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ABSTRACT 

Porter, Halee N., The Impact of Leadership Responsibilities and Accountability on the 
General Well-Being of Secondary School Administrators in Middle and High Schools 
(Grades 6 – 12).  Doctor of Education (Executive Educational Leadership), May 2021, 
Houston Baptist University, Houston, Texas.  

Secondary school administrators are prone to experience stressors that stem from role 
conflict, accountability standards, student and parental relationships, staff development, and 
managerial issues.  Through the research foundations of McGrath (Stress Cycle), Gmelch 
(Administrator Stress Cycle), Allison (Coping Preference Scale) and Maslach’s Burnout 
Inventory, assumptions were made that administrators are potentially at risk of burnout, which 
could have a deterrent effect on the administrator’s well-being.   

The setting for the study took place in a large urban school district in the southern 
region of Texas that hosted approximately 80 Middle and High Schools.  Secondary school 
administrators who held the job titles of Principal, Assistant Principal, and Dean of Instruction 
were purposely chosen as the sample for this study.  Through quantitative analyses, data was 
collected using a cross-sectional survey that was delivered through electronic mail to the study 
participants.  The survey consisted of a 59-question component comprised of Gmelch and 
Swent’s Administrative Stress Index and Allison’s Coping Preference Scale.  An additional 
questionnaire consisted of six demographic questions that followed the survey instrument.  The 
study instrument was delivered to 199 potential participants with 149 returned.  Of the 149 
returned surveys, 77 completed surveys were used for the purpose of data collection.   

Results of the study indicated that Administrative Constraints, pertaining to state and 
federal compliance, was considered the most frequented stressor.  Responses to the open-ended 
response question of the Administrative Stress Index revealed that administrators felt that 
handling school personnel concerns was their greatest work-related stressor.  The Coping 
Preference Scale Factor that referred to Setting Realistic Perspective was the most used coping 
strategy amongst study participants.  Upon running an Independent samples t-test model for 
stress perceptions, results indicated that there was no significant difference between male and 
female perceptions of stress.  A One-way ANOVA model was used to measure means between 
age groups to indicate if stress was perceived more in one age group than another.  An analysis 
of the results showed that age had a significant impact on the perception of stress.  An 
Independent-samples t-test model was conducted to measure mean samples of coping 
mechanisms utilized by both male and female participants.  There was no significant difference 
in coping strategies utilized by male and female study participants.  Through a Multiple 
Regression model, stress and coping presents a significant correlational relationship in that 
coping strategies are needed to manage stress.   

KEY WORDS:  Stress, burnout, well-being, secondary school, administrators, principal, 

assistant principal, dean of instruction, coping, high school, middle school, grades 6 – 12  
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CHAPTER I 

Background of the Study 

In an excerpt from The 10 Pillars, Pillar One fortified the background of this study by 

stating, “... a community of faith and learning encounters good versus evil, questions about 

human nature, morality, law, ethics, community, government, and the nature of the truth” 

(The Pillars Magazine, 2018).  Secondary school administrators in Middle and High Schools 

are in key positions to effect change in the school.  The secondary school administrators are 

responsible for upholding the ethical standards of education by creating sustainable change 

for the betterment of all stakeholders within the learning community.  This then led to the 

understanding that secondary school administrators are faced with increased pressure to 

improve teaching and learning, thus leading to an increase in duties and responsibilities of 

principals and other secondary school administrators, to further the expansion in leading 

school reform that would subsequently raise student achievement (Education Encyclopedia, 

2019).  According to Cobanoglu & Yurek, (2018), the modern educational approaches to 

leadership in schools may cause the administrators’ perspective of effective leadership to 

shift due to the demands of the job. 

Secondary school principals and administrators are in the risk group of people who 

may experience burnout at the workplace, as their roles and problems within the school have 

been increasing over a period of time (Jackson & Marriott, 2012; Demirtas & Ozer, 2014; 

Bayer, 2012).  The experience of burnout has inevitably caused a decrease in life satisfaction 

levels of school principals and, subsequently, assistant principals and deans of instruction 

(Jackson & Marriott, 2012; Demirtas & Ozer, 2014; Bayer, 2012). As Jackson & Marriott, 
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(2012); Demirtas & Ozer (2014); Bayer (2012) state in their research, the job and the role of 

the principal continues to expand in terms of expected duties. As a result, a principal is more 

likely to experience role conflict when there are many different role expectations from 

teachers, students, and community members. When compared to the past half century, the 

principal’s task, which formerly included only being an academic leader, has evolved to 

include being mediator, facilitator, counsellor, leader, guide, and even comforter (Ingvarson, 

et al, 2006; Kosar, et al, 2013; Karakose, et al, 2014). 

Job Descriptions and Roles of Secondary School Administrators Defined 

The correlated studies conducted by Catherine Marshall (1991) and another by 

Cobanoglu and Yurek (2018) lead one to believe that the job duties and responsibilities of 

principals and assistant principals are similar.  The duties and responsibilities of a principal 

are, but not limited to, the following:  Creating a safe learning environment, managing 

personnel hiring/termination, monitoring evaluative practices of teachers, building school 

vision/mission development, handling conflict resolutions, complying with state national 

standards, handling disruptive students, utilizing research, using appropriate models, creating 

professional development, serving as curriculum leader, involving parents in decision 

making, developing the master schedule, dealing with attendance issues, and utilizing 

community resources.  The noted difference of the assistant principal is that he or she 

replaces the principal in his or her absence from duty (Marshall, 1999; Cobanoglu & Yurek, 

2018). 

In a historical context, researcher Hazard stated in his study conducted in 1969 that 

there is a total of four dimensions of administrative roles that seldom are laid out in any job 
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description, but the functions of executive, leader, maintainer, and policy implementor are 

common to most administrators.  Author Derrick Meador (2019) mentioned that the role of a 

school administrator will also encompass the following responsibilities:  parent/community 

relational officer, delegator of duties and functions to staff members, hirer of new teachers, 

contributor of the master schedule, enforcer of policies and procedures, 

developer/implementer of evaluated curricular programs, evaluator of teachers, handler of 

student and teacher discipline concerns, and leader of the school. 

Secondary school administrators, as identified in this study, referred to individuals 

who held the positions of the following: Principal, Assistant Principal, and Dean of 

Instruction and were in leadership positions in Middle School and High School campuses 

that hosted students in grades sixth through twelfth grade.  A summary of job descriptions of 

secondary school administrators was compiled from several school districts within the state 

of Texas.  The list of job descriptions included but were not limited to: developing and 

implementing plans to increase student achievement; strengthening instructional 

opportunities through effective professional development; providing safe learning 

environments for students and teachers; complying with local and state laws and regulations, 

engaging in discipline management, overseeing and implementing instructional and staff 

evaluative services; supervising extra-curricular activities and handling any and all budgetary 

needs of the campus. 

Principals and administrators play a key role in the pursuit of change and student 

achievement in schools.  Researchers Shute, Webb, and Thomas in 1989 and Bayer in 2016 

have indicated that the school administrative team are the first accountable people in the 
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school.  The secondary school administrators’ focus of leadership also involves managing the 

people, the environment, and the program.  Therefore, in order to effectively manage the 

intricacies of maintaining the school, administrators should display psychological capital, 

which has been described by Luthans (2002) as having four dimensions that can be measured 

and developed:  hope, optimism, resilience, and self-efficacy (Luthans, 2002).  The 

administration of the school impacts the school climate by designing a clear vision for the 

school and establishing a foundation that remains solid in times of turmoil (Cobanoglu & 

Yurek, 2018).  According to Kafele in 2018, the current time period is the toughest era ever 

to be an educator in the United States – whether as a classroom teacher or a building 

administrator - because the role of an educator and/or administrator has evolved to 

encompass more duties and responsibilities.  In continuation, Kafele (2018) mentioned that 

the challenges and demands on even effective leaders are so overwhelming that, just like 

teachers, they may increasingly question their career decisions, wondering whether they can 

see themselves continuing in this work for the next five to ten years (Kafele, 2018). 

The Effects of the Job and the lack of Wellbeing 

Kafele (2018) alludes to the conclusion that a high level of anxiety causes undesired 

physical and psychological situations, and the degree and severity of anxiety is mostly related 

to the intensity of stress levels.  Within the physiological scope, anxiety causes insomnia and 

attention failure. 

The Texas Education Agency reported in the 2017 - 2018 school year that there were 

8,416 principals, averaging 19.2 years of experience, and 11,997 assistant principals, 

averaging 15.4 years of experience (Texas Education Agency, 2018).  With the conflicting 
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job demands of secondary school administrators, no matter the years of experience or 

expertise, administrators are prone to becoming stressed, therefore leading to burnout 

(Heffman & Kottkamp, 1984).  Kafele also mentioned that burnout is inevitable when a 

leader is overwhelmed with work that does not contribute to his or her inner purpose (Kafele, 

2018).  The effectiveness of a school leader’s ability to achieve their pre-determined goals 

depends on many variables that especially the administrator is responsible for implementing, 

which are the educational programs and curricula (Cobanoglu &Yurek, 2018).  With these 

efforts, the school leader can potentially become stressed due to the demands of maintaining 

a sustainable educational program and curriculum. 

Principal and administrator well-being have been threatened due to adverse working 

conditions.  According to The Principal Wellness Survey Report by Riley (2019), principal 

and administrator health and wellbeing is steadily diminishing due to being overworked.  The 

physical and mental manifestations that reflect the lack of wellbeing include difficulty 

sleeping, depressive symptoms, anxiety, coronary disease, headaches, muscle aches, 

decreased appetites, and stomach ailments (Faber & Schlarb, 2016; Li, Zhang et al, 2014). 

Statement of the Problem 

Secondary school administrators in public education, whether male or female, are 

potentially at risk of burnout.  According to a study conducted by Hashim and Kayode in 

2010, the phenomena of burnout was evident within the confines of the administrative job of 

the school principal, assistant principal, and other school leaders.  Hashim and Kayode 

(2010) stated that the school leaders’ duties and responsibilities increased every day from 
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curriculum development and implementation, moral integration, training and conference 

attendance, as well as monitoring all other activities. 

Middle and High School administrators are held to high accountability standards.  

The administrator’s duty within the secondary school is to improve the instructional program, 

and in some states is mandated by legislation,  requiring the removal of principals when 

schools are classified as low performing (students do not meet achievement expectations) for 

a specific time and have failed to improve the overall performance of the school (Buckner, 

2018). 

The sources of stress as examined by Anyanwu, et al in 2015 were either 

occupational, domestic, or economic.  Occupational stress related to negative emotional 

stress in the workplace, by being expressed in either frustration, worry, anxiety, and 

depression.  Problems such as work overload, pressure from parents, students, and teachers, 

problems in curriculum implementation, lack of autonomy in execution of responsibilities, 

conflict between work and family responsibilities, poor academic performance of students, 

students’ indiscipline, and poor working environment encompassed work-related stressors 

(Anyanwu et al, 2015). 

Willis (2005) alluded to the conclusion that stress on the administrator could lead to 

negative behavior and thoughts, problems of emotions and feelings, and physical health, all 

of which may hinder effective school administration.  Researchers Mariammal, Amutha & 

Sornaraj (2005) highlighted that stress manifests within the health of the administrator in the 

following: hypertension, stroke, headache, diabetes, and regular body pain.  Several 
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administrators experienced symptoms such as suppression of the reproductive system, 

anxiety, aggressiveness, indigestion, stomachache, pains, dizziness, and rapid heartbeat. 

The educational reform initiative No Child Left Behind (NCLB) was developed in 

2002 by the President Bush Administration.  NCLB emphasized the federal role in holding 

schools and school leaders accountable for student academic performance (Klein, 2015).  

Educational reform initiatives since No Child Left Behind have made emphases on 

standardized testing, thus making secondary school administrators the forefront of 

accountability results.  Secondary school administrators must provide schools with the 

necessary tools they need to meet current policies while improving student academic success.  

If students are expected to receive high test scores based on curriculum, this causes stress to 

meet requirements on time, thus causing a domino effect reflecting negatively on teachers, 

administrators, and schools.  The burden of ensuring student success on test scores and 

curricular needs further leads to challenges with teacher retention, further leading to 

administrators having the daunting task of recruiting and sustaining highly qualified teachers.  

Ultimately, the results of such tasks can lead to administrative stress and possible burnout 

(Wray, 2016). 

The question arises as to how administrators cope with stress and prevent burnout; 

and whether there is a difference in how administrators cope with stress based on age and 

gender.  The coping processes employed by the principals in the study conducted by Poirel 

and Yvon focused on Problem–Focused Coping and Emotion–Focused Coping (Poirel & 

Yvon, 2014).  Problem-Focused coping centered around how administrators confront the 

problem they are faced with, seeking information or support, and sometimes expressing their 
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emotions.  While confronting the problem, the administrators were also preoccupied in 

maintaining a harmonious school climate (Poirel and Yvon, 2014).   

Statement of the Purpose and Significance 

The purpose of this study was to explore the perceptions of current secondary school 

administrators in relation to the stressors that contributed to a reduction to their overall 

general well-being.  This study also sought to determine if there was a difference in 

perceived stress and coping mechanisms by way of gender and gender. According to a recent 

survey by Dr. Philip Riley, one out of five administrators experienced work-related stress 

that caused physical and mental health issues (Riley, 2017).  Wright and Balestero in 2011 

stated that the age group of school administrators makes a difference in the levels of stress 

experienced by administrators. 

According to Bayar in 2016, the role of principals in today’s world of education has 

enlarged significantly.  With the changed demands of educational reform and accountability, 

the current expectations and leadership responsibilities from school principals and 

administrators have evolved and increased from years past.  The significance of this study 

points to the belief that the general well-being of administrators is at risk, therefore leading to 

complications that threaten the effectiveness of said administrators’ leadership abilities and 

overall well-being.  

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

According to Bayar (2016), researchers have conducted specific studies about 

secondary school administrators and their instructional and leadership roles.  The goal of this 
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researcher was to further explore the connection between educational demand and leadership 

responsibilities and their effect on secondary school administrators within the educational 

system.  The researcher in this study sought to determine the difference of perceived stressors 

that present challenges to male and female secondary school administrators; and discover 

what coping mechanisms male and female administrators used to allow them to continue 

their leadership within the school system.  Furthermore, the researcher aimed to discover if 

the age of an administrator determined the stress level experienced by the administrator.  The 

guiding questions that directed the course of this study were identified as: 

1. What stressors do administrators face that directly/indirectly result from the demands 

of leadership responsibilities? 

2. What stressors do administrators face that directly/indirectly result from the demands 

of educational accountability? 

3. What coping mechanisms do secondary school administrators use to manage stress? 

The sub-categorical components of administrator stress and coping mechanisms as 

understood by gender and age led the researcher to establish the following hypotheses: 

Ha1:  There is a significant difference in administrator stress pertaining to leadership 

responsibilities by gender. 

Ha2:  There is a difference or significance in administrator stress pertaining to 

educational accountability as perceived by gender. 
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Ha3:  There is a relationship between frequencies of coping mechanisms as 

understood by gender; and there is a significant difference in coping mechanisms 

used by gender. 

Ha4:  There is a significant difference in administrator stress as it pertains to age. 

Ha5:  There is a significant difference in administrator stress relating to educational 

accountability as it pertains to age. 

Ha6:  Administrative stress is significantly predictive by coping preference. 

Definition of Terms 

Anxiety  

General term for several disorders that cause nervousness, fear, apprehension, and 

worry.  Anxiety can have several levels of severity, including mild, which is vague and 

unsettling emotional distress, and severe anxiety, defined as the type of anxiousness seriously 

affecting day-to-day living (Medical News Today, 2017). 

Burnout 

Negative feelings and/or behaviors resulting from unsuccessful attempts to cope with 

stress conditions -- characterized by physical and emotional exhaustion, chronic negative 

attitudes, and very low productivity (Wax & Hale, 1984). 
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Coping Mechanisms 

Strategies people often use in the face of stress and/or trauma to help manage painful 

or difficult emotions (Good Therapy, 2018). 

Distress 

 To subject one to great strain or difficulties (Webster Dictionary, 2019). 

Educational accountability 

The idea of holding schools (administrators), districts, educators, and students 

responsible for results.  In the essence of this study, educational accountability will focus on  

standardized testing, budget constraints, student performance measures, staff accountability 

and certification, training programs for administrators, additional duties/responsibilities that 

are assigned, and student and parent relationships (Elmore, R., 1999). 

Eustress 

 Moderate or normal psychological stress that is understood to be beneficial for the 

individual who experiences it.  Eustress is beneficial by way of motivating the individual to 

better perform in their tasks, as well as improving health and emotional well-being (Webster 

Dictionary, 2019). 
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Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) 

 The Educational Reform developed by the President Obama Administration in 2015 

to replace and update the reform initiative of No Child Left Behind Act of 2002.  Federal 

accountability was moved to the governing bodies of individual states (Every Student 

Succeeds Act, 2015). 

Interventions 

            The act of interfering with the outcome or course especially of a condition or process 

(Landmark Recovery, 2019). 

Likert Scale 

Developed in 1932 by Rensis Likert.  The Likert Scale design encompasses a five or 

seven-point scale measuring how much a respondent agrees or disagrees with a statement.  

Analysis of the Likert Scale is based upon a rank order, however, and the intervals between 

values cannot be presumed or assumed as equal (McLeod, 2019 & Likert, 2013).   

Mental health 

Described as the emotional, psychological, and social well-being of an individual.  It 

affects how one thinks, feels, and acts.  It also determines how one handles stress, relates to 

others, and how decisions are made (Mental Health, 2018). 
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No Child Left Behind (NCLB) 

 Educational reform developed by the President Bush Administration in 2002 focusing 

on holding schools and its leaders accountable for student academic performance (Klein, 

2015). 

Psychological capital 

            It draws from the positive psychology in general and includes the following 

attributes:  hope, efficacy, resilience, and optimism (Luthans, F. & Youssef-Morgan, C. M., 

2017). 

Resilience 

            The ability to successfully adapt to stressors, maintaining psychological well-being in 

the face of adversity (US Department of State, 2019). 

Secondary School Administrator 

This term will encompass individuals who hold the office of principal, assistant 

principal, or dean of instructor in middle and High Schools who hosts grades of sixth – 

eighth grade (middle school) and ninth through twelfth grade (High School). 

Self-Care 

            Any activity that is deliberately completed in order to take care of the mental, 

emotional, and physical health of an individual (Michael, R., 2018). 
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Self-Efficacy 

Belief in one’s own abilities in managing a situation (Bandura, 1977 & Cherry, 2019). 

Self-esteem 

            A person’s overall sense of self-worth or personal value (Cherry, 2019). 

Stakeholder 

 Individuals who have an invested interest in the school, including but not limited to: 

school leaders, students, parents, community members, business partners, and district 

personnel. 

Stress 

High achievement motivation with feelings of discrepancy between expectations and 

the extent of attainment (Leeson, 1980). 

Stress Management 

The process for controlling an individual’s level of stress (Sichel, J. 2016). 

TEA – (Texas Education Agency) 

The state agency that oversees primary and secondary public education (Texas 

Education Agency, 2019). 
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Well-Being 

Positive outcome that is meaningful for people, including good living conditions, 

overall satisfaction with life, positive emotions, and resilient realization of potential overall 

satisfaction with life (Center for Disease Control, 2018). 

Work-Life Balance 

Concept that supports the efforts employees do to split their time and energy between 

work and other aspects of their lives (Heathfield, S., 2018). 

Work-Related Stress or Occupational Stress 

            Stress related to one’s job.  This type of stress usually stems from unexpected 

responsibilities and pressures (Quick, J. C. & Henderson, D. F., 2016). 

Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical framework of this study was based upon the research conducted by 

Herbert J. Freudenberger in 1974, Maslach and Jackson in 1981, Walter H. Gmelch in 1982 

and Donald Allison in 1995.  A psychoanalyst by trade, Freudenberger began to feel 

exhaustion and frustration with his working conditions, leading to his discovery of the 

burnout syndrome.  Freudenberger looked at examples of burnout in other professions 

outside the healthcare profession and discovered that individuals who suffered from burnout 

had both mental and physical symptoms (Ulrich, 2006).  Maslach and Jackson developed the 

Maslach Burnout Inventory, intended for individuals in the helping/service profession 

(Maslach & Jackson, 1981; Friesen & Sarros, 1989).  The Maslach Burnout Inventory 
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incorporates three subscales, including emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal 

accomplishment.   

Joseph H. McGrath in 1976 described stress in four cognitive stages which depicted 

the closed-loop process beginning with situations in the environment.  The four cognitive 

stages are explained by the perception by the subject or individual, then selection of a 

response, which then results in a consequence of the perceived stressor, then lastly enables 

the cycle of the perceived stress to continue.  McGrath’s stress cycle reflects the cognitive 

appraisal, decision, performance, and outcome of the stressor in relation to the subject that is 

stress (McGrath, 1976).  Walter Gmelch explored the dimensions of stress – it's causes, 

reactions, responses, and consequences from the administrative perspective, thus leading to 

the development of The Administrator Stress Cycle, the adaptation of McGrath’s Stress 

Cycle. It is comprised of four components:  stressors, perceptions, responses, and 

consequences (Gmelch, 1982 & 1988).  From the development of The Administrator Stress 

Cycle, researchers Gmelch and Swent (1982) developed the survey instrument of The 

Administrative Stress Index, which measures administrative stress through five categories: 

administrative constraints, administrative responsibilities, interpersonal relations, 

interpersonal conflict, and role expectations. 

McGrath and Beehr in 1990, then McGrath and Tschan (2004), explored the temporal 

patterns of stress and coping through the conceptualization of Stress Potential Events and 

Conditions, or SPECs.  As a description, SPECs are objective and time-related situations that 

may have the potential to induce stressful reactions for a given system.  Through the study of 

McGrath and Beehr (2004), SPECs were distinguishable by their duration, rate of 
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occurrence, regularity, and pattern of regularity or irregularity (predictable or unpredictable 

pattern).   

The Coping Preference Scale, or CPS, developed by Allison in 1995 sought to 

determine preferable coping strategies used by administrators to best cope with stress.  The 

CPS used seven categories to signify coping areas used by administrators: social support, 

physical activities, intellectual stimulation, entertainment, personal interest, self - 

management, and supportive attitudes. 

Limitations 

Limitations in research are matters and occurrences that arise in the study which are 

out of the researcher’s control.  The limitations of this study included the following:  

1. It was understood that the findings of this research were restricted to a selected 

number of subjects, making the results of the study inclusive to a limited number of 

secondary school administrators in the state of Texas.  The opinions of the study 

participants, and the results of the study, indirectly reflected upon all other 

administrators in the state of Texas.   

2. Another limitation of this study were the job descriptions of the administrator as 

highlighted by the state of Texas Board of Education and the subsequent job 

descriptions of school districts within the state of Texas. These job descriptions did 

not reflect the job duties or responsibilities of other administrators that held the same 

title but had various other responsibilities and duties. 
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3. The leadership hierarchal composition of each school within the study varied.  

Dependent upon the school’s leadership ladder, Assistant Principals may have 

reported to the Dean of Instruction, then the Principal; or, the Dean of Instruction may 

have reported to the Assistant Principal.  The leadership hierarchal composition of 

each secondary school within the school district was at the discretion of the building 

principal. 

4. Educational accountability and leadership responsibilities in this study included the 

following: standardized testing, instructional programs, funding, academic 

performance, staff certifications, community relations, staff development, and student 

and parent involvement.  These categories did not fully encompass other areas of 

accountability that could be reflective in other secondary schools.  

5. The duration of the study was limited to the academic school year in which the study 

was conducted. 

6. The Administrative Stress Index’s original publication date of 1982 did not fully 

encompass the various changes school leaders have had to encounter such as school 

safety, bullying, technological uses in the classroom, and the social media prowess.  

The rating responses of the Administrative Stress Index were subjective based upon 

the opinions and perspectives of the respondents of the study. 

7. The Coping Preference Scale’s origins of 1995 has had limited exposure to various 

studies indicative of coping strategies. 
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Delimitations 

Delimitations of a study are those characteristics that arise from the limitations in the 

scope of the study (boundaries are defined by the researcher) by conscious exclusionary and 

inclusionary decisions made during the development of the study.  Delimitations of this study 

included the following: 

1. Secondary school administrators in this study reflected those who work or worked in 

the capacity of principal, assistant principal, and dean within the state of Texas.  The 

researcher believed that using this core group of participants in the study gave an 

account of the stressors involved in their own personal experience with successfully 

completing their role as administrators. 

2. The study conducted by this researcher was limited to secondary school 

administrators, which were in middle (grades six through eight) and High Schools 

(grades nine through twelve) only.  The desire of the researcher was to thoroughly 

investigate and examine the stressors that trigger the well-being of the study 

participants. 

3. The stressors identified by participants were only indicative of those correlated with 

those experienced in the educational setting.   

Assumptions 

Three general assumptions of this study were: 

1.  The survey used in this study was valid for the purpose intended. 

2.  The participants understood the survey and responded objectively and honestly. 
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3.  Interpretation of the data collected reflected what participants intended. 

Organization of the Study 

This study was organized into five chapters.  Chapter I included background of the 

study, statement of the problem, statement of the purpose and significance, research 

questions, hypotheses, definition of terms, theoretical framework, limitations, delimitations, 

assumptions, and organization of the study.  Chapter II provides a review of the literature, 

including (a) introduction; (b) theories regarding burnout and stress triggers; (c) health risks 

involved with over-worked administrators; (d) the evolution of the role of an administrator; 

(e) the state of education in the United States; and (f) summary.  Chapter III describes the 

methodology used in this study, including research design, participants, context and setting, 

instrumentation, data collection, and data analysis.  Chapter IV provides the results of the 

study.  Chapter V discloses the discussion, implications, recommendations, and conclusions 

of the study. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

INTRODUCTION 

Secondary school administrators are the key to effective and efficiently run schools.  

In order to run the effective school, administrators must be able to relate well with faculty, 

parents, and students.  In addition, principals, assistant principals, and other school leaders 

need to be motivated in their leadership, engaged in student learning, and maintain positive 

attitudes towards staff members (Wax and Hale, 1988).  Due to high levels of accountability, 

secondary school administrators are experiencing high levels of stress which is causing high 

rates of turnover and low rates of sustainability the educational sector presents (Gates, 

Ringel, Santibanez, Guarino, Ghosh-Dastidar & Brown, 2006).  The overall synopsis of this 

chapter will review literature that will cover topics such as the historical evolution of the 

educational administration system in the United States, duties and responsibilities of 

secondary school administrators, the process of certification and state accountability, 

perceptions of burnout and stress from the administrative and teacher standpoint, well-being 

competencies, and coping mechanisms. 

The Historical Evolution of the Administrator 

Through the collective research of Rousmaniere in 2013, the evolution of the school 

administrator in the United States, namely, the principal began in the nineteenth century 

when school leaders worked under limited organizational structures.  During this time, school 

leaders had minimal guidelines or expectations to enable them in their leadership roles.  

Schools during the 19th century were underregulated without a set curricular standard in 
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place, and students learned at their own pace in a multi-level classroom.  Furthermore, 

schools were under a simple yet direct hierarchal leadership system.  For example, 

community school boards or trustees acted as the modern-day Parent Teacher Organization 

(PTO), personnel office, supervisors that were in charge of hiring the teacher, and examined 

the students.  As far as school leadership, teachers were in charge of the day-to-day 

operations of the school; he or she worked alone.  The hired teacher’s duties exemplified the 

following: monitoring enrollment, maintaining the facility, and disciplining the students 

(Rousmaniere, 2013).  It was also understood that secondary school administrators were 

expected to perform supervisory duties in relation to the instructional program, therefore 

exposing the need for additional leadership support within the schools (Reller, 1941). 

As communities grew, there was a relevant need for administrative support because 

the chosen administrator could be counted on to help manage the school.  At this time, the 

school administrator was called either “a preceptor, school master, head teacher, or principal” 

(Rousmaniere, 2013).  Early school preceptors, school masters, head teacher or principals’ 

roles were multidimensional – they were considered to be the teacher as well as school 

manager.  The administrator during this time was not part of a professional affiliation, did not 

have an official job description, duty schedule, or employment contract to protect them when 

facing issues from the community or other areas involving the school. 

During the mid- 19th century, government officials and education reformers 

developed outlines for the public-school system.  Schools were publicly funded by the 

community with an administrative support system that included standardized curricula, 

teaching practices, and an organized system for student teaching and learning.  The 
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monitorial school system, or the Lancasterian system, enabled schools to sub-divide student 

learning and leadership opportunities in a way that best benefited the student while yet being 

helpful to the school administrator.  The purpose of the Lancasterian system was to obtain a 

funding equal to the average price charged by a schoolmaster for the instruction of one child 

per year.  The surplus that would be used as profit could be accomplished at a much smaller 

cost (Mesquita, 2012).  Within the monitorial school system, principals were now able to get 

out of the classroom to better help support and supervise the teachers under his employ 

(Glanz, 1994; Rousmaniere, 2013).  Another noteworthy educational system that developed 

was Frederick Taylor’s scientific-management theory, which focused on the efficiency and 

budgetary gains of the educational system.  The scientific management theory centered 

around establishing specialized roles, time orientation, and layered organizations, which is 

evident in the current American school system (Callahan, 1962; Glass, 2004).  

Due to the ever-growing numbers of student attendance, principals within the 19th 

century did not truly develop their leadership abilities until the 1920s.  According to Glanz 

(1994), the leadership abilities of school leaders were not fully developed due to unclear job 

duties and responsibilities set forth by the school governing body.  During this time period, 

the superintendents, which were the authoritative figurehead of the school system, lost 

contact with the day-to-day operations of running the school and the responsibility of 

implementing state curriculum.  The superintendent during the 1920s, according to Glanz in 

1994 also supervised teachers in their instructional practices; however, they relinquished the 

duties of the supervision of the schools into the hands of the principal (Glanz, 1994 and 

Kowalski, 2005).  In the 1920s, principals would still be seen in the classrooms, but usually 

in a modeling perspective to show the teachers how to best instruct their students.  Within the 
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1920s timeframe, principals reported directly to the superintendent; because of the increase 

in administrative duties, the principalship shifted away from instructional supervision to 

more of a managerial position (Glanz, 1994).  Due to this shift, the door opened to other 

administrative positions to enter the educational setting such as the general supervisor and 

special supervisor. 

Each of the positions of general supervisor and special supervisor were put in place to 

best assist teachers who were lacking instructionally within the classroom.  These positions 

were usually given to female teachers for the special supervisor and the male teachers were 

given the position of general supervisor, whom some of their classroom time was taken away 

to assist the principal.  The special supervisor aided teachers in practical areas such as 

spelling, art, and handwriting.  The general supervisor took on more administrative duties 

(Glanz, 1994).  Over time, the position of special supervisor waned, and the duties and 

responsibilities were given to the general supervisor, and by the 1930s, the general supervisor 

became the primary assistant to the principal.  Therefore, by the 1940s and 1950s, the title of 

assistant principal became the position that is now recognized in the educational system of 

leadership (Glanz, 1994). 

The Principal 

 For the majority of the twentieth century, principals that were often identified as 

successful supervised teachers, managed the intricacies of school operations, and attended to 

public relations that included stakeholders and members of the community (Cuban, 1988).  

The first reported fundamental change in the role of the principal involved the leadership 

capabilities of the principal. During the industrial age, many principals used authoritative 
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administrative processes and procedures to maintain organizational stability and supervise 

the work of others (Cuban, 1988). This approach to school administration is being replaced 

with conceptualizations of leadership (e.g., instructional, transformational, moral, 

participative, contingency) deemed to be effective in an era of high change (Leithwood & 

Duke, 1999). In other words, today’s principals are now expected to use democratic 

processes and procedures in working with teachers and community members with the hope 

of improving the overall success of the school (Murphy & Shipman, 1999). A second 

fundamental change in the role is that today’s principals, particularly secondary principals, 

devote significantly more hours to the job per week (Newton & Zeitoun, 2001).  Researcher 

Ayeni in 2012 made a point to define principalship as the well-established position of the 

chief executive officer who leads the school in instructional leadership by overseeing school 

curriculum, curricular programs, and maintaining the general administration of the secondary 

school. The principals being instructional leaders are at prominent positions to supervise, 

monitor, assess, evaluate, and disseminate current information on educational issues and 

modern teaching techniques to teachers in order to stimulate them for results-driven 

curriculum delivery (Ayeni, 2012). 

Researchers Murphy and Shipman in 1999 concluded that several factors influenced 

the leadership styles of the principal, such as changes in society, the economy, and the 

political arena.  These factors have led educational leaders to re-develop the role of the 

principal.  It was also stated that principals face additional roles such as vision learners and 

developers, school culture development and sustainability, and community relations liaison 

while being charged with promoting student learning.  It is also important to note that while 

promoting student learning, principals also need to be aware and act in an ethical manner, 
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and respond to the larger political, social, economic, legal, and cultural context (Murphy & 

Shipman, 1999). 

Lipham and Hoeh in 1974 looked at the position of principal and discovered five 

major functional areas of responsibility for principals: The Instructional Program, Staff 

Personnel Services, Student Personnel Services, Financial-Fiscal Resources, and School-

Community Relationships. They further surmised that effective leadership in these 

administrative or managerial areas could result in a well-run organization. They further stated 

that good conceptual skills, human relation skills, and technical skills were necessary for 

effective school principals. 

Miller and Lieberman (1982) observed several roles shared by administrators. Among 

these roles are overseer, sifter and sorter of knowledge, pace setter and routinizer, referee, 

linker and broker, translator and transformer, paper pusher, accountant and clerk, educational 

leader, and scapegoat. These authors concluded that there is a huge gap between what the 

principal is supposed to be and what the principal actually is within the context of school 

leadership (Scroggins & Bishop, 1993).  Further, the principals are described as instructional 

leaders and are at the vantage positions to supervise, monitor, assess, evaluate and 

disseminate current information on educational issues and modern teaching techniques to 

teachers in order to stimulate them for scholarship and best practices in curriculum delivery 

(Ayeni, 2012).  As stated by researcher Newman in 2013, principals’ leadership practices are 

organized around values that embody moral purpose.  

However, the National Association of Secondary School Principals Report in 2016 

reported the disincentives of the principalship as increased job stress, inadequate school 
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funding, balancing school management with instructional leadership, new curriculum 

standards, educating an increasingly diverse student population, and shouldering 

responsibility that once belonged at home or in the community (NAASP, 2017).  In addition, 

there are fewer teachers coveting the principalship as an opportunity to improve their 

salaries, prestige, or respect among other colleagues, and that the complexities, changing 

demands, and expectations within administrative roles have caused a shortage in applicant 

pools (Lazaridou, 2009).  This discovery can be part of the understanding that the job of the 

principal has expanded and has become overloaded as schools navigate through society 

issues (The Wallace Foundation, 2019).  Any and all prospective principal desiring the 

position of principalship has incurred concerns in-regards to the position.  The challenges 

seem to come on the onset of taking on the role of principal.  According to Morford in 2002, 

new principals face many challenges as they begin their profession. These individuals are 

charged with discovering how to fit into the existing work group at their school, while 

remaining distinct enough to contribute creatively to the growth and development of the 

school and its sustainability for continue success. 

According to the Texas Education Agency, the qualifications to become a principal 

include holding a master’s degree from a university that is accredited by an accrediting 

agency,  hold a valid classroom teaching certificate, have two years of credited teaching 

experience as a classroom teacher, successfully complete an approved principal educator 

preparation program, and successfully complete the required principal certification exams 

(Texas Education Agency, 2019). 
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Through researching a job search platform, it was found that school districts often 

have highlighted requirements for candidacy for the principalship for any given school.  Each 

principal candidate must be willing to do the following:  Serve as the educational leader of 

the assigned campus, be responsible for managing policies, regulations, and procedures to 

ensure all students are supervised in a safe learning environment that meets the approved 

curricula and mission of the school, guide the character of the school and serve as a model 

for staff, be pivotal in building a high performing team of teachers and support staff, and be 

dedicated to helping students achieve personal and academic success by using proven best 

practices for teaching and learning (Indeed.com, 2019).  

Several essential, individual characteristics each candidate must possess falls under 

the following: possesses a moral and ethical compass; demonstrates a heart and passion for 

leadership; identifies quality instructional and non-instructional staff and inspires excellence 

in them. Each candidate should be able to show strong self-esteem, make decisions for the 

benefit of the school and community he or she serves, exhibit the flexibility and willingness 

to accept change, and possess courage and persistence of one’s convictions.  Lastly, 

interested candidates must also balance a superb intellect with common sense (Indeed.com, 

2019).  

After further research from the job search platform, Indeed, a collaborative list of 

required skills was compiled for the position of principal.  Required skills and abilities entails 

the following: develop and implement plans to increase student achievement, increase 

attendance, increase graduation rates, strengthen instructional opportunities, provide a safe 

learning environment, provide student services, comply with federal, state, and local laws, in 
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addition to board policies/procedures plus other school district initiatives.  The candidate 

must also be able to communicate, collaborate and build strong relationships with key 

stakeholders, including the following: teachers and staff, students, parents, community and 

business partners, other members of the school, and district community.  In continuation, he 

or she must be able to select and mentor a high quality school staff, develop and maintain 

quality data, and have a balanced budget and operational systems control closely tied to 

instructional priorities.  In order to be eligible for hire as an administrator as highlighted by 

several school districts within the state of Texas, each applicant must have the following 

qualifications:  Master’s degree from an accredited college or university, administrator’s 

certificate appropriate for the Principal’s position or the ability to acquire it.  In addition, in 

order for said candidate to be eligible for hire, he or she must have had a minimum of three 

years of exemplary teaching experience or comparable leadership experience, which includes 

administrative experience as principal, assistant principal, or dean of instruction preferred.  In 

addition, leadership experience on the campus or otherwise is essential.  According to the 

Texas Education Agency, principals must have completed two years of creditable teaching 

experience (Texas Education Agency, 2019). 

The Assistant Principal 

Oliver in 2005 discussed the role of assistant principals and how these individuals are 

close to the heart of instruction in most schools and affect change, asserting grass roots 

within the leadership of the school. However, their successes often result from attempts to 

reconcile what they learn from constant interaction with students, teachers, parents, and 

various school employees. Assistant principals are in continuous interaction with students, 
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teachers, cafeteria staff, custodians, bus drivers, parents, and community members.  These 

duties come in handy while their superiors, or in reference to this study, principals, are in 

offices, or off campus completing reports or taking care of other duties, in board rooms 

discussing leadership issues, legal dilemmas, and other things.  

Oliver (2005) discussed the fact that for many assistant principals, this is their first 

administrative position. Others have moved into their positions from administrative positions 

in smaller school districts or smaller school buildings. Their involvement in classrooms as 

teachers is often more recent that most others on an administrative team. Because of this, 

they are often trusted or looked upon as the individuals who understand the needs of 

classroom teachers firsthand, in addition to the day to day operations within the schools.  The 

majority of their professional careers have been in the classroom, allowing them to rely 

solely on their graduate training to aid them in making administrative decisions in their 

current role (Oliver, 2005).   

Further, because assistant principals usually are promoted from within their 

respective schools, they generally do not have peers within their building to collaborate with.  

Assistant principals have the advantageous benefit to have recent, firsthand knowledge of 

what teachers, parents, and students need from administrators to do their jobs efficiently. In 

addition, they are also familiar with the pressure teachers feel as they work to balance the 

needs of students with the administrative pressures for students to meet the ever-evolving 

performance measures identified by state departments of education. However, when faced 

with hard decisions, they can feel isolated from their peers, without an avenue for 

collaborative support (Grodzki, 2011). 
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Other duties and responsibilities of assistant principals align with those of their 

superiors who are principals and include: discipline, attendance, student activities, athletics, 

community agencies, master schedules, principal substitute, building operations, budget, 

reports, transportation, curriculum, communications, cafeteria, and handling of the school 

calendar (Scroggins & Bishop, 1993). 

The position of the Assistant Principal has several requirements similar to principal 

candidates.  For the assistant principal position each candidate must be able to:  assist the 

principal in providing the overall leadership of the school and is responsible for ensuring that 

student achievement is improved.  Several essential characteristics of an assistant principal 

entails the following:  Possess a moral and ethical compass; demonstrate a heart and passion 

for leadership; identify quality people and inspire excellence in them.  Each candidate must 

also be willing to show strong self-esteem, make decisions for the benefit of the school and 

community said candidate serves, exhibit the flexibility and willingness to accept change, 

and possess courage and persistence of one’s convictions (Indeed.com, 2019). 

Researchers Shore and Walshaw (2018) explored the roles of the assistant principal 

(AP). The article defined the specific roles, duties, responsibilities, and managerial 

expectations of the assistant principal.  Shore and Walshaw in 2018 stated that assistant 

principals are individuals who hold the position are often in direct contact with the principal 

and perform specific duties delegated to them.  Assistant principals also have the 

responsibility of handling student concerns that includes discipline, scheduling conflicts, 

assemblies, and attendance.  Shore and Walshaw (2018) also stated that assistant principals 

handle compliance issues, and paperwork.  The purpose of the study was to determine 
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whether those currently in the position of assistant principal either desired to remain in the 

position of assistant principal to either establish a career or aspire to become a principal in 

the future.  Shore and Walshaw (2018) further determined to discover the motivation behind 

the choice of career advancement of assistant principals through the theory of Job Choice. 

The theory of Job Choice explored by Shore and Walshaw in 2018 created the 

framework for the study by highlighting three sub-theories: Objective Theory, Subjective 

Theory, and Critical Theory.  Objective Theory was defined as the view of individuals as 

‘economic beings’ who sees their potential future and measures their satisfaction of the job 

based on salary, benefits, and location.  Subjective Theory recognized the individual through 

a psychological lens and sees their job satisfaction through an internal filter that encompasses 

their emotions and beliefs.  Lastly, Critical Theory is understood as the individual who has 

little knowledge of their perspective organization and hasn’t selected their current position 

through the objective or subjective constructs (Shore & Walshaw, 2018). 

The findings of the study by Shore and Walshaw in 2018 showed that 72 of the 

participants did not aspire to become principals, whereas 58 aspired to the principalship.  The 

data also revealed that fewer female APs aspired to become principals compared to the male 

participants of the study.  Furthermore, the data showed that under the sub-theory of 

Subjective Contact, principal aspirants and career APs scored relatively higher than the other 

sub-theories of Objective and Critical Contact.  What this information stated was that both 

principal aspirants and career APs perceived their job satisfaction psychologically as having 

the opportunity to make an overall difference in their schools and communities. 
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Responses of the participants stated that the demands and responsibilities of an 

assistant principal can be perceived as overwhelming (Shore & Walshaw, 2018).  For 

example, participants felt that the nature of the job as an assistant principal was frantic and a 

never-ending job that is constantly changing at a rapid pace and has multiple demands and 

transitions of the day.  The challenge the participants faced was the inadequacy of the duty to 

time ratio; there was not enough time in the day to complete all of the necessary tasks 

presented to them to complete (Shore & Walshaw, 2018). 

The research conducted by Searby, Browne-Ferrigno, and Wang (2017) determined to 

uncover the perceptions of assistant principals and their readiness to become instructional 

leaders.  The term instructional leaders within the scope of the study by Searby, Browne-

Ferrigno and Wang (2017) centered around the evolution of the role of principal.  The role of 

the assistant principal transitioned from the role of school administrator to instructional 

leader.  This therefore led the researchers to probe into the research questions of:  What is the 

perceived capacity of assistant principals to be instructional leaders?  How would mentoring 

assist them in the role of assistant principal? (Searby et al, 2017).  The sub-questions derived 

from the research questions allowed the researchers to thoroughly collect and analyze the 

data collected for the study.  The sub-questions were:  What are the characteristics of 

assistant principals?  Do assistant principals need mentoring?  If mentoring is received, how 

is the mentoring administered? (Searby et al, 2017) 

Searby, Browne-Ferrigno, and Wang (2017) further discussed the role of the assistant 

principal by sharing previous and current research of their roles.  The rudimentary position of 

the assistant principal is set as the entry level for school administration within the United 
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States.  The assistant principal also has arrived at this position by completing a university-

based preparation program that taught leadership theories, managerial skills, laws and ethics, 

and instructional supervision practices.  Through previous research the assistant principal 

was understood to take on the role of being in charge of discipline, attendance, student 

activities, instructional evaluations, and to fill in for the principal when absent.  Recently 

developed research noted that not much has changed within the role of assistant principals 

(Searby et al, 2017). 

The results of the study by Searby, Browne-Ferrigno, and Wang (2017) were divided 

into categories that discussed the following:  characteristics of assistant principals; readiness 

for the position of assistant principals; time working as an instructional leader and 

performance evaluations; teacher leader experience and mentoring needs.  Using the response 

options of very ready, somewhat ready, not ready, not applicable, and no response, each 

participant’s responses were cataloged as either of these options.  Under the Characteristics 

of Assistant Principals and Readiness category, 55.5 percent of the participants believed to 

have felt very ready to take on the position of assistant principal, whereas 40.8 percent 

reported feeling somewhat ready to take on the position of assistant principal.  Out of the 

total participants who responded, female assistant principals felt more ready for the position 

than their male counterparts with a response comparison of 62.2 percent (female 

respondents) compared to 48.2 percent (male respondents).  Through the category of Time 

Worked as Instructional Leader and Performance Evaluations category, 62 percent of the 

assistant principals stated that 50 percent of their duties were in the sphere of instructional 

leadership.  In accordance to performance evaluations, only 34 percent believed that they are 

evaluated as an instructional leader.  The teacher leadership experience category reported that 
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those participants who reported to be involved in teacher development through instructional 

leadership felt more prepared to lead the teachers instructionally, however, those assistant 

principals with little to no experience in instructional leadership felt less prepared to lead the 

teachers instructionally.  The final category of Mentoring Needs showed that the more 

leadership experience the assistant principal received prior to becoming an assistant 

principal, the need of a mentor was less than those assistant principals who had less 

leadership experience prior to them taking on the position of assistant principal. 

Researchers Leithwood and Louis (2012) constructed the four core practices of 

instructional leadership demonstrated by the effective school leader, principal, or assistant 

principal.  The four core practices focused on setting clear and sustainable directions; 

developing leaders by expanding knowledge and constitute holistic learning; focus on 

learning by using instructional practices to help guide the education of students; and 

improving the instructional program by designing a collaborative system through 

professional learning communities amongst teachers.  Another model of instructional 

leadership developed by The Wallace Foundation in 2012 focused on five leadership 

practices that would make a significant change in the school.  To summarize the Wallace 

Foundation model of instructional leadership, each leader should be able to demonstrate and 

practice shaping a vision, creating a positive and engaging climate and culture, develop and 

encourage leadership within the staff on his or her campus, improve instructional practices, 

and manage the people and data to create school improvement. 

Required skills and behaviors of an assistant principal, by compilation from several 

school districts within the state of Texas, include the following: assist the principal in 
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developing and implementing plans that will increase student achievement, increase 

attendance, increase graduation rates, strengthen instructional opportunities, provide a safe 

learning environment, provide student services, comply with federal, state, and local laws 

and board policies, procedures, and other school district initiatives. Candidates will also 

assist the principal in communicating, collaborating, and building strong relationships with 

key stakeholders, including teachers and staff, students and parents, community and business 

partners, and other members of the school and district community; assist the principal in 

selecting and mentoring a high quality school staff.  In the scope of teacher evaluations, 

assistant principals are required to assist the principal in teacher evaluation and development, 

student discipline management, supervision of extra-curricular activities, and the preparation 

of required reporting.  Furthermore, the educational requirements of an assistant principal 

would entail the possession of a Master’s degree and valid Texas Principal certification. 

Experience requirements of an assistant principal will also encompass three years of teaching 

experience, as well as additional leadership experience on the campus (Indeed.com, 2019). 

Dean of Instruction 

Under the leadership of the campus or building principal, the Dean of Instruction 

leads in the development, implementation, evaluation, and/or review of innovative programs 

for the campus.  He or she will also be able to assist in the supervision and implementation of 

district instructional programs and initiatives while maintaining congruency between all 

academic activities.  In addition, this position allows the individual who holds its office the 

opportunity to serve as a campus appraiser for instructional staff and assists in identifying 

and implementing professional development needs and developing long-range professional 
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development plans for all instructional staff.  In working with the instructional staff, the Dean 

of Instruction aids in developing and implementing effective remediation plans for students 

in need of additional academic support. Through the use of research-based based strategies, 

the Dean of Instruction will oversee the development and implementation of various campus 

academic initiatives while helping to maintain a safe, positive, and orderly learning 

environment for staff and students (Educational Leadership, 2019).  

At the elementary and secondary levels of education, a Dean of Instruction focuses on 

the overall delivery of education with student academic achievement as their goal. In addition 

to working with teaching staff and other staff members of a school and school district for 

curriculum design and educational plans, a Dean of Instruction handles issues such as 

discipline, the ordering of textbooks and other materials, working with outside agencies to 

provide supplementary resources, and guiding staff training to further develop strategies for 

supporting student success (Educational Leadership, 2019). 

The position of Dean of Instruction has similar job descriptions as those of an 

assistant principal; several districts concurrently have both the position of Dean of Instruction 

and Assistant Principal as one position.  However, upon researching job descriptions, several 

key components were discovered in regards to duties and responsibilities essential for hiring 

a candidate for the position of Dean of Instruction.   

The primary purpose of the Dean of Instruction is to provide support to the Principal 

in the areas of curriculum and instruction advanced programs, as well as other curricular 

programs within the scope of the campus.  Major responsibilities and duties will include the 

following:  participation in the development and evaluation of educational programs; assist in 
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the overall implementation of professional development programs; coordinate and lead 

campus instructional initiatives.   

One distinct difference between the position of Dean of Instruction and Assistant 

Principal is the component of testing.  The Dean of Instruction is often required to coordinate 

and promote campus advanced programs, including the Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Test 

(PSAT), Advanced Placement (A.P.) potential data analysis and dissemination, and A.P. 

Testing.  Candidates for the position of Dean of Instruction also should be able to coordinate 

the preparation of correspondence, promotional literature, newsletter updates, and other 

informative material for distribution to school district staff as appropriate relating to school 

curricular initiatives or endeavors.  The Dean of Instruction should also be able to a maintain 

relationship with parents and community, coordinate teacher observations, co-coordinate the 

master schedule with the principal, and evaluate teachers through the designated teacher 

appraisal system.  In addition, he or she must demonstrate regular and prompt attendance to 

ensure a consistent focus on student learning and perform other duties as assigned.  

The educational and general qualification criteria for the position of Dean of 

Instruction are similar to those of Principal, Assistant Principal, and Dean of Instruction: 

Master’s Degree, Texas Mid-Management or Principal Certification preferred, minimum of 

five years teaching experience, and a minimum of two years administrative experience 

preferred. Several general skills required for the position of Dean of Instruction will include a 

thorough knowledge of school administrative operations and possessing skills in organization 

and communication.   
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Several school districts required the Dean of Instruction to be one who is willing to 

frequently communicate with other employees or stakeholders within the community, able to 

exchange accurate information, able to understand complex problems and to collaborate and 

explore alternative solutions, organize and prioritize work schedules of others on short-term 

basis, and make decisions that have significant impact on the immediate work environment.  

The Dean of Instruction should have the ability to compose material such as detailed reports, 

work-related manuals, publications of limited scope or impact, and make presentations 

outside of the immediate work area (Indeed.com, 2019). 

Qualifications of an Administrator according to the Texas Education Agency 

As previously stated, the Texas Education Agency states that in order to become a 

principal, Assistant Principal, Dean of Instruction or Superintendent in the state of Texas, 

each candidate must complete the following: hold a master’s degree from a university that is 

accredited by an accrediting agency recognized by the Texas Higher Education Coordinating 

Board (THECB), U.S. Department of Education Database for Accredited Colleges and 

Universities, hold a valid classroom teaching certificate, have two years of creditable 

teaching experience as a classroom teacher, successfully complete an approved principal 

certification preparation program, and successfully complete the required certification exam 

(Texas Education Agency, 2019). 

Approved principal educator programs, or State Approved Preparation Programs 

within the state of Texas, go through the State Board of Education Certification, which 

consists of 20 regions within the state of Texas.  Each region offers programs that either 

offers certification programs through a University (U), Post-Baccalaureate Program (PB), 
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and Alternative/Accelerated Programs (A).  University certification programs offers 

certification through colleges and universities for individuals who are enrolled in the 

university and is concurrently seeking certification.  Post-Baccalaureate programs offer 

certifications to individuals who already hold a baccalaureate degree.  Lastly, the Alternative 

or Accelerated Program consists of education service centers, school districts, and other 

entities as well as colleges and universities.  These particular programs also offer certification 

opportunities for individuals who have already received a baccalaureate degree (State Board 

of Education, 2019). The State Board of Education is the governing agency that monitors the 

Texas Administrative Code, the state’s educational law.  The office of the Secretary of State 

collects and publishes these rules (Texas Education Agency, 2019).  

The Certification Exam and Renewal Process 

According to the Texas Education Agency, in order to become qualified to be 

considered for an administrative role, one must successfully pass the principal certification 

exam.  Since 2016, the State Board for Educator Certification (SBEC) adopted new principal 

standards. Informed by the expertise of practicing principals, principal preparation program 

faculty, and other educators aligned with the Texas Principal Evaluation and Support System 

(T-PESS), the new standards emphasize the critical role of the school principal with a 

substantial focus on instructional leadership. 

With the implementation of the new standards, the Texas Education Agency (TEA) 

began working with principal preparation program faculty members and experienced 

principals to develop a new test framework and new test instruments to certify Texas 

principals.  The new instruments have been created to reflect the skills needed for beginning 
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principals to be effective.  A comprehensive communication plan has been initiated by TEA 

to ensure that Texas principal preparation programs and candidates are informed of the 

upcoming changes.  The information below reflects the current plan according to the state of 

Texas Education Agency (Texas Education Agency, 2019). 

The certification exam is called the TExES Principal as Instructional Leader 

Certification Assessment (268) and is coupled with the Performance Assessment for Leaders, 

or PASL, which was made in effect on September 1, 2019.  This exam is used in the state of 

Texas to ensure entry-level principal and assistant principal candidates are qualified to serve 

in the capacity of an administrator.  The Principal as Instructional Leader Certification 

Assessment encompasses a computer-administered test or CAT.  There are 70 selected-

response questions and 4 constructed-response questions which are questions that require the 

candidate to answer in the form of an essay.  Each candidate is allowed five hours to 

complete.  Each test participant must pay a fee of $200 to register for the exam (TExES 

Preparation Manual, 2019).   

The score for the TExES Principal as Instructional Leader Certification Assessment 

(268) certification exam ranges from 100 points to 300 points.  The passing score of 240 will 

enable the testing candidate to receive his or her certification.  Exam scores are automatically 

added to the candidate’s certification file and made available to TEA and SBEC (Texas 

Association of School Boards, 2019).  Each testing candidate will have a total of five 

attempts to pass the exam.  If a candidate is unable to successfully pass the exam within the 

allotted five times, he or she will be able to apply for a test-limit waiver to retest for the exam 

(Lamar University College of Education and Human Development, 2019). 
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Each standard educators’ certificate issued in the state of Texas must apply for 

certificate renewal every five years dating from initial certification date.  In addition to the 

renewal process, each candidate will be required to pay a designated fee and submit 

Continuing Professional Education (CPE) hours to the state.  For the principal certificate, 

each candidate must submit a total of 200 CPE hours to renew a standard certificate (Texas 

Education Agency, 2019).  CPE is the type of education that is conducted for participants in 

various professional fields that consists of updated knowledge and other pertinent 

information that will help these individuals to attain a broader understanding of their chosen 

industry (Business dictionary, 2019). 

Certification Exam Domains and Competencies 

The purpose of TExES Principal as Instructional Leader Certification Assessment 

(268) is to focus on a candidate’s preparation for the role of administrator and requires 

candidates to demonstrate instructional leadership skills and competencies by completing 

authentic, performance-based tasks and reflections (TExES Preparation Manual, 2019).  

There are six domains which counts for a percentage of the certification exam.  Domain I 

focus on School Culture and counts for 22 to 23 percent of the exam.  Domain II centers 

around Leading and Learning and accounts for 41 to 45 percent of the exam.  Domain III 

encompasses Human Capital or Human Resources and accounts for 18 to 19 percent of the 

exam.  Domain IV entails Executive Leadership and Domain V contains Strategic 

Operations, both of which account for 5 to 6 percent of the exam individually.  Lastly, 

Domain VI entails Ethics, Equity and Diversity, accounting for 4 to 6 percent of the exam.  

Each domain is further broken down into Competencies that detail particular attributes and 
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characteristics in leadership each principal or administrator should be able to portray in their 

duties as an administrator.     

Within each domain, the content is further defined by a set of competencies. Each 

competency is composed of two major parts:  competency statement, which broadly defines 

what an entry-level educator in this field in Texas public schools should know and be able to 

do within the context of being an administrator.  

Competency 001, which is part of Domain I, points to the implementation of shared 

visions, goals, missions, and cultures of the school and the principal’s ability create a 

positive, collaborative, college-ready campus culture.  This competency also describes how 

the principal should be able to align financial resources with human material resources and 

use said resources ethically.  Competency 002 within Domain I center around the principal’s 

ability to engage in meaningful relationships with stakeholders.  The principal should be able 

to communicate effectively with stakeholders, and create an environment allowing them to 

become integral parts of the school community.  

Competencies 003 and 004 are composites of Domain II.  Competency 003 focuses 

on instruction and how the principal needs to prioritize his or her efforts in maximizing 

instruction within the classroom.  Using research-based studies, the principal should be able 

to make instructional-based decisions that will benefit the instructional learning of the 

students.  Competency 004 encourages the principal to monitor instruction through classroom 

visits and support staff through collaborative efforts to promote high quality instruction. 
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Domain III hosts Competencies 005 and 006.  Competency 005 encourages the 

principal to develop and utilize sustainable, effective staff professional development 

opportunities for instructional staff.  Through the intentions of developing effective 

professional development, the principal should be able to communicate expectations to 

instructional staff.  Competency 006 will allow the principal the opportunity to create and 

support leadership opportunities for instructional and non-instructional staff.  In addition, 

each principal candidate will also be encouraged to utilize ethical and legal hiring practices to 

recruit effective and high-quality staff members of the school community. 

Domains IV and V both account for 5 to 6 percent individually of the assessment. 

Competencies 007 and 008 are part of the Domain IV, which centers around Executive 

Leadership through communication and organizational management.  Competency 007 will 

allow the principal to utilize different communication methods to collaborate with 

community members and school employees.  In addition, the principal will be expected to 

help strengthen programs and support campus endeavors and goals.  Competency 008 

involves the principal’s ability to effectively resolve campus problems through the utilization 

of critical thinking skills.  Time management skills and effective planning are also 

components of Competency 008. 

Competencies 009 and 010 involves Strategic Operations and the principalship 

encounters.  Under Competency 009, the principal should be able to access current needs of 

the campus and allocate resources effectively, including master schedule, staff time, and 

other logistical areas within the school.  Competency 010 will allow the principal to apply 
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safety strategies of students and staff while utilizing local, state, and federal laws and policies 

to make sound and reasonable decisions for the campus in which he or she will lead. 

Lastly, Domain VI and Competency 011 focuses on Ethics, Equity, and Diversity, 

which supports 4 to 6 percent of the overall Principal as Instructional Leader Certification 

Assessment (268).  Domain VI aligns with the Educators Code of Ethics and will deal with 

advocating for all children through promoting awareness and appreciation of diversity 

through special campus programs and initiatives. 

Performance Assessment for Leaders (PASL) 

The second component of the TExES Principal as Instructional Leader Certification 

Assessment (368) is the Performance Assessment for School Leaders (PASL).  According to 

the Educational Testing Services, or ETS website (2019), the PASL is a year-long 

assessment that will allow the candidate for the administrative position to display the applied 

knowledge and skills that relate to beginning school leaders.  The purpose of the PASL is to 

best prepare school leaders for their continued role as either principal, assistant principal, 

dean of instruction or any leadership position within the school system.   

The composition of the PASL includes three Tasks that are to be completed 

throughout the year.  Task 3 must be accompanied with a video submission and relatable 

artifacts or evidence documents that must be submitted through an online platform on the 

ETS website.  The online system allows the candidate to submit all necessary and 

corresponding documents related to the PASL process, including areas where candidates can 

enter their responses to each Task, submit and link documents such as artifacts, upload the 
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candidate’s video, and edit responses to written statements up until final submission 

(Educational Testing Services, 2019). 

The associated Tasks of the PASL allow each candidate to perform specific duties 

throughout their clinical/internship year.  Task 1 details the candidate’s ability to show 

problem-solving skills by solving a specific challenge in the school that affects the 

instructional practices of the teachers within the school.  The candidate must also submit 

evidence of this task on the online portal of ETS (Educational Testing Services, 2019).  The 

associated evidence of Task 1 includes written responses eight pages, or a maximum of 

25,500 words, in addition to the submission of seven artifacts or evidence documents that 

show longitudinal data, evidence of communication efforts with stakeholders, a timeline, any 

adjustments related to implementation plan, student work, plan of action, and research 

materials of the plan of action (Educational Testing Services, 2019). 

Task 2 of the PASL according to the Educational Testing Services website (2019) 

highlights the administrative candidate’s ability to support continuous professional 

development within the learning community.  He or she will be expected to demonstrate 

skills in developing and supporting continuous professional development with all school staff 

for the sole purpose of improving instructional practices.  The evidence requirements for 

submittal for Task 2 entails a written commentary of 28,500 words or nine pages along with 

the submission of seven artifacts, such as a prioritized list of duties associated with the 

implementation of the professional development, two pages of the professional development 

plan, any associated research to support the professional development plan, the assignment 

given to teachers that supports learning of the professional development, evidence of walk-
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throughs, student work samples, and feedback regarding the professional development 

brought forth by the candidate (Educational Testing Services, 2019).  Another duty 

associated with Task 2 is for the candidate to observe instructors from three different 

instructional levels of experience, subsequently reflecting on each instructor’s adherence and 

growth according to the professional development established by the candidate (Educational 

Testing Services, 2019). 

The final component of the PASL is Task 3; this particular component centers around 

creating a collaborative culture (Educational Testing Services, 2019).  Each candidate will be 

able to demonstrate the skills needed to organize and manage the efforts of stakeholders to 

help build a collaborative team within the school to improve instruction, student academic 

success, and foster the school culture.  The associated evidence of Task 3 includes a written 

commentary of a maximum 28,500 words or 9 pages typed in addition to the submittal of six 

different artifacts or evidence pieces.  The six artifacts include a spreadsheet, data-collection 

tool the candidate uses to track the progress of the efforts of the collaborative team, a 

professional development plan, feedback form completed by targeted audience of the 

collaborative team, evidence of student learning associated with the efforts of the 

collaborative team, and a 15-minute video submission (Educational Testing Services, 2019). 

Each component of the PASL and associated Tasks, according to ETS (2019), are 

aligned with the Texas Principal Certificate Standards Alignment.  These standards are 

linked to the descriptors of the PASL that are found on the ETS website.  Each task is broken 

down by associated standards, steps, and accompanied element.  For example, Task 1 

Standards B, C, E, and F focus on the elements of culture, stakeholder relations, climate, 
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campus mission and vision, student data, prioritized instruction for student achievement, 

effective communication skills, cultural/social awareness, solving campus problems, needs 

assessments, and the implementation of the vision and mission statements of the campus.  

The corresponding steps connected to Tasks 1, 2, and 3 include the themes of identification, 

development, implementation, and reflection.  Each step is disaggregated to accompany 

associated standards and elements.  The associated standards for Tasks 2 and 3, along with 

their elements as seen on the ETS website (2019), includes the following themes: staff 

development, prioritization of instruction, time management, the creation of leadership 

opportunities of fellow teaching staff, and reflection on the effectiveness of professional 

development (Educational Testing Services, 2019). 

The raters associated with the PASL process includes faculty from schools of higher 

education that work with school leaders and school district administration personnel 

(Educational Testing Services, 2019).  The corresponding Rubric for PASL contains 

elements of both quantitative and qualitative components.  There is a total of 64 possible 

points each administrative candidate can receive.  Tasks 1 and 2, according to each step of 

identification, implementation, development, and reflection, receive a maximum of four 

points for each step, totaling a maximum point total of 16 points for Task 1 and 16 points for 

Task 2.  Task 3 is weighted and each point associated with steps one through four can be 

counted as double, resulting in a possible 32 maximum points for Task 3 (Educational 

Testing Services, 2019). 
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Administrator Evaluation System 

In the state of Texas, teacher and secondary school administrators are evaluated 

through systems such as the Texas Teachers Evaluation and Support System or T-TESS and 

the Texas Principal Evaluation and Support System or T-PESS.  Through the T-PESS 

system, principals and assistant principals are given the intrinsic guidance and support they 

need to help build support systems through the learning community within the school (Texas 

Principal Evaluation and Support System, 2019).  Furthermore, the purpose of T-PESS is to 

encourage continuous growth and improvement not only in the productivity of the school, but 

in the leadership qualities of the administrator (Texas Principal Evaluation and Support 

System, 2019).  Other attributes of the T-PESS system help administrators by guiding self-

reflection of leadership styles and abilities, encouraging sustainable professional 

development for teachers and staff, and, lastly, to improve leadership qualities in the 

administrator.  Through research-based information, the foundation of T-PESS was 

established through the competencies and standards adapted from the Interstate School 

Leaders Licensure Consortium or ISLLC in 2008.   

The ISLLC was founded in 1996 with the financial support of the Wallace 

Foundation, the Council of Chief State School Officers, the National Governors Association, 

and other organizations across the United States.  The goal of the coalition was to work with 

scholars across the country to develop standards that would help state, district, and school 

leaders with guidelines to best support schools.  The standards of ISLLC have six 

overarching themes guiding the standards for leadership.  The standards focus on setting 

clear visions for learning, developing school culture, ensuring effective school management, 
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collaborating with stakeholders, portraying ethical behaviors and influencing the political, as 

well as social and legal arenas (Center on Great Teachers and Leaders, 2019). 

The competencies derived from ISLLC consist of the following areas: 

communication, change management, conflict management, creative thinking, customer 

focus, delegation, dialogue/inquiry, emotional intelligence, environmental awareness, global 

perspective, judgment, organizational ability, personal ethics and values, personal 

responsibility for performance, responsiveness, results orientation, sensitivity, systems 

thinking, technology, time management, and visionary (ISLLC, 2008).   

In conjunction with the abovementioned competencies, six standards developed by 

the ISLLC envelop these competencies and guide the evaluative direction of T-PESS.  The 

first and second standard highlights the understanding that the administrator should be able to 

promote the holistic success of all students by developing and implementing the vision of the 

school and therefore advocate for the development and sustainability of the school culture 

(ISLLC, 2008).  The administrator’s ability, according to ISLLC (2008), to organize and 

utilize the resources for a safe learning environment for all students represents the third 

standard.  Community and family collaborative efforts utilized by the administrator is 

indicative of the fourth standard.  The administrator’s integrity, moral compass, and ethical 

beliefs and values holds within the fifth standard. Lastly, the sixth standard highlights the 

administrator’s response to the overall outward influences of the political, social, economic, 

legal, and cultural contexts (ISLLC, 2008). 

According to the Texas Principal Evaluation and Support System, or T-PESS (2019) 

website, the evaluation process for secondary school administrators takes place throughout 
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the academic school year.  Prior to the beginning of the year, the T-PESS appraiser meets 

with the administrator to perform an orientation which allows the appraiser and administrator 

to review the entire evaluative process and to address any concerns the administrator may 

have.  The principal is evaluated by a designated T-PESS appraiser, which according to the 

state of Texas Principal Standards (2014) would be a district level leadership personnel.  

Assistant principals and Deans of Instructors will be appraised by their direct supervisor, the 

principal.  The next phase in the evaluative process calls for the administrator to complete a 

Self-Assessment and prepare to complete the goal setting for the year.  The Self-Assessment 

allows the administrator to reflect on possible challenges documented on the Campus 

Improvement Plan (Texas Principal Evaluation and Support System, 2019).  The Goal-

Setting conference happens concurrently with the self-assessment and calls for the appraiser 

to help the administrator set goals related to identified areas that correlate to the 

administrator’s personal improvement as a campus leader.  The Self-Assessment and goal 

setting processes usually take place during the month of August, and are then are followed by 

the Beginning-of-Year-Conference. 

The Beginning-of-Year-Conference, or BOY Conference, should usually take place 

by the end of September.  During this time, the appraiser and administrator discuss the results 

of the Self-Assessment and possible improvement goals as it aligns with those goals 

highlighted in the Campus Improvement Plan (Texas Principal Evaluation and Support 

System, 2019).  The BOY Conference sets the precipice for the appraiser to do campus site 

visits and to perform informal assessments.  Prior to the end of the school year, the status of 

the goals set forth in the Goal-Setting phase will be ascertained by the appraiser which is 

called the Mid-Year Conference.  The Mid-Year Conference, according to the Texas 
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Principal Evaluation and Support System (2019), will be conducted either verbally or in 

writing.  Near or at the end of the school year, the principal and/or administrator will need to 

present collected evidence of work completed throughout the year relating to progress 

measures made to meeting their goals.  Such evidence and artifacts will be reviewed by the 

appraiser and the appraiser will evaluate the performance of the administrator.  The final 

stage in the evaluation process is the End-of-Year Conference and Goal-Setting.  This is the 

time where the administrator and appraiser discuss the process of T-PESS, evidence is 

presented, and goals are discussed for the upcoming school year. 

The criterion or rubric that appraisers use to evaluate secondary school administrators 

comprises of four main components: Performance Standard, Indicators, Performance Level, 

and Performance Descriptors.  The Performance Standard component encompasses the 

knowledge and skills that principals utilize to perform their duties and responsibilities.  

Furthermore, the Indicator component of the rubric offers the descriptions of the overall 

intent of the standard and its characteristics of leadership in relation to the principal’s 

knowledge, skills, and disposition (Texas Principal Evaluation and Support System, 2019).  

Both the Performance Level and Performance Descriptor components of the rubric offers the 

description, classification of ranking and the identification of the knowledge, skills, and 

disposition of the leadership abilities of the administrator (Texas Principal Evaluation and 

Support System, 2019). 

Principals and administrators, according to the rubric standards of T-PESS (2019), 

can either be evaluated as either of the following distinctions in accordance to their 

evaluation results:  Distinguished, Accomplished, Proficient, Developing and, Not 
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Demonstrated/Needs Improvement.  The Distinguished and Accomplished Performance 

Levels are similar in their descriptions by stating that the administrator exceeds proficiency 

on standard performance within their leadership duties and responsibilities within the school.  

The noted difference between both is that the term “consistently” is used as a descriptor for a 

principal that is rated Distinguished.  He or she who holds this rating standard consistently 

exceeds proficiency in the performance of their duties (Texas Principal Evaluation and 

Support System, 2019).  An administrator that has been rated as Proficient has been 

characterized as having demonstrated competence in performance standard, whereas a 

Developing administrator demonstrates adequate growth in their efforts to achieve standard 

performance, but did not show proficiency in doing so.  Lastly, the Not Demonstrated/Needs 

Improvement Performance Level rating depicts the understanding that the evaluated 

administrator did not demonstrate competency and will be given directives to make steps to 

proficiently perform standards set forth for them to complete (Texas Principal Evaluation and 

Support System, 2019). 

Effective Leadership 

Researcher Rosser (2003) discovered that perceptions of effective leadership are 

grounded in the leader’s behavior, either directly or indirectly, and from these experiences 

one begins to determine whether he or she believes their leader is effective or ineffective.  

However, according to Ayeni in 2012, and subsequently according to Advancing Educational 

Leadership (2019), effective school principals or administrators were defined as individuals 

who establish clear goals for student academic achievement and concentrate available 

resources on attaining them, provide adequate time-table for teaching, routine check of lesson 
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notes and subject diaries, observation of classroom instruction, continuously monitor 

students’ progress to determine whether their instructional goals are being met, provide 

feedback on student performance, motivate teachers for improved performance, 

reinforcement of students for excellent performance, maintenance and appropriate usage of 

physical facilities, enforcement of discipline to ensure a peaceful atmosphere, capacity 

building of teachers for effective service delivery and provision of instructional facilities, and 

materials to enhance quality teaching-learning processes. 

Effective school leaders are a critical component to the success of the entire school 

(Advancing Educational Leadership, 2019).  Advancing Educational Leadership or AEL is a 

three-day training and is a requirement in obtaining an administrative position, according to 

Texas Education Agency (2019).  This training in conjunction with the Texas Teacher 

Evaluator Support System (T-PESS) training is established for administrators and teacher 

appraisers and must be completed by either administrator or teacher appraiser to be eligible 

to appraise teachers during the school year (Advancing Educational Leadership, 2019).  AEL 

is understood to support the implementation of T-PESS through the definition and 

characterization of instructional leadership and effective leadership.  In order to be effective, 

according to Advancing Educational Leadership (2019), secondary school administrators 

should be able to perform the following tasks: be practiced in data collection and analysis; set 

goals that are obtainable; conduct effective conferences and profession development 

trainings.  In addition, administrators should be able to have team-building skills, conflict 

resolution skills, as well as mentoring and coaching skills.   
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Balanced Leadership or Effective Leadership was explored by Waters, Marzano, and 

McNulty in 2003 and Waters and Cameron in 2007.  Balanced leadership is a derivative of 

effective leadership by explaining the fact that balanced leadership connects vision with 

action (Waters & Cameron, 2007).  There are 21 principal/administrator responsibilities that 

falls under balanced leadership, and in summation can connect with a theme of relationship 

building, effective communication, and school culture.  These 21 principal/administrator 

responsibilities are used as guiding points for T-PESS; each responsibility is broken down 

into percentage points and used by evaluators to calculate the overall rating for the appraisee.  

The highest rated responsibilities include the following actions and range from 25 percent to 

33 percent: change agent, culture, discipline, flexibility, knowledge of curriculum and 

instruction, order, outreach, resources, and situational awareness (Texas Principal Evaluator 

Support System, 2019).   

In addition, Waters and Cameron (2007) discovered that through their study, 

principals/administrators who focus on culture, effective communication, and order depict an 

effective leader, resulting in a successful school.  Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2003) 

mentioned that effective leadership is more than knowing what to do – it is in knowing when, 

how and why to do it.  Effective leaders are able to understand how to balance the push for 

change while protect the intricacies of the culture and values of the school.  Furthermore, 

effective leaders, according to Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2003), understand policies 

and which policies and practices to align their goals and initiatives to in their pursuit of 

school success. 
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Newman (2013) further concluded that effective leaders predominantly are 

considered to be visionary, people-centered, collaborative in their approach, and skilled at 

managing conflict and tensions.  In the development of self and others, effective secondary 

school administrators must be skilled in creating a positive school culture and establishing 

and sustaining the vision and mission of the school (Advancing Educational Leadership, 

2019).  Effective leadership is multidimensional and varies from one context to another.  

Additionally, while principals and administrators are not directly or indirectly in curricular 

decisions, their ability to operate and function as an effective leader can recapitulate to 

improving student performances on standardized or high stakes testing (Branch, Hanushek, 

Rivkin, 2013). 

Challenges facing Administrators in the United States 

Since 2010, there has been a 10.5 percent decrease in secondary school 

administrators, showcasing a fluctuated decline in the past decade (Department for 

Professional Employees, 2016).  According to the National Center for Education Statistics 

(2019), public school enrollment will increase by three percent to a total of 51.4 million 

students by 2025-2026.  However, this increase negatively correlates with the decrease in 

secondary school administrators. 

Federal policies from the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, to No 

Child Left Behind Act of 2002 and to the current initiative of Every Student Succeeds Act or 

ESSA of 2015 (ESSA), each policy has shed light on school leadership and its effectiveness.  

Principals in the secondary school arena as well as elementary school are held to high 

expectations regarding student achievement.  Whether the school is a high performing school 
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or a low performing school, secondary school administrators face areas of conflict hindering 

their ability to lead, all due to the changing roles of their jobs.  In 2012, the MetLife Survey 

of the American Teacher found that 69 percent of principals and administrators reported that 

their current jobs and duties were different than those duties and responsibilities five years 

prior.  In addition, 75 percent of the secondary school administrators believed that their jobs 

have become more complex and challenging.  

Furthermore, challenges persist with secondary school administrators because of the 

increase in the student population and the decrease in school funding.  Principals are faced 

with having to make creative decisions on how to allocate school funds and resources.  

Depending on the type of funding allocation systems of the school districts, principals are 

charged with making decisions to support the overall success of the school with limited funds 

(Leachman, Albares, Masterson & Wallace, 2016).  Because of the shortage of funds within 

the schools, secondary school administrators have to make difficult staffing decisions such as 

teacher and staff layoffs.  An approximate 324,000 teaching positions have been eliminated 

since 2013 (Department for Professional Employees, 2016).   

Maintaining teacher satisfaction is also a challenge for administrators.  Upholding the 

morale of teachers and staff when there is large teacher to student ratio due to fund cuts is a 

challenge that secondary school administrators also face within their schools.  With the 

challenge of high student to teacher ratios, controlling teacher retention is a difficulty for 

secondary school administrators (American Federation of Teachers, 2007).  Additionally, 

principals leave the profession before their due time due to various aspects of the job such as 

role tension and the inability to improve their schools due to unsupportive teachers, district 
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officials, or community members – all of which leads to stress and eventual burnout (Fouch, 

2013 & Mosikidi, 2012). 

Issues with school discipline, safety and violence are also challenges according to the 

school administrator, where secondary school administrators report spending a 

disproportionate amount of time handling discipline issues among students (U.S. 

Government Office, 2001).  Statistics reveal, according to the Centers for Disease Control’s 

Youth Risk Behavior Survey (2019), 8.5 percent of High School students are engaged in a 

fight on school property one or more times during the course of the school year.  Nationwide, 

7 percent of students refuse to go to school on the first day due to the fear that the school is 

unsafe.  Lastly, administrators must be vigilant in monitoring student safety due to the fact 

that most school violent episodes (fighting or violent deaths) occur during transition times 

such as before and after school and during lunch (Centers for Disease Control and 

Prevention, 2019). 

Teacher Perceptions of School Administration 

Aslanargun in 2015 examined the perceptions of teachers in relation to school 

leadership and how secondary school administrators lead the teachers in instructional 

practices.  The research by Aslanargun (2015) set forth to discover the nuances of 

instructional leadership and how it is a viable component in offering better communication 

within schools.  Teachers who were the participants of the study were studied to best 

determine the levels of perceived expectations of support their administrative staff gave them 

within their schools.  
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The categories examined within the findings included comprehension and support, 

satisfaction, leadership, justice and quality, communication, physical equipment, school 

improvement, and no expectation.  According to Aslanargun in 2015, each participant was 

expected to answer questions that corresponded with the above-mentioned categories.  The 

objective of Aslanargun (2015) was to ascertain what the teachers perceived as their own 

expectations of their school leaders.  All of this was completed while keeping the sub-

categories in mind for the study.  Data analysis was structured around the theoretical 

sampling run concurrently with the data collected at the onset of the study.   

The results of the study centered around the eight sub-categories as mentioned above. 

Under the sub-category of Comprehension and Support, 25 percent of the participants 

expected their leadership team to make efforts to understand their teachers, help teachers 

educate in a respectful and peaceful setting, and help them academically (Aslanargun, 2015).  

Under the sub-category of Comprehension and Support, feelings of empathy, respect, praise, 

and support were included in this category.  The sub-category of Satisfaction resulted in 21 

percent of the participants satisfied with their school administration.  Several comments were 

made to the fact of job tranquility, administration has met their expectation, and school 

administration has allowed the teachers to feel as if they are part of a team that promotes 

honesty, equality, and reasonableness when it comes to working in their school (Aslanargun, 

2015).  

The sub-category of Communication brought out that the communication skills of 

principals and administration were discussed by only 11 percent of the participants.  This is 

important to recognize because the goal of the study was to target whether communication is 
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the key to the betterment of schools.  The responses to this sub-category focused on what 

administration should do to help support better communication to the teachers.  For example, 

the additional terminology found in this sub-category focused on the psychological 

component of effective communication such as respect, fairness, and goodwill (Aslanargun, 

2015).  The problem of the study centered around how effective schools depended upon the 

proficient coalition of teachers and administration through instructional leadership and 

communication.  However, the results showed that only 11 percent of the participants 

focused on the communication skills of the administrative team.   

Aslanargun in 2015 concluded that based upon the responses of the participants of the 

study, the correlating themes of communication and instructional leadership were inherent in 

the responses of the participants.  Appreciation, cooperation, respect, fairness, motivation, 

teamwork, and confidence were themes shared in all sub-categories of the study, thus 

proving the point that in order to support teachers within the classroom, school 

administration needs to support their teachers by opening the door to allow room for 

feedback from teachers and effective communication.  Through the teacher perspective, the 

school administrator’s role is perceived to embrace ideals that aid in effective teamwork, 

leadership, instructional support, and efficient communication (Aslanargun, 2015). 

Perceptions of Stress 

Selye (1964) was the first to pioneer a description and definition of stress as a means 

to interpret the physiological and psychological reactions or responses to adverse conditions 

an individual may encounter or experience.  The term “stressor” was also acknowledged by 
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Selye (1964), explaining that stressors are the external forces that influence the actions of the 

individual, while stress depicts the resulting action of the stressor.   

The phenomenon of administrator stress was examined by researcher Gmelch in 1982 

in which he explored the Administrator Stress Cycle.  The Administrator Stress Cycle 

comprises of four phases: Stressors/Situation, Perceptions regarding situations, Responses 

and Consequences and Behaviors.  Gmelch credits the development of the Administrator 

Stress Cycle to that of McGrath in 1976, who developed and categorized the levels of stress 

in four stages.  Phase I indicates the stressors which are defined as the set of demands that are 

placed on an individual over a specified time.  The first source of stressors is role-based 

stress, which can be defined as role conflict and can be characterized by the beliefs, attitudes, 

interactions, and lack of autonomy of the individual within the organization (Gmelch, 1988).  

The second source is task-based stress coming from work overload, difficulty of task, and the 

need for high achievement.  The third source is defined as the boundary-spanning stress 

originating from conditions that are externally motivated, such as gaining and maintaining 

public school support and school budgets.  The fourth and final source of conflict-mediating 

stress arises from the administrator’s ability or inability to handle conflicts arising within the 

school, such as handling student discipline problems. 

Phase II Perceptions sets out to establish core links of behavior, personality, and how 

diseases become evident at the onset of stress.  The demands of a school administrator in this 

stage of stress are perceived as stressful and will find themselves approaching their work 

with a sense of intensity.  The reactions to stress can be physiological and reveal itself in 

symptoms such as heart disease, cancer, arthritis, asthma, and migraine headaches.  He 
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further expounds by explaining that the reactions of stress are not discriminatory but will 

show itself in the host where stress exists and will send out warning signs to the vital organs 

of the individual, which could be discovered as a biomedical reaction (Gmelch, 1988; Torelli 

& Gmelch, 1992, 1994).   

Phase III – Responses to Coping shows the variability of the coping process and that 

not one individual will cope with stress the same way.  This phase within the Administrator 

Stress Cycle can also be interpreted as the phase presenting choices to the individual; the 

individual will respond to the stressor if it is believed to be harmful, threatening, and 

demanding.  An individual coping with stress will practice various techniques to counteract 

different stressors in different situations (Gmelch, 1988; Simsek & Celik, 2012; Torelli & 

Gmelch, 1992, 1994). 

The fourth and final phase of the Administrator Stress Cycle – Consequences are the 

antecedent of the Coping phase and will take on a long-term reaction to stress.  Gmelch 

(1988) stated that if administrators do not allow themselves to cope with stress, the 

consequences of prolonged stress will arise and form serious mental, behavioral, and physical 

illness.  The inherent consequences of stress can lead to long-term illnesses such as severe 

headaches, ulcers, or disability.  Within Phase IV, a connection is made with that of 

Maslach’s Burnout Syndrome Inventory, in which burnout is categorized into three stages:  

Emotional Exhaustion, Depersonalization, and Personal Accomplishment.  An individual 

who is considered to be in Phase IV of the Administrator Stress Cycle will no longer be able 

to give of themselves psychologically and their emotional resources are expended.  

Furthermore, the individual who experiences long-term effects of stress will in turn view 
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persons under their leadership as deserving of their own individual troubles (Gmelch, 1988; 

Torelli & Gmelch, 1992). 

In conjunction with Gmelch’s Administrative Stress Cycle, McGrath & Tschan 

(2004) described stress as having several levels.  Level A, which is described as The 

Microtemporal Level, encompasses stress events within a cycle such as stressor, appraisal, 

coping response, and outcome cycles.  The second level, Level B, highlights multiple stressor 

events within a short period of time.  McGrath and Tschan (2004) explained that strain is not 

due to a single, isolated stressor but to the exposure of several stressful moments within a 

relatively short period of time, and multiple stressors can occur in either two patterns: the 

recurrence of specific kinds of stress events with a short period of time, or occurrence of 

multiple, near-simultaneous stressor events.  Simultaneous stressors for an administrator can 

depict the multiple roles he or she must fulfill at a given moment in time, including leader, 

counselor, disciplinarian, or instructional leader.   

Level C is described as the stress-coping cycles with consequences over an extended 

period of time. If an individual or system is confronted with more than one stressor, there are 

multiple and overlapping stress-coping cycles over time, allowing earlier stress-coping cycles 

to have an influence on later ones.  Extended consequences of multiple stress events are 

displayed in four patterns:  coping actions with regards to a stressor may give rise to another 

stressor; multiple coping failures may render the individual or system more vulnerable; 

successful coping may change the coping resources for other stressors; and continuing strain 

may develop as the cumulative effect of multiple, unresolved stressors.  Through Level C, if 

a system, or individual receives repeated hits of stress, the physiological response of the 
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stress goes up and leaves no time for recovery.  Furthermore, the ability to unwind or 

properly cope after a stressful event will cause the individual to endure a prolonged response 

to the stress – which in essence, open the door to burnout (McGrath & Tschan, 2004).  

The final level of stress, according to McGrath and Tschan (2004), involves stress 

from major life events.  Major life events can have lasting and irreversible stress 

consequences.  The reason for this is due to the fact that once a major life event happens, the 

event can irreversibly alter the future of the system or individual.  Examples of major life 

events includes chronic illnesses, accidents with high impact, and social and psychological 

events such as the death of a loved one or someone an individual is responsible for (for the 

sake of the study, a student or staff member).  Adaptability is the key to making necessary 

changes in a Level D stress level.  In the wake of the diagnosis of a chronic illness, the 

system or individual will need to make adjustments to accommodate the development.  

Adjustments of this magnitude sometimes encounters, retirement, a leave of absence, or 

another position that allows for flexibility to attend to the needs of the individual.  

Brimm in 1983 researched the “What” behind the stress secondary school 

administrators face.  Stress and tension were named as the components of the everyday lives 

of secondary school administrators; both can lead to excessive strain on the mental and 

physical well-being of the administrator.  Reactions of anxiety, frustration, strain, conflict, 

and tension can be experienced by the school administrator.  Stress can have both positive 

and negative connotations.  Eustress can be categorized as good stress and can be viewed as a 

means of motivating leaders to have positive feelings about their job.  Distress is the 

antecedent to eustress and is seen as an individual’s feelings associated with failure, 



65 
 

insecurity, helplessness, and desperation.  Distress can lead a school administrator to feel less 

confident and comfortable with their job and can lead to despondency and hopelessness 

(Brimm, 1983). 

Stress and burnout can be categorized in two variables: individual stress and 

contextual stress (Cano-Garcia, Padilla-Munoz, Carrasco-Ortiz, 2005).  The variable of 

individual stress represents stressors associated with demographics, age, gender, marital 

status, personality, coping strategies, or perceived self-efficacy.  Contextual stress variable is 

comprised of role stressors, working conditions, student behavior, the need for professional 

recognition and prestige, level of specialization, teacher-student ratios, and lack of resources 

– all of which cause undue stress on the school administrator. 

Researchers B. L. Brock and M. L. Grady (2002) studied the connections between 

stress and burnout finding that stress is caused by anything that stimulates the individual, 

which will show in an increase of alertness or if the stimuli is important or significant.  Stress 

tolerance is the chemical reaction critical to bodily function and carries messages to the 

brain.  Brock and Grady (2002) described the sources of stress to include the work and 

lifestyle of the environment or the substances an individual may use.  Stress can be visible 

through the changes an individual makes in personal relationships, conflicts, overworked, 

extreme weather conditions – all of which can intensify stress levels (Brock & Grady, 2002; 

Demir, 2018). 

Furthermore, stress can be categorized into five areas: survival, internal generated 

stress, environment stress, job stress, and the feeling of being overworked.  Workplace stress, 

role-based stress, and task stress represent the three categories of stressors administrators 
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face within the context of their leadership of schools.  Workplace stressors are indicative of 

the roles, tasks, and conflicts.  Role-based stress centers around the administrator’s 

competing roles or the administrator’s role that is not clearly defined.  Task-based stress is 

described as the administrator’s mental preparation to work long hours.  In addition, task-

based stress exists when teachers on the administrator’s campus exhibit values contrary to the 

administrative team (Brock & Grady, 2002). 

In 2008, Gates explored the common themes of stress found in secondary school 

administrators, which were categorized in the following: frustrations with student academic 

achievement, student discipline issues, discouraging public reactions, limited resources, 

misrepresentation and misunderstanding of the administrator’s role, and the demands of the 

job.  Demands of the job in accordance with administrative responsibilities were ranked by 

the most demanding to the least demanding aspects of the job.  The most demanding aspect 

of an administrator’s responsibilities rests in instructional supervision.  Also, the second most 

demanding responsibility lies in accountability for student success and achievement.  Other 

stressors related to the demands of the job of an administrator include handling paperwork, 

personnel issues, testing, parental relations, central office administration interactions, Special 

Education policies and regulations, student discipline, operational and managerial tasks, and 

resource procurement – all of which took up a significant amount of time within the day to 

day tasks of an administrator (Gates, 2008).  The pressure to please everyone within the 

school and yet hold everyone responsible can also be a known stressor of the administrator.  

Working with families who are not invested in their child’s academic and social success 

causes undue pressure for administrators and teachers to build capacity in the student.  Gates 

(2008) mentioned that the desire to encourage student success on state tests causes 
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administrators to become stressed due to accountability standards that are placed on the 

administrator.  An administrator’s determination to meet progress measures of Annual Year 

Progress (AYP) can cause the administrator to experience stress due to the responsibility of 

analyzing scores, implementing improvement measures for student remediation as well as in 

developing a campus action plan of improvement should accountability measures have not 

been met by students within the school (Gates, 2008).  If the administrator does not meet 

AYP, the administrator is faced with additional responsibilities to aid the school in meeting 

the measures set forth within the guidelines of AYP.  These additional responsibilities can 

include the development of school improvement plans, and a monitoring system set forth by 

the local education agency or state education agency (Texas Education Agency, 2020). 

Further research on administrative stress was examined by Thomas, Matherne, 

Buboltz Jr., and Doyle (2012), in which they sought to determine the potential implications 

of stress on an individual’s quality of life and well-being.  Stress of an administrator has 

immediate physiological and psychological effects and, if unchecked, the school 

administrator can experience burnout.  It’s imperative to note that occupations involving 

service to others which in the case of this study, secondary school administrators, will furnish 

occupational stress.  Examples of this phenomenon include but are not limited to: an 

administrator’s feelings of being overworked, underappreciated, less-than-ideal working 

conditions and environments, and the administrator’s unhappiness with being 

undercompensated.  Within the context of the research of Thomas, Matherne, Boboltz Jr., 

and Doyle, occupational stress was further explored and can be characterized in three 

domains: stress, coping resources, and strain.  The correlation between stress and strain is 

dependent upon the amount and nature of coping resources processed by the administrator’s 
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own personal resources and coping strategies in dealing with the perceived stress (Thomas et 

al, 2012). 

School Administrator Stress Based on Age and Gender 

 Researchers over the past several decades have studied the impact of age on stress 

perceptions on school administrators and other school personnel.  In a 1990 study conducted 

by Kirby, it was reported that age and number of years in the principalship significantly 

impacted the stress felt by the administrator, especially in situations that involved staffing 

issues.  Staffing issues in the case of the study by Kirby (1990), included the administrator’s 

responsibility of dealing with unsatisfactory teacher performance and teacher or staff 

dismissal processes. 

In a study conducted by Wright and Ballestero in 2011, results of the study indicated 

that the age of a school administrator made a difference in the levels of stress.  The age group 

of school administrators that experienced the highest levels of stress was the age group of 21 

– 30 years of age followed by the age of 31 – 40 years of age.  Reasons for the higher levels 

of stress in both age groups pointed to levels of experience and expertise held by each age 

level (Wright & Ballestero, 2011). 

The component of gender and its relational correspondence to stress was studied by 

Perry in 2016.  Perry (2016) determined that male and female principals experienced or 

perceived stress differently in their leadership roles.  The findings of the study conducted by 

Perry (2016) described that both task-based and conflict mediation areas of concern however 

yielded no statistical significant differences between male and female principals  On the 
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other hand, there was a significant difference between role-based stress and boundary 

spanning (building relationships with external stakeholders) components of administrative 

stress in both male and female principals.  Female study participants reported higher stress 

levels as it pertained to federal, state, and local regulatory decisions that impacted their 

leadership responsibilities and school in a general context. 

Researchers Padkapayeva, Gilbert-Ouiment, Bilecky, Ibrahim, Mustard, Brisson, and 

Smith (2018) sought to determine the difference in work and life stress situations among 

male and female individuals in supervisory positions.  Results revealed that higher levels of 

supervisory support lessened stress levels in female leaders, and higher levels of supervisory 

support did not lessen stress levels in male leaders.  For male participants of the study, they 

felt more stressed when they experienced lower job-control.  The opposite effect was 

perceived by female leaders.  Job strain at high levels had an adverse effect on stress levels in 

female leaders and not male leaders.  Higher levels in job insecurity was more stressful for 

male leaders than female leaders (Padkapayeva et al, 2018). 

A cross-sectional study conducted by Phillips, Sen, and McNamee (2007) indicated 

that the prevalence of work-related stress in male and female principals and head teachers 

was high.  Evidence within the study also indicated that female principals and head teachers 

were significantly more stressed than their male counterparts.  The areas of perceived 

stressors in female study participants stemmed from the feeling of being overloaded.  The 

female study participants indicated other stressful areas of their job responsibilities rested 

with legislation from local and national arenas.  Additionally, student learning and 

performance as well as staff demands caused an increase in stress amongst female principals. 
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Lastly, Suleman, Hussain, and Jumani (2018) studied if there was a difference in 

perceived stress experienced by both male and female secondary school administrators.  

Results from the study indicated that both male and female secondary school administrators 

experienced high levels of stress as it related to work overload, difficult working conditions, 

role conflict, and political pressure.  However, when comparing both male and female 

participants, findings of the study by Suleman, Hussain, and Jumani (2018) dictated that 

there was no significant difference between the overall perceptive occupational stressors 

experienced by male and female secondary school administrators.  

Distress and Eustress 

 Selye (1964) examined the concepts of distress and eustress.  The discovery of 

distress and eustress yielded the understanding that distress denotes negative or bad stress; 

eustress denotes positive or good stress.  How one chooses to interpret or react to the 

stressors will depict either eustress or distress (Seyle, 1987).  Researchers Le Fevre, 

Matheny, and Kolt (2003) examined the concepts of distress and eustress further by stating 

that the amount of stress between too much or too little demand would describe eustress.  

However too much or too little demand would describe distress (Edwards & Cooper, 1988).  

The reaction to stressors with positive emotions such as gratitude, hope, and goodwill would 

most likely maximize eustress and minimize distress.  On the contrary, distress would be 

maximized when the negative emotions of hatred, hopelessness, anger, and urge to revenge 

are displayed as a reaction to the stressors (Le Fevre, et al, 2013). 

 The physical reactions to distress and eustress were explored by researcher Parker and 

Ragsdale (2015) which determined whether fatigue was a reaction to distress or eustress.  As 



71 
 

the workday continues, the feeling of fatigue will increase.  However, the level of fatigue 

could be correlated with the amount of stress one has experienced throughout the day; that 

fatigue is negatively related to job performance (Ford, Cerasoli, Higgins, & Decesare, 2011; 

Parker & Ragsdale, 2015).  When negative outcomes are appraised as threats, the threats can 

directly cause stressful demands on the body (Kahn & Byosiere, 1992; Nelson & Simmons, 

2011).   

 Parker and Ragsdale further listed the indicators of distress by way of stress and pain.  

The experiencing of stressors in the working environment can adversely lead to stress 

because the stress has been brought on by the demands of the job.  Further, resource 

imbalance or loss can lead to symptoms of strain, which is exemplified in fatigue.  Nixon, 

Marzola, Bauer, Kruger, and Spector (2011) explained that stressors such as organizational 

constraints, role conflict, and increase workload are affiliated with fatigue, which in turn is a 

reaction to distress.  The experience of pain can be exhibited in the symptoms of nausea, 

headache, and loss of appetite.  Therefore, pain may also be caused by physical demands of 

the work environment itself (Bernardes, Wanderck & Moro, 2012).  Other symptoms of pain 

in reaction to distress according to Bernardes, Wanderck, and Moro (2012) include whole-

body vibration, which lead to back pain.  Since both pain and stress positively and directly 

relate to fatigue during the workday, the fatigue level experienced by an individual will 

increase (Parker and Ragsdale, 2015). 

 The indicators of eustress were further explored by Parker and Ragsdale (2015) by 

way of showing that the feeling of happiness and meaningfulness are indicators of eustress.  

Nelson and Simmons in 2011 mentioned that eustress is more than the absence of distress.  



72 
 

Eustress is the “positive psychological response to a stressor, as indicated by the presence of 

positive psychological states.”  The positive psychological states could be seen in an increase 

in self-efficacy, improvement of cognitive processing and help build or rebuild other 

resources (Gross, et al, 2011).  Happiness, according to Baumister, Vohs, Aaker and 

Garbinsky, 2013), can be understood as the state of global positive tones.  Happiness can also 

encourage an individual’s ability to cope with stress and improve resiliency to negative 

stressors that one may be exposed to in the work environment (Pressman & Cohen, 2005).  In 

2010, Rosso, Dekas, and Wrzesniewski explained that meaningfulness extends to the 

understanding of how one person views the significance of their work. 

 Furthermore, Parker and Ragsdale (2015) concluded that both indicators of stress and 

pain while working showed an increase in fatigue.  The participants within the study by 

Parker and Ragsdale in 2015 also showed that age and health were negatively related to 

fatigue.  The older and healthier the participant was, the lower the levels of fatigue.  The 

results of the study also showed that employees who experienced high perceived stress and 

pain reported feeling fatigued (Parker & Ragsdale, 2015).  Contrary to the hypothesized 

expectations of the study, Parker and Ragsdale (2015) concluded that neither the feelings of 

happiness nor meaningfulness (indicators of eustress) changed the levels of fatigue during the 

workday.  However, both eustress indicators at work were associated with lower levels of 

fatigue overall. 

 Saksvik and Hetland (2011) explored the notion that one’s personality can be 

connected to various vocational types; these theparticular vocational types predict the feeling 

of eustress and distress.  The personalities of Extraversion, Agreeableness, 
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Conscientiousness, Openness to experience, and Neuroticism were the personality types 

explored for the study.  The personality of Extraversion that an individual may possess can 

be connected to positions that call for organizational skills, team-orientation, and aggressive 

work cultures such as enterprising and social vocations.  Individuals who are considered to 

be extraverts tend to experience eustress on the job based upon their perception of the stress 

within the work environment (Saksvik & Hetland, 2011).  The personalities of 

Agreeableness, Openness to experience, and Conscientiousness tend to work in vocations 

that depict socialness, artistry, and investigative frameworks.  However, Openness to 

experience did not positively relate to eustress in any vocation type (Saksvik & Hetland, 

2011).  Lastly, Neuroticism was the only personality type that related to the experience of 

distress and other negative outcomes for the individual in the work environment.  The 

feelings of anxiety and vulnerability, according to Saksvik and Hetland (2011), resonate in 

the neurotic personality type and can lead to stress on the job for the individual.  In essence, 

personality and the person’s perspective could be factors that can contribute to how the 

individual perceive stress no matter the vocation (Saksvik & Hetland, 2011). 

A study completed by Emmanuel Poirel and Frederic Yvon (2014) highlighted the 

three observational emotions expressed by administrators who are stressed.  They included 

anger, anxiety, and empathy, which each comprise of the emotional-transactional process.  

This process as described by said researchers were triggered by the cognitive appraisal of a 

given situation, mainly in relation with hindrances, reproaches from staff, and anticipations 

of problems that might become worse (Poirel & Yvon, 2014).  Stress, according to 

researchers Anyanwu, Ezenwaji, Okenjom, and Enyi (2015), can be subject to external forces 

or pressures which can be good or bad.  The terms eustress and distress were used in this 
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study to examine the difference in stress levels amongst administrators.  Eustress represents 

moderate and low stress levels and distress is frequently defined as high stress levels 

(Anyanwu et al. 2015). 

Perceptions of Burnout 

The concept of burnout was first established by Freudenberger in 1974.  Burnout is 

explained as a lack of self-fulfillment that is caused by a feeling of exhaustion and 

depersonalization.  Burnout was characterized as the state of mental and physical exhaustion 

caused by the professional life (Freudenberger, 1977).  The burnout syndrome, according to 

Maslach and Jackson (1981), is a continuous variable ranging from low to moderate to high 

degrees of experienced feelings of alienation, depression, and anxiety.  Ulrich (2006) studied 

the works of Freudenberger and stated that the mental manifestations of burnout included 

mood fluctuations, disturbed sleep, and difficulty concentrating.  The physical symptoms of 

burnout included backaches and digestive disorders.  Burnout was further researched to 

include work-related stress which is a response to prolonged chronic emotional and 

interpersonal stressors on the job as an administrator where emotional exhaustion is the 

leading predictor of burnout (Maslach and Jackson, 1981; Friesen & Sarros, 1989; Maslach 

& Leiter, 2016).  To further explain, an individual who experiences occupational burnout will 

feel alienated, emotionally worn, insufficient for the job at hand, unprepared, useless, 

unextraordinary, and unsuccessful.  These attributes contribute to an individual who has a 

negative state of mind (Basol, 2013).  The negative state of mind experienced by secondary 

school administrators then transcends and is perceived by their colleagues in physical and 

mental actualizations such as exhaustion, depression, lowered motivation, isolation from 
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others, reduced accomplishments, and professional inefficacy (Wax and Hale, 1986, 1988; 

Maslach & Leiter, 2016). 

The Maslach Burnout Inventory, or MBI, was developed by Christina Maslach and 

Susan E. Jackson in which the original construction of the measurement tool was to measure 

an individual’s burnout level.  The three dimensions of burnout are Exhaustion, 

Depersonalization, and Personal Accomplishment.  Each dimension is measured with the 

knowledge that each dimensional characteristic of burnout can be transferrable and identified 

in any occupation (Maslach & Leiter, 2016).  The dimension of Exhaustion within the MBI 

displays the physiological symptoms of burnout such as headaches, chronic fatigue, intestinal 

disorders, muscle tension, hypertension, cold/flu episodes, and sleep disturbances (Maslach 

& Leiter, 2016).  Maslach further explained that work overload contributes to burnout due to 

the fact that it diminishes an individual’s capacity to meet the demands of the job.  There is 

little opportunity to rest, recover, or restore balance to an individual’s life when the 

individual experiences work overload (Maslach & Leiter, 2016).  The dimension of 

Depersonalization was best described by Heydrich, Marillier, Evans, Seeck, and Blanck 

(2019) as the feeling of psychological withdrawal from social connections, such as 

relationships.  Depersonalization also depicts an individual’s development of cynical and 

negative attitudes that not only reflects their own personal assessment but also the assessment 

of others.  Maslach and Leiter (2016) further explained Personal Accomplishment as the 

feeling of ineffectiveness and lack of accomplishment. 

 Maslach and Leiter (2016) also discovered that people who experience burnout can 

have a negative impact on the lives of individuals who are within their atmosphere either at 
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work or in their social life.  Evidence of this fact is shown through conflict, relational 

dissatisfaction, and also in the disruption of job tasks and duties.  The contagion of burnout 

reveals itself in the duplication of behaviors experienced by the individual who experience 

burnout to the individual or group of individuals influenced by the burned out individual 

(Maslach & Leiter, 2016).   

Friedman in 1995 found out that being worn out is a physical and mental strength.  

Friedman (1995) also pointed out that patience and discontentment is the showing of a sense 

of thwarted aspirations or desires.  Furthermore, the principal’s or administrator’s 

experienced burnout symptoms can be represented in either internal focus or external focus 

areas, according to Friedman (1995).  Internal focus explains the feelings internally directed 

and delineated from what the individual may feel about him or herself.  External focus 

depicts feelings that are directed towards people in the sphere of the individual that are tied to 

the environment, situations, and/or activities (Friedman, 1995). 

According to both researchers Brock and Grady (2002), burnout is not caused by 

being overworked.  Burnout occurs when one’s heart is in one place and mind is in another.  

Burnout does not occur in one singular moment; it is a progressive and prolonged syndrome.  

Administrators who are victims of burnout could experience extreme pain without the 

recognition of symptoms.  Burnout presents itself in five symptoms such as physical, 

intellectual, social, emotional, and spiritual arenas.  Physical symptoms of burnout are 

exhibited in the following: chronic exhaustion or tiredness, sleep that is not refreshed, 

morning exhaustion, ailments of the body, weight problems, or minor accidents.  Intellectual 

symptoms of burnout present itself in the ability or inability to make decisions.  Social 
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symptoms of burnout include the withdrawal of others and emotional symptoms, include 

projecting blame on someone else.  Lastly, spiritual symptoms of burnout will encompass 

low self-confidence, low self-esteem, and impaired personal and social functionality (Brock 

& Grady, 2002; Maslach & Leiter, 2016).  

Early detection of burnout will be exhibited in the following: mental and physical 

exhaustion, out-of-control feeling, increase of negative thoughts and ideas, increase in 

isolation, and the administrator’s decline in productivity (Brock & Grady, 2002).  Ulrich 

(2006) and Cano-Garcia, Padilla-Munoz, Carrasco-Ortiz (2015) emphasized that long-term 

strain leads to burnout and can affect people’s empathy and emotional involvement.  Burnout 

also manifests itself when individuals within the professional sector find themselves 

“dragging themselves” painfully through work each day.  Because of this mindset, his study 

showed that the professionals within his study sought solace in alcohol or pills; some 

professionals have even attempted suicide.  Higher levels of burnout, according to Kocak and 

Celik (2009), reflect in lower marital satisfaction. 

Researcher Basol (2013) further explored Maslach in his study and mentioned that 

burnout encompasses three dimensions:  Emotional Exhaustion, Depersonalization, and 

Personal Accomplishments.  Each category encompasses occupational burnout in any work-

related area of focus.  However, in this study, administrators who experience burnout feel 

that they are giving more than they receive and do not feel as appreciated as they feel they 

deserve (Basol, 2013).   

The purpose of the study conducted by Basol was to determine the relationship 

between psychological capital and stress, anxiety, burnout, job satisfaction, and job 
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involvement within the perspective scope of secondary school administrators and teachers.  

Teachers and administrators are expected to experience higher levels of work-related stress 

than workers in other professions such as accountants, analysts, managers, or administrative 

personnel.  Problems such as student-teacher conflicts, teacher-teacher conflicts, family-

teacher conflicts, student discipline problems, lack of self-efficacy, lack of support, lack of 

promotion, dissatisfied co-workers, and lack of shared-decision making opportunities all lead 

to the potentiality of burnout, job dissatisfaction, anxiety, and stress.  The article also 

describes the meaning of stress, which encompasses the concept that is hard to define and 

difficult to measure.  However, stress has been linked to an understanding that it is an 

undesirable emotion including anxiety, burnout, depression, loneliness, fear, boredom, and 

tension.  Job satisfaction is a positive psychological state an individual gets from his or her 

job performance or experience.  Job satisfaction, however, is challenged with the known 

factors mentioned before are in place, therefore causing the individual undue stress and 

burnout.  

Data collection began with the sample population of the study, consisting of 1,145 

teachers within a randomly selected group of 27 schools.  The correlation matrix within the 

study showed that psychological capital is positively correlated with job satisfaction and job 

involvement, which being negatively correlated with stress, anxiety, and burnout. 

Furthermore, Basol purposed to compare the burnout levels of female and male 

secondary school administrators in Turkey through a controlled perception of social support.  

Through historical factors, the author explored the concept of burnout by describing it as a 

development brought on by an individual’s feeling that they give more than they receive and 
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do not feel recognized or appreciated (Basol, 2013).  Furthermore, the underlying component 

of burnout is stress that leads to several issues such as exhaustion, worn emotions, feeling 

inefficient, useless, and unsuccessful.  In continuation, the researcher led the reader to 

understand that burnout will lead to poor performance on the job.   

            The concept of social support in the article pointed to the mental and emotional 

coping mechanisms to overcome systems of burnout used by those who suffered from it.  

Social support was defined as the “complex, emotional, functional and social network of 

relationships” (Basol, 2013).  Several previous studies conducted by Sarros and Sarros in 

1992, as well as the study conducted by Shao and Gao in 2005, have explored social support 

in relation to burnout.  What these studies, along with that of Basol in 2013, have concluded 

is that social support can deter burnout and has its benefits regardless of the level of stress, 

especially in the education field. 

            Through the various measuring tools used in this study, one significant fact was 

discovered.  Low perceived social support corresponds with higher burnout levels in both the 

male and female participants of the study (Basol, 2013).  Furthermore, the higher the 

personal accomplishment achieved by each subject, the lower the burnout levels.  The study 

by Basol in 2013 had ground-breaking implications as the study pointed the way to various 

sub-levels of burnout and its causes.  A longitudinal study produced by Beausaert, Froelich, 

Devos, and Riley in 2016 investigated whether changes in social support from colleagues can 

reduce levels of stress in secondary school administrators.  An increase in role demands of 

secondary school administrators decreases decision, making latitude and autonomy.   
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In 2013, Ozer conducted a study to correlate the relationship between trust and 

burnout amongst administrators.  The foundational characteristics of burnout were described 

as anxiety, neuroticism, and lack of hardiness; it can be contributed by time pressure, 

increased workload, and role conflict.  Principals have the distinct responsibility to establish 

respect when they acknowledge and accept the vulnerabilities of their teachers, parents, and 

students.  Respect can only be established and built by developing trust by actively listening 

to the concerns of others, as well as avoiding dominating behaviors towards those under their 

leadership.  If principals refuse to follow or engage in the above-mentioned attributes, 

burnout is imminent.   

Several researchers (Cordes & Dougherty, 1993; Kahill, 1988) have attributed to the 

discovery of the five symptoms of burnout and it’s important to mention that burnout can be 

witnessed in the following ways: physical symptoms (fatigue or sleep difficulties), emotional 

(anxiety or depression), behavioral (absenteeism, or drug use), interpersonal (communication 

difficulties), and attitudinal (callousness, intolerance of others).  Because of the nature of 

education, individuals within leadership roles in schools, such as principals and other 

administrators, struggle with stress due to the need to cope with complex tasks that 

encompasses the socio-economic, political, and technological realms of society (Ozer, 2013).  

Ozer (2013) also mentioned that principals and other administrators face problems in their 

communication efforts and interaction with teachers, students, central office executives, 

stakeholders in the community, supervisors, and local/state representatives (Friedman, 2002). 

The question was asked by researcher Ozer (2013) of whether school enrollment size 

plays a part in the perceived burnout levels of principals and administrators.  The study 
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conducted by Ozer (2013) comprised of 119 principals, which was later broken down by 

gender and showcased that male principals dominated the participant pool with 112 and the 

female principals accounted for the remaining seven principals.  Two instruments were used 

for the study, including the Principal Trust Scale, or PTS, developed by Gareis and 

Tschannen-Moran in 2004, coupled with the Friedman School Principal Burnout Scale.  The 

PTS was developed to measure the principal’s trust in teachers as well as in students.  The 

Friedman School Principal Burnout Scale was developed by Friedman in 1995 and measured 

burnout using the three subscales of exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal 

accomplishment.  Each subscale of exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal 

accomplishment served as dependent variables within the study and principals’ trust in 

parents and students were considered to be independent variables in the study (Ozer, 2013).  

The added component of school size and its effect on burnout was also tested in the study.  A 

comparison of student enrollment in relation to administrator and teacher burnout showed 

several distinctions.  Smaller school populations offer opportunities for autonomy, 

collaboration, and relationship building, whereas larger school populations lead to less 

relationship building that can lead to poor student academic performance, increased dropout 

rates, and high workload leading to burnout (Bryk & Schenieder, 2003; Benetez, Davidson & 

Flaxman, 2009). 

The findings of the study pointed to the fact that of the three subscales of exhaustion, 

depersonalization, and personal accomplishment, principals had higher scores in exhaustion, 

which pointed to mental, cognitive, and physical fatigue (Ozer, 2013).  Using the PTS, the 

trust mean scores of 16.51 for parents and 19.39 for students indicated that principals have 

more trust in students than parents.  This further explained why exhaustion, 
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depersonalization, and personal accomplishment were negatively correlated with trust in 

parents and students.  In other words, lack of trust in parents and students negatively effects 

principals in the areas of exhaustion (mental exhaustion), depersonalization (low self-

esteem), and personal accomplishment (self-worth). 

According to a report abstracted from the 2017 Principal Health and Wellbeing 

Survey conducted by Dr. Philip Riley in Australia, out of a total of 2,789 participants, school 

leaders are suffering from burnout (1.6 times the population); stress (1.7 times); sleeping 

troubles (2.2 times); depressive symptoms (1.3 times); somatic stress symptoms (1.3 times); 

cognitive stress symptoms (1.6 times) (2017 Principal and Wellbeing Survey Report, 2017).  

National education reporter, Natasha Robinson (2018) mentioned in her article that, the 

results from this survey revealed that principals and other administrators worked more than 

56 hours a week and 27 percent worked up to 65 hours per week.  Also, principals reported 

higher levels of burnout than the general population, which resulted from lack of sleep, stress 

from work, and a high risk of depression (Robinson, 2018).   

A continuation of the Principal Wellness study of 2017 conducted by Dr. Philip Riley 

and colleagues was conducted in 2018 and the results of the study depicted changes in the 

data reported in 2017.  This longitudinal study began in 2011 and continued through 2018.  

The total number of participants for the 2018 study depicted 5,934 participants in comparison 

to the 2,789 participants of the 2017 report.  “Principals experience high levels of job 

demands (1.5 times the general population), emotional demands (1.7 times), and emotional 

labor (1.7 times) being the highest demands when compared to the general population. This 

is correlated with higher levels of burnout (1.6 times higher), stress symptoms (1.7 times 
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higher), difficulty sleeping (2.2 times higher), cognitive stress (1.5 times higher), somatic 

symptoms (1.3 times higher), and depressive symptoms (1.3 times higher)” (Riley, 2018). 

Data collected from the 2018 Principal Wellness Report showed that 53 percent of the 

surveyed principals worked up to 56 hours per week and 24 percent of the principals worked 

between 61-65 hours per week; during school holidays, 4 percent of the principals worked up 

to 25 hours per week.  Due to the increase in working hours, there was an increase in the risk 

of cardiovascular disease (Principal Health and Wellbeing Survey Report, 2018).  Ten 

percent of the principals that worked 50 to 60 hours a week reported relationship problems.  

Also, there was a decrease in principal relationships from the onset of the study in 2011 to 

the 2018 report.  For instance, 86 percent of the principals were in a relationship in 2011; but, 

in 2018, there were 81.3 percent of the principals in a relationship.  Philip Riley and 

colleagues (2018) concluded that the relationship statistics correlated with the stressors of 

working long hours in the position of a principal or assistant principal.  In addition, principals 

that worked 40 hours a week reported an increase in alcohol and tobacco consumption, 

unhealthy weight gain, and depression (Riley, 2018).   

Secondary school administrators in recent times are faced with various managerial 

issues hindering effective administration of the school (Anyanwu, Ezenwaji, Okenjom, & 

Enyi, 2015).  The study of Anyanwu, Ezenwaji, and Okenjom purposed to explore 

occupational stress and its causes within the school environment.  Poor working 

environments and pressure from teachers were the cause of the stress for the principals within 

the framework of the study.  The symptoms of stress experienced from the principals 

consisted of persistent headache, regular body pain, and hypertension.  Furthermore, 
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secondary school administrators often take on  additional roles such as a teacher, pastoral 

care, discipline, continuous assessment and examinations, resource allocation, costing and 

planning, staff appraisal, and relationship with the community (Anyanwu et al, 2015).    

Self-Efficacy and Job Satisfaction 

 School administrator job satisfaction is a concept explored by researchers Wang, 

Pollock, and Hauseman (2018).  In the research conducted by Wang et al in 2018, the 

researchers explained that job satisfaction is one of the most imperative issues in 

organizational health because it impacts the individual’s sense of purpose and dedication to 

their respective jobs.  Theorist Locke (1976) stated that job satisfaction can be understood by 

its dimensions of work, compensation, promotion, recognition, benefits, working conditions, 

supervision, co-workers, company, and management.  The definition penned by Locke 

(1976) is used by researchers today.  With an increase in daily routines and tasks, secondary 

school administrators are challenged to keep up with the tasks and to complete them in a 

satisfactory manner (Wang, et al, 2018).  With the increase in job demands and expectations, 

Wang, Pollock, and Hauseman (2018) discovered that the school principals will experience 

role conflict, overload, and role ambiguity on a consistent basis.  Furthermore, the increase in 

work intensification, principals, and secondary school administrators will begin to experience 

physiological and psychological symptoms related to the workload such as headaches, 

depression, chronic tiredness or fatigue, and a reduced sense of self-efficacy (Wang, et al, 

2018).  If these symptoms go unchecked, principals and other secondary school 

administrators will find themselves leaving the profession and seeking employment in a 

better school.  
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 Sodoma and Else (2009) concluded that the relationship between job satisfaction and 

age is inconclusive.  However, the relationship between job experience and job satisfaction 

revealed concrete results; less years of experience will yield less job satisfaction.  According 

to Darmody and Smyth (2016), the level of job satisfaction is high among first year 

administrators, then tapers down within the first three years, but increases in the subsequent 

years.  Another factor of job satisfaction can be linked to the neighborhood and 

demographics of the school (Chang, et al, 2015).  Leaders of urban schools tend to have less 

job satisfaction than leaders in non-urban schools (Chang, et al, 2015).   

 Wang, Pollock, and Hauseman (2018) also sought to determine if there was a 

significant relationship between gender and job satisfaction.  The results of the study showed 

that job satisfaction does not vary with gender (Wang, et al, 2018).  As a continuation, 

principals highlighted the most significant deterrent to their job satisfaction by stating that 

the greater the challenge the principals experience due to teacher turnover, teacher and staff 

apathy, difficulty terminating a low-performing teacher and the lack of adequate teacher 

preparation will lower job satisfaction (Wang, et al, 2018).  Lastly, the lack of recognition 

and commendation given to principals will most likely lower job satisfaction levels. 

 Cobanoglu and Yurek (2018) discussed administrator self-efficacy by stating that 

self-efficacy of the school administrator is the understanding and belief regarding the ability 

to develop the instructional practices and student learning.  Bandura in 1977 explained that 

self-efficacy is the belief of an individual’s performance of expected behavior.  The expected 

behavior, according to Bandura (1994), can affect the situational results based upon the 

behavior of the individual.  Hannah, Avolio, Luthans, and Harms (2008) believed that 
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secondary school administrators’ self-efficacy beliefs are critical components to managing a 

school.  Low self-efficacy or low self-confidence, according to Leithwood and Jantzi in 2008 

will lead to less performance satisfaction in the leadership of the administrator. 

 Furthermore, Cobanoglu and Yurek in 2018 discovered that there is no significant 

difference in the self-efficacy levels of belief of secondary school administrators in relation 

to gender variables.  Secondary school administrators who have years of experience will also 

showcase higher levels of self-efficacy.  Lastly, secondary school administrators are expected 

to have a high level of belief that will transform to the performance of all the roles the school 

administrator portrays (Cobanoglu & Yurek, 2018). 

Administrator Retention and Mobility 

The lack of administrator retention is considered a phenomenon because 

administrators are not staying long in their leadership positions to make connections or to see 

an initiative through to its final fruition.  Researchers Levin and Bradley in 2018 highlighted 

the five reasons that principals and administrators leave their jobs.  The first reason described 

principals leaving their jobs because of inadequate preparation and professional 

development.  Poor working conditions described the second reason for principal and 

administrator turnover.  Levin and Bradley (2018) described poor working conditions as the 

complexity of the job and the excessive amount of time needed to complete all necessary 

tasks and assignments.  The third reason for turnover was insufficient salaries.  The lack of 

compensation for secondary school administrators did not sufficiently support the amount of 

work and effort the administrators put into performing their jobs.  The fourth reason 

principals and administrators leave their jobs according to Levin and Bradley (2018) is due to 
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the lack of decision-making authority.  Administrators are less likely to leave their positions 

when they are of the belief that they have power to have greater control of their work.  

Lastly, the final reason administrators leave their positions is due to high-stakes 

accountability policies.  Levin and Bradley stated, “Counterproductive accountability 

policies can create disincentives for principals to remain in low-performing schools and can 

influence principals’ mobility decisions” (Levin & Bradley, 2018). 

Fuller and Young (2009) stated that principals, upon leaving their positions, either 

moved to central-office jobs, moved to an assistant principal position, became guidance 

counselors, another position in the campus, or became teachers.  Administrators within high 

performing schools leave their positions a year longer that it was for administrators in low-

performing schools with large concentrations of minority students (Fuller & Young, 2013). 

The RAND Corporation and the contributing researchers of Burkhauser, Gates, 

Hamilton, and Ikemoto reported in 2012 the retention rates of first-year principals.  Due to 

the challenges that new principals face, the likelihood of said principal’s retention within the 

schools is minimal.  In the RAND report, over one-fifth of new principals leave within two 

years, and those principals who are placed in schools who have not met the Adequate Yearly 

Progress Targets are more likely to leave their positions as principals.  In addition, the quality 

implementation of school improvement by the principal will determine if the principal will 

remain in the institution.  To add to this, if there is teacher buy-in to the improvement and 

program implementations set forth by the principal, then the opportunities for principal 

retention increases (Burkhauser, Gates, Hamilton, Ikemoto, 2012). 
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A historical longitudinal study was conducted by Gates, Ringell, Santibanez, Ghosh-

Dastidar, and Brown (2006) in North Carolina and Illinois to determine if principal turnover 

and mobility held any correlations to an individual’s characteristics in conjunction with the 

school they led.  What was discovered was that principals in North Carolina within the years 

of 1987-1993 cohorts, only 21 percent remained in their schools since their first year as 

principal; 14 percent took on other administrative duties and 14 percent left the North 

Carolina school system altogether; nine percent left to become principals at different 

districts; 16 percent became teachers, while 25 percent remained in their districts but became 

a principal in other schools. 

The information gathered for Illinois displayed different results within the same time 

of 1987-1993 cohort group.  The percentage of principals in Illinois reported as follows: 37 

percent of the principals remained in their schools; 15 percent took on other administrative 

duties; whereas 18 percent left the Illinois school system all together.  In continuation, 11 

percent of the principals left to become principals at different districts; four percent of the 

principals became educators in the classroom; and lastly 13 percent remained in their school 

districts but became principals at other schools (Gates, et al, 2006).   

The conclusion of the study showcased the fact that school characteristics played a 

major role in the mobility and retention of school principals.  The racial demographics of the 

campus was a major predictor of the probability that a school principal would leave his or her 

position. Gates and fellow researchers (2006) stated that the percent of the student body that 

is non-White is positively correlated with the possibility of the principal changing schools or 

changing positions.  Furthermore, in Illinois, the probability of the principal being of the 
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same ethnic group or racial identification of the student population negatively correlates with 

the principal changing positions or leaving the school.  In other words, if the principal is 

identified in the same ethnic group of the student population, he or she will least likely 

change positions or change schools.  In North Carolina, principals in urban schools had the 

increased likelihood of leaving the school system versus principals in rural schools who were 

least likely to leave their positions as principals in their schools.  On the contrary, in Illinois, 

urban school principals were the most likely to remain in their schools and the urban 

principals would be the most likely to leave their schools.  Principals who were of the same 

race as the majority of their student population would most likely remain on their campuses 

(Gates, et al, 2006). 

Researchers Beteille, Kalogrides, and Loeb (2011) reported that annual principal 

turnover rates in school districts throughout the United States range from 15-30 percent each 

year.  A principal or administrator may leave his or her position for several reasons, 

including involuntary termination, principal reassignment, or voluntary departure in respect 

to the performance of the school or the principal’s desire to work in a school where student 

achievement is high.  The latter explanation is partly due to the educational reform efforts set 

to increase student achievement by removing the leadership of the school.  In the conclusion 

of the study by Beteille, et al, in 2011, the effects of principal turnover effects student 

performance and overall school improvement efforts and sustainability.  When educational 

leaders decide to leave their profession because of stress, the skills, expertise, and experience 

they have developed during their tenure in the profession, leaves the job with them (Wells & 

Klocko, 2018). 



90 
 

In 2014, half of new principals leave by their third year of leadership; when the 

principal leaves, the school underperforms the subsequent year (Clifford & Chiang, 2016).  

What Clifford and Chiang discovered in 2016 is that the hiring of a new principal or 

administrator has become a normality.  Also instituting new educational reforms can cause 

difficulty in administrator retention.  Another factor in administrator retention rates is 

predicated upon the administrator’s salary.  Principals and other secondary school 

administrators tend to remain in their positions longer if their salaries are acceptable 

according to their individual preferences (Viadero, 2009).   

According to the 2017 National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) 

report, 85 percent in public school principals remained at their schools during the year of 

2016-2017.  A total of 6 percent of the principals moved to a different school location; 10 

percent left their roles of principal to pursue other careers or retired.  The remaining 2 

percent of the principals were unable to be located to determine their career movements 

during the school year of 2016-2017.  Results from the same report presented by NAASP 

(2017), a question was asked as to whether the principals were looking to transfer to another 

school.  Twelve percent of the respondents left the principalship and another 12 percent 

moved to a different school.   

Of the public-school principals that remained at the same school in 2016 – 2017, 43 

percent remained in their positions with the hope of sustaining their tenure at their school 

locations at that time.  Twenty percent were unsure as to their plans regarding the decision to 

remain in the principalship; 19 percent chose to continue to work in the capacity of principal 

until they were eligible for retirement (NASSP, 2017).  Lastly, 11 percent made plans to 
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remain in their principalship role with the hopes of transferring to another job opportunity 

should it arrive. 

In review of the report by the National Association of Secondary School Principals in 

2017, several factors or variables were considered when researching the principal mobility 

and retention rates in public school settings.  Variables such as school violence, student free 

or reduced lunch statistics, school bullying incidents, as well as teacher evaluation processes 

were factors in principal retention or mobility rates.   

Administrator Perceptions of Accountability 

Secondary school administrators are facing a shift in accountability pressures from a 

variety of sources.  The most notable changes in the United States stems from the regulations 

and policies originating from the federal and state government bodies (Gonzalez & Firestone, 

2013).  Principals and other administrators are leading schools during a time of high visibility 

and accountability, while preparing students with 21st century skills (Schoen & Fusarelli, 

2008; Spillane & Kenney, 2012).  In the study conducted by Gonzales and Firestone in 2013, 

research was conducted to determine the perceptions of accountability through the mindset of 

school principals.  Sources of accountability was measured through internal and external 

lens.  External accountability sources included bureaucratic accountability, political 

accountability and market accountability.  Internal accountability sources included moral 

accountability and professional accountability.   

Bureaucratic Accountability surrounds the belief of how school leaders perceive their 

encounters of formal relationships with superiors and subordinates.  This accountability 



92 
 

system will authorize that the subordinate will accept directives from their superior, with the 

understanding that the superior sets the rules that the subordinate must follow.  This system 

also allows the superior to either award or punish the subordinate under their leadership.  

Incentives for following the rules of the superior is predicated upon the pre-established rules 

but can include the removal from one’s position as school principal or administrator 

(Gonzalez & Firestone, 2013). 

Political Accountability is understood as the accountability that requires the elected 

representative agents respond to the needs and desires of the constituents (Adams & Kirst, 

1999).  The political accountability system, in essence, begins in the voting booth.  

Whomever is elected for a specified amount of time is responsible for listening to the voice 

of parents, taxpayers, businesspeople, and union members – all in which are the sources of 

political accountability.  Educators must account to the public because the educators are 

appointed in some cases or employed in other cases by elected officials. 

The Market Accountability system, which is the pre-eminence of increased 

competition, allows the individual to get satisfaction by exercising their given freedom of 

choice.  An example of market accountability can be best explained by the issue of having 

disgruntled parents, who requests to withdraw their child from their campus and transfer to 

another school of choice (whether a private or public institution) due to their displeasure with 

a decision that was made by the school administrator.  The market accountability system 

takes place when there is a transaction of the educator at the source of market accountability, 

who then provides accounts or services to parents and/or students to maintain a market, or in 

this case the school.  The success of the transaction is dependent upon whether the parent 
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and/or student is pleased with their services (Adams & Kirst, 1999; Firestone & Shipps, 

2005). 

The system of Moral Accountability finds itself at the heart of the individual’s own 

value system.  In this case, the source and agent are the same entity.  The agent within the 

moral accountability system engages in internal obligatory systems which encourages 

decisions made by the agent.  The agent is accountable for his or her own conscientious 

decisions; according to Begley (2006) and Leithwood and Steinbach (1995), principals are 

charged with using ethical obligations to guide their actions, especially in high stakes 

situations where tension is evident and expected decisions are incentivized by accountability 

pressures from various sources. 

Lastly, Professional Accountability refers to a group or organization in which one 

individual belongs, which accounts for both internal and external elements.  Evidence of this 

is seen through the certification and accreditation systems secondary school administrators 

must report to in order to become eligible for the role of school administrator.  Furthermore, 

evidence of professional accountability can be seen through the process a school 

administrator must take to become certified and recertified through the individual state’s 

certification standards.  Professional accountability also takes into account the feeling of 

responsibility an administrator has not to him or herself but to the school the administrator is 

in charge of leading (Adams & Kirst, 1999). 

Gonzalez and Firestone (2013) found that school principals and administrators 

believe that their first accountability is to themselves.  Secondly, secondary school 

administrators perceived that they were accountable to external sources such as the parents, 
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students, district officials, meeting the Annual Yearly Progress standards, and to the teachers.  

Many of the participants in the study believed their responsibility to their students and 

teachers was driven by their moral accountability; and, thus enabled them to make justifiable 

decisions on behalf of the students and teachers.  Another source of accountability for the 

participants came from other educators such as the individuals whom the participants work 

with.  The participants felt accountable to their superiors within the context of their school 

district.  The accountability to the demands of educational reform initiative such as NCLB, 

namely the pressures of NCLB and high-stakes testing dominated the thinking of several of 

the participants.  Lastly, participants believed that the public was another source of 

accountability by way of parental and community support and whether these entities believed 

in the success of the school and the administrative team. 

Through a historical context, Tyack (1974) mentioned that schools within the United 

States during the 1970s were more independent with few accountability systems in place 

except that of civil rights.  School teachers did not expect to receive direction or support from 

school administration.  However, in the late 1970s and in the subsequent decades, states 

began to regulate state testing in local school districts.  In the late 1980s, 41 states tested for 

accountability measures in at least one grade level, with results being publicized in order for 

parents, taxpayers, board members, and district staff can ascertain the progress of each 

reporting school.  McDonnell (2005) established the understanding that until the 1990s, the 

federal government was minimally involved and took a limited role in testing policies, which 

resulted in a plethora of testing designs, tested subjects and tested grades in various states. 



95 
 

McDonnell in 2005 mentioned that through the reauthorization of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act of 1994, the only states who would be eligible for Title I funds 

would be those who have developed rigorous academic content and performance standards 

and merge the testing programs to these standards.  Subsequently, these states were charged 

with holding schools accountable for making progress measures towards their performance 

standards while ensuring schools took the necessary corrective steps in case failure to 

measure up to these standards were persistent.  The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), 

reauthorized in 2001, required every state in the United States to test students in specified 

grades, as well as define and report proficiency performance levels on state-mandated tests 

for all target subgroups that are specific to ethnic and low-income subgroups.  States were 

then charged with identifying schools in need of improvement (INI) and mandate 

remediation strategies for the schools who are INI.  McDonnell (2005) further reported that 

NCLB also required sanctions for schools and their leaders who did not meet test-based 

proficiency targets even though states still had yet to make definitive targets for said districts 

and schools. 

Therefore, through Every Student Succeeds Act or ESSA established in 2015, the 

standardized testing sanctions and requirements set forth through NCLB were retained, but 

law moved accountability from the federal government back to the individual states.  The 

states were then charged with submitting their own accountability plans to the Education 

Department (ESSA, 2019).  Andrejko (2016) rendered the understanding that through ESSA, 

standards would be determined at the state level; therefore, allowing states to design their 

own system for school improvement.  Also, ESSA will allow states to use student 

achievement under the umbrella of the teacher evaluative systems.  
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Texas Educational Accountability System 

The Texas Education Agency or TEA is the state agency that oversees and monitors 

primary and secondary public education within the state of Texas (Texas Education Agency, 

2019).  The Texas State Legislature in 1993 enacted statutes that mandated the creation of the 

Texas public school accountability system to rate and evaluate campuses.  The state of Texas 

provides annual academic accountability ratings to public school districts, charters, and 

schools.  The ratings are based on performance on state standardized tests and graduation 

rates.  The ratings examine student achievement, student progress, efforts to close the 

achievement gap, and post-secondary readiness.  The documents that show the annual data 

and information of all schools within the state of Texas are the Texas Academic Performance 

Reports or TAPR, School Report Cards, and the Texas Performing Reporting System. 

The Accountability Rating System noted on the Texas Education Agency website is 

calculated on an overall Grade A – F Accountability system.  The 85th Texas Legislature 

passed House Bill 22 in 2017 establishing three domains for measuring the academic 

performance of districts and schools, which includes Student Achievement, School Progress, 

and Closing Gaps.  Each school and district will receive an A – F rating dependent upon the 

categories listed above.  Schools within the state of Texas will either be rated through either 

of the three categories within the rating and accountability system, which are titled as Met 

Standard, Met Alternative Standard, and Improvement Required.  Under special 

circumstances, schools can receive a Not-Rated Distinction, detailing schools or districts who 

have the following: serve only students enrolled in early education; has no or insufficient 

data in the accountability system; has a residential facility; hosts either a Juvenile Justice 
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Alternative Education Program or Disciplinary Alternative Education Program; the school or 

district has lost testing documents in transit (Texas Education Agency, 2019). 

In order for schools or districts to meet standard, each entity must meet targets, which 

coincides with three out of the four indexes.  Each index has targets that each campus and 

district must meet in order to show an acceptable performance.  For example, each district or 

campus can meet standard on either Index 1 or Index 2 and both Indexes 3 and 4, totaling 

three of four acceptable performance ratings.  Index 1, according to TEA (2019), measures 

student achievement across all subject areas such as Math, Science, Social Studies, and 

Reading.  The Index score is calculated by dividing the total number of students who have 

scored “Approaches Grade Level” on the State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness, 

or STAAR assessment, by the total number of tests.   

Index 2 measures student progress in English and Language Arts (ELA) and Math by 

student demographic categories such as race/ethnicity, current and monitored English 

Language Learners or ELLs and Special Education.  Index 3 reports the Closing Performance 

Gaps which displays the academic achievement of economically disadvantaged students, 

coupled with the calculation of two lowest performing racial/ethnic students within the 

school.  One point is given to each percentage of tests who report “Met Grade Level” or 

“Exceeds Grade Level.”  The total points are then divided by the maximum points each 

category could receive, thus yielding the Index score for Index 3 (Texas Education Agency, 

2019). 

Middle and High Schools, in regard to Index 4, should meet all four components of 

Index 4 based upon the type of student population.  Middle Schools in the state of Texas 
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must meet the State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness, or STAAR, standard of 

reporting acceptable scores for each subject test of STAAR such as Math, Reading, Writing, 

Science, and Social Studies (Texas Education Agency, 2019). High Schools under Index 4 

must also meet STAAR requirements by reaching “Meets Grade Level” status on reporting 

test scores in the subjects of Math, English, Science, and Social Studies.  In addition, High 

Schools are also required to report three other data points within Index 4 pertaining to 

graduation rates/drop-out rates, graduation plan rates, and college and career readiness.  The 

descriptors of the components of Index 4 reflects student performance levels (Middle School 

and High School) and student completion levels (High School) (Texas Education Agency, 

2019).  The graduation and drop-out rate within Index 4 comprised of a tracking system of 

the cohort of students from their ninth-grade year to their graduation from High School.   

According to TEA (2019), the graduation plan rate encompasses the reporting of 

students who graduate under either the Foundation/Minimum, Recommended or 

Distinguished Achievement High School graduation program.  The Foundation and 

Minimum Graduation Programs, according to TEA, incorporate understanding that students 

who graduate under this plan will have completed High School with 22 credits.  The 

Recommended and Distinguished Graduation Programs are quite similar in regard to 

graduation requirements to the fact that each student who graduates under either plan will 

graduate with 26 credits.  The distinction between either graduation plan rests with the 

number of foreign language credits each student completes.   

The state and federal accountability requirements dictate that TEA evaluate public 

schools and districts under the state accountability requirements.  The accreditation statuses 
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of campuses within the state of Texas are categorized as either Accredited, Accredited-

Warned, Accredited-Probation, Not Accredited or Revoked.   

For monitoring and interventions in TEA, the Division of School Improvement, or SI 

Division, works to improve low-performing schools by reviewing, evaluating, monitoring, 

and intervening with campuses and their districts.  Low performing schools according to the 

United States Department of Education and TEA (2019) are defined as schools that are in the 

bottom 10 percent of performance in the state or have significant achievement gaps, based 

upon student performance on the STAAR in the subject areas of Math and 

Reading/Language Arts.   The Division of School Improvement also supports campuses that 

earn a rating of Improvement Required or IR and districts that earn a D or F through the State 

Accountability System.  In addition, the SI Division works to support campuses identified as 

either Comprehensive, Targeted and Additional Targeted Support under Every Student 

Succeeds Act.  These campuses engage in improvement planning and continuous monitoring. 

Title I is a program funded by the Federal No Child Left Behind Section and through 

the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, which funds schools who have large numbers 

of low-income students who will also receive funds to aid in meeting the student’s 

educational goals (National Center for Education Statistics, 2019).  Title I represent the 

largest federally funded educational program.  Therefore, Title I Part A provides 

supplemental funds to Title I campuses who have been identified as schools in need of 

improvement by failing to meet their Adequate Yearly Progress, or AYP.  Said campuses use 

the funds provided to implement revised campus improvement plans to improve the overall 

academic performance of children in meeting the state’s performance standards (Texas 
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Education Agency, 2019).  Within the state of Texas, as of 2018, there are 1,211 Title I 

schools categorized under Title I Priority Schools as either Priority Schools, Focus Schools, 

or Reward Schools. 

Within the state of Texas, 28.9 percent of the Title I schools are categorized under the 

Priority Schools category within the Title I system.  These are High Schools who show 

graduation rates of less than 60 percent and/or schools with the lowest achievement of 

reading and math in the overall academic achievement of the student population on campus.  

Focus schools are Title I schools who have been ranked by the widest gaps between reading 

and math performance of the federal student groups, and safeguard targets of 75 percent 

passing rates on standardized tests.  Focus schools represent 59.45 percent of all Title I 

Schools in the State of Texas.  Lastly, schools categorized as Reward Schools represent 11.5 

percent of all Title I schools and are characterized as having Distinguished ratings based on 

reading and math performances on standardized tests and showcases the highest graduation 

rates.  In addition, Reward Schools are high progress schools which can exhibit 25 percent in 

annual improvement and/or 25 percent demonstrating the ability to close performance gaps 

(Texas Education Agency, 2019).   

In summation, standardized tests, rating, and accountability systems in the state of 

Texas produce data school leaders can use to help make improvements when it comes to 

student achievement; such data can help leaders continue making strides to sustaining good 

academic performance.  The pressure to accomplish either feat, according to Iachini, Pitner, 

Morgan & Rhodes (2015), can cause the school leaders’ mental and physical health to be at 

jeopardy, thus threatening their overall well-being.   
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Perceptions of Well-Being and Wellness 

The concept and historical significance of well-being according to the Global 

Wellness Institute (2018) has ancient beginnings.  Wellness was introduced through Greek, 

Roman, and Asian philosophers and health practitioners.  From the time period of 3000 BC 

to 1500 BC, wellness was represented in the Ayurveda, a holistic system encouraging 

harmony between the body, mind, and spirit.  The Ayurveda was introduced as a Hindu 

sacred text.  As the evolution of wellness continued, Traditional Chinese Medicine, or TCM, 

boasted a holistic approach to achieving health and well-being through various practices such 

as acupuncture and meditation.  During the time of 500 BC, Hippocrates, a Greek physician, 

used consorted efforts to practice sickness prevention, also arguing that disease is a product 

of diet, lifestyle, and environmental factors (Global Wellness Institute, 2018). 

During the 1650s, wellness was introduced in the English language and was defined 

as the antecedent of illness, a state of being well or in good health.  Wellness or well-being 

continued to evolve in the 1700s to the early 1900s to include homeopathy (self-healing 

properties), a combination of hydrotherapy with herbalism, exercise and nutrition, and to 

John Harvey Kellogg, an advocate for including a healthy diet, exercise, fresh air to one’s 

daily routine, combined with having a determination to stay well.  As years progressed, the 

wellness movement took on new initiatives, including government-sponsored programs as 

well as workplace wellness programs (Global Wellness Institute, 2018). 

Brandt explored the conceptualization of well-being by stating that well-being 

presents the positive emotions and the absence of negative emotions amidst the satisfaction 

with life and fulfillment (Brandt, 2017; Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2017).  
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However, the antecedent of wellness, which is burnout, contests the full effect wellness can 

have on an individual.  According to Wayne Eastman, symptoms of burnout such as 

dissatisfaction, negativism, boredom, depression, and tiredness reflect an individual 

experiencing burnout and the full state of wellness is absent (Eastman, 1996).  Furthermore, 

the ongoing process of wellness requires early decision making in nutrition, stress 

management, physical fitness, preventative health measures, and emotional health (Eastman, 

1996).  

The framework of well-being originates from an interactive relationship between 

several dimensional areas, including occupational wellness, intellectual wellness, spiritual 

wellness, social wellness, emotional wellness, physical wellness, financial wellness, creative 

wellness, and environmental wellness (Student Wellness Center, 2016).  Physical wellness 

describes an individual who can carry out daily tasks, gets seven to nine hours of sleep, eats a 

balanced, nutritious diet, and limits alcohol use.  An individual who practices occupational 

wellness and engages in work for personal gain and satisfaction, all of which is consistent 

with his or her values, goals, and lifestyle.  Social wellness focuses on an individual who has 

a strong network of support built on mutual trust, respect, awareness of others’ feelings, and 

interdependence. 

Another dimension of wellness incorporates an individual who can identify, express, 

and manage a range of feelings and will seek assistance regarding areas of concern or 

conflict.  An individual who also possesses spiritual wellness seeks harmony and balance by 

embracing the depth of the human purpose and finds meaning through open dialogue, self-

reflection, religion, or a higher power (Student Wellness Center, 2016).  The other 



103 
 

dimensions of intellectual, financial, creative, and environment wellness also embodies an 

individual who values life-long learning, achieves realistic goals, and seeks to improve their 

environment (Brandt, 2017). 

Researchers McLeod and Wright (2016) described the antecedents of well-being into 

several characteristics such as resilience, self-esteem, and welfare; of the three mentioned, 

self-esteem was the root motivator for well-being.  Through self-esteem, an individual can 

have positive dispositions, transposing into resilience when one faces adversity or conflict.  

However, due to high job demands and low control, time management conflicts, 

organizational decisions and high stress at work, one is at risk of psychological distress and 

disease, threatening and undermining the well-being of an individual (Elovainio, et al, 2015).  

Furthermore, psychological stress leads to reduced well-being and health problems, which is 

seen in the following examples: smoking, lack of exercise, or excessive alcohol consumption 

(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Hemingway & Marmot, 1999; Hemingway et al., 2003).   

Well-being was explored by researchers Elovainio, Jokela, Hakulinen, Aalto, 

Heponiemi, Presseau, and Kivimaki in 2015 to determine the leading causes of the breach in 

well-being in the overall health of individuals in the service sector such as schools. 

According to researchers Elovainio, et al in 2015, job demands, job control, organizational 

injustice, psychological distress, sleeping problems, and job satisfaction were indicative to 

the deterrent of well-being in an individual.  In addition, perceived injustice affects well-

being only when the exposure to the injustice is long and sustaining within the confines of 

the individual’s working environment (Elovainio, et al., 2015).  Distress and reduced 
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psychological resources could increase the perception of the demands or abilities one may 

use to cope with the existing level of demands one may face in the working environment. 

Occupational well-being was researched by Laine, Saaranen, Ryhanen, and 

Tossavainen in 2017 and consisted of four aspects: worker and work; working conditions; 

professional competence; and working community.  Through the abovementioned study, 

occupational well-being of school staff was taken from the perspective of illness, problems, 

occupational stress, and fatigue.  Working conditions were indicative to the absenteeism of 

staff members and administrators (Elder et al., 2014; Ervasti et al., 2012; Laine, et al, 2017; 

Mehta et al, 2013; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2011).  The precipice of the study began in 2000 

when several staff members were experiencing exhaustion and there was evidence of large 

numbers of sick leave days were taken by staff members (Laine, et al., 2017).  What was 

discovered in the study was that the school staff’s need for change and inner motivation or 

self-esteem triggered actions for developing occupational well-being.  With improved staff 

support, leadership skills of administrative staff, the occupational well-being of the 

participants can be improved (Laine, et al., 2017). 

Wells and Klocko examined principal workplace well-being through the components 

of stress and resiliency, suggesting that principal stress results from an imbalance between 

the job demands of the principal and the subsequent resources available for dealing with the 

demands.  Workplace stress and resiliency was also discussed within the study conducted by 

Wells and Klocko (2018).  Workplace stress in relation to interventions were categorized into 

two areas: primary interventions and secondary interventions.  Primary interventions are 

defined as the methods used to change the stress levels at work through the redesign of work 
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expectations; secondary interventions are defined through the mechanisms used to reduce 

stress levels before serious medical repercussions incur (Murphy & Sauter, 2003, Wells & 

Klocko, 2018).   

The concept of resiliency was also explored by Wells and Klocko (2018), defined as 

the individual’s ability to bounce back after facing diversity while becoming stronger than 

before the onset of the problem, due to an individual who has a resilient mind-set, which can 

best be described as a mind-altering phenomenon an individual may use by taking personal 

control of a situation (Brooks & Goldstein, 2004; Epstein & Krasner, 2013).  Through the 

examination of principal-physician well-being, individuals who fall under either category are 

considered to be under extreme pressure, which places their respective well-being at risk.  

Both occupations can boast the following working conditions: long work hours, legal threats, 

public scrutiny and lack of time for their own personal lives (Wells & Klocko, 2018), making 

it difficult for either professional in these categories to set boundaries or seek emotional 

support.   

Well-being as described by Diener & Ryan in 2009 can also be associated with 

satisfaction with life and can be categorized by two viewpoints: subjective well-being and 

psychological well-being.  Subjective well-being encounters the level of well-being an 

individual will use through subjective evaluation of their own lives.  According to Zessin, 

Dickhauser, and Garbade (2015), psychological well-being surrounds itself around the 

themes of self-acceptance, environmental mastery, positive relations, purpose in life, 

personal growth, autonomy, and a highly prized hope in life (Ryff & Keyes, 1995).  
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Resilience was also studied by Griffiths in 2014, who discovered fostering a healthy 

psychological work environment and promoting healthy behaviors are components of a 

resilient mindset.  Through her research, Griffiths discovered that in the school year of 2009 

and 2010, 133,000 individuals who work in the education sector suffered from an illness 

which was caused by their job, showing numbers 4.3 percent more prevalent than other 

professions.  Through demands, control, support, relationships, roles, and change, an 

individual is at risk of losing their resilience to combat the stress placed upon them by their 

jobs.  Therefore, jobs involving high demands and low control present the greatest risk for 

health problems (Griffiths, 2014). 

Perceptions of Coping 

Administrators who experience more emotional exhaustion and depersonalization 

through the burnout synthesis, are unable to cope effectively in task, role, conflict, and 

boundary-spanning areas, according to Gmelch and Wilbert in 1992.  To best describe 

coping, Swent (2001) identified coping as a mean to managing stressful events or situations.  

In handling stress, the individual, or in the case of his study, the administrator, who is 

involved in the stressful moment or experience is the most important variable within the 

context.  Handling stress was examined through a model that is divided into two stages.  The 

first stage of stress management rests in the techniques that are usable for immediate action; 

the second stage represents a short-term reduction of stress – which depicts coping with 

stress on an irregular basis.   

Stress reduction strategies consists of either physiological or cognitive/psychological 

activities (Swent, 2001).  Physiological activities are further divided into three areas that 



107 
 

encompasses the following:  activities engaging the individual in some physical activity such 

as exercise or work; techniques specifically for the purpose of relaxation such as yoga; and 

the use of alcohol or drugs.  Cognitive and psychological activities describe activities or 

attitudes that could be characterized as philosophy of living that can be utilized to cope.  In 

the essence of philosophy, coping could be portrayed as the individual’s realistic view on his 

or her current state and his or her acceptance of the perceived stress or stressful event.  One 

who has this mindset would often be heard as saying, “this just comes with the job” (Swent, 

2001).  Furthermore, cognitive activities one may use to cope with stress will cause for one to 

purposefully attempt to separate themselves either physically or psychologically from the 

stressful event.  Finally, Swent (2001) concluded that the final mode of coping with stress 

would be for the administrator to either retire, resign, or leave the education field to pursue 

other careers. 

Stress management or coping, according to McGrath and Tschan (2004), must first be 

analyzed through the temporal aspects of Stress Potential Events and Conditions or SPEC.  

SPECs are objective situations that may have the potentiality of reducing stress reactions for 

a given system or moment in time.  They may be perceived as establishing an imbalance 

between the demands of the situation and the resources available.  In other words, what may 

be perceived as stressful for one individual may not be considered stressful to another who is 

in the same contextual setting or moment in time.  SPECs can be distinguished by either their 

duration, rate of occurrence, their cycle, and if they are regular or irregular in occurrence 

which causes the SPEC to be predictable or unpredictable (McGrath & Beehr (1990).  

Therefore, if the SPEC is neither predictable or controllable, the SPEC is most likely to 

remain a stressful situation (McGrath & Tschan, 2004). 
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After a SPEC has been accessed (if the stressor is perceived as harmful or stressful), 

the aspects of the coping responses and behaviors are now confronted with the choice process 

in which one response pattern is chosen out of several optional choices of coping techniques.  

Based upon the perceived stressful event, the system attempts to choose an appropriate 

response amongst the available resources needed to carry the response further.  Coping has 

been construed as a reaction to a SPEC and is intentional in its adaptability to diminish the 

negative effects of the stressor.  Coping does not always denigrate the negative influences of 

the stressor, but coping is perceived as the attempt or effort to deal with the stressor 

(McGrath & Tschan, 2004).   

McGrath and Beehr (1990) described the five temporal coping activities one may 

partake in to eliminate or deal with stressors which include the following:  preventive coping, 

anticipatory coping, dynamic coping, reactive coping and residual coping.  Both preventive 

and anticipatory coping are techniques used before the stressful event; and, the noted 

difference between both techniques relates to their timing and duration of actions taken 

before the event.  For example, preventive coping describes actions taken long before the 

change event.  Whereas, anticipatory coping describes actions taken just before the stressful 

event.  The benefit of preventive coping is that due to its anticipatory actions, the preventive 

measures taken can diminish the probability of the event will happen.  In addition, preventive 

coping can aid in preparing one for a more efficient coping once the SPEC actually happens, 

thus softening the impact of the SPEC (McGrath & Tschan, 2004).  Through anticipatory 

coping, the short preparation for the event has its benefits and is predicated upon the event 

itself and the emotional impact the SPEC could potentially have on the event.  An example of 
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anticipatory coping would involve preparation for a storm that is approaching, or a test that 

one has to prepare for. 

McGrath and Beehr (1990) further explain dynamic and reactive coping.  Dynamic 

coping is described as coping during the time of the SPEC; and, reactive coping is described 

as coping attempts immediately after the SPEC has occurred.  Both dynamic and reactive 

coping strategies are considered the typical forms of coping (McGrath & Tschan, 2004).  

Another form of dynamic coping and reactive coping resides in emotion-oriented coping and 

problem-oriented coping (McGrath and Tschan, 2004, Poirel & Yvon, 2014; Schwarzer & 

Schwarzer, 1996).  Emotions such as anger, anxiety and empathy are emotional coping 

strategies administrators may use in dealing with stressful situations.  The feeling of anger is 

triggered by multiple unforeseen constraints or interruptions, unjustified reproaches from 

members of the staff, and self-blame when the administrator feels responsible for bad 

decisions he or she has made (Poirel & Yvon, 2014).  Because of the continuous 

interruptions in the daily activities, secondary school administrators are forced to deal with 

the unexpected situations.  However, when the event is foreseeable, the emotion of anxiety is 

therefore experienced by the individual.  The emotion of anxiety describes generated 

response in the anticipation of situations which are likely to worsen; and, if the stressor is 

very strong, a person may have to apply the emotion-focused coping before he or she can 

approach the situation (McGrath & Tschan, 2004, Poirel & Yvon, 2014).  Lastly, the emotion 

of empathy, according to Poirel and Yvon (2014), is described as the ability to understand 

and identify with the emotional perspective of another person.   
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The final coping model or strategy is that of residual coping.  Situations may occur in 

which coping cannot take place until a period of time after the SPEC has occurred for several 

reasons; the system might have to acclimate itself or replenish resources before coping can 

take place.  Several reasons for residual coping points to the delayed effects of a SPEC.  For 

example, when a significant event has taken place at a school such as violence, the emotional 

and residual coping strategies may take months and years to aid in the recovery of the SPEC 

(McGrath & Tschan, 2004). 

Sogunro (2012) studied stress in school administration and coping strategies.  With 

the need for school reform amid changes in political situations, school principals and 

administrators operate in a stress-strained environment.  As a result, participants in the study 

indicated that stress effected their mental and physical health; because of the stress, several 

of the participants indicated that quitting their positions as the principal was an option they 

considered taking as a recourse to the stress.  The seven major stress factors mentioned in the 

study surrounded the following:  continuous frustrations and challenges with time constraints 

and related issues, crises within the school, challenging policy demands, overwhelming 

mandates, budget constraints, fear of failure, and negative publicity in-regards to dealing 

with the media.   Due to the stressors indicated, several coping strategies were utilized by the 

participants of the study.  They include behavioral modification cues, physical exercises, 

relaxation techniques, professional help and medical care sought by the participants 

(Sogunro, 2012). 
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Summary 

The purpose and significance of this study was to highlight the stressors that 

secondary school administrators face, whether these stressors potentially lead to burnout and 

what coping strategies are utilized to manage or combat stress.  Through the collective 

studies on school administrator’s perceptions of stress and burnout, researchers have made 

efforts to discovering the cause of stress and consequently burnout.  Effective school leaders 

focus on relationship building, effective communication and sustaining school culture and 

climate, while yet following policies and laws of the governing body of the Texas Education 

Agency.  Through the T-PESS system, school principals and administrators are reviewed 

year-round on effective leadership practices described by Waters and Cameron in 2007.  

However, as school leaders face increases in school enrollment, and a deduction of teaching 

staff, these school leaders are challenged with effectively meeting the overall academic and 

social needs of the students (National Center for Education Statistics, 2019).  These 

challenges further cause issues with administrator retention in which half of new principals 

leave their positions by the third year of their leadership roles (Burkhauser et al, 2012; 

Clifford & Chiang, 2016). 

Furthermore, due to job demands, role conflict, accountability standards, school 

principals, assistant principals and deans of instruction are at high-risk for stress and burnout.  

As described by Gmelch in 1982, the Administrator Stress Cycle acknowledges said 

stressors, thus leading the administrator to perceive and respond to the stressor, and 

consequently lead to physical and mental ramifications of the stressors.  The physical 

manifestations of stress, according to Maslach and Leiter (2016) and Riley (2018), coincides 
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with the physical symptoms of burnout which include:  chronic headaches, digestive issues, 

cardiovascular disease and trouble sleeping.   

Through historical significance, the position of secondary school administrators is 

ever evolving to accommodate the needs of the students, parents, communities, and the state.  

Therefore, through research-based coping techniques, secondary school administrators could 

develop strategies for curtailing the demands and stressors inherent of their respective 

positions and subsequent responsibilities.  Wellness encompasses the lack of negative 

feelings in the presence of positive feelings and characteristics such as resilience and self-

esteem (Brandt, 2017; McLeod & Wright, 2016). McGrath and Tschan (2004) highlighted 

the Stress Potential Events and Conditions or SPECs to target the onset of stress and thus 

counter stress within specific situations.   
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 The overall purpose of this chapter was to describe the methodology employed to 

secure, verify, analyze, and prepare data from this study.  The results of the data collected 

was analyzed in Chapter Four.  The purpose of this study was to explore the perceptions of 

current administrators regarding the stressors that contributes to a deterrent in their overall 

general well-being and whether coping strategies are utilized to manage stress.  Another 

purpose of the study was to resolve whether stress was perceived differently based upon the 

gender or age of the study participant.  The information gathered in this study identified the 

causes of stress amongst secondary school administrators who hold the office of Principal, 

Assistant Principal, and Dean of Instruction.  The goal of this researcher was to use the data 

collected in the study to possibly improve strategies for increasing and improving 

administrator tenure, personal awareness of their stress levels, and potentially improve their 

general well-being on a holistic scope. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

1. What stressors do administrators face that directly/indirectly result from the demands 

of leadership responsibilities?  

2. What stressors do administrators face that directly/indirectly result from the demands 

of educational accountability?  

3. What coping mechanisms do secondary school administrators use to manage stress?  
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There were six identifiable hypotheses used to further drive the data analysis of the 

abovementioned research questions.  The overwhelming focus of the following statements 

were used to determine the significance in stress and coping perceptions based upon gender 

and age of secondary school administrators: 

Ha1:  There is a significant difference in administrator stress pertaining to leadership 

responsibilities by gender. 

Ha2:  There is a difference or significance in administrator stress pertaining to 

educational accountability as perceived by gender. 

Ha3:  There is a relationship between frequencies of coping mechanisms as 

understood by gender, and there is a significant difference in coping mechanisms 

used by gender. 

Ha4:  There is a significant difference in administrator stress as it pertains to age. 

Ha5:  There is a significant difference in administrator stress relating to educational 

accountability as it pertains to age. 

Ha6:  Administrative stress is significantly predictive by coping preference. 

Research Design 

 This research was identified as a quantitative research study using correlational data 

collected from survey participants.  The purpose of a study according to Bhat (2017) 

involved the method of gathering and compiling information from a select group of 
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individuals. The intent of this survey was to gain knowledge of the sample and provide 

crucial information in the form of meaningful data that is then analyzed by the researcher.  

For the purpose of this study, the researcher utilized a purposive cross-sectional descriptive 

survey design which enabled the researcher to collect data at a single point in time which was 

drawn from the specified population sample (Lavrakas, 2008).  Through the cross-sectional 

study design, the researcher measured the outcome in the study participants at the same time.  

Lavrakas in 2008 also described the cross-sectional study design as a study that is followed 

by the researcher to ascertain the trend or prevalence of a common theme that is depicted in 

the collected data.  In this research, the themes that were investigated entailed the stressors 

related to accountability standards and leadership responsibilities of secondary school 

administrators and the coping strategies used to manage the stress, and whether gender and 

age predicated the perceived levels of stress and coping strategies.  

Completed Research and Population 

 The completed survey was comprised of the Administrative Stress Index and Coping 

Preference Scale which was sent to 199 secondary school administrators within a large urban 

school district in the southern region of Texas.  The secondary school administrators consist 

of Principals, Assistant Principals, and Deans of Instruction.  The selected school district for 

this study is one of the largest school districts in the state of Texas and the United States with 

over 280 schools and over 200,000 students.  Within the school district, there are 

approximately 80 middle and high Schools combined.  The secondary school administrators 

within these campuses were the target population of the survey.  The selected secondary 

school administrators which were the targeted sample of the study, therefore, allowed the 
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sample population to be considered purposive or deliberate due to the fact that their positions 

correlated with the desired target population of the study.  Within the single participating 

school district in Texas, the study participants consisted of secondary school administrators 

in middle and high schools.  

Data Collection 

 Once the Institutional Review Board and school district approval process was 

completed and permission was received to proceed with the instrumentation deployment, a 

letter was sent via email to the principals, assistant principals, and deans of instruction that 

were employed in secondary schools in the selected district.  The letter contained the link to 

the survey as well as addressed any potential risks, ensured participant anonymity and 

confidentiality.  Once the school district approved the researcher’s request to conduct the 

study within the district, the researcher was able to obtain the participants’ email addresses 

through the district’s contact database.  The study participants or sample were asked to 

complete the survey.  A follow-up email reminder was sent every week after the initial 

sending of the original email to remind study participants to complete the survey instrument.  

Respondents were able to send the researcher a notification of whether they would like a 

copy of the results of the study.  The reminder letter also provided the researcher’s contact 

information should any study participant desire to receive the study results, along with a 

scannable link to the survey to guide the participants to the survey location.  The total time 

utilized to send out surveys to participants and receipt of desired completed surveys took 

approximately six months.   



117 
 

Analysis of the Data 

 Data from the study was analyzed quantitatively using Statistical Package for the 

Social Sciences (SPSS) dependent upon the response calculations on questionnaire items.  

The open-ended questions were analyzed and categorized to indicate recurring themes of 

stressors that related to administrator stress highlighted in the Administrative Stress Index 

developed by Gmelch and Swent in 1982.  Responses relating to coping strategies or 

perceptions were analyzed to reflect themes congruent to Allison’s Coping Preference Scale 

dimensions of coping which consisted of: social support, physical activities, intellectual 

stimulation, entertainment, personal interest, self - management, and supportive attitudes. 

Researcher Bias 

 Researcher or experimenter bias is best defined as the process in which the researcher 

or experimenter for a given study influences or manipulates the results to best fit the 

researcher’s idealistic outcome of the study (Shuttleworth, 2009).  For the edification of this 

study, the researcher acknowledged potential biases that occurred at the onset of the study 

and throughout its duration.  For the convenience of the study, the researcher is an employee 

of the school district which hosts the setting of this study.  One other acknowledgement was 

that the researcher had past knowledge and experience as a secondary school administrator.  

Neither past experience or knowledge base were used as the driving force of the researcher’s 

article selections or data collection.  No personal feelings were involved within the construct 

of the study; and, the researcher remains open-minded about the pending responses of the 

current study participants.  The open-mindedness of the researcher allowed for thorough and 

effective data collection and study analyses. 
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Instrumentation 

 The survey instrument of this study consisted of three components; a copy of each 

component of the survey was included in the appendices of this study.  The first part of the 

survey consisted of a modified version of the Administrative Stress Index created by Gmelch 

and Swent (1982), followed by the Coping Preference created by Allison (1995).  The first 

part of the questionnaire consisted of 31 questions stemming from the Administrative Stress 

Index.  One additional open-ended question was used to allow participants to identify their 

greatest work-related source stress.  The second part of the questionnaire consisted of 28 

questions stemming from the Coping Preference Scale (26 questions contained a 6-point 

Likert scale design and two additional open-ended questions).  The third part of the 

questionnaire included a demographic questionnaire that covered areas such as participant 

age, gender, administrative level, years within the administrative level, marital status, and 

highest college degree earned. 

The Original Administrative Stress Index 

 The Administrative Stress Index or ASI was originally developed by Dr. Walter 

Gmelch and Dr. Boyd Swent in 1982.  The purpose of the original research was to determine 

the stressors administrators experience that causes a deterrent to their successful fulfillment 

of their duties within their schools.  Prior to the 1982 study of Gmelch and Swent, both 

researchers conducted a pilot study in 1977 that highlighted several themes relating to 

stressors identified by the 1,156 study participants which identified as secondary school 

administrators and their corresponding coping mechanisms.  From the study results, Gmelch 
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and Swent (1977) discovered five categories of stressors that affect secondary school 

administrators.  The five categories or factors and their subsequent descriptions are as follow:   

• Administrative constraints (stressors related to demands of time, workload and 

compliance with federal, state and other organizational policies);  

• Administrative responsibilities (task characteristics of the position of school 

administrator not limited to supervision duties, evaluative practices and the gain of 

public approval) 

• Interpersonal relations (the resolution of conflict and differences that occur between 

parents, school staff members and the handling of student discipline) 

• Intrapersonal conflict (conflicts between performance one’s internal beliefs and 

values) 

• Role expectations (stress caused by a difference in the expectations of the 

administrator in which said administrator deals with regards to all stakeholders of the 

school – students, parents, fellow administrators, district board of education, district 

supervisors and members of the community) 

The questionnaire was developed by Gmelch and Swent to measure sources of administrative 

stress that evolved through a conglomeration of duplicated themes of stress to ensure all 

avenues of job-related stress were explored. 

 The original questionnaire consisted of 35 items in which 15 items came from Job 

Related Strain by Indik, Seashore and Slesinger in 1964.  The index was supplemented by 

items pulled from a series of a review of publications for public school administration for a 

duration of one week.  An additional 23 items of the questionnaire derived from stress logs 
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and reviews of public-school administration publications that reported the top sources of 

stress which catered to administrative roles in general and the roles of public secondary 

school administrators. 

 The Administrative Stress Index or ASI, developed by Gmelch and Swent (1982) was 

a comprehensive assessment of stress. The comprehensive assessment of stress was 

categorized into the five factors previously mentioned with seven items within each factor.  

The factors include the following information:  administrator constraints, administrator 

responsibilities, interpersonal relations, intrapersonal conflict and role expectations (Swent & 

Gmelch, 1977; Gmelch & Swent, 1982).  Furthermore, a factor analysis of data presented at 

the onset of the survey delivered four dimensions of stress, including role-based, task-based, 

boundary-spanning, and conflict-mediating (Gmelch & Swent, 1984; Koch et al., 1982).  The 

stressors within the survey were written in the form of questions that were capable of 

summation or calculation on a five-point Likert type scale.  Permission to use and modify the 

ASI was obtained by Gmelch and records of the correspondence was included in the 

Appendix of the study. 

Modified Administrative Stress Index 

 Upon permission from Dr. Gmelch, the researcher modified the original ASI to best 

accommodate and reflect the directional focus of the study’s research questions.  For 

example, question 12 of the original study addressed various communication techniques used 

in the era of the survey’s original design.  Methods of communication in 1982 such as 

memos and letters are not the only methods of communication secondary school 

administrators use in the current time period.  The researcher suggested adding 
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communication methods of email and social media posts to the question would best reflect 

the current methods secondary school administrators use to best communicate to 

stakeholders.  Four questions were eliminated from the original survey to best coordinate 

with current issues secondary school administrators face.  One question was replaced to 

reflect educational accountability standards such as high stakes testing and student 

achievement.  The researcher consulted with Dr. Gmelch to ensure the abovementioned 

modifications would not hinder the validity and reliability of the intentions of the original 

ASI. 

The Administrative Stress Index in Research Studies 

 The ASI has contributed to many studies through the 30 years of its existence.  

Within the past decade, the ASI has been used to determine stress levels of not only 

secondary school administrators, but district administrators, and church leaders.  The 

versatility of the ASI allows researchers to calculate stress indicators through the 

comprehensive assessment and thus make valid conclusions that was current and relevant to 

the sample population at the onset of the respective study. 

 Heiser in 2001 studied the impact of teacher termination on the level of stress in 

elementary school principals through a phenomenological lens.  Principal respondents in the 

study indicated that the source of the majority of their stress levels were indicative of the 

excessive amount of time spent in supporting teachers who were considered ineffective in the 

classroom.  The respondents less experienced in their principalship experienced more stress 

related to career termination and its effect on the individual and through task-based stress as 

it relates to the ASI.  The respondents who were more experienced in the principalship were 
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more stressed as it related to the events that were not in their realm of their control thus 

increasing the level of boundary-spanning stress as highlighted in the ASI (Heiser, 2001). 

 Principal stress was examined using Gmelch’s ASI in 2010 by Kresyman.  The goal 

of the study was to study the source of stress through the lens of accountability as it reflects 

the era of No Child Left Behind.  The principal participants were from the state of Nevada.  

What was discovered was that the respondents reported that No Child Left Behind 

accountability reforms produced the highest reported stressors (Kresyman, 2010). 

 Perry in 2016 utilized the ASI to determine stress and coping strategies among 

secondary school principals in Minnesota.  Data from 200 principals’ respondents reported 

that principals were rarely concerned by the work-related issues that arise in accordance with 

the ASI.  The study did indicate that finding effective coping strategies enabled the principals 

to cope with stressful situations that arise. 

 Stress in the superintendency was explored by Taggart in 2017; the ASI was used to 

gather data.  The results indicated that the top stressor reported by superintendents was 

through the complying with state, federal, and organizational rules and policies (Taggart, 

2017).  The results of the study also indicated that women superintendent study participants 

experienced more stress as it pertains to interpersonal conflicts and decision-making. 

Coping Preference Scale 

 The Coping Preference Scale or CPS was developed and designed by researcher 

Allison in 1995.  The CPS model was developed from the following models:  Survey Coping 

Techniques Scale (Iuzzolino, 1986), the Potential Methods of Coping with Stress Survey 
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(Lutton, 1988); and the Roesch Coping Scale (1979).  According to Allison (1995), the most 

frequently chosen strategies highlighted from the three models of Iuzzolino, Lutton and 

Roesch respectfully were selected to create the CPS; and, 19 items were selected from the 

scales that had overlapping tendencies or themes. 

 The pilot study of the CPS was completed by 52 vice principals in Richmond, British 

Columbia (Allison, 1995).  In conjunction with the Coping Preference Scale, Allison (1995) 

also included a Demographic and Biographic Index which measured the physical and mental 

consequences of stress as reported by administrators.  For the sake of this study, the DBI was 

not included in the survey instrument.  The participants were encouraged to complete the 

questionnaire and to identify any additional coping strategies that were perceived as 

important and then subsequently make comments to add clarification on the verbiage of the 

items within the questionnaire.  After the respondents’ questionnaires were analyzed and 

several modifications took place, the current 26 item scale was developed and thus 

administered to a graduate research class of 20 students at the University of British 

Columbia.  Allison (1995) organized the CPS in conjunction with Gmelch’s 1988 seven 

categories of coping, including social support, physical activities, intellectual stimulation, 

entertainment, personal interest, self - management, and supportive attitudes.  The coefficient 

alpha reliability of .805 according to Allison in 1995 was calculated for the CPS during the 

onset analyses of the study. 

 The Coping Preference Scale was grouped by factors that includes: Good Physical 

Health Program (4 questions); Withdrawal and Recharging (7 questions); Intellectual Social 

and Spiritual Support (4 questions); Positive Attitude (4 questions); Realistic Perspective (3 
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questions); Time Management and Organization (2 questions); and Increased Involvement (2 

questions).   The scale responses were designed through a 6-point Likert scale with response 

choices ranging from 0=never, 1=almost never; 3-sometimes, 5-almost always (Allison, 

1995).  Two additional open-ended questions will be available to the participants to add other 

coping strategies that they practice to aid them in alleviating stress or managing stress.  

Permission to use the CPS was obtained by Allison and records of the correspondence was 

included in the Appendix of the study. 

The CPS in Research Studies 

 Since the development of the CPS in 1995, researcher Li (2006) sought to discover 

the relationship among stress and coping demands along with job burnout of secondary 

school principals in Hong Kong.  The use of the Allison’s CPS enabled Nim-yu Li to identify 

the most preferred coping strategy used by study participants.  What was discovered in the 

study by Nim-yu LI (2006) was that the CPS factor of Positive Attitude within the CPS 

helped study participants focus on positive and self-supportive mental sets which was 

described as the optimistic approach to problem solving and the practice of good human 

relation skills with staff.  Further, Nim-yu Li summarized that the principal’s work 

performance and well-being is affected if there is a continuous increase in tasks associated 

with education reform. 

Statistical Analysis Procedures 

 The analysis of data from the Administrative Stress Index and Coping Preference 

Scale was completed using Statistical Package for Social Sciences or SPSS Software.  The 
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mean of each of the five factors associated with the ASI was calculated with a standard 

deviation identified and noted by the researcher.  The means of the five ASI factors which 

included:  administrative constraints, administrative responsibility, interpersonal relations, 

intrapersonal conflict, and role expectations were identified and analyzed for statistical 

significance relating to the independent variables previously listed.  The standard deviation 

and frequency mean of the 31 index items was ranked from most stressful to the least 

stressful with descriptive statistics used to detail the overarching theme of the results.  An 

Independent-samples t-test model was used to distinguish the difference in frequency means 

stress perceptions as pertaining to gender.  Also, an Independent-samples t-test model was 

also used to determine the mean difference in coping mechanisms as perceived by gender.  

An One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) model, which is best defined as a model used 

to determine the differences among group means in a particular sample, was, in the case of 

this study, used to determine the means of stress as it pertained to age groups.  Also, a 

multiple regression model was conducted to analyze the correlational relationship between 

perceived stress and corresponding coping mechanisms experienced by study participants.   

 The standard deviation and frequency mean of the calculations for both ASI and 

Coping Preference Scales was tallied and reported verbatim in accordance to the responses 

for each measured item.  The responses to the open-ended questions and ranking questions 

collected in accordance to the Administrative Stress Index and Coping Preference Scale was 

analyzed verbatim and verified by the researcher by analyzing themes from participant 

responses.  The themes that were repeated were reported in Chapter Four and shared in 

accordance to their significance which was determined upon the review of the results. 



126 
 

Limitations 

The findings of this research were restricted to a select number of subjects, therefore 

making the results of the study inclusive to a limited number of secondary school 

administrators in the state of Texas.  The opinions of the study participants, and the results of 

the study were indirectly reflected upon all other administrators in the state of Texas.   

Another limitation that was considered for this study would be the job descriptions of 

the administrator as highlighted by the state of Texas Board of Education and the subsequent 

job descriptions of school districts within the state of Texas. These do not reflect the job 

duties or responsibilities of other administrators that hold the same title; but have various 

other responsibilities and duties. 

Educational accountability and leadership responsibilities in this study included the 

following:  standardize testing, instructional programs, funding, academic performance, staff 

certifications, community relations, staff development, and student and parent involvement.  

These categories did not fully encompass other areas of accountability that could be 

reflective in other secondary schools.  The duration of the study was limited to the academic 

school year in which the study was conducted. 

The Administrative Stress Index’s original publication date of 1982 did not fully 

encompass the various changes school leaders have to encounter such as school safety, 

bullying, technological uses in the classroom, and the social media prowess.  The rating 

responses of the ASI were subjective based upon the opinions and perspectives of the 

respondents of the study.  The Coping Preference Scale’s origins of 1995 had limited 
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exposure to various studies indicative of coping strategies.  However, the relativity and 

reliability factors of both the ASI and CPS provided a viable component to the study’s 

intended results dependent upon the responses of the study participants. 

Summary 

 Secondary school administrators face various challenges such as job conflict, 

interpersonal conflicts, job demands, student achievement, staff turnover, standardized 

testing, accountability rating systems, and measures – which any of these mentioned can 

cause undue stress on the administrator.  Through this research, several instruments were 

used to measure the perceptions of stress and coping levels of secondary school 

administrators.  The Administrative Stress Index developed by Dr. Gmelch and Dr. Swent in 

1982 presented a seasoned and comprehensive measurement to highlight stressors which can 

be in either of the five factors of the questionnaire: administrative constraints, administrative 

responsibility, interpersonal relations, intrapersonal conflict and role expectations.  The 

Coping Preference Scale developed by Allison (1995) presented a valid and relatable 

instrument that measured perceived coping strategies in a cognitive, emotional and 

behavioral scope.   

Each participant’s responses were quantifiably analyzed using SPSS and descriptive 

analysis by way of Independent-samples t-test data analysis, One-way ANOVA data 

analysis, and multiple regression data analysis.  Upon collection of the completed surveys, 

each participant’s identity was protected by the researcher and responses were secured and 

will be kept in a double-lock system for at least five years.  Through the listed limitations 

presented in this study, each component, instrument and response was used to best identify 
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strategies secondary school administrators used to better alleviate stressful events that could 

potentially deter the administrator’s well-being. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

Introduction 

 This study was designed to investigate the relationship between administrative 

stresses and coping mechanisms in Middle and High Schools within a large urban school 

district.  The design of the study embraced a quantitative method that examined the 

correlational relationship between stress and coping amongst secondary school 

administrators.  The goal of this chapter is to highlight frequencies, means and standard 

deviations of stressors, and coping mechanisms.  Prior to the study’s data collection 

processes which included IRB and school district approval, survey development and 

deployment, and, data collection, the researcher reported the necessary methods used to best 

conduct the full analysis of the data.  

 Frequency distributions were utilized to determine the frequencies of stress as it 

pertained to leadership responsibilities and educational accountability in secondary school 

administrators who held the positions of either Principal, Assistant Principal, and Dean of 

Instruction.  Independent-samples t-tests were conducted to understand the administrative 

stressors within the constructions of leadership responsibilities and educational 

accountability as perceived by gender.  Independent-samples t-tests were additionally used to 

determine coping strategies and determine differences that exist between stressors as 

perceived by gender.  A one-way ANOVA was utilized to compare stressors as perceived by 

age groups.  A multiple regression model was developed to determine the significance of the 

relationship between administrator stress and coping mechanism. 
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 The mean score frequencies were utilized to determine the highest ranked stressors 

within Gmelch and Swent’s Administrative Stress Index (1982) is five categories such as: 

Administrative Constraints, Administrative Responsibility, Interpersonal Relations, 

Intrapersonal Conflicts, and Role Expectations.  The mean scores were also used to pinpoint 

the highest ranked coping mechanisms as they relate to the seven factors described in the 

Coping Preference Scale by Allison (1995).  The seven factors of the CPS are as follows: 

Good Physical Health Program, Withdrawal and Recharging, Intellectual, Social and 

Spiritual Support, Positive Attitude, Realistic Perspective, Time Management and 

Organization, and Increased Involvement.  

The data were analyzed in an effort to respond to the following research questions:  

1. What stressors do administrators face that directly/indirectly result from the 

demands of leadership responsibilities? 

2. What stressors do administrators face that directly/indirectly result from the 

demands of educational accountability?  

3. What coping mechanisms do secondary school administrators use to manage 

stress? 

Through the use of Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) the following 

research hypotheses were evaluated in response to the abovementioned research questions: 

Ha1:  There is a significant difference in administrator stress pertaining to leadership 

responsibilities by gender. 
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Ha2:  There is a difference or significance in administrator stress pertaining to 

educational accountability as perceived by gender. 

Ha3:  There is a relationship between frequencies of coping mechanisms as 

understood by gender, and there is a significant difference in coping mechanisms 

used by gender. 

Ha4:  There is a significant difference in administrator stress as it pertains to age. 

Ha5:  There is a significant difference in administrator stress relating to educational 

accountability as it pertains to age. 

Ha6:  Administrative stress is significantly predictive by coping preference. 

 Contained in this chapter is a comprehensive summary of the statistical data analysis, 

research setting and population sample, serving instruments, and data collection methods for 

each research question.  Tables were used to highlight frequency means and standard 

deviation for each category and factor of the ASI and CPS as they align with the study’s 

research questions.  The open-ended response questions obtained from both the ASI and CPS 

were categorized, analyzed, and summarized based upon recurring themes in accordance to 

study participants’ responses to their greatest work-related stressor and additional coping 

mechanisms.  

Research Setting and Demographics 

 The setting of the study took place in a large urban school district in the southern 

region of Texas.  The survey instruments used comprised of a modified version of Gmelch 
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and Swent’s (1982) Administrative Stress Index (ASI) and Allison’s Coping Preference 

Scale (1995) or CPS.  The combined survey instrument comprised of 58 questions including 

three optional open-ended questions.  The survey tool was designed and compiled through 

the online survey tool, SmartSurvey and was sent to the study participants through electronic 

mail. 

 Targeted participants for the purposes of this study included secondary school 

administrators who are in schools that host sixth through twelfth grades.  The design of the 

study purposed to determine stress and coping mechanisms in individuals who either have 

the position of either Principal, Assistant Superintendent, or Dean of Instruction.  The 

timeframe from survey distribution and collection lasted for six months during the 2019 – 

2020 school year.  The following information depicts details on the survey response rate and 

demographics: 

Table 1 – Survey Collection Data 

Total Surveys sent to participant pool:  199 

Total number of surveys returned:  142 

Partially completed surveys returned:  54 

Usable/complete surveys:  88 (77 completed every portion of the survey; 11 completed the 

ASI only; 2 completed both the ASI and CPS without completing the Demographic 

Information) 
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Table 2 - Demographic Frequency 

Description Participant Information 

Age 42.86 

Gender Males – N = 21 

Female – N = 56 

Marital Status Single – N = 12 

Married – N = 57 

Divorced/Separated – N = 8 

Highest Degree Earned Masters – N = 63 

Doctorate – N = 14 

Years at Present School (including present 

year) 

Average Years: N – 5.41 

Years in Administration (Positions of 

Principal, Assistant Principal, and Dean of 

Instruction 

0 - 5 years:  58.4% 

5 – 10 years:  24.7% 

10 – 15 years: 11.7% 

15 – 20 years:  1.3% 

20 + years: 3.9% 

Administrative Stress Index – Categories and Descriptions 

 The first portion of the survey instrument used for the study consisted of a modified 

version of Gmelch and Swent’s Administrative Stress Index (1982).  The ASI is designed to 

the format of five-point Likert scale and offers respondents the choice of responding to 

“Rarely or Never Bothers me” to “Sometimes Bothers Me” to “Frequently Bothers Me”.  The 
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ASI consisted of five categories and are described as Administrative Constraints, 

Administrative Responsibility, Interpersonal Relations, Intrapersonal Conflicts, and Role 

Expectations.  The categories of ASI were further sectioned in response to the research 

questions.  The following table reflects the categories that were analyzed in connection to the 

research questions. 

Table 3 – ASI Categories Paired to Research Questions 

Research Question 1:  What stressors do administrators face that directly/indirectly 

result from the demands of leadership responsibilities? 

1. Administrative Responsibility 

2. Interpersonal Relations 

3. Role Expectations 

Research question 2:  What stressors do administrators face that directly/indirectly 

result from the demands of educational accountability? 

1. Administrative Constraints 

2. Interpersonal Conflicts  

Questions within the ASI were analyzed into each category and their results are depicted in 

the table below.  The results also allowed each ASI category to be ranked from the Highest 

Ranked Stress Category to the Least Ranked Stress Category.   
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Research Question 1: Stress Related to Leadership Responsibilities 

Table 4.1 – Category 1 of ASI 

Administrative Responsibility Mean 

Score 

Standard 

Deviation 

Supervising and coordinating the tasks of many people 

Preparing and allocating budget resources 

Evaluating staff members’ performance 

Trying to gain public approval and/or financial support for school 

programs 

3.1 

2.52 

3.01 

2.7 

1.18 

1.33 

1.01 

1.26 

 

** 1 = almost or never bothers me 3 = sometimes bothers me 5 = frequently bothers 
me 

Table 4.1 – The mean scores for this table depicted lower stress levels from the participants.  

The highest responses in this category showed that “Supervising and coordinating the tasks 

of many people” was the highest recorded stressor in this category.  The lowest recorded 

stressor from participants showed that “preparing and allocating budget resources” was the 

participants’ least stressful leadership responsibility.   
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Table 4.2 – Category 2 of ASI 

Interpersonal Relations Mean 

Score 

Standard 

Deviation 

Feeling staff members don’t understand my goals and expectations 

Trying to resolve differences between/among students 

Trying to resolve parent/school conflicts 

Handling student discipline problems 

Trying to resolve differences between/among staff members 

Trying to influence my immediate supervisor’s actions and decisions 

that affect me 

3.6 

3.02 

3.55 

3.18 

3.36 

3.12 

1.22 

1.22 

1.21 

1.26 

1.13 

1.23 

 

** 1 = almost or never bothers me 3 = sometimes bothers me 5 = frequently bothers 

me 

Table 4.2 – This category focuses on how the administrator handles stress when it pertains to 

members of the learning community which include teachers, clerical staff, and students.  In 

the scope of the design of the survey question, all responses showed that participants were 

“sometimes bothered” by handling concerns within the school building and its members.  

The highest mean score in this category focused on the stressor of administrator expectations 

and visions not being embraced by those under his or her leadership.  The lowest mean score 

in this category was the concern for resolving issues or situations among the student body.   
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Table 4.3 – Category 3 of ASI 

Role Expectations Mean 

Score 

Standard 

Deviation 

Thinking that I will not be able to satisfy the conflicting demands of 

those who have authority over me 

Feeling pressure for better job performance over and above what I 

think is reasonable 

Not knowing what my supervisor thinks of me, or how he/she 

evaluates my performance 

Feeling I have to participate in school activities outside the normal 

working hours at the expense of my personal time 

Feeling that I have too much responsibility delegated to me by my 

supervisor 

Being unclear on just what the scope and responsibilities of my job 

are 

3.32 

 

3.61 

 

3.38 

 

3.67 

 

2.97 

 

2.94 

1.34 

 

1.36 

 

1.37 

 

1.33 

 

1.2 

 

1.22 

** 1 = almost or never bothers me 3 = sometimes bothers me 5 = frequently bothers 

me 

Table 4.3 – The category of “Role Expectations” concentrates on the administrator’s ability 

to handle tasks assigned to them by their supervisors or inherited upon taking on the role of 

leadership.  Study participants believed that having to “participate in school activities out the 

normal working hours at the expense of my personal time” was indeed stressful and that it 

sometimes bothered them.  One other response that had a mean score closest to the 
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aforementioned response depicted that the stress of feeling pressured to perform the 

administrative duties assigned to the study participants was unreasonable. 

Research Question 2: Stress Related to Educational Accountability 

Table 4.4 – Category 4 of ASI 

Administrative Constraints Mean 

Score 

Standard 

Deviation 

Being interrupted by telephone calls 

Having my work frequently interrupted by staff members who want 

to talk 

Writing memos, letters, and other communique such as emails, 

social media posts 

Feeling that I have too heavy a workload, one that I cannot possibly 

finish during the normal workday 

Complying with federal, state and organizational rules and policies 

Pressure of maintaining accountability standards as it relates to high 

stakes testing and student performance 

Feeling that meetings take up too much time 

Trying to complete reports and other paperwork on time 

3.19 

3.3 

 

3.27 

 

3.84 

 

3.33 

4 

3.99 

3.84 

1.11 

1.16 

 

1.17 

 

1.41 

 

1.29 

1.49 

1.29 

1.23 

** 1 = almost or never bothers me 3 = sometimes bothers me 5 = frequently bothers 

me 
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Table 4.4 – The “Administrative Constraints” category hosts the most questions out of all the 

categories and displayed the highest mean scores.  This particular category centered around 

administrators’ response to stressors that involved educational accountability in the form of 

standardized testing, district policies, accountability of oneself to perform their duties 

adequately, and the accountability of handling staffing needs.  The lowest recorded mean 

score for this category was that of, “being interrupted to answer phone calls”.  The top three 

highest recorded mean scores were the responses of the following statements: “Pressure of 

maintaining accountability standards as it relates to high stakes testing and student 

performance”, “Feeling that meetings take up too much time”, and “Feeling that I have too 

heavy a workload, one that I cannot possibly finish during the normal workday”. 
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Table 4.5 – Category 5 of ASI 

Intrapersonal Conflicts Mean 

Score 

Standard 

Deviation 

Feeling that I am not fully qualified to handle my job 

Knowing I can get information needed to carry out my job property 

Imposing excessively high expectations on myself 

Attempting to meet social expectations (housing, clubs, friends, etc.) 

Having to make decisions that affect the lives of individual people 

that I know (colleagues, staff members, students, etc.) 

Feeling that I have too little authority to carry out responsibilities 

assigned to me 

Feeling that the progress on my job is not what it should or could be 

2.45 

2.6 

3.89 

3.28 

3.58 

 

2.88 

3.59 

1.16 

1.14 

1.35 

1.41 

1.31 

 

1.17 

1.35 

** 1 = almost or never bothers me 3 = sometimes bothers me 5 = frequently bothers 
me 

Table 4.5 – The “Intrapersonal Conflict” category of ASI highlighted stressors that catered to 

individualistic educational accountability.  The personal educational accountability stressor 

that had the highest recorded mean score in this category rested with the statement of how 

respondents felt pressured when they imposed excessively high expectations on themselves.  

However, the counterpart to this statement that reside in the “Feeling that I am not fully 

qualified to handle my job” showed that participants felt less stressed about their 

qualifications to be administrators and to perform their duties accordingly. 
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Table 4.6 - Ranking of ASI Categories According to Mean Frequencies 

ASI Categories Ranked by Highest to Lowest Administrative 

Stressors 

Mean Score 

Administrative Constraints 

Role Expectations 

Interpersonal Relations 

Intrapersonal Conflicts 

Administrative Responsibility 

3.60 

3.32 

3.31 

3.18 

2.83 

** 1 = almost or never bothers me 3 = sometimes bothers me 5 = frequently bothers 

me 

Table 4.6 – The five categories of the Administrative Stress Index showed that the category 

of “Administrative Constraints” had the highest recorded mean scores of all the categories.  

Administrators believed that the stressors of educational accountability in the form of federal 

and state compliance, student academic performance and testing, and other stressors 

constituted to their highest stressors in the administration.  On the other hand, the 

responsibility of being administrator was not considered to be as stressful as other 

components of administrative leadership. 

Administrative Stress Index Open Ended Component 

 The open-ended response question of the Administrative Stress Index asked 

respondents to name their greatest work-related source of stress.  The open-ended question 

was optional and did not require participants to answer, but the question was answered by 87 

of the 88 study participants.  Their responses were catalogued and analyzed by recurring 
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themes.  The ranked categories are listed below in Table 6 according to frequency or 

repetition of responses from the study participants. 

Table 5 

Open-Ended Responses Ranked by Categories 

Category Percentage 

1. School Personnel Concerns 

2. Supervisory Support/Appreciation from Local Campus and 

District level 

3. Accountability/Compliance 

4. Extra duties/responsibilities/job demand 

5. Student Concerns (discipline, student performance) 

6. Parent/Guardian issues 

7. Time as a Resource 

8. Family Time 

9. School Culture  

10. School Safety 

23.2% 

13.7% 

 

12.6% 

11.6% 

10.5% 

9.5% 

5.3% 

4.2% 

4.2% 

2.1% 

 

Table 5 - The top five ranked categories of the open-ended question on the ASI are further 

explained below. 

School Personnel Concerns – Several participants responded with concerns that catered to 

issues concerning school staff competence to perform their duties, classroom management 

issues, teacher and leader capacity, adult (teacher) behaviors that impede the effective 

functionality of the school, and lazy or ineffective staff members.  One study participant 
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stated that “I feel that teachers are grossly underpaid and in order to keep quality teachers in 

the classroom, they need greater monetary incentives.  I am constantly fighting the battle of 

having to cycle through teachers.”  One other participant stated that a “teacher’s inability to 

control classroom or basic teacher duties” is their greatest work-related source of stress.  

 
Supervisory Support/Appreciation from Local Campus and District Level – Study 

participants stated that the central office politics and the district office stance of being out of 

touch with schools and what it takes to improve a school are some of their biggest stressors.  

In addition, participants also stated “not being appreciated” by local and district level staff 

members causes undue stress.  “Lack of supervisor support and appreciation” was stated by 

one participant as their greatest work-related source of stress.  Another participant stated that 

their greatest work-related source of stress came from “when supervisors do not give 

advanced notice on urgent duties – last minute planning on behalf of others”.   

 
Accountability/Compliance – Responses such as the following constituted for a high 

percentage of stress from the study participants: testing, documentation, state accountability, 

and compliance.  Statements such as, “Accountability,” “Accountability – student academic 

performance, “Unrealistic expectations from state and district concerning underserved 

populations”, and “Improving state scores” were listed as several participants’ greatest work-

related source of stress. 

Extra Duties/Responsibilities/Job Demands – One particular study participant stated that 

“Working extended hours on large numbers of school-related extracurricular duties” denoted 

a marginally large percentage of stress according to study participants.  Participants stated 

that when supervisors do not give advance notice on urgent duties, the participants are 
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pressed to make last minute planning efforts on behalf of others.  Participants stated that, 

“Meetings that could be emails”, “Working extended hours on large numbers of school-

related extracurricular duties’, and “Getting emails to complete surveys” from dissertation 

students were listed as an example of secondary school administrators’ greatest work-related 

sources of stress. 

Student Concerns - This category centered around participants’ response to the needs when 

it pertains to student academic performance, discipline, and the lack of student motivation as 

it pertains to their learning and success.  Statements collected from participants indicated that 

“lack of student motivation”, “Student discipline and the irate parents”, and “students who 

misbehave despite multiple resources and assistance, but do not see how their misbehaviors 

shape their future” indicates several participants’ greatest work-related source of stress. 

 The bottom ranked categories consisted of Parental/Guardian Issues, School Safety, 

Family Time, School Culture, and Time as a Resource.  The Parental/Guardian Issues 

Category offered participant responses such as “Parents who demand unreasonable, highly 

specific treatment for their child”, “parents who refuse to accept that their child behaved 

outside of the rules”, and lastly, “parents that are not supportive”.  The Family Time category 

contained responses from participants that related to the lack of time spent with family to 

accommodate the needs of their respective jobs.  One participant stated that “the sacrifice of 

my daughters to excel at my job” was indeed one of their greatest work-related source of 

stress.  Other participants made statements similar to that of the aforementioned participant.  

Surprisingly, the School Safety category ranked lower than all of the categories for work-

related stressors.  Respondents stated that their source of stress in congruence to this category 

related to student access to guns and their ability to possibly bring them to their respective 
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campuses.  The category of Time as a Resource related to issues with the overwhelming 

duties administrators face and the limited number of hours to complete the duties assigned to 

them. 

Coping Preference Scale – Factors and Descriptions 

 The Coping Preference Scale or CPS was developed by Allison in 1995 and was used 

to analyze what coping mechanisms secondary school administrators use to counter or 

manage stressors that they encounter.  The CPS was categorized into seven factors and 

offered respondents the option to respond to a range of Likert scale questions that offered 

choices such as “Not Applicable”, “Almost Never” as it referred to which coping strategies 

participants “Sometimes Used” or “Almost Always” as it referred to preferred coping 

strategies.  The responses to each question were analyzed by means and standard deviations 

to best describe participant responses to coping preferences.  The seven Coping Preference 

Scale Factors include the following: Good Physical Health Program, Withdrawal and 

Recharging, Intellectual, Social and Spiritual Support, Positive Attitude, Realistic 

Perspective, Time Management and Organization, and Increased Involvement. 
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Research Question 3 – What Coping Mechanisms do Secondary School Administrators 

use to Cope with Stress? 

Table 6.1 – CPS Factor 1 

Good Physical Health Program Mean 

Score 

Standard 

Deviation 

Engage in action non-work or play activities (e.g. boating, camping, 

fishing, gardening, golfing, painting, playing a musical instrument, etc. 

 
Maintain good health habits (e.g., weight watch, eat balanced meals, 

reduce intake of caffeine and refined sugar, keep proper concentrations 

of vitamins, etc.) 

 
Maintain regular sleep habits 

 
Regular physical exercise 

 

3.8 

 

 

4.03 

 

4.08 
 

3.82 
 

1.18 

 

 

1.04 

 

1.32 
 

1.29 

** 1 = almost never use 3 = sometimes use 5 = almost always use 

Table 6.1 – “Good Physical Health Program” Factor focuses on the physical manifestations 

of coping mechanisms that respondents use to manage stress.  Within this factor, respondents 

resorted to maintaining a regular sleeping habit and good health habits to overcome stress 

that is reflective of their administrative duties.  Slightly lower mean scores from two other 

components within this factor pointed to regular physical exercise and the engagement in 

non-work activities. 
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Table 6.2 – CPS Factor 2 

Withdrawal and Recharging Mean 

Score 

Standard 

Deviation 

Withdraw physically from the situation (leave the office or the 

school for a time) 

 

Break from daily routine or temporarily change to a less stressful 

task 

 

Use relaxation and stress management techniques (e.g., auto-

hypnosis, biofeedback, meditation, yoga, etc.) 

 

Compartmentalize work and non-work life 

 

Take mini-vacations 

 

Seek solitude, slow down work pace, take time to reflect 

 

Socializing 

2.95 

 

 

3.63 

 

 

3.29 

 

 

4.22 

 

3.47 

 

3.77 

 

3.56 

1.08 

 

 

1.08 

 

 

1.32 

 

 

1.09 

 

1.2 

 

1.2 

 

1.24 

** 1 = almost never use 3 = sometimes use 5 = almost always use 

Table 6.2 – Within this factor, respondents take into account maneuvers they use that 

separates them from a stressful environment.  For example, respondents reported that 

compartmentalizing their work-life and non-work life offered the best avenue to coping with 

stress.  The administrator’s ability to withdraw from the stressful environment by way of 

stepping out of the office for a time was least utilized by respondents. 
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Table 6.3 – CPS Factor 3 

Intellectual, Social and Spiritual Support Mean 

Score 

Standard 

Deviation 

Engage in activities that support spiritual growth (inspirational 

music, art, reading or religion) 

 
Talk with family members or close friends 

 
Engage in less active non-work or play activities (e.g., dine out, 

attend cultural or sporting events, movies, crafts, listen to music, 

read or watch TV, etc.) 

Talk to district administrators or other school principals 

4.28 

 

4.66 

 

4.46 
 
 

3.49 

1.23 
 
 
 

1.04 
 
 
 

.94 
 
 

1.17 

** 1 = almost never use 3 = sometimes use 5 = almost always use 

Table 6.3 – This particular factor of the CPS focuses on how administrators use the 

influences of and interactions with individuals within their social and professional circles to 

best cope with stress.  In this factor, respondents “almost always used” the opportunity to talk 

with family members or close friends to manage stress.  The mean score for the question 

relating to respondents engaging in less active non-work or play activities closely reflected 

the respondents’ opportunity to talk with family members and/or close friends.  The lowest 

reported component in this factor is the likelihood of respondents using district 

administrators or other school principals/administrators to assist in coping with stress.   
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Table 6.4 – CPS Factor 4 

Positive Attitude Mean 

Score 

Standard 

Deviation 

Practice good human relation skills with staff, students and parents 

Approach problems optimistically and objectively 

Create more positive and self-supportive mental sets 

Use in-service opportunities to increase repertoire of management 

and communications skills 

5.14 

5.03 

4.14 

3.66 

.96 

.9 

1.26 

1.12 

** 1 = almost never use 3 = sometimes use 5 = almost always use 

Table 6.4 – The “Positive Attitude” Factor of the CPS encompasses the respondent’s ability 

to remain optimistic in managing stress.  This particular factor displayed key components 

that showed an overwhelming response from respondents as they explained that maintaining 

good human relation skills with members of the learning community is an attribute almost 

always used.  Following this approach, administrators in this study frequently utilized the 

ability to approach problems optimistically and objectively to better counter stress.  Lastly, 

the use of in-service or professional development opportunities to increase the 

administrators’ management and communication skills were sometimes used in the pursuit of 

coping with stress. 

Factor 6.5 – CPS Factor 5 

Realistic Perspective Mean 

Score 

Standard 

Deviation 

Set realistic goals (recognize job limitations) 
 
Declare responsibility 
 
Maintain a sense of humor 

4.42 
 

4.06 
 

5.16 

1.07 
 

.93 
 

.93 
** 1 = almost never use 3 = sometimes use 5 = almost always use 
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Table 6.5 - This particular Factor within the CPS had fewer components than the previous 

Factors.  However, the mean scores within this Factor showed evidence of how 

administrators embrace the use of having a realistic perspective on how stress is managed in 

their lives.  The use of setting realistic goals and maintaining a sense of humor both had high 

mean scores.  In addition, the administrator’s accountability to oneself in the form of 

declaring responsibility also showed a mean score that reflects the understanding that this 

component is almost always used in coping with stress. 

 

Factor 6.6 – CPS Factor 6 

Time Management and Organization Mean 

Score 

Standard 

Deviation 

Prioritize and use time management techniques 

Establish office procedures so that visitors are screened and 

unplanned interruptions are kept to a minimum 

4.39 

3.28 

1.04 
 

1.32 

** 1 = almost never use 3 = sometimes use 5 = almost always use 

Table 6.6 – Respondents was given the chance to determine if time management and the use 

of organization skills allowed them to better cope with stress.  Data shows that respondents 

believe that prioritizing and using time management techniques does allow them to best 

counter stress or stop stress before it starts.  The mean score of 4.39 shows that many of the 

respondents frequently use this strategy to manage stress.  The use of the establishment of 

office procedures to best streamline office interruptions was sometimes used by respondents. 
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Table 6.7 – CPS Factor 7 

Increased Involvement Mean 

Score 

Standard 

Deviation 

Work harder 
 
Community involvement 

4.56 

3.23 

1.11 
 

1.14 

** 1 = almost never use 3 = sometimes use 5 = almost always use 

Table 6.7 – CPS Factor 7 hosted two components as it relates to the increased involvement of 

administrators to best cope with stress.  Respondents in the study believed that working 

harder was a viable option in coping with stress; there was a reported mean score of 4.56 for 

this portion of the factor.  Whereas, the component of community involvement was 

sometimes used by administrators in response to stress. 

Table 6.8 - Ranking of CPS Factors According to Mean Frequencies 

CPS Factors Ranked by Highest to Lowest Coping Mechanisms Mean Score 

Realistic Perspective 

Positive Attitude 

Intellectual, Social and Spiritual Support 

Good Physical Health Program 

Increased Involvement 

Time Management and Organization 

Withdrawal and Recharging 

4.547 

4.493 

4.223 

4.113 

3.895 

3.835 

3.556 

** 1 = almost never use 3 = sometimes use 5 = almost always use 
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The information displayed in this table highlights the frequency of coping mechanisms as it 

relates to managing stress.  Respondents reported a higher use of setting realistic goals and 

having a realistic outlook on their duties and responsibilities as a means to best cope with 

stress.  With having a realistic perspective, administrators report that having a positive 

attitude helps manage stress and is used almost always.  The information presented in the 

table also showed prominent involvement in the practice of good health and strong social and 

intellectual influences. 

Coping Preference Scale Open-Ended Component 

 The development of Allison’s CPS focused on 26 – Likert Scale questions and the 

addition of two open-ended questions.  These open-ended questions allowed participants the 

opportunity to input additional coping mechanisms that they utilize in response to stress.  

Allison developed the open-ended questions to be categorized to fall under the seven factors 

described previously.  The following information consisted of a summarized collection of the 

most frequented responses that study participants mentioned to be additional coping 

mechanisms used to manage stress. 
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Table 7 

Summarized Collection of Open-ended Coping Responses 

Realistic Perspective 
• I love my job so I deal with the stress as part of it 
• I remind myself that this is a marathon not a sprint. 
• Remind myself that it’s all temporary 

 
Positive Attitude 

• Focusing on the positive 
• Stay positive 
• Positive self-talk 

 
Intellectual, Social and Spiritual Support 

• Counseling 
• Prayer/meditation 
• Reading a James Patterson book and other non-educational books 
• Talking to spouse or close friend 
• Speaking with other leaders and colleagues that may experience the same thing 

 
Good Physical Health Program 

• Jogging 
• Massages 
• Working out 
• Basketball 

 
Increased Involvement 

• Talk with students to check-in and see how they are doing.   
• Hang out with students at lunch time 
• Cooking for the staff 

 
Time Management and Organization 

• Understand the school annual cycle and plan accordingly 
 

Withdrawal and Recharging 
• Leaving all work-related materials at work for the weekend 
• Avoid work email at home 
• Leave campus for a few minutes during lunch, just to get away 
• Walk away when the task is frustrating and let my mind work in the background to 

find a solution 
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Additional Coping Mechanisms 

 Upon further examination of the coping responses collected by study participants, 

there were additional coping mechanisms that are worth noting that will best depict how 

secondary school administrators manage stress.  For example, several participants responded 

with resorting to “drinking spirits at night” as well as taking “prescribed medication” and 

utilizing “hypnosis techniques on YouTube” to manage stress.  Also, the subject of 

spirituality/meditation were often mentioned by participants.  The response of “Faith” was 

used by participants in response to stress.  Participants also stated that “snacking” and 

“shopping” helped alleviate stress levels. 

Other Observations regarding CPS Open-ended Responses 

 The CPS Factor “Time Management and Organizational Techniques” was the least 

used coping factor by respondents.  The most utilized coping factor according to respondents 

were the following factors:  Withdrawal and Recharging; Intellectual, Social and Spiritual 

Support; and Good Physical Health Program.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



155 
 

Inferential Statistical Analyses 

The following data analyses depicted results that measured stress and coping 

perceptions based upon gender and age.  The statistical models used for analysis was 

Independent-samples t-test, One-way ANOVA, and multiple regression.  Each hypothesis 

were subdivided and grouped by the statistical model used; and subsequent analyses for each 

hypothesis was provided. 

Independent-samples t-test 

Ha1:  There is a significant difference in administrator stress pertaining to leadership 

responsibilities by gender. 

Table 8 - Stress – Leadership Responsibility     
Gender N Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Significance t df Mean 

Difference 

Male 21 50.1905 10.47673 .871 -.658 75 -1.93452 

Female 56 52.1250 11.83994  -.697 40.377 -1.93452 

** Equal variances assumed 
 

Through the Independent-samples t-test the data produced various information that is 

worth noting.  The N value for both male and female participants showed that for the 

purposes of this study, the number of female participants outnumbered the male population 

substantially. However, the mean scores to describe their perceptions of stress as it relates to 

leadership responsibilities were different by 1.93452.  The standard deviation scores also 

showed similar distances for each gender in its proximity to the mean score.  The level of 

significance was measured by p>.05.  The data showed that there was no difference of 

significance.  The t-value for male participants was -.658 and the t-value for female 

participants was -.696 with both data representing a turnaround in its directional effect and 

indicates no connection to the significance between both groups.  This hypothesis was 
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rejected.  It was interesting to mention that despite the notable gap in male and female 

participants, neither male or female participants had a degree of stress levels higher or lower 

than their respective counterparts. 

 

Ha2:  There is a difference or significance in administrator stress pertaining to educational 

accountability as perceived by gender. 

Table 9 - Stress – Educational Accountability  
Gender N Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Significance t df Mean 

Difference 

Male 21 50.9524 8.77768 .089 -.418 75 -1.20833 

Female 56 52.1607 12.09023  -.482 49.475 -1.20833 

**Equal variances assumed 

The Independent-sample t-test model above shows data in reference to administrator 

stress as it relates to educational accountability.  Through the comparison of the means in the 

chart, female and male participants had slightly different scores thus resulting in a mean 

difference of 1.20833.  However, the standard deviation showed a substantial difference in 

distance measurements connected to the mean.  The significance of the comparison (p=.089) 

meant that when it came to stress regarding educational accountability, there was no 

significant difference between male and female gender.  The t-value for male participants 

was -.418 and the t-value for female participants was -.482 with both data representing a 

reversal in the directional effect and thus having no bearing on the significance between both 

groups.  However, frequency mean data indicated that female participants were slightly more 

stressed than men participants.  This hypothesis was rejected. 
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Ha3:  There is a relationship between frequencies of coping mechanisms as understood by 

gender, and there is a significant difference in coping mechanisms used by gender. 

Table 10 – Coping Frequencies 

Gender N Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Significance t df Mean 

Difference 

Male 21 109.4286 12.43210 .922 1.817 75 6.10714 

Female 56 103.3214 13.38127  1.880 40.377 6.10714 

 There was a difference in the frequency mean scores between the male and female 

participants with a reported mean difference of 6.10714.  In this case, the male participants 

utilized more coping mechanisms to counter stress than their female counterparts.  It was also 

important to mention that the mean scores for either male or female participants were 

relatively high which revealed that several coping mechanisms were regularly used to help 

counter stress.  The level of significance was measured by p>.05.  The reported significance 

in the Independent-samples t-test was .922.  Through the comparison of the reported 

significance score and the measured significance level of p>.05, there was no significance or 

difference in coping measures from both male and female participants and it could be 

assumed that both groups cope with stress at relatively equal measures.  The t-value for male 

participants was 1.817 and the t-value for female participants was 1.880 with both data 

representing similar values. The hypothesis was rejected. 
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One-way ANOVA 

Ha4:  There is a significant difference in administrator stress relating to leadership 

responsibilities as it pertains to age. 

Table 11 - Stress – Leadership Responsibilities                 **Between Groups 

Age N Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error F Significance 

25 – 35 5 48.8000 13.737 6.143 3.967 .006 

35 - 45 29 53.6207 11.456 2.127   

45 – 55 27 46.5185 8.820 1.697   

55 - 65 15 56.0667 11.055 2.854   

65 - 75 1 77.0000     

 

 A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) test was conducted to determine if there 

was a significance in stress as it pertained to leadership responsibilities amongst age groups.  

The data showed that the age groups of 25 – 35 and 45 – 55 displayed lower mean scores 

versus age groups of 35 – 45, 40 – 45, 55 – 65, and 65 – 75.  The 65 – 75 age group only had 

one participant within the category but showed higher mean scores than the other age groups 

in the study.  The mean score of 77.0000 in the aforementioned category showed that this 

participant’s stress levels were higher than the other age groups.  As depicted in the table 

above, the variation between sample means was at 3.967 and was a small by-chance 

measurement between age groups.  The significance measurement of .006 was calculated 

with the assumption that p>.05.  In this instance, there was a significance of data that showed 

that age played a significant part in stress perception when it pertained to leadership 
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responsibilities.  The main effect of age could be a contributing factor to stress perceptions 

relating to leadership responsibilities.  The hypothesis was accepted. 

 

Ha5:  There is a significant difference in administrator stress relating to educational 

accountability as it pertains to age. 

Table 12 - Stress – Educational Accountability                **Between Groups 

Age N Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error F Significance 

25 – 35 5 49.0000 13.096 5.857 4.064 .005 

35 - 45 29 55.2759 10.616 1.971   

45 – 55 27 46.4074 8.868 1.707   

55 - 65 15 54.4000 11.795 3.045   

65 - 75 1 74.0000     

 

 Through One-way ANOVA, the data above highlighted information regarding stress 

in educational accountability as it related to age.  The main effect age group in the table was 

the age group of 65 – 75 mean frequency.  There was only one participant in the category, 

and their recorded levels of stress weighed more than the other age groups.  The age group 

with the lowest recorded mean was the 45 – 55 age group.  It was important to note that the 

45 – 55 age group accounted for 35.06 percent of the recorded population and showed lower 

stress levels, and the standard deviation for this age group was closer to the overall mean.  

The variance between groups (F-value) was 4.064 and was a small by-chance pairing 

between the age groups of the study participants.  The significance measurement of .005 was 

calculated with the assumption that p>.05.  In this instance, there was a significance of data 
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that showed that age played a significant part in how stress was perceived with educational 

accountability and the main effect of age could be contributed to stress perceptions as it 

related to educational accountability.  The hypothesis was accepted. 

Multiple Regression 

Ha6:  Administrative stress is significantly predictive by coping preference.  

Table 13.1 - Descriptive Statistics 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

Administrative Stress 102.468 22.470 79 

Coping Preferences 104.557 13.674 79 

 

 The table above depicted a descriptive statistical report of a regression model as it 

calculated the means and standard deviation for both administrative stress and coping 

preference.   

Table 13.2 - Model Summary 

R  R Square Adjusted R Square Significance 

.358 .128 .117 .001 

 The correlation between the predicted values and the observed values (R-value) 

showed that there was a positive correlation between stress and coping.  As the levels of 

stress increase, the coping mechanisms will also increase.  The displayed Adjusted R-Square 

value in the table (.117) meant that 11.7% of the dependent variable (Administrative stress) 

could be explained by the independent variable (Coping preferences).  Administrator stress 

levels could influence what coping mechanisms are used to manage stress.  The calculated 

significance in the regression model showed a level of .001.  As it compared to the assumed 
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significance of p>.05, it is understood that there was a significance in the relationship 

between administrative stress and coping mechanisms and that coping mechanisms could 

predict perceived stress.  The hypothesis was therefore accepted. 

Summary 

 Chapter 4 presented a descriptive analysis of the data collected.  A detailed 

description of the instruments, Administrative Stress Index and Coping Preference Scale 

along with open-ended response questions were explained.  Of the five categories of the ASI, 

the category of Administrative Constraints ranked highest among stressors indicated by the 

study participants.  Of the seven CPS factors, the factor of Realistic Perspective was often 

used by administrators to cope with stress.  The open-ended response question in the ASI 

asked for participants to list their greatest work-related stress.  Through analysis of the 

responses, it is of the understanding that handling school personnel concerns ranked highest 

among work related stress.  For the CPS open-ended response questions, participants were 

asked to describe additional coping mechanisms they use to cope with stress.  The highest 

ranked coping mechanism category highlighted that intellectual support and spiritual 

connections helped manage stress. 

 The sample size for the study consisted of 77 participants (21 males and 56 females).  

Through an Independent-sample t-test analysis of the data described the understanding that 

there is no significant difference in administrative stress as it pertains to leadership 

responsibilities and educational accountability as perceived by gender.  Furthermore, there is 

no significance in coping mechanisms that are utilized by male and female administrators.  

Both Independent-samples t-tests indicated that male administrators are slightly less stressed 

than their female counterparts. 
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 One-way ANOVA models were run to determine if there was a significance between 

stress relating to leadership responsibilities and educational accountability as it relates to age.  

Data from both models showed that age depicts the amount of stress experienced by 

administrators.  A regression model was developed to determine the significance of the 

relationship between stress and coping.  The results showed that there is a significant 

relationship between stress and coping and that coping is predicated by the levels of stress. 

 Chapter 5 will cover an overall summation of the research design and describe what 

procedures were used in the processes of the study.  A discussion of the findings of the study 

along with limitations will be discussed.  Lastly, the researcher’s recommendations for 

further research will be described. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSION 

Introduction 

 The researcher desired to disclose research concerning how secondary school 

administrators in a large urban school district in Texas perceived and managed stress.  The 

additional intentions of the study were to discover coping mechanisms used by secondary 

school administrators to cope with stress.  Studies were conducted to understand stress in the 

principalship (Brock & Grady, 2002; Clifford & Chiang, 2016; Anyann, et al, 2015; Riley, 

2018; Bason, 2013; Beausaert, 2016; and Demir, 2018).  However, little research was 

available regarding stress in other school administrative positions such as the Assistant 

Principal and Dean of Instruction.  There are other school administrative positions present in 

schools, but for the purpose of this study the goal was to determine what stressors were 

identified by individuals who hold the positions of Principal, Assistant Principal, and Dean of 

Instruction.   

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to ascertain what stressors were perceived by 

administrators and what, if any, coping mechanisms were utilized to counter stress.  Through 

the literature review, there is an understanding that school administrators face challenges 

when it comes to leading a school.  The goal of the researcher was to discover specific areas 

of the role of an administrator that triggers stressful behaviors and tendencies in 

administrators.  In addition to discovering the stressors taken on by administrators, the 

researcher also sought to discover what specific coping strategies administrators use to alter 

the impact of stress on their jobs.   
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 The overarching question for this study centered around the question: What stressful 

triggers do secondary school administrators face that causes undue stress and how do they 

manage or counter the stress when it occurs?  The research questions that have guided this 

study are: 

1. What stressors do administrators face that directly/indirectly result from the demands 

of leadership responsibilities? 

2. What stressors do administrators face that directly/indirectly result from the demands 

of educational accountability? 

3. What coping mechanisms do secondary school administrators use to manage stress? 

In support of the abovementioned research questions, six hypotheses were derived to best 

allow the researcher to distinguish if there was a significant difference in perceived stress and 

stress management based on gender and age. 

Ha1:  There is a significant difference in administrator stress pertaining to leadership 

responsibilities by gender. 

Ha2:  There is a difference or significance in administrator stress pertaining to 

educational accountability as perceived by gender. 

Ha3:  There is a relationship between frequencies of coping mechanisms as 

understood by gender, and there is a significant difference in coping mechanisms 

used by gender. 

Ha4:  There is a significant difference in administrator stress as it pertains to age. 



165 
 

Ha5:  There is a significant difference in administrator stress relating to educational 

accountability as it pertains to age. 

Ha6:  Administrative stress is significantly predictive by coping preference. 

Design and Procedures 

 The design of this study focused on a quantitative design with additional open-ended 

questions for additional clarity and study depth.  The survey instrument for the study 

included a modified version of Gmelch and Swent (1982) Administrative Stress Index (ASI), 

and the Coping Preference Scale by Allison (1995).  Upon approval by Gmelch, the 

researcher was granted permission to modify the original survey instrument to best reflect the 

current educational system.  Modifications included the elimination of four questions and the 

replacement of one question that enabled the researcher to include a question that referenced 

stress as it pertains to accountability and compliance relating to high stakes testing and 

student performance.  The ASI consisted of five categories (Administrative Constraint, 

Administrative Responsibility, Interpersonal Relations, Intrapersonal Conflicts, and Role 

Expectations) in which were grouped according to their relevance to the research questions.  

For the first research question the categories of Administrative Responsibility, Interpersonal 

Relations, and Role Expectations were grouped together to best analyze stress as it pertains 

to administrative leadership responsibilities.  The second research question consisted of the 

Administrative Constraints and Interpersonal Conflicts.   

 Allison’s Coping Preference Scale consisted of 26 questions that hosts seven factors.  

The seven factors included:  Good Physical Health Program, Withdrawal and Recharging, 

Intellectual Social and Spiritual Support, Positive Attitude, Realistic Perspective, Time 
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Management and Organization; and lastly, Increased Involvement.  The Coping Preference 

Scale was utilized to best support the third research question that pertained to determining 

what coping mechanisms were used by administrators to manage stress. 

 The open-ended response questions were an additional component to the survey 

instrument.  The open-ended response questions presented another opportunity for study 

participants to think retrospectively on additional triggers that causes stress, and on what 

additional methods of coping are used to counteract stress.  Another benefit of the open-

ended response questions was to allow the researcher to gather additional data on 

administrative stress and coping strategies that could potentially lead to more discoveries on 

what and how administrators handle the responsibilities of their respective positions.  Any 

recurring themes presented in the responses were then categorized to reflect additional stress 

categories. 

 The final component of the survey instrument was the inclusion of six demographic 

questions that help with gathering statistical data.  The questions were designed to focus on 

certain biographic information (age and gender) and positional information (years in 

leadership, years at current school).   

 The surveys were sent to 199 secondary school administrators who were at the onset 

of the study in the positions of Principal, Assistant Principal, and Dean of Instruction.  The 

survey was designed so that participants’ identities would remain anonymous.  The survey 

was designed to take approximately 10 minutes to complete by participants of the study.  

After sending out the survey, email reminders were sent to the potential survey participants 

every week for six months until the researcher deemed that the number of completed surveys 

was appropriate for gathering sufficient data.  Of the 199 surveys sent to administrators, 77 
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participants completed every portion of the survey instrument, whereas 11 participants 

completed the Administrative Stress Index only.  The researcher was able to collect data of 

the ASI by using the 88 participants and by gathering frequency data and mean scores from 

each category of the ASI.  There were two participants who completed both the ASI and CPS 

but did not complete the Demographic Information section of the survey.   

 To analyze each category of the ASI, the researcher calculated mean frequencies and 

standard deviations for each category to rank them in accordance to the highest ranked 

stressors to the lowest ranked stressors.  To analyze each factor of the CPS, mean frequencies 

and standard deviations were calculated to rank each coping strategy and factor by highest 

ranked coping preference to the least ranked coping preference. 

 Using the quantitative software, Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), 

Independent-samples t-test were used to compare means of administrative leadership 

stressors and educational accountability stressors as perceived by gender.  Also, Independent-

samples t-test were used to determine coping preferences as perceived by gender.  One-way 

ANOVA was used to determine the variance of means to calculate stress perception levels 

based on the age of the administrator.  Lastly, a multiple regression model was conducted to 

determine the correlation between stress and coping and whether there is a significant 

relationship between both phenomena. 

Results of the Study and Discussion 

Findings from the survey instruments yielded interesting results that shed light on 

specific stressors experienced by study participants and coping mechanisms utilized in their 

professional and homelife.  Using the research questions as a point of reference, some key 

findings were discovered in response to the three research questions.  In understanding the 
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Administrative Stress Index’s Likert-scale, participants were able to select a range of 

perceived stress levels that pertained to the particular questions.  The range for the response 

options included: Not applicable, Almost Never Bothers Me (1), Sometimes Bothers Me (3), 

and Almost Always Bothers Me (5). 

Research Question 1 

For research question one, the goal of the researcher was to determine which stressors 

connected to leadership responsibilities were identified that affected secondary school 

administrators.  After grouping the three categories from the ASI (Administrative 

Responsibility, Interpersonal Relations, and Role Expectations), several findings were worth 

noting.  For the category of Administrative Responsibility, it is important to emphasize that 

this particular category had lower ranked mean scores from the participants, which meant 

that these particular stressors sometimes bothers them or almost never bothers them.  The 

highest ranked stressor in the category focused on supervising and coordinating the tasks of 

many people (Mean score of 3.1).  The lowest recorded response for this category indicated 

that preparing and allocating budget resources caused administrators less stress (Mean score 

of 2.52).   

The second category in research question one dealt with Interpersonal Relations 

which focused on how the administrator handles stress as it pertains to members of the 

learning community and the ability to follow the vision and goals of the leader.  The highest 

ranked stressor in this category centered around the stress of administrators feeling that staff 

members do not understand the leader’s goals and expectations.  This response question had 

a mean score of 3.6 thus indicating that this particular stressor sometimes bothers them to a 

higher degree than other questions in this category.  The lowest ranked stressor focused on 
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the stress of handling student concerns and issues such as disciplinary problems, student 

disagreements, etc.  This response question reported a mean score of 3.02 and indicated that 

administrators were sometimes bothered by this issue. 

The third category in research question one dealt with Role Expectations and the 

administrator’s ability to handle tasks assigned to them.  Study participants believed that 

having to participate in school activities outside of normal school hours accounted for the 

highest stress in this category.  The lowest ranked component of the category was the 

administrator’s knowledge and understanding of their job responsibilities and purpose which 

“sometimes” bothered them.  

Research Question 2 

 For research question two, the goal of the researcher was to determine which stressors 

as it pertains to educational accountability were identified by secondary school 

administrators.  The first category identified in research question two dealt with 

Administrator Constraints.  The category of Administrator Constraints centered around the 

administrator’s response to stressors that involve educational accountability in the form of 

high stakes testing, student performance, etc.  Administrators perceived that the majority of 

their stress as it pertains to this category included the pressure of maintaining accountability 

standards as it relates to high stakes testing.  Administrators perceived that being interrupted 

to answer phone calls was the least stressful area in this category.   

 The second category identified in research question two dealt with Intrapersonal 

Conflicts.  It is the belief of the researcher that educational accountability is not only an 

external stimulus but also an internal stimulus.  In other words, educational accountability 

encompasses an internal belief system of the participants.  For this category, administrators 
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were expected to internalize the impact of personal educational accountability as it relates to 

personal goals, expectations and the duty to ensure other’s comfort.  In this category, 

administrators felt more stressed when they imposed lofty expectations on themselves.   

Open-Ended Response Question 

 Administrators were asked to identify one additional work-related stressor.  The most 

common response given by study participants indicated that administrators felt that handling 

school personnel complaints and concerns were indeed stressful.  Following this finding, the 

lack of supervisory support and appreciation from the local and district level posed the 

second highest ranked stressor for administrators.  The stress of maintaining accountability 

and compliance standards ranked third in work-related stressors for the study participants.  

The fourth highest ranked stressor identified by administrators consisted of handling extra 

duties and responsibilities.  The fifth highest ranked stressor dealt with the concerns for 

student performance and discipline concerns.  Additional stressors were identified as follows:  

parent/guardian issues, the lack of time to complete tasks, lack of family time, inconsistent 

school culture, and lastly, school safety. 

Inferential Statistical Analyses of the Results – Research Questions 1 and 2 

 Independent-samples t-test indicated that stress in relation to both male and female 

participants when it pertains to educational leadership and accountability showed that there 

was no significant difference in perceived stress by either male or female.  However, in 

comparing mean frequencies for both male and female participants, data indicated that 

female participants were more stressed in certain areas than their male counterparts.  

Furthermore, the researcher used One-way ANOVA to discover if stress was perceived 
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differently by age.  Results showed that stress and age are indeed relatable; age can predict 

the level of stress perceived by an administrator.   

Research Question 3 

 Research question three addressed what, if any, coping mechanisms administrators 

use to cope with stress.  The instrument used for this particular question was the Coping 

Preference Scale.  This scale was developed using the Likert-scale.  Participants were able to 

select a range of coping preferences that pertained to the particular questions.  The range for 

the response options included: Not applicable, Almost Never Use (1), Sometimes Use (3), and 

Almost Always Use (5).  The seven factors of the CPS identified key findings and indicators 

of coping preferences. 

 For the Good Physical Health Program Factor, participants of the study disclosed that 

maintaining regular sleeping habits helped them to best cope with stress.  Maintaining good 

health habits contributed to being less stressed.  Furthermore, administrators felt that 

engaging in regular physical exercise and non-work activities also helped alleviate stress. 

 The second Factor of CPS dealt with Withdrawal and Recharging.  This particular 

factor identified coping strategies that centered around the administrator’s ability to 

compartmentalize their work life and non-work life.  Study participants stated that separating 

work and home life allows them to best cope with stress.  However, to be able to physically 

remove oneself from the school was seldom utilized by the study participants.  Instead, 

respondents often sought solitude within their working environment to reflect and break free 

from the daily routine of managing the school. 
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 The third Factor encompassed Intellectual, Social and Spiritual Support.  Respondents 

were given the opportunity to reflect on how social interactions and spiritual support allowed 

them the opportunity to cope with stress.  What was discovered was that administrators 

sought solace from family members and close friends to help manage stress.  Engaging in 

hobbies such as dining out, attending cultural and sport events, going to the movies, reading, 

watching TV, as well as partaking in arts and crafts were a common mechanism for relieving 

stress.  The coping mechanism of talking with other district administrators or other school 

administrators also enabled respondents the ability to cope with stress. 

 The fourth Factor, Positive Attitude, indicated that study participants almost always 

used the opportunity to practice good human relations skills with staff, students and parents 

to aid in stress management.  Also, participants almost always (Mean score of 5 or higher) 

focused on approaching problems optimistically and objectively to best counter stress.  The 

study participants also sometimes used professional development opportunities to enhance 

their competency in leadership as well as manage stress.  

 Realistic Perspective was the fifth Factor in CPS and it was revealed that having a 

realistic perspective which disclosed several attributes that included: setting realistic goals, 

declaring responsibility, and maintaining a sense of humor as possible options to help 

participants of the study cope with stress.  Of the three components mentioned above, study 

participants indicated that maintaining a sense of humor enabled study participants the 

capability to handle stress. 

 The sixth Factor of Time Management opened up the opportunity for respondents to 

indicate whether having the skills to prioritize and use time management skills would best 

handle stress.  Findings showed that administrators indeed used time management techniques 



173 
 

to alleviate stress.  Administrators also believed that the establishment of office procedures to 

eliminate excess office visits could also be a strategy used to lessen the impact of stress. 

 Increased Involvement was the seventh Factor of the CPS and it indicated the 

administrator’s ability to work harder and involve the community in coping with stress.  

What was discovered was that administrators almost always worked harder to counter stress.  

This particular category had the least amount of questions within the survey (two questions). 

Open-ended response questions 

 The open-ended response questions of the CPS asked that study participants disclose 

additional coping mechanisms used to manage stress.  With using the same factors of CPS, 

the responses collected were grouped into the seven factors listed above.  The most 

frequented coping strategy recorded by participants centered around social and spiritual 

support.  Respondents believed that having a spiritual outlet such as prayer and meditation 

helps them counter stress.  In addition, participants of the study indicated that creating a firm 

separation between work and home greatly helps stay the impact of stress. 

Inferential Statistical Analyses Results - Research Question 3 

 An Independent-samples t-test was used to determine if administrator gender dictated 

coping tendencies.  By comparing mean frequencies, it was discovered that there was not a 

difference or significance in coping tendencies between male and female participants.  Both 

groups believed that coping mechanisms are beneficial to managing of stress.  A multiple 

regression model was used to determine the correlational significance of coping and its 

predictability to stress perceptions.  Results indicated that stress and coping are positively 
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correlated and significant.  As administrators utilize coping strategies, the levels of stress will 

less likely be felt or experienced by the participant. 

Limitations 

 Several limitations need to be acknowledged to identify potential study weaknesses.  

Appropriate precautions were taken to minimize the effects of these limitations through the 

researcher and other researchers who contributed to the study’s literature review.  The 

following limitations related to this study were identified by the researcher: 

1. The study was limited to Principals, Assistant Principals, and Dean of Instruction in a 

school district in Texas.  The researcher assumed the sample chosen for this study 

was a representation of administrators in the Texas state. 

2. Participation in the study was limited to Principals, Assistant Principals, and Dean of 

Instruction. 

3. It was assumed that the study participants based their responses on their own 

individual experiences. 

4. It was assumed that every participant answered the survey instrument truthfully. 

5. Researcher bias was controlled through survey data, open-ended response questions 

and supporting literature review. 

6. The administrative Stress Index was developed in 1982, thus yielding response 

questions that may not be reflective of current educational issues or concerns. 

Recommendations from the Study 

 Administrative stress is indeed a recognizable phenomenon.  Specified trainings 

could aid the administrator’s ability to recognize stressful triggers and in turn aid 

administrators in identifying individual stressors and coping mechanisms.  Training 
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administrators is crucial to enhance their leading capabilities in schools of today and for 

tomorrow.  The effective training of administrators which focuses on stress triggers within 

areas of their respective positions could give administrators the ability to recognize stressful 

triggers within their leadership role and effectively respond to the stressors in a reliable 

manner.  

 The researcher recommends that the independent school district offer professional 

development opportunities that trains administrators to best manage stress by taking 

necessary precautions to counter stress in educational leadership.  There are minimal stress 

management programs available to school administrators.  Further research can be conducted 

to analyze viable professional development programs that have yielded positive results and 

offers alternative practices to best curtail administrator turnover.  The identification of 

effective coping mechanisms can be triangulated to counter stress in not only the work arena, 

but in the social arena as well. 

 Additional recommendations would be to take necessary measures to ensure 

employee mental and emotional security.  School districts could offer risk-management 

trainings, mental health programs, anonymous employee counseling hotlines, time 

management trainings, and employee relations professional development opportunities.  The 

Human Resources Department within the school district could contribute to ensuring 

employee security and access to a less stressed working environment. 

 Further research could be completed to investigate how mindfulness, meditation, and 

spirituality play a part in stress management.  With the geographical restrictions of the study 

location, it is sound to recommend that additional research is conducted in other regions to 

further reveal themes of administrative stress as well as coping mechanisms in other regions 
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in Texas and outside of Texas.  The addition of other school administrative positions such as 

Specialists, Dean of Students, and other positions could also be used as platforms to 

researching stress and coping mechanisms.   

This study sought to determine stress and coping strategies in secondary school 

administrators.  The potential to utilize the same parameters of this study in the primary and 

elementary school settings could yield results that could highlight areas of stress experienced 

by administrators.  In addition to the research of elementary school administrators, a closer 

examination of stress and coping mechanisms could also be studied with teachers, and co-

teachers who work in special education.  This study’s survey instruments could be modified 

and used to evaluate stress levels with various audiences such as teachers, paraprofessional 

staff members, and other school staff.  Using other study participants in leadership positions 

such as business owners, business executives, clergy members, and office managerial staff 

could point the way to understanding stress perceptions and coping strategies.   

In educational preparation programs such as principal certification courses and 

administrative leadership degree programs, this study’s results and conclusions could aid in 

including materials to best prepare individuals for administrative positions.  With 

knowledgeable and prepared school leadership candidates, schools can be equipped with 

leaders who can effectively manage stress.  The mobility and retention rates of school 

administrators may also decline and yield healthy schools, districts, and communities at 

large. 

One other option for future research would be to use study instruments that measures 

physiological consequences of stress which includes the physical, mental and social issues 

experienced by administrators.  For the sake of this study’s survey instrument, Allison’s 
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Demographic and Biographic Index or DBI was not included in the survey instrument due to 

the analytical goal of the researcher and the purpose of the study.  However, the DBI could 

be used to determine medical manifestations of stress with administrators and other members 

of school, business, and community organizations.  The DBI will allow participants to take 

note of stress and how it manifests itself in how they perform their duties and responsibilities.   

Summary 

 The purpose of this study was to determine what specific stressors experienced by 

Principals, Assistant Principals, and Deans of Instruction.  This study also focused on coping 

mechanisms and their overall effectiveness in response to stress.  The overall discovery of 

the study is the need for intervention and proper trainings as it relates to managing stress in 

the educational system as it relates to responses from secondary school administrators.  The 

researcher also sought to identify differences in perceived stress based upon gender and age. 

 Statistical data showed that there was no significant difference in overall stress 

frequencies by gender. On the other hand, data revealed that age plays a significant role in 

stress perceptions.  In relation to coping mechanisms, data revealed that there was no 

significant difference in coping preference frequencies by gender.  Lastly, coping preferences 

in correlation to stress indicate that coping can minimize stress if used effectively. 

 The highest ranked category of Administrative Stress Index was Administrative 

Constraint.  Administrative Constraint consisted of educational accountability in the form of 

state and federal compliance, student testing and academic performance, and personal 

accountability.  Intrapersonal Conflict highlighted a specific component of educational 

accountability that was triggered by internal motivators and inhibitors.  Administrators 
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reported that failure to meet personal expectations in the scope of educational leadership and 

accountability, caused undue stress. 

 The highest ranked Factor in the Coping Preference Scale presented the 

understanding that administrators believe that keeping a realistic perspective enables them to 

cope with stress.  Also, the Factor of Withdrawing and Recharging were also used by 

administrators to cope with stress.  However, withdrawing from campus physically was 

sometimes used by administrators, but withdrawing mentally was often mentioned by 

administrators as a way to manage stress. 

 The study’s results raised the concern that administrators are indeed at risk of 

burnout.  The implementation of stress-management programs should be in place to aid 

district and state education leaders in supporting leadership development and sustainability.  

School leaders must be supported and encouraged in order to successfully manage their 

leadership responsibilities in the future. 
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Date:   October 9, 2019 

To:  Halee Porter 

From:  Institutional Review Board Committee, IORG0010125 

  Houston Baptist University IRB #1, IRB00012024 

RE:   Notification of IRB Action 
 
Protocol Title: The impact of leadership responsibilities and accountability on 

the general well-being of secondary school administrators in middle and high 

schools (Grades 6-12) 

This memorandum is notification that the project referenced above has been reviewed and 
APPROVED as indicated in Federal regulatory statutes 45CFR46. This approval expires 
October 9, 2020. 
 
PLEASE NOTE: 
Upon Approval, the research team is responsible for conducting the research as stated in the 
exempt application reviewed by the IRB which shall include using the most recently 
submitted Informed Consent/Assent Forms (Information Sheet) and recruitment materials.  
 
Any changes to the application may cause this project to require a different level of 
committee review. 
Should any changes need to be made, please submit a Modification Form.  

Lisa Ellis 

Dr. Lisa Ellis 
Chair, Institutional Review Board Committee  
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Request to Use and Modify the Administrative Stress Index 

From: Porter, Halee N <porterhn@hbu.edu> 
Sent: Saturday, September 14, 2019 11:49 AM 
To: whgmelch@usfca.edu 
Subject: Your permission to modify please disregard previous email... 
  
 

  
Good afternoon Dr. Gmelch, 
  
This is Halee Porter.  I want to thank you again for allowing me to use the ASI in my research 
for my dissertation.  Would it be possible to make some minor modifications to the 
survey?  My dissertation committee asked that I alter the survey to best help in supporting 
my research questions and other current administrative expectations.  It is my endeavor to 
not alter the reliability or validity of the pilot study. 
  
Hopeful modifications: 
  
Eliminate questions: 8, 13, 14, and 24, and the last Open-ended question. 
 

Add items to question 12:  After "other communications" add wording, "such as emails, 
social media posts, and other communique. 
  
In place of question 29 I’d like to add a question in relation to the pressure of maintaining 
accountability standards as it relates to high stakes testing and student performance.   

  
I hope these modifications meet your approval.  As always, thank you for all of your 
contributions to the research community. 
  
Best, 
  
Halee Porter 
  
NOTICE: This e-mail message and all attachments transmitted with it may contain legally 
privileged and confidential information intended solely for the use of the addressee. If the 
reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any reading, 
dissemination, distribution, copying, or other use of this message or its attachments is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately 
by telephone (281-649-3000), and delete this message and all copies and backups thereof. 
Thank you. 
  

mailto:porterhn@hbu.edu
mailto:whgmelch@usfca.edu
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Request to Use the Coping Preference Scale 

From: Halee Porter <porterhn@hbu.edu> 
Date: Monday, July 29, 2019 at 9:38 PM 
To: Donald Allison <dallison@sd38.bc.ca> 
Subject: Message from site: Donald Allison 
  

NOTICE: This email originated from outside of the school district. Do not click on links or download attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. For information on how to detect malicious emails, 
please go to our district’s Portal > Inside 38 > Software Support > Outlook. 

  
Good day Mr. Allison, My name is Halee Porter and I’m a doctoral student at Houston Baptist 
University. My study is on secondary school administrator stress and coping techniques. I would 
really love to use your Coping Preference Scale as an instrument in my study. I will enthusiastically 
credit you and your work in my study, and will be willing to share the results with you. Thank you for 
your time. Halee 
 
Halee Porter (IP: 10.2.1.24) 
  

Richmond School District No. 38, Richmond, BC, Canada   
 
NOTICE: The content of this message may contain privileged and confidential material. It is intended for the sole use of the 
recipient(s) named in the To, Cc and Bcc fields. If you have received it by mistake, please inform us by an email reply and then delete 
all instances of the message from your devices. It is forbidden to copy, forward, or in any way reveal the contents of this message to 
anyone without the express written permission from the sender. School District No. 38 (Richmond) puts the security of our staff 
and students at a high priority. However, the integrity and security of this email cannot be guaranteed over the Internet. Therefore, 
the recipient should check the email for threats with proper software, as the sender does not accept liability for any damage 
inflicted by viewing the content of this email. 
 
Please do not print this email unless it is necessary. Every unprinted email helps the environment. 
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Permission to Use Modified Version of Administrative Stress Index 

Walter H Gmelch <whgmelch@usfca.edu> 
Sat 9/14/2019 1:55 PM 

Porter, Halee N 

 

External Email 

Hi Halee! 
  
Yes, you are welcome to modify the instrument as you have proposed as times have changed and so 
have stresses! 
  
Best of luck, 
  
Walt 
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Permission to Use Coping Preference Scale 

 

On Jul 30, 2019, at 12:56 PM, Donald Allison <dallison@sd38.bc.ca> wrote: 

External Email 

Hi Halee, 
  
It’s very nice to hear from you. Yes, you are most welcome to use for your study my Coping 
Preference Scale (CPS) Instrument that I developed. I would be most interested in seeing your 
findings when you’ve completed your research. All the best with your research and dissertation! 
  
Don 
 

 

 

 

 

  

mailto:dallison@sd38.bc.ca
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Intent to Participate 

Letter to Participants 
 
Greetings Administrators, 
 
It is apparent to know that school administrators today face adverse challenges that not 
only affect their job performance, but also their general well-being.  As administrator 
duties and responsibilities become more complex, the levels of stress for administrators 
continue to rise.  The purpose of this study (The Impact of Leadership Responsibilities 
and Accountability on the General Well-being of Secondary School Administrators in 
Middle and High Schools) is to ascertain what situations you, as administrators, perceive 
to be stressful and what strategies you may use to cope with the stress. 
 
The survey attached to this email (please see the link below) is intended for 
administrators in secondary schools who hold the office of Principal, Assistant Principal, 
and Dean of Instruction.  Please take approximately 10-15 minutes to complete the 
survey.  Your participation in this study is paramount and will add to the research 
literature in the areas of Stress, Burnout, and Coping.  Participation in the survey is 
strictly voluntary and you may refuse to participate or withdraw from the survey at any 
time without prejudice or consequences.  By completing the survey, you will indicate 
your willingness to participate in the study. 
 
Your participation is critical in collecting sufficient data for research purposes only.  
Your anonymity is assured in that your names will not be requested on the survey or 
disclosed upon the collection of data.  Please, with all fidelity, complete the survey at 
your earliest convenience but no later than February 28, 2020. 
 
Please feel free to contact me via email at porterhn@hbu.edu should you have any 
questions or concerns.  My dissertation chair, Dr. Lesli Fridge is also available to answer 
any questions or concerns – and can be reached at lfridge@hbu.edu.  If you would like a 
copy of the results of the study, please feel free to email me. 
 
Regards, 
 
 
Halee Porter 
Doctoral candidate, Houston Baptist University 

 

 

  

mailto:haleeporter2@gmail.com
mailto:lfridge@hbu.edu
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District Approval Email 

 

Good Afternoon Ms. Halee Porter, 

 

We are pleased to inform you that the Research Project entitled:” The Impact of 

Leadership Responsibilities and Accountability on the General Well-being of 

Secondary School Administrators in Middle and High Schools (Grades 6-12).” 

has been Approved by_.I.S.D. Thank you for the time you took in submitting your 

Research Proposal 

 

Administrative Asst.II, Research & Accountability Department 

 

HOUSTON INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

 

 

 

  



223 
 

APPENDIX G 

Modified Administrative Stress Index 

 

 

 

  



224 
 

Modified Administrative Stress Index 

School administrators have identified the following work-related situations as sources of concern.  It’s 
possible some of these situations bother you more than others.  How much are YOU bothered by each of 
the situations listed below?  Please select the appropriate response. 

Not 
Applicable 

Rarely or                   Occasionally           Frequently 
   Never                       bothers me             bothers me 
bothers me 

 
1 

Being interrupted by telephone calls  
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
2 

Supervising and coordinating the 
tasks of many people 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
3 

Feeling staff members don’t 
understand my goals and 

expectations 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
4 

Feeling that I am not fully qualified 
to handle my job 

 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
5 

Knowing I can get information 
needed to carry out my job properly 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
6 

Thinking that I will not be able to 
satisfy the conflicting demands of 
those who have authority over me 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
7 

Trying to resolve differences 
between/among students 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
8 

Having my work frequently 
interrupted by staff members who 

want to talk 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
9 

Imposing excessively high 
expectations on myself 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
10 

Feeling pressure for better job 
performance over and above what I 

think is reasonable 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
11 

Writing memos, letters and other 
communique such as emails, social 

media posts  

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
12 

Attempting to meet social 
expectations (housing, clubs, friends, 

etc.) 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
13 

Not knowing what my supervisor 
thinks of me, or how he/she evaluates 

my performance 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
14 

Having to make decisions that affect 
the lives of individual people that I 
know (colleagues, staff members, 

students, etc.) 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 
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15 

Feeling I have to participate in school 
activities outside the normal working 
hours at the expense of my personal 

time 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
16 

Feeling that I have too much 
responsibility delegated to me by my 

superior 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
17 

Trying to resolve parent/school 
conflicts 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
18 

Preparing and allocating budget 
resources 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
19 

Feeling that I have too little authority 
to carry out responsibilities assigned 

to me 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
20 

Handling student discipline problems  
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
21 

Evaluating staff members’ 
performance 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
22 

Feeling that I have too heavy a work 
load, one that I cannot possibly finish 

during the normal work day 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
23 

Complying with federal, state and 
organizational rules and policies 

 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
24 

Feeling that the progress on my job is 
not what it should or could be 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
25 

Pressure of maintaining 
accountability standards as it relates 

to high stakes testing and student 
performance 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
26 

Being unclear on just what the scope 
and responsibilities of my job are 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
27 

Feeling that meetings take up too 
much time 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
28 

Trying to complete reports and other 
paper work on time 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
29 

Trying to resolve differences 
between/among staff members 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
30 

Trying to influence my immediate 
supervisor’s actions and decisions 

that affect me 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
31 

Trying to gain public approval and/or 
financial support for school programs 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 
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List your greatest work-related source of stress: 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
____________________ 
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APPENDIX H 

Coping Preference Scale 
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Coping Preference Scale 

Here are some of the ways that people deal with job pressure.  Please indicate the extent to 
which you use any or all of these identified coping strategies. 

Not 
Applicable 

Almost               Sometimes                  Almost 
Never                                                       always 

        
 
1 

Set realistic goals (recognize job 
limitations) 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
2 

Delegate responsibility  
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
3 

Maintain a sense of humor  
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
4 

Withdraw physically from the situation 
(leave the office or the school for a time) 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
5 

Engage in action non-work or play 
activities (e.g. boating, camping, fishing, 
gardening, golfing, painting, playing a 

musical instrument, etc.) 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
6 

Practice good human relation skills with 
staff, students and parents 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
7 

Work harder (including evenings and 
weekends) 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
8 

Engage in activities that support spiritual 
growth (inspirational music, art, reading 

or religion) 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
9 

Maintain good health habits (e.g., weight 
watch, eat balanced meals, reduce intake 
of caffeine and refined sugar, keep proper 

concentrations of vitamins, etc.) 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
10 

Prioritize and use time management 
techniques (i.e., management by 

objectives, set up blocks of time for 
specific activities, etc.) 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
11 

Talk with family members or close 
friends 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
12 

Engage in less active non-work or play 
activities (e.g., dine out, attend cultural or 

sporting events, movies, crafts, listen to 
music, read or watch TV, etc.) 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
13 

Maintain regular sleep habits  
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
14 

Break from daily routine or temporarily 
change to a less stressful task 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 
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15 

Talk to district administrators or other 
school principals 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
16 

Community Involvement (e.g., coaching, 
service club membership, volunteering, 

etc.) 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
17 

Approach problems optimistically and 
objectively 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
18 

Regular physical exercise (e.g., aerobics, 
athletics, bicycling, fitness club, jogging, 

biking, skiing, swimming, tennis, walking, 
etc.) 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
19 

Use relaxation and stress management 
techniques (e.g., auto-hypnosis, 

biofeedback, meditation, yoga, etc.) 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
20 

Compartmentalize work and non-work 
life 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
21 

Establish office procedures so that 
visitors are screened (limit “open door 

policy”) and unplanned interruptions are 
kept to a minimum 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
22 

Create more positive and self-supportive 
mental sets (e.g., use positive self-talk, 

recognize pros as well as cons, etc.) 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
23 

Take mini-vacations (e.g. weekends away, 
etc.) 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
24 

Seek solitude, slow down work pace, take 
time to reflect 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
25 

Socializing (e.g., lunch with others, 
playing cards, etc.) 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

 
26 

Utilize inservice opportunities to increase 
repertoire of management and 

communication skills 

 
N/A 

 
1                2                3                4                5 

Recognizing that yours is a demanding profession, list one or two additional coping 
techniques that you personally have used in handling the tensions and pressures of your job. 

 
27 
 

OTHER: 

 
28 

OTHER:  
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APPENDIX I 

Demographic Information 
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Demographic Information 

1. Age: _______ 25-35  _______ 35 – 45  _______ 45 – 55    _______ 55 – 65    

_______ 65-75  

2. Gender:  ____ Male  ____ Female 

3. Marital Status:  ____Single ____Married ____Divorced/Separated 

4. Highest degree obtained: ____Bachelor’s ____Master’s 

 ____Doctorate 

5. Years at present school:   ____ (including present year) 

6. Years in administration (including present year):   ____ Principalship _____ 

Assistant Principalship ____ Dean of Instruction 
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APPENDIX J 

Curriculum Vitae 
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Curriculum Vitae 

EDUCATION 

• Houston Baptist University  
Doctorate in Executive Educational Leadership 
Graduation Date:  May 2021 

• Houston Baptist University  
Masters of Education Administration 
August 2016 
GPA:  3.97 

• University of Houston – Main Campus      
Bachelor of Science Degree in Hotel and Restaurant Management 
Graduation Date:  December 2006 - Graduated Cum Laude  

 
CERTIFICATIONS 

• ServSafe Food Handler’s Certification             
• Hospitality and Tourism Management              
• Texas Principal’s Certification          
• Advancing Educational Leadership (AEL) – Houston Baptist University  
• Texas Teacher Evaluation and Support System (T-TESS)      
• Region IV  -  Family and Consumer Sciences Certification  

 

EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP EXPERIENCE 

• Northside High School        
Interventions Assistance Team Coordinator  

• Discovery Middle School and Empowerment High School (6-12)       
Dean of Instruction 

• Jefferson Davis High School (Grades 9-12)      
Magnet Coordinator  

• Jefferson Davis High School  
Career and Technology Education Chairperson                     

 
INSTRUCTIONAL EXPERIENCE 

• Hotel Management, Hospitality Services and Practicum Instructor  
• Hospitality and Tourism and Nutrition Instructor    
• Culinary Arts Instructor   
• Apollo Math Fellow             
• Kashmere Culinary Camp       
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PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT TRAININGS and CONFERENCES 
• ResilienceCon (Poster Presenter) 
• Amped – DECA Professional Conference 
• Teaching, Learning and Research Symposium – Houston Baptist University 

(Presenter) 
• Hospitality Educators Association of Texas  
• Mid-South Magnet Conference 
• Bi-yearly Magnet Coordinator Training 
• Monthly CTE Chairpersons Training 
• Safe School Trainings (Includes but not limited to: gun violence, bullying, blood-

borne pathogens, sexual harassment, etc.) 

 
PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 

• Texas Southwest Jurisdictional Scholarship Committee 
• Council for Exceptional Children  
• Young Women’s Christian Council 
• Young People Willing Workers 
• Kappa Delta Pi International Honor Society in Education 
• Business and Professional Women Federation 

 

HONORS AND AWARDS 

• Teacher of the Year Nominee 
• Parents for Public Schools Exemplary Student Advocate  
• Most Outstanding Administrative Leadership student at Houston Baptist University 
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