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Abstract 
 

An Analysis of the Discrepancy Between What Potential Candidates for the Principalship Desire 

in the Job of Principal and What They Perceive to be Provided by the Job and the Extent to 

Which That Discrepancy Predicts the Attractiveness of the Principalship 

 
 

Peter M. Gretz 
 

 
 

The attractiveness of the principalship is a variable that may help explain why candidates 

do and do not pursue principal positions. This study sought to determine if a discrepancy exists 

between what potential principal candidates desire and what they believe to be true about the 

attributes of the job of principal, and if that discrepancy can predict the attractiveness of the 

principalship to prospective candidates. A researcher-developed instrument was administered to 

teachers who are currently enrolled in four principal preparation programs in Virginia. Survey 

items were related to the domains that explain the attractiveness of the principalship. An overall 

attractiveness score was measured using a Thurstone Scale of Equal Appearing Intervals. A 

demographic section was included to collect background information. 

Overall, respondents rated the principalship as somewhat attractive. The regression found 

that there were five predictors of the attractiveness of the principalship. School location and 

number of years in education, both demographic factors, were the most significant predictors. 

Discrepancies in what candidates desired and believed to be provided regarding recognition of 

achievement, the ability to form relationships, and opportunities for professional growth 

followed as significant predictors of job attractiveness
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Chapter 1 
 

Introduction 

One of the most important issues facing educational leaders today is the attraction of 

qualified candidates to the principalship (Hartley, 2007; Smith, 2010). Research has shown that 

principals are a key factor in closing the achievement gap, increasing student achievement, and 

creating a positive atmosphere for learning to thrive (Smith, 2010; Tobin, 2005). The attraction 

of quality candidates to the principalship is a matter of national importance (Pijanowski, Hewitt, 

& Brady, 2009). Inherent to the attraction of these candidates is the understanding of what, 

specifically, prospective candidates find attractive about the job of principal.  

Many have raised concerns regarding the lack of qualified candidates for principal 

positions in America's public schools (Bass, 2004; Bloom & Krovetz, 2001; Hancock & Bird, 

2008; Mitchell, 2010; Roza, Celio, Harvey, & Wishon, 2003; Whitaker, 2001; Winter, Rinehart, 

Keedy, & Bjork, 2007). It has been expected that the shortage of educational leaders applying for 

positions in schools will reach such a level as to signify a national crisis (Donaldson, 2001; Van 

Sciver, 2002).  

An exploratory study by the National Association of Elementary School Principals 

(NAESP) and the National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) in 1998 

indicated that at least half of the surveyed districts reported that there was a shortage of qualified 

people to fill projected principal vacancies. This shortage occurred in rural, urban, and suburban 

areas at the elementary, middle, and high school levels. 

Superintendents’ Perspective 

  The Educational Research Survey (1998) allowed superintendents across the United 

States to voice their concern that principal positions are becoming more difficult to fill. When 
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asked for reasons for the difficulty, superintendents invariably cited the inability to compensate 

principals as the most significant inhibitor to recruiting principals. Regional, state and local 

district level research, however, has been conducted to determine what principals and potential 

principals find attractive about the principalship (Portin, Shen, & Williams, 1998; Newton et al, 

2003; Winter et al, 2007). These studies contained findings that appeared to contradict those in 

the ERS (1998). Superintendents who responded to the ERS, a national survey, explained the 

attractiveness of the principalship in terms of compensation. Principals who have participated in 

smaller studies name other, more intrinsic factors, such as greater autonomy, desire to influence 

others, and recognition, as having an equal or greater influence in the attractiveness of the 

principalship (Coleman, 2001). 

  Interestingly, Cruzeiro & Boone  (2009) reported that superintendents indicate that the 

biggest hindrance to attracting qualified principal candidates is the political nature of the work, 

rather than compensation. Superintendents reported a general discontent with the performance of 

current principals and the talent pool of candidates. Again, these responding superintendents 

indicated that mandates and bureaucracy are the primary detractors from exceptional candidates 

applying for the principalship.  

Candidates’ Perspectives 

  There has been some research done to investigate the shortage of applicants for 

principals’ positions (Brown-Ferrigno & Fusarelli, 2005). There is a lack of inquiry into the 

perspective of potential principals (Pounder & Merrill, 2001). The majority of studies in this area 

have focused on the job satisfaction of school leaders (Bass, 2002; Stemple, 2004; Waskiewicz, 

1999). There is a need for research that reports the perspectives of candidates who are not yet 

practicing principals. 
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  Newton et al. (2003) noted that researchers have given little attention to the attributes of 

the principalship. Roza et al. (2003) reported that quantified data on the nature and depth of the 

principal shortage are difficult to find. Bass (2004) noted that there has been little research on a 

national level regarding the motivating factors related to the principalship. There is a need for a 

study in which potential principal candidates identify the attributes of the principalship that make 

the job attractive (Brown-Ferrigno & Fusarelli, 2005). Such a study might produce findings that 

can inform practices of recruitment and job design that may increase the number of candidates 

pursuing principalships. An October 2000 report by a task force of the Institute for Educational 

Leadership further highlighted the need for a study of this nature: 

 The lack of adequate data and knowledge on the subject [of the principal shortage] is one 

 of the overarching challenges of the principal crisis. Other organizations must support 

 this effort to deepen existing knowledge of what attracts people to the principalship, what 

 counts (money? autonomy? prestige?) and what the barriers to progress are. The need to 

 generate more … data on these issues cannot be overemphasized. (p. 15)  

Studies have been completed that have investigated the issues surrounding what attracts 

individuals to the principalship. They have not typically examined the perspectives of the 

candidates themselves (Stark-Price, Munoz, Winter, & Petroski, 2006). 

The Problem 

  Researchers have pointed to a current and increasing shortage of principals (Mitchell, 

2010; Pounder & Merrill, 2001; Roza, Celio, Harvey, & Wishon, 2003; Winter et al., 2007; 

West, 2002; Young, Peterson, & Short, 2002). It was estimated in 2000 that 40% of the nations’ 

93,200 principals were nearing retirement (Newton et al., 2003; Potter, 2001; Tracy & Weaver, 
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2000). It was further estimated that the need for school leaders in America would increase by 10 

to 20% over the period of a decade (Tracy & Weaver, 2000).  

The shortage still exists today although explanations for the shortage differ (Mitchell, 

2010). At least three trends have been identified that account for the current shortage of 

principals and applicants for the principalship (Newton et al., 2003). First, current principals, 

many of whom began their work in the 1980’s, are retiring in record numbers. Second, some 

principals have left the principalship to accept less stressful positions in education (Yerkes & 

Gulianone, 1998). Third, potential candidates are hesitant to apply for positions (Howley, 

Andrianaivo, & Perry, 2005; Mitchell, 2010; Newton et al., 2003). 

Specific states are experiencing the shortage at varying levels of urgency. While 

candidates are not applying for positions readily, the need for administrators is rising. In 2002, 

former Virginia State Superintendent of Public instruction, Jo Lynne DeMary stated that the 

shortage of administrators in public education would be likely to get progressively more 

challenging as projected numbers of administrators over the next several years would provide 

little relief (Virginia Department of Education, 2002). 

The turn of the century saw principals leaving their positions at an alarming rate. In 

Vermont, one out of five principals left in 2001. Many of these were temporarily replaced by 

former principal retirees (Hinton & Kastner, 2000). Some Pennsylvania districts reported an 

inability to find any candidates for some principalship vacancies (Tobin, 2005). Almost 200 

public schools in New York City began the year without a principal in place (Natt, 1999). 

In Baltimore, Maryland, 34 of 180 principals left their jobs at the beginning of 2000 

(Bowser, 2001). Two-thirds of middle and high school principals in Maryland will be eligible to 

retire within five years. In New York City, 165 of the city’s 1,000 principals began their jobs 
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uncertified because of an inability to find qualified candidates. Additionally, 163 New York 

schools began the decade with a substitute principal (Goodnough, 2000).  Applicant pools in 

Texas and Kentucky have been diminishing at what state officials call an alarming rate (Brown-

Ferrigno & Fusarelli, 2005; Steinburg, 2000).  

Half of Utah’s school districts have experienced principal shortages at all three levels 

(Groff, 2001). A study done at the University of Minnesota (1999) estimated that nearly 75% of 

Minnesota principals would be lost through attrition or retirement through the coming decades, 

although student enrollments were expected to grow (Hammond, Muffs, & Sciascia, 2001). 

Eighty-six percent of Minnesota superintendents indicated that filling principal vacancies was 

very difficult (Sheldon & Munich, 1999). 

The shortage has not been limited to principals, however. The Bureau of Labor Statistics’ 

analysis of 2008-2018 employment projections estimated a 10% increase in the need to employ 

educational administrators of all types through 2018 (Occupational Outlook Handbook, 2009). 

The Bureau further projects that principals will continue to retire in record numbers, leaving 

many vacant positions. This is especially problematic as it is in recruiting and retaining 

principals that school divisions indirectly secure future central office administrators (Newton et 

al., 2003). The principalship is often the entryway for other levels of educational leadership. 

Most educational leaders will have first been building-level principals. 

Reasons for the shortage. Throughout the past decade, the state of education has been 

exposed to significant national reform initiatives. The Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 

No Child Left behind Act, Goals 2000, and the reauthorization of the Individuals with Disability 

Education Improvement Act have had notable impact on schools and, specifically, leadership in 

schools (Robertson, 2007). Each of these federal mandates involves increased standards for 
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accreditation of schools and divisions and accountability for student achievement. It is 

imperative that the principal be able to implement those practices that will lead to the 

accomplishment of those objectives outlined by the federal programs (Diamantes & Rayfield, 

2004). 

  Accordingly, the demands of the principalship have become more complex and difficult. 

The responsibilities of the position have increased exponentially while resources and support 

have diminished (Mitchell, 2010; Robertson, 2007). Principals need to execute visionary 

leadership while becoming curriculum leaders, assessment experts, community facilitators, 

budget analysts, specific program specialists and managers of legal, contractual, and policy 

mandate initiatives (Davis, Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, & Meyerson, 2005). 

  The literature continues to indicate that the principalship has become unappealing and 

many educators who possess the necessary administrative certificate are choosing not to apply 

for vacant principal positions (Bass, 2004). Participants in the National Council of Professors of 

Educational Leadership conference, held in Burlington, Vermont in 2002, sought to address the 

question of why there was a national shortage of candidates for the principalship (Robertson, 

2007). The concluding report confirmed that the job of principal had become increasingly 

difficult and associated with poor job satisfaction (Diamantes & Rayfield, 2004; Tomic & 

Tomic, 2008).  

Is the shortage real or just perceived? Some have suggested that the reported shortage 

of principals may not be a shortage after all (Hartley, 2007; Roza et al., 2003). Hartley (2007) 

indicated that a current tendency to favor traditionally licensed candidates over alternatively 

licensed candidates might limit the pool of prospective principals and distort the true availability 

of quality candidates. Roza et al. (2003) acknowledged that, while many districts claim to 
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experience difficulty in finding qualified principals, there are many more certified candidates 

than there are vacancies in the principalship. Roza et al. (2003) suggested that the reported 

principal shortage is actually not a shortage, but the result of the phenomenon that some districts 

that offer working conditions that are considered undesirable attract fewer applicants. It is not 

that there is a shortage of qualified candidates, but, rather, that the candidates are not applying to 

some districts who are reporting a shortage.  

In a recent presentation by Assistant Superintendent of Teacher Education and Licensure 

in Virginia, Patty Pitts, it was explained that 2,348 instructional personnel in Virginia held an 

administrative endorsement but remained unassigned to an administrative role (Pitts, 2011). It 

was further explained that during the 2009 school year, approximately 11% of principals and 

assistant principals left their administrative positions. This suggests that in Virginia, the supply 

of endorsed candidates outnumber the available positions. 

Pijanowski, Hewitt, and Brady (2009) presented an alternate view. They surveyed 197 

superintendents in Arkansas regarding their perceptions of the principal shortage and the factors 

influencing recruitment and retention of qualified candidates. They found a discrepancy between 

the number of qualified candidates and the number of candidates selected for interview by the 

superintendents. They also determined that younger, inexperienced candidates are often 

overlooked for veteran principals, despite being qualified. This, coupled with evidence that many 

candidates stop applying after two years of unsuccessful interviewing, suggests that the pool of 

qualified candidates may not be shrinking. Rather, superintendents need to develop a better 

understanding of the dynamics associated with principal applicant quality. 

The researcher studied the attributes of the principalship that are attractive to prospective 

principals. The findings of this study will inform practitioners of the specific attributes of the 
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principalship that candidates find attractive. Recruitment practices and the design of the job of 

principal can then be manipulated to reflect those attributes that are considered most attractive by 

prospective candidates. 

Significance of the Study 

  Interest in the principal shortage has developed recently because anecdotal evidence 

exists to suggest that certified candidates are choosing not to fill vacant principalship positions 

(Bass, 2004). The Educational Research Service (ERS) (1998) report that highlighted the 

shortage of principals and revealed that candidates were not applying for principalships has been 

widely referenced in the literature regarding the principal shortage. Scholars have continued to 

investigate the reasons for the shortage by exploring the factors that discourage individuals from 

pursuing principal positions as well as seeking to understand the aspects of the principalship that 

explain job satisfaction and dissatisfaction (Bass, 2004; Hartley, 2007; Browne-Ferrigno & 

Fusarelli, 2005; Pounder & Merrill, 2001). A shortage of willing qualified candidates could force 

districts to employ unqualified individuals as principals. Hopkins (2003) noted that the principal 

is the most important factor contributing to the success of effective schools. This continues to be 

an area of concern among school leaders across the nation. 

  Bass (2004) explained that if the quality of learning for students was to be improved 

scholars needed to develop a better understanding of the motives and values of those who would 

seek to become principals. While studies of the perspectives of principals regarding job 

attractiveness and job satisfaction are valuable, this study is helpful in that it will consider the 

perspectives of the potential candidates.  

Purpose of the Study 
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The purpose of this study is to identify the attributes of the principalship that explain the 

attractiveness of the principalship to prospective principal candidates. The attractiveness of the 

principalship is a variable that may help to explain why candidates do and do not pursue 

principal positions. Yet, literature and research on attractiveness of the principalship is sparse 

(Kolek, 2002). An identification of the variables associated with candidates’ perceptions of the 

attractiveness of the principalship will offer the reader a better understanding of what attracts 

individuals to the principalship. Knowledge of the factors that contribute to job attractiveness is 

useful to policy makers in educational settings (Eckman, 2004). Those who are involved in 

recruitment and job design may make informed decisions about practices using the information 

found in this study.  Rynes & Barber (1990) have encouraged employers faced with shortages of 

qualified applicants for vacant positions to modify those attributes of the job that are not as 

desirable, thus attracting more quality candidates. As has been noted earlier, an increasing 

number of studies have revealed that many potential candidates do not pursue the principalship 

because they perceive that certain attributes of the job will be dissatisfying (Newton et al., 2003; 

Pijanowski et al., 2009; Pounder & Merrill, 2001; Winter, Rinehart, & Munoz, 2001). Cruzeiro 

& Boone (2009) recognized the need for further research focusing on the perspectives of 

prospective candidates to the attributes of the principalship.  

Research Questions 

A fundamental step to the identification of the attributes of the principalship that explain 

the job’s attractiveness is to determine if a discrepancy exists between what potential principal 

candidates desire and what they believe to be true about the attributes of the job of principal and 

to identify the extent to which that discrepancy explains the attractiveness of the principalship to 

potential candidates. Accordingly, the following questions guided this study: 
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What is the discrepancy, if any, between what potential candidates desire in the job of 

principal and what they perceive to actually be provided by the job? 

To what extent does that discrepancy predict the attractiveness of the job of principal? 

What impact do demographic characteristics of the individual have on this discrepancy? 

To what extent do the following variables explain the attractiveness of the principalship?  

1. Compensation 

2. Ability to influence education 

3. Recognition 

4. Ability to form relationships 

5. Nature of the work 

6. Opportunity for professional growth 

To what extent do the following demographic characteristics predict the attractiveness of the 

principalship? 

 1. Age 

 2. Years of experience in education 

 3. Gender 

 4. Family status 

 5. Ethnicity 

 7. School level (elementary, middle, high) 

 8. School size 

 9. School community type (rural, suburban, urban) 

Theory of the Attractiveness of the Principalship 
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  A theoretical framework allows the researcher to view and understand the concepts 

involved in the subject of study (Anafara & Metz, 2006). The researcher has proposed a 

theoretical framework to explain the attractiveness of the principalship to potential principal 

candidates. The theoretical framework of job choice theory and the work of Herzberg (1959) 

guided the researcher’s study. Other theories influenced several aspects of the study as well and 

will be explained in Chapter 2, but job choice theory has been the primary influence.  

In their study of the attitudes of male and female candidates and the attributes of the 

principalship, Newton et al. (2003) adapted a job attraction theory that had been used by Rynes 

& Barber (1990) to study the attitudes of prospective applicants to attributes of positions in the 

private sector. This theory was built upon the assertion that job attributes are the most salient 

factors influencing applicants’ attraction to a position. That job attributes are significant 

predictors of job attractiveness was also proposed by Eckman (2004) in a study of the influence 

of job attributes on job satisfaction of high school principals.  

Included in the researcher’s theory is that attitude towards the attributes of a job are 

subject to individual differences among the applicants. Job choice theory includes two tenets: (1) 

job attributes are the most salient predictors of attraction to the job and (2) reactions to job 

attributes are subject to individual differences among applicants. The researcher has developed a 

theoretical framework that includes both concepts. 

The attributes associated with attractiveness were categorized into six domains. A 

seventh domain contains demographic items designed to describe the participants in this study. 

The six domains were chosen after a thorough review of the relevant literature. The researcher 

found the attributes that other researchers used to study job attractiveness as well as those 
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attributes that other studies have revealed to be salient predictors of job attractiveness. Those 

attributes were then categorized according to job choice theory. 

Discrepancy measures have been used to study attitude toward job satisfaction (Gagne & 

Allaire, 1974; Porter, 1971; Rice, 1989; Teas, 1981). Early measurements of job satisfaction 

incorporated the notion of discrepancy as a means of strengthening the methodology of 

satisfaction instruments (Holland, 1973; Locke, 1976; Porter, 1971).  Discrepancy measures are 

useful in measuring the difference between reality as it is perceived and desires (Gagne, 1974). 

While this study does not focus on job satisfaction, but rather on job attractiveness, the 

researcher has drawn from literature on discrepancy measures in order to develop a theory of job 

attractiveness. 

The most popular conceptualization of discrepancy measurement related to job 

attractiveness has one dimension, as opposed to measures that consider both attractors and 

detractors. That dimension then includes responses to two questions: how much do I want, and 

how much is there? Nagy (1996) noted that researchers in a variety of fields describe job 

satisfaction as the difference between what one has versus what one desires. Accordingly, the 

researcher has adopted a theoretical model of the impact on this discrepancy on the attractiveness 

of the principalship (Figure 1). 
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Figure 1. Theory explaining attributes of the principalship that predict attractiveness of 

the job of principal. 

 

Delimitations 

 This study is limited to the participation of teachers who are currently enrolled in the four 

principal preparation programs in Virginia. Responses will reflect the attitudes of only those 

participants. The exploratory nature of this study has limitations in itself. Because the 

perceptions of potential principal candidates have not been widely explored in Virginia, this 

study is meant to provide an initial insight into a relatively unexplored topic. 

Definitions 

Attractiveness. For purposes of this study, attractiveness is the extent to which the 

principalship motivates a candidate to move along a continuum of commitment to the 

culminating point of actively pursuing a principal position (Kolek, 2002). 
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Attributes. For purposes of this study, attributes are the aspects or variables that 

influence the perceptions of a potential candidate for the principalship toward the attractiveness 

of the principalship. 

Perceptions. For purposes of this study, perceptions are the awareness of attributes 

contributing to the attractiveness of the principalship. 

Principal. For purposes of this study, a principal is the chief executive officer of a public 

school serving grades K-12. 

Qualified principal candidate. For purposes of this study, a qualified principal 

candidate is an individual who has completed at least three years of successful, full-time teaching 

and acquired the necessary qualifications to be considered for a principalship (Barksdale, 2003).  

Potential principal candidate. For purposes of this study, a potential principal candidate 

is an individual who is enrolled in a principal preparation program or who has obtained the 

necessary certification to pursue the job of principal. 

Organization of the Study 

This dissertation is organized using five chapters. In Chapter 1 the author described the 

problem and presented the context and rationale for the study. The criterion and predictor 

variables were defined, both constitutive and operational definitions provided, and the research 

questions given. Chapter 2 includes a thorough review of relevant literature, including 

motivation and job choice theory and emphasizing empirical studies that link the predictor 

variables to the criterion variable. In Chapter 3 the researcher will explain the methodology to be 

used, including a description of participant identification, data collection procedures, and data 

analysis methods. The results will be reported in Chapter 4. In the final Chapter, five, the 

researcher will offer findings, implications for practice, a discussion, and recommendations for 
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future research. 
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Chapter 2 

Review of Related Literature 

The review of related literature guided this study of the attributes of the job of principal 

that explain the attractiveness of the principalship. The researcher thoroughly investigated 

contemporary literature related to this study. Several key terms were used in the initial review of 

the literature. These terms include principal shortage, job desirability, job satisfaction, job 

motivation, discrepancy theory, and job attractiveness. The researcher used the Virginia Tech 

university library search engine to find relevant literature. 

Job attraction, a job’s power to motivate a candidate to move along a continuum of 

commitment to ultimately seeking a position, is an essential component of the study of the 

principal shortage and the attractiveness of the principalship (Kolek, 2002). Motivation theory 

has been linked to job attraction in that it helps to explain what causes individuals to seek a 

position (Pijanowski et al., 2009; Winter et al., 2007). This chapter will present literature related 

to motivation and job choice theory as it related to the attractiveness of the principalship. Studies 

specifically highlighting the relationship of this study’s predictor variables and the attractiveness 

of the principalship will then be presented. 

The studies presented in this chapter will be organized using the diagram in Figure 1.  

These studies will be organized using the domains selected for this study (compensation, ability 

to influence education, recognition of achievement, opportunity for relationships, nature of the 

work, and opportunities for professional growth), specific demographic variables, and the 

criterion variable, the attractiveness of the principalship. Those aspects of the studies that link the 

domains (attributes of the principalship) and the demographic variables (individual 
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characteristics of the responders) with the attractiveness of the principalship are extracted and 

presented.  

Motivation and Attractiveness of the Principalship  

  Motivation has been defined as “a stimulus for behavior and action in the light of a 

particular context” (Nadler & Lawler, 1999, p. 99). Before presenting specific studies it is 

important to note the significance of motivation as a concept and its relationship to the 

attractiveness of the principalship to potential candidates. It is helpful to review briefly the 

history of motivation theory as it relates to career choice and, specifically, the principalship.  

Skinner (1953) introduced the theory of reinforcement and emphasized the importance of 

reinforcement in decision making, specifically in determining future choices. Vroom (1995) 

rooted his theory of motivation in the Greek explanation of human behavior that held that 

people’s choices are driven by a desire to minimize pain and maximize pleasure. According to 

theory the principalship would be attractive to potential candidates to the extent that the job’s 

attributes bore less negative and more positive influence on the individual. 

  Maslow (1954) explained motivation and choices in terms of need. His famous hierarchy 

of human needs placed emphasis on choices using a scale ranging from self-actualization (at the 

top level) to survival needs (at the bottom level). Maslow believed that one’s motivation to make 

a given choice was governed by the level at which one’s needs were currently satisfied. Although 

Maslow’s theory is appealing to those who study human behavior, it has been criticized for its 

lack of empirical support (Walker & Kwan, 2009). 

  Herzberg (1959) introduced the motivator-hygiene, or two-factor, theory which expanded 

Maslow’s assertions. Herzberg proposed a two-factor theory that involved two sets of factors that 

influenced job satisfaction. One set of motivation factors (recognition, responsibility, 
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professional growth, achievement) explained an individual’s satisfaction with the job, while the 

Hygiene factors (compensation, job security) explained dissatisfaction with the job. According to 

Herzberg’s theory, managers must consider both sets of factors, both the intrinsic motivators and 

the extrinsic hygiene factors, if they are to make a job satisfying to an individual. He ultimately 

concluded that the most influential motivators related to positive long-term performance and job 

satisfaction were achievement, recognition, work itself, responsibility, advancement, and growth. 

  Also similar to Maslow, Alderfer (1972) categorized human needs in three levels: 

existence, relatedness, and growth (ERG Theory). According to ERG theory, existence needs are 

physiological and survival-related (Maslow’s first two levels). Relatedness needs are social and 

appeal to external esteem (Maslow’s third and fourth levels). Growth needs satisfy internal 

esteem needs and self-actualization (Maslow’s fourth and fifth levels). Alderfer theorized that 

these three levels of needs were arranged hierarchically, including lower-level growth existence 

needs and higher-level growth needs. He further proposed that people differed individually 

regarding the strength of each need. Both Maslow and Alderfer believed that needs satisfaction 

was central to determining motivation and career choice. Alderfer’s work has been used to study 

job motivation and is especially present in management literature (Robbins, 2003). 

  Moore and Ditzahazy (1999) attempted to determine the factors that motivate individuals 

to pursue principal positions. They had 245 graduate students enrolled in two educational 

leadership programs rank the desire to make a difference, the professional challenge, the ability 

to initiate change, and advancement to a higher position as the motivating factors influencing the 

decision to enter the principalship. The subjects also indicated compensation and status to be 

influential motivators. 
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  In a similar study, Harris, Arnold, Lowery, & Crocker (2000) surveyed 151 students from 

four university educational leadership programs regarding the factors that would influence the 

decision to pursue a principal position. This study revealed having a positive impact, making a 

difference, being challenged, and increasing compensation as the top motivating factors. Other 

influences on the decision to pursue the principalship were the opportunity to initiate change and 

be encouraged by others. 

  The Montana School Boards Association (1999) studied superintendents, school board 

members, principals, and individuals qualified but not currently employed in administration. 

Specifically, this study examined the perceptions of respondents regarding the factors that 

motivate an individual to enter the principalship. Only half of those certified but not employed as 

administrators indicated having the intention to pursue a principalship. The study found that 

interest in leadership, salary increase, and needing more challenge were the most influential 

factors in motivating this group to pursue a principalship. Principals cited the opportunity to 

contribute to education, increased challenge, professional advancement, increased salary, broader 

responsibilities, and increased benefits as the most influential factors. 

  Brown-Ferrigno, Rinehart, and Fusarelli (2003) examined principals, teachers, 

individuals enrolled in principal preparation programs, and individuals holding administrative 

certifications but not employed as administrators in Kentucky. The study sought to reveal the 

attributes of the principalship that inhibited individuals from applying for the job. Compensation 

not being commensurate with increased work hours, increased responsibility and heightened 

accountability were the top detractors that inhibited potential candidates from applying. 

  Bass (2004) sought to reveal the perceived motivating factors that influence educators’ 

decision to enter the principalship. Using a purposive national sample of principal preparation 
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professors and students in principal preparation programs, he found that the opportunity to 

positively impact people, desire to make a difference, and ability to initiate change were the most 

influential factors impacting the decision to pursue the principalship. 

  Walker and Kwan (2009) studied the factors that influence assistant principals to apply 

for principal positions. Building on the extant motivation theory literature, the researchers 

conceptualized a hierarchical list of factors that they proposed would influence the decision to 

pursue the principalship. Three blocks of factors – professional, school, and personal – were used 

to measure the influence on potential applicants’ decision. These factors were drawn directly 

from the objective, subjective, and work itself categorizations that characterized Herzberg’s 

theory and what has developed into job choice theory. 

  Mitchell (2010) studied job satisfaction among elementary principals in Urban districts in 

Texas. Specifically this study used Herzberg’s Motivational Theory to determine the structures 

and supports necessary to help attract candidates to the principalship. Job attributes and 

demographic variables were used to measure satisfaction and dissatisfaction with the 

principalship as seen through the lens of Herzberg’s theoretical model. Among other attributes, 

the ability to form and quality of relationships were significantly related to the participants’ 

measures of satisfaction. 

Job Choice Theory 

  Job choice theory is the reasoning process used by an applicant to determine whether or 

not to apply for a position and, if offered, accept the position (Pounder & Merrill, 2001). 

Researchers have used job choice theory to examine the process through which applicants 

choose positions (Smith, 2010). Behling, Labowitz, and Gainer (1968) introduced three theories 
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of job choice as they studied theories of position selection among college students: objective 

theory, subjective theory, and critical contact theory.  

Objective Theory 

  Behling et al. (1968) proposed that objective theory involves the applicant’s basing the 

decision to pursue a position based on pay, benefits, opportunity for advancement, location, 

training programs, and the nature of the work to be performed.  Candidates are viewed through 

this theoretical lens as economic beings. The candidates decide to pursue a position solely for the 

economic benefits it offers (Smith, 2010).  

Subjective Theory 

  According to subjective theory a candidate selects a position based on the job’s ability to 

fulfill emotional or physiological needs (Behling et al., 1968). This theory recognizes a 

candidate’s desire to “make a difference” and to empower others (Pounder & Merrill, 2001). 

Studies have examined the responsibilities of the principalship and their impact on the emotional 

fulfillment of the individual (Barksdale, 2003; Gajda & Militello, 2008; Patterson, 2001; 

Pijanowski, et al., 2009). Subjective theory suggests that as the principalship offers emotional 

fulfillment and reward, prospective candidates will be attracted to apply. 

Critical Contact Theory 

  Critical contact theory involves a candidate’s selecting a position based on the 

appearance and behavior of the recruiter, the overall selection process the organization associates 

with the position, and the nature of the organization’s facilities (Behling et al., 1968). The 

researcher perceives that while this theory has been used to explain an applicant’s response to the 

recruiting process for a specific location or school, critical contact theory has not provided 

explanation for a potential candidates decision to pursue the principalship (Schmitt & Coyle, 
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1976). Studies that have used an integrated theory, in which all three components of job choice 

theory are present, have been reviewed in this paper. 

Job Choice Theory in the Study of the Attractiveness of the Principalship 

Job choice theory has been used to study the attractiveness of the principalship. Barksdale 

(2003) surveyed 116 qualified principal candidates in one school division in Virginia regarding 

the attributes of the principalship that explain the attractiveness of the job. Participants were 

asked to rank items within three categories as to their influence on the attractiveness of the 

principalship: objective factors, subjective factors, work itself, and school context.  

Tobin (2005) adopted job choice theory as the theoretical framework for his study of the 

attractiveness of the high school principalship among high school assistant principals in South 

Carolina. His study sought to determine the level of attractiveness of the principalship as well as 

identify those attributes of the job that participants found attractive. Using an adaptation of the 

Principal Job Survey (Merill, 1999), Tobin integrated the concepts of job choice theory into a 

theoretical model that hypothesized the influence that factors associated with the subjective and 

objective views would have on an assistant principal’s decision to apply for the principalship. 

  Merrill (1999) verified the use of job choice theory to offer insight into the attraction of 

potential candidates to education positions. Pounder and Merrill (2001) used job choice theory to 

develop the instrument they used to study the perceptions of assistant principals and middle 

school principals regarding the attractiveness of the high school principalship. Merrill’s (1999) 

Principal Job Survey organizes the attributes of the principalship within five variable scales 

(objective, subjective, work itself, critical contact, and school context). These scales draw 

directly from job choice theory in assigning job attributes to specific domains.  
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Kolek (2002) drew from research on motivation and job choice theories in designing her 

study of qualified candidates’ perceptions of the factors that influence the attractiveness of the 

principalship. This qualitative study involved individuals in Connecticut who were credentialed 

to become principals but had chosen not to pursue the job. Although this study was primarily 

concerned with implication for the design of the job of principal, the factors that participants 

indicated were an influence on the decision to pursue or not pursue the principalship were 

analyzed according to job choice theory. Specifically, factors were identified through interviews 

and interview transcripts were analyzed using a theoretical framework based on job choice 

theory. 

Smith (2010) surveyed 325 Black teachers in Virginia using a modified version of the 

Principal Job Survey (Merrill, 1999; Barksdale, 2003). This modified survey also included five 

predictor variables used to measure the attractiveness of the principalship: objective, subjective, 

critical contact, school context, and work itself job choice theory factors. Smith (2010) and 

Barksdale (2003), both using the Principal Job Survey, found that the work itself was the 

predictive factor in an individual’s attraction to the principalship. 

   Motivation theories and job choice theory help to explain why individuals are attracted to 

the principalship (Bass, 2004; Walker & Kwan, 2010). The specific studies that have used job 

choice theory (Barksdale, 2003; Kolek, 2002; Merrill, 1999; Pounder & Merill, 2001; Smith, 

2010) have been effective in identifying salient factors in influencing a potential candidate’s 

decision to pursue the principalship. The researcher desires to expand upon that work and not 

only identify the factors that explain the attractiveness of the principalship, but also explore the 

discrepancies in what potential candidates desire from the job of principal and what they 

perceive to be provided by the job. 
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  The researcher used job choice theory as a theoretical framework through which to view 

the attributes of the principalship that had been shown empirically to motivate individuals to 

pursue the principalship or had been shown to explain the attractiveness of the job (Kolek, 2002; 

Pounder & Merrill, 2001; Smith, 2010; Tobin, 2005). The attributes were organized into six 

domains, with a seventh domain of demographic descriptors. The six domains are aligned with 

the objective, subjective, and work itself factors of job choice theory. The remainder of this 

chapter will present studies that show the link between the domains that comprise the theoretical 

framework of this study and the attractiveness of the principalship. 

Compensation and Attractiveness of the Principalship 

  For purposes of this study, compensation has been constitutively defined as the salary 

provided by the position of principal (Coleman, 2001; McCarthy, 2002). It has been suggested 

that raising salaries for principals is necessary if the principalship is to become more attractive to 

future school leaders (Hopkins, 2003; Papa, 2007). Salary is hypothesized to significantly 

influence the attitudes of individuals toward the attractiveness of the principalship. Tirozzi and 

Ferrandino (2000) explained that principals have generally reported that the salary increase one 

receives in leaving the classroom and becoming a principal is not commensurate with the 

increase in responsibility and job demand one experiences. The authors further elaborated that 

principals, upon leaving the job of teacher to become a principal, often increase the number of 

days they work each year, assume overwhelming burdens of responsibility, and lose job security, 

often times for less than ten thousand dollars more annual salary than a veteran teacher.  

The NASSP (Educational Research Service, 1998) reported that lack of sufficient salary 

was the greatest barrier discouraging applicants from becoming high school principals. Sixty 

percent of the study’s respondents cited lack of compensation as a barrier to filling 
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principalships, while 43% cited job stress and 33% cited the amount of time required in the job. 

These findings were supported by DiPaola (2003) when he surveyed Virginia principals and 

found that half reported that their salaries were not commensurate with increasing expectations 

and that this made the principalship less attractive. 

Papa (2007) studied the impact of salary on recruitment and retention of principals in 

New York. Analyzing a large panel data set using multivariate regression, Papa found that salary 

did have a significant impact on recruitment and retention of principals. Interestingly, for 

principals in smaller, rural districts salary was more of a determinant factor in recruitment and 

retention than that of principals in urban districts. Stemple (2004) studied job satisfaction among 

high school principals in Virginia. Although he found that the principals were generally satisfied 

in their jobs, of the twenty actors studied the principals were most dissatisfied with their 

compensation as principals. 

  Whitaker (2001) conducted a study of 176 superintendents from various-sized school 

districts. The purpose of the study was to ascertain the perceptions of superintendents about the 

extent of principal shortages, the quality of principal candidates, and the variables discouraging 

applicants from applying for principal positions. Survey items were designed using a Likert-type 

scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high). Several open-ended questions were asked about factors discouraging 

applicants and ideas to increase the candidate pool. Follow-up interviews were conducted with 

ten superintendents from different-sized districts and regions of the state to gain more in-depth 

information. One hundred eight useable surveys were returned representing a 59 percent 

response rate. 

  Whitaker (2001) found that the responding superintendents in this study overwhelmingly 

named salary as the most significant obstacle in obtaining recruits for the principalship. 
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Furthermore, respondents perceived that the salaries offered to principals were not 

commensurate with the demands and responsibilities associated with the job. Rural 

superintendents discussed the impossibility of offering salaries competitive with those offered in 

larger urban districts. John Lewis, former NASSP President, remarked that: 

One of the things that used to attract people was money. These days you would never 

want to compare a teaching salary with an administrator's salary on an hourly basis 

because of the hours you put in. If you did, you'd cry. You may make more money than a 

teacher, but you work an extra 20 or 30 days a year. The compensation as a draw is not 

there. (Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, pp.1-2) 

  Seifert (1982) studied the attributes of the principalship that attracted applicants to the 

job.  He surveyed principals in Arkansas, Colorado, New Mexico, and Oklahoma. A 24-item 

questionnaire was sent to 559 randomly selected secondary principals. The researcher believed 

this study accurately reflected career perceptions of principals in the southwest because of the 

large sample size (10 % of population) and high return rate of the surveys (75%). He found that 

salary was the most influential factor that predicted the attractiveness of the principalship. The 

attributes of the job that were found be predictors of job attractiveness were need for higher 

salary, desire to be a leader, desire to improve service to education, and need for improved status. 

Seifert’s findings were confirmed when Colley and Shen (1999) surveyed 189 students 

enrolled in a principal preparation program at a Midwestern university. The survey elicited 

information about the attributes of the principalship that candidates typically consider when 

evaluating the attractiveness of a job. Respondents identified salary and the desire to make a 

difference as most influential in the evaluation of the attractiveness of a job. (Cooley & Shen, 

1999). 
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  Richter (2001) studied graduate students of educational leadership in the state of 

Missouri. She specifically investigated those career occurrences that motivated individuals to 

pursue administrative positions. Using a quantitative survey Richter collected interval data using 

a Likert scale. Respondents were asked to rate their level of motivation to either assume or 

maintain an administrative position.  

Richter followed up the surveys by interviewing randomly chosen respondents and 

leading focus group discussions throughout the state over a four-week period. During these focus 

group discussions Richter (2001) found that salary was consistently mentioned as a significant 

factor. She found that females more often named salary as a secondary factor while males were 

quick to mention money as a primary motivator.  

Jordan, McCauley, and Comeaux (1994) surveyed teachers in Louisiana who held 

administrative certificates but had expressed no interest in pursuing principals’ positions. 

Teachers in this study ranked salary among the top three attributes strongly influencing the 

attractiveness of the principalship. 

Coleman (2001) also sought to determine why teachers who had completed principal 

preparation programs and had obtained the correlating state licensure did not pursue 

principalship positions. This qualitative study consisted of questionnaires and interviews of 111 

teachers in 66 Pennsylvania school districts. Each randomly selected teacher had agreed to 

participate using a response card provided by the researcher and held certification to become a 

principal but was not currently pursuing a position. Compensation was among the factors listed 

by the respondents as having influence in the decision to pursue a principalship. 

Pounder and Merrill (2001) also found compensation to be a significant predictor of the 

attractiveness of the principalship when they studied the reasons qualified candidates chose not 
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to pursue principal vacancies. The researchers identified the job attributes that define the high 

school principalship and asked respondents to rate the attributes as to their influence on the 

decision to seek a principalship. Respondents were assistant principals and middle/junior high 

school principals in Utah and were considered by the researchers to be most likely to be offered a 

secondary principalship. The researchers received 170 usable surveys out of a total of 233 

solicited, 71% male and 29% female. 

  Bivariate correlations were used to assess relationships among the variables. The 

regression analysis revealed that salary, the desire to achieve, and the time demands of the job (a 

component of the domain, “nature of the work of the principal”) were the most significant factors 

influencing the desirability of the high school principalship. 

Ability to Influence Education and Attractiveness of the Principalship 

  It has often been reported that a significant factor in many principals’ decisions to enter 

the principalship is the desire to improve schools and make a difference (Hopkins, 2003; 

Stemple, 2004). Howley et al. (2005) reported that principals indicated that one of their greatest 

sources of satisfaction is the ability to make a difference. In a study conducted by MetLife 

Survey (2001) with public high school principals, those principals surveyed listed making a 

difference in lives as the number one reason for job satisfaction. Bell (2001) and Papa (2007) 

noted that guiding teachers’ efforts and expanding students’ learning were aspects of the job that 

principals typically enjoy the most. Malone and Caddell (2000) wrote that one of the positive 

attributes of the principalship is the opportunity to make fundamental, structural change. This 

type of fundamental change often becomes part of the effective principal’s mission. The 

principal’s personal mission can become the school’s mission. While a classroom teacher is able 
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to impact the lives of a few hundred students, a principal is able to affect the lives of thousands 

through the teachers he or she leads (Malone & Caddell, 2000).  

Pounder and Merrill (2001) explained that the ability to make a difference in the 

educational environment and impact the organization are significant influences upon the decision 

to pursue the principalship. Smith (2010) reported that individuals were dissuaded from applying 

for the principalship when they believed they would not be able to make a difference in the 

position. The ability to influence education is an attribute of the principalship that explains the 

attractiveness of the job. 

  Harris, Arnold, Lowery, & Crocker (2000) surveyed 151 students enrolled in principal 

preparation courses. Respondents were asked to rank attributes and tasks associated with the 

principalship as to the extent to which they acted as inhibiting or motivating factors to pursuing 

the principalship. Harris et al. (2000) found that the top factors motivating individuals to pursue 

the principalship were the opportunities to make a difference and to have a positive impact. 

Malone and Caddell (2000) collected data from both current and prospective principals to 

determine and promote the positive characteristics of school administration. Prospective 

principals reported that the most attractive things about becoming a principal was the desire to 

make a difference in students’ lives and to exert influence over the direction in which their 

schools were moving. These findings are concurrent with those from a previous study by Enwall 

and Fabal (1998), who reported that female respondents indicated that a significant motivator to 

pursue a principalship was the belief that one’s ideas are good and that becoming a principal 

would offer the opportunity to put one’s good ideas into effect. Capelluti (2005) affirmed these 

findings when she suggested that one reason principals find their job satisfying is that the 

principal sets the “direction and goals that result in better futures for children (p. 2).” 
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Tobin (2005) surveyed 111 high school assistant principals in South Carolina using an 

adaptation of Merill’s (1999) Principal Job Survey. He sought to determine the attractiveness of 

the principalship to assistant principals as well as identify the specific attributes of the job that 

explained the overall attractiveness of the job and therefore had the most influence on the 

decision to apply. Participants in the study listed “making a difference in the lives of students 

and staff” among the highest rated items having the most positive impact on the decision to 

pursue and apply for a principalship. 

Recognition and Attractiveness of the Principalship 

  Achievement is one of the motivation factors associated with Herzberg’s (1959) two-

factor theory, the motivator-hygiene theory. According to this theory, jobs that satisfy an 

individual’s need to be challenged and be recognized for accomplishments provide intrinsic job 

satisfaction and make a job more attractive. Schmidt (1976) suggested that school administrators 

relate job satisfaction to achievement and recognition. This assertion was confirmed by Howley 

et al. (2005) when they reported the factors impacting teachers’ decisions to pursue the 

principalship. The researchers found that among the incentives for a teacher to become a 

principal, opportunities to initiate new ideas and be given increased challenges were significant 

determinants in the decision to apply. The opportunity to be recognized for new 

accomplishments that influence the direction of the school was found to be likely to influence 

teachers to pursue the job. 

Ward (1977) completed a study of job satisfaction among elementary principals in 

Virginia. Thirty-six principals were included in the sample and interviewed using a similar 

instrument to Wainwright’s (1977). Again, achievement and recognition were the significant 

motivator factors influencing elementary principals’ satisfaction with their jobs. 
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Villines (1987) conducted a similar study of job satisfaction among elementary school 

principals in Virginia. Interviews were taped and analyzed according to Herzberg’s two-factor 

theory. Achievement and recognition were shown to be the significant motivator factors 

explaining job satisfaction. 

Newby (1999) studied job satisfaction among middle school principals in Virginia. The 

1967 Long Form Minnesota satisfaction Questionnaire was used to measure the satisfaction of 

188 respondents. Principals in this study ranked achievement and recognition of 

accomplishments as the highest factor attributing to their job satisfaction. Additionally, 

principals reported they were “very satisfied” with the recognition they receive for 

accomplishments in the job of principal. 

Friesen, Holdaway and Rice (1983) conducted a survey of 410 principals from Alberta, 

Canada. Principals reported that recognition of achievement was among the highest attributes 

contributing to their satisfaction with the job of principal. Conversely, Tomic and Tomic (2008) 

surveyed a random selection of 1,000 principals throughout the United States using the Maslach 

Burnout Inventory. They found that the failure to satisfy the need for personal accomplishment 

and achievement was a significant influence on principal burnout and the decision to leave the 

job.  

  Recognition of achievement is a foundational element of Herzberg’s (1959) motivator-

hygiene theory and has been used to study job satisfaction. As was presented earlier in this 

chapter, recognition of achievement is a component of motivation theory, which has been used to 

explain the attractiveness of the principalship (Kolek, 2002; Smith, 2010). The researcher has 

chosen to include it in the theoretical framework of this study because of the strong link between 

motivation and attractiveness of the principalship (Walker & Kwan, 2009).  
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Opportunity for Relationships and Attractiveness of the Principalship 

  The principalship can become an isolating job (Pijanowski et al., 2009). Principals have 

reported a desire for more opportunities to spend time with colleagues, specifically for purposes 

of learning from and sharing with each other (Drago-Severson, 2004). The opportunity for 

relationships is a factor that helps to explain the attractiveness of the principalship. 

DiPaola (2003) studied the concerns and conditions of Virginia principals and found that 

the majority of the respondents, who were principals and assistant principals, indicated that the 

relationships that were formed as a result of the principalship were sources of satisfaction with 

the job of principal. The study involved an evenly mixed sample of male (49%) and female 

(51%) respondents who were principals or assistant principals in elementary, middle, or high 

schools in Virginia. Respondents were asked to complete a 167-item survey of items organized 

in five categories: (1) Preparation for the principalship, (2) conditions of employment, (3) 

problems or issues with the field, (4) the changing role of the principal, and (5) supply and 

demand. Of the 4,237 mailed surveys, 1,543 usable surveys were returned. When asked to rate 

the sources of professional satisfaction, over 80% cited the opportunity to form meaningful 

relationships as the most significant factor contributing to job satisfaction. 

  Grubb and Flessa (2006) studied alternative structures of the principalship and 

nontraditional approaches to school leadership. During the site visits and interviews conducted at 

10 schools that had adopted nontraditional leadership structures, the researchers found that 

principals reported that they value the opportunities for relationship and collaboration that their 

roles provided. 

Tobin (2005), mentioned previously, surveyed high school assistant principals in South 

Carolina. He sought to determine the attributes of the principalship that had the most influence 
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on the decision to apply. Participants ranked opportunities for professional growth among the 

most influential attributes of the job positively impacting the decision to apply for the 

principalship. 

The Nature of the Work of the Principal and Attractiveness of the Principalship 

  One of the most prevalent themes in the studies that have been done to address this topic 

is that which involves the nature of the work of the principal. This construct has been defined for 

purposes of this study as the descriptive characteristics of the specific responsibilities and tasks 

associated with the job of the principal. It is the nature of the tasks and the way in which 

respondents characterize the tasks that define this domain. 

  The nature of the work of the principal has been used to examine the attractiveness of the 

principalship (Lindle, et al., 2003; Seifert, 1982). For this study, the researcher has searched the 

professional literature for those specific task descriptions that have been empirically shown to 

have influenced people’s attitudes toward the attractiveness of the principalship. The most 

frequently cited task descriptions that have been shown to influence people’s attitude toward the 

attractiveness of the principalship are those that are related to the time demands of the job and 

the extent to which the job’s duties are stressful (Coleman, 2001; Groff, 2001; Stricherz, 2001; 

Tirozzi & Ferrandino, 2000).  

The studies presented here have used attributes of the job of principal associated with 

time demands and stress to study the attractiveness of the principalship. The following section 

explores these two aspects of the domain of the nature of the work itself. 

Time demands and attractiveness of the principalship. The principalship requires a 

significant investment of the principal’s time (Eckman, 2004; Tirozzi, 2001). The number of 

hours principals work has increased steadily over time (Newton et al., 2003). Principals have 
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reported that they work an average of 50 to 60 hours per week, with high school principals 

sometimes reporting an 80-hour work week (DiPaola, 2003, Read, 2000; Stemple, 2004). The 

principals in Lindle et al.’s (2003) study reported an average of nine-hour work days. Lindle et 

al. (2003) summarized that principals work longer hours than other professionals with similar 

degrees and often work longer than people whose occupations require less education. Some have 

concluded that the excessive time commitments are the result of increased expectations and may 

account for the high turnover rate of principals (ERS, 1998; Read, 2000).  

Vadella and Willower (1990) studied the nature of the work of high school principals and 

found that principals identified the time demands of the job as one of the most significant factors 

affecting job satisfaction. Harris et al. (2000) reported that time demands were among the most 

compelling factors influencing attitude toward the attractiveness of the principalship. 

It is hypothesized that the perceived time demands associated with the nature of the 

principal’s responsibilities will predict the extent to which an individual will be attracted to the 

principalship. 

Stress and attractiveness of the principalship. The stressful nature of many of the 

responsibilities associated with the principalship is evident in the related professional literature 

(Bass, 2004; ERS, 1998; Jordon et al., 1994; Newton et al., 2003; Stemple, 2004; Tirozzi, 2001). 

Some have indicated that potential applicants are hesitant to pursue a job that seems impossible 

to perform (DiPaola 2003). 

Bass (2004) investigated the reasons that educators choose not to enter the principalship 

and the factors that might motivate educators to pursue the principalship. Using survey 

methodology Bass (2004) questioned 860 students enrolled in principal preparation programs. 

There were 524 female and 336 male respondents representing 28 states. Bass (2004) reported 
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that stress was the top-ranked influential factor in the decision to pursue a principalship. The 

second highest ranked influential attribute was the time demands of the principalship. 

Principals surveyed in a study done by MetLife Survey (2001) ranked the stressful nature 

of the principalship as the number one factor influencing dissatisfaction with the job. Thompson 

(2001) also indicated that stress was a significant factor influencing the attractiveness of the job 

of principal. This researcher has hypothesized that the extent to which an individual perceives 

the nature of the principal’s work as stressful will predict the individual’s attitude toward the 

attractiveness of the job. 

Opportunity for Professional Growth and Attractiveness of the Principalship 

Wegenke (2000) explained that principals have the need and desire for ongoing 

professional development. Principals have reported that participation in professional training is 

not only an effective means of acquiring new knowledge and developing new skills, but also an 

important example of lifelong learning to teachers and students (Rodriguez-Campos, Rincones-

Gomez, & Shen, 2005).  

Tobin (2005) studied the attributes that attract assistant principals to the principalship. 

Although his study was limited to high school assistant principals in South Carolina, his findings 

confirm the underlying message in the literature. Opportunity for personal and professional 

growth was just beneath the ability to affect change as the most significant attribute of the 

principalship influencing the attractiveness of the job. 

Walker and Kwan (2009) studied the factors that influence assistant principals to apply 

for the principalship. A questionnaire was distributed to 803 secondary assistant principals, 331 

of which were returned for a response rate of 41%. The survey asked respondents to rate their 

agreement with a set of motivational factors. Using a sequential regression analysis, the 
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researchers sought to determine the relationship between the contextual and motivation factors 

and the respondents’ desire regarding the principalship. 

Similar to other studies designed to explain the attractiveness of the principalship using 

job choice theory (Kolek, 2002; Pounder & Merrill, 2001; Smith 2010; Tobin, 2005), this study 

found that the only dimension of job factors significantly related to the desirability of the 

principalship was the work itself. This study did, however, reveal that those respondents who 

were more interested in professional development and had a strong desire for professional 

growth had the greatest desire to become principals (Walker & Kwan, 2009).  

Gender and Attractiveness of the Principalship 

Gender issues in educational leadership have become the subject of study, probably 

because of the increase in females entering educational administration positions (Stemple, 2004). 

Gender has specifically been used as a variable to study the attractiveness of the principalship. 

Messner and Graham (1998) investigated the relationship of gender to satisfaction among 

principals and found that male principals were more satisfied with their salary than were female 

principals. Stemple (2004) studied job satisfaction among Virginia high school principals and 

reported no significant difference in the satisfaction of males and females. Harris et al. (2000) 

studied the motives of men and women for entering the principalship. Motives were ranked 

similarly by both genders. Salary was ranked higher by males than by females. 

 Howley et al. (2005) examined teacher perceptions of the incentives and disincentives 

associated with the principalship. Participants were asked to identify their position regarding 

whether or not the disincentives outweighed the incentives. Males were proportionately more 

represented in the group that indicated the incentives outweighed the disincentives.  



 

    37 

Eckman (2004) explained the importance of understanding the relationship of gender to 

job satisfaction for policy makers in both educational and business organizations. In order to 

generalize findings on the attractiveness of the principalship, it should be determined if both 

genders experience satisfaction in the job the same way (Eckman, 2004). It has been suggested 

that women approach management differently than do men (Messner & Graham, 1998). Burke 

and McKeen (1994) reported that there are specific success factors for female managers and that 

these factors must be attended for women managers to experience job satisfaction. 

It is important to consider the experiences of male and female respondents. Some 

researcher indicate a significant difference in the job attributes that men and women find 

appealing; other researchers have found that gender has not been a significant predictor of job 

satisfaction (Tobin, 2005). It is hypothesized that gender will not be a significant predictor of the 

attractiveness of the principalship. 

School Size and Attractiveness of the Principalship 

  In this study, school size is defined by the number of students enrolled in the identified 

school location. Armstrong (2001) hypothesized that levels of job satisfaction among principals 

would decrease as school size increased. As noted earlier in this study, Stemple (2004) found a 

correlation between school size and the influence of salary on principals’ job satisfaction. 

With an increase in school size comes more extra and co-curricular activities and thus 

more supervisory responsibilities and more activities to monitor. In his dissertation, Armstrong 

(2001) hypothesized that as school size increases, levels of job satisfaction among principal’s 

decreases. For his study, Armstrong used a questionnaire, which he distributed to a random 

sample of 20 high school principals from each of four size classifications in Missouri. Bradley 

found that the principals of schools with student populations from 188 to 1,026 were the most 
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satisfied with their jobs and the principals of the schools in the largest class size (1,027 and 

above), were the least satisfied. Barry (2002) conducted a survey of 173 high school principals in 

Michigan. He reported that principals in large high schools had a higher satisfaction with 

promotion and overall satisfaction than those principals in smaller schools. For these reasons, the 

researcher felt that it would be an interesting component of the study to look at this topic of 

school size as a predictor variable for job attractiveness. 

Summary 

  The review of related literature supports the assertion that the principalship is associated 

with attributes that have acted as attractors and inhibitors to prospective principal candidates. 

This literature review was organized according to the domains identified in the theoretical 

framework of this study. Studies that linked the domains of compensation, ability to influence 

education, recognition, ability to form relationships, the nature of the work of principal and 

opportunities for professional growth to the attractiveness of the principalship were explained. 

Also, studies that support the use of the demographic characteristics in the theory were 

presented. 
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Chapter 3 

Methodology 

 This study was constructed using a descriptive method of research. Gall, Gall, and Borg 

(2003) explained that descriptive research in the field of education can yield important 

knowledge. The purpose of this study was to identify the attributes of the principalship that 

explain the attractiveness of the principalship to prospective principal candidates. 

The population and sample of this study are defined in this section. Methods of data 

collection, development and administration of the survey are also explained.  

Research Design 

 This study was designed to identify the attributes of the principalship that explain the 

attractiveness of the principalship to prospective principal candidates that are currently enrolled 

in a four principal preparation programs in Virginia. The study focused upon the following 

research questions: 

What is the discrepancy, if any, between what potential candidates desire in the job of 

principal and what they perceive to actually be provided by the job? 

To what extent does that discrepancy predict the attractiveness of the job of principal? 

What impact do demographic characteristics of the individual have on this discrepancy? 

To what extent do the following variables explain the attractiveness of the principalship?  

1. Compensation 

2. Ability to influence education 

3. Recognition 

4. Ability to form relationships 

5. Nature of the work 
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6. Opportunity for professional growth 

To what extent do the following demographic characteristics predict the attractiveness of 

the principalship? 

1. Age 

2. Years of experience in education 

3. Gender 

4. Family status 

5. Ethnicity 

6. School level (elementary, middle, high) 

7. School size 

8. School community type (rural, suburban, urban) 

Research design justification. 

This researcher found that two approaches had been used to study the attractiveness of 

the principalship in earlier studies. One approach focuses on the attitudes of current, practicing 

principals toward the attractiveness of the job of principal. Newton et al. (2003) studied the 

reactions of individuals to the attributes of the principalship and explained that study participants 

must have detailed knowledge about the general labor market parameters in education and the 

specific market conditions within a school division. They found that principals, rather than 

teachers, were more likely to be able to determine whether attributes were desirable or 

undesirable for prospective applicants. This approach was also favored by Brown-Ferrigno and 

Fusarelli (2005) when, in a call for additional research on principals’ perspectives about their 

jobs, the researchers explained that useful empirical data could be provided by interviewing 

those who actually serve daily as principals.  
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A second approach seeks to reveal the attitudes of prospective candidates for the 

principalship toward the attractiveness of the principalship by using teachers as respondents 

(Bass, 2004; Pounder & Merrill, 2001). Proponents of this approach assume that candidates for 

the principalship typically come from the ranks of teachers. By understanding teacher’s 

perception of the job of principal, researchers can then draw conclusions about what is attractive 

to potential candidates, themselves.  

Critics of this approach have suggested that because the respondents in this study are not 

practicing principals, their responses may not reflect the characteristics of the job as accurately 

as principals’ responses would (Brown-Ferrigno & Fusarelli, 2005). While the researcher 

concedes that practicing principals possess the most authentic view of the attributes of the job of 

principal, it is the researcher’s desire to identify the characteristics of the job that attract the 

candidates. It is most important to the researcher to expose the attitudes of the candidates who 

are not yet principals. Thus this study used a survey (see Appendix A) administered to teachers 

enrolled in principal preparation programs, rather than those of practicing principals. 

Population 

Studies that have sought to explain the attractiveness of the principalship have largely 

been focused on the perspectives of sitting principals and superintendents. Seldom have the 

candidates’ perspectives been explored. In a study of the attractiveness of the superintendency, 

prospective, aspiring superintendents were selected as the population because of their ability to 

provide authentic responses concerning the attractiveness of the job (Winter et al, 2007). The 

researcher is unaware of studies that have specifically asked prospective principal candidates in 

Virginia to provide their opinions about the attractiveness of the principalship. 
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  The population for this study was students currently enrolled in principal preparation 

programs in four universities in Virginia. These students were public school teachers in Virginia. 

Teachers comprise the largest pool of potential applicants for the principalship (Cruzeiro & 

Boone, 2009). The researcher obtained a list of the institutions with programs in Administration 

and Supervision that are approved by the Virginia Department of Education (VDOE). These 

institutions report the number of students completing programs each year to the VDOE. The 

researcher obtained the most recent three years of reported numbers of program completers and 

chose the four universities with an average number of completers consistently above 50 (reported 

in Table 1). One of those four universities was unwilling to allow the researcher to access 

students enrolled. A fourth university was chosen because of a willingness to allow the 

researcher to access students and the university’s close proximity to the researcher. The four 

universities chosen for this study were Virginia Tech, Virginia Commonwealth University, 

George Mason University, and University of Mary Washington. Currently enrolled students in 

those four programs were the population for this study. 
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Table 1 
 
Number of Candidates Completing an Educational Personnel Endorsement Program as 
Reported to the Virginia Department of Education by Institutions of Higher Education in 
Virginia over the Most Recent Three Years of Reports. 
 
Institution 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 Average more than 50 

over the 3 years 
College of William & 
Mary 
 

13 13 16 n/a 

George Mason 
University 
 

93 121 91 101 

James Madison 
University 
 

9 5  n/a 

Liberty University 
 

4 21 20 n/a 

Longwood University 
 

2 None reported 7 n/a 

Lynchburg College 
 

26 None reported 17 n/a 

Marymount University 
 

10 20 17 n/a 

Norfolk State University 
 

8 8 7 n/a 

Old Dominion 
University 
 

43 22 12 n/a 

Radford University 
 

21 5 40 n/a 

Regent University 
 

44 59 22 n/a 

Shenandoah University 
 

38 27 28 n/a 

University of Mary 
Washington 
 

None 
reported 

17 29 n/a 

University of Virginia 
 

91 185 83 120 

Virginia Commonwealth 
University 
 

87 151 84 107 

Virginia State University 
 

24 19 30 n/a 

Virginia Tech 58 67 44 56 
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This population was a purposeful sample, selected by the researcher as a valid 

representation of prospective candidates for the principalship in Virginia (Lunsford & Lunsford, 

1995). All participants were Virginia educators and had expressed the desire to pursue an 

endorsement in educational leadership and principal certification. That they each had registered 

and paid for courses in the fulfillment of requirements for the principal preparation program was 

further evidence that the participants desired the endorsement necessary to becoming a principal. 

Data Collection and Survey Distribution 

  This study included the procedures for ensuring ethical protocols involving human 

subjects and protection of the rights of participants. The researcher used the Virginia Tech 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) to document these procedures. The researcher obtained the 

necessary IRB certification and approval prior to conducting the study (found in Appendix B). 

  The surveys were distributed in two manners. When permission was granted, the surveys 

were distributed and administered by the researcher in person. Permission was requested in 

writing from the program administrator supervising the principal preparation program for the 

university. When permission was granted to administer the surveys in person, the researcher met 

with the participants in each cohort, at each location where permission was granted. In that 

meeting the researcher explained the importance of the research, its potential benefit to the field, 

and the significance of each respondent’s participation to the outcome of the study. Rights of the 

participants, including confidentiality and the option to decline participation, were included. The 

researcher collected the completed surveys on site at the time of distribution, giving participants 

as much time as is necessary for completion.  

  In cases where permission was not granted for distribution of the survey instrument in 

person, or where individuals were not present at the time of the on-site survey administration, the 
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surveys were mailed to the instructor who agreed to administer and collect the completed 

surveys. A cover letter (see Appendix D) explaining the purpose and design of the study was 

included in the mailing, along with a self-addressed and postage-paid return envelope. The 

instructor mailed the completed surveys back to the researcher. 

Generalizability 

  Krejcie & Morgan (1970) recommended a minimum sample of 196 as necessary to be 

representative of a population of 400. Using the average numbers of completers over the most 

recently reported three years from the four programs chosen for this study, the researcher 

anticipated a sample population of 384 participants. The actual number of students enrolled in 

the principal preparation programs in the four universities was 341. Three of the participating 

universities allowed the researcher to administer the survey to all students currently enrolled. 

One university provided access by encouraging the instructors to contact the researcher. The 

researcher was only able to survey the students of those instructors who initiated the contact with 

the researcher. Since not all instructors from that university made contact with the researcher, not 

all students were given the opportunity to participate. 

  Of the currently enrolled 341 students, 257 students participated. Krejcie & Morgan 

(1970) recommended a minimum sample size of 186 to be representative of a population of 360. 

The researcher was able to obtain more than the recommended sample size to represent the 

population of this study. 

 

 

Instrumentation 
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  The research questions of the study, survey domains and content validation procedures 

are explained in this section. The conceptual model included attributes of the principalship. 

These attributes were developed using items that describe the principalship. The items were 

measured using variable scales and are the predictor variables that were used to predict the 

criterion variable.  

  Quantitative methods were used to collect, analyze and interpret data on the 

attractiveness of the principalship. Using survey research the researcher asked future principal 

candidates to respond to multiple job attributes associated with the attractiveness of the 

principalship. They indicated the importance of each attribute as well as the extent to which the 

principalship provides that attribute. Respondents also indicate their perspective about the overall 

level of attractiveness of the principalship that served as the criterion variable. 

  Items in the Thurstone Scale and demographic questions appeared in random order to 

ensure that respondents considered them individually. Predictor items were grouped according to 

the domain with which they were associated so that the survey did not appear to be disjointed. 

Statement items were written in a grammatically consistent manner and demographic questions 

appeared at the end of the survey (Appendix A). 

  The researcher used descriptive statistics to describe the individual demographic 

characteristics of the respondents and to explain their responses to the predictor and criterion 

variables. The relationship between the predictor variables and criterion variable were analyzed 

using stepwise linear multiple regression statistics. One-way ANOVAs and Tukey post-hoc tests 

were used to determine if a significant difference existed among the demographic variables. 

Domains. Domains for this study were developed from a review of relevant literature. 

Six domains were identified: (1) compensation, (2) ability to influence education, (3) recognition 
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of achievement, (4) ability to form relationships, (5) nature of the work, and (6) opportunities for 

professional growth. A seventh domain was developed to contain demographic characteristics of 

the respondents: (1) gender, (2) age, (3) ethnicity, (4) marital status, (5) years in education, (6) 

school level, (7) school setting, and (8) school size. These domains, domain definitions, and 

related items on the survey instrument are in Table 2. 

The definitions of the variables in this study are in Table 2. Each variable was given a 

constitutive and an operational definition. The constitutive definition refers to the conceptual 

definition for the variable. The operational definition indicates how the variable was measured in 

this study. 

Development of the predictor variables. The predictor variables are those variables that 

the researcher determined from the review of related literature to be those that would explain the 

attractiveness of the principalship. They were arranged in six domains of attributes associated 

with attractiveness of the principalship and a seventh domain of demographic items. The six 

domains were formed using the theoretical model, which was developed after reviewing the 

related literature. The domains are compensation, ability to influence education, recognition of 

achievement, ability to form relationships, nature of the work, and opportunities for professional 

growth 

The predictor variables (job attributes and demographic characteristics of respondents) in 

this study were used to predict the attractiveness of the principalship, both to the degree that the 

job is attractive and the extent to which respondents find the job unattractive. Maslow (1954) and 

Hoppock (19397 indicated that job satisfaction and dissatisfaction share a single continuum. 

Stemple (2004) noted that it is important to consider those factors that lead to both satisfaction 
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and dissatisfaction with the principalship when identifying ways to make the job attractive to 

candidates. 

Table 2 

Definitions of Criterion and Predictor Variables Used for this Study 
 
Criterion variable Constitutive definition Operational definition 
Attractiveness of the 
principalship 

The extent to which the respondent 
finds the job of principal appealing 
and satisfying. 

Measured by the respondent’s score in 
the Thurstone scale. The respondent will 
agree or disagree with 11 statements that 
reflect varying degrees of attitude 
toward the attractiveness of the 
principalship. The statements are 
arranged on a scale from (1) very 
unattractive to (11) highly attractive. 
Responses were averaged to obtain an 
overall attractiveness score. 

Predictor variable Constitutive definition Operational definition 
Compensation 
 

The current salary that the 
principalship provides for the 
respondent 

Measured by questions 1-4 

Ability to influence 
education 

The extent to which the respondent 
believes the principalship allows 
the respondent to “make a 
difference” in people’s lives and 
improve education. 

Measured by questions 5-8 

Recognition 
 
 
 

The extent to which the respondent 
believes that he/she is recognized 
for accomplishments and status. 

Measured by questions 9-12 

Ability to form 
relationships 

The extent to which the 
principalship allows the 
respondent to collaborate and form 
relationships. 

Measured by questions 13-16 

Nature of the work of 
the principal 
 

The descriptive characteristics of 
the duties and tasks associated 
with the job of principal.  

Measured by questions 17-20 

Opportunity for 
professional growth 

The extent to which the 
principalship provides professional 
development for the respondent. 

Measured by questions 21-24 
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This was not a study of just those attributes that act as motivators or inhibitors, but rather 

a study of how and to what extent the attributes of the job might predict one’s attitude, positive 

or negative, toward the attractiveness of the job. Following the theoretical conclusions of 

Maslow (1954) and Hoppock (1977) and the assertion of Stemple (2004), the researcher 

considered the attractiveness of the principalship using a single continuum that ranged from 

unattractive to attractive. 

The predictor variables in this study were motivators and inhibitors. Some studies will 

show the variables to have acted in both a motivating and inhibiting manner (Bass, 2004). 

Compensation, for example, has been used to study both the reason people do not apply for 

principal positions (ERS, 1998; Tirozzi & Ferrandino, 2000) and the reason people pursue the 

job (Harris et al., 2000; Richtor, 2001; Siefert, 1982). 

The demographic variables in this study were used to describe the respondents and to 

determine the extent to which the personal characteristics of the respondents predict the 

attractiveness of the principalship. These variables are represented in Table 3 and are given 

constitutive and operational definitions. 
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Table 3 

 

Scaling of the predictor variables. Respondents provided responses in two different 

sections to the predictor variable items on the instrument. Each section used a four-point Likert 

scale. The first section measured the respondent’s desire for the attribute of the principalship by 

asking how important the item is to the respondent. Each response received a numerical weight 

with “not important at all” responses weighted with a value of 1, “somewhat important” 

responses weighted with a value of 2, “important” responses weighted with a value of 3, and 

“very important” responses weighted with a value of 4. Higher scores indicated a greater 

importance to the respondent, while lower scores indicated less importance. Thus higher scores 

Definitions of Demographic Variables Used for This Study 
 
Demographic variable Constitutive definition Operational definition 

 
Age The age of the respondent Under 25; 26-35; 36-50; 

50-59; more than 60 
 

Years of experience  The number of years the respondent 
has been an educator 

0-5 years; 6-10 years; 11-
20 years; more than 20 
years 

Gender The gender of the respondent 
 

Male or female 

Family status The respondent is either married or 
single 
 

Married or single 

Ethnicity The ethnicity or race of the respondent 
 

White; Black; Hispanic; 
Native American; other 

School level The level of school in which the 
respondent is a teacher 
 

Elementary; middle; high 

School size The number of students enrolled in the 
school of which the respondent is a 
teacher 
 

Less than 500; 501-800; 
801-1200; more than 
1200 

School community  The type of setting that describes the 
community of the school in which the 
respondent is a teacher 

Rural; suburban; urban 
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indicated that the respondent has greater desire for the item, while lower scores indicated less 

desire. 

  The second section measured the extent to which the respondent perceived the item to be 

provided in the job of principal. Each response received a numerical weight with “not at all” 

responses weighted with a value of 1, “provided very little” responses weighted with a value of 

2, “somewhat provided” responses weighted with a value of 3, and “provided in full” responses 

weighted with a value of 4.  

  The difference between these two Likert subscale scores created the overall discrepancy 

score for each variable statement. For each statement, respondents indicated how important the 

item was to them, generally, and the extent to which they believed that item is provided in the 

principalship. The difference between the two scores provided the discrepancy. The instrument 

was intended to measure the extent to which those discrepancies predicted the overall 

attractiveness, or criterion variable. 

Development of the criterion variable. The criterion variable was an overall 

attractiveness score, determined using a Thurstone Scale of Equal Appearing Intervals. Using the 

recommended practices of Ary et al. (1996) for developing Thurston’s Equal Appearing Interval 

Scale, the researcher generated 111 statements that reflect varying attitudes toward the 

attractiveness of the principalship. The researcher had a panel of experienced public school 

administrators in Virginia evaluate the item statements. The administrators independently 

reviewed the entire list of statements and placed the statements at the point within an eleven-

point scale that best reflected the attitude of each statement, where “1” was “least attractive” and 

“11” was “most attractive”. The result was a distribution of statement scores that displayed the 

number of administrators who placed an item at a certain point on the eleven-point scale. 
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  Two values, the median and Q value, were calculated from this distribution. The median 

of the ratings became the scale value assigned to the item. That scale value indicates the item’s 

rank within the eleven positions on the scale.  

  To address the extent of agreement among the administrators on each item, a variability 

index was calculated for each item, which is the Q value, or quartile deviation (half of the 

difference between the 75th and 25th quartiles). The Q value is preferred over the standard 

deviation because it is not affected by extreme scores. Low Q values reflect high agreement 

among experts, while high Q values represent low agreement. Items with a high Q value were 

regarded as unclear and, thus, rejected.    

Scaling of the criterion variable. Respondents were asked to provide an overall 

attractiveness of the principalship score using a Thurstone’s Scale of Equal Appearing Intervals. 

Respondents agreed or disagreed with each of the eleven statements. The statements appeared in 

random order, but reflected one of the eleven points on the scale where 1 is “least attractive” and 

11 is “most attractive.” Respondents were asked to agree or disagree with each statement. For 

each statement, the response was coded with a “1” if the respondent agreed with the statement or 

a “2” if the respondent disagreed. It is important to note that the previous section of the 

instrument, Section 1, uses a 4-point Likert rating scale. Section 2, the Thurstone Scale, shifts to 

a bi-polar rating system as explained above. 

For each statement with which the respondent agreed, a score value of whichever point 

within the 11-point scale was assigned. If the respondent disagreed with the statement, the 

inverse value was assigned. For example, if the statement represented a “6” on the 11-point 

scale, and the respondent agreed with the statement a value of “6” was assigned. If the 
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respondent disagreed with that statement, a value of “5” was assigned. The total sum of points 

assigned to each respondent was divided by 11, resulting in the final overall attractiveness score. 

Content Validation of the Items 

  Content validity has been defined as the extent to which a test measures what it is 

intended to measure (Ary, Jacobs & Razavieh, 1996). An instrument containing survey items and 

response sections was constructed using the methods of Houseman (2005 to allow respondents to 

rate each item for domain identification, item-domain association strength, and statement clarity. 

Descriptions of each domain were developed to clarify what he domains were designed to 

measure. A panel of seventeen experienced public school administrators in Virginia evaluated 

the list of items that describe and define the principalship and its attractiveness. The group added 

to, subtracted, or clarified items on the list. Means and standard deviations were computed for 

the level of association of statements with domains and the clarity of the items.  

  Items that were associated with the intended domain by at least 80% of the reviewers are 

included in the survey instrument. In this way the researcher was able to ensure that only items 

with the highest average mean scores for association and clarity appear on the instrument. Each 

domain was included as an individual predictor variable. 

Reliability 

  Reliability of an instrument refers to the degree to which it measures consistently what it 

is designed to measure (Ary et al., 1996). Reliability of both the predictor and criterion variables 

were assessed using Coefficient Alpha. Coefficient Alpha, or Cronbach’s Alpha, was used 

because of its usefulness to items not scored as “right” or “wrong.” Cronbach (1951) wrote that a 

reliability coefficient “demonstrates whether the test designer was correct in expecting a certain 

collection of items to yield interpretable statements about individual differences” (p. 297). 
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Cronbach’s Alpha is used with items scored with a range of values, including Likert scales, and 

computes every possibility of split-half reliability possible with all combinations of item 

correlations. Split-half reliability splits the instrument into two comparable halves and measures 

internal consistency. Alpha is the average correlation of items for all possible splits of the items. 

 Cronbach’s Alpha was computed to determine the reliability coefficients and internal 

consistency of the survey items (reflected in Table 4). An Alpha of closest to 1 will be 

considered reliable and the instrument assumed to measure consistently the attractiveness of the 

principalship and the relationship of the criterion and predictor variables. 

Analysis of the Data 

 Descriptive statistics were used to explain the demographic characteristics of the respondents 

and their responses to predictor and criterion variable items. One way Analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) was used to compare group means on the dependent variables across categories of the 

demographic variables. A linear multiple regression analysis was used to determine the extent to 

which the predictor variables predicted the criterion variable. 

Multiple regression analysis. Multiple regression was used to determine the 

multivariate relationships between the overall attractiveness of the principalship and the 

predictor variables. This procedure weighted each predictor variable so that combinations of the 

predictors could be arranged to determine the best combination to predict the criterion variable 

(Ary et al., 1996). The regression analysis also identified the variables that accounted for 

discrepancy in the predictor variable differences between what respondents desired and what 

they believed was provided in the job. 

 Using SPSS, the forward stepwise method of selection was used to enter the variables for 

consideration in the regression equation. The SPSS program was used to test the entered 
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variables to assess the extent to which they contributed redundant information as new variables 

were entered (Cone & Foster, 1999). To determine whether the variable was included in the 

prediction model, an F- test of significance was performed to find out if the variable significantly 

contributed to the prediction of the criterion variable. The F-value was compared to an 

established criterion, the minimum value of the F-statistic that each variable needed to achieve in 

order to be significant. Only variables that had an F-value equal to or greater than the minimum 

specified were entered into the regression. 

Table 4 
Reliabilities for predictor items on Survey to Identify the Attributes that Predict the Attractiveness 
of the Principalship. 
 
Predictor 
variable domains 

Number of items 
in variable 
domain 

Survey item 
numbers 

Cronbach’s alpha: 
“How important?” 

Cronbach’s alpha: 
“How much do   
you see?” 

Compensation 4 1-4 .65 .55 
Ability to 
influence 
education 

4 5-8 .66 .78 

Recognition 4 9-12 .88 .77 
Ability to form 
relationships 

4 13-16 .71 .87 

Nature of the 
work 

4 17-20 .35 -.02 

Professional 
growth 

4 21-24 .80 .80 

 

 Cone and Foster (1999) cited Tabachnick and Fidell’s (1989) conclusion that stepwise 

procedures are model-building techniques most effective for use with early studies in a particular 

area. There have been few studies to determine the attractiveness of the principalship as 

perceived by potential principal candidates. The stepwise procedure was appropriate to this 

study. Though this study was built upon a conceptual design, the design had not been tested prior 

to this study. Cohen and Cohen’s (1983) assertion that stepwise methods are more readily 
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justified if the research goal is not based in theory but rather in simply predicting a phenomenon 

was not applicable to this study. 

Summary 

  The research design, selection of participants, instrumentation, validity and reliability of 

the instrumentation, data collection and analysis procedures were presented in this chapter. 

Chapter 1 contained an introduction to the study, including the context, significance and purpose 

of the study, research questions, and theoretical framework. Chapter 2 included a review of the 

related literature organized according to the theoretical framework. 

The research design presented in this chapter focused on the following research 

questions: (a) What is the discrepancy, if any, between what potential candidates desire in the job 

of principal and what they perceive to actually be provided by the job? (b) To what extent does 

that discrepancy predict the attractiveness of the job of principal? (c) What impact do 

demographic characteristics of the individual have on this discrepancy? (d) To what extent do the 

predictor variables explain the attractiveness of the principalship? 

This study was a quantitative study of the perceptions of 257 participants currently 

enrolled in four principal preparation programs in Virginia. The survey was administered to each 

participant and measured the discrepancy between what the respondent desires and what the 

respondent perceives to be provided by the job of principal. Multiple regression analysis was 

used to determine the relationship between the predictor and criterion variables. 

The criterion variable used in this study was an overall measure of attitude toward the 

attractiveness of the principalship. Predictor variables were selected from the review of related 

literature. Participants in this study assessed the attractiveness of the job of principal using an 
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instrument designed to measure only those attributes chosen as predictor variables. The quality 

of the variables used in this study were strengthened by the conceptual framework. 
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Chapter 4 

Results 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to identify the attributes of the principalship that explain 

the attractiveness of the job to prospective candidates. The results of this study determined if a 

discrepancy exists between what potential candidates desire in the job of principal and what they 

perceive to actually be provided by the job. The extent to which that discrepancy predicts the 

overall attractiveness of the job to prospective candidates was also investigated.  

The predictor variables are the discrepancies between what the potential candidates desire 

in the job of principal and what they perceive to actually be provided by the job. Using the 

difference score between the candidates’ responses to the items that measure what they desire in 

the job of principal and their responses to the items that measure what they perceive to be 

provided by the job, resulted in the predictor variables. These variables were categorized into the 

six domains of Compensation, Ability to Influence Education, Recognition, Ability to Form 

Relationships, Nature of the Work, and Opportunities for Professional Growth. 

The criterion variable is the mean weighted score of each respondent’s responses to the 

Thurstone Scale of Equal Appearing Intervals. This score provided the overall attractiveness of 

the job of principal to each respondent. 

 The first section of this chapter will present descriptive statistics regarding the demographics 

of the 257 prospective candidates for the principalship. The description of the sample is centered 

around a report of the frequency distribution of the demographic variable combinations. 

 The second section of the chapter will present the analyses of discrepancy variance and 

regression and findings for each of the research questions that directed this study. Each question 
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will be restated and the findings discussed. The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, 

version 19.0, was used for all data analyses in this study. 

 The questions that guided the analysis of the data were: 

What is the discrepancy, if any, between what potential candidates desire in the job of 

principal and what they perceive to actually be provided by the job? 

To what extent does the discrepancy between candidates’ desire and perception predict 

the attractiveness of the job? 

What impact do demographic characteristics of the individual have on this discrepancy? 

To what extent do the variables of compensation, ability to influence education, 

recognition, ability to form relationships, nature of the work, and opportunity for professional 

growth explain the attractiveness of the principalship? 

To what extent do demographic characteristics explain the attractiveness of the 

principalship? 

Description of Sample Population 

The 257 respondents were enrolled in graduate level principal preparation programs in 

four Virginia Universities: Virginia Polytechnic and State University, Mary Washington 

University, George Mason University, and Virginia Commonwealth University.  

There were a total of 341 students enrolled in the four principal preparation programs at 

the time of the survey administration. These students were the population. There were 257 

surveys completed, representing a return rate of 75.3% (n=257). Table 5 presents the description 

of the sample for this study and displays each demographic variable with the number (n) of 

respondents in each category. The 257 participants represented a convenience sample.  
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 The age most reported by respondents (n=104, 49%) was the 30 to 39 years range. Sixty-five 

percent of the respondents were female (n=166). Seventy-five percent were White (n=192) and 

70% were married (n=180). The majority of respondents had fewer than 16 years of experience 

in education, with the largest number of respondents reporting six to ten years of experience 

(n=84, 33%). Forty-two percent (n=109) reported that they worked in the high school setting, 

with 48% (n=123) describing their school setting as suburban. Nearly half of the respondents 

(n=120, 47%) indicated the size of the school in which they currently worked to be in the 500-

1149 student range. 
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Table 5 
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample (n = 257) 
 
Sample demographics N % 
Gender   

Male 91 35.4 
Female 166 64.6 

Age group   
20-29 71 27.6 
30-39 104 41 
40-49 65 25.3 
50-59 10 3.9 

60+ 7 2.7 
Ethnicity   

Hispanic-American 5 1.9 
African-American 59 23 

White 192 74.7 
Other 1 0.4 

Marital status   
Married 180 70 

Single 77 30 
Years in education   

3-5 years 56 21.8 
6-10 years 84 32.7 

11-15 years 57 22.2 
16-20 years 28 10.9 

21 or more years 32 12.5 
School level   

Elementary 68 26.6 
Middle 79 30.9 

High 109 42.4 
School location   

Urban 34 13.2 
Rural 100 38.9 

Suburban 123 47.9 
School size   

1-159 18 7 
160-499 38 14.8 

500-1149 120 46.7 
1150-1699 44 17.1 

1700 or more  37 14.4 
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Report of Results 

  This section presents the results, by research question, of the data collected and analyzed 

for the study. The data from the first question address the extent to which there is a discrepancy 

between what potential principal candidates desire in the job and what they perceive to be 

provided in the job. Results of the second question identify the extent to which that discrepancy 

measured in the first question predicts the overall attractiveness of the job to potential 

candidates. Results of the third question provide an indication of the impact that specific 

demographic characteristics have on the discrepancy measured in question one. The data from 

the fourth and fifth questions address the extent to which the individual attributes of the job and 

demographic characteristics of potential candidates predict the attractiveness of the principalship. 

For efficiency of discussion, questions two, four and five are combined. 

Research Question 1: What is the discrepancy, if any, between what potential candidates 

desire in the job of principal and what they perceive to actually be provided by the job? 

  To answer this question, the researcher used the Survey to Identify the Attributes that 

Predict the Attractiveness of the Principalship instrument found in Appendix A. The researcher 

asked respondents to respond to 24 items in Section One of the survey instrument and used a 

four-point Likert scale to identify (a) the extent to which compensation, the ability to influence 

education, recognition, the ability to form relationships, nature of the work, and opportunities for 

professional growth were important to potential principal candidates, and (b) the extent to which 

potential candidates perceived those things were provided in the job of principal.  

  There were six domains that categorized the attributes of the principalship:  

compensation, the ability to influence education, recognition, the ability to form relationships, 

nature of the work, and opportunities for professional growth. Section One of the survey 
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instrument included four items within each domain. For each item, respondents provided a score 

that identified the importance of the item and a score that identified the extent to which the 

respondent believed the item was provided in the job of principal: 1 – not at all, 2 – a little, 3 – 

some, or 4 – a lot. 

  To determine if a discrepancy exists between the potential candidates’ perceived 

importance of the items and the extent to which they believe the items are provided in the job, a 

difference score was calculated for each of the 24 items in Section One. A mean score and 

standard deviation score were calculated for each of the 24 items in both the perceived 

importance subscale and the extent to which the items is provided subscale.  The difference 

between the mean scores on both subscales became the discrepancy score. It was hypothesized 

that the higher the mean score for each item in this discrepancy scale, the greater the discrepancy 

between how important that item was and how much the respondent perceived that item to be 

provided in the job (refer to Appendix C). 

  The data from Section One of the instrument indicate that there are discrepancies 

between what potential candidates desire and what they perceive is provided in the job of 

principal. The greatest discrepancy exists within the compensation variable (M=3.0, SD=2.3). 

Opportunities for professional growth revealed the next largest discrepancy (M=2.29, SD=3.04) 

and ability to influence education ranked third (M=2.1, SD=2.24). The nature of the work 

variable revealed a negative discrepancy score (M=-1.23, SD=2.4), which indicates a reverse 

discrepancy. Candidates did not rank items in this domain as desirable, but found them to be 

provided in the principalship. Further item level analysis of each predictor variable will follow. 

  Research Question 2: To what extent does the discrepancy between candidates’ desires 

and perception predict the attractiveness of the job? 
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  Research Question 4: To what extent do the variables of compensation, ability to 

influence education, recognition, ability to form relationships, nature of the work, and 

opportunity for professional growth explain the attractiveness of the principalship? 

  Research Question 5: To what extent do demographic characteristics explain the 

attractiveness of the principalship? 

  Questions Two, Four and Five are answered in this section. The three questions were 

combined because each deals with the prediction of the overall attractiveness score. The focus of 

question two is the impact of the discrepancy scores on attractiveness, while questions four and 

five deal with the domain and demographic variables’ relationship to attractiveness.  

To determine the overall attractiveness of the principalship (the dependent variable) the 

researcher asked respondents to agree or disagree with eleven statements in Section Two of the 

survey instrument, using a Thurstone Scale of Equal Appearing Intervals (Table 6). The eleven 

statements reflected varying degrees of the respondent’s attitude toward the attractiveness of the 

principalship. Each statement represented one value on an eleven-point scale, where 1 is least 

attractive and 11 is most attractive. 

Table 6 
Overall Attractiveness Thurstone Scale 
 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Average attractiveness 
rating (using weighted 
Thurstone scores) 

257 3.45 8.73 6.5787 1.12221 

Valid N 257     
 

 

 The total number of points assigned to the respondent was then divided by 11 to yield an 

overall weighted attractiveness score. This is overall score was the dependent variable. The 
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lowest score reported was a 3.45 and the highest was an 8.73. The average overall attractiveness 

rating was a 6.5 out of the possible 11 (M=6.57, SD=1.1). 

Linear stepwise multiple regression analysis was used to determine whether or not and 

the extent to which the variables predicted the overall attractiveness score. The regression 

included the demographic variables and discrepancy scores for each domain variable in the 

predictive model for attractiveness of the principalship. Discrepancy scores were determined by 

calculating the difference between the mean score on the “importance” subscale and the 

“perceived in the job” subscale. A stepwise model (Table 7) was used to consider first the 

demographic variables and then the discrepancy score variables. The demographic variable with 

the strongest impact on the overall attractiveness of the principalship (R value) was identified by 

the model. Then the variable with the second greatest impact on the overall attractiveness was 

identified. The process continued to identify variables that explained the variance in the overall 

attractiveness of the principalship until it could no longer impact the variance.  

Table 7 
Regression Overall Multiple Model Summary and Variance Explained 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square 
Std. Error of the 
Estimate 

1 .272a .074 .070 1.06858 

2 .336b .113 .106 1.04801 

3 .380c .144 .134 1.03159 

4 .403d .162 .149 1.02261 

5 .430e .185 .168 1.01114 

 

This process was repeated in the second step of the stepwise regression using the 

discrepancy variables. Variables with a p value of <.10 were included in the final model. The 
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regression revealed that there were five variables that had significant ability to predict the 

attractiveness of the principalship, as reflected in Table 7. These five variables together 

explained 18.5% of the total variance in the dependent variable, attractiveness of the 

principalship (see model 5 in Table 8). The two variables that most significantly impacted 

attractiveness were demographic variables, school community and years in education. 

Table 8 
Predictor Variables Included in Final Regression Model 
 

Model 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

t Sig. Beta 
1 (Constant)  31.671 <.001 

School community -.272 -4.429 <.001 
2 (Constant)  25.827 <.001 

School community -.263 -4.366 <.001 
Years in education .197 3.272 .001 

3 (Constant)  26.395 <.001 
School community -.252 -4.242 <.001 
Years in education .194 3.273 .001 
Opportunity for professional 
growth  (discrepancy score) 

-.177 -2.972 .003 

4 (Constant)  25.877 <.001 
School community -.259 -4.392 <.001 
Years in education .206 3.492 .001 
Opportunity for professional 
growth  (discrepancy) 

-.234 -3.655 <.001 

Ability to influence education 
(discrepancy) 

.148 2.299 .022 

5 (Constant)  26.290 <.001 
School community -.246 -4.188 <.001 
Years in education .183 3.095 .002 
Opportunity for professional 
growth  (discrepancy) 

-.209 -3.263 .001 

Ability to influence education 
(discrepancy) 

.164 2.572 .011 

Recognition of achievement 
(discrepancy) 

-.156 -2.553 .011 
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These two variables explained 7.4% and 3.9% of the variance in the attractiveness of the 

principalship, respectively. Three of the six discrepancy variables significantly predicted 

attractiveness of the principalship: opportunity for professional growth (3.1%), ability to 

influence education (1.8%), and recognition (2.2%). These three variables accounted for 7.1% of 

the total variance in the dependent variable. A thorough explanation of the relationship of each 

variable to the dependent variable follows. 

 School community. 

Two of the five variables included in the regression model were demographic 

characteristics. The variable that most significantly predicted the dependent variable score was 

school community (b=-.246, p= <.001), as noted in Table 8. School community accounted for 

7.4% of the variance in the dependent variable. 

A numeric code was assigned to each of the three categories within this variable: “Urban” 

was assigned a “1”, “Rural” a “2”, and “Suburban” a “3”. Respondents who worked in rural 

settings reported the highest levels of overall attractiveness of the principalship (M=7.12, 

SD=.90). Those in the urban setting reported the next highest levels of attractiveness of the job 

(M=6.41, SD=1.28) and those in suburban settings ranked third (M=6.18, SD=1.06). These data 

are reflected in Table 9. 

Table 9 
School community impact on overall attractiveness of the principalship 
 
School community N % M SD 

 
Urban 34 13.2 6.41 1.28 
Rural 100 38.9 7.12 0.9 
Suburban 123 47.9 6.18 1.06 
 

 

 



 

    68 

Years of experience. 

Years of experience was the next most significant predictor of the attractiveness of the 

job (b=.183, p=.002), as noted in Table 8. The positive relationship of this linear variable 

indicated that as a respondent’s years of experience increased, the attractiveness of the 

principalship increased as well. Years of experience explained 3.9% of the variance in the overall 

attractiveness of the principalship. 

  There were originally 7 categories within this variable. The final three, “21-25 years”, 

“26-30 years” and “more than 30 years” were collapsed into a new, fifth category, “21 or more 

years” because the responses were too few to report individually. Respondents with fewer than 

16 years of experience revealed scores similarly associated with dependent variable. The impact 

of this variable on the attractiveness of the job, displayed in Table 10, increased with the final 

two categories, “16-20 years” (M=6.98, SD=.73) and “21 or more years” (M=7.12, SD=.16). 

 
Table 10 
Years of experience in education impact on overall attractiveness of the principalship 
 
Years of experience N % M SD 

 
3-5 years 56 21.8 6.42 1.3 
6-10 years 84 32.7 6.42 1.23 
11-15 years 57 22.2 6.46 1.13 
16-20 years 28 10.9 6.98 0.73 
21 or more years 32 12.5 7.12 0.16 
 

  Opportunity for professional growth discrepancy. 

  The model found that opportunity for professional growth, displayed in Table 8, was 

significantly related to the overall attractiveness of the principalship (b=-.209, p=.001). This is a 

linear variable, where respondents ranked the extent to which they valued opportunities for 

professional growth and the extent to which they perceived the principalship to provide those 
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opportunities. The negative beta weight indicates an inverse relationship. The greater the 

discrepancy between what was desired and perceived to be provided, the less attractive the job 

was to the respondent. 

  Ability to influence education discrepancy. 

  This variable was significantly related to the overall attractiveness (b=.164, p=.011) and 

is displayed in table 8. The researcher had expected the discrepancy scores to have an inverse 

relationship, as shown in the previous variable. The positive beta weight associated with this 

discrepancy score, however, indicates that as the discrepancy between what respondents desire 

and what they perceive is provided in the job increases, the job becomes more attractive. It is the 

researcher’s opinion that this positive relationship indicates that respondents for whom the 

principalship is attractive also place high value on their ability to influence education, despite the 

fact that they do not perceive that ability to be provided through the principalship to the extent 

that they would like. 

  Recognition discrepancy. 

  The discrepancy associated with recognition was significantly related to the attractiveness 

of the job (b=-.156, p=.011), as reflected in table 8. This was a linear variable and the negative 

beta weight indicates an inverse relationship. As respondents indicated a greater discrepancy 

between the extent to which recognition was important to them and the extent to which they 

believed it was provided in the job, the attractiveness of the principalship decreased. 

  Research Question 3: What impact do demographic characteristics of the individual 

have on the discrepancy between what the individual desires and perceives? 

  To answer this question six one-way ANOVAS were created for each of the demographic 

variables to determine the extent to which the discrepancy scores differed across the categories. 
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Once those statistically significant differences among the groups were identified, multiple 

comparisons containing Tukey post hoc tests were used to further describe and identify the 

differences within the groups. 

  Age. 

  There was a statistically significant difference among the age groups in the discrepancy 

scores related to ability to form relationships (F(4,251) = 6.14, p=<.05), nature of the work 

(F(4,252) = 4.06, p=.003), and opportunity for professional growth (F(4,252) = 4.89, p=.001). 

The discrepancy associated with ability to form relationships is shown in Table 11. 

Table 11 
ANOVA displaying effect of age on ability to form relationships, nature of the 
work, and opportunity for professional growth discrepancies 
 

  

Discrepancy variable Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square 

F Sig. 

Ability to form 
relationships  
(discrepancy score) 

Between Groups 165.949 4 41.487 6.14 <.001 

Within Groups 1695.922 251 6.757   

Total 1861.871 255    

Nature of the work 
(discrepancy score) 

Between Groups 89.403 4 22.351 4.06 .003 

Within Groups 1388.053 252 5.508   

Total 1477.455 256    

Opportunity for 
professional growth  
(discrepancy score) 

Between Groups 171.138 4 42.784 4.89 .001 

Within Groups 2203.975 252 8.746   

Total 2375.113 256    
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The Tukey post-hoc test (Table 12) revealed that respondents within the “20-29” age 

range (M=.46, SD=2.37) indicated less discrepancy than those within the “50-59” (M=2.9, 

SD=3.72, p=.047)  and “60 +” (M=4.85, SD=3.02, p=<.001) groups. Those within the “30-39” 

(M=1.2, SD=2.56)  and “40-49” (M=.815, SD=2.65)  ranges indicated less discrepancy than 

those within the “60+” range (p=.004, p=.001, respectively). Thus, those in the youngest age 

group appeared to demonstrate that they perceived that the principalship does not limit 

opportunities for forming relationships. 

 

Table 12 
Tukey Post Hoc test showing comparisons of age groups regarding the ability to form 
relationships 
 
Discrepancy 
variable 
 

Age group comparisons Mean difference Error Significance 

Ability to form 
relationships  

20-29 30-39 -.739 .400 .351 
40-49 -.350 .445 .935 
50-59 -2.435* .878 .047 
60+ -4.392* 1.029 <.001 

30-39 20-29 .739 0.4 .351 
40-49 .389 .412 .880 
50-59 -1.694 .861 .284 
60+ -3.654* 1.015 .004 

40-49 20-29 .3506 .446 .935 
30-39 -.3885 .411 .880 
50-59 -2.085 .883 .13 
60+ -4.042* 1.034 .001 

50-59 20-29 2.435* .878 .047 
30-39 1.696 .861 .284 
40-49 2.085 .883 .13 
60+ -1.957 1.281 .545 

60+ 20-29 4.392* 1.029 <.001 
30-39 3.653* 1.015 .004 
40-49 4.042* 1.034 .001 
50-59 1.957 1.281 .545 
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There was significant difference (p=.005) between the “30-39” (M=-.63, SD=2.15) and 

“40-49” (M=-1.94, SD=2.7) groups regarding the discrepancy associated with the nature of the 

work. In the area of discrepancy associated with opportunities for professional growth, the “60+”  

(M=5.85, SD=.38) group differed significantly from the “30-39” (M=1.52, SD=3.4, p=.002) and 

“40-49” (M=2.6, SD=1.9, p=.044) groups. The data associated with these two discrepancy scores 

are displayed in Table 13. 

Table 13 
Tukey Post Hoc test showing comparisons of age groups regarding the nature of the work and 
opportunities for professional growth 
 
Discrepancy 
variable 
 

Age group comparisons Mean difference Error Significance 
 

Nature of the  
work  

20-29 30-39 -.957 .361 .065 
40-49 .347 .403 .911 
50-59 -1.392 .792 .402 
60+ -.306 .929 .997 

30-39 20-29 .957 .361 .065 
40-49 1.304* .371 .005 
50-59 -.435 .777 .981 
60+ .651 .916 .954 

40-49 20-29 -.347 .403 .911 
30-39 -1.304* .371 .005 
50-59 -1.738 .797 .19 
60+ -.653 .934 .957 

50-59 20-29 1.392 .793 .402 
30-39 .435 .777 .981 
40-49 1.738 .797 .19 
60+ 1.086 1.157 .882 

60+ 20-29 .306 .929 .997 
30-39 -.651 .916 .954 
40-49 .653 .934 .957 
50-59 -1.086 1.157 .882 

Table 13 continues 
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Table 13 continued 
Opportunity for 
professional  
growth   

20-29 30-39 1.189 .455 .071 
40-49 .149 .507 .998 
50-59 -.182 .998 1.0 
60+ -3.139 1.171 .060 

30-39 20-29 -1.189 .455 .071 
40-49 -1.04 .467 .174 
50-59 -1.371 .979 .628 
60+ -4.328* 1.154 .002 

40-49 20-29 -.149 .507 .998 
30-39 1.04 .467 .174 
50-59 -.331 1.004 .997 
60+ -3.288* 1.176 .044 

50-59 20-29 .182 .998 1.0 
30-39 1.371 .979 .628 
40-49 .3308 1.004 .997 
60+ -2.957 1.457 .255 

60+ 20-29 3.139 1.172 .06 
30-39 4.328* 1.155 .002 
40-49 3.288* 1.176 .044 
50-59 2.957 1.457 .255 

 

  Years of experience. 

  The years of experience variable was found to have significant impact on all discrepancy 

variables, as shown in Table 14. Tukey post hoc tests are displayed in Table 15 and show the 

comparisons among the groups across all discrepancy variables. Regarding compensation 

(F(4,250) = 4.4, p=.002), the “6-10 years” group (M=2.19, SD=2.69) indicated less discrepancy 

than the “3-5 years” group (M=3.56, SD=2.39, p=.005) and the “21 or more years” (M=3.63, 

SD=.91, p=.02) group, which revealed the most discrepancy. Concerning the ability to influence 

education (F(4,248) = 10.97, p= <.001), the “3-5 years” group (M=3.03, SD=1.85) discrepancy 

was greater than the “6-10 years” group (M=1.63, SD=2.04, p=.001), the “11-15 years” group 

(M=1.56, SD=1.82, p=.002), and the “21 or more years” group (M=1.22, SD=1.01, p=.001). 
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Concerning recognition (F(4,251) = 5.91, p= <.001), the “3-5 years” group (M=2.71, 

SD=2.14) revealed a greater discrepancy than the “6-10 years” group (M=1.45, SD=3.26, p=.04) 

and the “21 or more years” group (M=.313, SD=1.47, p=<.001). The “16-20 years” group 

(M=2.78, SD=2.13) also revealed greater discrepancy than the “21 or more years” group 

(p=.002). Regarding the ability to form relationships (F(4,251) = 5.02, p=.001), the “21 or more 

years” group (M=.1.03, SD=-2.0) indicated less discrepancy than the “11-15 years” group 

(M=1.29, SD=2.25, p=.02), the “3-5 years” group (M=1.53, SD=2.28, p=.004), and the “16-20 

years” group (M=2.21, SD=2.82, p=.001). 

Regarding the discrepancy associated with the nature of the work (F(4,252) = 8.92, p= 

<.001), the “21 or more years” group (M=-2.75, SD=.87) indicated greater discrepancy than the 

Table 14 
ANOVA displaying effect of years of experience on the discrepancy variables. 
 

  

Discrepancy variable Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Compensation  Between Groups 88.817 4 22.204 4.41 .002 
Within Groups 1259.183 250 5.037   
Total 1348<.001 254    

Ability to influence 
education  

Between Groups 191.147 4 47.787 10.98 <.001 
Within Groups 1079.754 248 4.354   
Total 1270.901 252    

Recognition  Between Groups 155.281 4 38.820   
Within Groups 1645.559 251 6.556 5.92 <.001 
Total 1800.840 255    

Ability to form 
relationships   

Between Groups 137.882 4 34.471   
Within Groups 1723.989 251 6.868 5.02 .001 
Total 1861.871 255    

Nature of the work  Between Groups 183.340 4 45.835  <.001 
Within Groups 1294.115 252 5.135 8.93  
Total 1477.455 256    

Opportunity for 
professional growth   

Between Groups 282.083 4 70.521 8.49 <.001 
Within Groups 2093.030 252 8.306   
Total 2375.113 256    
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“6-10 years” (M=-.35, SD=2.2, p=<.001) and the “11-15 years” (M=-.75, SD=2.41, p=.001) 

groups. The “3-5 years” group (M=-1.91, SD=2.32) indicated a greater discrepancy than the “6-

10 years” group (p=.001). Opportunity for professional growth (F(4,252) = 8.5, p=<.001) 

discrepancy revealed differences among the “3-5 years”  (M=3.52, SD=3.03) group when 

compared to the “6-10 years” (M=1.52, SD=3.43, p=.001) and “11-15 years” (M=1.33, SD=2.61, 

p=.001) groups.3 

Table 15 
Tukey Post Hoc test showing comparisons of the years of experience groups regarding all 
discrepancy variables. 
 
Discrepancy  
variable 

Years experience comparisons Mean difference Error Significance 

Compensation 3-5 years 6-10 years 1.371* .391 .005 
11-15 years .475 .424 .795 
16-20 years .171 .521 .997 
21 or more years -.061 .498 1.0 

6-10 years 3-5 years -1.371* .391 .005 
11-15 years -.894 .386 .143 
16-20 years -1.201 .491 .107 
21 or more years -1.432* .466 .02 

11-15 years 3-5 years -.476 .424 .795 
6-10 years .894 .386 .143 
16-20 years -.305 .517 .977 
21 or more years -.537 .495 .815 

16-20 years 3-5 years -.171 .521 .997 
6-10 years 1.201 .491 .107 
11-15 years .305 .518 .977 
21 or more years -.232 .581 .995 

21 or more 
years 

3-5 years .061 .499 1.0 
6-10 years 1.432* .467 .02 
11-15 years .537 .496 .815 
16-20 years .232 .580 .995 

Table 15 continues 
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Table 15 continued 
Discrepancy  
variable 

Years experience comparisons Mean difference Error Significance 

Ability to  
influence  
education 

 

3-5 years 6-10 years 1.409* .361 .001 
11-15 years 1.472* .396 .002 
16-20 years -.816 .488 .455 
21 or more years 1.816* .462 .001 

6-10 years 3-5 years -1.409* .361 .001 
11-15 years .062 .362 1.0 
16-20 years -2.225* .462 <.001 
21 or more years .407 .434 .881 

11-15 years 3-5 years -1.472* .396 .002 
6-10 years -.062 .362 1.0 
16-20 years -2.288* .490 <.001 
21 or more years .344 .463 .946 

16-20 years 3-5 years .816 .488 .455 
6-10 years 2.225* .462 <.001 
11-15 years 2.288* .490 <.001 
21 or more years 2.633* .545 <.001 

21 or more 
years 

3-5 years -1.816* .462 .001 
6-10 years -.407 .434 .881 
11-15 years -.344 .463 .946 
16-20 years -2.633* .545 <.001 

Recognition 3-5 years 6-10 years 1.268* .442 .036 
11-15 years .942 .481 .291 
16-20 years -.071 .592 1.0 
21 or more years 2.401* .567 <.001 

6-10 years 3-5 years -1.268* .442 .036 
11-15 years -.326 .440 .947 
16-20 years -1.339 .559 .12 
21 or more years 1.133 .532 .212 

11-15 years 3-5 years -.942 .481 .291 
6-10 years .326 .440 .947 
16-20 years -1.013 .591 .426 
21 or more years 1.459 .565 .077 

16-20 years 3-5 years .071 .592 1<.001 
6-10 years 1.339 .559 .12 
11-15 years 1.013 .591 .426 
21 or more years 2.473* .662 .002 

21 or more 
years 

3-5 years -2.401* .567 <.001 
6-10 years -1.133 .532 .212 
11-15 years -1.459 .565 .077 
16-20 years -2.473* .662 .002 
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Table 15 continued 
Discrepancy  
variable 

Years experience comparisons Mean difference Error Significance 

Ability to form 
relationships 

3-5 years 6-10 years .694 .454 .546 
11-15 years .229 .495 .991 
16-20 years -.687 .608 .791 
21 or more years 2.058* .582 .004 

6-10 years 3-5 years -.693 .454 .546 
11-15 years -.464 .449 .84 
16-20 years -1.38 .571 .115 
21 or more years 1.364 .544 .092 

11-15 years 3-5 years -.229 .495 .991 
6-10 years .464 .449 .84 
16-20 years -.916 .604 .554 
21 or more years 1.829* .578 .015 

16-20 years 3-5 years .687 .608 .791 
6-10 years 1.38 .572 .115 
11-15 years .916 .604 .554 
21 or more years 2.745* .678 .001 

21 or more 
years 

3-5 years -2.058* .582 .004 
6-10 years -1.364 .544 .092 
11-15 years -1.829* .578 .015 
16-20 years -2.745* .678 .001 

Nature of the  
work  

3-5 years 6-10 years -1.553* .390 .001 
11-15 years -1.156 .426 .055 
16-20 years -.196 .524 .996 
21 or more years .839 .502 .454 

6-10 years 3-5 years 1.553* .390 .001 
11-15 years .397 .388 .845 
16-20 years 1.357 .494 .05 
21 or more years 2.392* .470 <.001 

11-15 years 3-5 years 1.156 .426 .055 
6-10 years -.397 .388 .845 
16-20 years .959 .522 .356 
21 or more years 1.995* .500 .001 

16-20 years 3-5 years .196 .524 .996 
6-10 years -1.357 .494 .05 
11-15 years -.959 .522 .356 
21 or more years 1.035 .586 .396 

21 or more 
years 

3-5 years -.839 .502 .454 
6-10 years -2.392* .470 <.001 
11-15 years -1.995* .500 .001 
16-20 years -1.035 .586 .396 
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Table 15 continued 
Discrepancy  
variable 

Years experience comparisons Mean difference Error Significance 

Opportunity for 
professional  
growth  

3-5 years 6-10 years 1.994* .497 .001 
11-15 years 2.184* .542 .001 
16-20 years -.625 .667 .882 
21 or more years 1.267 .638 .276 

6-10 years 3-5 years -1.994* .497 .001 
11-15 years .190 .494 .995 
16-20 years -2.619* .628 <.001 
21 or more years -.726 .598 .744 

11-15 years 3-5 years -2.184* .542 .001 
6-10 years -.190 .494 .995 
16-20 years -2.809* .665 <.001 
21 or more years -.916 .636 .602 

16-20 years 3-5 years .625 .667 .882 
6-10 years 2.619* .628 <.001 
11-15 years 2.809* .665 <.001 
21 or more years 1.892 .745 .086 

21 or more 
years 

3-5 years -1.267 .638 .276 
6-10 years .726 .598 .744 
11-15 years .916 .636 .602 
16-20 years -1.892 .745 .086 

 

  Gender. 

  Male and female responses, displayed in Table 16 were found to differ significantly on 

two of the six predictor discrepancy scores, compensation (F(1,253) = 4.97, p=.027) and ability 

to form relationships (F(1,254) = 5.25, p=.023).  Post-hoc tests (Table 17) revealed that Jarvis 

(M=2.57, SD=2.42) indicated less discrepancy than females (M=3.23, SD=2.2) concerning 

compensation. Males (M=.54, SD=2.52) also revealed less discrepancy regarding ability to form 

relationships than females (M=1.35, SD=2.8). 
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Table 16 
ANOVA displaying effect of gender on compensation and ability to form relationships. 
 

Discrepancy variable Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Compensation 
(discrepancy score) 

Between Groups 25.989 1 25.989 4.97 .027 
Within Groups 1322.011 253 5.225   
Total 1348<.001 254    

Ability to form 
relationships  
(discrepancy score) 

Between Groups 37.732 1 37.732 5.25 .023 
Within Groups 1824.140 254 7.182   
Total 1861.871 255    

 

Table 17 
Tukey Post Hoc test showing comparisons of gender groups regarding compensation and ability 
to form relationships. 
 

Discrepancy variable N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 
 
Compensation  
 

 
male 

 
91 

 
2.571 

 
2.422 

 
.254 

female 164 3.237 2.206 .172 
Ability to influence  
education  

male 89 2.236 2.045 .216 
female 164 2.042 2.351 .183 

Recognition  
 

male 91 1.439 2.266 .237 
female 165 2.0 2.837 .221 

Ability to form  
relationships   

male 91 .549 2.522 .264 
female 165 1.351 2.762 .215 

Nature of the work male 91 -1.538 2.237 .234 
female 166 -1.06 2.478 .192 

Opportunity for  
professional growth 
 

male 91 2.252 2.648 .277 
female 166 2.313 3.251 .252 

 
  Marital status. 

  Married and single respondents only differed significantly regarding their reported 

discrepancy scores regarding one predictor variable, the nature of the work (F(1,255) = 5.41, 

p=.021). Married respondents (M=-1.5, SD=2.6) reported a greater discrepancy than did single (-

.701, SD=1.9) respondents. Table 18 displays the ANOVA which explains the impact of marital 

status on the nature of the work discrepancy. 
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Table 18 
ANOVA displaying effect of marital status on the nature of the work 
 

Discrepancy variable Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Nature of the work 
(discrepancy score) 

Between Groups 30.681 1 30.681 5.41 .021 
Within Groups 1446.774 255 5.674   
Total 1477.455 256    

 
  Ethnicity. 
 
  Ethnicity had a significant impact on three of the discrepancy scores, as displayed in 

Table 19. Tukey post hoc tests, in Table 20, revealed differences among the ethnicity groups. 

Regarding the ability to form relationships (F(2,252) = 10.1, p=<.001), Hispanic-American 

respondents (M=6, SD=.00, p=<.001) indicated greater discrepancy than African-American 

(M=.52, SD=2.73, p=<.001) or White (M=1.1, SD=2.6, p=<.001) respondents. Concerning the 

nature of the work (F(2,253) = 3.2, p=.044) cornpone, White (M=-1.45, SD=2.34) revealed a 

greater discrepancy than African-American (M=-.56, SD=2.6, p=.04) respondents. Regarding 

opportunity for professional growth (F(2,253) = 4.04, p=.02), Hispanic-American (M=6.0, 

SD=.00 , p=<.001) respondents indicated greater discrepancy than Whites (M=2.7, SD=3.1, 

p=.02) who revealed greater discrepancy than African-Americans (M=2.01, SD=3.0, p=.013). 

Table 19 
ANOVA effect of ethnicity on relationships, nature of the work and professional growth 
 

Discrepancy Variable Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Ability to form 
relationships  
(discrepancy score) 

Between Groups 139.102 2 69.551 10.19 <.001 
Within Groups 1719.016 252 6.821   
Total 1858.118 254    

Nature of the work 
(discrepancy score) 

Between Groups 35.916 2 17.958 3.16 .044 
Within Groups 1440.022 253 5.692   
Total 1475.938 255    

Opportunity for 
professional growth  
(discrepancy score) 

Between Groups 73.314 2 36.657 4.04 .019 
Within Groups 2294.436 253 9.069   
Total 2367.750 255    
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Table 20 
Tukey Post Hoc test showing comparisons of ethnicity groups regarding the ability to form 
relationships, nature of the work and opportunities for professional growth discrepancy scores 
 

Discrepancy Variable Ethnicity comparisons 
Mean 

Difference Std. Error Sig. 
      
Ability to form 
relationships  

Hispanic-
American 

African-American 5.474* 1.216 <.001 
White 4.905* 1.183 <.001 

African-
American 

Hispanic-American -5.474* 1.216 <.001 
White -.568 .389 .311 

White Hispanic-American -4.905* 1.183 <.001 
African-American .568 .389 .311 

Nature of the work Hispanic-
American 

African-American -.441 1.111 .917 
White .447 1.081 .91 

African-
American 

Hispanic-American .441 1.111 .917 
White .888* .355 .035 

White Hispanic-American -.447 1.081 .91 
African-American -.888* .355 .035 

Opportunity for 
professional growth  

Hispanic-
American 

African-American 3.983* 1.402 .013 
White 3.734* 1.364 .018 

African-
American 

Hispanic-American -3.983* 1.402 .013 
White -.248 .448 .844 

White Hispanic-American -3.734* 1.364 .018 
African-American .248 .448 .844 

 
 
  School level. 

  School level was revealed to have significant impact on the discrepancy scores in three 

variable domains: ability to form relationships (F(2,252) = 9.02, p= <.001), nature of the work 

(F(2,253) = 9.99, p= <.001), and opportunity for professional growth (F(2,252) = 4.10, p= 

<.001), as displayed in Table 21. Tukey post hoc tests, in Table 22, revealed differences among 

the school level groups. Regarding the ability to form relationships, respondents in the high 

school group (M=.29, SD=2.89) indicated less discrepancy than those in the elementary (M=1.3, 

SD=2.35, p=.04) or middle (M=1.91, SD=2.45, p= <.001) groups. In the nature of the work 

category, the high school group (M=-1.95, SD=2.61) revealed a greater degree of discrepancy 
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than the elementary (M=-.75, SD=1.94, p= <.001) or middle school (M=1.54, SD=2.16, p= .002) 

groups. Concerning opportunity for professional growth, the high school group (M=2.92, 

SD=3.15) again revealed a greater discrepancy than the middle (M=1.86, SD=2.57, p= .46) and 

elementary (M=1.8, SD=3.24, p= .45) groups, although the effect was small. 

Table 21 
ANOVA displaying effect of school level on the ability to form relationships, nature of the work 
and opportunities for professional growth 
 

Discrepancy Variable Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Ability to form 
relationships  
(discrepancy score) 

Between Groups 124.454 2 62.227 9.03 <.001 
Within Groups 1737.413 252 6.894   
Total 1861.867 254    

Nature of the work 
(discrepancy score) 

Between Groups 106.541 2 53.270 9.99 <.001 
Within Groups 1348.069 253 5.328   
Total 1454.609 255    

Opportunity for 
professional growth  
(discrepancy score) 

Between Groups 74.444 2 37.222 4.11 .018 
Within Groups 2295.396 253 9.073   
Total 2369.840 255    
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Table 22 
Tukey Post Hoc test showing comparisons of school level groups regarding the ability to form 
relationships, nature of the work and opportunities for professional growth discrepancy scores 
 

Discrepancy Variable School level comparisons 
Mean 

Difference Std. Error Sig. 
     

Ability to form 
relationships  

elementary middle -.602 .434 .349 
high 1.012* .406 .036 

middle elementary .602 .434 .349 
high 1.615* .388 <.001 

high elementary -1.012* .406 .036 
middle -1.615* .388 <.001 

Nature of the work elementary middle .215 .381 .839 
high 1.41* .356 <.001 

middle elementary -.215 .381 .839 
high 1.194* .341 .002 

high elementary -1.41* .356 <.001 
middle -1.194* .341 .002 

Opportunity for 
professional growth  

elementary middle -.052 .498 .994 
high -1.118* .465 .045 

middle elementary .052 .498 .994 
high -1.066* .445 .046 

high elementary 1.118* .465 .045 
middle 1.066* .445 .046 

 

  School size. 

  Regarding school size, three of the six ANOVAs revealed significant effects, specifically 

recognition (F(4,251) = 3.41, p=.01), nature of the work (F(4,252) = 3.04, p=.018), and 

opportunity for professional growth (F(4,252) = 2.79, p=.027). These data are displayed in Table 

23. Tukey post hoc tests revealed differences among the school size groups, displayed in Table 

24.  

For recognition, those within the “160-499 student” group (M=.61, SD=2.77) indicated 

less discrepancy than those within the “500-1149 student” group (M=2.21, SD=2.83, p=.01). 

Regarding the nature of the work, those in the “160-499 student” group (M=-.24, SD=2.42) 
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revealed less discrepancy than those in the “1,700 or more student” group (M=-1.83, SD=2.89, 

p=.03). Concerning opportunity for professional growth, respondents within the “160-499 

student” group (M=.89, SD=2.63) indicated less discrepancy than those within the “500-1149 

student” group (M=2.47, SD=3.36, p=.042) and the “1150-1699 student” group (M=3.0, 

SD=2.53, p=.015). In general, those working in smaller student populations reported lower 

discrepancy scores. 

 

Table 23 
ANOVA displaying effect of school size on regarding recognition, nature of the work and 
opportunities for professional growth 
 

Discrepancy Variable Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Recognition 
(discrepancy score) 

Between Groups 92.829 4 23.207 3.41 .010 
Within Groups 1708.011 251 6.805   
Total 1800.840 255    

Nature of the work 
(discrepancy score) 

Between Groups 68.009 4 17.002 3.04 .018 
Within Groups 1409.447 252 5.593   
Total 1477.455 256    

Opportunity for 
professional growth  
(discrepancy score) 

Between Groups 100.971 4 25.243 2.79 .027 
Within Groups 2274.142 252 9.024   
Total 2375.113 256    
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Table 24 
Tukey Post Hoc test showing comparisons of school size groups regarding  recognition, nature 
of the work and opportunities for professional growth discrepancy scores 
 

Discrepancy Variable School size comparisons 
Mean 

Difference Std. Error Sig. 
     
Recognition 1-159 160-499 2.01 .746 .059 

500-1149 .401 .659 .974 
1150-1699 1.202 .729 .469 
1700 + students .827 .749 .805 

160-499 1-159 -2.005 .746 .059 
500-1149 -1.604* .486 .01 
1150-1699 -.803 .577 .634 
1700 + students -1.178 .602 .291 

500-1149 1-159 -.401 .659 .974 
160-499 1.604* .486 .01 
1150-1699 .8 .46 .411 
1700 + students .426 .491 .908 

1150-1699 1-159 -1.202 .729 .469 
160-499 .803 .577 .634 
500-1149 -.8 .46 .411 
1700 + students -.374 .581 .968 

1700 + students 1-159 -.827 .749 .805 
160-499 1.178 .602 .291 
500-1149 -.426 .491 .908 
1150-1699 .374 .581 .968 

Nature of the work 1-159 160-499 -1.652 .676 .108 
500-1149 -.497 .597 .921 
1150-1699 -1.025 .661 .531 
1700 + students -.051 .679 1.0 

160-499 1-159 1.652 .676 .108 
500-1149 1.154 .440 .069 
1150-1699 .626 .523 .753 
1700 + students 1.601* .546 .030 

500-1149 1-159 .497 .597 .921 
160-499 -1.154 .44 .069 
1150-1699 -.528 .416 .712 
1700 + students .446 .444 .854 

Table 24 continues 
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Table 24 continued 
 1150-1699 1-159 1.025 .661 .531 

160-499 -.626 .523 .753 
500-1149 .528 .416 .712 
1700 + students .974 .527 .349 

 1700 + students 1-159 .051 .679 1.0 
160-499 -1.601* .546 .03 
500-1149 -.446 .444 .854 
1150-1699 -.974 .527 .349 

Opportunity for 
professional growth 

1-159 160-499 1.216 .859 .618 
500-1149 -.355 .759 .990 
1150-1699 -.888 .841 .828 
1700 + students -.294 .863 .997 

160-499 1-159 -1.216 .859 .618 
500-1149 -1.571* .559 .042 
1150-1699 -2.105* .665 .015 
1700 + students -1.511 .693 .192 

500-1149 1-159 .355 .759 .99 
160-499 1.571* .559 .042 
1150-1699 -.533 .529 .852 
1700 + students .061 .564 1.0 

1150-1699 1-159 .888 .841 .828 
160-499 2.105* .665 .015 
500-1149 .533 .529 .852 
1700 + students .594 .67 .901 

1700 + students 1-159 .294 .863 .997 
160-499 1.51 .693 .192 
500-1149 -.061 .564 1.0 
1150-1699 -.595 .671 .901 

 

  School community. 

   The respondents’ school community, shown in Table 25, impacted the discrepancy scores 

on three of the predictor variables, recognition (F(2,253) = 7.26, p=.001), ability to form 

relationships (F(2,253) = 5.58, p=.004), and nature of the work (F(2,254) = 10.927, p= <.001). 

Tukey post hoc tests revealed differences among the school community groups, in Table 26. 

Regarding the recognition discrepancy, respondents within the “rural” group (M=1.03, SD=1.82) 
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indicated less discrepancy than those in the “urban” group (M=2.36, SD=3.06, p=.03) and the 

“suburban” group (M=2.28, SD=2.97, p=.001). The “rural” group (M=.41, SD=2.27) also 

reported less discrepancy than the “suburban” group (M=1.6, SD=2.87, p=.003) regarding ability 

to form relationships. Concerning the nature of the work, the “urban” group (M=.44, SD-2.34) 

reported less discrepancy than the “suburban” (M=-1.32, SD=2.66, p= <.001) and “rural” (M=-

1.69, SD=1.78, p= <.001) groups. 

 

Table 25 
ANOVA displaying effect of school community on regarding recognition, ability to form 
relationships, and nature of the work 
 

Discrepancy Variable Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Recognition 
(discrepancy score) 

Between Groups 97.692 2 48.846 7.26 .001 
Within Groups 1703.148 253 6.732   
Total 1800.840 255    

Ability to form 
relationships  
(discrepancy score) 

Between Groups 78.684 2 39.342 5.58 .004 
Within Groups 1783.187 253 7.048   
Total 1861.871 255    

Nature of the work 
(discrepancy score) 

Between Groups 117.049 2 58.524 10.93 <.001 
Within Groups 1360.406 254 5.356   
Total 1477.455 256    
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Table 26 
Tukey Post Hoc test showing comparisons of school community groups regarding recognition, 
ability to form relationships, and nature of the work discrepancy scores 
 

Discrepancy Variable 
School community 
comparisons 

Mean 
Difference Std. Error Sig. 

     
Recognition urban rural 1.333* .521 .03 

suburban .087 .508 .984 
rural urban -1.333* .521 .03 

suburban -1.246* .349 .001 
suburban urban -.087 .508 .984 

rural 1.246* .349 .001 
Ability to form relationships  urban rural .648 .527 .436 

suburban -.547 .514 .537 
rural urban -.648 .527 .436 

suburban -1.196* .358 .003 
suburban urban .547 .514 .537 

rural 1.196* .358 .003 
Nature of the work  urban rural 2.131* .459 <.001 

suburban 1.758* .448 <.001 
rural urban -2.131* .459 <.001 

suburban -.372 .311 .456 
suburban urban -1.758* .448 <.001 

rural .372 .311 .456 
 

Summary 

  Chapter 4 included analyses of the discrepancy between what potential candidates for the 

principalship desire in the job of principal and what they perceive to be actually provided by the 

job and the impact demographic characteristics had on that discrepancy. Then, analyses of the 

extent to which that discrepancy, the job attribute variables, and demographic characteristics 

predict the attractiveness of the principalship were presented. The Survey to Identify the 

Attributes that Predict the Attractiveness of the Principalship was used to collect data for this 

study. Descriptive statistics were used to describe the population, currently enrolled students in 

principal preparation programs in four universities in Virginia. To address the first question, the 
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researcher calculated discrepancy scores using the difference between the mean scores from the 

two subscales in Section One of the survey. The greatest discrepancies were revealed in the 

compensation, opportunity for professional growth, and ability to influence education variables. 

  Questions two, four and five were combined and answered in the same section. Multiple 

stepwise linear regression was used to determine the extent to which the discrepancy variables 

and demographic characteristics predicted the overall attractiveness of the principalship. 

Attractiveness was measured using a Thurstone Scale of Equal Appearing Intervals. Two 

demographic and three discrepancy variables were found to significantly predict attractiveness: 

School community, school size, opportunity for professional growth, ability to influence 

education, and recognition.  

Question three was answered using a series of one-way ANOVAs and Tukey post-hoc 

tests which were used to determine the significance of differences among the demographic 

groups across the predictor variables. Demographic variables were found to significantly impact 

discrepancy scores. Statistical differences were found among several demographic groups. 

  In summary, the results of this study provided answers to the research questions that 

directed it. The potential candidates for the principalship who participated found the 

principalship slightly attractive. It was determined that there are discrepancies between what the 

candidates want in the job and what they believe to be provided in the job, and that those 

discrepancies can predict the attractiveness of the principalship in three of the six variable 

domains. Chapter 5 will include a thorough discussion of these results and their implications for 

future research. 
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Chapter 5 
 

Summary of Results, Interpretations, Conclusions, and Recommendations 

Introduction 

  This chapter includes a brief review of the purpose and the methods of the study and a 

discussion of the findings. The results are interpreted and relationships to the professional 

literature are explained. Conclusions and recommendations for further study are presented. 

The purpose of this study was to identify the attributes of the principalship that explain 

the attractiveness of the job to prospective candidates. The results of this study determined if a 

discrepancy exists between what potential candidates desire in the job of principal and what they 

perceive to actually be provided by the job. The extent to which that discrepancy predicts the 

overall attractiveness of the job to prospective candidates was also investigated.  

The study was a quantitative analysis of the discrepancy between what potential 

candidates for the principalship desire in the job of principal and what they perceive to be 

provided by the job and the extent to which that discrepancy predicts the attractiveness of the 

principalship. Additionally, the impact of demographic characteristics on the attractiveness of the 

principalship was described. The questions that guided the study are: 

What is the discrepancy, if any, between what potential candidates desire in the job of 

principal and what they perceive to actually be provided by the job? 

To what extent does that discrepancy predict the attractiveness of the job of principal? 

What impact do demographic characteristics of the individual have on this discrepancy? 

To what extent do the following variables explain the attractiveness of the principalship?  

1. Compensation 

2. Ability to influence education 
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3. Recognition 

4. Ability to form relationships 

5. Nature of the work 

6. Opportunity for professional growth 

To what extent do the following demographic characteristics predict the attractiveness of the 

principalship? 

1. Age 

2. Years of experience in education 

3. Gender 

4. Family status 

5. Ethnicity 

7. School level (elementary, middle, high) 

8. School size 

9. School community type (rural, suburban, urban) 

Discussion of Findings 

 This section presents the findings of the collected and analyzed data associated with each 

research question. As was discussed in Chapter 4, questions two, four and five have been 

combined. The first question addresses the extent to which there is a discrepancy between what 

potential principal candidates desire in the job and what they perceive to be provided in the job. 

Results of the second question identify the extent to which that discrepancy measured in the first 

question predicts the overall attractiveness of the job to potential candidates. Results of the third 

question provide an indication of the impact that specific demographic characteristics have on 

the discrepancy measured in question one. The data from the fourth and fifth questions address 
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the extent to which the individual attributes of the job and demographic characteristics of 

potential candidates predict the attractiveness of the principalship.  

  Finding One. Respondents ranked compensation as more important than they 

perceived it to be provided in the principalship. Compensation was the variable that revealed 

the greatest discrepancy between what respondents desired and what they perceived to be 

provided in the principalship (M=3.0, SD=2.3). Within this domain, compensation 

commensurate with work hours (item 3, M=1.15, SD=1.11) and salary comparable to that of 

other principals with the same education and experience (item 4, M=.82, SD=.72) revealed the 

largest discrepancy between what potential candidates desired and what they believed was 

provided in the principalship. 

Although compensation did reveal a discrepancy between what prospective candidates 

value and what they see is provided in the job, this discrepancy was not found to be a significant 

predictor of job attractiveness on the principalship. This is consistent with Pounder and Merrill’s 

(2001) findings that objective factors, such as salary and benefits, were less influential on the 

decision to pursue the job of principal than were subjective factors, such as the ability to 

influence education. This finding suggests that intrinsic rewards associated with the job are more 

influential than extrinsic rewards. 

This finding is inconsistent with recent studies however. Stemple (2004) and Tobin 

(2005) both found that salary and compensation have significant impact on the attractiveness of 

the principalship. Hopkins (2003) and Papa (2007) both suggested that principals’ salaries would 

need to be raised in order to make the position more attractive. 

  Finding two. The discrepancy between the extent to which prospective candidates 

valued opportunities for professional growth and how much they perceived them to be 
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provided in the job was found to be a predictor of the attractiveness of the principalship. 

Opportunities for professional growth revealed a significant discrepancy (M=2.29, SD=3.04). 

Respondents valued professional growth opportunities more than they believe them to be 

provided by the job. This discrepancy was found to significantly predict the attractiveness of the 

principalship. As the discrepancy score increased, the attractiveness score decreased. This 

suggests that prospective candidates who value opportunities for professional growth and see that 

those opportunities are provided in the job find the principalship more attractive. 

This is consistent with findings of Kolek (2002), Pounder and Merrill (2001), Smith 

(2010), and Tobin (2005).  Each of these researchers found professional growth to be a 

motivating factor in the desire to pursue a principalship and a significant influence upon the job’s 

attractiveness.  

This is interesting in light of the results of Walker and Kwan’s (2009) study, which 

revealed that those aspiring candidates who valued professional growth more were more 

attracted to the principalship. This study found that prospective candidates perceived the job to 

provide professional growth opportunities less, but valued those opportunities more. 

  Finding three. Respondents ranked the ability to influence education as more 

important than they perceived it to be provided in the principalship.  Overall, the ability to 

influence education had the second largest discrepancy score of the six variables (M=2.11, 

SD=2.24). Item 5, the ability to be involved in making policy decisions that impact education, 

revealed the greatest discrepancy within this domain (M=.79, SD=.93). Item 6, ability to have a 

positive impact on students, ranked second (M=.52, SD=.72). 

This discrepancy score was also found to have the ability to significantly predict the 

attractiveness of the principalship. As this discrepancy score increased, the attractiveness of the 
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job increased as well. Even though the respondents valued this attribute more and believed it to 

be provided in the job less, they still found the job to be higher as that discrepancy increased. 

This may suggest that individuals who desire to influence education are intrinsically motivated to 

provide leadership in a school setting. Despite the fact that the job appears to provide little 

opportunity to influence education, these intrinsically motivated candidates still find the job 

attractive. 

This is consistent with findings of other studies of the attractiveness of the principalship 

(Harris et al, 2000; Smith, 2010; Tobin, 2005). Pounder and Merrill (2001) found that intrinsic 

factors such as the ability to influence education had a significant impact on the desirability of 

the principalship to prospective candidates. Smith (2010) found that candidates who believed 

they would not be able to make a difference in education were dissuaded from applying for the 

principalship. 

  Finding four. There was a discrepancy between how respondents perceived the 

items associated with the nature of the work to be provided in the principalship and the 

extent to which they desired those attributes.  The nature of the work variable revealed a 

negative mean discrepancy score (M=-1.22, SD=2.4). Two items in particular revealed large 

negative discrepancy scores. Item 18, paperwork and reports, had a negative discrepancy score of 

-1.35, the largest discrepancy score of all 24 items in Section One of the instrument. Item 17, 

stressful situations that result from the job, revealed the second largest negative discrepancy 

score (M=-1.29, SD=1.28). Respondents ranked both of these items as very low in terms of 

desirability, but indicated that they believe them to be provided in the job. 

  Item 20, time for leisure outside of work, had a large discrepancy score also, but was 

positive (M=1.26, SD=1.16). This indicates a similar high discrepancy to items 17 and 18 in this 
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same domain. Whereas the potential candidates valued two of the items less, but believed they 

were provided in the job a lot, they valued this item, time for leisure, more but believed it was 

not provided much by the job. 

  This is consistent with past studies of this nature that have considered the stressful nature 

of the principalship (Bass, 2004; Smith, 2010; Stemple, 2004). Many responsibilities associated 

with the job of principal are especially stressful in their impact on the principal’s time. The 

number of hours a principal may work has steadily increased (Newton et al., 2003). Similarly, 

the tasks associated with the job, such as excessive paperwork and reporting requirements, have 

been found to deter potential candidates from pursuing the job of principal (Bass, 2004).  

  Finding five. Potential candidates for the principalship generally found the 

principalship to be somewhat attractive to attractive. The Thurstone Scale of Equal 

Appearing Intervals revealed that the principalship is somewhat attractive to potential candidates. 

The average score was slightly higher than neutral, with a mean score of 6.5 out of a possible 11 

points where 1 is “least attractive” and 11 is “most attractive”. The results from this study are 

aligned with those found in similar studies. Pounder and Merrill (2001) and Tobin (2005) found 

that the principalship was “somewhat attractive to attractive.” 

  It is interesting to note that respondents from rural settings (M=7.12, SD=.9) and those 

with more than 16 years of experience (M=7.12 SD=.16) found the principalship more attractive 

than did other respondents. Similarly, respondents who work in small school settings (SD=7.07, 

SD=.67) found the job to be more attractive than did those from larger settings. 

  Conversely, respondents who were 60 years old or more (M=5.06, SD=.89) found the 

principalship to be generally less attractive than those in other age groups. This is interesting in 

light of the aforementioned finding that those with more experience found the job more 
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attractive. Perhaps as a teacher nears retirement, the job of principal becomes less desirable and 

there is less motivation to pursue the job. 

  Finding six. Younger respondents reported less discrepancy than older respondents 

concerning the ability to form relationships and the nature of the work.  There was a 

statistically significant difference among the age groups in the discrepancy scores related to 

ability to form relationships (F(4,251) = 6.14, p=<.05), nature of the work (F(4,252) = 4.05, 

p=.003), and opportunity for professional growth (F(4,252) = 4.89, p=.001). Younger 

respondents reported less discrepancy than did older respondents concerning the ability to form 

relationships. This finding suggests that the younger the candidate the less the discrepancy 

between how much the candidate wants this attribute and perceives it to be provided in the job. 

Older candidates value the ability to form relationships more than they believe it is provided in 

the principalship. 

  Regarding the nature of the work, the middle age groups (30-39 and 40-49) revealed a 

greater discrepancy than did the younger or older respondents. Because the items in this variable 

domain revealed negative discrepancy scores, this finding warrants further explanation. Younger 

and older respondents reported relatively low levels of value on paperwork and stressful 

situations. They also reported that they perceive the principalship to provide those things at 

relatively low levels. The middle age groups, however, reported that they place little value on 

those items but perceive the principalship to provide them at high levels.  

There is a discrepancy between the extent to which they want the items in this domain 

and the degree to which they believe they are provided in the job. The associated is revers from 

others included in the findings of this study. Typically, the respondent values the attribute more 

and believes it to be provided less. The opposite is true in this case. Items associated with the 
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nature of the work of the principal, such as paperwork and stressful situations, are valued less but 

believed to be provided more according to respondents within the two middle age groups. This 

same reverse order of discrepancy was revealed in association 

  Finding seven. Respondents with more years of experience in education reported 

higher discrepancies regarding compensation and the nature of the work, while less 

experienced respondents revealed higher discrepancies with the ability to influence 

education, recognition of achievement, and opportunities for professional growth. Years of 

experience was found to have significant impact on all discrepancy variables. Interestingly, 

potential candidates with more years in education revealed greater discrepancies with the 

extrinsic attributes, salary and specific tasks associated with work. Those with the least number 

of years in education had greater discrepancies regarding the intrinsic attributes. 

Regarding compensation (F(4,250) = 4.4, p=.002), the less experienced the respondent 

the less the discrepancy between what was desired and what was believed to provided. Similarly, 

less experienced respondents revealed less discrepancy regarding the nature of the work itself 

(F(4,252) = 8.92, p= <.001). 

  The less experienced respondents revealed a greater discrepancy regarding the domains 

of ability to influence education (F(4,248) = 10.97, p= <.001), recognition of achievement 

(F(4,251) = 5.91, p= <.001), and opportunities for professional growth (F(4,252) = 8.5, 

p=<.001).  

  Finding eight. Married respondents revealed a greater discrepancy than did single 

respondents concerning the nature of the work. This was not surprising to the researcher. The 

tasks associated with the work itself, stressful situations and excessive time demands, have been 

reported to take a great toll on those with spouses and families (Barksdale, 2003). Married 
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respondents place less value on responsibilities associated with the job that take away from 

leisure time or cause stress that may be carried over into life outside of the job but perceive that 

the job provides much of those types of responsibilities. 

  Finding nine. Respondents who worked in the high school setting reported greater 

discrepancies than did those from the elementary and middle school settings.  While there 

was no statistically significant difference between the discrepancy scores reported by 

respondents within the middle and elementary school groups, the high school group respondents, 

however, reported greater discrepancies in the ability to form relationships (F(2,252) = 9.02, p= 

<.001), nature of the work (F(2,253) = 9.99, p= <.001), and opportunity for professional growth 

(F(2,252) = 4.10, p= <.001).  

Research has shown that those in the high school setting perceive the principalship to be 

less attractive because of the stressful nature of the position (Bass, 2004). Similarly, the high 

school setting is typically more compartmentalized than middle or elementary school settings, 

and thus could influence respondents’ perceptions of the principal’s access to relationships and 

professional growth (Pijanowski et al., 2009). 

  Finding ten. Generally, respondents working in smaller school settings reported less 

discrepancy than did those in larger school settings.  There were differences among the 

school size groups in three areas: recognition (F(4,251) = 3.41, p=.01), nature of the work 

(F(4,252) = 3.04, p=.018), and opportunity for professional growth (F(4,252) = 2.79, p=.027). 

For recognition, those within the “160-499 student” group indicated less discrepancy than those 

within the “500-1149 student” group. Regarding the nature of the work, those in the “160-499 

student” group revealed less discrepancy than those in the “1,700 or more student” group. 

Concerning opportunity for professional growth, respondents within the “160-499 student” group 
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indicated less discrepancy than those within the “500-1149 student” group and the “1150-1699 

student” group. 

  It appears that those who work in smaller schools perceive the principalship to be less 

stressful and to provide more opportunities for recognition of achievement and professional 

growth. While this was not reflected in the researcher’s review of related literature, it is the 

researcher’s experience that this conclusion is generally true. 

  Finding eleven. The discrepancy between the extent to which prospective candidates 

valued recognition of achievement and how much they perceived it to be provided in the 

job was found to be a predictor of the attractiveness of the principalship.  The discrepancy 

associated with recognition was significantly related to the attractiveness of the job (b=-.156, 

p=.011). This was a linear variable and the negative beta weight indicates an inverse relationship. 

As respondents indicated a greater discrepancy between the extent to which recognition was 

important to them and the extent to which they believed it was provided in the job, the 

attractiveness of the principalship decreased. 

  This is consistent with the assertions of Herzberg’s motivator-hygiene theory (Herzberg, 

1959). Recognition of achievement has been found more recently to explain the attractiveness of 

the principalship (Kolek, 2002; Smith, 2010). Because recognition of achievement has been tied 

to motivation, this finding affirms Walker and Kwan’s (2009) conclusion that there is a strong 

link between motivation and the attractiveness of the principalship. 

  Finding twelve. Prospective candidates in rural settings found the principalship 

more attractive than did those in urban settings.  The variable that most significantly 

predicted the dependent variable score was school community (b=-.246, p= <.001). School 

community accounted for 7.4% of the variance in the dependent variable. Respondents who 
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worked in rural settings reported the highest levels of overall attractiveness of the principalship 

(M=7.12, SD=.90). Those in the urban setting reported the next highest levels of attractiveness of 

the job (M=6.41, SD=1.28) and those in suburban settings ranked third (M=6.18, SD=1.06). This 

is consistent with the findings of Mitchell (2010) and Pounder and Merrill (2001), who found 

that principals in rural schools were more likely to find the principalship attractive. 

Conclusions 

  The intent of the researcher was to identify the attributes of the principalship that explain 

the attractiveness of the principalship to prospective principal candidates. This study was limited 

to the participation of teachers who are currently enrolled in four principal preparation programs 

in Virginia. Because the perceptions of potential principal candidates have not been widely 

explored in Virginia, this study was meant to provide an initial insight into a relatively 

unexplored topic and to provide information that could be applied throughout the state of 

Virginia. Since the population of this study does not reflect the population of principal 

preparation students across the entire state, caution must be used when applying these 

conclusions to the general population of prospective candidates for the principalship in Virginia. 

The findings did, however, lead the researcher to important conclusions. 

  The purpose of this study was to identify the attributes of the principalship that explain 

the attractiveness of the principalship to prospective principal candidates. This study did reveal 

that the principalship is generally somewhat attractive to attractive to students in principal 

preparation programs in Virginia. As Tobin (2005) explained, attraction outcomes are largely 

based on the individual attributes of the principalship. An individual’s choice to pursue the 

principalship is based on the many aspects of the job itself. 
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  The researcher developed a theoretical framework that guided this study. The framework 

hypothesized that there may exist discrepancies between what prospective candidates for the job 

of principal desire in the job and what they actually perceive to be provided in the job. The 

results of this study demonstrate that discrepancies do exist, though to varying degrees 

depending on the application of specific variables. 

  Based on this study, it may be concluded that certain demographic and job attribute 

variables do impact the discrepancy between what a candidate desires and believes is provided in 

the job. Further, it may be concluded that those discrepancies can predict the attractiveness of the 

principalship to prospective candidates for the position.  

Implications for Practice 

  The results of this study provide important information that could impact the recruitment 

and retention of candidates for the principalship. Practitioners, policy makers, and those involved 

in the leadership of principal preparation programs can gain valuable insight from the findings of 

this study. 

1. School boards and superintendents should recognize that prospective candidates 

for the principalship value compensation more than they believe it to be provided 

in the job of principal. Salary should be competitive and commensurate with 

surrounding regional principalship salary structures in order to recruit the best 

candidates. 

2. School district leaders should ensure that principals are given ample opportunity 

for professional growth. Prospective candidates value opportunities for 

professional growth more than they perceive the principalship to provide them. 

Since that discrepancy predicted the attractiveness of the job, school divisions 
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should make providing professional growth opportunities for principals a priority. 

By investing in principals’ professional development, school leaders can recruit 

top candidates for the principalship. 

3. Superintendents and school boards should establish practices and policies that 

allow principals to influence education. Principals need to be given the authority 

to make decisions that positively impact instruction. Principals should be included 

in planning and advisory capacities such that their direct influence over education 

is recognizable. 

4. School boards and school district leaders should restructure the job of principal to 

alleviate some of the stress associated with the specific tasks of the role. Although 

the nature of the work of principal, such as paperwork and excessive time 

demands, did not predict the attractiveness of the principalship, this variable 

domain was the only one to reveal a negative discrepancy relationship such that 

candidates desired it less but perceived it to be provided more. Opportunities to 

delegate or share responsibility with assistant principals or teacher leaders could 

help to make the job more attractive to candidates. 

5. Superintendents, school boards, and teachers should seek to recognize the 

accomplishments of principals often. Formal recognitions, such as presentation of 

awards and certificates during school board meetings, as well as informal 

announcements and acknowledgements of achievements can make the 

principalship more attractive. 

6. School boards and superintendents should seek to integrate those attributes 

associated with small schools into the cultures of larger school settings. Those 
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within small school settings perceived the principalship to be less stressful and to 

provide more opportunities for professional growth and recognition of 

achievement. Principals in large schools need to experience personal interaction 

among school community stakeholders and to have access to leaders within the 

division. By helping principals in large schools feel connected, policy makers can 

help large school principalships to become more attractive to prospective 

candidates. 

7. School divisions should seek to offer specific incentives to encourage more 

experienced educators to pursue enrollment into principal preparation programs.  

8. Urban school divisions should develop partnerships with rural divisions to explore 

ways that the attributes of rural districts may be cultivated in urban districts to 

positively impact the perspective prospective principal candidates have regarding 

the job. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

  What follows are recommendations for further research that have arisen from the findings 

from this study. The attractiveness of the principalship and the decision to pursue the job of 

principal are complex considerations. Therefore, further research is needed in the following 

specific areas: 

1. A study should be done to explore the perceptions of other pools of potential 

candidates for the job of principals. This study included the perspectives of 

graduate students enrolled in principal preparation programs in Virginia. That 

pool should be expanded to include prospective candidates from other regions 

within Virginia and other states. 
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2. A study should be done to explore the differences between the perspectives of 

assistant principals and teachers. Although both could be represented in this study 

as both could be enrolled in principal preparation programs, a purposeful 

selection of representatives of those two groups could provide information that 

further clarifies the attitude of prospective candidates. 

3. Further exploration of the discrepancies between candidates’ perception of the 

job and what they desire from the job should be done using interview or open-

ended questions. Qualitative methods may provide a deeper understanding of the 

attractiveness of the principalship. 

4. Additional research should be done to explore the specific demographic variables 

that were revealed to be predictors of attractiveness in this study. For example, 

since the job of principal was shown to be more attractive to prospective 

candidates who work in rural school settings that it was to those in urban settings, 

a study should be done in which purposeful samples are selected from rural and 

urban school settings. 

5. A study which explored more deeply the demographic variables that were shown 

to significantly impact the discrepancy between what a candidate desires and 

what the candidate perceives is provided in the job would be helpful in further 

explaining the attractiveness of the principalship. For example, a study should be 

done to explain the reason that respondents with fewer years in education 

revealed greater discrepancies in what they desire and what the principalship 

provides regarding opportunities for professional growth. 
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6. Because the prospective candidates in this study found the principalship to be 

generally attractive, a study should be done to determine if districts in Virginia 

perceive the candidate pool to have the specific qualities they believe to be 

desirable. The findings from such a study could help to explain the perceived 

shortage of principalship candidates. 

Reflections 

 In today’s environment of high stakes testing, accountability and incredible scrutiny, 

public school principals undertake extraordinary responsibilities. Accordingly, the principal is a 

vital influence in the educational success of students. Fewer and fewer qualified candidates are 

seeking the job of principal. Yet, prospective candidates in this study found the principalship to 

be somewhat attractive to attractive. 

 The purpose of this study was to explain the attractiveness of the principalship, 

Specifically, the researcher sought to determine whether or not there is a discrepancy between 

what prospective candidates desire and what they perceive to be provided in the job of principal, 

and to identify the extent to which that discrepancy predicts the attractiveness of the 

principalship to prospective candidates for the job.  

 Results from this study reveal that the job of principal is generally attractive to 

prospective candidates in Virginia, but that there are discrepancies between what the candidates 

desire and what they see is provided in the job. Additionally, demographics to impact the 

attractiveness of the principalship, and in some cases impact the discrepancy that exists between 

the candidate’s desires and perceptions of the job. 
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 The methodology used in this study involved a complex research design. It would have 

been helpful to have a larger sample population, perhaps a national sample, to fully realize the 

benefit of a discrepancy theory model. 

 Generally, the researcher gained tremendous insight during the process of this study. 

Were the researcher to undertake the process a second time, the researcher would focus attention 

on shortening the start to finish time. It was challenging to incorporate the ever-changing 

landscape of literature related to the topic over a long period of writing. Additionally, the 

researcher found it challenging to keep revisions aligned when they were sometimes completed 

with such long durations of time between them. 
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NOTE: By completing this survey instrument, you consent to participate in this voluntary study. 
 
Section 1: Attributes of the Principalship. Here you will find a list of job attributes (traits) common to the principalship. There are 
two Likert scales to the right of each statement. These scales are designed to measure  (1) the extent to which these attributes are 
generally important to you and (2) the extent to which you believe these attributes are provided in the principalship. The scales are 
coded as follows: 
 

1 – Not at all 
2 – A little 
3 – Some 
4 – A lot 

 
 
No. Item: How important is this to me? How much do I see this in 

the principalship: 
1. An adequate number of paid vacation days each year 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 
2. Secure retirement benefits 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 
3. Compensation commensurate with work hours 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 
4. Salary comparable to that of other principals with the same 

education and experience 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 

    
5. The ability to be involved in making policy decisions that impact 

education 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 

6. The ability to have a positive impact on students 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 
7. The ability to influence instruction 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 
8. The ability to make a difference in the lives of others 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 
    
9. Praise from teachers I would supervise 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 
10. Compliments from my supervisors 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 
11. Credit for my accomplishments 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 
12. The appreciation of others 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 
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Section 1 (continued): Attributes of the Principalship. 
 

1 – Not at all 
2 – A little 
3 – Some 
4 – A lot 

 
 
No. Item: How important is this to me? How much do I see this in 

the principalship: 
    
13. The ability to build relationships 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 
14. Partnerships with community volunteers 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 
15. The ability to collaborate with others 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 
16. The ability to establish relationships in the community 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 
    
17. Stressful situations that result from the job 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 
18. Paperwork, such as letter-writing and reports 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 
19. Work that is invigorating 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 
20. Time for leisure outside of work 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 
    
21. The ability to pursue additional education 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 
22. The ability to participate in training activities 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 
23. Incentive to attend professional development activities 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 
24. The ability to develop new professional skills 1       2       3       4 1       2       3       4 
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Section 2: Attractiveness of the Principalship. Here you will find a list of statements that reflect varying attitudes toward the 
attractiveness of the principalship. Your responses to these statements will be averaged to obtain an overall score that will reflect the 
overall attractiveness of the principalship to you. 
 

Please agree or disagree with each statement by marking the appropriate box: 
1. There is no job I would rather have than the principalship. ! Agree ! Disagree 
2. I hate everything about being a principal. ! Agree ! Disagree 
3. I would love most things about being a principal. ! Agree ! Disagree 
4. I would not like most things about being a principal. ! Agree ! Disagree 
5. I think the principalship is no more or less desirable than other jobs. ! Agree ! Disagree 
6. I think many aspects of the principalship are negative. ! Agree ! Disagree 
7. Some parts of being a principal I like and some parts I don't like. ! Agree ! Disagree 
8. I think the principalship would be a pretty good job. ! Agree ! Disagree 
9. I would love a lot of things about being a principal. ! Agree ! Disagree 
10. I think being a principal would be okay, but there are lots of better jobs out there. ! Agree ! Disagree 
11. I would love everything about the principalship. ! Agree ! Disagree 
 
 
Section 3: Demographic Information. Here you will find a list of questions designed to provide a general demographic profile of the 
survey participants. 
 
1. What is your gender? (mark one)    

! Male   
! Female 

 
2. What is your age range? (mark one)    

! 20-29   
! 30-39 
! 40-49 
! 50-59 
! 60 and above 
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3. What is your ethnicity? (mark one)    
! Hispanic-American 
! African-American 
! Asian-American 
! Native-American 
! White   
! Other (please specify  ____________________) 

 
 
4. What is your marital status? (mark one)    

! Married  
! Single 

 
 
5. What is the number of years in your professional education career? (mark one)    

! 3-5 years 
! 6-10 years 
! 11-15 years 
! 16-20 years 
! 21-25 years 
! 26-30 years  
! More than 30 years 

 
 
6. Which description best describes the level of school in which you work? (mark one)   

! Elementary 
! Middle  
! High 
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7. How would you categorize the school community in which you currently work? (mark one)    

! Urban 
! Rural 
! Suburban   

 
 
8. What is the size of the school in which you currently work? (mark one)    

! 1-159 
! 160-499 
! 500-1149 
! 1150-1699 
! 1700 or more   

 
 
 
Thank you for your participation in this research. Your responses will be used only for the purposes of this study. 
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Demographic N % M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD
Gender

Male 91 35.4 2.57 2.42 2.24 2.05 1.44 2.27 0.55 2.52 -1.54 2.24 2.25 2.65 6.77 0.98
Female 166 64.6 3.24 2.21 2.04 2.35 2.01 2.84 1.35 2.76 -1.06 2.48 2.31 3.25 6.48 1.18

Age Group
20-29 71 27.6 3.21 2.51 1.92 1.98 2.18 1.78 0.46 2.38 -1.59 2.45 2.72 3.26 6.27 1.06
30-39 104 49 2.72 2.21 2.31 2.69 1.79 3.39 1.2 2.56 -0.63 2.15 1.53 3.38 6.75 1.28
40-49 65 25.3 3.45 1.84 1.92 1.72 1.23 1.93 0.82 2.65 -1.94 2.71 2.57 1.87 6.78 0.74
50-59 10 3.9 1.4 4.06 1.56 2.35 2.7 3.71 2.9 3.73 -0.20 1.39 2.9 2.56 6.82 0.8

60+ 7 2.7 3.14 0.378 3.57 1.13 2.14 0.38 4.86 3.02 -1.29 0.76 5.86 0.378 5.06 0.89
Ethnicity
Hispanic-American 5 1.9 3 0 4 0 2 0 6 0 -1.00 0 6 0 4.73 0

African-American 59 23 2.97 2.24 1.56 1.75 1.47 2.66 0.53 2.73 -0.56 2.59 2.02 2.98 6.68 1
White 192 74.7 3.02 2.35 2.23 2.37 1.89 2.69 1.1 2.6 -1.45 2.34 2.27 3.05 6.59 1.14
Other 1 0.4

Marital Status
Married 180 70 2.98 2.26 2.02 1.94 1.74 2.77 1.03 2.79 -1.46 2.56 2.14 2.89 6.48 1.1

Single 77 30 3.04 2.41 2.32 2.82 1.93 2.38 1.14 2.51 -0.70 1.89 2.64 3.38 6.81 1.15
Years in Education

3-5 years 56 21.8 3.56 2.39 3.01 1.85 2.71 2.14 1.52 2.28 -1.91 2.32 3.52 3.03 6.42 1.3
6-10 years 84 32.7 2.19 2.69 1.63 2 1.45 3.26 0.83 3.19 -0.36 2.22 1.52 3.43 6.42 1.23

11-15 years 57 22.2 3.09 1.79 1.56 1.79 1.77 2.44 1.29 2.26 -0.75 2.41 1.33 2.61 6.46 1.13
16-20 years 28 10.9 3.39 2.36 3.85 3.71 2.79 2.13 2.21 2.82 -1.71 2.97 4.14 2.65 6.98 0.73

21 or more years 32 12.5 3.63 0.91 1.22 1.01 0.31 1.47 0.53 1.76 -2.75 0.88 2.25 1.14 7.12 0.16
School Level

Elementary 68 26.6 3.27 1.98 2.19 2.97 1.82 2.89 1.31 2.35 -0.54 2.16 1.81 3.24 6.69 1.08
Middle 79 30.9 2.56 1.95 1.87 1.95 1.77 2.57 1.91 2.46 -0.76 1.94 1.86 2.57 6.39 1.11

High 109 42.4 3.15 2.67 2.25 1.92 1.83 2.59 0.29 2.89 -1.95 2.62 2.93 3.16 6.65 1.15
School Location

Urban 34 13.2 2.61 3.02 1.79 2.38 2.36 3.06 1.06 2.9 0.44 2.34 2.06 3.14 6.41 1.28
Rural 100 38.9 3.23 1.78 2.09 1.6 1.03 1.82 !"#$ %"%& -1.69 1.78 2.17 2.99 7.12 0.9

Suburban 123 47.9 2.92 2.45 2.21 2.63 2.28 2.97 1.61 2.87 -1.32 2.66 2.46 3.08 6.18 1.06
School Size

1-159 18 7 2.72 2.27 2.22 3.66 2.61 2.33 1.12 2.64 -1.89 1.53 2.11 2.25 7.07 0.67
160-499 38 14.8 3 2 1.7 1.2 0.61 2.77 0.92 2.23 -0.24 2.42 0.89 2.63 6.77 0.84

500-1149 120 46.7 3.24 2.15 2.07 2.47 2.21 2.83 0.77 2.62 -1.39 1.83 2.47 3.36 6.6 1.19
1150-1699 44 17.1 3.07 2.74 2.41 1.84 1.41 2.53 1.05 3.23 -0.86 3.25 3 2.53 6 1.23

1700 or more 37 14.4 2.31 2.48 2.27 1.87 1.78 1.77 2.19 2.59 -1.84 2.89 2.4 2.97 6.76 0.97

Opportunity for 
Professional Growth

Overall AttractivenessCompensation
Ability to Influence 

Education
Recognition

Ability to Form 
Relationships

Nature of the Work
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Peter M. Gretz 

2255 White Horse Road 

Maidens, VA 23102 

 

 

 

 

 

Date 

 

Dear Professor, 

 

I am a doctoral student at Virginia Polytechnic and State University presently researching 

the reasons that attract a prospective candidate for the principalship to apply for the job of 

principal. Because students enrolled in your class are teachers who are actively seeking 

an endorsement that will enable them to pursue principalship positions, I respectfully 

invite you to distribute the enclosed survey instrument to your students. Hopefully, this 

study will provide a better understanding of the attractiveness of the principalship and 

offer insight as to what influence specific aspects of the job have on prospective 

applicants for the job of principal. 

 

I respect the demands of your students’ time and I appreciate your willingness to have 

them consider completing this instrument. The survey should take approximately 15 

minutes to complete. Although participation is voluntary and there are no adverse 

consequences for choosing not to participate, the response of each student is vital to the 

accuracy of the data. Please return the enclosed surveys by _______, using the self-

addressed stamped envelope. 

 

All survey responses are anonymous and will be kept completely confidential.  

 

Thank you for your time and assistance. If you have questions or comments at any point 

during the research process, please direct them to me. My contact information is listed on 

the enclosed business card and at the top of this letter. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Peter M. Gretz  


