal in Current Middle School (N=50) 
Number of Years n Percentage 
Less than 1 year   9   18.0 
1 to 3 22   44.0 
4 to 7 
8 to 10 
10 or more 

13 
  4 
  2 

  26.0 
    8.0 
    4.0 

Total 50 100.0 
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Table 4-7. Salary of Respondent Middle School Principal (N=51) 
Salary n Percentage 
Less than $70,000   1     2.0 
$70,000-$79,999 15   29.4 
$80,000-$89,999 
$90,000-$99,999 
$100,000 or more 

24 
10 
  1 

  47.0 
  19.6 
    2.0 

Total 51 100.0 
 
Table 4-8. Participation in a Principal Induction Program (N=51) 
Participation n Percentage 
Participated in an induction program before 
becoming a principal. 

37   72.5 

Participated in an induction program after 
becoming a principal. 

  3     5.9 

Both 
Did not participate in an induction program 

  8 
  3 

  15.7 
    5.9 

Total 51 100.0 
 
Table 4-9.  Mentor Status (N=51) 
Status n Percentage 
Assigned a mentor 29   56.9 
Not assigned a mentor 22   43.1 
Total 51 100.0 
 
Table 4-10. Principal by School District (N=51) 
District n Percentage 
County A   8   15.7 
County B 
County C 

  0 
25 

    0.0 
  49.0 

County D 
County E 
County F 
County G 

  1 
  9 
  5 
  3 

    2.0 
  17.6 
    9.8 
    5.9 

Total 51 100.0 
 
Table 4-11. School Classification by Location (N=50) 
Area n Percentage 
Rural 10   20.0 
Suburban 28   56.0 
Urban 12   24.0 
Total 50 100.0 
 
 
 
 



 

93 

Table 4-12.  School Student Population Size (N=51) 
Number of Students n Percentage 
Less than 500   1     2.0 
500-999 15   29.4 
1000-1500 
Above 1500 

32 
  3 

  62.7 
    5.9 

Total 51 100.0 
 
Table 4-13.  Percent of Students on Free and Reduced Lunch (N=51) 
Percentage of Students n Percentage 
0-25   8   15.7 
26-50 21   41.2 
51-75 
76-100 

13 
  9 

  25.5 
  17.6 

Total 51 100.0 
 
Table 4-14.  State of Florida School FCAT Grade for Last Three Years (N=50) 
Each Year Received A Rating n Percentage 
None in the last three years 17   34.0 
One in the last three years 11   22.0 
Two in the last three years 
Three in the last three years 

  6 
16 

  12.0 
  32.0 

Total 50 100.0 
 
Table 4-15.  Descriptive Statistics for Presence of Organizational Variables  
  IC        OS       PC         PD        EVAL    PRO      RPC 
N Valid  51 51 50   51    51      51        51 
 Missing   0.00   0.00   1.00     0.00      0.00       0.00       0.00 
Mean    4.02   4.45   3.78     4.53      3.88       3.76       3.84 
Std.      .93     .64     .95       .64      1.03         .89       1.24   
Deviation   
 
Table 4-16.  Internal Communication (N=51) 
Rating n Percentage 
Very high open communication 17   33.3 
High open communication 22   43.1 
Some open communication   9   17.7 
Usually closed communication   2     3.9 
Very closed communication   1     2.0 
Total 51 100.0 
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Table 4-17.  Organizational Structure (N=51) 
Rating n Percentage 
Very high structure 27   53.0 
High structure 20   39.2 
Moderate structure   4     7.8 
Loose structure   0     0.0 
Very loose structure   0     0.0 
Total 51 100.0 
 
Table 4-18.  Political Climate (N=50) 
Rating n Percentage 
Very high political climate 11   22.0 
High political climate 23   46.0 
Moderate political climate 11   22.0 
Low political climate 4     8.0 
Very Low political climate 1     2.0 
Total 50 100.0 
 
Table 4-19.  Professional Development Opportunities (N=51) 
Rating n Percentage 
Very high encouragement 31   60.8 
High encouragement 16   31.4 
Moderate encouragement   4     7.8 
Low encouragement   0     0.0 
Very low encouragement   0     0.0 
Total 51 100.0 
 
Table 4-20.  Evaluation (N=51) 
Rating n Percentage 
Very high support 16   31.4 
High support 19   37.3 
Moderate support 12   23.5 
Low support   2     3.9 
Very low support   2     3.9 
Total 51 100.0 
 
Table 4-21.  Promotion (N=51) 
Rating n Percentage 
Very high encouragement 11   21.6 
High encouragement 21   41.2 
Moderate encouragement 15   29.4 
Low encouragement   4     7.8 
Very low encouragement   0     0.0 
Total 51 100.0 
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Table 4-22.  Regard for Personal Concern (N=51) 
Rating n Percentage 
Very high sensitivity 20   39.2 
High sensitivity 15   29.4 
Moderate sensitivity   7   13.7 
Low sensitivity   6   11.8 
Very low sensitivity   3     5.9 
Total 51 100.0 
 
Table 4-23.  Percentages of Respondents Selecting a Rating of “High” or “Very High”  
for the Presence of Each Variable 
Variable Percent rating as high or very high  
Professional development opportunities 92.2  
Organizational structure 92.2  
Internal communication 76.4  
Evaluation 68.7  
Regard for personal concern 68.6  
Political climate 67.0  
Promotion 62.8  
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Table 4-24.  Correlation of Middle School Principals’ Perceptions of Organizational  
         Climate 

  OS        PC         PD       EVAL     PRO       RPC 
IC Pearson 

Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

.186 -.324*   .217    .441**     .396**    .455** 
 
.190  .022   .126    .001        .004        .001 
   51    50      51         51           51  51 

OS Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

           -.238   .185      .082         .190        .241 
            
            .096       .194    .569        .181        .088 
               50          51       51            51           51  

PC Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

                          -.201    -.335*     -.398**   -.431** 
                           
                           .162      .017        .004        .002 
                              50        50           50  50 

PDO Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

                                        .427**    .427        .207 
                                         
                                        .002        .187        .146 
                                           51           51  51   

EVAL Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

                                                       .516**    .595** 
 
                                                       .000        .000 
                                                          51 51         

PRO Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

                                                                     .622** 
 
                                                                     .000 
                                                                        51 

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
IC = Internal Communication 
OS = Organizational Structure 
PC = Political Climate 
PDO = Professional Development Opportunities 
EVAL = Evaluation 
PRO = Promotion 
 
Table 4-25.  Descriptive Statistics for Satisfaction with Organizational Variables 
  IC        OS     PC         PD       EVAL     PRO     RPC 
N Valid  50 51 51  50  51     51      51 
 Missing   1.00   0.00   0.00    1.00    0.00      0.00       0.00 
Mean    3.86   3.94   3.43    4.30    3.82      3.59       3.98 
Std.      .90     .97   1.14      .81      .93        .98       1.21 
Deviation   
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Table 4-26.  Satisfaction with Internal Communication (N=50) 
Rating n Percentage 
Very High Satisfaction 13   26.0 
High Satisfaction 21   42.0 
Moderate Satisfaction 12   24.0 
Low Satisfaction   4     8.0 
Very Low Satisfaction   0     0.0 
Total 50 100.0 
 
Table 4-27.  Satisfaction with Organizational Structure (N=51) 
Rating n Percentage 
Very High Satisfaction 17   33.3 
High Satisfaction 19   37.3 
Moderate Satisfaction 10   19.6 
Low Satisfaction   5     9.8 
Very Low Satisfaction   0     0.0 
Total 51 100.0 
 
Table 4-28.  Satisfaction with Political Climate (N=51) 
Rating n Percentage 
Very High Satisfaction   9   17.6 
High Satisfaction 19   37.3 
Moderate Satisfaction 10   19.6 
Low Satisfaction 11   21.6 
Very Low Satisfaction   2     3.9 
Total 51 100.0 
 
Table 4-29.  Satisfaction with Professional Development Opportunities (N=50) 
Rating n Percentage 
Very High Satisfaction 24   48.0 
High Satisfaction 19   38.0 
Moderate Satisfaction   5   10.0 
Low Satisfaction   2     4.0 
Very Low Satisfaction   0     0.0 
Total 50 100.0 
 
Table 4-30.  Satisfaction with Evaluation Process (N=51) 
Rating n Percentage 
Very High Satisfaction 13   25.5 
High Satisfaction 21   41.2 
Moderate Satisfaction 12   23.5 
Low Satisfaction   5     9.8 
Very Low Satisfaction   0     0.0 
Total 51 100.0 
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Table 4-31.  Satisfaction with Promotion Opportunities (N=51) 
Rating n Percentage 
Very High Satisfaction 11   21.6 
High Satisfaction 14   27.4 
Moderate Satisfaction 21   41.2 
Low Satisfaction   4     7.8 
Very Low Satisfaction   1     2.0 
Total 51 100.0 
 
Table 4-32.  Satisfaction with Regard for Personal Concern (N=51) 
Rating n Percentage 
Very High Satisfaction 24   47.1 
High Satisfaction 12   23.5 
Moderate Satisfaction   7   13.7 
Low Satisfaction   6   11.8 
Very Low Satisfaction   2     3.9 
Total 51 100.0 
 
Table 4-33.  Percentages of Respondents Selecting a Rating of “High” or “Very High”  
for the Satisfaction with Each Variable 
Variable Percent rating as high or very high  
Professional Development Opportunities 86.0  
Organizational Structure 70.6  
Regard for Personal Concern 70.6  
Internal Communication 68.0  
Evaluation 66.7  
Political Climate 54.9  
Promotion 49.0  
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Table 4-34.  Correlation of Middle School Principals’ Perceptions of Organizational 
                     Climate Satisfaction 
  OS        PC        PD         EVAL     PRO       RPC 
IC Pearson 

Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

.730** .650**   .504**   .666**     .593**    .664** 
 
.000 .000   .000     .000         .000        .000 
   50    50      49        50            50   50 

OS Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

            .624**   .382**   .587**     .541**    .700** 
 
            .000   .006       .000         .000        .000 
              51     50        51            51   51 

PC Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

                          .541**   .697**     .646**    .560** 
                           
                          .000     .000         .000        .000  
                             50        51            51           51 

PDO Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

                                         .551**    .481**    .458** 
 
                                         .000        .000        .001 
                                            50           50   50 

EVAL Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

                                                        .618**    .690** 
 
                                                        .000        .000 
                                                           51   51     

PRO Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

                                                                       .666** 
 
                                                                       .000 
                                                                          51 

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
IC = Satisfaction with internal communication 
OS = Satisfaction with organizational structure 
PC = Satisfaction with political climate 
PDO = Satisfaction with professional development opportunities 
EVAL = Satisfaction with evaluation 
PRO = Satisfaction with promotion 
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Table 4-35.  Descriptive Statistics for Importance of Job Satisfaction Variables 
  PDM        APC     RWP     RWSB     RWSP     SB         PE 
N Valid  51      51      51           49            49            51          51 
 Missing 0.00      0.00       0.00        2.00   2.00         0.00       0.00 
Mean  4.12      3.94       4.51        4.55         4.49         4.00       4.75 
Std.    .82        .71         .73          .74           .68           .80         .44 
Deviation   
PDM = Importance of Participation with Decision Making 
APC = Importance of Autonomy, Power and Control 
RWP = Importance of Relationship with Peers 
RWSB = Importance of Relationship with Subordinates 
RWSP = Importance of Relationship with Supervisor 
SB = Importance of Salary and Benefits 
PE = Importance of Professional Effectiveness 

Table 4-36.  Participation in Decision Making (N=51) 
Rating n Percentage 
Very High Importance 17   33.3 
High Importance 26   51.0 
Moderate Importance   5     9.8 
Low Importance   3     5.9 
Very Low Importance   0     0.0 
Total 51 100.0 
 
Table 4-37. Autonomy, Power and Control (N=51) 
Rating n Percentage 
Very High Importance 11   21.6 
High Importance 26   51.0 
Moderate Importance 14   27.4 
Low Importance   0     0.0 
Very Low Importance   0     0.0 
Total 51 100.0 
 
Table 4-38.  Relationship with Peers (N=51) 
Rating n Percentage 
Very High Importance 32   62.7 
High Importance 14   27.5 
Moderate Importance   4     7.8 
Low Importance   1     2.0 
Very Low Importance   0     0.0 
Total 51 100.0 
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Table 4-39.  Relationship with Subordinates (N=49) 
Rating n Percentage 
Very High Importance 31   63.3 
High Importance 16   32.7 
Moderate Importance   1     2.0 
Low Importance   0     0.0 
Very Low Importance   1     2.0 
Total 49 100.0 
 
Table 4-40.  Relationship with Supervisor (N=49) 
Rating n Percentage 
Very High Importance 28   57.2 
High Importance 18   36.7 
Moderate Importance   2     4.1 
Low Importance   1     2.0 
Very Low Importance   0     0.0 
Total 49 100.0 
 
Table 4-41.  Salary and Benefits (N=51)  
Rating n Percentage 
Very High Importance 14   27.5 
High Importance 25   49.0 
Moderate Importance 10   19.6 
Low Importance   2     3.9 
Very Low Importance   0     0.0 
Total 51 100.0 
 
Table 4-42.  Professional Effectiveness (N=51) 
Rating n Percentage 
Very High Importance 38   74.5 
High Importance 13   25.5 
Moderate Importance   0     0.0 
Low Importance   0     0.0 
Very Low Importance   0     0.0 
Total 51 100.0 
 
Table 4-43.  Overall Satisfaction with Middle School Principal Position (N=51) 
Rating n Percentage 
Very High Satisfaction 21   41.2 
High Satisfaction 19   37.3 
Moderate Satisfaction   7   13.7 
Low Satisfaction   4     7.8 
Very Low Satisfaction   0     0.0 
Total 51 100.0 
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Table 4-44.  Overall Satisfaction with School District (N=50) 
Rating n Percentage 
Very High Satisfaction 16   32.0 
High Satisfaction 20   40.0 
Moderate Satisfaction   6   12.0 
Low Satisfaction   8   16.0 
Very Low Satisfaction   0     0.0 
Total 50 100.0 
 
Table 4-45.  Descriptive Statistics for Overall Position and District Satisfaction 
  Position              District 
N Valid  51                       50 
 Missing   0.00                  1.00  
Mean    4.12                    3.88 
Std.      .93                    1.04 
Deviation   
 
Table 4-46.  Percentages of Respondents Selecting a Rating of “High” or “Very High” 
for the Importance of Each Variable 
Variable Percent rating as high or very 

high 
 

Professional Effectiveness 100.0  
Relationship with Subordinates   96.0  
Relationship with Supervisor   93.9  
Relationship with Peers   90.2  
Participation in Decision Making   84.3  
Salary and Benefits   76.5  
Autonomy, Power and Control   72.6  
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Table 4-47.  Pearson Product Moment Correlation for Job Satisfaction Variables 
  APC     RWP       RWSB     RWSP      SB          PE 
PDM Pearson 

Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

.360**  -.035       .167          .206   .306*      .252 
 
.009   .805     .252          .155   .029      .074 
   51      51        49             49      51         51 

APC Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

             -.057     .290*        .260   .248      .338* 
 
              .691     .043          .072   .079        .015 
                 51        49             49      51         51 

RWP Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

                            .030          .176   .171      .039 
 
                            .840          .227   .230      .786 
                               49             49      51         51 

RWSB Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

                                             .716**  -.121      .170 
                                            
                                             .000   .407      .243 
                                                48      49         49 

RWSP Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

                                                              .095      .203 
 
                                                              .517      .163 
                                                                 49         49 

SB Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

                                                                             .227 
 
                                                                             .109 
                                                                                51 

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
PDM = Satisfaction with Participation of Decision Making 
APC = Satisfaction with Autonomy, Power and Control 
RWP = Satisfaction with Relationship with Peers 
RWSB = Satisfaction with Relationship with Subordinates 
RWSP = Satisfaction with Relationship with Supervisor 
SB = Satisfaction with Salary and Benefits 
PE = Satisfaction with Professional Effectiveness 
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Table 4-48. Pearson Product Moment Correlation for Relationship Between Measures of Job 
Satisfaction, Measures of Organizational Climate and Overall Job Satisfaction 
  IC       OS       PC       PDO      EVAL      PRO     RPC     SWPOS     SWDIS 
PDM Pearson 

Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

.214    .060     .268     .249  .291*       .186      .002     .192            .255 
 
.137    .678     .057     .081  .038      .191      .987     .177  .074 
   50   51   51  50     51         51         51        51     50 

APC Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

.079    .024    -.018     .129  .075      .109     -.119     .072  .100 
 
.079    .866     .902      .372  .600      .448      .406      .617  .489 
   50   51   51    50     51         51         51         51     50 

RWP Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

.200    .071     .139      .085  .193      .186      .147      .204  .136 
 
.165    .618     .330      .556  .174      .190      .302      .151  .345 
   50   51   51    50     51         51         51         51     50 

RWSB Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

.088    .035     .024      .401**  .106      .186      .164      .127  .124 
 
.546    .088     .870      .005  .468      .202      .261      .383  .399 
   49   49   49    48     49         49         49         49     48 

RWSP Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

.283*  .250     .165      .507**  .291*      .180      .225      .278  .251 
 
.049    .084     .258      .000  .042      .215      .121      .053  .085 
49   49   49    48     49         49         49         49     48 

SB Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

-.004  .000   .176    -.054      -.054      .000     -.228      .227          -.188 
  
.978   1.000    .216      .712  .708    1.000      .108       .109           .186 
    50     51   51    50     51         51         51          51              51 

PE Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

.069   - .036    .024      .164  .034      .030     -.085     -.072   .025 
 
.634 .802    .866      .255  .810      .835      .554       .617   .861 
50    51   51    50     51         51         51          51      50 

SWPOS Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

.526** .408** .462** .485**  .555**     .535**  .625** 1.000   .723** 
 
.000 .003 .001 .000  .000      .000      .000       .000              --- 
   50    51    51    50     51         51         51           51      50 

SWDIS Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
        N 

.702** .613** .750** .607**  .841**     .684**  .772**   .723** 1.000 
 
.000 .000 .000 .000  .000      .000      .000       .000              ---  
   49    50    50    49     50         50         50          50      50 

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
IC = Internal Communication 
OS = Organizational Structure 
PC = Political Climate 
PDO = Professional Development Opportunities 
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Table 4-48. Continued 
EVAL = Evaluation 
PRO = Promotion 
RPC = Regard for Personal Concern 
PDM = Participation in Decision Making 
APC = Autonomy, Power and Control 
RWP = Relationship with Peers 
RWSB = Relationship with Subordinates 
RWSP = Relationship with Supervisor 
SB = Salary and Benefits 
PE = Professional Effectiveness 
SWPOS = Satisfaction with Position 
SWDIS = Satisfaction with District 
 
Table 4-49. One-Way ANOVA, Satisfaction with Institutional Characteristics and Principal 
        Demographic Data 
  Sums of       df        Mean        F           Sig 

squares                    squares 
Gender Between groups 

Within groups 
Total 

    .127          1         .127         .191      .664  
32.714        49         .668 
32.841        50 

Age Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

  8.813        25         .353         .384      .989 
20.218        22         .919 
20.031        47 

Ethnicity Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

    .677         3         .226         .330      .804            
32.164        47         .684 
32.841        50 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

106 

Table 4-50. One-Way ANOVA, Satisfaction with Institutional Characteristics and Principal 
                   Education/Experience 
  Sums of       df        Mean        F           Sig 

squares                    squares 
Level of education Between groups 

Within groups 
Total 

    .977          2         .488         .736      .484  
31.864        48         .664 
32.841        50 

Years as a principal Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

10.354        16         .647         .996      .512 
22.113        33         .670 
32.466        49 

Years in current school Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

  8.640        10         .864       1.414      .210           
23.826        39         .611 
32.466        49 

Annual salary Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

    .968          4         .242         .349      .843  
31.873        46         .693 
32.841        50 

Participation in an 
induction program 

Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

    .779          3         .260         .381      .767 
32.062        47         .682 
32.841        50 

Assignment of a mentor Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

   1.365         1       1.365       2.125      .151 
31.477        49         .642 
32.841        50 
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Table 4-51. One-Way ANOVA, Satisfaction with Institutional Characteristics and School 
                   Demographic Data 
  Sums of       df        Mean        F           Sig 

squares                    squares 
School district Between groups 

Within groups 
Total 

10.272        10       1.027        1.821      .088  
22.569        40         .564 
32.841        50 

School location Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

    .272          3         .091         .131       .941 
32.569        47         .693 
32.841        50 

School size Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

   .498          3         .166         .241       .867           
32.343        47         .688 
32.841        50 

Percent of students on free 
and reduced lunch 

Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

  3.731          3       1.244       2.008       .126  
29.110        47         .619 
32.841        50 

FCAT Grade (No A’s in 
the last three years) 

Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

  2.334          1       2.334       3.749       .059 
30.507        49         .623 
32.841        50 

FCAT Grade (One A in 
the last three years) 

Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

    .104          1         .104         .156       .694 
32.737        49         .668 
32.841        50 

FCAT Grade (Two A’s in 
the last three years) 

Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

    .148          1         .148         .221       .640 
32.694        49         .667 
32.841        50 

FCAT Grade (Three A’s 
in last three years) 

Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

    .962          1         .962        1.479       .230 
31.879        49         .651 
32.841        50 

 

Table 4-52. One-Way ANOVA, Importance of Position Characteristics and Principal 
                   Demographic Data 
  Sums of       df        Mean        F           Sig 

squares                    squares 
Gender Between groups 

Within groups 
Total 

    .040          1         .040         .229      .635  
  8.571        49         .175 
  8.611        50 

Age Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

  3.468        25         .139         .638      .861 
  4.783        22         .217 
  8.250        47 

Ethnicity Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

   .273          3         .091         .513      .675            
  8.338        47         .177 
  8.611        50 
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Table 4-53. One-Way ANOVA, Importance of Position Characteristics and Principal 
                   Education/Experience 
  Sums of       df        Mean        F           Sig 

squares                    squares 
Level of education Between groups 

Within groups 
Total 

    .243          2         .122         .697      .503  
  8.368        48         .174 
  8.611        50 

Years as a principal Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

  3.557        16         .222       1.476      .168 
  4.972        33         .151 
  8.529        49 

Years in current school Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

 1.719        10         .172         .984      .473            
  6.810        39         .175 
  8.529        49 

Annual salary Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

    .211          4         .053         .289      .883  
  8.400        46         .183 
  8.611        50 

Participation in an 
induction program 

Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

    .476          3         .159         .917      .440 
  8.135        47         .173 
  8.611        50 

Assignment of a mentor Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

    .856          1         .856       5.409      .024* 
  7.755        49         .158 
  8.611        50 
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Table 4-54. One-Way ANOVA, Importance of Position Characteristics and School 
                   Demographic Data 
  Sums of       df        Mean        F           Sig 

squares                    squares 
School district Between groups 

Within groups 
Total 

  1.300        10         .130         .711      .709 
  7.311        40         .183 
  8.611        50 

School location Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

    .446          3         .149         .856       .471 
  8.165        47         .174 
  8.611        50 

School size Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

   .186          3         .062         .345       .793           
  8.425        47         .179 
  8.611        50 

Percent of students on free 
and reduced lunch 

Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

    .086          3         .029         .159       .923  
  8.524        47         .181 
  8.611        50 

FCAT Grade (No A’s in 
the last three years) 

Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

    .155          1         .155         .661       .420 
  8.496        49         .173 
  8.611        50 

FCAT Grade (One A in 
the last three years) 

Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

    .535          1         .535        3.247       .078 
  8.076        49         .165 
  8.611        50 

FCAT Grade (Two A’s in 
the last three years) 

Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

    .603          1         .603        3.691       .061 
  8.008        49         .163 
  8.611        50 

FCAT Grade (Three A’s 
in last three years) 

Between groups 
Within groups 
Total 

    .085          1         .085          .487       .489 
  8.526        49         .174 
  8.611        50 
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CHAPTER 5 
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
 This study was conducted to analyze the relationship between various aspects of 

organizational climate and job satisfaction as it relates to middle school principals in Central 

Florida.  Further, this study investigated if job satisfaction varied as a function of particular 

demographic characteristics.  The research specifically addressed the following five questions: 

 1.  To what extent do middle school principals report the presence of seven identified 
organizational climate factors (internal communication, organizational structure, political 
climate, professional development opportunities, evaluation, promotion, and regard for 
personal concern) in their school district? 

 
2.  Using the same seven climate factors, how satisfied are middle school principals with 
the organizational climate in their school districts? 

 
3.  How important are the five identified job satisfaction variables (participation in 
decision making; autonomy, power and control; relationships with colleagues; salary and 
benefits; and professional effectiveness) to middle school principals in the performance 
of their duties? 

 
4.  What is the relationship between the measures of job satisfaction and organizational 
climate factors, as well as job satisfaction with the position among the Central Florida 
middle school principals? 

 
5.  Do the importance and satisfaction ratings of institutional and position characteristics 
differ for middle school principals related to the following demographic variables: the 
principals’ gender, age, and ethnicity; the principals’ level of education, length of time as 
a principal, length of time in current position, annual salary, participation in an induction 
program, and assignment of a mentor; and the district, school location (urban, suburban 
or rural), school size, percent of students on free and reduced lunch, and Florida A+ Plan 
grades designated for the past three years? 

 
Design of the Study 

A survey instrument from existing studies on job satisfaction and organizational climate 

factors in the work place was used to gather data needed to address the research questions (Levy, 

1989; Palmer, 1995; Chappell, 1995; Bailey, 2002; Lawrence, 2003; Peek, 2003; Lefevre, 2004; 

Stephens, 2004; Sofianos, 2005).   The survey (Appendix C) was adapted from Chappell (1995) 
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to address the specific population of middle school principals. The population for this study 

included public middle school principals in seven Central Florida counties (N=97).  The sample 

included those middle school principals who completed the electronic survey.  This was a 

voluntary response sample. They were informed that all responses would be kept confidential to 

the extent provided by law.  They completed the questionnaire and demographic questions 

electronically and submitted it to a secure server at the University of Florida.  Fifty-one (N=51) 

surveys were completed yielding a response rate of 53%.  The responses from these surveys were 

statistically analyzed to answer the five research questions. 

Findings 

 The focus of this study was on the position of middle school principal in Central Florida.  

The role of the middle school principal has been described as key instructional leader, initiator of 

change, school manager, personnel administrator, problem solver, and the “boundary spanner” 

for the school (Goldring, 1990; Fullan, 1991; Vandenberghe, 1995).  For the purpose of this 

study, middle school principal refers to the lead administrator serving adolescents in grades 6 

through 8.  

Demographic Profile for Middle School Principals in Central Florida 

 A middle school principal in Central Florida participating in this study was likely to be a 

white/Caucasian (84.0%) male (56.9%) between 41 and 50 years of age (41.7%) with a master’s 

degree (64.7%).  This profile is similar to findings in previous studies of educational leaders 

using this same survey instrument which found educational leaders to be white/Caucasian males 

(Chappell, 1995; Evans 1996; Zabetakis, 1999; Peek, 2003).  This profile is also similar to 

findings in previous studies of middle school administrators which found middle school 

principals to be white/Caucasian males with master’s degrees (Doud, 1989; Doud & Keller, 
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1998; Newby 1999; Turner, 2006).   The campus that he works on is located in a suburban area 

(56.0%) similar to Newby’s study in 1999.  Doud and Keller (1998) found principals to fit the 

same profile and that they were likely to have four to seven years of experience as a principal 

(36.0%).  In this study, one to three of those years were in their current school (44.0%).   

Research Question 1 

 Middle school principals in Central Florida perceived the seven measures of 

organizational climate in a generally positive light.  The factors analyzed were internal 

communication, organizational structure, political climate, professional development 

opportunities, evaluation, promotion and regard for personal concern.  Similar to findings in 

Chappell (1995), Lawrence (2003), Peek (2003), Stephens (2004), and Reynolds (2006), the 

highest mean scores were reported in the areas of professional development opportunities (4.53), 

organizational structure (4.45), and internal communication (4.02).  The data from Part II, 

Section A suggested that middle school principals in Central Florida thought they worked in 

districts that encouraged professional development, had clear hierarchical structures, and an 

effective formal interaction process that promoted internal communication.  Yet, when principals 

had the opportunity to speak in their own words at the end of the survey, they repeatedly 

complained about district interruptions and requests with unreasonable timelines that may pull a 

principal away from their instructional supervision responsibilities.  They also complained that 

the district did not communicate effectively between departments causing principals to respond 

to several people about the same issue.   

 The responses of middle school principals in Central Florida yielded the lowest mean 

score for promotion (3.76), which was also the lowest rated organizational climate factor for 

Stephens (2004) and Reynolds (2006).  A low score for promotion indicated that middle school 



 

113 

principals in Central Florida were not as confident with their school district’s commitment to 

internal promotion and advancement within the organization as they were with the other 

organizational climate factors. 

 The organizational climate factor, political climate, was significantly negatively 

correlated to the climate factors internal communication (-.324), evaluation (-.335), promotion  

(-.398) and regard for personal concern (-.431).  These results are consistent with other studies 

using the same survey instrument (Chappell, 1995; Lawrence, 2003; Peek, 2003; Stephens, 

2004).  These data may suggest that formal interactions between the principal and the district and 

the assessment of principal performance are negatively associated in a highly political 

environment along with opportunities for advancement and a regard for the principal’s well-

being.  Significant positive relationships between the organizational factor internal 

communication and evaluation (.441), promotion (.396), and regard for personal concern (.455), 

suggest that when formal interaction processes are present, perceptions of assessment, 

opportunities for advancement and concern for personal well-being are elevated.  Comparable to 

Peek (2003) other positive relationships were found between the organizational factors of 

evaluation and professional development opportunities (.427), promotion (.516), and regard for 

personal concern (.595), revealing that the assessment of middle school principals is positively 

associated with professional growth, opportunities for advancement and a sensitivity to their 

personal well-being. 

Research Question 2 

 Using the same 7 climate factors, middle school principals in Central Florida reported a 

high overall satisfaction with organizational climate factors as indicated in the mean distribution 

(Table 4-25).  Satisfaction with regard to professional development opportunities (4.30), regard 
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for personal concern (3.98), and organizational structure (3.94) were the three most highly rated 

factors.  Internal communication (3.86) is not rated in the top three as it was in perception of 

organizational climate and is followed by evaluation (3.82) when principals considered their 

level of satisfaction with the organizational climate factors.  These findings are also comparable 

to Chappell (1995), Lawrence (2003), Peek (2003) and Stephens (2004).  The lowest rated factor, 

political climate (3.43), was consistent with findings in Chappell (1995). This shows that middle 

school principals in Central Florida are less satisfied in a highly political climate. 

 In addition, Central Florida middle school principals’ overall satisfaction with their 

position was high (4.12) (Table 4-45).  The most frequent response was that middle school 

principals in Central Florida had a “very high satisfaction” with their position (41.2%) (Table 4-

43).  The mean overall score for satisfaction with their district (3.88) was slightly lower than 

overall satisfaction with their position (4.12).  The most frequent response (40.0%) (Table 4-44) 

was “high satisfaction” for Central Florida middle school principals’ overall satisfaction with 

their school district.  This indicates that most respondents are satisfied with their positions and 

districts, but they could be more satisfied with each. 

 When examining the relationships between the organizational factors as they related to 

middle school principals’ satisfaction with each factor, a significant relationship was found 

between all factors (Table 4-34).  My data indicate that the satisfaction with each factor 

significantly influences the satisfaction level of every other factor.  The significance of these 

relationships may warrant further study to examine the relevance of each of the organizational 

climate factors and how they influence the job satisfaction of principals. 
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Research Question 3 

The analysis of means shows that middle school principals in Central Florida indicated 

that all 7 job satisfaction variables were important in performing their job responsibilities (Table 

4-35).  The job satisfaction variables under investigation were participation in decision making; 

autonomy, power and control; relationship with peers, subordinates, and supervisors; salary and 

benefits; and professional effectiveness.  The highest score was found when these principals 

were asked about the importance of professional effectiveness (4.75).  All (100%) (Table 4-46) 

of the respondents rated professional effectiveness as “very high importance” or “high 

importance” with regard to their position as a middle school principal.  Relationships with 

subordinates (4.55), peers (4.51) and supervisors (4.49) were also highly rated, followed closely 

by the importance of decision making (4.12).  However, salary and benefits and autonomy, 

power, and control were found to be less important to these middle school principals than the 

other factors.  These findings are consistent with previous research conducted by Levy (1989), 

Chappell (1995), Lawrence (2003), Peek (2003), and Stephens (2004)  using the same survey 

instrument.  These data suggest that competence at work is linked to self-esteem and therefore 

consistent with Herzberg’s theory which lists achievement, recognition, and work itself as the 

best motivation for workers.   

The mean responses to the importance of participation with decision making (4.12) were 

followed by salary and benefits (4.00).  This finding is consistent with Herzberg’s Motivation 

Hygiene Theory that examined hygiene (extrinsic) factors of company policy, supervision, 

working conditions, interpersonal relations, salary, and status and found that they did not 

influence motivation and were not central to job satisfaction (Herzberg, et al 1959).  These 

results are consistent with the claims of other studies that salary and benefits were not essential 
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to job satisfaction (Levy, 1989; Chappell, 1995; Bailey, 2002; Lawrence, 2003; Peek, 2003; 

Stephens, 2004).   Finally, the importance of autonomy, power, and control (3.94) was the lowest 

rated job satisfaction variable for the middle school principal respondents which may indicate 

that their job satisfaction is not derived from individual autonomy and assumed power within 

their position.  This finding is similar to those in Peek (2003) and Stephens (2004).  Although 

when principals had the opportunity to respond to an open-ended question about what aspects of 

the position enhance or distract from their overall satisfaction, the desire for more local control in 

response to national, state, and district mandates (including class size reduction, NCLB, AYP 

and high-stakes testing) was mentioned repeatedly. 

A Pearson Product-Moment Correlation analyzed each job satisfier to see if there were 

any significant correlations between each variable that would influence a middle school principal 

in Central Florida.  Analogous to Lawrence (2003) and Stephens (2004), positive significant 

relationships existed between the organizational factor autonomy, power and control, and 

relationship with subordinates (.290), professional effectiveness (.338), and decision making 

(.360) (Table 4-47).  These data indicate that having a high degree of independence and authority 

in their principal position influences their overall job performance and the ability to make 

decisions.  Positive significant relationships were also revealed between participation in decision 

making and salary and benefits (.306).  As with Chappell (1995), Peek (2003), and Stephens 

(2004), a positive significant relationship was found between subordinates and relationship with 

supervisors (.716). These findings suggest that the ability to make decisions influences  

principals’ levels of satisfaction with their compensation, and their relationships within their 

schools are influenced by their relationships with their supervisor.  This satisfaction with 
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relationships within a school may make principals feel more confident with their performance 

and more at ease with their supervisor. 

Research Question 4 

During statistical analysis, numerous relationships between measures of job satisfaction 

(Table 4-48) and measures of organizational climate were revealed.  Significant positive 

relationships were discovered between the job satisfier variable evaluation and the organizational 

climate factors participation with decision making (.291) and relationship with supervisor (.291).  

These data reveal that a principal’s evaluation is influenced by the principal’s ability to make 

decisions and the principal’s interaction with his/her supervisor.  Similar to the findings of 

Lawrence (2003), the organizational climate factor professional development opportunities had a 

positive correlation with the job satisfier variables relationship with subordinates (.401) and 

relationship with supervisors (.507) (Table 4-48).  These findings suggest that principals’  

professional growth is influenced by the relationships with those they supervise and those who 

supervise them.  These findings are a testament to the value of continued professional growth 

and to Maslow’s (1954) hierarchal need for esteem that includes feelings of self-respect and 

respect for others. 

 Finally, significant positive correlations were found between the Central Florida middle 

school principals’ overall job satisfaction with their position and their district in relation to all 

organizational climate factors.  These findings (Table 4-48) reveal the influence that each 

organizational climate factor has on school-based leaders and on school districts in regard to job 

satisfaction.  Two highly significant relationships in regard to both overall satisfaction with their 

position and district were regard for personal concern and evaluation indicating that overall 

satisfaction of middle school principals is related to the way they are professionally assessed and 
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personally regarded (Table 4-48).  This finding is consistent with Johanshishi (1985) and 

Satterlee (1988) who reported that a worker finds job satisfaction through the emotional feelings 

toward the job.  This finding also supports McGregor’s Theory Y (1960) that assumes the 

average worker does not inherently dislike work but assumes that workers are creative, self-

directed and these qualities are brought out by managers who motivate and inspire.  A middle 

school principal’s job satisfaction is related to how they are assessed and whether a district or a 

supervisor considers their personal well-being.  District and state leaders may want to review 

employee-centered leadership from the Michigan State studies which would recommend 

supervisors to take a personal interest in the lives and needs of their school leaders (Hersey et al., 

1996).   

Research Question 5 

 This question was analyzed using an analysis of variance (ANOVA) to see whether 

significant differences existed in the means of satisfaction with institutional characteristics and 

the importance of position characteristics when compared by demographic variables. Only one of 

the demographic variables under examination was found to relate significantly.  The assignment 

of a mentor was found to be a predictor for Central Florida middle school principals’ ratings of 

importance of position characteristics (Table 4-53).  This finding may suggest that the 

principalship can be isolating and support is desired for professional fulfillment.  It may be 

prudent to consider the findings from Mayo’s research (1933) that found improved productivity 

comes from several factors, including a feeling of belonging. 

Conclusions 

 Several studies in higher education have used the same survey instrument to examine job 

satisfaction and organizational climate and have produced comparable results.  The data on the 
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presence of organizational climate factors, including regard for personal concern and 

professional development opportunities, were similarly ranked in this as well as previous studies 

(Chappell, 1995; Evans, 1996; Zabetakis, 1999; Bailey, 2002; Peek, 2003; Lawrence, 2003; 

Stephens, 2004; Reynolds, 2006).  The job satisfaction variables found to be the most important 

(professional effectiveness, relationship with subordinates, peers, and supervisors, and 

participation in decision making) are also consistent with studies using the same instrument 

(Chappell, 1995; Evans, 1996; Zabetakis, 1999; Bailey, 2002; Lawrence, 2003; Peek, 2003). 

 Respondents rated their overall satisfaction with position and the district generally high 

with means above 3.8.  Central Florida middle school principals overall satisfaction with their 

position and their district was consistent to other educational positions previously investigated 

(Chappell, 1995; Evans, 1996; Zabetakis, 1999; Bailey, 2002; Peek, 2003). 

Implications 

 As the role of the middle school principal changes and becomes more demanding, it is 

likely that many educational leaders will face job satisfaction and organizational climate 

concerns in their positions.   School district leaders should be aware that organizational climate 

plays an important role in the satisfaction of school principals.  Thus, it is important that they 

should have procedures and practices in place to monitor the state of the climate of their 

organization.  This awareness could lead to an enhanced working climate in K-12 education 

which should lead to a more productive and satisfied workforce.    

Many of the results reveal a need for district and state leaders to consider the human 

relations approach when working with school-based leaders, including the need for recognition, 

belongingness, security, and an understanding of their beliefs, motivations and values.  It is 

important to consider the principals’ responses to the open-ended question concerning what 
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aspects of the position enhance or distract from their overall satisfaction.  Concerns including 

“The ability of the state to add programs/issues with no funding attached” may require district 

and state leaders to reflect on all the implications of a bill they are attempting to pass and to build 

in appropriate funding and some latitude for interpretation by principals based on the needs of 

each school.  Legislators need to realize that each new mandate that is passed adds to all the 

other existing mandates that a principal is required to follow, but nothing is removed in order to 

make “time” for the new initiative.  Because of the nature of the school calendar and the current 

culture of educational reform, demands of high-stakes test results contribute to high levels of 

stress for school administrators.  “The amount of paperwork/computer input seems 

overwhelming at times when trying to run a school.” “There is too much intrusion from the state 

and federal government on local practices and policies.  They routinely demonstrate little or no 

understanding of ‘conditions on the ground’.” 

It is accurate to consider that principals are hired as instructional leaders and should be 

expected to follow all national, state and local mandates, but they should also be trusted to 

understand better than anyone how to implement reform in their schools in order to maximize its 

impact. “The constraints that the state and district put on individual schools—i.e.,  class size 

amendment, mandatory remedial reading, certification, etc”—with “more local control” need to 

occur to improve overall job satisfaction.  It is also important that districts and schools are 

funded appropriately.  

Finally, in light of the pressures that come with high-stakes testing, it may be of some 

importance to review tenure and how this can directly affect the quality of instruction in a 

school.  Responses from principals on tenure (“Eliminate the possibility of losing highly 

qualified and dedicated teachers who are on annual contract and may be bumped out of a job 
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because of another teacher’s seniority.”  “With a union and its rules, there are teachers that 

should not be teaching.”  “We should be able to release ineffective teachers without having to 

jump through so many hoops.”) reveal that tenure has a negative influence on a principals’ job 

satisfaction.  Several studies conducted on teacher effectiveness and how this influences student 

achievement found that teachers’ knowledge, skills, and preparation matter to student 

achievement even more than teacher experience, class size or pupil-teacher ratio (Strauss & 

Sawyer, 1986; Ferguson, 1991; Ferguson & Ladd, 1996; Darling-Hammond, 1999; Fetler, 1999; 

Fuller, 1999).  Because principals feel there is an “excessive emphasis placed on high-stakes 

testing,” “…specifically the school grading system,” it is reasonable to consider that having little 

control to remove a teacher who is ineffective and could jeopardize the overall results would 

increase the levels of anxiety for school principals. 

 District and state leaders would be prudent to consider the highest rated job satisfaction 

variables of professional effectiveness; relationship with subordinates; supervisors, and peers; 

and participation in decision making as significant aspects of the job that contribute to job 

satisfaction.  Having a highly political climate can negatively affect a principal’s perception of 

internal communication, evaluation, opportunities for promotion and overall well-being.  It may 

also be shrewd for state and district leaders to reflect upon the isolation that a new principal may 

endure and to consider assigning mentors to new principals as a standard practice to ensure that 

new principals don’t experience such feelings of isolation.  

 My data also revealed that principals need opportunities to grow professionally, as this is 

tied to their relationships with the people they interact with the most—their subordinates and 

supervisors.  Finally, principals derive a significant amount of satisfaction from their own 

professional effectiveness and how they are valued through their assessment.  Middle school 
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principals in Central Florida were not as confident with their school district’s commitment to 

internal promotion and advancement within the organization.  Thus, the “human” factor should 

be of great concern to district and state leaders so that they might better understand how to retain 

leaders within the K-12 field who feel valued and who are willing and able to maintain a level of 

high performance in their current position.  Principals who feel appreciated for their job 

performance will likely remain in their position and will better lead children toward success. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

Increasing attrition rates caused by job stress are a real concern for a position that is 

consistently recognized as essential to the overall success of every school (Baughman, 1996). 

Understanding what motivates people to remain in their positions and what helps them to 

perform effectively is vital to addressing the principal shortage.  Further study should be 

conducted to verify these results, as this appears to be the first examination of middle school 

administrators using this survey instrument.  Based on the principals’ personal comments, topics 

such as local control, tenure and time constraints should be examined further.  

Researchers may want to consider why some of the data from the objective sections 

conflicted with the personal responses received from the principals.  Most principals rated their 

satisfaction with organizational structure (70.6%) and internal communication (68.0%) (Table 4-

33) as “high” or “very high” but at the end of the survey, they repeatedly complained about 

district interruptions with last minute requests and that the district did not communicate 

effectively between departments.  Principals also provided conflicting responses when rating the 

importance of autonomy, power and control.  This variable received the lowest mean rating 

(3.94) (Table 4-35), but when principals had the opportunity to respond about what aspects of the 

position enhance or distract from their overall satisfaction, the desire for more local control in 
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response to national, state, and district mandates (including class size reduction, NCLB, AYP 

and high-stakes testing) was mentioned repeatedly.  Finally, when examining Table 4-34 my data 

indicate that a significant relationship was found between all factors and may warrant further 

study to examine the relevance of each of the organizational climate factors and how they 

influence the job satisfaction of principals.   

 All conclusions are based on voluntary responses from principals in seven school 

districts in Central Florida.  The following research possibilities exist with regard to continued 

study of organizational climate and job satisfaction of K-12 administrators using the same survey 

instrument. 

• Examine the responses from middle school principals in all 67 counties in Florida. 

• Examine the responses of middle school principals who are members of the National 

Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP). 

• Examine the responses of K-12 administrators at the elementary and high school levels. 

• Conduct a comparative study between principals and assistant principals. 

• Add interview questions on local control, tenure, and time constraints to create a mixed-

methods study. 

Summary 

A review of the literature emphasized the increased level of complexity of job 

responsibilities and performance expectations for the middle school principal (Senge, 1990; 

Bolman & Deal, 1995; Vaill, 1996; Ubben & Hughes, 1997; Newby, 1999; Turner, 2006).  As 

the job becomes more demanding and attrition rates continue to rise, issues of job satisfaction for 

middle school principals become more critical.  The perceptions of school leaders regarding 

organizational climate and job satisfaction are worthy of broader study and analysis, for the 
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performance of these leaders is directly related to the performance of our nation’s schools and, 

consequently, is tied to our children’s future success.   
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APPENDIX C 
ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE QUESTIONNAIRE 

__________________________________________________________________  

Middle School Principal Questionnaire 
__________________________________________________________________  

Part I 

Principal Demographic Data 

Please tell a little about yourself. (Fill in or check where appropriate): 
 
1. Gender  
 

Female   Male    
 

2. Age  
 
3. Ethnicity 

Asian   Black   Hispanic   Multi-racial   White   

 other:  
 

Education/Experience 

 
4.Your level of education (highest degree earned): 

Masters   Specialist   Doctorate    
 
5. How many years have you served: 
(Please put a zero if you have been in your position for less than 12 months). 
 

a. As a principal:  

b. As a principal in your current school:  
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6. Annual Salary 

Less than $70,000 

$70,000-$79,999 

$80,000-$89,999 

$90,000-$99,999 

$100,000 or more 

7. Did you participate in a principal induction program? 

Yes, before becoming a principal. 

Yes, after becoming a principal. 

Yes, both before and after becoming a principal. 

No 
 
8. When you became a principal did your district assign you a mentor? 

Yes 

No 

School Demographics 

 
9. The name of your school district (Ex: Orange, Brevard, etc.): 

 
 
10. The area in which your school is located is best described as: 

rural 

suburban 

urban 
 
11. School Size 

Less than 500 students 

500-999 students 

1000-1499 students 

1500-1999 students 

2000 or more students 
 
12. Percentage of students on free and reduced lunch: 

0-25 percent 

26-50 percent 

51-75 percent 

76-100 percent 
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13. School's FCAT Grades (A, B, C, D, F, or N/A): 
 

2003-2004  
 

2004-2005  
 

2005-2006  
 
___________________________________________________________________  

Part II 

Section A 

_________________________________________________________________________ 
Considering your experiences as a middle school principal in your district, please 
choose the number of the rating that best represents your belief about your 
district's climate. A description of the scale has been provided to aid you in 
selecting your answers. 
_________________________________________________________________________
Please rate the level or degree to which the following qualities are present in your 
school district, with five (5) indicating the highest level of presence and one (1) 
indicating the lowest level of presence. 
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
14. Internal Communication--defined as the school district's formal interaction process 
between the faculty, staff and the district (Ex: articulation of mission, vision, goals and 
expectations).  
 
Open Communication                                                       Closed Communication  

5.                   4.                    3.                     2.                   1. 
    
 
15. Organizational Structure--defined as the school district's hierarchy of structure (Ex: 
chain of command and lines of authority).  
 
Highly Structured                                                            Loosely Structured 

5.                   4.                    3.                     2.                   1. 
 
16. Political Climate--defined as the nature and complexity of the school district's internal 
and external policies (Ex: the degree to which a principal must operate within a political 
framework in order to accomplish his/her job).  
 
Highly Political                                                                 Not Highly Political 

5.                   4.                    3.                     2.                   1. 
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17. Professional Development Opportunities--defined as the chance for principals to 
pursue and participate in trainings to enhance job performance (Ex: encouragement by 
superiors to learn, participate, develop, and share innovative practices).  
 
Participation Highly Encouraged                                          Participation Not Encouraged 

5.                   4.                    3.                     2.                   1. 
 
 
18. Evaluation--defined as the school district's procedure for assessing the performance of 
middle school principals (Ex: relevant and meaningful process that focuses on improving 
leadership rather than fault finding).  
 
Supportive Evaluation Procedures                                       Non Supportive Evaluation 
Procedures 

5.                   4.                    3.                     2.                   1. 
    
19. Promotion--defined as the school district's commitment to internal promotion and 
advancement from within the organization (Ex: career ladders, mentorship and internship 
opportunities).  
 
Internal Promotions Encouraged                                         Internal Promotions Not 
Encouraged 

5.                   4.                    3.                     2.                   1. 
    
20. Regard for Personal Concern--defined as the school district's sensitivity to and 
regard for middle school principals' well-being (Ex: the district is supportive and flexible 
during times of personal emergencies).  
 
High Sensitivity                                                               Low Sensitivity 

5.                   4.                    3.                     2.                   1. 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
    
Section B 
Considering your district, please rate your level of satisfaction with each of the 
organizational qualities listed below, with five (5) indicating the highest level of 
satisfaction and one (1) indicating the lowest level of satisfaction. 
___________________________________________________________________  
 
 
 
 
21. Internal Communication--defined as the school district's formal interaction process 
between the faculty, staff and the district (Ex: articulation of mission, vision, goals and 
expectations).  
 
Highly Satisfied                                                                Highly Dissatisfied  

5.                   4.                    3.                     2.                   1. 
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22. Organizational Structure--defined as the school district's hierarchy of structure (Ex: 
chain of command and lines of authority).  
 
Highly Satisfied                                                                Highly Dissatisfied  

5.                   4.                    3.                     2.                   1. 
    
 
23. Political Climate--defined as the nature and complexity of the middle school's internal 
and external policies (Ex: the degree to which a principal must operate within a political 
framework in order to accomplish his/her job).  
 
Highly Satisfied                                                                Highly Dissatisfied  

5.                   4.                    3.                     2.                   1. 
    
 
24. Professional Development Opportunities--defined as the chance for principals to 
pursue and participate in trainings to enhance job performance (Ex: encouragement by 
superiors to learn, participate, develop, and share innovative practices).  
 
Highly Satisfied                                                                Highly Dissatisfied  

5.                   4.                    3.                     2.                   1. 
    
 
25. Evaluation--defined as the school district's procedure for assessing the performance of 
middle school principals (Ex: relevant and meaningful process that focuses on improving 
leadership rather than fault finding).  
 
Highly Satisfied                                                                Highly Dissatisfied  

5.                   4.                    3.                     2.                   1. 
 
 
26. Promotion--defined as the school district's commitment to internal promotion and 
advancement from within the organization (Ex: career ladders, mentorship, and internship 
opportunities).  
 
Highly Satisfied                                                                Highly Dissatisfied  

5.                   4.                    3.                     2.                   1. 
 
 
27. Regard for Personal Concern--defined as the school district's sensitivity to and 
regard for middle school principals' well-being (Ex: the district is supportive and flexible 
during times of personal emergencies).  
 
Highly Satisfied                                                                Highly Dissatisfied  

5.                   4.                    3.                     2.                   1. 
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__________________________________________________________________  

Section C 

Please rate how important each of the following factors is to you in your position 
as a middle school principal with five (5) indicating the highest level of importance 
and one (1) indicating the lowest level of importance. 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
28. Participation in Decision Making--defined as the school district's process for decision 
making and the middle school principal's opportunity for involvement in the process (Ex: 
level of input requested from school-based administration by the executive cabinet).  
 
Most Important                                                                Least Important 

5.                   4.                    3.                     2.                   1. 
    
 
29. Autonomy, Power, and Control--defined as the degree of independence, authority, 
and jurisdiction held by middle school principals (Ex: the degree that decisions made by 
middle school principals can be overturned by district personnel).  
 
Most Important                                                                Least Important 

5.                   4.                    3.                     2.                   1. 
    
 
30. Relationship With Colleagues--defined as the quality of the principals' interactions 
with peers, subordinates, and supervisors (Ex: a collegial atmosphere of respect exists).  
 
a. With Peers  
 
Most Important                                                                Least Important 

5.                   4.                    3.                     2.                   1. 
    
 
b. With Subordinates  
 
Most Important                                                                Least Important 

5.                   4.                    3.                     2.                   1. 
    
 
 
c. With Supervisors  
 
Most Important                                                                Least Important 

5.                   4.                    3.                     2.                   1. 
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31. Salary and Benefits--defined as wages and insurance plans for middle school 
principals (Ex: salary and benefit packages are equitable and comparable with other middle 
school principals).  
 
Most Important                                                                Least Important 

5.                   4.                    3.                     2.                   1. 
    
 
32. Professional Effectiveness--defined as the perceived overall efficiency of middle 
school principals in their jobs (Ex: "Am I successful in accomplishing the objective of my 
position?").  
 
Most Important                                                                Least Important 

5.                   4.                    3.                     2.                   1. 
    
___________________________________________________________________ 

Section D 

Please rate your overall satisfaction with your position as a middle school principal 
with five (5) indicating the highest level of importance and one (1) indicating the 
lowest level of importance. 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
33. Please select the level of your overall satisfaction with your position with five 
(5) indicating the highest level of satisfaction and one (1) indicating the lowest level of 
satisfaction.  
 
Highly Satisfied                                                                Highly Dissatisfied 

5.                   4.                    3.                     2.                   1. 
    
 
34. Please select the level of your overall satisfaction with your district with five (5) 
indicating the highest level of satisfaction and one (1) indicating the lowest level of 
satisfaction.  
 
Highly Satisfied                                                                Highly Dissatisfied 

5.                   4.                    3.                     2.                   1. 
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___________________________________________________________________ 

Part III 

Please answer the following question: 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
35. If you had the opportunity to change anything about your job, what aspect(s) would 
you add or eliminate to increase your overall job satisfaction? 
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