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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

One of the most insidious problems encountered by high 

school principals and assistant principals in their jobs is 

work-related stress. Having a gradual and cumulative 

effect, work-related stress awaits a chance to entrap even 

the most indomitable of school administrators (Duke, 1988). 

The onus of work-related stress is that it diminishes 

the capacity of individuals to function in a productive 

manner (Selye, 1975). Epidemiological evidence on occupa­

tion and certain stress-related illnesses such as coronary 

heart disease, hypertension, elevated serum cholesterol, 

alimentary disorders, and a variety of mental disturbances 

demonstrates the potential of work-related stress to impair 

not only an individual's health, but also his or her 

occupational performance (Carruthers, 1980). 

Work-related stress has enjoyed much attention over 

the last several years. In the Fall of 1987, over 6,000 

ERIC documents relating to stress were located by the 

present researcher. The organizational settings for these 

research focuses have been varied, e. g., Barron and Kenny, 

1986;-Frew and Bruning, 1987; Ivancevich, Matteson, and 

Preston, 1982; Motowidlo, Packard, and Manning, 1986; 
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Nicholson and Goh, 1983; Quick, Schkade, and Eaking, 1986; 

Ravlin and Meglino, 1987; Rogers and Larson, 1984; Rogers, 

Li, and Shanti, 1987; and Tetrick and Larocco, 1987. 

Work-related stress among professional school 

employees has been investigated in a.number of studies. 

Research of the phenomenon a~ong educators seems to vary 

according to the educator's role in the organization, ~· g., 

athletic trainers (Capel, 1986); classroom teachers (Berry, 

Noblit, and Hane, 1985; Chissom, Chukabarah, Buttery, and 

Henson, 1986; and Dedtrick, Hawkes,· and Smith, 1981); 

curriculum supervisors (Goens and Kpeiejezyk, 1981); 

1ibrarians (Olsgaard and Summers, 1986); school administra­

Lors (Bacharach and Mitchell, 1983; Duane, Bridgeland, and 

Stern, 1986; Gmelch, Koch, ~went, and Tung, 1982; Gmelch 

and Swent, 1981, 1982; Koff, Laffey, Olson, and Cichon, 

1981; Lemley, 1987; and Wiggins, 1983); school psycholo­

gists (Pierson-Hubeney and Archambault, 1987); university 

professors (Diener, 1984; Eberhardt and Eberhardt, 1984; 

and Larkin and Clagett, 1981). 

In spite of the apparent abundance of research 

presented in the literature, some aspects of work-related 

stress have not been ad~quately explored. Consequently, 

the present study was undertaken to examine aspects of 

work-related stress that previously have received little, 

if any, attention in the research literature. 
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Statement of the Problem 

The purpose of this investigation was to determine 

whether perceived work-related stress among high school 

yrincipals and assistant principals-is related to the 

administrators 1 beli-ef systems and the bureaucratic struc­

ture of the administrators' school district. Also, of 

spe~ial interest in the present study was the extent to 

which belief systems may moderate the impact of various 

dimensions of the bureaucratic.structure on perceived 

work-related: stress~ 

Very li~tle has ~een publish~d· on p~rceived stress 

nd its relationship to belief systems among high school 

principals and assistant principals working with a 

school district's bureaucracy. A number of questions 

remain unanswered as to these perceptions of high school 

administrators regarrling work-related stress. An October, 

1987, search of the .BRS ERIC Database produced only five 

documents relating to the role of principals and stress; 

10 documents relat~ng ~o bureaucracy and stress; eight 

documents relating to management position and bureaucracy. 

However, 81 documents concerning stress and beliefs were 

located but, among these, none concerned stress as it 

pertains to high school principals and assistant principals 

and their belief systems. 

High school administrators ~ust wpr~ within an 

increasingly complex milieu. Much of this complexity may 



be attributed to the bureaucratization of the school 

district. School districts are generating increased 

numbers of policies to address how a school will be 

organized, as well as, the content of the curriculum that 

is offered in schools throughout the district. Policies 

are generated in order to comply with local, state, and 

federal mandate? regarding educational requirements, and 

are often established outside the individual school 

district (Wise, 1979). 

4 

The burden of ensuring that policies are carried out 

is the responsibility of several individuals within the 

school district. However, such responsibility ultimately 

rests with building administrators since they are, aside 

from the instructional staff, the individuals most 

immediate to the organization's clientele; that is, the 

students, parents, and patrons of the school. It is 

logical to assert, then, that the more complex the organi­

zation becomes, the greater the demands become on the 

individuals who work in them. Moreover, organizational 

demands have been identified as factors that contribute to 

work-related stress (Gmelch, Koch, Swent, and Tung, 1982). 

Belief systems influence the perceptions of individuals 

(Rokeach, 1960). That is, belief systems act as a type of 

screen through which an individual receives and interprets 

informa~ion con~erning the physical and social environment 

(Holsti, 1962). It is reasonable to assume, then, that 

high school administrators receive and interpret information 



concerning demands made by their school district's bureau­

cracy by means of their individual belief systems. Further, 

it follows that the perceptions of organizational demands 

will vary from individual-to-individual according to the 

individual's unigue belief system~ Some writers suggest 

that these perceived de~ands may aci as stressors (Swent, 

1978), and that the resulting performance ~nd health of the 

individual may be aff~cted (Mannera and Wright, 1981). 

This study has both theoretical and practical implica­

tions. It is one of the few studies in an educational 

organization which incorporates person-environment fit 

theory (French, Rodgers, and Cobb, l974). Further, because 

person-environment fit theory.is heuristic in nature, many 

variables have nof yet been ~elineated. This study provides 

further refinement 6f the theory by including belief systems 

as one of the major varia~les~ 

Results o-f this study should be of interest to large, 

complex school districts because work-related stress influ­

ences job performance negatively, organizational changes 

may be implemented for abatement of many sources of stress 

that affect 'its members. Organizational ~tructure may need 

to be adjusted or personnel shifted from one building to 

another to promote a greater person-environment fit. The 

patterns emerging from this study shsmld establish guide­

lines for achieving person-environment congruence. 

5 



Elimination of all work-related stress probably is 

not possible or advisable. However, a reduction of the 

prevalence of work-related stress may enhance an administra­

tor's occupational performance, as well as, enhance the 

integrity'of the administrator's physical and psychological 

well-being. 

Background o~ the Problem 

Possible work-related stressors are many, but several 

seem to be associated with organizational structure and the 

type of belief system characterizing the individual member 

of an organization. Relevant to large, complex school 

districts is Richard Hall's (1963) empirical assessment of 

Max Weber's (186~-1920) concept of bureaucracy; that is, 

the degree of bureaucratization characterizing an organiza­

tion. Also, relevant to individuals who are members of 

organizations is Milton Rokeach's (1960) construct of 

ideological dogmatism; that is, the type of belief system 

characterizing an individual~ Relevant to both the 

individual member of an organization and the organization 

itself, is the work of French, Rodgers, and Cobb (1974) 

regarding an individual's suitability for an organization 

and an organization's suitability for a particular 

individual; that is, the person-environment fit theory. 

Because ·person-environment fit thedry served as the 

theoretical underpinning for the study, it is presented 

first. This discussion is followed by some background 

6 



information pertaining to the bureaucratic structure of 

organizations and bureaucratization, and then the belief 

systems of individuals ' 

Person-Environment Fit Theory 

In Adjustment as Person-Environment,Fit, researchers 

French, Rodgers, and Cobb (1974) discuss the concept of 

" ••• adjustment as the goodness of fit between the 
'· ' 

characteristics.of the person and the properties of his 

environment," (p. 316). Accordi~g to these writers, two 

meanings of envirbnment and person must be conceptualized. 

Specifically, discernment must be made between the person 

and the surrounding environment; and, between objects and 

events as they exist independently and objects and events 

as they are perc~ived by an .individual. 

The concept of "fit"· (F) of the person (P) to his 

environment (E) is succinctly presented in the researchers' 

paradigm. Notation use~ to depict this relationship i~: 

F0 = E0 - P0 = Objective person-environment fit. 

[and] 

Fs = Es- Ps =Subjective P-E fit, (pp. 317-318). 

Hence, utilizing these constructs, French, et al., 

(1974), discuss strejs in terms of~ ••• two kinds of 

demands and two kinds of corresponding supplies to meet 

.those demands.," (p. 317). The first involves demands of 

the person, such as motives and values, for certain 
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supplies from the, environment, such as achievement and 

food, and the environment's ability to meet those demands. 

The second involves demands from the environment, such as 

role requirements and requests from others, for certain 

supplies from the per~on, such as ability and intellect. 

Since environmental demands, can be occupational, work-

related stress arises when such demands exceed the 

abilities of, an individual t~ meet them. 

Because " ••• the large, bureaucratic organization, 

like other settings, exerts its own set of unique forces on 

the individual" (French an_d Caplan, 1972, p. 30); and 

because through the application of these forces, the 

organization exacts costs from its employees in the form of 

' 
JOb-related pathologies, person-environment fit theory is 

significantly related to the present study. 

Bureaucratic Structure 

and Bureaucratization 

Bureaucracy, according to Gerth and Mills (1958), was 

conceived by the German sociologist Max Weber, as th~ most 

rational and efficient mean~ of structuring o~ganizations. 

Silver asserted that, "He specified' seve!l features of 

bureaucracies that, both individu~lly and in interaction, 

maximize organizational rationality and efficiency," (1983, 

p. 75). Although Weber distilled hi~ features of bureau-

cracy from one type of authority, legal authority, they 

are, nevertheless, ideal in " ••• the sense to mean pure, 
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but not necessarily desirable," (Silver, 1983, p. 79). In 

addition, Silver states 

Weber's theory of bureaucracy is surely 
among the most thoroughly studied of all 
behavioral science frameworks both in 
educatfonal research-and in organization 
inquiry in general, (p. 81). 

Richard Hall (1993), an Am~rican sociologist studied 

bureaucracy, but not from the perspective of it being 

either present or absent in an organization. Rather, Hall 

investigated bureaucracy in terms of the degree that 

various dimensions of bureaucracy were prevalent in 

an organization. 

By examination of the b~ses of the bureaucratic model, 

Hall suggested that the bureaucratic concept is more 

empirically valid when each element of the bureaucracy is 

viewed as a series of dimensions, with each dimension in 

the form of a continuum.. Thus, he was able to demonstrate 

the bureaucratization of "organizations. 

Hall accomplished this task by selecting six charac­

teristics of bureaucracies to measure in order to determine 

the degree of bureaucratization perceived by the members of 

an organization. From a subjective standpoint, individuals 
. 

described their organizational environment in terms of its 

degree of bureaucratization. The six characteristics of 

Weber's classical features of bureaucracy which Hall 

selected were: (1) hierarchy of authorfty, (2) division of 

labor, (3) system of rules, (4) system of procedures, 

(5) impersonality and, (6) technical competence. 

9 
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Thus, the question of whether an organization's 

structure is or is not bureaucratic may not provide an 

answer that gives an accurate view of the organization. 

The more appropriate question to ask may be to what degree 

is an organization's -~tructur~ bureaucratic. Such informa-

tion would 'be valuable in tl)e. event an organization want,ed 

to undergo change. 

Belief Systems 

As stated elsewhere, Rokeach ( 1960·) investigated the 
- ' 

nature of belief.systems by analyzing ideological dogmatism. 

Throughout his observationsr he noted that a number of 

individuals wer~ predictably dogmatic or closed in the 

manner in which they· thought and in the beliefs they held. 

Subsequently, he conceived of open -and closed belief systems 

as characteristic extremes. of '' ••• all the beliefs, sets, 

expectancies, or hypotheses, conscious and unconscious, 

held as true at a given time," (p. 33), by an individual. 

Much of his work exa~ined the unique format each 

individual has for receiving and interpreting information 

from the outside. He fopnd that an individual seems to 

systematical!~ organize new or differeht info~mation in 

congruence with what the individ~al already knew about, 

e. g., the physical world, ideas, othe~ individuals, and 

espec~ally authority. 

More importantly, however, Rokeach was able to . 
establish that a large part of an ~ndividual's behavior 
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is closely related to the type of belief system character­

izing the individual. That is, individuals who were closed 

in their mode of thought and belief tended to act on infor­

mation from an outside source in the manner the individual 

believed the outside source expected. Thus, the individual 

probably did not exhibit much flexibility in certain situa­

tions because the outcome of _the situation was perceived by 

the individual as tied to rewards or punishments. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this investigation, the following 

terms are op~rationally defined: 

Assistant/Vice Principal: A certified person, 

licensed by a state,' and employed by a school district to 

act as an assistant,to the primary administrator of a 

school. 

Belief Systems: "The, total of all beliefs, sets, 

expectancies, or hypotheses, conscious and unconscious, 

that a personal at a given time accepts ~s true of the world 

in which he lives," (Rokeach, 1960, p. 33), as measured by 

the "Dogmatism Scale, Form E, 11 (Rokeach, 1960) with score 

range of 40 to 280. In addition, "The ex'tent -to which 

a person cannot receive, evaluat~, and act on relevant 

information received from the outside on its own intrinsic 

merits, .unencumbered by irr,elevant fac'tors in the situation 

arising from within the person or from the outside," 

(Rokeach, 1960, p. 57), moves the individual toward the 



closed end of the belief systems continuum. On the other 

hand, an individual with "A system in which information is 

evaluated and acted upon- independently on its own merits, 

in accord with the inner structural requirements of the 

1 2 

situation. the more the person should be governed in his 

actions by internal self-actualizing f~rces and less by 

irrational inner forces. He has more strength to resist 

external reinforcements, rewards, or punishments in terms 

of the way information will be evaluated and acted upon," 

(Rokeach, 1960, p. 58); thus, this individual would move 

toward the open end of the belief system-s continuum. 

Bureaucracy: Conceived of as an ideal type which 

rarely exists, bureaucracy refers to principles of organi­

zation that find varying degrees of expression in a wide 

variety of organizations. The classical Weberian­

bureaucracy is characterized by (1) fixed and official 

jurisdictional areas for members, (2) office hierarchy and 

levels of graded authority, (3) written documents 

central files,, (4) a set of special skills called office 

management, (5) official activities which demand the full 

time of personnel and, ( 6) · systematic and general rules 

which define procedure and which are followed,u (Gerth and 

Mills, 1958, pp. 196-198). 

Bureaucratic Structure: An organization's structure 

that is designed-according to the classical principles of 

bureaucracy. 



Bureaucratization: "The extent to which the charac-

teristics of bureaucracy are prevalent in an organization," 

(Silver, 1983, p. 83), as measured by Richard Hall's (1963) 

"Organizational Inventory" with a score range of 62 to 248, 

and composed of the following factors: 

---- Hierarchy of Authority: A dimension of bureau-

cratization that involves levels of graded authority. 
' ' 

---- Division of Labor: A dimension of bureacratiza-

tion that involves fi"xed and-official jurisdictional areas 

for each member of an organization. 

Impersonality: A dimension of bureaucratization 

that involves a set of rules and prqcedures that must be 

followed without necessarily being responsive to differ-

ences among individual employees and/or client'ele of 

the organization. 

---- System of Procedures: A dimension of bureau-

cratization that requires organization members to follow 

established rules by which the organization has determined 

the work is to be completed. 

System of Rules: A- dimension of bureaucratiza-

tion that concerns the-directions and gvidelines that 

govern not only how woFk is to be completed and by whom, 

but also how organizatipnal members will interact with one 

another in carrying out their duties and responsibilities. 

---- Technical Competency: A di~enslon of bureau-

cratization that involves the education, training, and 

1 3 



expertise concerning a specific area of work or type of 

task to be performed. 

High School: A school consisting of the last two, 

three, or four years of a student's education in public 

schools; it may be composed of grades nine through 12 or 

grades 10 through 12 and in some instances, grades 11 

and 12. 

Interaction: "An·interaction refers to the case where 

the nature of the relationship between one of the 

independent variables and the dependent variables changes 

as a function of the other independent variable," (Jaccard, 

1983, p. 345). 

Principal: A certified person, licensed by a state, 

and employed by "a school district to act as the primary 

administrator of a school. 

Stress: Although defined in several ways, for this 

study stress is the interaction between environmental 

forces and events which appear threatening to the person 

and the person's reaction to the threat (Kahn, Wolfe, 
' ' 

Quinn, Snoek, and Rosenthal, 1964); that is, "Stressis 

a cognitive state in which an individual confronts a 

situatien characterized by high levels of uncertainty, 

associated with obtaining important outcomes and, in which 

existence of such uncertanties are long in duration" 

(Beehr and Bhagat, 1985, Pc· 6). 

Stressors: For this study, stressors are those 

II •• forces capable of producing stress. They are to 
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a large degree, individually specific (i. e., they vary 

among individuals)," (Foster, 1986, p. 9). 

Work-Related Stress: That part of an individual's 

total-life stress that may be attributable to the 

1 5 
I 

individual's work environment as measured by the ''Administra-

tive Stress Index" (Swent,'19.7~) with scores that range 

from 35 to 140, and composed of the following factors: 

---- Administrative Constraints: A factor of work-

related stress'that involves confinement or restrictions 

intrinsic to the position, (Swent,, 1978, pp. 4-6). 

---- Administrative Responsib~lity: A factor of work-

related stress that involves tasks which are associated 

with the position, such as " ••• planning, organizaing, 

staffing, directing, coordinating, reporting and budgeting" 

(Swent, 1978, pp. 6-7). 

----Interpersonal·Relation~: A factor of work-related 

stress that concerns interaction with various people from 

both inside and outside of the organization (Swent, 1978, 

pp. 9-11 ) • 

----Intrapersonal Conflict: A factor of work-related 

stress that involyes " ••• sources of stress resulting 

from the ~onilicting demands between job task~ and 

individual belifs or goals," (Swent, 1978, p. 11). 

---- Role Exp~ctations: A factor of work-related 

stress that concerns " ••• source(s) of·stress for the 

school administrator result(ing) from the beliefs and 



attitudes about the administrative role in an organization" 

(Swent, 1978, p. 13). 

Limitations of the Study 

The following limitations'should be noted regarding 

the present study: 

1. This study was limited to ~igh school principals 

and assistant principals working in large, primarily urban 

school districts with enrollments ranging from 35,296 

students to over 930,420 students. 

2. This study was limited io an investigation of the 
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following variab~es and factors: individual belief systems, 

bureaucratic structure characterizing a school district and 

the factors of bureaucratization, and administrators' 

perceptions of work-related stress and the factors of work-

related stress. 

3. This study was limlted to the validity and 

reliability of the instruments used in the investigation. 

Summary 

Researchers have found that a large percentage of the 

total-life stress experienced by ~cho61 administ~ators may 

be attributed to th~ir wor,k (St~ckman, 1982). In addition, 
' ' ' 

studies of the work itself have shown that administrators 

characterize it to be usually or always stressful (Schaffer, 

1980; Swent, 1978; and, Warner, 1981). 



This chapter briefly introduced the problem of work-

related stress among high school administrators. Also, 

the chapter discussed the problem that was investigated in 

the present study, its theoretical and practical implica-

tions and, provided.operational definitions used in the 
'' 

study. In addition, some background information regarding 

person-environment fit theory, bureaucratic structure of 

organizations and the·concept of bureaucratization, and, 
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belief systems was g~ven to provide a? explanation of their 

relationship to the study of work-related stress among high 

school administrators employed in large, complex school 

districts. Limitations of-the s~udy aiso were cited in 

the chapter. 



CHAP'l'ER I I 

REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

Stress in general and work-related stress in particular 

has been a popular topic of interest among researchers 

since the Vienna-born physician Hans Selye extensively 

examined the phenomenon in his work, The St~ess of Lif~ 

( 1956). Alth0ugh_ Selye firs,t studied stress from a physio­

logical perspective, he and others subsequently expanded 

their research efforts to include social, psychological, 

and environmental factors. 

Similar to stress, the bureaucratic structure of 

organizations also has been extensively studied since Max 

Weber first described the characteristics of a bureaucracy 

in Wirtschaft and G~sellschaft, written sometime before 

1914. Weber's classical characteristics, however, may 

exist in contemporary organizations to varying degrees. 

Studies concerning dogmatic ideology or individual 

belief systems do not seem-as prevalent in the literature 

as studies pertaining to work-related stress or the 

bureaucratic structure of organizations. Nevertheless, 

some studies have been conducted and subsequently have 
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provided insight into the cognitive organizations 

of individuals. 

Consequently, since a sizable body of literatu~e has 

been accrued as a result of the number of analyses 

conducted on stress, organizat~onal structure, and, to a 

lesser degree on belief systems; a 'review of this amount 

1_9 

of litetera.ture was limited to analyses most germane to the 

major variables of the present research. These variables 

were: secondary scho61 prin~ip~ls' and assistant princi-

pals' perceptions of the bureaucr~tization of their school 

district, their belief systems, and-their perceptions of 

work-related str~ss. 

Bureaucratic Structure 

of Orgahizatfons: 

Bureaucratization 

Stiucture is the mo~~~i~tingui~hing feature of a 

formal organization. It is an indispensible condition of 

the organization since,it.p~e~crib~s wh~t activities will 
I' 

occur, in what ordei, as well as, who will perform them. 

The ,impetus for strU'cture is th·e coordination of 
-' " 

the work of the organization and, mos't especially, the 

coordination of the"work force C?t:.the organization. James 

and Jones (1976} ~rite that 

The~enduring characteristic~ of an organi­
zation [are] ~eflected by the distribution of 
units and positions within the organization and 
their systematic relationships to each other, 
(p. 76}. 
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Coordination of duties and positions ultimately 

determines the organization's hierarchy ot .command and/or 

authority. Tannenbaum, Kavcic, Rosner, Vienello, and 

Wieser (1974 write, "Hierarchy is designed to solve a 

universal problem of organizations, the need to coordinate 

the efforts of many persoris performin a variety of tasks," 

(p. xix). However, since peoplS see themselves differently 

1n the hierarchy, these perceptions, at times, may act as 

stressors. Brass (1984) states 

The work that orgnanizations divide among 
subunits is further divided among individ~als, 
and some individuals will inevitably be more 
powerful than others, (p. 519). 

Inasmuch as .structure is. the sine que non for 

coordinating work arrd workers in an organization, it is 

reasonable that employees' perceptions of the organiza-

tion's structure will vary. That is, some workers may 

find the organization's structure to be supportive while 

others may find it to be nonsupportive. 

Bureaucracy is one method of structuring formal 

organizations. Although conceived by Max Weber, the 

German sociologist, as the most efficient and rational 

' 
means of structuring an organization, bureaucracy does 

have its inherent weaknesses. Nevertheless, Weber's 

classic principles remain as guidelines which organi-

zations seemingly prefer to follow when developing their 

formal structures. 
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The classical Weberian-bureaucracy, it may be 

recalled, is characterized by fixed and official jurisdic-

tional areas for members, an office hierarchy and levels 

of graded authority, written documents or central files, 

a set of special skills called~ office management, official 

activities which demand the full time of personnel, and 

systematic and general rules which define procedures and 

which are followed, (~erth and Mills, 1958). 

Organizations, however, do not seem to utilize all of 

Weber's principles all of the time. That i~, the prevalence 

of bureaucrataic characteristics may vary from organization-

to-organization. Moreover, the intensity of bureaucratic 

principles that.are present may vary by degree, once again 

depending on the organization. Hall (1963 writes 

Upon closer. examination, the character­
istics or dimens~ons that are typically 
ascribed to bureaucracy appear to be variables 
that can be systematically measured to demon­
strate the degree to which organizations are 
or are not bureaucratic, (p. 32). 

The bureaucratization of an organization may be conceptua-

lized, then, as the extent to ~hich Weber's principles of 

a bureaucracy are prevalent in an organization. 

The org~nizational ~tructure of .. a large school district 

may reflect many of the attributes of a bureaucracy. 

Feinberg and Soltis (1985) write 

Industrialized nations do not have 
schools like Factory Prep, but clearly 
their schools do reflect some aspects of 
an industrialized society --- such as mass 



production, bu~eaucratic organization, and 
impersonalized, hierarchical decision making, 
(p. 6). 

Secondary school principals, as members of the school 

district's organization, each perceive and are impacted by 

the school district's structure differently. That is, 

some principals may perceive the district's organizational 

structure as conducive to facilitating their work; others 

may find it to impede ·their work; and yet, others may 

perceive only, certain structural elements as impediments. 

Since secondary school principal~ may perceive their 
' ' 

district's organizational structure differently, it is 

reasonable to assert that some may find their district's 

structure to be a type of stressor in their work environ-

ment. Consequently, one purpose of the present study was 

to determine the relati9nship, if any, between the degree 

of bureaucratization perce.ived by administrators charac­

terizing their school district's structure and perceived 

work-related stress as. reported by the administrator. 

A closer, albeit brief, examination of each Weberian-

bureaucratic principle may serve to illuminate the 

potential each principle has. to be perc.ei ved as a type of 

stressor. Hence,· each principle is discussed as it may 

impact a school aqministrator working in a large district. 

Hierarchy of Authority 

According to the World Book Dictionary (1966), hier-

archy is the organization of persons arranged one above 
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the other according to amount and kind of authority. 

Hierarchy of authority is a principle of bureaucracy. Its 

primary function is to govern or regulate the interactions 

of organizational members. The chain-of-command, a feature 

of hierarchy of authority, is designed to govern who 

possesses what types of information. Since possession and 

control of information is a basis of power in an organiza-

tion, each individual~s level of graded authority is 

concomitant with how much power he or she may have in 

the organization. 

It may be noted in Figure 1 that principals often are 

located at the middle-manage~ent level in organiz~tions. 

Corporate Examples 
of Job Titles 

Board of Trustees 
Chairman of the Board 
Chief Executive Officer 
Vice Presidents 
Directors 
Managers 
Assistant Managers 
Supervisors 
Forement 
Laborers 

School District Examples 
.of Job Titles 

Board of Education 
President of the Board 
Superintendent 
Assistant Superintendents 
Directors 
Principals 
Assistant Principals 
Supervisors 
Department Chairs 
Teachers 

Figure 1 • Comparison of Corporate and School 
District Job Titles 



Since building administrators are middle managers, they 

must cary out their duties and'responsibilities by effec­

tively operating both up and down the school district's 

structural hierarchy. Meeting this requirement can be 

a source of work~related stress. Gmelch and Swent (1982) 

found significant correlations between administrative 

positions in a school di~trict and certain work-related 

events that act as stressors. 

Division of Labor 

Division of labor simply requires that the work of 

the organization.must be divided among the organization's 

members. A result of dividing the work among members is 

that members often do not have 'the opportunity to deal 

with, or often conceptualize, -the completed project. On 

the other hand, efficiency is_served by dividing the work 

among many to achieve a streamlining-effect on production. 

Secondary school principals, since they are part of 

the district's organ~zational ?tructure that deals with 

building administration, often describe their work as 

open-ended. Mintzberg (1973) sug~ests that the fall-out 

effect of the bureaucratic principle of division of labor 

among school principals ~esults in the building administra­

tors' characterizing their work as having much variety, 

being brief, and being highly fragmented. 

Schools within large, complex school districts are 

not self-sufficient entities. That is, in order for a 

24 



25 

principal to manage his or her school effectively, the 

administrator must rely on many other people employed in the 

same district. For example, curriculum services, custodial 

services, maintenance services, food services, media center 

services, and many oth~r types of services dive the labor 

of the school district~ In order to utilize any or all of 

these services, a building admin1strator must go through 

many sub-brireaucracie~. Working with many, many divisions 

that may or ~ay not be cooperative is a genuine source of 

work-related stress to many, school principals and assistant 

principals. 

As a result of having to rely on so many others, 

principals often experience a sense of lack of control 

over their time in performing necessary tasks. The sense 

of lack of control over their time creates yet another 

possible source of work-related stress among high school 

principals and assistant principals. 

System of Rules 

Each organization has a set of rules which organiza­

tional members, must acknowledge and follow in order to 

maintain membership in the organization. Within the 

context of a typpical school district, there are rules 

governing all activities in which the school district 

is engaged. 

School district rules are more commonly referred to 

as policies and their purpose is to provide guidelines for 



personnel to follow as they carry out the mission of the 

district. Policies are established "laws" of the school 

district and they are inviolate. They are published, 

held up to public scrutiny, and revised as needed. The 

burgeoning number'of policies generated by state and local 

education authorities create a highlycrule-oriented 

organizational environment. 

As stated in Chapter I, a maJor responsibility of 

building principals is to ensure district polic~es are 

upheld. The·daily act of enforcing school district 

policies often creates a very de~anding work environment. 

Continually coping with not only the numbers of policies, 

but also their content leads principals into many 

conflict-laden encounters. G~elch and Swenty (1982) write 

that "Nearly all sc.hool administrators agreed the number 

one source of stress was compliance with state, federal 

and organizational rules a~d. policies," (p. 23). 

System of Procedures 

A system of procedures refers to the manner in which 

work is to be performed •. That is, aspects of the work 
' - ' 

met.hodology are prescribed and, subsequently, may leave 

little room for creatiye'problem-solving. 

As mentioned earlier, school districts have policies 

that govern what occurs .within the organization. Policies 

have concomitant procedures dictating how they are to be 

carried out and/or implemented. School principals are all 
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too familiar with the manner in which some tasks must be 

accomplished. Yet, some principals may perceive more 

feasible paths to accomplish tasks, but are constrained by 

policy from deviating too far from the district's opera-

tiona! procedures. 

The potential constraining influe~ce of procedures 

may be illustrated by quoting the superintendent of a 

large, complex schoor di~trict. This particular super-

intendent unab~shedly asserted that "The schools were told 

what was to be accomplished and generally how it was to 

be done," (Steller, 1989, p. · 25). An u-nfortunate aspect 

of attempting t~ carry dut ~uch proc~dures is that they 

often do not reconcile themselves with the unique person-
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ality and culture of ·each individual school. Consequently, 

yet another source of work-related stress may be a system 

of procedures. 

Impersonality 

Educational adminis.trati'on is a people-oriented 

profession. Administering an individual school keeps the 

princip,al in constant contact with stude:nts, teachers, 
'• 

parents, the community, and others. Such continuous 

interactions may ~ct as stressors form time-to-time in 

the work-life of an administrator. Inasmuch as a continuous 

barrage of such"interactions may reduce the meaningfulness 

of them, an administrator may become highly impersonal in 

his or her dealings with clientele. 



An often-heard complaint in large school districts is 

the lack of genuine concern for its students. Once again, 

the continuous interactions with all of the constituencies 

of a school establishes increased potential for conflict. 

That is, on the one hand, the principal attempts to 

_operate in a personable, humane manner; on the other hand, 

the principal is regarded with much~impersonality by the 

central office in terms of across-the-board directives. 
' . 

The depth of impersonal treatment resulting from 

interactions 'with a school district's central office and a 
building principal are legend. ·In many large school 

districts, for.example, that which is deemed good for one 

district school is ~eemed good for all of the district's 

facilities. This complete disregard for the'individual 

character of each scho~l ultimately may precipitate types 

of work-related str~~s among principals. 

Bureaucratic imp'~rsonali ty is the bane of many 

organizational member~. ,Depending on the ir position in 

the organizational hierarchy,·members occasionally sense 

that their efforts are'n~t being recognized by their 

superiors or ,by. their su'bordinates. For those principals 

who are very much people-oriented individuals, such an 

impersonal state may lead, t~ f~ustration which may create 

problems with job satisfaction (Koff, Laffey, Olson, and 

Cichon, 1981). · 
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Technical Competence 

Presthus (1962) noted that educational administrators 

are upwardly-mobile individuals. McCleland, Floor, David-

son and Saron (1980) write that educational administrators 

are high in need for power. Waldron, Hickey, McPherson, 

Butensky, Gruss~ Overall, Schmader, ftnd Wohlmuth (1980) 

suggest that pressure to achieve academically through 

pursuit of higher, degrees or more certification tends to 

produce an increase in Type-A or highly-stress-oriented 

behavior patterns. 

The conscientious school administrator continually 

strives to keep ~breast of current trends i~ curriculum, 

school finance,' athletics, student discipline, negotia-

tions, sch9ol improvement, pedagogy, library materials 

and equipment, l?ws pertai~ing to schools and school 

personnel, as well as numerous other important areas of 

interest. The conception that an effective administrator 
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is an individual who keeps himself or herself well-informed 

in so many areas also may act as a type of stressor with 

which principals and assistant principals must contend. 

Section Summary 

Weber's classical principl~s of bureaucracy, even 

when present,i~ an organization to varying degrees, may 
J 

act as types of stressors among organizational members. 

Acting either singularly or in various combinations, 



bureaucratic principles are powerful sources of work-

related stress (French and Caplan, 1972). Moreover, the 

degree of stress perceived by organizational members may 

differ from individual-to-individual and from perceptions 

of one, or more, bureaucratic principle impinging o~ the 

individual's work environment. 

The causes of work-related stress are vast. However, 

of particular significance is the work-related stress 

perceived to be generated by the organization's structure 

placing demands upon its members. Hall .and Savery (1986) 

examined a broad range of potential stress7producing 

events among managers in organizations and write 

Managers are beleag~ered by demands not only 
from their supporters but also from government 
agencies, from subordinates and union representa­
tives pushing,for a greater say in the running of 
the enterpris~, and from community and other 
interest groups with their many and rising expec­
tations, (p. 160). 

The influence of the bureaucratic principles have 

been cited by researchers. as sources of dissatisfaction 

and, on occasion, sources of work-related stress. 

Bacharach and Mitchell (1983), have suggested that 

bureaucratization conflicts with the needs and aspirations 
( ~ r 

of professionals. More importantly, they were able to 

demonstrate in their research that "The greater the 

bureaucratization, the greater the dissatisfaction of 

school district administrators,'' (p.· 103). . . 

On the other hand, it should be noted that some indi-
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viduals are or become their own source of work-related stress. 



That is, individual belief systems, discussed in the 

following section, influence the individual's perceptions 

of his or her organization. 

Belief Systems 

Belief systems, in the present research, are what M. 

Rokeach (1960) refers to as 

The total of·all beliefs, sets, expec­
tancies, or hypotheses, conscious and 
unconscious, that a person at a given time 
accepts as true of the world in which he 
[she] lives, (p. 33). 

Figuratively, then, an individual's belief system serves 

as a type of cognitive information-processing template. 

Within this context, belief systems are not to be 

construed as religious points-of-view by the interested 

reader. Howeve~; it should be acknowledged that included 

in each individual's belief system are elements associated 

with spiritual and/or religious convictions. This may be 

' 
expecially apparent as such convictions may relate to the 

natural world and mankind's position in the natural world. 

Individuals process new information according to what 

they already know and hold to be true. Thus, new informa-

tion first must be "formatted" by the individual into his 

or her belief system structure before the contents of the 

new information can be dealt with and/or responded to by 

the individual. Such processing of information, according 

to Rokeach (1960) is an unique characteristic that is 
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present in all individuals and exerts its influence in 

determining their behavior. Moreover, the nature of an 

individual's belief system determines, to varying-degrees, 

his or her capability of receiving, evaluating, as well 

as, acting on information from the outside. 

The influenc,e of belief systems .on the perception of 

stress h~s been suggested by a number of researchers, 

e. g., Frew and Brunig, 1987; Fu+ler and Izu, 1986; Grnelch 

and Swent, l981; Hoy, 1965; ,Nystrom and Starbuck, 1984; 
' ' 

and Rokeach, 1960. In general, these writers suggest that 

belief systems directly or indirectly impinge on an 
•' 

individual's processing of i~formation and that this 

influence, in turn, affects to varying degrees the 

individual's percept~on of ~tress. 

Therefore, there ~s reason to suggest, then, that how 

people view the world and intepr~t events may be a signi-

ficant factor in the'degree to which stress is perceived 

and subsequently experienced. Hence, a second purpose of 

the present research ~s to de~errnine the relationship 

between belief system an'd perceived work-related stress 

among secondary school administrators. 

In addition, belief systems rna¥ have a moderating 

effect on how individuals perceive the organizational 

structure in which they work. Similarly, belief systems 

may have a moderating effect on·· how a·n individual 

perceives work-related stress. The present research is 
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designed- to address the impact of organizational structure 

and belief systems on work-related stress. 

French and Caplan (1972), as mentioned previously, 

asserted t~at bureaucratic organizations tend to exert an 

influence ~n their members. Mor~ specifically, they write 

Through the application of these forces, 
the organization is able to channel the indi­
vidual's behavior toward certain goals and to 
direct his interactions toward certain people 
and away from others, (p. 30). 

33 

An organization's structure, among other things, imparts 

information to its members. Hierarchy, an important type 

of information, is a bureaucratic principle that determines 

levels of authority. Associated with authority is the 

control of information, which subsequently empowers the 

individual in authority. Fiecht~er and Krayer (1986) 

examined the influence of dogmatism levels to determine 

whether or not it was an important factor in subjects• 

reacting to different types of leader-supplied information. 

These researchers ·concluded that dogmatism significantly 

affected the subjects • satisfact-ion with the group 

decision while quantity and relevance of leader-supp~ied 

information does· not have such an effect,. 
' ' 

Inasmuch as the influence of belief systems is a 

' 
pervasive phenom'en6n, ~esearchers have examined this 

influence in a variety of ways. A study conducted by 

Hoy (1965), for"example, found th~t beli~f systems of 



individuals had a significant relationship to the ideolo-

gies of how those individuals regarded the. control of 

students. Hoy's findings suggest that individuals who are 

closed in their mode of thinking tend to be more custodial 

in their pupil control ideology than individuals who are 

more open ip their belief 'syst~ms. 

In a recent study by Nys~rom and Starbuck (1984), it 

was suggested that "Beliefs instigate ·behav~ors or inhibit 

them, guide choices of action, and engender people's 
' ' 

commftments to collective- activit~es or dacipen them,'' 

' ' 
(p. 279). In addition, Gmelch and Swent (1981) concluded 

that conflicts b~tween one's performance and one's 

internal beliefs and expectations are manifested in the 

intrapersonal conflicts exp~rienced by various school 

district administrators. 

Studying the relqtionship between thinking styles and 

job stress, Quick, Schkade, and Eakin (1986) found that 

people with jobs poorly suited to their thinking styles 

exhibit signs of strain. Since thinking is a cognitive 

activity, and cognitions may be patterned according to 

one's belief system, then it is poss~ble to suggest that 

job performance may' be directly or indirectly influenced 

by how the individual thinks lncluding his or her style 

of thinking. 

In addition, ~ognitive appraisal was examined by 

Hodapp, Neuser, and Weyer (1988) using a systematic 

approach to assess subjective stress variables. These 
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writers concluded that accumulated aversive conditions 

lead to job pressure, whereas job dissatisfaction is the 

result of the absence of rewarding conditions within the 

work environment. Further, the results of this study 

clearly support a close association between the indi­

vidual's manifested beli~f system, h~s or her behavior 

style, and the individual's experience of stress. 

In studies that may'be considered peripheral to the 

present researc~, belief systems continue to directly or 

indirectly influence how individuals perceive various 

events. For example, Fuller and.~zu (1986) examined 

factors that shape organizational beliefs among teachers. 

These writers found that the und~rlying material structure 

of the organization 90ntributes to the formation of 

boundaries within which the organizational members' define 

their subjective beliefs reagarding· the organization. 

Along a similar path of research, Frew and Brunig (1987) 

' ' 
studied the r~lationship bet~een needs, values and 

behavior ~atterns and the stress/strain phenomenon. These 

researchers found that such indicators as needs, values, 

,and behavior pa~~erns had an additive or interactive 

effect upon experienced 'stress; 

Walsh, Henderson, and Deighton (1988) examined nego-

tiated belief structure and found that each member of a 

group may hold a schema regarding the information domain 

of a particular issue. That is, group members may indi-

vidually hold a set of structured beliefs concerning 
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information that may be associated with certain issues. 

More importantly, however, according to these researchers, 

the aggregation of these schema may be related to 

performance levels of the groups that were studied. 
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According to Ravline and Meglino 1987), values are 

related to perception and decision making; that is, these 

writers suggest that values are related to cognitive 

organizations. And, as pointed out previously, belief 

systems "format" the reception of information p.nd subse­

quently influence perception of events a~d other phenomenon. 

Kahn, Wo+fe, Quinn, Snoek, and Rosentha (1964), as 

presented in Chapter I, defined stress as the interaction 

between environmental forces and events which appear 

threatening to the individual and the individual's reaction 

to the threat. If the individual's interaction with his/her 

environment occurs through the processing of information, 

then it may be deduced that the individual's belief system 

may influence his/her perception, which may, in turn, 

engender experienced stress. 

Section Summary 

As stated by Swent (1978), "Events, either real or 

imagined, cause people to make interpretations based on 

their values, beliefs and past experience," (p. 11 ). And, 

since aQ individual's cognitive orgariization·influences 

how the individual processes real or imagined events, 



it is logical to advocate the idea that an individual's 

belief system may be a contributing factor to the experi­

ence of stress, as well as, contribute to the individual 

identifying certain types of information and activities 

as stressors. 

Stud'ies focusing on ideological dogmatism do not 

address the possible moder~ting effect which belief 

systems may have on the percep~ion of organizational 

structure and on the perception of work-related stress 

among secondary school administrators. Nevertheless, the 

studies do support the idea- that belief systems have an 

overarching influence on how the individual receives, 

evaluates, and acts on information he or she may encounter 

from ~he outside in terms of interactions with various 

events and other phenomena. 

Such events •. and other phenpmena, may be regarded as 

types of stressors capable of producing stress. That is, 

work-related str~ss, presented in the following section, 

may be a result of the culmination of the perception of 

various stressors. 

Work-Related Stress 
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Secondary school pri~cipals, as mentioned in Chapter I, 

encounter the insidious problem of work-related stress. 

Various events or activities in whi~h the administrator must 

engage may be regarded as potential sources of stress. 

Swent (1978) identified five factors of work-related stress 
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among school administrators. These factors are administra-

tive constraints, administrative responsibility, interpersonal 

relations, intrapersonal conflicts, and role expectations. 

Administrative Copstraints 

Although Wilson and Firestone (19~7) assert that ''The 

principal is a key actor in controlling organizational 

constraints on the amount of time students spend on academic 

tasks,•• (p.· 20), principals do not, as a group, have a 

large influ~nce over the contr61 of their own time. That is, 

since principals work for t~e publ~c, constant availability 

to this public may be a type of occupational stressor. 

Innumerable demands are mad~ on an administrator•s time and 

as Bacharach and Mitchell (1983) write 

Educ~tiona+ administrators are subject to a 
variety of demands on the job. They respond to 
different g~oups (e. g., other administrators, 
school board members, teachers, union officials, 
government offici~ls, pa~~nts, citizens, act as 
supervisors, and'generally have to work well with 
other people to acc~rnplish their job tasks, (p. 104). 

Being interrupted frequently by telephone calls, staff 

members, meetings that take too much time, complying with 

state, feder~l, ~nd organizat!onal-rul~s and.policies, 
' ' 

having large numbers of tasks that cannot'be completed in 

a normal work day, memorandums, letters, and other forms 
' ' 

of communications all·may be regarded as daily events of 

a principal 1 s work. As such, they may easily become types 

of occupational stressors that could be categorized under 

the heading of constraints intrinsic to administration. 
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Administrative Responsibility 

Principals are responsible for various classical 

managerial functions which may, from time-to-time, act as 

types of occupational stressors. These functions include 

planning, organizing, staffing,· directing, coordinating, 

reporting, and budgeting. 

Koff, Laffey, Olson, and Cichon (1981) studied execu-

tive stress and _the school'administrator and found that one 

of the most stress-produc~~g events among principals 

II centered around staff management problems: e. g., 

staff reduction, teacher dismissal, [~nd] teacher 

evaluations," ( p. 6). 

Interpersonal Relations 

According to S~ent '(1978), "Stress froJ:!l interpersonal 

relations results f~om'c?nflict with other people both 

inside and outside t~e school," (p. 9). Parents, staff 

members, students, .com~unity .~embers, and central office 

superiors are examples of g:roups with which the principal 

must deal regularly. Consequently, the potential for 

conflict is ~ultipli~d ~y,the nufuber and '~he vari~ty of 

interactions the·principal hqs with these various groups. 

Whether downw~rd, lateral, upward, or outward 

communication, principals as,a group are more vulnerable 

to conflicts arising in this area. That is, principals 



must continually resolve conflict-driven events, since as 

Campbell (1958) has stated, "Education is a service which 

deals directly and intimately with people," (p. 172). 

Barriers that exist between individuals or groups are 

another form of interpersonal relations that may be stress 

producting. For example, as Swent (1978) writes 

Cultural barriers, generation gaps, differ­
ences in frames of referenc~ can generate barriers 
that lead to interpersonal conflict. Carl Rogers 
(1961) suggested a major hindrance to effective 
communication was the tendency to evaluate other's 
statements and opinions. The inclination to evalu­
ate is usually increased· in those si t·uations where 
feelings and emotions are deeply involved. Thus, 
the strong feelings held by parents, staff members 
and students increase th~ likelihood that inter­
personal relationshipi between the groups will be 
sources of pressure and stress, (p. 10). 

The ambiguous nature of some relationships also may 

be sources of occupational stress among school principals 

and assistant principals. Consequently, according to 

Motowidlo, Packard, and Manning (1986), who write 

Interpersonal performance elements such as 
sensitivity, consideration, warmth,· and tolerance 
of others, and c,ogniti~e/motivational performance 
elements such ~s concentration, composure, perse­
verence, and adaptability covary with perceptions 
of stressful events, subjective stress, depression, 
and hostility, (p. 624). 

Intrapersonai Conflict 

. ~ 

Conflicting demands between an individual's perform-

ance and his or her beliefs and expectations also provide 

a source of occupational stressors. Moreover, according 
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to Ellis and Harper (1977), and as cited by Swent (1978), 

"The stronger the motives or beliefs, the greater the 

threat or stress will be to the individual," (p. 12). 

Examples of.intrapersonal conflict among school princi­

pals, as well a~ other managers, include feeling not fully 

qualified to handle the tas~s entailed by the job, not 

being able to obtain'information which is needed to carry 

out the job peroperly~ imposition on self of excessively 

high expectations, making decisions that affect the lives 

of individuals who are personally known to the decision-

maker, having too little or inadequate authority to carry 

out assigned responsibili~ies, and-job progress not at 

expected or anticipated rate or level. From among examples 

in this category, Gmelch and Swent (1982) found that the . 
' 

event of having to, ~ake decisions that affect the lives 

of individuals personally known to the decision-maker and 

imposing excessively high expectations on self provided 

the greates sources of ~tress,among school principals and 

assistant ptincipals~ 

Role Expectations 

Beliefs and ,attitudes about the principal's role 

provides another so~rce of stress,. Role expectations, 

that is, may include preferences reg~rd~ng personal 

attributes, functions, what an indivi~ual should be, what 

the individual should think and/or believe, and how the 

individual should,relate to others. 
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Examples of role expectations among school principals 

include being unclear on the scope and responsibilities of 

the job, feeling of having too much responsibility delegated 

by superior, participating in school activities conducted 

outside the normal work day which takes away from personal 

time, being ambiguous regarding how a supervisor thinks of 

the individual or evaluates the ~ndividuai's performance, 

feeling excessive pres~ure for increased performance beyond 

what the individual believes to be reasonable,· beliefs 

that superiors do not expect eno~gh ~rom the individual, 

and feeling that one cannot resolve conflicting demands 

of those who have authority over the individual. 

Numerous researchers have studied the administrative 

role, in general, and the principalship, in particular, 

over the past several years. In addition, and as an 

example, .numero~s books have been written concerning the 

topic of school administration, school leadership, and the 

principalship. Not~d writ~rs such as Fennema and Ayer 

(1984), Harris (198~), Hoy and Miskel (1982), Jacobson, 

Logsdon, and Wiegman (1973), Raubinger, Sumption, and Kamm 
. . ' 

(1974), Sergiovanni, Burlingame, Coombs, and Thurston 
' ' ' 

(1987), and Silver (1983) h~ve devoted much time and 

energy to examining .the school administrator's role. 

However, the· role of the principal continues to be 
' . ' ' 

somewhat of an enigma to researchers in educational admin-

istration, probably due to the ever-changing demands made 



on the role by those in and out of the educational arena. 

That is, the.principal serves and must respond to an array 

of clients. The school principal has responsibilities and 

concomitant obligations to each client and client-group. 

These groups include members of the board of education, 

supervisors, the certificated and classified staff, 

students, parents, and the community~ Responsibility to 

these various groups'-and the expectations the individual 

places on the principal's ro~e by respective groups 

creates enormous potential·f6r events that may be 

perceived by the principal as stressful. 
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Interactions with the various groups produces occasional 

conflict, and as Matteson arid Ivancevich (1987) write 

A combination Qf the expectations and demands 
an employee places upon him- or herself and the 
expectations of other m,embers of the organization 
results in a set -o-f forces that may be termed '!role 
pressures.''. When a situation arises in which two or 
more role pressures. ar~ in conflict with one another, 
a condition of "role conflict" exists. Role conflict 
is present whenever compliance with one set of pres­
sures makes com-plianc~ :with another set difficult, 
objectionable, or impossible, (p. 43). 

Additionally, French and Caplan (1972), in their 

landmark study of organizatiqnal stress and strain, demon-

strated that conflict d~creases job satisfaction. These 

researchers assert 

How a focal person reacted to conflict 
depended on the type of position he held 
relative to his role senders. The greater 
the power of the role senderi ov~r him, the 
greater the job dissatisfaction and sense of 
futility produced by the role conflict, (p. 37). 
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Section Summary 

Sources of work-related stress are varied, but may be 

grouped into five general categories relative to school 

administration in particular and other types of administra-

tion in general. The categories include administrative 

constraints, which deals 'with perceived stressors related 

to time, meetings, work load and complian~e with federal, 
' 

state, and organizational policies; administrative responsi-

bility, which deals with stressors related to the various 

duties associated with administration such as supervision, 

planning, bud~et~ng, and evaluation; interpersonal relations, 

which deals with stressors related to conflicts between 

parents and school, between staff members and others; ·intra­

personal conflicts, which deals witb those stressors related 

to conflicts between one·•s pe~formance and on~•s internal 

beliefs and expectations;"and, role expectati6ns, which 

deals with streasors gener~te4 from discrepancies between 

an individual's expectations for the role and expectations 

of others of the role. 

The potential for school administrators to encounter 

conflict-driven event~ co~ld be expressed as the numbe~ and 

kind of interactions in which t~e administrator is involved. 

In other words, according to French and Caplan (1972), 

''The adminiit~a~or has m6re opportunity,for conflict because 

he [she] spends less time than others working along, 11 (p. 37). 



Rat~onale and Hypotheses 

Rationale 

As previously presented in Chapter I of this report, 

French, Rodgers and Cobb (1974) asserted that adjustement 
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was "The goodneis of fit between characteristics of the 

person and the properties of his [her] environment," (p. 316). 

And as also previously mentioned, stress is an insidious 

problem encountered by high school principals and assistant 

principals as they carry out. their duties and responsibili­

ties. Consequently, a study concerning-organizational 

bureaucratization, belief systems, and work-related stress 

among these administrators, employed in large school 

districts, may-provide needed information that will be of 

benefit both in terms of practice and theory. That is, the 

study may provide needed- information to educational admini­

stration practit~oners, as well as, provide information that 

will enrich the content and meaning of the Person-Enviornment 

Fit Theory. 

Moreover, because person-environment fit theory ~s 

heuristic in nature, many va~iables nave not yet been 

delineated. A refinement, then of the theory may be an 

outcome of including or~anizational bureaucratization, belief 

systems, and work-related stress as major variables in a 

research study. 
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It may be recalled that in discussing stress, French, 

et al, (1974) wrote of "Two kinds of demands and two ki:nds 

of corresponding supplies to meet those demands," (p. 317). 

The first kind of demands concerned the person's need for 

physical supplies from his or her environment and, especially, 

the environment's ability to.fulfill the person's needs. 

The second kind of demands, situated in the environment, 

concerns those demands that the environment makes on the 

individual. Accordingly, the second kind of demand may be 

occupational in nature. 

When the individual's abiltity is lacking to fulfill 

the demands made by his or her environment, the individual 

my experience stress. For a secondary school principal and 

assistant principal the "environment" is not only the school 

they manage, but also the school district in which they work. 

And, as was alluded to earlier, the organizational structure 

of a large school district may reflect many of the attri­

butes of a bureaucracy. In addition, the organizational 

structure may place a variety of demands on the principals 

that they may feel they cannot adequately fulfill. And, 

as was noted .by Bacharach and Mitchell ( 1983), "The greater 

the degree of bureaucratization, the greater the dissatis­

faction of school di.strict administrators," ( p. 11 4). 

Person-environment fit theory distinguishes between two 

kinds of environment. That is, according to the theory, 

there is 



••• the objective environment that exists 
independently of the person's perception of it; 
and [there is] the subjective environment as it 
is perceived and reported by the person, (French, 
Rodgers, and Cobb, 1974, p. 316). 

For purposes of the present research, the "subjective 

environment" is the principals' and assistant principals' 

perceptions of the orgarifzational structure of their 

school districts. 

Belief systems, howeve+,' according to some writers, 

influence perceptions. Moreover, the influence of belief 

systems on the perception of ~tress has been suggested by 

a number of researchers. Hence, it is quite plausible to 

suggest that belief systems may play an integral role in 

how school principals and assistant principals perceive 

work-related stress engendered by demand~ precipitated 

from their school districts' organizational structures, 

viz-a-viz, their environments. 

Another key element of the person-environment fit 

theory is "the subjective fit between the subjective 
c 

person and the subjective environment," (French, Rodgers, 

and Cobb, 1974, p. 316). That is, an individual perceives 

' '. 
certain qualities about himself or herself, as well as, 

perceptions of his or her environment. Conse'quently, the 

perception of work-related stress may be a result of the 

individual's interpretation of himself or herself and his 

or her environment. 
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Occupational stressors among secondary school principals 

and assistant principals may be perceived differently. 



These stressors, perceived in the administrators' environ-, 

ments, then, may act as factors that contribute to 

diminishing their capacity to function in an effective or 

productive manner. 

Hypotheses , 
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The focus of the present study was on perceptions of 

work-related stress a~ong ~~cond~ry school principals and 

assistant principals employed in large school districts as 

related to the administrators' belief system and the 

bureaucratization of the administrators' school districts' 

organizational 'structures. Hence, hypotheses generated for 

the purposes of statistical analyses were: 

Ho.1. Bureaucratic structure will not contribute 

signif~cantly to the variance in work-related 

stress or the factors of work-related stress. 

Ho.1.1 Bureaucratization will not contribute 

si~nificantly to the variance in work­

'relate,d stress or the factors of 

work-related stress. 

Ho.,1.2 The hierarchy-of-authority·dimension of 

bureaucratization will not contribute 

significantly to the variance in work­

related stress or.tha fac~ors of 

work-related stress. 



Ho.1.3 The division-of-labor dimension of 

bureaucratization will not contribute 

signi£icantly to the variance in work­

related stress or the factors of 

work-related stress. 

Ho.1 .4 The system-of-procedures dimension of 

bureaucratization will not contribute 

significantly to the ~ariance in work­

related stress or the factors of 

work-related stress. 

Ho.1.5 The system-of-rules dimension of 

bureaucratization' will not contribute 

significantly to the variance in work­

related stress or the factors of 

work-related stress. 

Ho.1.6 The impersonality dimension of bureau­

cratization will not contribute 

significantly to the variance in work­

related stress or the factors of 

work-related stress. 

Ho.1~7 The technical-competency dimension of 

bureaucratization will not contribute 

significantly to the variance in work­

related stress or the factors of> 

work-related stress. 
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Ho.2. Belief ~ystems will not contribute significantly 

to the variance in work-related stress or the 

factors of work-related stress. 

Ho.3. The interaction between belief systems and the 

bureaucratic structure will not contribute 

significan~ly to the variance in work-related 

stress or ·the factors of work-related stress. 

Ho.3.1 The interaction between belief systems 

and bureaucratization will not contribute 

significantly to t?e variance in work­

related stress or the factors of 

work-related stress. 

Ho.3.2 The interaction between belief systems 

and the ?ierarchy-of-authority dimension 

of bureaucratization will not contribute 

sign~ficantly to the variance in work­

related stress or the factors of 

work-related stress. 
' -

Ho.3.3 T~e interaction between belief systems 

and the division-of-labor dimension of 

bureaucr~tization·~ill not contribute 

significantly to the variance in work-

rela'ted stress .or the factors of 

work-related stress. 

Ho.3.4 The interaction between belief systems 

and the system-of-rules dimension of 



bureaucratization will not contribute 

significantly to the variance in work­

related stress or the factors of 

work-related stress. 

Ho.3.5 The interaction between belief systems 

and the system-of-rules dimension of 

bureaucratization will not contribute 

significantly to the variance in work­

related stress or the factors of 

work-related stress. 

Ho.3.6 The interaction between belief systems 

and the impersonality dimension of 

bureaucratization will not contribute 

significantly to the variance in work­

related stress or the factors of 

work-related stress. 
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Ho.3.7 The interaction between belief systems 

and the technical-competency dimension 

of bureaucratization will not contribute 

significantly to the variance in work­

related stress or the factors of 

work-related stress. 

Summary 

Chapter II, Review of Selected Literature, was presented 

in four sections: Organizational Bureaucratization, Belief 

Systems, Work-Related Stress and, Rationale and Hypotheses. 
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Each section incorporated information from the literature 

that was related to, or pertinent to, the variables of the 

present research. 

The essential part of the section pertaining to organi-

zational bureaucratization probably was best presented by 

Hall (1963) when, after studying the bases of the bureau-

cratic model and whether or not bureaucratic attributes are 

present in differing aegrees in a variety of organizations, 

concluded that to summarily label an organization's structure 

as bureaucratic could be misleading. That is, 

• • • the characteristics or dimensions that are 
typically ascribed to bureaucracy appear to be 
variables that can be systematically measured to 
demonstrate the degree to which organizations are 
or are not bureaucratic, (p. 32) 

Hall's eventual conclusion was that the concept of bureau-

cratization should be an intrinsically more valid means of 

viewing organizational structures because 

First, bureaucra~ic dimensions are meaningful 
organizational structural attributes; Second, when 
measured quantitatively, the dimensions exist in 
the form of continua rather than as dichotomies; 
[and], Third, the magnitude of the dimensions varied 
independently in the organizations studied, (p. 39). 

For the present study, therefore, bureaucratization simply 

referred to "The extent to which the characteristics of 

bureaucracy are prevalent in an organization," (Silver, 

1983, p. 83). Examples given of these characteristics 

included hierarchy of.authority, division of labor, system 

of rules, system of procedures, impersonality, and 

technical competence. 
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As was noted in the section relating to belief systems, 

authors generally _agreed that belief systems influence an 

individual's processing of information and that this influ-

ence, in turn, affects to varying degrees the individual's 

perceptions of events and otq'er phenomena. The essence of 

this section w~s th~ presentation of Rokeach's (1960) 

concept of belief systems when, after investigating the 

dogmatic ideologies of a variety of groups, concluded that 

belief systems are 

The total of all beliefs, sets, expectancies, 
or hypotheses, conscious and unconscious, that a 
person ai a given time accepts ~s true of the 
world in which he [sh] -lives, (p. 33). 

How individual's receive, evaluate, and act on informa-

tion encountered from the o~tside was the crux of Rokeach's 

(1960) investigations. That is, he writes 

We assume that, in any situation, in which a 
person must act, there are certain characteristics 
of the situation that point to the appropriat~ 
action to be t~ken. If the person reacts in terms 
of such relevant characteristics, his response 
should be correct, or appropriate. The same situa­
tion also contains irrelevant factors, not related 
to the inner stru~ture or requirements of the situa­
tion. To the extent ihat response depends on such 
irrelevant factors, it should be unintelligent or 
inappropriate. Every person, then, -must be able to 
evaluate adequately .. both the relevant and irrele­
vant information he receives from every situation, 
(p. 57). 

The section of Chapter II that discussed work-related 

stress presented five C?tego~ies or factors developed by 

Swent (1978). After surveying 1,·115 school administrators 

concerning which work-related events were perceived by 
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them as the greatest sources of occupational stress, the 

researcher categorized the sources into five factors with 

seven items in each factor. These factors were: administra-

ti ve constraints, administra.tive responsibility, interpersonal 

relations, intrapersonal conf~icts, and role expectations. 

This writer sugg~sted that administrato+s were most bothered 

by events such as 

Complying with state,, federal and organiza­
tional rules and policies; trying to· complete 
reports and other paperwork on time; feeling 
that meetings take up too much time; and f~eling 
that I have too heavy a wo~k load, one that I 
cannot possibly finish during a normal ·day, 
(p. 130). ' 

Also an important finding was that role expectations 

tended to be the least stressful of the five factors among 

the population Swent (1978) studied. However, spending 

time on after school act-ivities ranked as the highest 

stressor in this particular category, (p. 132) 

Presentation of the Rationale and Hypotheses comprised 

the fourth or final section of Chapter II. Three major 

hypotheses and related subhypotheses were generated to 

explore the current research problem. 



CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

Introduction 

The purpose of Chapter II~ is to describe the research 

methodology that was employed in the study. The chapter 

provides a description of the po~ulation and sample, the 

instrumentation, data collection and treatment of the data. 

Population and Sample 

The population 'for this study included all full-time 

principals and full-time assistant principals of secondary 

schools employed in the 100 largest school districts in the 

United States. A multistage sampling design was used to 

obtain a representative sample from the population. 

According to Fowler (198~), multistage sampling is an 

Acceptable research strategy to implement when the absence 

of a direct sampling source is app~rent. In the present 

study, the multistage sampling design that was used 

contained two stages. 

In the first stage,, the 100 largest school districts 

in the United States were identified from data contained 

in the Digest of Education Statistics 1988, published by 

the United States Department of Education, National Center 
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for Education Statistics, Office of Educational Research 

and Improvement. These school districts were arranged 

from the largest enrollment of 930,420 students to the 

smallest enrollment of 35,296 students. Enrollment of the 

100 largest school districts totalled 8,454,477 students. 

Because of the extreme crange of enrollment size, four 

groups of school districts were formed to ensure that the 

sample would be in proportion to the population. Each of 

the four groups contained approximately 2,113,619 students. 

Group I contained a total of four school districts with an 

enrollment ranging from 228,062 to 930,420 students. Group 

II contained 19 school districts with enrollments ranging 

from 85,411 students to 206,790 students. Group III 

contained 32 school districts with enrollments ranging from 

55,520 students to 82,645 students. Group IV contained a 

total of 45 school districts with enrollments ranging from 

35,296 students to 55,333 students. 

The researcher determined that one-fourth of the 100 

school districts were needed'to obtain a sufficient number 

of subjects for data analysi~. Hence, 25 percent of the 

cistricts in each of the four groups were randomly selected. 

Consequently, from Group I a single school school district 

was randomly selected which had a student enrollment of 

930,420. Five school districts were randomly selected from 

Group II. The enrollment for these districts were 187,031 

students, 99,582 students, 92,440 students, 91,650 students, 
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and 89,742 students. The enrollments for randomly selected 

school districts in Group II totalled 560,445 students. 

Eight school districts were randomly selected from Group III. 

The enrollments for these districts were 75,643 students, 

67,898 students, 67,278 students, 59,886 students, 59,821 

students, 58,943 students, 57,647 students, and 56,316 

students. The enrollments of the Group III randomly selected 

school districts totalled 503,432 _students'. Eleven school 

districts were randomly selected from Group IV. The enroll­

ments for these districts were 50,748 students, 46,486 

students, 44,152 ,students, 42,867 students, 41,330 students, 

JC,968 setudents, 39,902 students, 39,578 students, 39,546 

students, 38,449 students, and 35,612 students. The enroll­

ments of the Group IV randomly selected school districts 

totaled 458,629 students. 

In the second stage, hi~h school administrators, employed 

in the 25 districts that were randomly selected earlier, were 

identified. These administrators were arranged according to 

position in the school district to form two groups. Group 

A was comprised of an exhaustive and alphabetized list of 

lndividuals who are high school principals. Group B was 

comprised of an exhaustive and alphabetized list of indi­

viduals who,are high school assistant or vice principals. 

Thus, Groups A and B were consid~red to be the sampling 

frame of the study's population. 
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Statistical tests performed on the data collected for 

the present study required certain numbers of respondents. 

Thus, a minimum of 300 high school principals and 300 high 

school assistant principals were randomly selected from 

Group A and from Group B respectively. These 600 people, 

therefore, represented the national sample of high school 

administrators employed in large, urban school districts. 

Since there are identifiable stress cycles in the 

school year, the packet of materials was· mailed during the 
'' 

early part. of the ,Spring, 1990 semester. According to 

Hembling and Gilliland ( 1981), th:Ls, time of the regular 

school year is devoiq of the type of pace required of 

administrators, and others, at the beginning and ending of 

a school year. To enhance the return-rate of usable 

surveys for data analysis, every effort was made to select 

a time which was relatively free of stress. 

In addition, each high school administrator was assured 

of complete anonymity in the present study. This assurance 

also should have contributed to maxim~zing the number of 

participants returning· their completed surveys with the 

.:u~corpora ted data sheet. , 

Surveys were mailed to 600 secondary school principals 

and assistant principals in 16 of the contiguous 48 states. 

Demographic data pertaining to position, gender, age, hours 

worked, years in present position, years in administration, 

school enrollment, district enrollment, community and grade 



configuration of the administrator's school based on 

responses to the research survey instrument are provided 

in Tables I and II. 
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In Table I, frequency scores show that an approcimate 

three-to-one ratio of male-to-female secondary school 

administrators responded to the survey. Specifically, in 

the sample, 36 percent of the respondeQts were male princi­

pals and 10 percent were female princ~pals~ 37 percent were 

male assistant principals and 17 percent were female assis­

tant principals. Generally, Table I also shows that male 

principals and assistant principals were older than their 

female counterparts. The mean age, for fe~ale principals 

and assistant principals was 45.83 years, whereas the mean 

age for male principals and assistant principals was 

48.18 years. 



Age 

TABLE I 

COMPARISON OF POSITION AND GENDER 
BY RESPONDENTS' AGE GROUP 

Assistant 
Principal Principal 

60 

Group Male Female Male Female 
Years N= N= N= N= 

30 - 39 3 8 5 

40 - 49 36 1 1 48 28 

50 - 59 32 9 22 4 

60 - 69 5 1 4 0 

According to Table II, the largest number of secondary 

school principals in the sample had served in their present 

position for less than five years and reported working 

between 56 and 60 hours per week. The larges number of 

assistant principals also had served in their present 

position for five years or less, but reported working 

~~tween 46 and 50 hours per week. The greatest number of 

years in administration reported by principals in this 

sample was between 11 and 15 years, and they reported 

working between 56 and 60 hours per week. The greatest 

number of years in administration reported by assistant 

principals in this sample was between one and five years, 

and they reported working between 46 and 50 hours per week. 



TABLE II 

COMPARISON OF YEARS IN PRESENT POSITION, 
YEARS IN ADMINISTRATION BY NUMBER OF 

HOURS WORKED PER WEEK AND POSITION 

Number of Hours Worked Per Week 

36-40 40-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 

In Present Position 

Years P AP P AP P AP P AP P AP P AP 

N= N= N= N= N= N= 

1 - 5 4 12 4 11 6 18 13 10 20 1 6 7 3 

6 - 10 1 4 1 1 4 8 5 6 6 5 1 1 

1 1 - 15 1 1 0 4 1 3 2 2 2 3 0 2 

16 - 20 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

21 - 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 

26 - 30 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

In Administration 

Years P AP p AP P AP P AP P AP P AP 

N= N= N= N= N= N= 

1 - 5 0 3 1 4 1 12 1 7 2 8 0 2 

6 - 10 1 6 3 4 4 8 5 7 3 8 2 1 

11 - 1 5 2 2 1 5 3 4 6 2 1 1 5 3 2 

16 - 20 3 2 1 2 3 5 6 1 9 2 1 1 

21 - 25 1 2 1 0 3 2 3 1 4 1 1 0 

26 - 30 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 

P = Principal, AP = Assistant Principal 

61 

66+ 

P AP 

N= 

5 3 

1 0 

4 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

P AP 

N= 

0 1 

2 0 

4 2 

3 0 

0 0 

0 0 
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As shown in Table III, respondents from 16 of the 25 

districts sampled reported working in an urban school 

district. In addition, respondents in 21 of the 25 sampled 

districts reported a nine through 12 grade configuration 

for the school in which they worked. The enrollment 

means for the districts sampled ranged from a low of 

approximately 35,000 students to a high of approximately 

890,000 students. The enrollment means for size of high 

school ranged from a low of approximately 800 students to 

a high of approximately 2400 students. 



Sample 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
1 1 
12 
13 
14 
15 
1 6 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

TABLE III 

COMPARISON OF RESPONDENTS' SCHOOL DISTRICT 
SIZE MEAN, HIGH SCHOOL SIZE MEAN, 

COMMUNITY TYPE, AND SCHOOL 
GRADE CONFIGURATION 
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District School Type of School Grade 
Size Mean Size Mean Community Configuration 

60750.000 839.000 Urban 9 - 1 2 
51000.000 863.750 Suburban 9 - 12 
43666.667 913.833 Suburban 9 - 12 

1· 1 1 5 0 0 • 0 0 0 1256.167 Suburban 10 - 1 2 
43000.000 2400.000 Urban 9 1 2 

103315.875 1557.500 ·Urban 9 - 12 
56666.667 1197.833 Urban 9 - 12 
397'25. 000 1287.167 Urban 9 - 12 
34666.667 1400.000 Urban 8 - 12 
71428.571 1615.429 Suburban 8 - 12 
59384.615 1421.538 Suburban 9 - 1 2 

181333.333 1462.083 Urban 9 - 1 2 
70210.526 1330.000 Suburban 10 - 12 
91500.000 1220.000 Urban 9 - 12 

123500.000 2070.000 Suburban 9 - 12 
889510.638 1926.426 Urban 9 - 12 

37260.909 959.091 Urban 9 - 12 
41833.333 1520.833 Urban 9 - 12 
53500.000 1418.750 Suburban 9 - 12 
54750.000 16·15.000 Urban 9 - 12 
62611.111 1585.889 Urban 9 - 12 
45000.000 1000.000 Urban 9 - 12 
55333.333 1434.833 Urban 9 - 12 
62800.000 1792.200 Suburban 9 - 12 
51571.429 1,885.714 Urban 9 - 12 



Instrumentation 

Three instruments were .used to measure the variables 

included in this study. The instruments for this study 
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were: (1) Hall's Organizational Inventory, which was used 

to measure dimensions of bureaucracy characterizing the 

organizationa~ structure of large school districts; (2) M. 

Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale, FormE, which was used to 

measure the administrator's belief systems; and, (3) Boyd 

Swent's Administrative Stress Index (ASI), which was used 

to measure the individual administrator's perception of 

wo~k-related stress. The mean scores, standard deviation 

and ranges calculated for the total sample in this study 

are shown in Table IV. Each instrument used in this study 

is discussed in the narrative that follows. 

The Organizational Inventory 

Richard Hall (1961) developed the Organizational 

Inventory as a means of measuring the fundamental princi­

ples of bureaucracy as conceptualized by the German 

sociologist, Max Weber. The instrument operationalizes 

the following theoretical constructs: (1) hierarchy of 

authority, (2) division of labor, (3) rules for incumbents, 

(4) procedural specifications, (5) impersonality, and 

(6) technical competence. 



TABLE IV 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND RANGES 
OF INSTRUMENTS USED WITH THE 

SAMPLE IN THIS STUDY 

Instrument 

Dogmatism Scale, 
Form E 

Belief Systems 

Open 
Closed 

Organizational 
Inventory 

Bureaucratization 
Dimensions 

Hierarchy of 
Author.ity 

Division of 
Labor 

System of 
Procedures 

System of Rules 
Impersonality 
Technical 

Competence 

Administrative 
Stress Index 

Work-Related 
Stress Factors 

·Administrative 
Constraints 

Administrative 
Responsibility. 

Interpersonal 
Relations 

Intrapersonal 
Conflicts 

Role Expectations 

Mean 

121.220 

117.855 
169.286 

190.397 

32.402 

28.589 

32.346 
32.715 
29.654 

34.752 

88.164 

20.804 

15.570 

18.276 

17.458, 
16.056 

Standard 
Deviation 

25.591 

22.905 
6.057 

17.374 

6.976 

4.695 

5.800 
4.438 
3.567 

6.355 

16.281 

4.386 

4.031 

4.852 

3.760 
3.715 
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Range 

47 - 181 

47 160 
161 - 181 

1 41 - 237 

19 - 54 

17 - 43 

20 - 53 
22 - 44 
19 - 39 

18 - 47 

39 - 136 

9 - 32 

7 - 31 

7 - 51 

7 - 27 
7 - 26 
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The scale measuring hierarchy of authority was 

concerned with feelings employees hold regarding superior 

authority. Attitudes concerning the variety of work 

entailed by a job and specificity of the work, as well as 

level of work, were measured by the division-of-labor scale. 

The rules-for .incumbents scale attended to the organization 

having a written manual of rules, following written regula­

tions, and the application of such rules. The procedural­

specifications scale addressed individual problems, decision 

making, personal judgement, and superior authority within 

the organization. Feelings the individual holds in terms 

cf his or her personal and social relationships with the 

organization were measured by the impersonality scale. The 

technical-competence scale measured such areas as hiring, 

employment qualifications and promotions. 

The Organizational Inventory consisted of 62 items 

divided into five scales of 10 items each and a sixth scale 

composed of 12 items. Reliability for the six scales 

ranged from .80 to .90 Hall, p. 20). Each item associated 

with the six scales was a short statement which reflected 

~~ ideal type of organizational bureaucracy. 

Respondents were asked to determine the degree to which 

the statements accurately described his or her school 

district organization. Respondents were to indicate their 

responses to each statement by using a five-point Likert­

type scale. Possible responses for each statement were: 
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(a) very well, (b) well, (c) undecided, (d) poor, and 

(e) very poor. 

The degree of bureaucratization for a school district 

was individually determined by principals and assistant 

principals of that school district. That is, high school 

principals and assistant principals in a school district 

who had high total scores were regarded as perceiving a 

high degree of bureaucratization in their school district. 

Those administrators in a district who ha,d low total scores 

were regarded as perceiving a low degree of bureaucratiza-

tion in their school district. 

According ~o Silver (1983), "An organization's degree 

of bureaucratization refers to the extent to which the 

characteristics of bureaucracy are prevalent," (p. 83). 

Utilizing employees' perceptions to identify the degree of 

bureaucratization that may characterize the employees' 

organizational structure may be considered by some as an 

inappropriate approach. However, Hall (1963) recognized 

that utilizing employees to identify degrees of bureau-

cratization in their own prganizational structure may not 

be the same as the official organizational structure set 

out by the organization itself. He asserted that 

The official structure, however, is only as 
as important as the degree to which it is 
adhered to. If the actual organizational 
structure is a replica of the formal struc­
ture, then the formal structure is the 
significant struc-tural component. On the 
other hand, the degree of variation from the 
formal structure is the actual significant 
structure for organizational operation, (p. 35). 
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In addition, utilizing employees' perceptions at only 

one or two levels of administrative responsibility also may 

be regarded as an inappropriate approach espcially since 

Hall's original study was done using the perceptions of 

employees at many levels of administrative and non-admini­

strative responsibility. However, in a subsequent study 

conducted by Hall (1969) to examine the r~lationship 

between professionalism and bureaucratization, perceptions 

of employees at specific levels of responsibility were 

utilized to determine the degree of bureaucratization for 

their organizational structure; e. g., he used only 

elementary and secondary school teachers working in the same 

school system to determine the degree of bureaucratization 

in that school system, (p. 97). 

Therefore, the degree of bureaucratization character­

izing a school district may legitimately be determined by 

selected employee groups of that school district. For 

purposes of this study, high school principals and assis­

tant principals were the employee groups surveyed in a 

school district. Moreover, the measurements obtained were 

utilized to (1) determine the degree of bureaucratization 

of a school district and, (2) provide measurements of the 

extent to which dimensions of bureaucracy were prevalent 

in an organization according to an individual member's 

perception of his or her organizational structure. 
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The Dogmatism Scale, Form E 

Milton Rokeach (1960) began investigating the nature 

of belief systems with the analysis of ideological dogmatism. 

Further, he found that individuals tended to systematically 

organize new information in congruence with what they 

already accepted as true and untrue about the physical world, 

ideas, people and authority. It should be noted that 

Rokeach was primarily interested in the structure of belief 

systems as opposed to solely investigating their content. 

This particular orientation enab2ed him to identify specific 

properties associated with belief systems~ Moreover, his 

work suggests that much of an individual•s behavior, 

regarding separate belief systems, seems to be determined by 

how that individual 1 s cognitive organizations, to varying 

degrees, are structured. 

The Dogmatism Scale, Form E, was developed by Rokeach 

(1960) primarily as a means to measure individual differences 

in belief systems. The scale is comprised of 40 items with 

a reliability that ranges from .68 to .93 with a median of 

.74 (pp. 89-90). Utilizing the Method of Known Groups, 

hokeach successfully established the validity of the 

Dogmatism Scale, FormE, (pp. 101-108). 

Respondents were asked to indicate their degree of 

agreement or disagreement on a forced-choice scale ranging 

f~om negative three to positive three. The zero point was 

excluded in order to force responses toward a degree of 
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disagreement ranging from a negative one to a negative 

three, or to a degree of agreement ranging from a positive 

one to a positive three. The initial values for the forced­

choice scale were: positive one equaled "I agree a little," 

·positive two equaled "I agree on the whole," positive three 

equaled "I agree very much," negative one equaled "I disagree 

a little," negative two equaled "Idisagree on the whole," 

and negative three equaled "I disagree very much." 

For scoring purposes, the f9rced-choice scale of 

responses were converted to a seven-point, scale with the 

negative three equal to one, negative two equal to two, 

negative three equal to three, insertion of the zero which 

was equal to four, positive one equal to five, positive two 

equal to six, and positive three equal to seven. The 

respondent's total score on the instrument then was the sum 

of points accumulated on the 40 items that comprise 

the instrument. 

The Administrative Stress Index (ASI) 

Boyd Swent (1978) developed the Administrative Stress 

~dex (ASI) for the purpose of measuring the degree that 

selected work-related stressors may_affect school admin­

istrators. Swent studied, 1,156 school administrators in a 

single state and was subsequently able to identify 35 work­

related stressors. The 35 work-rel~ted stressors were then 
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categorized into five factors. The factors are: 

(a) constraints intrinsic to administration, (b) administra-

tive responsibilities, (c) interpersonal relations, (d) 

intrapersonal conflict, and (e) role expectations. The 35 
'• 

work-related stressors were written in the form of questions 

with responses that may be positioned on a five-point 

Likert-type scale. 

High school principals and assistant principals were 

asked to determine the degree to which the 35 work-related 

stressors affected them in the ·performance of their job. 

Available responses for each work-related stressor were: 

(1) "never" bothers me, (2) "rarely" bothers me, (3) "some-

.mes" bothers me, (4) "often" bothers me, and (5) "always 11 

bothers me. 

It should be noted that Swent included the response 

choice of "Not Applicable" in his original study. He 

included this term because ~chool district superintendents 

were included among the 1,156 participants in the study and 

that certain items on the instrument were not appropriate 

for this position. That is, the instrument's items speak 

_ administration of a. school rather' than administration of 

a school district. In consideration of the present study's 

sample, which was composed solely of high school principals 

and assistant principals, the term "Not Applicable" was not 

a necessary response choice for reasons given previously. 

Each administrator was given a perceived work-related 

stress score within the range of 35 to 175. The higher 



the secondary school principals and assistant principals 

scored, the greater their perception of stress. 

Data Collection 
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Data were collected from high school principals and 

assistant principals working in large school districts 

throughout the United States. All data collection was 

accomplished via the United States Postal Service. High 

school administrators who were randomly selected were sent 

a packet of materials cont~ining the following: (a) a cover 

letter briefly explaining the purpose of the study, which 

was printed on the face of the su~vey; (b) a data sheet, 

which was Part I of the survey instrument; (c) the study's 

three instruments compiled as Parts II, III, and IV of, the 

survey instrument, each part with directions for completion 

and; (d) a stamped, self-addressed envelope for return of 

the four-part overall survey instrument. 

Table V shows that of ·the 600 secondary school principals 

and assistant principals to whom surveys were mailed, 223 

(37.00%) returned their surveys; and, of those that were 

:~turned, 214 (35.66%) were used ,for data analysis. Of the 

300 principals who were mailed surveys, 104 (34.66%) returned 

their surveys and, of those returned, 98 (32.66%) were used 

for data analysis. Six principals returned their surveys 

blank. Of the 300 assistant principals to whom surveys 

were mailed, 119 (39.66%) returned their surveys, and, of 

those returned, 116 (38.66%) were used for data analysis. 
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Three assistant principals returned their surveys blank. 

A few surveys were returned after completing data analysis. 

·· TABLE V 

SURVEY RESPONSES 

Total Follow- Total 
Surveys Respondents up Respon- Returned 

Sample Mailed Number ( % ) dents Number ( % ) 

------
Principal 300 94 ( 31 ) 10 104 (35) 

Assistant 
'•,·incipal 300 109 (36) 10 11 9 (40) 

* 'l'o tal 600 203 (~4) 20 223 (37) 

* All 20 of the, follow-up respondents returned their survey 

A lower return-rate was obtained than was anticipated 

even though permission haq been obtained by the researcher 

0ither in writing or by telephone between some of the 

~chool districts and the1r respective re5earch departments. 

The research departments' requirements were that the 

researcher provide them information about the results of 

the study when it was completed. However, since the 

present researcher determined that the return-rate possibly 
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was low, ten principals and ten assistant principals who 

had failed to return their surveys (follow-up respondents) 

were randomly selected arrd personally contacted to ask them 

to assist by completing their surveys. After receiving 

surveys from this follow-up group, the mean scores on all 

major variables from respondents were compared with the 

mean scores obtained from the follow-up respondents. A 

t-Test procedure then was computed for the two sets of means 

to determine if there was a significarit difference between 

the responde~ts' means and the follow-up respondents' means 

for each variable. According to the results displayed in 

:~ble VI, two of the three sets of means showed a signifi­

cant difference at the .05 level. However, since there was 

only about a nine point difference between the stress set 

of means and only about a 12 point difference between the 

belief systems set of ~eans, the question of the strength­

of-association needed to be examined. Writers such as 

Linton and Gallo, Jr. (1975) suggest that the appropriate 

strength-of-association measure for the t-Test is eta 

squared, (p. 334). The eta-squared analysis resulted in a 

two to three percent variance being accounted for by 

factors associated with whether or not the means were from 

respondents or the follow-up respondents. In effect, even 

though statistical significance was achieved for two of the 

three sets of means, the "stre~gth'' of the differences was 

very weak (see Table VI). Consequently, because the 

strength of the difference was quite weak, and because 
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97 to 98-percent of the variance in the difference between 

the means cannot be explained, it was determined that the 

respondents in this study probably were not unlike the 

follow-up respondents and that the sample, therefore, 

appeared to be representative of the population studied. 

Surveys 

TABLE VI 

A COMPARISON OF MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
OF STRESS SCORES, BELIEF SCORES, AND 

BUREAUCRACY SCORES FOR RESPONDENTS 
AND FOLLOW-UP RESPONDENTS 

Stress t- Beliefs t 
Mean SD score Mean SD score 

(eta2 ) 2 (eta ) 

Respon-
* * dents 87.278 1~.067 2.508 120.093 25.028 2.021 

( • 0 3) ( • 02) 
Follow-up 
Respon-

dents 96.750 16.235 132.150 28.983 

: , :. •.?au-
c ~ r-,c;y t-

Surveys .· Mean SD score 

Respon-
1.478ns dents 189.835 17.254 

Follo-up 
Respon-

dents 195.850 18.039 

* p < .05 
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Treatment of Data 

The hyptheses relating to the contribution of bureau­

cratic structure, belief systems, and the interaction effect 

of these variables on the levels of work-related stress of 

principals and assist~nt principals were tested by develop­

ing 42 separate multiple regression models with interaction 

terms. Each regression model contained a'bureaucratic 

structure term, a belief system term and a bpreaucratic 

structure X belief system term. 

To control for multicollinearity, a phenomenon that is 

closely associated with regression models incorporating 

~nteraction terms, it was necessary to center the indepen­

dent variables prior to constructing the regression models. 

To achieve this, the mean score of each variable was 

subtracted from individual scores to create the transformed 

variables (Jaccard, Turrisi, and Wan, 1990, pp. 30-33). 

To control for the shrinkage of the resulting 

predicting equation, a double cross-validation procedure 

was employed with the regression models found to be 

significant. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (p. 91), 

''At.the very least, sepa~ate analysis of two halves of an 

available sample should be conducted with conclusions 

limited to results that hold over the two analy~es." Some 

statisticians believe that a cross-validation procedure is 

inadequate and that a double cross-validation procedure 

should be employed (Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973). 
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Accordingly, the sample was split into two groups, the 

principals and the assistant principals. One group was 

designated as the calibration sample and the other as a 

screening sample (Cohen and Cohen, 1983). With the 

screening sample, a regression procedure was employed to 

obtain a regression equation. The resulting regression 

equation was then applied to each set of scores in the 

calibration sample to obtain a predicted score for the 

dependent variable. The relationship between.the predicted 

scores and actual scores was computed. Next, the samples 

were reversed; the screening sample became the calibration 

~~mple and the calibration sample became the screening 

sample. The same procedure was repeated. The double 

cross-validation procedure yielded two R's, two r's, and 

two prediction equations (Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973). 

Summary 

As mentioned in Chapter I, possible factors linked to 

experienced work-related stress are many, but several seem 

to be associated with belief systems and organizational 

2tructure. This chapter has included information on the 

methodology employed in this study's investigation of 

these variables' relationship to the perception of work­

related stress and its factors among high school principals 

and assistant principals in large school districts. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to determine the contri­

butions of bureaucratization, 'belief systems, and"the 

interaction of these variables to the variance in work-

related stresp or factors of work-related stress among 

secondary school-principals apd assistant principals 

w0rking in the largest school districts in the United 

States. Chapter,' IV presents an analysis of the data 

collected for this study. 

Data analysis was based on responses to the study's 

survey instrument by a sample of 214 secondary school 

' ' 
principals and assistant principals in 25 school districts 

located throughout the contiguous 48 states. The survey 

instrument utilized to collect the data was a compilation 

, ::: three sep,arate iqstruments: The Administrative Stress 

Index, the Dogmatism'Scale, FormE, and the Organizational 

Inventory. Demographic data also were collected to obtain 

a general description of the respondents in the sample. 

This chapter is divided into two major sections. The 

first section concerns tests of hypotheses. Section two 

presents the results of the cross-validation procedure. 
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Tests of Hypotheses 

The literature suggests that perception of work­

related stress or factors of work-related stress is related 

to bureaucratic structure, belief systems, and the inter­

action between bureaucratic structure and belief systems. 

Therefore, the contributions of these variables to the 

variance in work-related stress or factors of work-related 

stress were explored in the present study. 

Forty-two mpdels were constructed to test three major 

hypotheses. Each model contained a bureaucratic structure 

term (bureaucratization, hierarchy of authority, division 

of labor, system of procedu+es, system of rules, and 

technical competency); a belief systems term; and a 

corresponding bureaucratic structure-belief systems inter­

action term which was regressed on work-related stress or 

one of five factors associated with work-related stress 

(administrative constraints, administrative responsibility, 

interpersonal relations, intrapersonal conflict, and role 

expectations). 

The results of this study are organized around the six 

dependent variables. Within each section the discussion 

was focused on the three major hypotheses. The order of 

presentation will be work-related stress, administrative 

constraints, administrative responsibility, interpersonal 

relations, intrapersonal conflict, and role expectations. 
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Work-Related Stress 

Six of the seven models displayed in Table VII 

attained the .05 level of significance and are, therefore, 

relevant to this study. The amount of variance explained 

by the six significant models ranged from .038 to .066. 

It was hypothesized that bureaucrataic structure would 

not contribute significantly to the variance in work­

related str~ss. According to the results reported in Table 

VIII, hierarchy of authority, impersonality, and technical 

competency contributed significantly to the variance in 

work-related stress and the ~elevant null hypotheses were, 

therefore, rejected. The remaining four null hypotheses 

relating to bureaucratization, division of labor, system of 

procedures, and system of ru~es were not rejected. 

It was hypothesized that belief systems would not 

contribute signicantly t·o the variance in work-related 

stress. According to the results re,ported in Table VIII, 

the null hypothesis was overwhelmingly rejected in all 

seven models. Belief systems, when paired with bureau­

cratization and six of its dimensions in seven separate 

models, is a significant predictor of work-related stress. 

In addition, as indicated by the standardized beta weights, 

belief systems was·the best predictor of work-related 

stress in four of the seven models. 



TABLE VII 

REGRESSION EQUATION SHOWING THE EFFECTS OF BUREAU­
CRATIC STRUCTURE, BELIEF SYSTEMS, AND INTERACTION 

TERM ON WORK-RELATED STRESS 

Model R R2 F 

( 1 ) 
Bureaucratization • 1 9 5 .038 2.756 

(BUR) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
BUR X BEL 

( 2) 
Hierarchy of Authority .246 .060 4.506 

(HA) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
HA X BEL 

( 3) 
Llivision of Labor • 1 97 .039 2.823 

(DL) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
DL X BEL 

( 4 ) 
System of Procedures .230 .053 3.927 

(SP) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
SP X BEL 

( 5) 
System of Rules .248 .061 4.579 

(SR) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
SR X BEL 

( 6) 
_ .~lpersonali ty .247 • 061 4.537 

(IM) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
IM X BEL 

( 7 ) 
Technical Competency .257 .066 4.935 

(TC) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
TC X BEL 

* p < .05 
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TABLE VIII 

SIGNIFICANT MODELS SHOWING EFFECTS OF BUREAUCRATIC 
STRUCTURE, BELIEF SYSTEMS, AND INTERACTION TERM 

ON WORK-RELATED STRESS 

Model Beta Weight Sig. T 

( 1 ) 
Bureaucratization, .077 1 • 0 91 

(BUR) 
* Belief Systems • 1 58 2.245 

(BEL) 
BUR X BEL .012 • 1 69 

( 2 ) 
* Hierarchy of Authority • 1 72 2.495 

(HA) 
* Belief Systems .1 38 1 • 99 7 

(BEL) 
~;, X BEL .014 .209 

( 3) 
Division of Labor -.075 -1.082 

(DL) 
* Belief Systems • 1 96 2.840 

(BEL) 
DL X BEL -.036 - .525 

( 4) 
System of Procedures • 1 32 1.888 

(SP) 
* Belief Systems • 1 44 2.063 

(BEL) 
SP X BEL -.077 -1. 1 48 

( 6) 
* Impersonality • 1 7 4 2.521 

(IM) 
* Belief Systems • 1 36 1.962 

(BEL) 
IM X BEL .024 .357 

( 7) 
* '.t'echnical Competency -.166 -2.441 

(TC) 
'* Belief Systems .144 2.126 

(BEL) 
TC X BEL .071 1.067 

* p < .05 
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It was hypothesized that the interaction between 

bureaucratic structure and belief systems would not contri­

bute significantly to the variance in work-related stress. 

According to data displayed in Table VIII, this null 

hypothesis was not rejected in all seven models. 

Administrative Constraints. 

Of the seven models displayed in Table IX, only one 

attained the .05 level of significance and is, therefore, 

relevant to this study. The amount of variance explained 

by the model is .037. 

It was hypothesized that bureucratic structure would 

not contribute significantly to the variance in the admin­

istrative constraints factor of work-related stress. Data 

presented in Table X indicate that only one dimension of 

bureaucratization, system of procedures, significantly 

contributed to the variance in the administrative 

constraints factor of work-related stress and, therefore, 

the null hypothesis is rejected. The null hypotheses 

relating to bureaucratization, hierarchy of authority, 

u~vision of labor, system of rules, impersonality, and 

technical competency were not rejected. 

Also, according to the results shown in Table X, the 

null hypothesis stating belief systems would not contribute 

significantly to the variance in administrative constraints 

was not rejected. Belief systems, when paired with the 

system of procedures dimension of bureaucratization, was 
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not found to be a significant predictor of the administra­

tive constraints factor of work-related stress as indicated 

by the beta weights of the model. 

It was hypothesized that the relevant bureaucratic 

structure-belief systems interaction term would not 

contribute significantly to the variance in administrative 

constraints. This hypothesis also was not rejected in the 

model (see Table X). 



TABLE IX 

REGRESSION EQUATION SHOWING THE EFFECTS OF BUREAU­
CRATIC STRUCTURE, BELIEF SYSTEMS, AND INTERACTION 

TERM ON ADMINISTRATIVE CONSTRAINTS FACTOR 

Model R 

( 8) 
Bureaucratization .107 

(BUR) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
BUR X BEL 

( 9 ) 
Hierarchy of Authority .143 

(HA) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
HA X BEL 

( 1 0) 
Division of Labor .153 

(DL) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
DL X BEL 

( 11 ) 
System of Procedures .192 

(SP) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
SP X BEL 

( 1 2) 
System of Rules .122 

(SR) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
3R X BEL 

( 1 3) 
Impersonality .146 

(IM) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
IM X BEL 

( 1 4) 
Technical Competency .172 

(TC) 
Belief Sy-stems 

(BEL) 
TC X BEL 

* p < • 05 

F 

.012 .816 

• 021 1. 4 70 

.023 1 • 671 

.037 2.679 

.015 1.066 

• 021 1. 532 

.029 2.127 
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TABLE X 

SIGNIFICANT MODEL SHOWING EFFECTS OF BUREAUCRATIC 
STRUCTURE, BELIEF SYSTEMS, AND INTERACTION TERM 

ON ADMINISTRATIVE CONSTRAINTS FACTOR 

Model 

( 11 ) 
System of Procedures 

(SP) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
SP X BEL 

* p < .05 

Beta Weight 

• 1 34 

• 061 

-. 111 

Administrative Responsibility 

Sig. T 

* 1.902 

• 871 

-1.635 
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One of the seven models displayed in Table XI attained 

the .05 level of significance and is, therefore, relevant 

to this study. The amount of variance explained by this 

model is .044. 

It was hypothesized that bureaucratic structure would 

not contribute significantly to the variance in work-

related stress or its factors. Results reported in Table 

XII indicat~ that only one element of bureaucratic struc-

ture, the division of labor dimension of bureaucratization, 

contributed significantly to the variance in the admin-

istrative responsibility factor of work-related stress and, 

therefore, the null .hypothesis was rejected6 The null 

hypotheses relating to bureaucratizat-ion, hierarchy of 



authority, system of procedures, system of rules, imper­

sonality, and technical competency were not rejected. 

87 

Also, according to the results reported in Table XII, 

the null hypothesis stating that belief systems would not 

contribute significantly to the variance in administrative 

responsibility was not rejected. Belief systems, when 

paired with the bureaucratization dimension of division of 

labor, was not a significant predictor of the administra­

tive responsibility factor of work-related stress. 

The null hypothesis stating that the relevant bureau­

cratic structure-belief systems interaction would not 

contribute significantly to the variance in the administra­

tive responsibility factor of work-related stress was not 

rejected in the model reported in Table XII. 



TABLE XI 

REGRESSION EQUATION SHOWING THE EFFECTS OF BUREAU­
CRATIC STRUCTURE, BELIEF SYSTEMS, AND INTERACTION 

TERM ON ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSIBILITY FACTOR 

Model R R2 F 

( 1 5) 
Bureaucratiz~tion .128 .016 1 • 1 59 

(BUR) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
BUR X BEL 

( 1 6) 
Hierarchy of Authority .068 .005 .321 

(HA) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
· 1'1. X BEL 

( 1 7) 
Division of Labor .209 .044 3.195 

(DL) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
DL X BEL 

( 1 8) 
System of Procedures ,. 11 8 .014 .991 

(SP) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
SP X BEL 

( 19) 
System of Rules .122 .015 1.055 

(SR) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
SR X BEL 

(20) 
Impersonality .048 .002 .165 

(IM) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
IM X BEL 

( 21 ) 
Technical Competency .064 .004 .291 

(TC) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
TC X BEL 

* p < .05 
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TABLE XII 

SIGNIFICANT MODEL SHOWING EFFECTS OF BUREAUCRATIC 
STRUCTURE, BELIEF SYSTEMS, AND INTERACTION TERM 

ON ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSIBILITY FACTOR 

Model 

( 1 7) 
Division of Jr 

(DL) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
DL X BEL 

* p < .05 

1nterpersonal Relations 

Beta Weight 

-.210 

.071 

.012 

Sig. T 

* -3.052 

1.024 

.172 

All seven of· the models displayed in Table XIII 
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attained the .05 level of significance and, therefore, are 

relevant to this study •. The amount of variance explained 

by these models ranged from .045 to .089. 

It was hypothesized that bureaucratic structure would 

not contribut~ significantly to the variance in the inter-

personal relations factor of work-related stress. Results 

reported in Table XIV show that bureaucratization, hier-

archy of authority, system of procedures, and impersonality 

contributed significantly to the variance in interpersonal 

relations and the relevant null hypotheses, therefore, are 

rejected. Null hypotheses relating to division of labor, 
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system of rules, and technical competency were not rejected 

(see Table XIV). 

Also, according to the results reported in Table XIV. 

the null hypothesis stating that belief systems would not 

contribute significantly to the variance in interpersonal 

relations was rejected in all seven models. Belief 

systems, when paired with bureaucratization and six of its 

dimensions, was a significant predictor of the itner­

personal relations factor of work-related stress. In 

addition, in five of the seven models, as indicated by the 

standardized beta weights, belief systems was the best 

:·edictor of the interper§6nal relations factor of work­

related stress. 

Finally, the null hypothesis stating that the relevant 

bureaucratic structure-belief systems interaction would not 

contribute significantly to the variance in the interper­

sonal relations factor of work-related stress was not 

rejected in all models reported in Table XIV. 



TABLE XIII 

REGRESSION EQUATION SHOWING THE EFFECTS OF BUREAU­
CRATAIC STRUCTURE, BELIEF SYSTEMS, AND INTERACTION 

TERM ON INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS FACTOR 

Model R R2 F 

(22) 
Bureaucratization .263 .069 5.223 

(BUR) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
BUR X BEL 

(23) 
Hierarchy of Authority .298 .089 6.805 

(HA) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
fl.i_ X BEL 

(24) 
D1vision of Labor • 211 .045 3.272 

(DL) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
DL X BEL 

(25) 
System of Procedures .251 .063 4.717 

(SP) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
SP X BEL 

(26) 
System of Rules .237 .056 4.150 

(SR) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
C:"R_ X BEL 

(27) 
Impersonality .280 .078 5.939 

(IM) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
IM X BEL 

(28) 
Technical Competency .243 .059 4.398 

(TC) 
Belief S:9'stems 

(BEL) 
TC X BEL 

* p < .05 

91 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 



TABLE XIV 

SIGNIFICANT MODELS SHOWING EFFECTS OF BUREAUCRATIC 
STRUCTURE, BELIEF SYSTEMS, AND INTERACTION TERM 

ON INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS FACTOR 

Model 

(22) 
Bureaucratization 

(BUR) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
BUR X BEL 

(23) 
Hierarchy of Authority 

(HA) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
HA X BEL 

(24) 
Division of Labor 

(DL) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
DL X BEL 

(25) 
System of Procedures 

(SP) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
SP X BEL 

(26) 
System of Rules 

(SR) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
SR X BEL 

(27) 
Impersonality 

IM 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
IM X BEL 

(28) 
Technical Competency 

(TC) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
TC X BEL 

* p < • 05 

Beta Weight Sig. T 

* .143 2.074 

* • 1 60 2.304 

.085 1.276 

* .210 3.097 

* • 1 53 2.253 

.062 .940 

-.052 - .756 

* .215 3.123 

-.005 - .075 

* • 1 51 2.174 

* • 1 65 2.387 

-.005 - .068 

.082 '1.197 

* .178 2.582 

.083 1.216 

* .192 2.805 

* .156 2.276 

.050 .758 

-.092 -1.345 

• 183 2.686* 

.088 1.302 
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Intrapersonal Conflict 

Four of the seven models displayed in Table XV 

attained the .05 level of significance and, therefore, are 

relevant to this study. The amount of variance explained 

by the four significant models ranged from .042 to .077. 

It was hypothesized that bureaucratic structure would 

not contribute significantly to the intrapersonal conflict 

factor of work-related stress. According to the results 

reported in Table XVI, the impersonality and technical 

competency dimensions of bureaucratization contributed 

significantly to·the variance in the intrapersonal conflict 

factor of work-related stress and the relevant null 

hypotheses were rejected. The remaining five null 

hypotheses relating to bureaucratization, hierarchy of 

authority, division of labor, system of procedures, and 

system of rules were not rejected. 

Moreover, according to the results reported in Table 

XVI, the null hypothesis stating that belief systems would 

not contribute significantly to the variance in the intra­

personal confJict factor of work-related stress was 

rejected in the four significant models presented. Belief 

systems, when paired with hierarchy of authority, system of 

procedures, impersonality, and technical competency dimen­

sions of bureaucratization, was a significant predictor of 

the intrapersonal conflict factor. In addition, it was the 

best predictor, according to the standardized beta weights, 

in two of the four significant models. 
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TABLE XV 

REGRESSION EQUATION SHOWING THE EFFECTS OF BUREAU-
CRATIC STRUCTURE, BELIEF SYSTEMS, AND INTERACTION 

TERM ON INTRAPERSONAL CONFLICT FACTOR 

Model R R2 F 

(29) 
Bureaucratization • 1 81 .033 2.377 

(BUR) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
BUR X BEL 

(30) 
* Hierarchy of Authority • 211 .045 3.272 

(HA) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
HA X BEL 

( 31 ) 
Division of Labor • 180 .032 2.331 

(DL) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
DL X BEL 

(32) 
* System of Procedures .205 .042 3.082 

(SP) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
SP X BEL 

(33) 
System of Rules .178 .032 2.297 

(SR) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
SR X BEL 

(34) 
* Impersonality .236 .056 4.11 4 

(IM) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
IM X BEL 

(35) 
* Technical Competency .278 .077 5.850 

(TC) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
TC X BEL 

* p < .05 



TABLE XVI 

SIGNIFICANT MODELS SHOWING EFFECTS OF BUREAUCRATIC 
STRUCTURE, BELIEF SYSTEMS, AND INTERACTION TERM 

ON INTRAPERSONAL CONFLICT FACTOR 

Model Beta Weight Sig. T 

(30) 
Hierarchy of Authority • 11 5 1. 657 

(HA) 
* ,Belief Systems , .149 2.138 

(BEL) 
HA X BEL .025 .366 

(32) 
System of Procedures .099 1.406 

(SP) 
* Belief Systems .150 2.146 

{BEL) 
81? X BEL .-.049 - .720 

(34) 
* Impersonality • 1 61 2.319 

(IM) 
* Belief Systems • 1 37 1. 976 

(BEL) 
IM X BEL .009 • 1 34 

(35) 
* Technical Competency -.206 -3.039 

(TC) 
'* Belief Systems .1,35 2.003 

(BEL) 
TC X BEL .056 .841 

* p < .05 

The null hypothesis stating that the relevant bureau-

cratic structure-belief systems interaction would not 

contribute significa·ntly to the variance in intrapersonal 
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conflict was not rejected in the models shown in Table XVI. 
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Role Expectations 

All seven models displayed in Table XVII attained a 

.05 level of significance and, therefore, are relevant to 

this study. The amount of variance explained by the models 

ranged from .059 to .132. 

It was hypothesized that bureaucratic structure would 

not contribute significantly to the variance in the role 

expectations factor of work-related stress. According to 

the results reported in Tabl~ XVIII, bureaucratization, 

hierarchy of authority, system of procedures, system of 

rules, impersonality, and technical competency contributed 

significantly to the varianc~oin the role expectations 

factor of work-related stress ~and the relevant null hypo­

theses were rejected. The null hypothesis relating to the 

division of labor dimension was not rejected. 

According to the results reported in ·Table XVIII, the 

null hypothesis stating that belief systems would not 

contribute significantly to the variance in the role expec­

tations factor of work-related stress was rejected in five 

of the seven models. Belief systems, when paired with 

bureaucratization and six of its dimensions in seven 

separate models,·was a significant predictor of the role 

expectations factor in five of the models. However, as 

indicated by the standardized beta weights, belief systems 

was the best predictor of the role expectations factor in 

only two of the seven models. 



TABLE XVII 

REGRESSION EQUATION SHOWING THE EFFECTS OF BUREAU­
CRATIC STRUCTURE, BELIEF SYSTEMS, AND INTERACTION 

TERM ON ROLE EXPECTATIONS FACTOR 

Model R R2 F 

(36) 
Bureaucratization .282 .080 6.054 

(BUR) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
BUR X BEL 

(37) 
Hierarchy <;>f Authority .345 • 11 9 9.473 

(HA) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
HA X BEL 

(38) 
Division of Labor .243 .059 4.400 

(DL) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
DL X BEL 

(39) 
System of Procedures .308 .095 7.311 

(SP) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
SP X BEL 

(40) 
System of Rules .248 .061 4.579 

(SR) 
Belief Systems 

{BEL) 
SR X BEL 

( 41) 
Impersonality .308 .095 7.353 

(IM) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
IM X BEL 

(42) 
Technical Competency .363 .132 10.631 

(TC) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
TC X BEL 

* p < .05 
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TABLE XVIII 

SIGNIFICANT MODELS SHOWING EFFECTS OF BUREAUCRATIC 
STRUCTURE, BELIEF SYSTEMS, AND INTERACTION TERM 

ON ROLE EXPECTATIONS FACTOR 

Model 

(36) 
Bureaucratization 

(BUR) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
BUR X BEL 

(37) 
Hierarchy of Authority 

(HA) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
HA X BEL 

(38) 
Division of Labor 

(DL) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
DL X BEL 

(39) 
System of Procedures 

(SP) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
SP X BEL 

(40) 
System of Rules 

(SR) 
Belief Systems. 

(BEL) 
SR X BEL 

( 41 ) 
Impersonality 

(IM) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
IM X BEL 
:(~2) 
Technical Competency 

(TC) 
Belief Systems 

(BEL) 
TC X BEL 

* p < • 05 

Beta Weight 

• 1 91 

.147 

-.109 

'. 288 

• 1 21 

-.085 

.088 

• 1 82 

-.126 

.235 

.125 

-.1 01 

.137 

.179 

-.097 

.247 

.129 

-.033 

-.309 

.128 

.044 

Sig. T 

* 2.782 

* 2.136 

-1.637 

* 4.317 

1 • 812 

-1.304 

1.293 

* 2.663 

-1.872 

* 3.450 

1.842 

-1.530 

* 2.012 

* 2.614 

-1.428 

* 3.647 

* 1.899 

- • 506 

* -4.703 

1.959* 

.685 

98 



99 

The null hypothesis stating that the relevant bureau­

cratic structure-belief systems interaction would not 

contribute significantly to the variance in the role 

expectations factor of work-related stress was not rejected 

in all models reported in Table XVIII. 

Double Cross-Validation Procedure 

In this study, a double cross-validation technique was 

employed by separating the total sample into two smaller 

samples based on the participants' positions in the 

secondary school in which he/she was employed. One sample 

was composed of high school principals and the second 

sample was composed of high school assistant principals. 

To apply the double cross-validation procedure, a 

regression equation was computed for the principals 

(screening sample) and used to predict the criterion 

variable for the assistant,principals (calibration sample). 

-A correlational coefficient was computed to determine the 

relationship between the"actual scores and the predicted 

scores of the assistant .principals (ryy'). This procedure 

was subsequently repeated by using the regression equation 

computed with the group of assistant principals (screening 

sample) and applying it to the group of principals 

(calibration sample). 

According to Huck, Cormier, and Bounds (1974), a high 

correlation which is significantly different than zero 

indicates that the regression equation, obtained with one 
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group and applied 'to the other, is appropriate for simiiar~ 

combined samples of assistant principals and principals in 

large school districts.- In the case of this study, two 

significant ryy's for a particular model indicates that it 

is appropriate to use the equation computed with the 

combined sample. 

If neither ryy' is significant or if one ryy' is 

significant a~d the other is not, the regression equation 

would not be appropriately applied to similar combined 

samples of assistant principals and principals from large 

school districts. In these cases, the'regression equation 

must be analyzed for each group separately. When the 

regression model for assistant principals and principals is 

significantly different than zero, it would be appropriate 

to analyze it and generalize 'the results back to the 

relevant group. 

According to the results reported in Table XIX, it is 

appropriate to generalize four of the 26 models back to the 

combined principal-assistant principal group, because both 

of the four pairs of correlation coefficients (ryy') 

- ~tained significance. These four models: model 23, 

model 35, model ~7, and model 42; were reported and 

discussed in the previous. section. The remaining 22 models 

must be analyzed by sub~groups and were organi?ed around 

the_ six dependent variables. 



1 01 

TABLE XIX 

A DOUBLE CROSS-VALIDATION OF SIGNIFICANT MODELS 
USING TWO GROUPS OF ADMINISTRATORS: 
PRINCIPALS AND ASSISTANT PRINCIPALS 

Actual Cal1bra-
Screen1ng 

R2 
t1on 

Model Sample p Sample ryy' p 

( 1 ) 
* 

Asst. 
Dependent: Pr1nc1pals • 1 41 .002 Pr1nc. .053 >.05 

Work-
Related 
Stress Asst. Pr1n. .048 .139 Pr1nc. .067 >.05 

Bureaucrat1-
zat1on 
(BUR) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

BUR X BEL 
( 2 ) 

* 
Asst. 

Dependent: Pr1nc1pals .155 .001 Pr1nc. .149 >.05 
Work-
Related 

* Stress Asst. Pr1n. .085 .018 Pr1nc. • 1 91 >.05 
H1erarchy 

of Author1ty 
(HA) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

HA X BEL 
( 3) 

* 
Asst. 

Dependent: Pr1nc1pals .154 .001 Pr1nc. .028 >.05 
Work-
Related 
Stress Asst. Pr1n. .022 .485 Pr1nc. .147 >.05 

!..• l.VlSlOn of 
Labor 
(DL) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

DL X BEL 

* P < .05; # = s1gn1f1cant pa1r 
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TABLE XIX (Cont1nued) 

Actual Cal1bra-
Screen1ng 

R2 
t1on 

Model Sample p Sample ryy' p 

( 4 ) 
* 

Asst. 
Dependent: Pr1nc1pals .1 30 .004 Pr1nc. .096 >.05 

Work-
Related 
Stress Asst. Pr1n. .066 .052 Pr1nc. • 1 91 >.05 

System of 
Procedures 
(SP) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

SP X BEL 
( 6) 

* 
Asst. 

_ ~pendent: Pr1n,c1pals .140 .003 Pr1nc. • 11 2 >.05 
Work-
Related 

* Stress Asst. Pr1n. .086 .018 Pr1nc. .008 >.05 
Impersonal1ty 

(IM) 
Bel1ef Systems 

(BEL) 
IM X BEL 

( 7 ) 
* 

Asst. 
Dependent: Pr1nc1pals .197 .ooo Pr1nc. .173 >.05 

Work-
Related 
Stress Asst. Pr1n. .037 .235 Pr1nc. .414 <.05 

Techn1cal 
Competence 
(TC) 

Bel1ef Systems 
{BEL) 

l'C X BEL 

* P < .05; # = s1gn1f1cant pa1r 
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TABLE XIX (Cont1nued) 

Actual Cal1bra-
Screen1ng 

R2 
t1on 

Model Sample p Sample ryy' p 

( 11 ) 
* 

Asst. 
Dependent: Pr1nc1pals • 1 22 .006 Pr1n. .013, >.05 

Adm1n-
1strat1ve 
Constra1nts Asst. Pr1n. .064 .060 Pr1n. • 125 >.05 

System of 
Procedures 

(SP) 
Bel1ef Systems 

(BEL) 
SP X BEL 

( 1 7) Asst. 
Dependent: Pr1nc1pals .074 .065 Pr1n. .096 >.05 

Adm1n-
Respon-
SlbllltleS Asst. Pr1n. .030 .335 Pr1n. • 1 61 >.05 

..J.l.Vlslon of 
Labor 
(DL) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

DL X BEL 
(22) 

* 
Asst. 

Dependent: Pr1nc1pals .113 .010 Pr1n. .099 >.05 
Interper-
sonal Rela-

* t1ons Asst. Pr1n. .083 .021 Pr1n. .106 >.05 
Bureaucrat1za-

t1on (BUR) 
Bel1ef Systems 

(BEL) 
BuR X BEL 

(23) 
* 

Asst. 
<.05# Dependent: Pr1nc1pals • 11 9 .007 Pr1n. .218 

Interper-
sonal 

* <.05# Relat1ons Asst. Pr1n. .091 • 01 3 Pr1n. .213 
H1erarchy of 

Author1ty (HA) 
Bel1ef Systems 

(BEL) 
" , X BEL 

* p < .05; # = s1gn1f1cant pa1r 
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TABLE XIX (Cont1nued) 

Actual Cal1bra-
Screen1ng 

R2 
t1on 

Model Sample p Sample ryy' p 

(24) 
* 

Asst. 
Dependent: Pr1nc1pals • 1 31 .004 Pr1n. • 11 5 >.05 

Interper-
sonal 

* Relat1ons Asst. Pr1n. .026 .393 Pr1n. .270 <.05 
D1v1s1on of 

Labor 
(DL) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

DL X BEL 
(25) 

* 
Asst. 

pendent: Pr1nc1pals .107 .013 Pr1nc. • 1 52 >.05 
Interper-
sonal 

* Relat1ons Asst. Pr1n. .062 .066 Pr1n. .216 <.05 
System of 

Procedures 
(SP) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

SP X BEL 
(26) 

* 
Asst. 

Dependent: Pr1nc1pals • 11 4 .010 Pr1n. .095 >.05 
Interper-
sonal 
Relat1ons Asst. Pr1n. .059 .079 Pr1n. .180 >.05 

System of 
Rules (SR) 

'::ol1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

SR X BEL 
(27) 

* 
Asst. 

Dependent: Pr1nc1pals • 1 21 .007 Pr1n. .165 >.05 
Interper-
sonal 

* Relat1ons Asst. Pr1n. .087 • 017 Pr1n. .150 >.05 
Impersonal1ty 

(IM) 
Bel1ef Systems 

(BEL) 
IM X BEL 

* p < .05; # = s1gn1f1cant pa1r 
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TABLE XIX (Cont1nued) 

Actual Cal1bra-
Screen1ng 

R2 
t1on 

Model Sample p Sample ryy' p 

(28) 
* 

Asst. 
Dependent: Pr1nc1pals • 1 39 .003 Pr1n. . 1 4 6 >.05 

Interper-
sonal 

* Relat1ons Asst. Pr1n. .035 .255 Pr1n. .340 <.05 
Techn1cal Compe-

tence (TC) 
Bel1ef Systems 

(BEL) 
TC X BEL 

{30) 
* 

Asst. 
',endent: Pr1nc1pals • 1 53 .001 Pr1n. • 1 38 >.05 
J.ntraper-
sonal 

* Confl1cts Asst. Pr1n. .055 .094 Pr1n. .215 <.05 
H1erarchy of 

Author1ty 
(HA) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

HA X BEL 
(32) 

* 
Asst. 

Dependent: Pr1nc1pals .109 .012 Pr1n. .097 >.05 
Intraper-
sonal 
Confl1cts Asst. Pr1n. .050 .126 Pr1n. • 1 84 >.05 

System of 
Procedures 
(SP) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

SP X BEL 
(34) 

* 
Asst. 

Dependent: Pr1nc1pals • 1 08 .013 Pr1n. • 1 21 >.05 
Intraper-
sonal 

* Confl1cts Asst. Pr1n. .093 .012 Pr1n. • 1 30 >.05 
Impersonalt1y 

(IM) 
Bel1ef Systems 

!BEL) 
".' X BEL 

* p < .05; # = s1gn1f1cant pa1r 
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TABLE XIX (Cont1nued) 

Actual Cal1bra-
Screen1ng 

R2 
t1on 

Model Sample p Sample ryy' p 

(35) 
* 

Asst. 
<.05# Dependent: Pr1nc1pals .207 .ooo Pr1n. .208 

Intraper-
sonal 

<.05# Confl1cts Asst. Pr1n. .048 .1 3 7 Pr1n. .208 
Techn1cal 
Competence 

(TC) 
Bel1ef Systems 

(BEL) 
TC X BEL 

(36) 
* 

Asst. 
pendent: Pr1nc1pals .187 .000 Pr1n. .089 >.05 
Role Expec-

* tat1ons Asst. Pr1n. .062 .065 Pr1n. • 218 <.05 
Bureaucrat1-

zat1on 
(BUR) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

BUR X BEL 
(37) 

* 
Asst. 

<.05# Dependent: Pr1nc1pals .230 .000 Pr1n. • 187 
Role Expec-

* <.05# tat1ons Asst. Pr1n. • 126 .002 Pr1n. .267 
H1erarchy of 

Author1ty 
(HA) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

HA X BEL 
(38) 

* 
Asst. 

Lspendent: Pr1nc1pals .192 .000 Pr1n. .040 >.05 
Role Expec-
tat1ons Asst. Pr1n. .030 .337 Pr1n. • 1 91 >.05 

D1v1s1on of 
Labor 
(DL) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

DL X BEL· 

* p < .05; # = s1gn1f1cant pa1r 
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TABLE XIX (Concluded) 

Actual Cal1bra-
Screen1ng 

R2 
t1on 

Model Sample p Sample rry' p 

(39) 
* 

Asst. 
Dependent: Pr1nc1pals • 1 91 .000 Pr1n. . 11 6 >.05 

Role Expec-
* tat1ons Asst. Pr1n. .092 .012 Pr1n. .245 <.05 

System of Pro-
cedures 
(SP) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

SP X BEL 
( 40) 

* 
Asst. 

')Gpendent: Pr1nc1pals • 1 82 .000 Pr1n. .062 >.05 
/ole Expec-

* tat1ons Asst. Pr1n. .029 .347 Pr1n. .215 <.05 
System of 

Rules 
(SR) 

Bel1ef Systems 
{BEL) 

SR X BEL 
( 41 ) 

* 
Asst. 

Dependent: Pr1nc1pals .212 .000 Pr1n. .129 >.05 
Role Expec-

* tat1ons Asst. Pr1n. .064 .058 Pr1n. .302 <.05 
Impersonal1ty 

(IM) 
Bel1ef Systems 

(BEL) 
IM X BEL 

(42) 
* 

Asst. 
<.05# ,"'"'~endent: Pr1nc1pals .281 .000 Pr1n. • 1 8 5 

Role Expec-
<.05# tat1ons Asst. Pr1n. .105 .006 Pr1n. .388 

Techn1cal 
Compe-
tence 
(TC) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

TC X BEL 

* P < .05; # = s1gn1f1cant pa1r 
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Work-Related Stress 

Accord1ng to the results 1n Table XIX, all s1x models 

were s1gn1f1cantly greater than zero for the pr1nc1pal sub­

group wh1le only two of the models were s1gn1f1cant for the 

ass1stant pr1nc1pal group. Each of the models 1s d1scussed 

1n the paragraphs wh1ch follow. 

For pr1nc1pals, 1n the bureaucrat1zat1on, bel1ef 

systems and 1nteract1on term model (model1), only bel1ef 

systems contr1bute s1gn1f1cantly to the var1ance 1n work­

related stress (see Table XX). The model 1tself was not 

,_gnlflcantly d1fferent from zero for ass1stant pr1nc1pals. 

The h1erarchy of author1ty, bel1ef systems and lnter­

actlon term model (model 2), was s1gn1f1cant for both 

pr1nc1pal and ass1stant pr1nc1pal subgroups. Accord1ng to 

Table XX, h1erarchy of author1ty contr1buted s1gn1f1cantly 

to work-related stress for ass1stant pr1nc1pals but not for 

pr1nc1pals. On the other hand, bel1ef systems was a 

s1gn1f1cant contr1bute for pr1nc1pals but not for the1r 

counterparts. The 1nteract1on term d1d not contr1bute 

sign1f1cantly to work-related stress for e1ther group. 

For pr1nc1pals, 1n the d1v1s1on of labor, bel1ef 

systems and 1nteract1on term model (model 3), only bel1ef 

systems contr1buted s1gn1f1cantly to the var1ance 1n work­

related stress (see Table XX). The model 1tself was not 

s1gn1f1cantly d1fferent from zero for the ass1stant 

pr1nc1pal group (see Table XIX). 
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TABLE XX 

REGRESSION MODELS OF WORK-RELATED STRESS FOR TWO 
SAMPLES: PRINCIPALS AND ASSISTANT PRINCIPALS 

'.•del 

( 1 ) 
Bureaucrat1-

zat1on 
(BUR) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

BUR X BEL 
( 2) 

H1erarchy of 
Author1ty 
(HA) 
l1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

HA X BEL 
( 3) 

D1v1s1on of 
Labor 
(DL) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

DL X BEL 
( 4 ) 

System of 
Procedures 
(SP) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

SP X BEL 
( 6) 

_, 1personal1 ty 
(IM) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

IM X BEL 
( 7 ) 

Techn1cal 
Competence 
(TC) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

TC X BEL 

* p < .05 

Pr1ncs. • 
B We1ght 

-.051 

.386 

.095 

• 1 41 

.374 

• 12 5 

-.039 

.373 

.14 6 

.040 

.353 

.018 

.089 

.306 

-.065 

-.271 

.283 

S1g. T 

-0.512 

* 3.887 

0.967 

1. 433 

* 3.689 

1 • 219 

-0.389 

* 3.900 

1. 480 

0.393 

* 3.417 

0.173 

0.883 

* 2.848 

-0.627 

* -2.768 

* 2.795 

Asst. Pr1ns.• 
B We1ght S1g. T 

.287 

.006 

.018 

.250 

-.009 

.136 

* 3.060 

0.062 

0.850 

* 2.725 

-0.093 

1. 401 
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In the system of procedures, bel1ef sytems and 1nter­

act1on term model (model 4), only bel1ef systems contr1buted 

s1gn1f1cantly to the var1ance 1n work-related stress for 

the pr1nc1pals (see Table XX). For ass1stant pr1nc1pals, 

the model 1tself was not s1gn1f1cantly d1fferent from 

zero (see Table XIX). 

The 1mpersonal1ty, bel1ef systems and 1nteract1on term 

model (model 6), was s1gn1f1cant for both pr1nc1pal and 

ass1stant pr1nc1pal subgroups. Acord1ng to Table XX, 

1mpersonal1ty, an element of bureaucrat1c structure, 

contr1buted s1gn1f1cantly to work-related stress for the 

ass1stant pr1nc1pals but not for pr1nc1pals. On the other 

~-nd, bel1ef systems was a s1gn1f1cant contr1butor for 

pr1nc1pals but not for ass1stant pr1nc1pals. The 1nter­

act1on term d1d not contr1bute s1gn1f1cantly to work-related 

stress for e1ther group. 

For pr1nc1pals, 1n the techn1cal competency, bel1ef 

systems and 1nteract1on model (model 7), both techn1cal 

competence and bel1ef systems contr1buted s1gn1f1cantly to 

~~e var1ance 1n work-related stress (see Table XX). The 

model 1tself, for ass1stant pr1nc1pals, was not s1gn1f1-

cantly d1fferent from zero 

Adm1n1strat1ve Constra1nts 

Accord1ng to the results 1n Table XIX, only one model 

was s1gn1f1cantly greater than zero for the pr1nc1pal sub­

group (model 11). The model 1s d1scussed below. 
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For pr1nc1pals, 1n the system of procedures, bel1ef 

systems and interact1on term model (model 11), only bel1ef 

systems contr1buted s1gn1f1cantly to the var1ance 1n 

work-related stress (see Table XXI). The model 1tself was 

:_Jt s1gn1f1cantly d1fferent from zero for ass1stant 

pr1nc1pals (see Table XIX). 

TABLE XXI 

REGRESSION MODELS OF ADMINISTRATIVE CONSTRAINTS 
FACTOR QF WORK-RELATED STRESS FOR TWO SAMPLES: 

PRINCIPALS AND ASSISTANT PRINCIPALS 

Model 

( 11 ) 
System of 
Procedures 

(SP) 
Bel1ef Systems 

(BEL) 
SP X BEL 

* p < .05 

Pr1ncs.' 
B We1ght 

.091 

.317 

.014 

Adm1n1strat1ve Respons1b1l1ty 

S1g. T 

0.895 

* 3.061 

0.137 

Asst. Pr1nc. 
B We1ght S1g. T 

Accord1ng to the results reported 1n Table XIX, the 

d1v1s1on of labor, bel1ef systems, and 1nteract1on term 
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model was not s1gn1f1cantly greater than zero for e1ther 

the pr1nc1pal or ass1stant pr1nc1pal samples (model 17). 

Thus, the model w1ll not be d1scussed further. 

Interpersonal Relat1ons 

Results reported 1n Table XIX 1nd1cate that all seven 

models were s1gn1f1cantly greater than zero for the pr1nc1-

pal sample (models 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, and 28) wh1le 

only three of the models were s1gn1f1cant for the ass1stant 

pr1nc1pal group. Model 23 1s not d1scussed here because 

1t was analyzed 1n the prev1ous sect1on and determ1ned to 

oe appropr1ately appl1ed to a comb1ned pr1nc1pal-ass1stant 

pr1nc1pal group. Each of the rema1n1ng models 1s d1scussed 

1n the paragraphs that follow. 

The bureaucrat1zat1on, bel1ef systems and 1nteract1on 

term model (model 22), was s1gn1f1cant for both pr1nc1pal 

and ass1stant pr1nc1pal subgroups. Accord1ng to Table 

XXII, bureaucrat1zat1on contr1buted s1gn1f1cantly to work-

related stress for ass1stant pr1nc1pals but not for the 

pr1nc1pals. However, bel1ef systems was a s1gn1f1cant 

contr1butor for pr1nc1pals but not for ass1stant pr1nc1pals. 

The 1nteract1on term d1d not contr1bute s1gn1f1cantly to 

work-related stress for e1ther group. 

For pr1nc1pals, 1n the d1v1s1on of labor, bel1ef 

systems and 1nteract1on term model (model 24), only bel1ef . 
systems contr1buted s1gn1f1cantly to the var1ance 1n work-

related stress (see Table XXII). For ass1stant pr1nc1pals, 
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TABLE XXII 

REGRESSION MODELS OF INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS FACTOR 
OF WORK-RELATED STRESS FOR TWO SAMPLES: 

PRINCIPALS AND ASSISTANT PRINCIPALS 

Pr1ncs. I Asst. Pr1ncs. I 

Model B We1ght S1g. T B We1ght S1g. T 

(22) 
* Bureaucrat1za- -.061 -0.604 .232 2.439 

t1on (BUR) 
* Bel1ef Systems .349 3.458 .065 0.685 

(BEL) 
BUR X BEL .055 0.549 .081 0.855 

(24) 
D1v1s1on of 

Labor -.070 -0.698 
(DL) 

* D-··llef Systems .342 3.529 
(BEL) 

DL X BEL • 12 6 1 • 255 
(25) 

System of 
Procedures .019 0.190 
(SP) 

* Bel1ef Systems • 311 2.979 
(BEL) 

SP X BEL -.030 -0.290 
(26) 

System of -.095 -0.931 
Rules (SR) 

* Bel1ef Systems .351 3.442 
(BEL) 

SR X BEL -.002 -0.023 
(27) 

* Tmpersonallty .092 0.898 .233 2.438 
(IM) 

* Bel1ef Systems .264 2.431 .064 0.653 
(BEL) 

IM X BEL -.086 -0.819 • 1 29 1 • 334 
(28) 

Techn1cal Compe- -.185 -1.821 
tence (TC) 

* Bel1ef Systems .269 2.563 
(BEL) 

TC X BEL .018 0.175 

* p < • 05 



the model 1tself was not s1gn1f1cantly d1fferent from 

zero (see Table XIX). 
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In the system of procedures, bel1ef systems and 1nter­

act1on term model (model 25), only bel1ef systems contr1buted 

s~gn1f1cantly to the var1ance 1n work-related stress for the 

pr1nc1pal subgroup (see Table XXII). For ass1stant pr1nc1-

pals, the model 1tself was not s1gn1f1cantly d1fferent from 

zero (see Table XIX). 

For pr1nc1pals, 1n the system of rules, bel1ef systems 

and 1nteract1on term model (model 26), only bel1ef systems 

-ontr1buted s1gn1f1cantly to the var1ance 1n work-related 

stress (see Table XXII). The model 1tself was not s1gn1f1-

cantly d1fferent from zero for the ass1stant pr1nc1pal group. 

The 1mpersonal1ty, bel1ef systems and 1nteract1on term 

model (model 27), was s1gn1f1cant for both pr1nc1pal and 

ass1stant pr1nc1pal subgroups. Accord1ng to Table XXII, 

1mpersonal1ty contr1buted s1gn1f1cantly to work-related 

stress for ass1stant pr1nc1pals but not for pr1nc1pals. 

On the other hand, bel1ef systems was a s1gn1f1cant contr1-

, lUtor for pr1nc1pals but not for ass1stant pr1nc1pals. The 

1nteract1on term d1d not contr1bute s1gn1f1cantly to work­

related stress for e1ther subgroup. 

For pr1nc1pals, 1n the techn1cal competence, bel1ef 

systems and 1nteract1on term model (model 28), only bel1ef 

systems contr1buted s1gn1f1cantly to the var1ance 1n work-
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related stress (see Table XXII). For ass1stant pr1nc1pals, 

the model 1tself was not s1gn1f1cantly d1fferent from zero. 

Intrapersonal Confl1ct 

Accord1ng to results reported 1n Table XIX, all three 

models were s1gn1f1cantly d1fferent from zero for the 

pr1nc1pal subgroup (models 30, 32, and 34), wh1le only one 

model was s1gn1f1cant for the ass1stant pr1nc1pal subgroup 

(model 34). Each of the models 1s d1scussed below. 

For pr1nc1pals, 1n the h1erarchy of author1ty, bel1ef 

systems and 1nteract1on term model (model 30), both bel1ef 

systems and the 1nteract1on term contr1buted s1gn1f1cantly 

to the var1ance 1n work-related stress (see Table XXIII). 

Of the two, however, bel1ef systems was the greater contrl­

butor to the var1ance 1n work-related stress. The model 

1tself was not s1gn1f1cantly d1fferent from zero for the 

ass1stant pr1nc1pal subgroup (see Table XIX). 
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TABLE XXIII 

REGRESSION MODELS OF INTRAPERSONAL CONFLICT FACTOR 
OF WORK-RELATED STRESS FOR TWO SAMPLES: 

PRINCIPALS AND ASSISTANT PRINCIPALS 

Pr1ncs.' Asst. Pr1ncs.' 
Model B We1ght S1g. T B We1ght S1g. T 

(30) 
"lerarchy of 

Author1ty 
(HA) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

HA X BEL 
(32) 

System of 
Procedures 
(SP) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

c-p X BEL 
14) 

Impersonal1ty 
(IM) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

IM X BEL 

* p < .05 

• 1 38 

.368 

• 21 6 

.048 

.327 

.065 

.051 

.286 

-.053 

1 • 4 05 

* 3.626 

* 2.103 

0.469 

* 3.130 

0.629 

* 0.491 .277 3.039 

* 2.615 .018 0.186 

-0.498 .091 0.945 

In the system of procedures, bel1ef systems and 1nter-

act1on term model (model 32), only the bel1ef systems 

contr1buted to the var1ance 1n work-related stress for the 

sample of pr1nc1pals (see Table XXIII). For ass1stant 

pr1nc1pals, the model 1tself was not s1gn1f1cantly 

d1fferent from zero. 
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The 1mpersonal1ty, bel1ef systems and 1nteract1on term 

model (model 34), was s1gn1f1cant for both pr1nc1pal and 

ass1stant pr1nc1pal subgroups. Accord1ng to Table XXIII, 

1mpersonal1ty contr1buted s1gn1f1cantly to work-related 

stress for ass1stant pr1nc1pals but not for pr1nc1pals. 

On the other hand, bel1ef systems was a s1gn1f1cant contrl­

butor for pr1nc1pals but not for ass1stant pr1nc1pals. The 

1nteract1on term d1d not contr1bute s1gn1f1cantly to work­

related stress for e1ther group. 

Role Expectat1ons 

As reported 1n Table XIX, all seven models were s1gn1-

f1cantly d1fferent from zero for the pr1nc1pal subgroup. 

Models 37 and 42 are not d1scussed here s1nce they were 

analyzed 1n the prev1ous sect1on and determ1ned to be 

appropr1ately ~~pl1ed to a comb1ned pr1nc1pal-ass1stant 

pr1nc1pal group. Each of the rema1n1ng models 1s d1scussed 

1n the paragraphs that follow. 

For pr1nc1pals, 1n the bureaucrat1zat1on, bel1ef 

systems and 1nteract1on term model (model 36), only bel1ef 

systems contr1buted s1gn1f1cantly to the var1ance 1n work­

related stress (see Table XXIV). The model 1tself was not 

s1gn1f1cant for the ass1stant pr1nc1pal sample. 

In the d1v1s1on of labor, bel1ef systems and 1nter­

act1on term model (model 38), bel1ef systems aga1n slgnl­

cantly contr1buted to the var1ance 1n work-related stress 



for the pr1nc1pal sample. For ass1stant pr1nc1pals, the 

model 1tself was not s1gn1f1cant. 
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In the system of procedures, bel1ef systems and 

1nteract1on term model (model 39), only bel1ef systems 

contr1buted s1gn1f1cantly to the var1ance 1n work-related 

stress for pr1nc1pals (see Table XXIV). The model 1tself 

was not s1gn1f1cant for the ass1stant pr1nc1pal sample. 

For pr1nc1pals, 1n the system of rules, bel1ef systems 

and 1nteract1on term (model 40), only bel1ef systems 

contr1buted s1gn1f1cantly to the var1ance 1n work-related 

stress (see Table XXIV). The model 1tself was not s1gn1-

f1cant for the ass1stant pr1nc1pal group. 

F1nally, for pr1nc1pals, 1n the 1mpersonal1ty, bel1ef 

systems and 1nteract1on term model (model 41), both lmper­

sonallty and bel1ef systems contr1buted s1gn1f1cantly to 

the var1ance l·· work-related stress. Bel1ef systems, 

however, cont1nued to be the greater contr1butor (see Table 

XXIV). For ass1stant pr1nc1pals, the model 1tself was not 

s1gn1f1cantly d1fferent from zero (see Table XIX). 



TABLE XXIV 

REGRESSION MODELS OF ROLE EXPECTATIONS FACTOR 
OF WORK-RELATED STRESS FOR TWO SAMPLES: 

PRINCIPALS AND ASSISTANT PRINCIPALS 

Pr1ncs. ' Asst. Pr1ncs.' 

11 9 

Model B We1ght S1g. T B We1ght S1g. T 

(36) 
Bureaucrat1-

zat1on 
(BUR) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

BUR X BEL 
(38) 

D1v1s1on of 
Labor 
(DL) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

DL X BEL 
(39) 

System of Pro­
cedures 
(SP) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

SP X BEL 
( 40) 

System of 
Rules 
(SR) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

SR X BEL 
( 41 ) 

Impersonal1ty 
(IM) 

Bel1ef Systems 
(BEL) 

IM X BEL 

* p < • 05 

.136 1 • 402 

* .370 3.831 

-.034 -0.356 

• 1 6 0 1 • 642 

* .390 4. 1 71 

.006 0.058 

.162 1.659 

* .368 3.692 

• 011 0. 11 4 

• 071 0.727 

* .401 4.093 

-.093 -0.980 

* .222 2.291 

* .359 3.499 

.058 0.582 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Th1s chapter 1s d1v1ded 1nto four parts. A summary 

and d1scuss1on of the study's results compr1ses the f1rst 

part; theoret1cal and pract1cal 1mpl1cat1ons of the study 

are d1scussed 1n part two; recommendat1ons for further 

research are presented 1n part three; and some conclud1ng 

remarks are made 1n the fourth or f1nal selct1on. 

Summary and D1scuss1on 

of Conclus1ons 

Th1s study focused on the contr1but1ons of bureau­

crat1c structure, bel1ef systems, and the 1nteract1on of 

these var1ables to work-related stress. Bureaucrat1zat1on 

and s1x of 1ts d1mens1ons (h1erarchy of author1ty, d1v1s1on 

of labor, system of procedures, system of rules, 1mperson­

al1ty, and techn1cal competence), bel1ef systems, and the 

1nteract1on of these var1ables served as the 1ndependent 

var1ables. Work-related stress and f1ve of 1ts factors 

(adm1n1strat1ve constra1nts, adm1n1strat1ve respons1b1l1ty, 

1nterpersonal relat1ons, 1ntrapersonal confl1ct, and role 

expectat1ons) served as the dependent var1ables. 

120 
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A standard mult1ple regress1on techn1que was used to 

test three maJor hypotheses and seven subhypotheses. In 

add1t1on, a double cross-val1dat1on procedure was used to 

exam1ne the pred1ct1ve potent1al of equat1ons that were 

developed for the study. 

Consequently, 42 mult1ple regress1on models were 

~nveloped to determ1ne the contr1but1ons of each 1ndependent 

var1able to each dependent var1able. Th1s effort revealed 

that only 26 of the 42 models were s1gn1f1cantly d1fferent 

from zero and, therefore, relevant to the present study. 

A double cross-val1dat1on procedure was appl1ed to the 

26 s1gn1f1cant models 1n order to determ1ne whether or not 

+h~y would be successful 1n pred1ct1ng the var1ance 1n the 

dependent var1ables w1th a new, but s1m1lar, sample of 

secondary school pr1nc1pals and ass1stant pr1nc1pals. Only 

four of the 26 models ach1eved th1s status and could, there­

fore, appropr1ately be used w1th the total comb1ned sample. 

The rema1n1ng 22 models requ1red analys1s based on group 

membersh1p. That 1s, the total comb1ned group was separated 

;r,~o two groups: one group composed of pr1nc1pals and one 

group composed of ass1stant pr1nc1pals. 

A summary of all the models developed for th1s study, 

and the1r surv1val outcome, 1s g1ven 1n Table XXV. In 

general, the surv1v1ng models appeared to be much better 

pred1ctors for the pr1nc1pal group than for the ass1stant 
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TABLE XXV 

SUMMARY OF MODELS DEVELOPED FOR THIS STUDY 

Double Cross-Val1dat1on Procedure Appl1ed 

Number Number 
Dependent Models S1gn1f. 
Var1able Develop. Models 

Num. S1g. 
Models for 
Comb. Grp. 

Num. S1g. 
Models 
Pr1nc1pal 

Num. S1g. 
Models 
A. Pr1nc. 

STR 7 6 0 6 2 

AC 7 1 0 1 0 

AR 7 1 0 0 0 

IR 7 7 1 6 2 

IC 7 ' 4 1 3 1 

RE 7 7 2 5 0 

';.tal 42 26 4 21 5 

L~gend: STR = Work-Related Stress, AC = Adm1n1strat1ve 
Constra1nts, AR = Adm1n1strat1ve Respons1b1l1ty, 
IR = Interpersonal Relat1ons, IC = Intrapersonal 
Confl1ct, and RE = Role Expectat1ons 

pr1nc1pal group. Moreover, of the 21 models that were 

s1gn1f1cant for the pr1nc1pal group, the bel1ef systems 

var1able was the maJor contr1butor to the var1ance 1n work-

related stress or 1ts factors. On the other hand, the 

bureaucrat1zat1on var1ables were the maJor contr1butors 



123 

to the var1ance 1n work-related stress or 1ts factors for 

the ass1stant pr1nc1pal group. 

It also should be noted that 15 of the 16 models wh1ch 

were not s1gn1f1cantly greater than zero 1nvolved three of 

the study's s1x dependent var1ables. That 1s, only one of 

seven models was successful 1n pred1ct1ng adm1n1strat1ve 

~onstralnts, a dependent var1able. Only one of seven models 

was successful 1n pred1ct1ng adm1n1strat1ve respons1b1l1ty, 

a dependent var1able. Only four of seven models were 

successful 1n pred1ct1ng 1ntrapersonal confl1ct, also a 

dependent var1able. 

Contrary to much of the prev1ous research, bureaucrat1c 

~tructure, bel1ef systems and the 1nteract1on of these 

var1ables d1d not s1gn1f1cantly contr1bute to the var1ance 

1n work-related stress or 1ts factors when the secondary 

school pr1nc1pals and ass1stant pr1nc1pas were cons1dered 

as a total group. However, when the total sample was 

separated 1nto two groups, the contr1but1ons of these 

var1ables were s1gn1f1cant for all but two of the dependent 

-~rlables, adm1n1strat1ve constra1nts and adm1n1strat1ve 

respons1b1l1ty and moderately s1gn1f1cant for a th1rd 

dependent var1able, 1ntrapersonal confl1ct. 

Consequently, four conclus1ons were drawn from the 

results of th1s study and w1ll serve as the focus for the 

d1scuss1on. F1rst, bel1ef systems were observed to be a 

0ons1stent contr1butor to the var1ance 1n work-related 

stress, or 1ts factors, for the pr1nc1pal group, but not 
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for the ass1stant pr1nc1pal group; and, bureaucrat1zat1on 

and 1ts d1mens1ons were observed to be cons1stent contr1-

butors to the var1ance 1n work-related stress, or 1ts 

factors, for the ass1stant pr1nc1pal group, but not for the 

pr1nc1pal group. Second, wh1le 26 of the models were s1gn1-

f1cant pred1ctors of stress, 16 of the bureaucrat1zat1on and 

bel1ef systems models were not good pred1ctors of work­

related stress. Th1rd, even though 22 of the 26 s1gn1f1cant 

models had to be analyzed by subgroups, four of the models 

were appropr1ate for the comb1ned group of pr1nc1pals and 

ass1stant pr1nc1pals. Fourth, among the 22 models analyzed 

by subgroups, only one model conta1ned a s1gn1f1cant 1nter­

act1on term. The 1nteract1on between bel1ef systems and the 

h1erarchy of author1ty d1mens1on of bureaucrat1zat1on was a 

s1gn1f1cant contr1butor to stress for the pr1nc1pal subgroup, 

but not for the ass1stant pr1nc1pal subgroup. 

Bel1ef Systems and 

Bureaucrat1zat1on 

Why would bel1ef systems be an 1mportant contr1butor to 

work-related stress for pr1nc1pals and not for ass1stant 

pr1nc1pals? Further, why would bureaucrat1c structure be an 

1mportant contr1butor to work-related stress for ass1stant 

pr1nc1pals but not for pr1nc1pals? After all, the prepara­

t1on for these roles 1s 1dent1cal; that 1s, both groups 

must complete the same courses to obta1n cert1f1cat1on. 
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Nevertheless, real d1fferences do appear to ex1st between 

them wh1ch can be used to expla1n th1s study's results. 

Why bel1ef system was a good pred1ctor of work-related 

stress for pr1nc1pals and bureaucracy was a good pred1ctor 

of work-related stress for ass1stant pr1nc1pals may be 

expla1ned by exam1n1ng the d1fferences 1n the two roles 

from an h1stor1cal perspect1ve and by analyz1ng the roles 

themselves. The h1stor1cal development of the two adm1n-

1strat1ve pos1t1ons bas1cally are d1fferent. 

Accord1ng to Serg1ovann1, Burl1ngame, Coombs, and 

Thurston (1987), the role of head teacher or head master 

f1rst appeared 1n the colon1es 1n geograph1c areas where 

the student populat1on was of suff1c1ent s1ze to warrant the 

need for an 1nd1v1dual to coord1nate school comm1ttees and 

to act as a l1ason between parents and teachers. Not unt1l 

the emergence of the super1ntendency 1n about the mld-1800's 

does one f1nd the head teacher assum1ng the role of s1te 

manager. By the 1900's the pr1nc1pals was 1nvolved w1th 

such matters as 1nstruct1onal 1mprovement, d1sclpl1ne, and 

~~qu1s1t1on of suppl1es. By the 1920's the role of the 

pr1nc1pal bas1cally had been establ1shed 1n Amer1can schools 

as 1t ex1sts today (p. 283). 

W1th the 1nflux of more and more students 1n the early 

years of publ1c schools, and w1th the add1t1onal manager1al 

respons1b1l1t1es, 1t became ev1dent that one 1nd1v1dual 

could not personally handle all of the act1v1t1es that 

occur 1n a school. Hence, to help the pr1nc1pal w1th 
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adm1n1strat1ve respons1b1l1t1es, the role of the ass1stant 

pr1nc1pal evolved 1n Amer1can schools. Accord1ng to 

Jacobson, Logsdon, and W1egman (1973), "By 1900 1t had 

become customary for pr1nc1pals 1n large c1t1es to select 

the1r adm1n1strat1ve ass1stants" (p. 31). The role of 

ass1stant pr1nc1pal, then, was created 1n large school 

systems to rel1eve the pr1nc1pal of a burgeon1ng work load. 

Th1s creat1on 1n 1tself spawned an add1t1onal layer to the 

school system h1erarchy and changed the pr1nc1palsh1p from 

superv1sor of teachers and staff to superv1sor of other 

superv1sors. Th1s meant that pr1nc1pals ga1ned the autonomy 

to ref1ne the role as they w1shed by sh1ft1ng part of the1r 

respons1b1l1ty to adm1n1strat1ve ass1stants and select1vely 

ma1nta1n1ng other areas of respons1b1l1ty. It also created 

adm1n1strators who were d1rectly superv1sed by someone 1n 

the1r same bu1ld1ng. 

Add1t1onal d1fferences 1n the two roles can be expla1ned 

by contrast1ng career goals, levels of autonomy, boundar1es, 

and length of t1me 1n adm1n1strat1on. F1rst, accord1ng to 

?erg1ovann1, et al., (1987), wh1le asp1r1ng pr1nc1pals 

frequently seek the pos1t1on as a term1nal career po1nt or 

as a stepp1ng stone to the super1ntendency (pp. 283-285); 

asp1r1ng ass1stant pr1nc1pals usually do not regard the 

pos1t1on as a term1nal career goal, but rather as a step 

toward the pr1nc1palsh1p. Second, the pr1nc1pals 1n th1s 

study had been 1n school adm1n1strat1on longer and they 

usually were older than the ass1stant pr1nc1pals. 
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Consequently, the pr1nc1pals may have had the opportun1ty 

to "learn the system" and become adept 1n negot1at1ng 

bureaucrat1c structure. In add1t1on, the pr1nc1pal has 

suff1c1ent autonomy to def1ne the maJor goals of a school 

and ways that they m1ght be 1mplemented (pp. 285-287). The 

ass1stant pr1nc1palsh1p, however, 1s a role wh1ch 1s def1ned 

by the pr1nc1pal of the school. That 1s, the term "prlncl­

pal" 1s usually understood and perce1ved to be the ch1ef 

execut1ve off1cer of the school. Th1s generally held percep­

tlon tends to make 1nv1s1ble any other execut1ves that may 

also work 1n the school (Panyako and Ror1e, 1987, p. 6). 

Lastly, the pr1nc1palsh1p 1nfluences and 1s 1nfluenced by 

forces that ex1st w1th1n the bu1ld1ng boundar1es as well as 

tl1e d1str1ct boundar1es. The ass1stant pr1nc1palsh1p, on 

the other hand, 1s usually conf1ned to the bu1ld1ng 1tself 

w1th l1m1ted d1rect contact w1th the central off1ce or 

1nd1rect contact that has been f1ltered by the pr1nc1pal. 

For the role encumbent who has the opportun1ty to def1ne 

h1s/her role and the role of an ass1stant pr1nc1pal as well, 

there 1s less chance that bureaucracy w1ll be a stressor 

because that 1nd1v1dual has greater control of the bureau­

cracy. On the other hand, pr1nc1pals w1th that k1nd of 

power also have a greater l1kel1hood of exper1enc1ng stress 

1f they are less flex1ble and more dogmat1c than the1r 

counterparts. Th1s 1s true because they have more dlscre­

tlon and less d1rect1on. 
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Ass1stant pr1nc1pals who have less control over the1r 

work contexts exper1ence more stress under h1ghly bureau­

crat1c cond1t1ons than less bureaucrat1c cond1t1ons. 

Reduced structural constra1nts, that 1s, a decrease 1n 

bureaucracy, allows greater control and, therefore, are 

assoc1ated w1th less stress. However, because most urban 

school d1str1cts are extremely bureaucrat1c, the degree of 

dogmat1sm among ass1stant pr1nc1pals 1s a mute 1ssue. Even 

though they may or may not have the ab1l1ty to be flex1ble, 

the dec1s1ons have been predeterm1ned by the bureaucracy. 

A dogmat1c bel1ef system was found to be assoc1ated w1th 

percept1ons of work-related stress across both groups; how­

ever, 1t was more pronounced 1n the pr1nc1pal subgroup. On 

the other hand, bureaucrat1c structure was found to be asso­

C1ated w1th greater percept1ons of work-related stress for 

the ass1stant pr1nc1pal subgroup. Demograph1c data collected 

for th1s study may prov1de part of the explanat1on for th1s 

result. Also, 1t 1s poss1ble that var1ables not measured 

1n th1s study may account for part of th1s result. Thus, 

when cons1der1ng the h1stor1cal development of the two roles, 

as well as the nature of the roles themselves, and comb1ned 

w1th such factors as longev1ty 1n the f1eld of adm1n1stra­

t1on, and the d1fferences 1n autonomy assoc1ated w1th each 

of the roles, the reasons that bel1ef systems were maJor 

contr1butors to work-related stress for pr1nc1pals and 

buxeaucrat1c structure was the maJor contr1butor to work­

related stress for ass1stant pr1nc1pals become apparent. 
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Unsuccessful Pred1ctor Models 

Why bureaucrat1c structure and bel1ef systems fa1led 

to be good pred1ctors of some factors of work-related stress 

may be expla1ned by the log1cal patterns of the var1ables 

themselves. That 1s, 15 of the 16 models that were not 

s1gn1f1cantly greater than zero 1nvolved three of the s1x 

dependent var1ables 1n th1s study: adm1n1strat1ve 

constra1nts, adm1n1strat1ve respons1b1l1ty, and lntra­

personal confl1ct. 

Bureaucrat1c structure, bel1ef systems, and the 

1nteract1on term d1d not expla1n any var1ance 1n the 

adm1n1strat1ve constra1nts factor of work-related stress 

h~cause the adm1n1strat1ve constra1nts wh1ch lead to stress 

are not 1nfluenced one way or another by personal bel1ef 

systems or bureaucrat1c structure. For example, a teacher 

who fa1ls to get along w1th the other teachers or parents 

can create a maJor problem for bu1ld1ng adm1n1strators. 

Ne1ther the bureaucrat1c structure of the school d1str1ct 

nor the personal bel1ef systems of a pr1nc1pal or ass1stant 

pr1nc1pal would be of much use 1n resolv1ng the problem. 

S1m1larly, bureaucrat1c structure, bel1ef systems and 

the 1nteract1on term d1d not expla1n any var1ance 1n the 

adm1n1strat1ve respons1b1l1ty factor of work-related stress 

because adm1n1strat1ve respons1b1l1ty wh1ch leads to stress 

also 1s not 1nfluenced one way or another by the formal 
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bureaucrat~c structure of the school d~str~ct or the bel~ef 

systems of secondary school adm~n~strators. For example, 

the t~mely complet~on of var~ous accred~tat~on reports can 

be a problem for some pr~nc~pals and ass~stant pr~nc~pals. 

Yet, ne~ther the school d~str~ct's organ~zat~onal structure 

nor the ~nd~v~dual adm~n~strator's bel~ef systems are of 

much use ~n resolv~ng the problem. 

Also, bureaucrat~c structure, bel~ef systems and the 

~nteract~on term d~d not expla~n any s~gn~f~cant var~ance 

~n the ~ntrapersonal confl~ct factor of work-related stress 

for three models because ~ntrapersonal confl~ct ~s not 

~nfluenced by certa~n spec~f~c d~str~ct bureaucrat~c struc­

tures (bureaucrat~zat~on, d~v~s~on of labor, and system of 

rules) or the ~nd~v~dual bel~ef systems of pr~nc~pals and 

ass~stant pr~nc~pals. That ~s, for example, bureaucrat~c 

structure and bel~ef systems are of l~ttle use ~n resolv~ng 

some forms of ~ntrapersonal confl~ct such as when a d~rector 

~nforms an adm~n~strator to ~mplement controvers~al board 

pol~c~es ~n h~s/her bu~ld~ng or to resolve a parent's 

d2sagreement w1th a part1cular board pol~cy. 

Many of the most d1ff~cult problems encountered by h1gh 

school pr~nc1pals and ass1stant pr1nc1pals cannot be resolved 

w~th rules or regulat1ons or, e. g., h1erarchy of author1ty. 

On the other hand, these same d~ff1cult problems are not 

necessar~ly exacerbated e1ther by the bureaucrat1c structure 

of the school d1str~ct or adm~n1strators' bel1ef systems. 
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Successful Pred1ctor Models 

Why certa1n spec1f1c elements of bureaucrat1c structure 

and 1nd1v1dual bel1ef systems were good pred1ctors of stress 

for the comb1ned group of pr1nc1pals and ass1stant pr1nc1pals 

1n four of the 26 s1gn1f1cant models also may be expla1ned 

by the patterns of the var1ables themselves. That 1s, four 

of the 26 models that were s1gn1f1cantly greater than zero 

1nvolved three dependent var1ables: 1nterpersonal relat1ons, 

1ntrapersonal confl1ct, and role expectat1ons. Further, 

these four s1gn1f1cant models also 1nvolved only three 

of the study's 1ndependent var1ables: bel1ef systems, and 

tre bureaucrat1c d1mens1ons of h1erarchy of author1ty and 

techn1cal competence. 

The h1erarchy of author1ty d1mens1on of bureaucracy and 

bel1ef systems expla1ned the var1ance 1n the 1nterpersonal 

relat1ons and role expectat1ons factors of JOb stress 

because the 1nterpersonal relat1ons and role expectat1ons 

wh1ch lead to stress are 1nfluenced 1n a pos1t1ve d1rect1on 

by h1erarchy of author1ty and bel1ef systems. For example, 

mak1ng dec1s1ons that affect the l1ves of others, such as 

when evaluat1ng teachers, may be a problem for some bu1ld1ng 

adm1n1strators. The h1erarchy of author1ty d1mens1on of 

bureaucracy 1s a contr1butor to stress among pr1nc1pals and 

ass1stant pr1nc1pals because the bureaucrat1c structure of 

the organ1zat1on places them 1n a superv1sory role wh1ch 

often 1nvolves mak1ng evaluat1ve dec1s1ons about others. 
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Also, for example, the adm1n1strators' 1nd1v1dual bel1ef 

systems contr1bute to stress because of the dogmat1c nature 

w1th wh1ch they may v1ew other people and events. That 1s, 

less open m1nded secondary school adm1n1strators have h1gher 

~0vels of stress than those secondary school adm1n1strators 

who are more open m1nded. 

The techn1cal competence d1mens1on of bureaucracy 

expla1ned the var1ance 1n 1nttrapersonal confl1ct and, also, 

1n the role expectat1ons factor of work-related stress 

because these var1ables wh1ch lead to stress are negat1vely 

1nfluenced by techn1cal competency. For example, d1str1cts 

often adopt new procedures w1th spec1f1c methods for carry-

1ng them out. These procedures may requ1re certa1n sk1lls 

and knowledge that some of the adm1n1strators may not have 

developed. Techn1cal competence, then, becomes a source of 

stress to these adm1n1strators because even though the1r 

role requ1res them to carry out the procedures, the1r 

personal sk1ll and knowledge 1ll-equ1ps them to fulf1ll 

the added requ1rement to the1r role. An espec1ally current 

example of th1s problem 1s the degree to wh1ch many d1str1cts 

expect the1r pr1nc1pals and ass1stant pr1nc1pals to be 

computer-l1terate. Although many adm1n1strators attempt to 

develop or 1ncrease the1r knowledge of computers, many do 

not have the t1me or opportun1ty for hands-on pract1ce 1n 

~E1ng the hardware or the computer software. 



Fa1lure of Interact1on Term 

1n Pred1ct1on Models 
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W1th the except1on of one model, wh1ch could have been 

a result of chance alone, the bel1ef systems - bureaucracy 

1nteract1on term 1n each of the s1gn1f1cant models fa1led 

to be a good pred1ctor of work-related stress. Th1s 

fa1lur'e may be expla1ned by the work contexts of the 

pr1nc1pals and ass1stant pr1nc1pals. That 1s, even though 

ass1stant pr1nc1pals 1n th1s study were affected more by 

organ1zat1onal bureaucracy than pr1nc1pals and pr1nc1pals 

were affected more by bel1ef systems than ass1stant prlncl­

pals, both adm1n1strators must work 1n the same bureaucracy. 

Yet, at the same t1me, bel1ef systems do not moderate 

the 1mpact of bureaucrat1c structure on work-related stress. 

For example, regardless of the role of the adm1n1strator, 

school d1str1cts have layers of bureaucracy that must be 

negot1ated 1n order for certa1n tasks to be accompl1shed, 

tasks such as hav1ng to go through the ma1ntenance depart­

ment to get a broken l1ght f1xture repa1red or curr1culum 

serv1ces to get add1t1onal textbooks. Consequently, the 

bel1ef systems of adm1n1strators and the structure of the 

school d1str1ct are of l1ttle use 1n resolv1ng the problem 

of hav1ng to go through other people or departments to 

get certa1n tasks completed. 
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Also, at t1mes, bureaucrat1c structure does not mod1fy 

the 1mpact of bel1ef systems on work-related stress e1ther. 

That 1s, for example, all adm1n1strators must handle 

s1m1lar types of s1tuat1ons and follow the same bureaucrat1c 

rules establ1shed by the organ1zat1on 1n the evaluat1on of 

teach1ng staff. One adm1n1strator, however, who may be 

more dogmat1c 1n h1s/her bel1ef systems, may actually 

exacerbate the s1tuat1on by deal1ng w1th 1t 1n a r1g1d 

by-the-book approach. Another adm1n1strator, on the other 

hand, who may be less dogmat1c 1n h1s/her bel1ef systems, 

w1ll not exacerbate the s1tuat1on because he/she tends 

to be more flex1ble wh1le follow1ng the bureaucrat1c rules 

and regulat1ons of the organ1zat1on. Yet, w1th both of 

these adm1n1strators, the bureaucrat1c structure of the 

organ1zat1on 1sn't much use 1n resolv1ng the outcome of 

the s1tuat1on. 

Theoret1cal and Pract1cal 

Impl1cat1ons 

Person-Env1ronment F1t theory, wh1ch was the theo­

~etlcal underp1nn1ng for th1s study, suggests that mat1ch1ng 

a person w1th h1s/her env1ronment w1ll result 1n less stress. 

That 1s, place the r1ght 1nd1v1dual 1n the r1ght env1ronment 

and the ach1eved congruence w1ll result 1n an harmon1ous, 

~ess stressful work s1tuat1on. However, 1n th1s study, 

th1s theory had l1ttle genu1ne appl1cab1l1ty. 
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At the outset of th1s study, 1t was thought that much 

of the bureaucrat1c structure perce1ved by adm1n1strators 

would generally 1ncrease thelr percept1on of work-related 

stress. At the same t1me, 1t was thought that bellef 

'Stems m1ght moderate the degree of stress exper1enced. 

That 1s, accord1ng to the person-env1ronment flt theory, 

a flexlble adm1n1strator m1ght be expected to exper1ence 

greater stress 1n a bureaucratlc organ1zat1on wh1le a 

dogmatlc adm1n1strator would experlence' less stress. Thls 

study would 1nd1cate that bel1ef systems do not moderate 

the 1nfluence of bureaucracy on stress. Rather, 1t 1s the 

0le that 1nd1v1duals f1nd themselves 1n that moderates the 

relat1onsh1p. That 1s, pr1nc1pals are not affected by 

bureaucratlc constra1nts; ass1stant pr1nc1pals are affected 

by bureaucratlc constra1nts. In add1t1on, bel1ef systems 

do not moderate the perceptlon of bureaucratlc structure. 

The 1nterest1ng, but unhypothes1zed f1nd1ng uncovered 1n 

thls study ls that role moderates whether or not bureau­

crat1c structure lS perce1ved as a constra1nt. 

Thus, the theoret1cal 1mpl1cat1ons of th1s study are 

lts unhypotheslzed f1nd1ngs of how bureaucrat1c structure 

and bel1ef systems are moderated by the role 1n wh1ch the 

1nd1v1dual may flnd hlm/herself and how the role of the 

adm1n1strator affects percept1ons of work-related stress. 

T~at 1s, bel1ef systems affect pr1nc1pals' percept1ons of 
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work-related stress, but not ass1stant pr1nc1pals' percep­

tlons of work-related stress. On the other hand, 

bureaucrat1c structure affects ass1stant pr1nc1pals' 

percept1ons of work-related stress. 

The pract1cal 1mpl1cat1ons of th1s study concern the 

1mpact of bel1ef systems on organ1zat1onal members who 

occupy somewhat autonomous roles and the 1mpact of bureau­

cratlc structure on organ1zat1onal members who do not 

occupy autonomous roles. That 1s, the f1nd1ngs of th1s 

study may prov1de d1rect1on to school d1str1cts regard1ng 

how they m1ght decrease the percept1ons of work-related 

stress among pr1nc1pals and ass1stant pr1nc1pals by 

exam1n1ng how they structure the1r school d1str1cts and by 

how they go about employ1ng certa1n 1nd1v1duals to f1ll 

spec1f1c roles 1n the organ1zat1on. 

Recommendat1ons 

As a result of th1s study, the follow1ng recommendat1ons 

are made. Th1s study should be repl1cated, but conducted 

w1th e1ther pr1nc1pals or ass1stant pr1nc1pals. The double 

cross-val1dat1on procedure 1nd1cates that the two groups 

of adm1n1strators should not be comb1ned because of the 

moderat1ng effect of the1r roles. Th1s study should be 

expanded to 1nclude smaller school d1str1cts throughout 

the Un1ted States. Elementary, m1ddle, and JUnlor h1gh 

school pr1nc1pals and ass1stant pr1nc1pals should be 
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1ncluded 1n a s1m1lar study. Also, the researcher needs 

to ser1ously cons1der adm1n1ster1ng a lengthy survey because 

1t may ult1mately affect the respondents' return-rate. For 

example, 1n th1s study, one respondent's notat1on on the 

ck of h1s survey read, "Th1s was almost too much to get 

through." Further, two of the 1nstruments used 1n th1s 

study poss1bly should be used 1n the future w1th caut1on. 

That 1s, s1nce Rokeach's Dogmat1sm Scale, FormE, and Hall's 

Organ1zat1onal Inventory have not been renormed 1n many 

years, the results obta1ned from these 1nstruments poss1bly 

may not be an accurate est1mate of that wh1ch they are 

~ntended to measure. 

In add1t1on, research needs to be conducted to further 

clar1fy the 1nfluence of bel1ef systems on 1nd1v1duals who 

rema1n 1n formal ,organ1zat1ons over long per1ods of t1me. 

That 1s, long1tud1nal stud1es should be conducted to deter­

m1ne the relat1onsh1p between tenur 1n an organ1zat1on and 

an 1ncrease or decrease 1n members' dogmat1sm. These 

research efforts also should be focused on understand1ng 

the relat1onsh1p between bel1ef systems and organ1zat1onal 

roles, as well as, the relat1onsh1p between bel1ef systems 

and organ1zat1onal structure. 

Also, 1t should be recogn1zed that chang1ng the struc­

ture, not the content, of bel1ef systems 1s a protracted 

effort wh1ch may or may not be successful. Nevertheless, 

w1th1n organ1zat1ons, change can be attempted by f1rst 

alter1ng the culture of the organ1zat1on. Chang1ng the 
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culture of an organ~zat1on often requ1res extens1ve organ1-

zat1onal restructur1ng. 

Decreas1ng the 1mpact of bureaucrat1c structure on 

1nd1v1duals who occupy less autonomous roles may be 

ach1eved by the organ1zat1on adopt1ng a team approach to 

adrn1n1ster1ng schools. That 1s, team management tends to 

de-emphas1ze certa1n bureaucrat1c d1mens1ons of organ1za­

t1onal structure such as h1erarchy of author1ty or 

1mpersonal1ty. Other act1v1t1es for reduc1ng the 1mpact of 

the organ1zat1on's structure on an 1nd1v1dual adm1n1strator 

could 1nclude 1ntroduc1ng more cons1stent dut1es to 

allev1ate JOb fragmentat1on. For example, by hav1ng an 

adrn1n1strator follow an enter1ng n1nth grade class of 

students through the1r years 1n h1gh school 1nstead of 

try1ng to work w1th a new class of students each year could 

reduce some of the work fragmentat1on that 1s exper1enced 

by both pr1nc1pals and ass1stant pr1nc1pals. 

F1nally, people 1nvolved 1n the profess1onal development 

and preparat1on of pr1nc1pals and ass1stant pr1nc1pals 

should prov1de 1nformat1on that takes 1nto account the real 

d1fferences between the role of pr1nc1pal and the role of 

ass1stant pr1nc1pal. In add1t1on, such preparat1on should 

1nclude 1nformat1on spec1f1cally for pr1nc1pals on how to 

effect1vely work w1th ass1stant pr1nc1pals 1n order that 

the ass1stant pr1nc1pals may learn to cope w1th the bureau­

crat1c structure of the school d1str1ct. 



Conclud1ng Rem~rks 

Stress 1s, and probably w1ll cont1nue to be, a 

phenomenon assoc1ated w1th work s1nce the total absence 
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of stress results 1n death (Selye, 1956). Because work1ng 

1s an 1ntegral part of the Amer1can way-of-l1fe, learn1ng 

to deal w1th the stress that may be part of the work 

env1ronment 1s a matter of psycholog1cal and phys1cal 

necess1ty 1n order to ma1nta1n good health. Recogn1z1ng 

that some of the stress may be "self-generated" as a result 

of one's bel1ef systems, or that 1t may be "other-generated" 

as a result of the 1mpact of the organ1zat1onal structure 

on 1nd1v1duals who occupy the var1ous roles 1n that 

structure may be a f1rst step. Allev1at1ng the potent1ally 

damag1ng effects of work-related stress 1s a respons1b1l1ty 

that ult1mately must be shared equally between organ1zat1ons 

and the 1nd1v1duals who work 1n them. 
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U N I V E R S I T Y AJ 

ALBANY 
STAT( UNIY(IIlSITY OF IHW YOIIK 

March 7, 1988 

Ms. Terri L. Hiller 

Oklahoma City, OK 73107 

Dear Ms. Miller: 

You have my permission to use the bureaucrat scales. A copy is enclosed 

Good luck with your research. I would like to learn of your results 

Sincerely, 

Richard H. Hall 
Professor of Sociology 

Rllll•ep 
Enclosure 
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Dr. Richard II. Hall 
Department o( Sociology 
S U. H. Y, 
Rdom SS - 340 
1400 Washington AvenuE 
Albany, New York 12222 

Dear Dr. llall, 

11)3 

He Terri L Hiller 

Oklahoma City, Oldnhoma 73107 

February 24, 1988 

I am a graduate student in the Department of Educational Administration and Higher 
Education at Oklahoma State University conducting research to fulfill requirements 
for the Ed. D. degree. TI1e research problem is concerned with an investi~ation of 
school bureaucracy. 

After reviewing several instruments, I have concluded the measurement of or~aniza­
tional bureaucracy which you developed is the most suited measurement for my study 
TI1erefore, the purpose of this letter is to request written peraission to use the 
instrument you developed. 

Your permission for use of the instrument will be much ap.,reciated. I shall be happy 
to provide you with a copy of •Y findlnge. TI1ank you for your consideration of my 
request. 

Sincerely, 

(Ms ) Terri L. Hiller 



Dr Hilton Rokeach 
2832 Hedill Place 
Los Angeles, California 90064 

Dear Dr Rokeach, 

He Terri L HillPr 

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 7)107 

February 24, 19R8 

I am a graduate student in the Department of Educational Admini.,tration and lllphE'T 
Education at Oklahoma State University conducting research to fulfill reouirements 
for the Ed D. degree The research problem is concerned with individual belief 
systems. 

After reviewing several instruments, I have concluded the Dopmatism Scale which 
you developed is the most suited ~~~easurement for 111y study Therefore, the lltlrpo<;e 
of this letter is to request written permission to use the Dogmatism Scale, Form E 
that you developed 

Your permission for use of the scale will be much appreciated I shall be happv 
to provide you with a copy of my findings Thank you for your consideration of my 
request 

Very truly yours, 

~l.IIA- ;:;--' 7? J J I r ,__, 
(Hs ) Terri L Hiller 
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Dr. 1'1!1 ton Rokeach 
2832 Hedill Pla~e 
Los Angeles, California 90064 

Dear Dr. Rokeach, 

Hs Terri L Hiller 

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73107 

February 24, 19R8 

I am a graduate student in the Department of Educational Administration and lllp,her 
Education at Oklahoma State University conducting research to fulfill requirements 
for the Ed.D. degree. The research problem is concerned with individual belief 
systems. 

After reviewing several instruments, I have concluded the Dogmatism Scale which 
you developed is the most suited measurement for my study. Therefore, the purpose 
of this letter is to request written permission to use the Dogmatism Scale, tonn E 
that you developed. 

Your permission for use of the scale will be much appreciated I shall be happy 
to provide you with a copy of my findings. Thank you for your consideration of my 
request. 

Very truly yours, 

VIs ) Terri L. Hiller 



Dr. Boyd Swent 
P 0 Box 38 
Pendleton, Oregon 97801 

Dear Dr. Swent, 

156 

Hs Terri L Hiller 

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 
73107 

1\pril 21, 1988 

I am a graduate student in the Department of Educational AdministrRtion Rnd 
Higher Education at Oklahoma State ~niversity and I am currently conducting 
research to fulfill requirements for the Ed.D. degree As part of this re­
search, a survey of perceived stress among urban school ·administrators will 
be copducted. 

After reviewing several instruments, I have concluded that the instrument you 
developed in 1977 is most suited to my study Therefore, the purpose of this 
letter is to request written permission to uqe the 35 item Administrative 
Stress Index instrument developed by you while at the University of Oregon. 

In addition, I would like to use the following hea~ings for the 5-point 
Likert-type scale instead of the three headingq used in your original study 
(1) never bothers me, (2) seldom bothers me, (3) occasionally bothers me, 
{4) frequently bothers me, and (5) always bothers me I believe you alluded 
to such modification in the recommendations section of your study (page 148) 

Your permission for use of the Adminhtntlve Stress Index will be much 
appreciated I shall be happy to provide you with a copy of 11y _findings. 
Thank you for your consideration of my request. 

Very truly yours, 

If£~ /)1:/d~ 
(Ms ) Terri L. Hiller 
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4 12 s ! Duriolo .... 311 """"'"""' 0..1"'11 97101 ,.._ %75-6616 
llnyll Sw.ot, iluportnC.ft....,l 

May 1, 19811 

Mr~ Tern M1ller 

Oklahoma C1ty, OK 73107 

Dear Ms M1ller 

Thank you for your letter of Arml 21 19AA regardmg u~ or the Atlmm•~tmllve 
Stre~ Index m~trumenl You have my perm1or,.~•on to U\C the Jn\trument and to 
m<Xhfy 11 as you proposed 

Plea~e forward tO 1M I ropy or your fillUIIlj!~ III'Qn COmJ'IIehon of your ~tudy r\e~t 
Wl\hes on your J'IU"'UII or your advaneed degree and your re\Carch tr I can he or 
further 1.\SIStance, ple:t\C reel free IO COillliCI me 

Smcerely, 

S.z.6.:: .. 
Education Semce Ot\lnct 

S~>Wial rAutoiiOII IMIN<IIonol M--<11• 
,, .... ( ....... ,. ,.".. 1:'\;erln ure.a. ... '*'"' .. 

n.11 l't...-lnc 
...... f r., ... ..... "'"" 
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UJ~~IJ 
U/,/a Ito 111a S/ ale I hlll'els 1111 

' 

January 31 1990 

Dear Administrator 

1 am conducting a study of what I believe to be an Important concern amen; 
high school administrators employed in the public schools today The purpose 
of this nat1onal study 1s to assess the perceptions of work-related stress among 
h1gh school admi~lstrators S1nce you are a htgh school adm1n1strator 1n one of 
the largest school d1str1cts 1n the U S your partJctpation 1n the study 1s 
essental 

The enclosed survey has four parts and should take approximately twenty-five 
minutes to complete Your cooperation 1n completing and returning the survey 
will be appreciated Please return the survey no later than February 28 1990 
A stamped self-addressed envelope Is Included for your convenience 

In order to protect survey respondents data Will be used only In stat1st1cal 
form Although no names are requested or w1ll be used you have been ass1gned an 
Identification number to allow for a second ma1lout If needed In accordance 
w1th the Protection of Human SubJects poliCY and regulations, your participation 
1n this study 1s voluntary Return of th1s survey Wlll serve as your consent to 
part1c1pate 1n the study 

Sincerely, 

?r~L A;&v 
Tern L M1ller 
Research Assoc1ate 

Department of Educational 
Adm1n1stration and Higher Education 
Oklahoma State UntversltY 

C!!k , •••• .., HIP ' ,.~ 

h 

CENTENN'*'-
1190 1990 

,,,,.,..'~', .,,. lhe r ........ 
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Pli.RT I 

DIRECTIONS Please complete the demographlc 1nformat1on requested regard1ng you 
your school and the school d1str1ct 1n wh1ch you work 

A Your pos1t1on Pnnc1pal 

Ass1stant/V1ce PrlnClPal 

B Your gender Male 

Female 

c Your age 

D Years 1n present pos1t1on 

E Years 1n adnumstratlon 

F Hours worked per week 

G Your SCHOOL 'enrollment 

H Your DISTRICT enrollment 

Type of commun1ty Urban 

Suburban 

Rural 

J Grade conf1gurat1on of your school 7 - 12 

8 - 12 

9 - 12 

____ 10- 12 

11 - 12 

---------other. please spec1fy 
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PART II 

DIRECTIONS Please CIRCLE the response that 1nd1cates how much each s1tuat1on 
bothers you 

Some-
Never Rarely t1mes Often Always 

Be1ng Interrupted frequently by 
telephone calls 

2 Superv1s1ng and coordinat1ng the 
tasks of many people 

3 Feeling st~ff ~mbers do not understand 
my goa!s ( ~ectations 

4 Feel1ng that am not fully qual1f1ed to 

1 

1 

1 

handle my JOb 1 

5 Know1ng I cannot get 1nformat1on needed 
to carry out my JOb properly 1 

6 Trr1ng to resolve d1fferences between/ 
among students 1 

7 Thinklng that I will not be able to 
satisfy the conflict1ng demands of those 
who have author1ty over me ' 1 

8 Feel1ng not enough 1s expected of me by 
my supen ors, 

9 Hav1ng my work frequently 1nterrupted 

1 

by staff members who want to talk 1 

10 Impos1ng excess1vely h1gh expectat1ons 
on myself 1 

11 Feel1ng pressure for better JOb performr 
ance over and above what I think 1s 
reasonable 1 

12 Wr1t1ng memos letters and other 
coamumcat1on 

13 Try1ng to resolve d1fferences w1th 
my supenors 

14 Speak1ng 1n front of groups 

15 lttempt1ng to meet soc1al eXPectatlons 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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Some-
Never Rarely t1mes Often Always 

16 Not knowing what my supervisor thinks 
of me or how he/she evaluates my 
performance 2 3 4 5 

17 Having to make dec1s1ons that affect the 
lives of IndiVIdual people that I know 1 2 3 4 5 

18 Feeling I have to partiCipate In school 
activlties outside of the normal work'Ing 
hours at the expense of my personal time 1 2 3 4 5 

19 Feeling that I have too much responsi-
bllitY delegated to me by my supervisor 1 2 3 4 5 

20 Trying to resolve parent/school conflicts 1 2 3 4 5 

21 Preparing and allocating budget resources 2 3 4 5 

22 Feeling that I have too little authoritY 
to carry out responsibilities assigned 
to me 1 2 3 4 5 

23 Handling student diSCIPline problems 1 2 3 4 5 

24 Being Involved In the collective 
barga1mng process 2 3 4 5 

25 Evaluating staff members' performance 1 2 3 4 5 

26 Feeling that I have too heavy a work 
load one that I cannot possibly finish 
during the normal work day 2 3 4 5 

27 Complying With state federal and 
organiZaional rules and policies 2 3 4 5 

28 Feeling that the progress on my JOb 
IS not what It should or could be 1 2 3 4 5 

29 Administering the negotiated contract 1 2 3 4 5 

30 Being unclear on JUSt what the scope 
and responsibilities of my JOb are 1 2 3 4 5 

31 Feeling that meetings take up too 
much time 1 2 3 4 5 

32 Trying to complete reports and other 
paper work on time 1 2 3 4 5 



Some-
Never Rarely t1me Often Always 

33 Try1ng to resolve differences between/ 
among staff members 1 2 3 4 5 

34 Try1ng to 1nfluence my lmmediate super-
v1sor's act"ons and declsJons that 
affect me 2 3 4 5 

35 TTYlng to ga1n publlc approval and/or 
flnanc1al support for school programs 1 2 3 4 5 

PART I I I 

DIRECTIONS Please mark each statement 1n the left marg1n according to how much 
you agree or d1sagree The best answer to each statement below IS 
your personal OPlnion Please mark every one Write +1 +2 +3 
-1, -2 or -3 depending on how you feel 1n each case 

+1 
+2 
+3 

agree a 11 t t1 e 
agree on the whole 
agree very much 

-1 
-2 
-3 

d1sagree a l1ttle 
disagree on the whole 
disagree very much 

The Un1ted States and Russia have JUSt about noth1ng 1n common 

2 The h1ghest form of government lS a democracy and the h1ghest form of 
democracy IS a government run by those who are the most lntelligent 

3 Even though freedom of speech for all groups IS a worthwhile goal 1t 
lS unfortunately necessary to restr1ct the freedom of certa1n pol1t1cal 
groups 

4 It lS only natural that a person would have a much better acqua1ntance 
w1th 1deas he/she bel1eves In than 1deas he/she opposes 

5 Human be1ngs on their own are helpless and miserable creatures 

6 Fundamentally the world we l1ve 1n 1s a pretty lonesome place 

7 Most people Just don't g1ve a "damn" for others 

8 I'd like 1t 1f I could flnd someone who would tell me how to solve 
my personal problems 

9 It 1s only natural for a Person to be rather fearful of the future 

_____ 10 There 1s so much to be done and so l1ttle t1me to do 1t 1n 

_____ 11 Once I get wound up 1n a heated d1scuss1on I JUst can't stop 
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+1 
+2 
+3 

agree a 11 t tJ e 
sgree on the whole 
agree very much 

-1 
-2 
-3 

d1sagree a l1ttle 
d1sagree on the whole 
d1sagree very much 

_____ 12 In a d1scuss1on I often f1nd 1t necessary to repeat myself several 
t1mes to make sure I am be1ng understood 

_____ 13 In a heated d1scuss1on I generally become so absorbed 1n what I am 
go1ng to say that I forget to l1sten to what the others are sayJng 

______ 14 It 1s better to be a dead hero than a l1ve coward 

______ 15 The ma1n th1ng 1n l1fe IS for a person to want to do someth1ng 
1mportant 

______ 16 WlH'~ l don't like to adm1t th1s even to myself my secret amb1t1on 1s 
to become a great person l1ke E1nste1n or Beethoven or Shakespeare 

_____ 17 If g1ven a chance I would do someth1ng of great benef1t to the world 

18 In the h1story of mank1nd there have probably been Just a handful of 
really great th1nkers 

______ 19 There are a number of people I have come to hate because of the th1ngs 
they stand for 

_____ 20 A person who does not bel1eve 1n some great cause has not really llved 

_____ 21 In th1s compl1cated world of ours the only way we can know what s go1ng 
on 1s to rely on leaders or experts who can be trusted 

______ 22 It 1s only when a person devotes hlm/herself to an 1deal or cause that 
l1fe becomes mean1ngful 

______ 23 Of all the d1fferent ph1losoph1es wh1ch ex1st 1n th1s world there 1s 
probably only one wh1ch 1s correct 

______ 24 To comprom1se w1th our pol1t1cal opponents 1s dangerous because 1t 
usually leads to the betrayal of our own s1de 

______ 25 When 1t comes to d1fference 1n op1n1on In rel191on we must be careful 
not to comprom1se w1th those who bel1eve d1fferently from the way 
we do 

______ 26 A person who gets enthus1ast1c about too many causes 1s l1kely to be a 
pretty "wlshy-washy" sort of a person 

______ 27 In t1mes llke these a person must be pretty selflsh 1f he/she 
cons1ders pr1mar1lY h1s/her own happ1ness 

______ 28 The worst cr1me a person could comm1t 1s to attack publlcly the people 
who bel1eve 1n the same th1ng he/she does 
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+1 
+2 
+3 

egree e llttle 
agree on the whole 
agree very much 

-1 
-2 
-3 

disagree a little 
disagree on the whole 
disagree very much 

______ 29 In times like these It 1s often necessery to be more on guard against 
Ideas put out by people or groups In one's own camp than by those In 
the OPPOSing camp 

_____ 30 A group which tolerates too much difference of OPinion among 1ts own 
members cannot exist for long 

______ 31 There are two kinds of people 1n this world 
and those who are ega1nst the truth 

those who are for truth 

_____ 32 My blood bolls whenever a person stubbornly refuses to admit he/she 
IS wrong 

33 A person who thlnYS prJmariiY of his/her own happiness 15 beneath 
contempt 

_____ 34 Most of the Ideas which get printed nowadays are not worth the paper 
they are pr1nted on 

______ 35 It IS often desirable to reserve JUdgement about what's going on until 
one has had a chance to hear the opinions of those one respects 

_____ 36 In the long run the best way to l1ve 1s to Plck friends and assoc1ates 
whose tastes and beliefs are the same as ones own 

_____ 37 The present IS all too often full of unhaPPiness 
future that counts 

It 1s only the 

______ 38 If a man/woman 1s to accomplish h1s/her mlSSlon In life It IS sometimes 
necessary to gamble "all or nothing at ell " 

_____ 39 Unfortunately e good many people With whom I have discussed Important 
sociel and moral problems don t really understand what's go1ng on 

_____ 40 Most people JUSt don t know what's good for them 
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PART IV 

DIRECTIONS Please CIRCLE the response that 1nd1cates how well each statement 
descr1bes your school DISTRICT organ1zat1on 

Very Unde- Very 
Well Well c1ded Poorly Poorly 

I feel that I can act as my own boss on 
most matters 

2 Even small matters have to be referred to 

vw 

some h1gher up for a f1nal answer VW 

3 One th1ng people llke around th1s d1str1ct 
lS the var1ety of work they get to do VW 

4 The school d1str1ct has a manual of 
rules and regulat1ons to be followed VW 

5 Smok1ng 1s permitted only 1n certa1n 
designated places VW 

6 Standard procedures are to be followed 
1n almost all s1tuat1ons VW 

7 We are encouraged to cut red tape' 1n 
order to get the JOb done VW 

B No matter how ser1ous a person's problems 
are he/she lS to be treated the same as 
everyone else 

9 Employees are per1od1cally evaluated to 

vw 

see how well they do the1r JOb VW 

10 All the execut1ves have experience 
quallfYlng them for the Job VW 

11 A person can make hls/her own dec1s1ons 
w1thout checking w1th anyone else VW 

12 I have to check With the boss before I do 
almost anything VW 

13 Most JObs have someth1ng dlfferent 
happen1ng from day to day VW 

14 Employees are expected to follow orders 
WIthout quest 1om ng them VW 

15 There really are no spec1f1c rules but 
the employees understand how they shall 
act vw 

w 

w 

w 

w 

w 

w 

w 

w 

w 

w 

w 

w 

w 

? p VP 

? p VP 

? p VP 

? p VP 

? p VP 

? p VP 

? p VP 

p VP 

? p VP 

? p VP 

? p VP 

? p VP 

p VP 

? p VP 

7 p VP 
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16 Red tape 1s often a problem 1n gett1ng a 
JOb done 

17 The school d1str1ct stresses followJng 
the establ1shed procedures 

18 A person who l1kes to make hls/her own 
decJsJons would become dJscouraged 1n 
th1s d1stnct 

19 People aren't promoted SJmply because they 

Very 
Well 

vw 

vw 

vw 

have a "pull ' VW 

20 Promct1ons are based on mer1t 1n th1s 
school d1str1ct VW 

21 Everyone 1n the d1str1ct has one super1or 
to whom he/she regularly reports VW 

22 People can get supp!Jes Wlthout clear1ng 
1t w1th the1r super1ors 

23 People work1ng 1n th1s d1str1ct usually 
f1nd thelr JObs to be monotonous 

24 The employees are constantly be1ng 
checked upon for rule VlolatJons 

25 It seems as though there lS a rule for 
everyth1ng 1n th1s d1str1ct 

26 Go1ng through the proper channels at 
all t1mes 1s constantly stressed 

27 Everyone who calls the school d1str1ct 
from outs1de 1s treated 1n exactly the 
same manner 

28 The school d1str1ct 1s always sponsor1ng 

vw 

vw 

vw 

vw 

employee get-togethers VW 

29 Many people seem to be h1red s1mply be-
cause they are attract1ve 1n appearance VW 

30 Some people are kept on the payroll even 
though they are not good workers VW 

31 There can be l1ttle act1on unt1l a super-
Vlsor approves a dec1s1on VW 

Unde­
Well Clded 

w 

w 

w 

w ? 

w 

w 

w ? 

w 

w ? 

w ? 

w 

w ? 

w ? 

w ? 

w ? 

w ? 

Poorly 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

Very 
Poorly 

VP 

VP 

VP 

VP 

VP 

VP 

VP 

VP 

VP 

VP 

VP 

VP 

VP 

VP 

VP 

VP 
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Very Unde- Very 
Well Well c1ded Poorly Poorly 

32 Only persons 1n execut1ve pos1t1ons can 
dec1de how a JOb IS to be done VW 

33 We usually work under the same clrcum-
stances from day to ~ay VW 

34 Employees are not allowed to leave their 
working areas Wlthout perm1ss1on VW 

35 Employees are often left to their own 
Judgement as to how to handle most 
problems VW 

36 We are to follow str1ct operat1ng 
procedures at a 11 t 1mes VW 

37 ~ person gets the chance to develop 
good fnends 1n th1s d1stnct VW 

38 People are to be treated w1th1n the 
rules no matter how ser1ous a problem 
they may have VW 

39 People 1n th1s d1str1ct are g1ven ra1ses 
according to how well they are liked 
rather than how well they do the1r Job VW 

40 In order to get a promot1on a person 
has to demonstrate his/her competence VW 

41 How th1ngs are done around thiS d1str1ct 
lS left pretty much up to the persons 
do1ng the work VW 

42 Everyone has a spec1f1c JOb to do VW 

43 There 1s someth1ng new and different 
to do almost every day VW 

44 Noth1ng 1s sa1d 1f you come to work 
late occasionally VW 

45 Most of us are encouraged to use our own 
JUdgement 1n handling everyday s1tuat1ons VW 

46 Whenever we have a problem we are supposed 
to go to the same person for an answer VW 

w ? p VP 

w ? p VP 

w ? p VP 

w ' p VP 

w ' p VP 

w ' p VP 

w ? p VP 

w ' p VP 

w ' p VP 

w ? p VP 

w ' p VP 

w ? p VP 

w ? p VP 

w ' p VP 

w ? p VP 
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47 Management 1n th1s d1str1ct st1cks 
pretty much to themselves 

48 A very fr1endly atmosphere 1s evident to 
everyone who works In th1s d1str1ct 

49 There 1s little chance for promotion 
unless you are 1n' Wlth the boss 

50 There IS really no systemat1c procedure 
for promot1ons 

51 People In this dlstrict get the1r orders 
from the same person all the t1me 

52 This school distr1ct 1s character1zed 
by a complex div1s1on of labor 

53 No two days are ever the same 1n this Job 

54 People In th1s d1strict make the1r own 
rules on the JOb 

55 Every employee has a spec1f1c function 
wh1ch he/she has to perform 

56 At t1mes go1ng through the proper 
channels becomes more 1mportant than 
gett1ng the work done 

57 We are expected to be courteous but 
reserved at all t1mes 

58 No one 1n th1s d1str1ct calls h1s/her 
super1or by h1s/her first name 

59 Most JObs In this school district Involve 
a variety of d1fferent k1nds of activities 

60 People 1n th1s d1str1ct feel that they are 
constantly be1ng watched to see that they 
obey all the rules 

61 Any declsion I make has to have the boss s 
approval 

62 The school d1str1ct IS really 
very 1mportant 
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Well Well cided Poorly Poorly 

w ? p 

w ? p VP 

w 7 p VP 

w 7 p 

w ? p VP 

w 7 p VP 

vw w ? p VP 

w ? p VP 
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w ? p VP 
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School; 1982, Adm1n1strat1ve Intern, Classen H.S., 
1982-1984, Ass1stant Pr1nc1pal, Northeast H.S.; 
1984-1985, Ass1stant D1rector of Mlddle Schools; 
1985-1988, Coord1nator of School Related Serv1ces; 
1988-1989, Ass1stant Pr1nc1pal, Star-Spencer, H.S.; 
1989 to present, Ass1stant Pr1nc1pal, Northeast 
H.S. S1nce 1976, all teach1ng, bu1ld1ng, and 
central off1ce adm1n1strat1on has been w1th the 
Oklahoma C1ty Publ1c Schools, Oklahoma C1ty, Okla. 




