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CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION 

Leadership and education 

The concept of leadership has been a topic of discussion for decades. The ancient 

philosophers were intrigued by the topic as it has been universally discussed without 

regard to social status or culture (Bass, 1981). Many theories have been developed and 

expounded upon, resulting in a wide variety of opinions on the subject of leadership 

(Bass, 1981; Laub, 2011).  Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005) stated, “Regardless of 

the theory used to explain it, leadership has been intimately linked to the effective 

functioning of complex organizations throughout the centuries” (p. 5). Based on the 

knowledge that effective leadership is of utmost importance, leadership theories focus on 

leadership practices and characteristics that have an effect on the followers and the 

organization itself (Laub, 2011; Marzano, Waters, and McNulty, 2005).    

Educational leadership is no different in that many theories have emerged to 

explain the practices and characteristics of an effective principal.  Marzano, Waters, and 

McNulty (2005) claimed that effective principals seek to work in collaboration with their 

teachers as part of an overall system of improvement and change for their school.  In 

contrast, authoritarian leadership models are outdated and are not designed to deal with 

the varied role the principalship has come to entail over the years (Ramsey, 2006).  Ward 

and Wilcox (1999) stated that delegation and empowerment are two important elements 

in the effectiveness of school leaders.  Several leadership theories stand out as the most 

effective for school leaders: transformational, authentic, spiritual, and servant leadership.  

Transformational leadership is that in which leaders and followers raise one 

another to higher levels of morality and motivation often by leaders being a role model to 
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their followers regarding work ethic and by seeking ways that followers can take greater 

ownership in their work (Burns, 2003).  Authentic leadership promotes a positive 

environment, with the leader building trust and relationships, all while leading 

transparently (Fox, Gong, & Attoh, 2015). Spiritual leadership includes many aspects of 

transformational and authentic leadership, while adding an element of spirituality and 

ethical considerations (Boorom, 2010).  Servant leadership, as defined by Robert 

Greenleaf (1970), is leading by serving others and is the focus of this study.  

Servant leadership 

Greenleaf (1970) described servant leadership theory as simply when the leader is 

first a servant. He explained that the servant leader has a natural servant’s disposition, but 

he makes a conscious decision to lead others. Spears (1998) noted that servant leadership 

is based on community and teamwork, involving others in important decisions and 

fostering growth.  Spears (1998) also noted ten characteristics of a servant leader: 

listening, empathy, healing, awareness, persuasion, conceptualization, foresight, 

stewardship, commitment to growth of people, and building community.  

The servant leader places his emphasis on the followers and is successful in 

getting his followers to share in his vision and goals by making them a part of the 

decision-making process (Parris & Peachey, 2013). Patterson (2003) explained that the 

secret to servant leaders’ success is in how they deal with their followers.  Barbuto and 

Wheeler (2006) identified a five-dimension construct of servant leadership, 

characterizing the following attributes distinct to servant leadership: altruistic calling, 

emotional healing, wisdom, persuasive mapping, and organizational stewardship.  As 

servant leadership has been consistently researched since 1970 by people such as Spears 
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(1998), Laub (1999), Patterson (2003) and Barbuto and Wheeler (2006), it is still 

considered a viable theory that has seen much success over the years.  

Job satisfaction and teacher morale 

As leadership greatly impacts the institution and its employees, the importance of 

this effect on employees should be noted. Peterson, Park, and Sweeney (2008) found that 

employees who enjoy their work are more productive, work at higher levels of efficiency, 

and require less management than do employees who are dissatisfied.  Morale, however, 

is more complicated than enjoying one’s work.  Though morale has been difficult to 

define in specific terms, it is most often understood to mean the satisfaction received 

from one’s work (Peterson, Park, & Sweeney, 2008; Thompson, 2009; Evans (1997) 

noted teacher morale has proven to be even more difficult to define because of the nature 

of the job and the many facets that make up a teacher’s workday.  She explained that 

many of these facets have little to do with actually teaching children or performing tasks 

that teachers were taught to do in their teacher training programs.  Evans (1997) noted 

that several studies regarding teacher morale or on closely related subjects of job 

satisfaction or teacher retention and attrition struggle to separate different contributing 

factors of teacher morale such as job-related factors, societal factors, personal factors, 

and economic factors.  What is known is that teachers who report elevated levels of 

teacher morale statistically have a positive considerable influence on the achievement of 

students (Mackenzie, 2007; Rhodes, Nevill, & Allen, 2004). Furthermore, these 

aforementioned teachers are less likely to report that they are not satisfied with their jobs 

or that they are planning to leave the profession.   
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Mackenzie’s (2007) research into teacher morale has defined the following three 

levels of teacher morale: personal morale, school morale, and professional morale. These 

levels work together to create teacher morale.  Her research among beginning teachers 

has demonstrated that teachers with strong mentoring-type programs have positively 

influenced retention rates among this group, and these same teachers even demonstrated 

stronger levels of morale than did their counterparts who left the profession.  Similarly, 

morale studies have had trouble determining whether individuals have higher levels of 

intrinsic morale or if there are correlations between levels of self-efficacy and teacher 

morale (Jepson & Forrest, 2006; Mackenzie, 2007).  In short, teacher morale has an effect 

on many aspects of teaching, including job satisfaction, self-efficacy, teacher attrition, 

teacher retention, and teacher effectiveness. 

Research by Briggs and Richardson (1992) identified which components of 

teachers’ jobs cause their morale levels to fall.  They found that student behaviors in their 

classrooms and the feeling that they can’t control those behaviors cause teachers to feel 

less satisfaction in their jobs. Consistent among researchers is the finding that student 

behavior and teacher workload greatly affect the morale among teachers. (Briggs & 

Richardson, 1992; Evans, 1997; Mackenzie, 2007).  These are the two most common 

causes of low teacher morale and have the greatest statistical impact on the level of a 

teacher’s morale (Briggs & Richardson, 1992; Evans, 1997). However, some research has 

shown that it is not the actions of the administrator toward the teacher in the completion 

of a job requirement of the administrator, such as making a schedule, but it is the 

relational capacity between the principal and the teacher that affects morale (Evans, 

1997; Hunter-Boykin & Evans, 1995).  When the administrator makes the teacher feel 
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like a valued member of the organization, this causes the teacher to perceive his or her 

importance to the administrator and the school and ultimately affects the teacher’s morale 

level in a positive way (Hunter-Boykin & Evans, 1995). 

Statement of the problem 

Research has shown that positive teacher morale is connected to the quality of 

teaching and student achievement, and it has shown that the principal greatly impacts the 

morale of teachers (Houchard, 2005; Hunter-Boykin & Evans, 1995; Waters, Marzano, & 

McNulty, 2003).  Other factors affecting teacher morale are student discipline problems, 

ever-increasing teacher workloads, and job satisfaction with teaching that comes from 

positive or negative interactions between teachers and students (Evans, 1997; Houchard, 

2005; Mackenzie, 2007).   

Additionally, low teacher morale is one cause of teachers leaving the profession 

and, in cases where they stay, leads to high job dissatisfaction rates (Briggs & 

Richardson, 1992; Mackenzie, 2007).  There are many factors that contribute to low 

morale, with student discipline and teacher workload leading the research (Evans, 1997; 

Houchard, 2005; Mackenzie, 2007).  The climate in which teachers work, when it causes 

teacher dissatisfaction, can be linked to lower student achievement and increased teacher 

absenteeism and, ultimately, higher rates of teacher attrition (Briggs & Richardson, 1992; 

Hunter-Boykin & Evans, 1995).   

Accordingly, a positive connection between a principal’s leadership style and 

teacher morale is critical to the achievement of the school and its students (Whitaker, 

Whitaker, & Lumpa, 2000).  One leadership style used by some principals is servant 

leadership.  Servant leadership, which is characterized by putting the needs of others first 
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and leading through service to others, has proven itself to be effective in many business 

organizations (Jones, 2012; Melchar & Bosco, 2010).  According to van Dierendonck and 

Nuijten (2011), there has yet to be a research-based definition of servant leadership in 

terms of leader behavior, and no single measure can fully encapsulate and operationalize 

complex theories like servant leadership.  The authors go on to contend that more studies 

are needed that compare measures to augment our understanding into the core of servant 

leadership (van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011). 

As more research is needed to fully understand servant leadership, research is also 

needed to evaluate the relationship between servant leadership and employee job 

satisfaction (Stramba, 2003).  Research on servant leadership in schools is also lacking.  

What is known is that school principals’ interpersonal skills are important in working 

with stakeholders and in gaining support from teachers (Ward & Wilcox, 1999; Waters, 

Marzano, & McNulty, 2003).  Crippen (2005) found that servant leadership theory 

addresses many areas where principals need to enact change in a school, but she 

contended that more research is needed on this theory being a viable option in schools. 

Spears (1998) proposed ten characteristics of servant leadership that are 

identifiable in a servant leader and are crucial to these leaders meeting their goal of 

developing people.  According to van Dierendonck and Nuijten (2011), “More and better 

insights grounded in empirically based findings are essential in order to alert 

organizations to the necessity of being open to the needs and wishes of employees, 

acknowledging their worth and achievements, but also of being stewards and making 

people feel responsible for their work” (p. 265).   
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More research on servant leadership as an effective model for school principals to 

increase teacher morale is also needed.  As the studies that have been conducted on 

servant leadership and teacher morale are either limited to one specific school or type of 

school or are based on schools out of the country with different educational structures, 

research that connects servant leadership practices of school principals and teacher 

morale is essential to furthering educational research on effective school leadership 

(Houchard, 2005; Metzcar, 2008).  Houchard (2005) found that many studies on school 

improvement and school leadership effectiveness ignore the aspect of teacher morale, due 

to the ambiguous nature of the term.  Moreover, research that specifically looks at the 

servant leadership characteristics of school leaders and their effect on teacher morale is 

virtually non-existent and would give educators more specific ways to improve 

leadership skills and, therefore, the morale of their teachers.  

Purpose of the study 

The purpose of this study was to identify the relationship between the attributes of 

a servant leader as demonstrated by principals and the teacher morale in the schools.  

This study focused on the attributes of a servant leader as defined by Barbuto and 

Wheeler (2006).  Being able to identify the relationships between the characteristics of 

the servant leadership model and how they relate to the level of teacher morale, 

especially in regards to areas where principals have the most effect, allowed the 

researcher to identify how relevant the servant leadership model is for principals when 

attempting to improve teacher morale. 
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Justification 

Teacher morale is important to providing quality education for students (Briggs & 

Richardson, 1992; Devi & Mani, 2010; Ellenburg, 1972; Mackenzie, 2007).  Low teacher 

morale, according to Briggs and Richardson (1992) can cause issues among teachers 

internally and externally with their co-workers to the point of causing high teacher 

turnover. Johnsrud and Rosser (2002) found that low morale was a major cause of 

teachers resigning from a school, and in many cases, resulted in them leaving the 

teaching profession altogether. In many studies, teachers report lack of recognition, 

workload, large class size and subsequent discipline problems, and lack of 

communication as some causes of low teacher morale (Briggs & Richardson, 1992; 

Ellenburg, 1972; Houchard, 2005; Mackenzie, 2007).  Ellenburg (1972) found that 

teacher morale had a direct impact on the achievement of the students and the overall 

academic potential of the school.  Because teacher morale has been proven to have an 

effect on the school, it is important to note that studies have shown that the leadership of 

the school has an impact on morale as well (Devi & Mani, 2010; Houchard, 2005; 

Johnsrud & Rosser, 2002; Rowland, 2008; Mackenzie, 2007).  

Understanding the relationship between teacher morale and leadership, 

particularly servant leadership, may benefit school administrators at the building level as 

they are responsible for the implementation of educational initiatives and can have an 

effect on morale.  Principals often have little to no control over how many teachers they 

can hire, as this is often dictated from the district level, nor can they often alleviate the 

class sizes that result from the high teacher to student ratios (Ramsey, 2006; Sergiovanni, 

2005).   Additionally, they are unable to discipline students outside of district policies and 
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procedures (Sergiovanni, 2005).  Principals, therefore, are more like mid-level managers, 

implementing school district policies and procedures that limit the scope of the 

principal’s power (Brown & Anfara, 2002; Rousmaniere, 2013).  Many of the causes of 

decreased teacher morale are, therefore, often outside the ability of building level 

administration to correct (Brown & Anfara, 2002; Sergiovanni, 2005).   

Furthermore, administrators who do have more influence over class sizes and 

student discipline policies often lack funding necessary to make changes that they see 

would be beneficial for addressing issues that potentially will be damaging to teacher 

morale (Ramsey, 2006; Sergiovanni, 2005).  Funding may make it impossible for a 

principal to hire additional personnel necessary to alleviate large class sizes or add 

behavioral interventions that may impact student behavior.  However, the practices of 

servant leadership are free and, therefore, cost effective.  Many are also based on skills 

administrators can develop (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006).  Identifying relationships 

between these components and teacher morale may provide principals with information 

that will allow them to address teacher morale issues and, ultimately, student 

achievement in a way that is attainable at the school level, regardless of decisions over 

which they have no control (Devi & Mani, 2010; Mackenzie, 2007). 

Another potential benefit of this study is that it may influence districts to provide 

training for principals and other leaders to develop those servant leadership 

characteristics identified as significantly positive in the study.  Furthermore, colleges 

preparing students for educational leadership may be more willing to give servant 

leadership a primary place as theoretically effective for school leaders if research shows 

through numerous studies that servant leadership is a viable option for school leaders.  
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Since servant leadership is focused primarily on serving first (Greenleaf, 1977), it is 

reasonable that leaders who devote themselves to educating children for less money than 

leaders in other fields may benefit from a formalized method for learning servant 

leadership practices. Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) found that research on servant 

leadership is needed and justified due to the strong relationships shown with employees’ 

effectiveness and satisfaction. They claimed, “Organizations may look for opportunities 

to recruit individuals who possess servant leadership characteristics” (Barbuto & 

Wheeler, 2006, p. 322).  Providing research to allow educational leadership programs for 

aspiring administrators and practicing administrators to be more fully developed will 

provide a cost-effective and potentially results-driven theoretical framework for school 

leaders from which to work. 

Finally, teachers and students will potentially benefit from leaders who are 

effective servant leaders (Metzcar, 2008; Noland & Richards, 2015).  Teachers and 

students deserve the chance to be heard and empathized with, and leaders owe it to both 

parties to explain decisions and rationales that benefit the learning community (Metzcar, 

2008).  Though persuasion often has a negative connotation, servant leaders do not seek 

to manipulate but instead to share ideas and offer explanations that allow others to be 

heard and feel appreciated (Spears, 1998).  Teachers who are treated well by a principal 

demonstrating the attributes of a servant leader are more likely to treat students in the 

same way (Devi & Mani, 2010).  Students who feel appreciated and respected and who 

feel like they have a role in their education may feel more in control and take greater 

ownership in their education and future. 
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In short, potential benefits of this study include greater student achievement 

through increased teacher morale, continued research to build the body of knowledge of 

servant leadership behaviors in education, and altering the practice of principals in a more 

cost-effective way. 

Theoretical framework 

Servant leadership theory formed the theoretical framework for this study.  The 

work of Robert K. Greenleaf (1970) on servant leadership led to the conceptualization of 

the servant leadership theory.  Greenleaf (1970) defined servant leadership by examining 

the individualities and qualities displayed by exemplary leaders. He determined that 

servant leaders are driven by their motivation to serve others. Spears (1998), Laub 

(1999), Patterson (2003), and Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) espoused Greenleaf’s work 

and added to it, identifying specific characteristics and traits of a servant leader. Each of 

these authors conducted extensive research on servant leadership and are highly respected 

names in the literature on servant leadership theory.  This theory has proven effective for 

bringing about change in many organizations (Crippen, 2005; Jones, 2012; Melchar & 

Bosco, 2010) and is a worthwhile option for leaders today.  

Servant leadership theory 

Servant leadership theory is based primarily on the work by Greenleaf (1970). He 

first coined this term and defined the servant leader as one who desires to serve others 

and does not make decisions based on his or her own needs or desires. Spears (1998) 

labeled these ten characteristics of servant leaders: (1) listening, (2) empathy, (3) healing, 

(4) awareness, (5) persuasion, (6) conceptualization, (7) foresight, (8) stewardship, (9) 

commitment, and (10) community building.  Laub (1999) further expanded the theory of 
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servant leadership by identifying categories for servant leadership characteristics.  He 

accomplished this expansion primarily through his survey instrument known as the 

Organizational Leadership Assessment (OLA).  Those characteristics developed by Laub 

(1999) are (1) valuing people, (2) developing people, (3) building community, (4) 

displaying authenticity, (5) providing leadership, and (6) sharing leadership.  

Patterson (2003) also extended the research on servant leadership theory.  She 

explained that servant leadership begins with transformational leadership and expands 

from there. Much like servant leadership, the transformational leader is self-sacrificing 

and uses this characteristic to motivate staff and reach his or her goals (Bass, 1981, & 

Burns, 1978). In light of this research, Patterson (2003) attributed the following 

characteristics to servant leadership: love, humility, altruism, trust, empowerment, vision, 

and service. She emphasized that servant leaders put others’ needs and desires above their 

own.  

Barbuto and Wheeler (2002) also added to the research on servant leadership 

theory.  Barbuto and Wheeler (2002) first defined 11 characteristics of a servant leader: 

calling, listening, empathy, healing, awareness, persuasion, conceptualization, foresight, 

stewardship, growth, and building community.  Then, they took those characteristics and 

refined them into a five-dimension construct identifying five factors that appeared to be 

theoretically and empirically distinct: altruistic calling, emotional healing, wisdom, 

persuasive mapping, and organizational stewardship.  They developed a questionnaire, 

the Servant Leadership Questionnaire (SLQ), to measure the level of servant leadership 

of a leader based on these five dimensions. (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006).  Each of these 

researchers was fundamental in the formation of the theory of servant leadership. 
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Research Questions 

The research questions addressed in this study of servant leadership were: 

1. Is there a significant relationship between servant leadership characteristics and 

teacher morale? 

2. Is there a significant relationship between servant leadership characteristics and 

the teacher morale factor of teacher rapport with the principal? 

3. Is there a significant relationship between servant leadership characteristics and 

the teacher morale factor of satisfaction with teaching? 
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CHAPTER II – LITERATURE REVIEW 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a comprehensive and critical review of 

the literature related to servant leadership and teacher morale.  Extensive research by 

Waters, Marzano, and McNulty (2003) has shown that positive teacher morale is 

connected to teacher quality and student achievement, and it has shown that leadership 

styles of the principal greatly influence the morale of teachers.  Other research studies 

also indicate that teachers are constantly faced with job-related stressors such as student 

discipline problems, ever-increasing teacher workloads, and job satisfaction with 

teaching that comes from positive or negative interactions between teachers and students 

(Briggs & Richardson, 1992; Mackenzie, 2007; Whitaker, Whitaker, & Lumpa, 2000; & 

Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003).  Additionally, research by Mackenzie (2007) has 

shown that low morale is one cause of teacher attrition and, in cases where these teachers 

choose to stay, they experience high job dissatisfaction rates, which then can lead to low 

levels of student achievement. Research has found that two main causes of low morale 

are student discipline and teacher workload, which is constantly increasing and includes 

both student-teacher ratios and growing paperwork requirements (Briggs & Richardson, 

1992; Mackenzie, 2007).   

Accordingly, a positive connection between principal leadership style and teacher 

morale is critical to the achievement of the school and its students (Whitaker, Whitaker, 

& Lumpa, 2000).  One such leadership style, servant leadership, has proven itself to be 

effective in school principals and addresses many of the increased requirements that 

NCLB placed on principals as they are expected to be the instructional leaders of schools 

(Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003).  School principals require a strong set of 
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Stramba (2003) suggested that servant leadership is far too people-centered and, 

therefore, is too slow to be the most effective leadership strategy in a field where profits 

are the ultimate goal.  Stramba (2003) also noted research that suggested servant 

leadership belongs in government bureaucracy because of the morale issues that result 

from set wages and ever-increasing paperwork and job responsibilities.  Kiechel (1992), 

however, argued that servant leadership is best left out of government because of 

religious overtones and should instead be relegated to non-profits such as churches or 

charities, where the moral implications of servant leadership are more acceptable.  What 

each of these aforementioned researchers fail to say, however, is not that servant 

leadership is ineffective, only that it may be better used in areas outside of business.  The 

chief argument of being too people-centered or religious, ethical, or morally-centered are 

in fact the arguments that supporters of servant leadership espouse as its strengths 

(Greenleaf, 1977; Patterson, 2003; Sousa & van Dierendonck, 2015; Spears, 1998).  

Morale 

As this study seeks to examine the relationship servant leadership has on teacher 

morale, it must first closely examine morale itself and its effects on organizations.  The 

research on morale is diverse, and the background and definitions of the term itself are 

complex and varied.  To clearly determine what teacher morale is, one must explore the 

literature on morale, beginning with its history and background. 

History and background of morale research  

Difficulties in defining morale.  As leaders have a great influence on and a direct 

relationship with their subordinates, one might perceive that the morale of said 

subordinates is imperative to the success of the organization. Houchard (2005) noted that 
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morale has been difficult for many researchers to define and measure, though many have 

tried.  Much of this research is dated; however, it does provide valuable and usable 

information that stands the test of time (Evans, 1997; Houchard, 2005).  In essence, 

morale has been defined as the satisfaction one receives from his or her work (Peterson, 

Park, & Sweeney, 2008; Thompson, 2009). The problem with that definition is that job 

satisfaction is ambiguous terminology at best, and that has created problems in the 

research of this term (Evans, 1997).  

Terminology of morale.  When defining morale in measurable terms, there are 

several definitions and theories worth considering. Motivation and job satisfaction are the 

two terms most often considered workable definitions of morale.  Job satisfaction and 

morale have both been considered by researchers to be subjective terms (Collie, Shapka, 

& Perry, 2012; Evans, 1997; Ho & Au, 2006; Houchard, 2005; Rowland, 2008).  Though 

the two terms are used to define morale, they must be looked at separately to get a 

complete definition of morale.  

Motivation and morale  

 Motivation is a term that many researchers have used synonymously with morale. 

Many of these researchers defined motivation as putting forth extra effort into achieving 

group goals (Collie, Shapka, & Perry, 2012; Houchard, 2005; Hoy & Miskel, 1991; 

Rowland, 2008).  Hoy and Miskel (1991) noted that an individual’s motivation is driven 

by three things: needs, beliefs, and goals. They explained that motivation can be either 

intrinsic or extrinsic.  Intrinsic motivation, according to Hoy and Miskel (1991), comes 

from internal feelings, like interest or curiosity in something. Extrinsic motivation is 

dependent upon the possible rewards or punishments for completing the task. The two 
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can become intertwined as what starts out extrinsic can become intrinsic if the person 

becomes interested in or curious about the task at hand (Hoy & Miskel, 1991).  

Job satisfaction and morale   

Whereas motivation is the driving force behind a person’s actions, job satisfaction 

is the emotional state of a person during the process of achieving ones’ goals (Locke, 

1969).  Like motivation, the terms job satisfaction and morale are often interchanged. The 

difference from the literature between job satisfaction and morale is that morale is a 

continuous action, where job satisfaction is a shallow concept that is more likely to 

change depending on the task at hand (Evans, 1997; Ho & Au, 2006; Smith, 1976).  The 

evaluation of job satisfaction is difficult in that it involves emotional responses and a 

judgmental process as well (Ho & Au, 2006). Evans (1997) described job satisfaction as 

“present-oriented, and as a response to a situation” (p. 832). Many researchers believe 

that there is a direct link between life satisfaction and job satisfaction, since a person’s 

job is often a big part of his or her life (Evans, 1997; Guba, 1958; Ho & Au, 2006; Judge 

& Locke, 1993).  Guba (1958) explained that the level of satisfaction that some 

experience depends upon the quality of interaction between that person and his or her 

environment. Therefore, job satisfaction is more of an individual state of mind (Evans, 

1997) and is only part of the complex concept of morale. 

Morale defined   

Morale, then, is the mental condition within a group or an individual, 

encompassing both motivation and job satisfaction (Evans, 1997; Guba, 1958; Ho & Au, 

2006). For high morale to be present, there must be a high level of job satisfaction (Guba, 

1958).  Energy, Guba (1958) argued, must be consumed in the process of meeting 
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organizational objectives, and less energy is required for satisfying acts.  High energy is 

required for high morale; therefore, satisfaction must be high to avoid unnecessary 

expenditure of energy so that there will be energy available for the motivation needed to 

complete group goals (Evans, 1997; Guba, 1958; Hoy & Miskel, 1991).  Presumably, if 

job satisfaction is high, then employees will be more motivated to reach common goals, 

thus creating high morale.  

Teacher morale 

Teacher morale, when viewed through the lens of this definition of morale, means 

that teachers must experience a sense of satisfaction with their jobs and feel motivated to 

complete common organizational objectives at the school.  Collie, Shapka, and Perry 

(2012) stated that teachers’ satisfaction with their jobs are most affected by their 

relationships with others, their salary, working conditions, and efficacy.  Some 

researchers contend that morale is more of an individual singularity (Evans, 1997; 

Johnsrud & Rosser, 2002), but others argue that morale is contingent on the feelings of a 

group of people experiencing similar emotional states about a particular place or thing 

(Collie, Shapka, & Perry, 2012; Guba, 1958; Hoy & Miskel, 1991). 

Individual & group morale.  Early research in morale defined it always in relation 

to the group (Evans, 1997; Guba, 1958; Hoy & Miskel, 1991). Guba, (1958) in his 

definition of morale, states that it is expending the energy in order to reach group goals, 

not individual.  On the other hand, Evans (1997) viewed morale differently. She stated, 

My own definition of morale is: a state of mind determined by the individual’s 

anticipation of the extent of satisfaction of those needs which s/he perceives as 

significantly affecting her/his total work situation. This interpretation incorporates the 
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notion of morale as an individual, rather than a group phenomenon, and quite distinct 

from group cohesiveness, which is often misinterpreted as morale. (p. 832)  

As morale can be viewed from both an individual and group perspective 

(Johnsrud & Rosser, 2002), one can assume that teacher morale is no different.  Teacher 

morale, therefore, must be viewed as the psychological and emotional state of an 

individual or group, resulting from a combination of organizational goals, expectations, 

and needs that, in affecting individual morale, will inadvertently have an effect on the 

group morale as well (Evans, 1997; Guba, 1958; Hoy & Miskel, 1991).  

Factors that affect morale in schools.  Many factors have an impact on the morale 

of teachers in the school setting.  Coffman (1951) reported that while the teacher brings 

his or her personality, background, and knowledge into the school, his or her actions will 

then be affected by other people around him or her, be it administrators, other teachers, 

students, or community members, or it can even be affected by the physical environment 

of the school itself. While many distinct factors play a role in the morale of teachers 

(Coffman, 1951; Mackenzie, 2007), the literature indicates that the following areas are of 

most concern: leadership styles, rewards, needs, belongingness, rationality, and 

identification. 

Leadership styles   

One factor that can influence teacher morale is that of the leadership style of the 

administrator in the school.  Many researchers claimed that the school leader has the most 

influence over the emotional climate of the school, and, therefore, has the greatest impact 

on the morale of the teachers (Coffman, 1951; Ellenburg, 1972; Hoy & Miskel, 1991; 

Mackenzie, 2007; Rhodes, Nevill, & Allan, 2004). Willis and Varner (2010) listed 
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leadership as first among the factors that affect teacher morale. Mackenzie (2007) 

reported that 97% of their study participants listed leadership as having a major impact on 

their morale.  Johnsrud and Rosser (2002) explained the reason for this by stating that 

teachers often blame leadership for whatever is going wrong in the school, even if the 

situation is not within the leader’s ability to control.  

Hoy and Miskel (1991) believed that the leadership style of the principal was the 

determining factor in influencing morale among teachers.  They noted that although they 

are all working toward the same goal, a principal’s leadership style will affect the 

outcome of accomplishing the goal.  Hoy and Miskel (1991) explained that laissez-fair, 

bureaucratic, or democratic leadership styles will all work toward a goal in diverse ways.  

For example, the laissez-fair leader allows more freedom, the bureaucratic leader will 

rely on force to accomplish objectives, and the democratic leader will include teachers in 

decision-making and goal-setting (Hoy & Miskel, 1991).  Studies have shown that morale 

is higher among teachers when they feel that their leader exhibits behaviors that are in 

line with their beliefs, expectations, and desires (Hoy & Miskel, 1991; Hunter-Boykin & 

Evans, 1995; Rhodes, Nevill, & Allan, 2004).  The principal has been known to be a very 

important person regarding the quality of human relationships in the school (Coffman, 

1951), and the leadership style of the principal has been known to affect the morale of 

teachers in the school (Rhodes, Nevill, & Allan, 2004).  

Rewards   

As with all morale, teacher morale can be affected by the type of reward awaiting 

accomplishment of the goals. These rewards will provide teachers with the motivation 

needed to raise morale, ideally. Many researchers claim that one type of reward 
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experienced by some teachers is salary (Mackenzie, 2007; Mathis, 1959; Johnsrud & 

Rosser, 2002; Willis & Varner, 2010), although Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman 

(1959) argued that salary is a hygiene factor, which only causes dissatisfaction and would 

not be considered a reward. Teachers constantly complain that they are unhappy with 

their salary (Johnsrud & Rosser, 2002) as it has not kept pace with other professions’ 

salaries over the years (Mackenzie, 2007). Mackenzie (2007) pointed out that the only 

way to really impact a teacher’s salary is for that teacher to move into an administrative 

position. While some studies showed that there was no direct correlation between teacher 

salary and morale (Ellenburg, 1972), salary could become more of an incentive with the 

implementation of merit pay (Mackenzie, 2007). However, a study conducted by Mathis 

(1959) indicated that there is no difference in the morale of teachers in schools that have 

a merit pay system and those that do not, probably because the base salary is the same.  

Another reward that can impact teacher morale is that of praise and recognition. If 

teachers feel like their work is appreciated, then their sense of efficacy is increased, and 

they tend to report higher levels of morale (Cohn & Kottkamp, 1993; Collie, Shapka, & 

Perry, 2012; Willis & Varner, 2010). Johnsrud and Rosser (2002) found that if unearned 

inequalities are perceived by teachers, it can be demoralizing. Willis and Varner (2010) 

noted that recognition and respect can affect teacher morale, and that low morale often is 

linked with a lack of recognition or respect for teachers. The media has caused some of 

this problem, as they often portray teachers in a negative fashion, reporting only stories 

that reflect poorly on the profession (Lynch, 2014; Mackenzie, 2007; Willis & Varner, 

2010). When teachers feel valued and appreciated, they experience higher levels of 
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morale, which is perhaps why a democratic leadership style tends to be more effective in 

raising morale among teachers (Lynch, 2014; Rhodes, Nevill, & Allan, 2004).  

Needs 

In addition to leadership styles and rewards, the needs of an individual or group 

can have an impact on teacher morale.  As stated earlier, individuals are motivated by 

their needs (Hoy & Miskel, 1991), and Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs demonstrates that a 

person’s physiological and social needs must be met before they can experience any type 

of self-actualization or self-fulfillment.  White (1959) found that self-actualization, what 

he called competence, is a need that begins in infancy and is completed in order to 

survive, though the process is completed out of personal satisfaction instead of necessity.  

Hoy and Miskel (1991) stated that an individual’s need for autonomy is the highest need 

people have, as they need to feel in charge of their own lives. They clarified that this need 

for autonomy is important to teachers in their jobs because they feel they should have a 

choice in what they must do and the method for which they should accomplish it.  

Rowland (2008) asserted that teacher morale would increase “only when the process of 

achieving the organization’s goals also reaches the individual’s needs” (p. 14). Thus, 

needs must be met in order to raise teacher morale. 

Belongingness  

Closely related to needs is the sense of belongingness that can influence teacher 

morale (Getzel & Guba, 1957; Helms-Lorenz & Maulana, 2016; Houchard, 2005). 

According to Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs, a sense of belonging is right in the middle of 

the pyramid.  Houchard (2005) maintained, “Belongingness encompasses the ability of 

the teacher to achieve satisfaction within the working group of the school” (p. 22). In 
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other words, belongingness is the capability of the teacher to fit in with the other teachers 

at school and to feel a part of the whole.  Willis and Varner (2008) listed co-worker 

relations as one factor that influenced teacher morale.  Schonfeld (1989) pointed out that 

results from his study indicated support from colleagues leads to higher morale among 

teachers and lower levels of stress.  When an individual believes that he or she belongs to 

a group, these individuals are more motivated to complete the group goals because they 

see themselves as an important part of the organization (Peterson, Park, & Sweeney, 

2008).  

Rationality   

Also important to teacher morale is the rationality of the teacher (Conley & You, 

2013; Getzel & Guba, 1957; Houchard, 2005). Rationality is the teachers’ ability to 

connect their expectations of their roles and the overall goals of the organization (Getzel 

& Guba, 1957).  Houchard (2005) observed, “To be effective, the individual’s behavior 

must be fitting for the expectations that exist for the job” (p. 22).  Accordingly, teachers 

need to understand his or her job responsibilities or expectations so that they can connect 

those responsibilities to those of the entire school.  Conversely, the organization must 

also realize that the school goals must not exceed the abilities or responsibilities of the 

teacher.  If a teacher fails to see how his or her role is an important part of the school’s 

goal, demoralization can occur (Conley & You, 2013; Getzel & Guba, 1957; Jepson & 

Forrest, 2006).  

Identification   

Identification is another area that can affect the growth of morale in schools 

(Getzel & Guba, 1957; Houchard, 2005; Klassen & Chiu, 2010).  Houchard (2005) 



 

49 

contended that identification is the teacher’s ability to combine his or her own personal 

goals and needs with the needs and goals of the school.  He explained that if a teacher’s 

personal goals and needs do not align with the goals and needs of the institution, he or 

she may lack commitment to the job or to reaching the school’s goals.  Klassen and Chiu 

(2010) claimed that lack of commitment to the job can lead to low teacher morale.  

Houchard (2005) added that job satisfaction is felt when the institutional goals and the 

goals of the teacher are aligned.  Hoy and Miskel (1991) suggested that belongingness, 

rationality, and identification each overlap and work together to achieve high morale in 

schools.  They further speculated that the absence of one of these elements could lead to 

low morale, even if the other two are viable.  

Effects of teacher morale on schools.  Teacher morale can have a profound 

influence on a school, and that influence will either positively or negatively affect the 

lives of the students, depending on whether morale is low or high (Briggs & Richardson, 

1992; Devi & Mani, 2010; Ellenburg, 1972; Houchard, 2005). Devi and Mani (2010) 

explained, “Morale makes the difference between viewing teaching as a ‘job’ and 

viewing it as a ‘profession’” (p. 2).  Research has proven that teacher morale affects 

teacher attendance, teacher burnout, and student achievement (Briggs & Richardson, 

1992; Ellenburg, 1972; Mackenzie, 2007).   

High morale  

Schools with high teacher morale are more likely to have less teacher turnover, 

higher teacher attendance, and report higher levels of student achievement (Briggs & 

Richardson, 1992; Devi & Mani, 2010; Ellenburg, 1972).  Ellenburg (1972) found that 

schools with high teacher morale had an increase in student achievement as compared 
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with those schools that indicated lower teacher morale.  Houchard (2005) asserted that 

schools with high teacher morale have a sense of community and open communication.  

Teachers feel ownership in the school and are more willing to complete tasks and work 

toward achieving school goals.  Therefore, they are more willing to come to work and to 

work hard while they are there (Houchard, 2005).  Johnsrud and Rosser (2002) 

maintained that teachers are like most people in that they will work harder if they feel 

they are contributing to something they care about.  Devi and Mani (2010) concurred, 

reporting that, based on their research, there seemed to be a direct correlation between 

high morale among teachers and high performance among students.  

Low morale 

 Teacher morale can also negatively affect students and the school environment.  

Briggs and Richardson (1992) found the characteristics of teachers with low morale to 

include insecurity, fear, lack of confidence, backbiting, clique forming, and lack of 

consideration for others.  Low morale has been found to be the leading cause of teacher 

absenteeism and teacher turnover (Borg & Riding, 1991; Briggs & Richardson, 1992; 

Devi & Mani, 2010; Johnsrud & Rosser, 2002). Ellenburg (1972) insisted that morale 

determines if a school functions at its best or whether it is just plodding along, expiring 

little change or growth from day to day. Briggs and Richardson (1992) explained that one 

result of low morale is that the teachers resist change, which leads to absenteeism and 

eventually resigning of positions.  Johnsrud and Rosser (2002) likewise found that low 

morale was a primary factor in teachers’ intent to resign from their jobs and usually the 

profession altogether.  Devi and Mani (2010) described morale as the key to a good 

school system, and with low morale in place, the school cannot be successful.  The 
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primary causes of low morale in teachers found by researchers were leadership, salary, 

community/media negativity, teacher workload, and student discipline (Briggs & 

Richardson, 1992; Mackenzie, 2007).    

The effect of leadership on teacher morale   

As stated earlier, leadership can have a profound effect on the morale of teachers.  

Taylor, Martin, Hutchins, and Jinks (2007) argued that to bring about necessary change to 

affect teacher morale, leaders can build a community of trust at the school and empower 

and influence teachers to become more effective classroom teachers and team players.  

According to the literature, having a shared vision and powerful sense of community is 

the most effective way to increase teacher morale (Covey, 2006; Houchard, 2005; 

Metzcar, 2008; Taylor, Martin, Hutchins, & Jinks, 2007). 

Shared vision.  One way to increase morale is to create a shared vision and 

agreement up front to build a community of trust and collaboration (Covey, 2006).  

Houchard (2005) concluded that allowing staff to participate in decision-making and 

having shared goals will increase the morale of teachers.  Having a shared vision and goal 

through administration will lead to higher morale as teachers are able to combine their 

needs with those of the school (Houchard, 2005). 

Servant leadership.  Many researchers consider servant leadership to be an 

effective change agent by placing trust in followers and making them feel like valuable 

members of an organization (Covey, 2006; Melchar & Bosco, 2010; Taylor, Martin, 

Hutchins, & Jinks, 2007).  Melchar & Bosco (2010) acknowledged that servant leaders 

expect followers to work to meet common institutional goals as they work toward their 

own development.  Taylor, Martin, Hutchins, and Jinks (2007) added that servant leaders 
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“must have a clear vision” (p. 404) and must “have the ability to passionately 

communicate the vision to others” (p. 407).  Servant leadership, then, could be an 

effective way to improve morale among teachers by creating a shared vision for the 

school.  

Teachers as servant leaders.   Another way servant leadership could be effective 

in education is through servant leaders’ methods of leading by example.  If that is the 

case, then true servant leaders will breed servant teachers (Metzcar, 2008; Noland & 

Richards, 2015).  Noland and Richards (2015) examined servant teaching and found that 

servant teachers experience emotional healing, create value for the community, empower 

students, help them grow and succeed, put students first, demonstrate conceptual skills, 

and behave ethically.  All of these things together create an environment of effective 

teaching.  Metzcar (2008) argued that servant leadership practices in the classroom are, in 

fact, effective teaching methods and increase student achievement.  Collaboration among 

teachers will influence collaboration among students and will lead to higher levels of 

student achievement (Leithwood & Mascall, 2008; Metzcar, 2008).  Noland and Richards 

(2015) claimed, “Servant teaching is well positioned to provide teachers with a set of 

tools to improve student indicators of learning and engagement” (p. 27).  As teachers put 

servant leadership into practice in their classrooms, they could experience higher student 

achievement.  

Relationship between teacher morale and servant leadership 

The literature on servant leadership as an effective model for business and 

nonprofit organizations is extensive.  However, the literature available that examines 

servant leadership’s effectiveness in schools is not as extensive or closely researched.  As 
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servant leadership has been shown to have a positive effect on some organizations 

(Burden, 2014; Crippen, 2005; Melchar & Bosco, 2010; Rowland, 2008), it could be 

considered a viable option for administrators who are looking to improve student 

achievement or teacher morale.  

Dimensions of servant leadership and the effect on employees 

Servant leadership in education has not been widely researched, and much more 

research needs to be done to determine if servant leadership has a greater influence on 

teachers and students than other leadership styles.  This study seeks to examine servant 

leadership and its relationship to teacher morale, which has a direct impact on student 

achievement.  

Altruistic calling.  One of the dimensions evaluated in this study is altruistic 

calling.  This dimension of servant leadership was coined by Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) 

and was based on Greenleaf’s (1977) assertion that a servant leader is first a servant. As 

Greenleaf (1977) stated, the leader who is servant first will “make sure that other 

people’s highest priority needs are being served” (p. 27).  Wheeler (2009) asserted that 

the servant leader gains satisfaction from making others become successful.  Meeting the 

needs of followers is an important idea behind servant leadership theory (Greenleaf, 

1977; Laub, 1999; Spears, 1998). Evans (1997) found in her research that individuals’ 

needs fulfilment, values congruence, or expectations fulfilment were all determining 

factors in job satisfaction for teachers.  Wheeler (2009) concluded, “Servant leadership 

fulfills this expectation by calling to the position those who can effectively meet the 

needs of faculty and move the department toward a meaningfully involved, value-based 

whole” (p. 23). 
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Persuasive mapping. Another dimension of servant leadership included in this 

study is persuasive mapping.  Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) defined persuasive mapping 

as when leaders “are skilled at mapping issues and conceptualizing greater possibilities 

and are compelling when articulating these opportunities” (p. 319).  Persuasion is the tool 

a servant leader uses to get compel followers to complete tasks (Spears, 1998).  This is 

unlike the method of coercion that authoritarian leaders use to make people work.  This is 

the element that is perhaps the most unlike other leadership models (Laub, 1999; Spears, 

1998).  The servant leader will seek to convince others and establish a consensus within 

the group.  Houchard (2005) found that servant leaders can enhance morale “simply by 

standing behind teachers and supporting them” (p. 32) and by developing a rapport with 

the teachers, which will make them more willing to fall in line with the principal’s vision 

and ideas (Bhella, 2001; Houchard, 2005).  The use of persuasion, not coercion, 

intimidation, or violence, sets the servant leader apart from most leaders and helps to 

garner respect from employees (Crippen, 2006; Hunter-Boykin & Evans, 1995; Shaw & 

Newton, 2014).  

Emotional healing.  Emotional healing is another important dimension of servant 

leadership addressed in this study.  Emotional healing is the leader’s ability to help 

employees recover from trauma or hardship (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006). Jit, Sharma, and 

Kawatra (2017) reported, “The servant leaders, with characteristics of empathy and 

compassion, are oriented towards the followers’ suffering. This leads to empathic 

concern and compassion that trigger in them an urge to take action to relieve the 

followers’ suffering” (p. 81).  Greenleaf (1970) remarked that leaders who are empathetic 

are more likely to build trust among employees as they accept their employees for who 
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they are as people. Trust, as Covey (2006) admonished, is a powerful tool for 

accelerating performance in the workplace.   

Jit, Sharma, and Kawatra (2017) further noted that these servant leaders, in 

relieving their followers’ suffering, empower them, cultivate their mental health, and help 

them to grow, both professionally and personally. They correspondingly claimed that 

leaders who demonstrate emotional healing are more likely to have emotionally balanced, 

committed, and motivated employees who are productive members of the organization.  

Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) determined that listening and empathy are important skills 

for servant leaders because they are an essential part of emotional healing.  Bausch 

(1997) called listening a transferable skill that a servant leader must have to build up an 

organization. It is the cornerstone for building communication, which Hunter-Boykin and 

Evans (1995) found to be a crucial factor in increasing teacher morale.  

Wisdom.  Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) include wisdom as one of the five 

dimensions of servant leadership.  They define it as a combination of anticipating 

consequences and awareness of surroundings.  Leaders with wisdom are highly attentive 

and preemptive people.  Peterson, DeSimone, Desmond, Zahn, and Morote (2017) 

explained, “By being observant and anticipatory, school leaders can adapt and modify 

their plan towards shared school visions and/or goals” (p. 45).  They also asserted that 

knowledge is necessary but not sufficient to have wisdom.  Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) 

list awareness and foresight, the two characteristics that wisdom encompasses, at 

learnable skills that aren’t always natural to people who aspire to be servant leaders.  The 

ability to have foresight and awareness would positively benefit school leaders.  One way 

that having a principal high in wisdom would help improve a school is to improve their 
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hiring practices (Peterson, DeSimone, Desmond, Zahn, & Morote, 2017).  Marzano, 

Waters, and McNulty (2005) noted situational awareness as one of the 21 responsibilities 

of the school leader, and they claimed that this situational awareness will help the 

organization to prosper and survive. 

Organizational stewardship.  Finally, organizational stewardship is included in 

this study.  Organizational stewardship is the leader preparing the organization for 

outreach and making positive contributions to society outside of their organization 

(Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006).  Barbuto, Gottfredson, and Searle (2014) stated that 

“organizational stewardship requires self-awareness in leaders to not only recognize their 

own moods, emotions, and drives, but also understand the effect that their personal 

moods, emotions, and drives have on those they lead” (p. 318).  Marzano, Waters, and 

McNulty (2005) noted that one of the principal’s responsibilities in the school is outreach 

to the community, and that their role in community outreach is imperative to running a 

successful school.  They claimed, 

A school is not an island. Rather, it functions in a complex context that must be 

addressed if the school is to be highly effective.  The responsibility of Outreach refers to 

the extent to which the leader is an advocate and a spokesperson for the school to all 

stakeholders. (Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005, p.58) 

Organizational stewardship also is based on Greenleaf’s (1977) idea that servant 

leadership is founded on meeting the needs of others. As principals seek to meet the 

needs of the surrounding community, they will see the benefits of this within their school 

(Marzano, 2003). 
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Problems with increasing teacher morale 

Teacher morale, as it is difficult to define and measure, is equally difficult to 

change.  Briggs and Richardson (1992) argued that futile efforts to raise teacher morale 

can cause more anxiety, conflict, and insecurity.  They explained that many changes to 

raise teacher morale can be done with a willing leader in place.  Teacher empowerment, 

increased communication, and recognition are three most cited methods for increasing 

teacher morale in schools (Briggs & Richardson, 1992; Devi & Mani, 2010; Mackenzie, 

2007).  However, other factors that cause low teacher morale, for example, salary and 

media influence, may not be affected by empowering teachers, increasing 

communication, and teacher recognition (Briggs & Richardson, 1992).  Two of the 

biggest problem areas for teachers, workload and student discipline, are two things that 

leaders can have some measure of control over (Briggs & Richardson, 1992; Mackenzie, 

2007) and should be considered when working to increase morale in schools.  

Primary variables of decreased teacher morale   

Research on teacher morale has demonstrated that leadership styles do have an 

influence on the morale of teachers at the school (Briggs & Richardson, 1992; Devi & 

Mani, 2010; Evans & Johnson, 1990; Dinham, 1994).  The principal is the most 

important factor in increasing morale in schools (Houchard, 2005).  Though there are 

some things the administrator has little control over as a middle-manager (Sergiovanni, 

2005), he or she can still take necessary steps to work toward creating a school climate 

and reduce demoralizing stress among teachers.  

Teacher workload.  One area where teachers complain the most is about the 

amount of workload they must endure on a daily basis (Jepson & Forrest, 2006).  
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Teacher’s workload has become more complex and more demanding over the years, 

which has caused a decline in teacher morale (Dinham, 1994; Mackenzie, 2007).  Extra 

duties that have been assigned to teachers in addition to teaching are curriculum planning, 

community outreach, cultural diversity, differentiation, technology, health and safety, 

student welfare, state testing, and supervision (Helms-Lorenz & Maulana, 2016; 

Mackenzie, 2007).  Despite the increase in teacher workload and stress, and despite the 

studies that have shown workload to contribute to low morale (Hunter-Boykin & Evans, 

1995; Mackenzie, 2007), there are those who contend that this extra work does not affect 

teachers since it is now part of their job description and expected of them (Collie, 

Shapka, & Perry, 2012). Teacher workload may be positively or negatively affected by 

the leadership of the school and how they deal with the workload of the teachers (Hunter-

Boykin & Evans, 1995). 

Student discipline.  Another problem area for teachers that affects morale is 

student discipline.  Across several studies, research has illustrated that student 

misbehavior accounts for a large portion of the demoralizing stress felt by teachers 

(Collie, Shapka, & Perry, 2012; Demirdag, 2015; Mackenzie, 2007).  Mackenzie (2007) 

found that many teachers were experiencing problems with student behavior and 

discipline as they struggle to meet the needs for students with a wider range of abilities, 

and these problems are leading to higher stress levels in addition to low satisfaction and 

morale. She explained that if teachers are having to stop and write out referrals to deal 

with discipline, then their classroom instructional time will be affected.  Demirdag (2015) 

asserted, “Classroom management is related to all of the things that teachers do to 

organize students, settings, time, and materials so that student learning can be effective 
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and meaningful” (p. 52).  Therefore, classroom management is very important to student 

achievement and student discipline, and it must be considered a priority when working 

toward increasing teacher morale.   

Summary 

Marzano (2005) concluded that the principal is the single most important element 

in bringing about necessary change in a school. Other researchers concurred that the 

principal is the key to increasing teacher morale and student achievement (Devi & Mani, 

2010; Houchard, 2005; Marzano, Waters, and McNulty, 2005; Miller, 1981).  Servant 

leadership has demonstrated its effectiveness across different organizations (Burden, 

2014; Collins, 2001; Houchard, 2005; Metzcar, 2008).  Specifically, various 

characteristics of servant leadership like awareness,  listening, empathy, 

conceptualization, and persuasion have been illustrated in literature to have a positive 

effect in some organizations (Burden, 2014; Shaw & Newton, 2014; Taylor, Martin, 

Hutchins, & Jinks, 2007).  Teacher morale, according to research, can be raised by 

empowering teachers, providing open communication, and recognizing teacher efforts 

and abilities (Briggs & Richardson, 1992; Devi & Mani, 2010; Mackenzie, 2007), all of 

which are things servant leaders provide for their employees (Greenleaf, 1970; Houchard, 

2005; Laub, 1999; Patterson, 2003; Spears, 1998).   

Through this review of the literature on the topic, the importance of school 

leadership was first established.  Then servant leadership was recognized as an effective 

model of leadership, therefore determining its usefulness in a school setting.  Teacher 

morale then was determined to be an important part of the school’s culture and an 

important factor in increasing student achievement. Lastly, the five distinct dimensions of 
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of schools from various sizes, various levels of performance, and various socioeconomic 

backgrounds. The limited geographical area of study and limited number of participating 

schools may limit the applicability of the study. 

 The teachers selected to participate came from various schools of varied 

performance levels as identified by the 2018 Mississippi Accountability Data.  Teachers 

of schools from various size classifications, 1A-5A, were included as part of the sample 

as identified by classification data available from the Mississippi Department of 

Education. Also included in part of the sample were teachers in schools with varying 

levels of free and reduced lunch rates as provided by the Mississippi Department of 

Education in order to consider socioeconomic rates in the schools where teachers work.  

Survey instruments 

This research study used two questionnaires to obtain information needed to 

determine the relationship between servant leadership and teacher morale (Appendix D).  

Twenty-three of the items were used from the Servant Leadership Questionnaire (SLQ) 

by Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) and the rest were drawn from the 100-item Purdue 

Teacher Opinionaire (PTO) by Bentley and Rempel (1980). Three items asked 

demographic questions regarding gender, race, and years of experience under the current 

supervising principal.  

Servant Leadership Questionnaire 

To determine the level of servant leadership of the principal, this study used 

Barbuto and Wheeler’s (2006) Servant Leadership Questionnaire (SLQ).  Barbuto and 

Wheeler (2006) determined 5 factors from the 11 most common characteristics of servant 
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Lastly, the SLQ measures organizational stewardship.  This factor includes 

growth and community building in conjunction with stewardship.  Barbuto and Wheeler 

(2006) explained, “Organizational stewardship involves an ethic or value for taking 

responsibility for the well-being of the community and making sure that the strategies 

and decisions undertaken reflect the commitment to give back and leave things better 

than found” (p. 319).  The leader prepares the organization to make a positive 

contribution to the community through programs and outreach projects. 

Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) reported the following Cronbah’s alpha reliabilities: 

.82 (altruistic calling), .87 (persuasive mapping), .89 (organizational stewardship), and 

.91 (emotional healing), to .92 (wisdom). Mean item scores ranged from 2.58 to 3.24, and 

the standard deviations ranged from 0.73 to 0.97.  

The SLQ used in this survey was the rater version, consisting of 23 questions 

using a 5-point verbal frequency scale: (5) always, (4) often, (3) sometimes, (2) rarely, 

and (1) never.  Questions 1-4 measure altruistic calling, 5-8 measure emotional healing, 

9-13 measure wisdom, 14-18 measure persuasive mapping, and 19-23 measure 

organizational stewardship.  Teachers in the schools will complete the SLQ based on 

their current supervising principal at the school where they are presently employed. The 

SLQ is protected by copyright by the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. Permission to 

include this survey in this study was obtained from Daniel Wheeler, Ph.D. and John E. 

Barbuto, Jr., Ph.D (Appendix E).  

The Purdue Teacher Opinionaire 

The Purdue Teacher Opinionaire (PTO) was designed to determine a general level 

of teacher morale based on 10 morale factors. The PTO has been tested with over 10,000 
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people and is considered a viable tool for measuring teacher morale, as it measures both 

individual and school morale (Bentley & Rempel, 1980). This study used the PTO to 

measure the general level of morale of the teachers in the schools surveyed. The 10 

morale factors are 1) teacher rapport with the principal 2) satisfaction with teaching 3) 

rapport among teachers 4) teacher salary 5) teacher load 6) curriculum issues 7) teacher 

status 8) community support of education 9) school facilities and services 10) community 

pressures. 

The PTO first measures the level of rapport the teacher has with the principal.  

This measures the principal’s communication, human relations, professional competency, 

and general interest in the teachers.  Satisfaction with teaching refers to the teacher-

student relationship and the level of satisfaction the teacher derives from teaching. This 

has to do with teachers feeling competent, viewing teaching as an occupation, and 

genuinely enjoying teaching (Bentley & Rempel, 1980). 

The PTO also measures the rapport among teachers, which determines the 

teachers’ relationships with each other. These items measure cooperation, ethics, 

preparation, influence, and competency of peers.  The teacher salary category deals with 

the teacher’s feelings about the salary and polices regarding salaries. Teacher load refers 

to the amount of paperwork and extracurricular activities teachers are responsible for.  

Curriculum issues are determined by the teacher’s feelings regarding the school 

curriculum and if it meets student needs, provides for differentiation, and prepares 

students to be effective citizens (Bentley & Rempel, 1980). 

Another category measured by the PTO is teacher status.  This category looks at 

the feelings the teachers have about the prestige and benefits of being a teacher, and it 
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looks at whether or not the teacher feels accepted by the community.  Community 

support of education focuses on whether the community understands and supports the 

educational programs.  The PTO also looks at the school facilities and services, which is 

the adequacy of the school, the supplies, and equipment, and the capabilities of obtaining 

needed supplies or services.  The last category is community pressures, which measures 

the expectations of the community regarding teachers’ personal lives and opinions 

(Bentley & Rempel, 1980). 

The PTO consists of one hundred questions and uses a 4-point scale ranging from 

(4) agree, (3) probably agree, (2) probably disagree, and (1) disagree (Bentley & Rempel, 

1980). The reliability statistics of the PTO are based on 3,023 teachers by Bentley and 

Rempel (1980) when they completed a test-retest reliability measure.  The reliability 

coefficient was .87. This instrument is useful for making comparisons and determining 

morale levels and possible causes of low or high morale. Table 1 shows which items 

relate to which of the aforementioned categories. 

 

Table 1 Breakdown of Teacher Morale Factors and Items in the PTO 

Category 

# 

Description Items 

1 Teacher rapport with 

principal 

2,3,5,7,12,33,38,41,43,44,61,62,69,7

0,72,73, 74,92,93,95 

 

2 Satisfaction with teaching 19,24,26,27,29,30,46,47,50,51,56,58

,60,76,78,82,83,86,89,100 

 

3 Rapport among teachers 18,22,23,28,48,52,53,54,55,77,80,84

,87,90 

 

4 Teacher salary 4,9,32,36,39,65,75 
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Table 1 (continued). 

 

5 Teacher load 1,6,8,10,11,14,31,34,40,42,45 

 

6 Curriculum issues 17,20,25,79,88 

 

7 Teacher status 13,15,35,37,63,64,68,71 

 

8 Community support of 

education 

66,67,94,96,97 

 

9 School facilities and services 16,21,49,57,59 

 

10 Community pressures 81,85,91,98,99 

 

Procedures 

 Permission to conduct this study was granted by Institutional Review Board of the 

University of Southern Mississippi.  Next, the researcher obtained permission to use the 

SLQ and PTO in this research.  After selecting the school districts, the researcher 

obtained written permission from the superintendents of the schools involved in the 

survey to contact principals about the research and to distribute the survey instruments in 

an email link. The researcher then obtained from the superintendent the name of the 

technology director for the district who provided email addresses for the teachers.  The 

teachers then received an email that succinctly explained the purpose of the survey 

instruments, instructions for completion, and how the data collected was kept 

confidential.  The email contained the link for completing the survey instruments online. 

Teachers were instructed to click on the link and give their consent before beginning the 

questionnaires.  They then completed both instruments and submitted them online.  

Following their submission, the researcher began data analysis.  The schools’ principals 
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did not participate in the online questionnaires as the SLQ is not the self-assessment 

version.  

Data Analysis 

 Survey responses were analyzed first by computing descriptive statistics, which 

include frequency counts, percentages, means, and standard deviations.  Chronbach’s 

Alpha, a measure of reliability, was determined.  Further data analysis consisted of 

statistical hypothesis testing.  Multiple regression was used to address the research 

questions and statistical hypothesis.  The data sources, the data types, and the data 

analysis addressed each research question.  The five dimensions of servant leadership - 

altruistic calling, persuasive mapping, wisdom, emotional health, and organizational 

stewardship - were independent variables in this study.  The level of teacher morale was 

considered the dependent variable in the study.  The statistical plan for this study on 

servant leadership and teacher morale is outlined in Table 2. 

Summary 

This chapter described the method of study, which consisted of the research 

design, population, research instrument reliability, data collection, and data analysis.  

After choosing the population and obtaining the proper permissions, the researcher 

focused on collecting the data. Then, data analysis was conducted to determine if there 

was a significant relationship between the attributes of servant leadership demonstrated 

by principals and the morale of their teachers. Morale factors that are most affected by 

the principal were separately analyzed to determine if there was a significant relationship 

between servant leadership attributes and the factors of teacher morale. Table 2 shows the 



 

70 

statistical plan for this research including the research questions, source of data, type of 

data, and type of analysis for each of the research questions 

 

Table 2 Statistical Plan 

Research Question Source of 

Data 

Type of Data Analysis 

1. Is there a significant 

relationship between 

servant leadership 

characteristics and 

teacher morale? 

 

Survey 

Responses 

Averages of servant 

leadership characteristics and 

teacher morale survey items 

are continuous. 

Responses to the survey items 

are interval. 

 

Multiple 

Regression 

 

 

2. Is there a significant 

relationship between 

servant leadership 

characteristics and the 

teacher morale factor 

of teacher rapport with 

the principal? 

Survey 

Responses 

Averages of servant 

leadership characteristics and 

teacher morale survey items 

are continuous. 

Responses to the survey items 

are interval. 

 

 

Multiple 

Regression 

 

 

 

 

3. Is there a significant 

relationship between 

servant leadership 

characteristics and the 

teacher morale factor 

of satisfaction with 

teaching? 

Survey 

Responses 

Averages of servant 

leadership characteristics and 

teacher morale survey items 

are continuous. 

Responses to the survey items 

are interval. 

 

 

Multiple 

Regression 
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CHAPTER IV – RESULTS 

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between the attributes 

of a servant leader as demonstrated by principals and the morale of teachers in their 

schools.  The research attempted to identify if the servant leadership attributes identified 

by Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) had a significant correlation to the various factors of the 

morale of the teachers.  First, the demographic data is presented for the population of 

teachers surveyed.  Then, the data for each of the research questions is presented.  The 

chapter concludes with a summary of the major findings in the research. 

The responses to the questionnaires were compiled and entered into IBM SPSS 

Statistics 27 for analysis. A total of 344 responses were collected, and all were 

determined to be valid and used for the analysis.  The researcher did no recoding of 

categorical variables because the demographic data was not used as predictors in the 

results. The reliability statistics for the research were conducted using Cronbach’s Alpha.  

The SLQ had a reliability of .975 and the PTO had a reliability of .907.  The interval data 

were centered so that the mean for each predictor was zero.  Multiple regressions were 

then run on the data.   

Data analysis 

For the demographic data, participants reported their age, race, and years of 

experience under their current administration (see Table 3).  The majority of participants 

were age 41 or older, as a total of 226 of 344 (66%) participants identified in this 

category.  Eighty-eight participants were ages 31-40, and thirty participants were 20-30 

years old.  Out of the 344 participants, 315 identified as Caucasian and twenty-five were 

African American.  Less than 1% identified as Hispanic or two or more races.  For years 
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of experience under the current administration, most participants, 48%, had been with 

their current administrator for 0-3 years.  Another 34.9% had 4-7 years of experience 

with the current administration whereas 17.1% had 8 or more years with their current 

administration.  

Table 3 Demographic Data  

Age 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 20-30 years 30 8.7 8.7 8.7 

 31-40 years 88 25.6 25.6 34.3 

 41-50 years 122 35.5 35.5 69.8 

 50+ years 104 30.2 30.2 100.0 

Race 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid African 

American 

25 7.3 7.3 7.3 

 Caucasian 315 91.6 91.6 98.8 

 Hispanic 1 .3 .3 99.1 

 Two or more 

races 

3 .9 .9 100.0 

 Total 344 100.0 100.0  

Years under Current Administration 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 0-3 years 165 48.0 48.0 48.0 

 4-7 years 120 34.9 34.9 82.8 

 8-11 years 27 7.8 7.8 90.7 

 12-15 years 5 1.5 1.5 92.2 

 16+ years 27 7.8 7.8 100.0 

 Total 344 100.0 100.0  

 

Research question one 

Research question one asked about a potentially significant relationship between 

servant leadership characteristics and teacher morale.  The servant leadership 

characteristics of altruistic calling, emotional healing, wisdom, persuasive mapping, and 
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organizational stewardship were used as independent variables, or predictors.  Teacher 

morale was the dependent variable.  The ANOVA omnibus test was used to test whether 

the explained variance was significantly greater than the unexplained variance. For 

teacher morale, the omnibus test of servant leadership was significant, F(5, 332) = 

49.711, p < .001. 

In other words, when all of the predictors were entered into the statistical 

regression model at the same time, they significantly predicted the dependent variable, 

morale, p < .05.  Unstandardized mathematical weights for altruism and organization 

variables with regard to the dependent variable, teacher morale, were the strongest when 

comparing predictors (see Table 4). However, only the individual servant leadership 

characteristics of altruistic calling (p = .007) and organizational stewardship (p = .011) 

were statistically significant predictors of teacher morale.  All other predictors were p > 

.05.  

Table 4 Statistical Significance 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2.861 .011  268.244 .000 

altruism  .057 .021 .204 2.718 .007 

emotional  .014 .013 .065 1.049 .295 

organizational  .058 .022 .190 2.565 .011 

persuasive  .039 .021 .146 1.845 .066 

wisdom .040 .020 .133 1.936 .054 

 

Tests for assumptions of multicollinearity and homoscedasticity of variance were 

run to determine if any violations occurred.  To determine if a violation of 

multicollinearity occurred, a tolerance statistic was run using the dependent variable of 
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teacher morale (see Table 5). Because none of the tolerance values were below .2, the 

data did not violate multicollinearity.   

In looking for violations of homoscedasticity, a scatterplot was used to determine 

if the residual term for the relationship was consistent across all values of the independent 

variable.  Those values were consistent; therefore, homoscedasticity of variance was not 

violated (see Figure 1).  

 

Table 5 Teacher Morale Multicollinearity 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standard-

ized 

Coeffi-

cients 

t Sig. 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

B 

Std. 

Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 2.861 .011 268.244 .000   

altruism  .057 .021 .204 2.718 .007 .305 3.280 

emotional  .014 .013 .065 1.049 .295 .453 2.207 

organiza-

tional  

.058 .022 .190 2.565 .011 .315 3.179 

persuasive .039 .021 .146 1.845 .066 .273 3.658 

wisdom  .040 .020 .133 1.936 .054 .363 2.755 

 

 

After running diagnostic tests to look for influential points, or outliers, the 

analysis was run without the outliers.  However, it did not make a significant difference 

in the overall outcome, so the data used included the outliers because it did not change 

the answer to the research question. Predictors explained about 43% of the overall 

variance. 
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Figure 1. Teacher Morale Homoscedasticity 

 

Research question two 

 The second research question about the statistical relationship between servant 

leadership characteristics and the teacher morale factor of teacher rapport with the 

principal was analyzed in the same way as the first but with teacher rapport with the 

principal as the dependent variable.  The predictors were the five servant leadership 

attributes: altruistic calling, emotional healing, organizational stewardship, persuasive 

mapping, and wisdom.  When all types were entered together, they significantly predicted 

teacher rapport with the principal (see Table 6). 

The tolerance statistic and a funnel plot were used to test assumptions for 

multicollinearity and homoscedasticity (see Table 7 and Figure 2).   As none of the values 

are below .20, multicollinearity was not violated.    
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Table 6 Rapport with the Principal Summary 

Model Summary 

Model R 
R 

Square 
Adjusted 

R Square 

Std. 

Error of 
the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

1 .884 .782 .778 .26522 .782 237.71

2 

5 332 .000 

 

Though slight funneling was observed in the scatterplot, it was determined not to 

pose a violation of homoscedasticity.  For research question two, some outliers were also 

found and removed to rerun the analysis.  Again, this did not change the results, so the 

original data were used to answer this question. 

 

Table 7 Rapport with the Principal Multicollinearity 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 

Coefficients 

t 

 

Toler-

ance B 

Std. 

Error Beta Sig. 

1 (Constant) 3.082 .014  213.634 .000  

altruism  .231 .029 .376 8.098 .000 .305 

emotional  .070 .018 .151 3.959 .000 .453 

organizational  .140 .030 .211 4.612 .000 .315 

persuasive  .051 .029 .087 1.767 .078 .273 

wisdom  .115 .028 .176 4.134 .000 .363 
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Figure 2. Rapport with the Principal Homoscedasticity 

 

Research question three 

 The third research question, the relationship between servant leadership 

characteristics and the teacher morale factor of satisfaction with teaching, had similar 

results to the second question. For this question and analysis, teacher satisfaction with 

teaching was the dependent variable. The predictor again demonstrated an overall 

statistically significant relationship with the outcome variable, morale, p < .001 (see 

Table 8).   

Table 8 Satisfaction with Teaching Summary 

 

Model R 

R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error 

of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

1 .351 .123 .110 .25884 .123 9.350 5 332 .000 
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Just as with the other two research questions, assumptions for multicollinearity 

and homoscedasticity were tested with the tolerance statistic and a funnel plot, 

respectively (see Table 9 and Figure 3).   Both the multicollinearity and homoscedasticity 

were not violated according to the results.  Outliers were found and removed, and the 

regressions were rerun. As with the other two questions, there was not a significant 

difference in the overall results, so the original data including the outliers were retained 

and analyses with that data reported. 

 

Table 9 Satisfaction with Teaching Multicollinearity 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

 

 

B 

Std. 

Error Beta 

 

Tolerance 

1 (Constant) 3.105 .014  220.502 .000  

altruism  .000 .028 .001 .015 .988 .305 

emotional  .014 .017 .063 .826 .409 .453 

organizational  .039 .030 .122 1.328 .185 .315 

persuasive  .028 .028 .097 .982 .327 .273 

wisdom  .037 .027 .115 1.351 .178 .363 

 

Conclusion 

 The results presented in this chapter from analyses of data collected with 

questionnaires from teachers demonstrated statistically significant relationships between 

servant leadership characteristics and teacher morale. The data showed that servant 

leadership characteristics, when entered together, predicted teacher morale factors of 

teacher rapport with the principal and teacher satisfaction with teaching.   
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Figure 3. Satisfaction with Teaching Homoscedasticity 

 

Outliers had no effect on the results of the regressions – and no violations of 

multicollinearity and homoscedasticity were found throughout the data.  The first 

research question showed that all of the characteristics had statistically significant 

outcomes for teacher morale.  The second and third questions were answered positively 

also by showing that the teacher morale factors showed statistically significant 

relationships with the servant leadership characteristics.   
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CHAPTER V – SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The purpose of this research was to determine if there was a relationship between 

Barbuto and Wheeler’s (2006) servant leadership attributes as demonstrated by 

administrators and teacher morale.  To determine this relationship, the researcher 

analyzed three research questions: 

1. Is there a significant relationship between servant leadership characteristics and teacher 

morale? 

2. Is there a significant relationship between servant leadership characteristics and the 

teacher morale factor of teacher rapport with the principal? 

3. Is there a significant relationship between servant leadership characteristics and the 

teacher morale factor of satisfaction with teaching? 

This study was a quantitative study that was conducted using a survey design 

method administered in an online format to twenty-nine schools in Mississippi.  

Permission was obtained from each district participating in the survey. Teachers 

completing the questionnaires online provided their consent before answering the 

questions.  Multiple regression was used to answer the research questions.   

Justification for the study was based on research proving that school leadership 

has an impact on teacher morale in the school (Devi & Mani, 2010; Houchard, 2005; 

Johnsrud & Rosser, 2002; Mackenzie, 2007; Rowland, 2008) and that teacher morale has 

an effect on student achievement (Briggs & Richardson, 1992; Ellenburg, 1972; 

Houchard, 2005; Mackenzie, 2007).  Ellenburg (1972).  As servant leadership is an 

effective leadership style according to the literature on the subject (Gardner & Reece, 
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2012; Jones, 2012; Rezaei, Salehi, Shafiei, & Sabet, 2012; Rieke, Hammermeister, & 

Chase, 2008; Rivkin, Siestel, Schmidt, 2014; Sokoll, 2014; Sousa & van Dierendonck, 

2015), this research was designed to determine if a principal’s servant leadership 

attributes had a relationship to the morale of teachers.    

 The final chapter of this dissertation presents a discussion about the research 

findings and conclusions for the study.  Implications for practice, study, and 

recommendations for future research are also made in this chapter. The chapter will 

conclude with reflections on the study.    

Research findings 

 Research for this study was conducted at twenty-nine public elementary, middle, 

and high schools in south Mississippi.  The questionnaires answered were the servant 

Leadership Questionnaire (SLQ) by Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) and the Purdue Teacher 

Opinionnaire (PTO) by Bentley and Rempel (1980).  There were 344 valid responses 

used in the data analysis that answered all twenty-three SLQ questions and 100 PTO 

questions.  The majority of participants were reported to be over 40 and identified as 

Caucasian.  Most of the participants had experienced 7 years or less with their current 

administrators about whom they answered questions in the questionnaire.  For all three of 

the research questions, the ANOVA omnibus test was used, and tests for assumptions of 

multicollinearity and homoscedasticity of variance were run.  Key findings from each of 

the three research questions are presented in this section. 

Research question one 

 The first research question asked if a potentially significant relationship existed 

between the attributes of servant leadership and teacher morale.  Multiple regressions 
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showed that all of the attributes of a servant leader, when entered into the regression 

model at the same time, significantly predicted teacher morale.   Altruistic calling and 

organizational stewardship were the strongest predictors of teacher morale when 

compared to the other attributes of a servant leader.  Altruistic calling was defined by 

Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) as a leader’s desire to have a positive influence on the lives 

of his or her employees.  It is the desire to serve others first, putting follower’s interests 

above one’s own that drives a leader strong in altruistic calling (Barbuto & Wheeler, 

2006; Greenleaf, 1977; Laub, 1999). Organizational stewardship, according to Barbuto 

and Wheeler (2006), is the sense of community of the leader and their willingness to 

make a positive difference in the lives of others, not just in the school but in the 

community also. It was these two attributes of a servant leader, altruistic calling and 

organizational stewardship, that were the strongest predictors of high teacher morale.  

Meeting the needs of followers and building a sense of community are important ideas 

included in servant leadership theory (Greenleaf, 1977; Laub, 1999; Spears, 1998) and 

are important in building up job satisfaction (Evans, 1997; Guba, 1958; Hoy & Miskel, 

1991).  The research from this study supports this by showing a statistically significant 

relationship between servant leadership attributes, specifically altruistic calling and 

organizational stewardship, and teacher morale.  

Research question two 

 Research question two asked about the statistical relationship between servant 

leadership characteristics and the teacher morale factor of teacher rapport with the 

principal. All five servant leader attributes were entered together and showed a 

significant relationship with teacher rapport with the principal because the probability 
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was p < .001.  Teacher rapport with the principal is the relationship between the principal 

and his or her teachers.  Houchard (2005) claimed that servant leaders develop a rapport 

with teachers by supporting them and serving them first.  When the administrator takes 

the time to build a relationship with the teachers based on commonalities, teacher morale 

will be higher (Bhella, 2001; Houchard, 2005).  Based on the previous review of the 

literature, several studies have shown that teacher morale is higher when teachers feel 

that their leader’s behaviors are lined up with their own beliefs, expectations, and desires 

(Hoy & Miskel, 1991; Hunter-Boykin & Evans, 1995; Rhodes, Nevill, & Allan, 2004).  

Houchard (2005) added that high teacher morale occurs when the teachers share the same 

vision and goals as their administrators.  Servant leaders, according to the literature, have 

a clear vision that they are able to share with others to get them to buy into the vision 

themselves (Houchard, 2005; Taylor, Martin, Hutchins, & Jinks, 2007).  The data from 

this study supported the literature in that there was demonstrated to be a statistically 

significant relationship between servant leadership and teacher rapport with the principal.   

Research question three 

 The third research question asked if there was a relationship between servant 

leadership characteristics and the teacher moral factor of satisfaction with teaching.  The 

research showed a statistically significant relationship between all five of the servant 

leadership characteristics and satisfaction with teaching as the probability reported was p 

< .001. Satisfaction with teaching is the teacher’s general feeling toward the profession 

and toward his or her role.  According to the research, a teacher must see how his or her 

role is an important part of the school’s goal to avoid demoralization (Conley & You, 

2013; Getzel & Guba, 1957; Jepson & Forrest, 2006). The literature also showed that 
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teachers, like most other employees, will work harder if they care about their jobs and 

feel they are contributing to something that matters to them (Johnsrud & Rosser, 2002).  

When teachers are satisfied with their profession, they work harder and have higher 

levels of morale.  Teachers should feel a sense of belonging and commitment to the job, 

or low teacher morale can occur (Klassen & Chiu, 2010).  Teachers’ satisfaction with 

teaching is most affected by their working conditions, the salary, their relationships with 

others, and efficacy (Collie, Shapka, & Perry, 2012).  The principal in the school can 

build a sense of community and empower teachers, helping them to become more 

effective classroom teachers (Taylor, Martin, Hutchins, & Jinks, 2007).  The review of 

the literature on the subject showed that servant leaders do just this by placing trust in 

followers and making them feel valued (Covey, 2006; Melchar & Bosco, 2010; Taylor, 

Martin, Hutchins, & Jinks, 2007).  This research supports the literature as it showed that 

servant leadership characteristics demonstrated a statistically significant relationship with 

the teacher morale factor of satisfaction with teaching.  

Implications 

 Teacher morale has a profound impact on schools and student achievement 

(Ellenburg, 1972; Mackenzie, 2007).  Teacher attendance and burnout, along with student 

achievement, has been proven to be affected by teacher morale. (Briggs & Richardson, 

1992; Ellenburg, 1972; Mackenzie, 2007).  High teacher morale has been found in 

research to coincide with high student achievement and low morale to coincide with low 

student achievement (Devi & Mani, 2010; Ellenburg, 1971).  Schools with low morale 

have higher rates of teacher absenteeism and have more teachers leave the profession 

altogether (Borg & Riding, 1991; Briggs & Richardson, 1992; Devi & Mani, 2010; 
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Johnsrud & Rosser, 2002).  Since leadership styles can affect teacher morale (Houchard, 

2005; Metzcar, 2008; Taylor, Martin, Hutchins, & Jinks, 2007), servant leaders must be 

aware of how their leadership style affects the morale of their teachers.  

 This study examined the relationship between Barbuto and Wheeler’s (2006) 

servant leadership attributes and teacher morale. Since there was a statistically significant 

positive relationship between the two variables, then applying this leadership style as a 

school leader could be of interest to school administrators and colleges with graduate 

school programs for educational leadership.  The data from this study showed servant 

leadership attributes, especially those of altruistic calling and organizational stewardship, 

were predictors for teacher morale; this indicates that servant leadership is a prominent 

variable affecting teacher morale.  Based on this overall conclusion, school principals 

could focus on implementing servant leadership principles and behaviors into their 

schools.    

 For example, school principals could work on developing the servant leadership 

attribute of altruistic calling.  To do this, one would need to start putting his or her 

followers first and focus on their wishes and desires before his or her own (Barbuto & 

Wheeler, 2006; Greenleaf, 1977).  As this was the strongest predictor for teacher morale, 

this could be the most important characteristic for a principal to develop if he or she 

wanted to increase the teacher morale in his or her school.  Learning to be a servant first 

can be difficult for leaders, but a leader with altruistic calling will get satisfaction from 

meeting others’ needs ahead of his or her own (Wheeler, 2009).  

Organizational stewardship is another attribute of a servant leader that principals 

could develop to help teacher morale in their schools.  This attribute is about leaders 
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recognizing their own moods, emotions, and drives and then recognizing the effect that 

this has on those around them (Barbuto, Gottfredson, & Searle, 2014). Reaching out to 

the community and being an advocate and a spokesperson for the community is important 

for school leaders, and the attribute of organizational stewardship focuses on outreach to 

the community (Barbuto, Gottfredson, & Searle, 2014; Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 

2005).   Again, for principals, implementing these servant leadership attributes will be 

challenging as some leaders may have a difficult time putting followers first or reaching 

out to the community.  However, the potential benefits may outweigh the discomfort for 

school leaders.  As altruistic calling and organizational stewardship were predictors of 

teacher morale, implementing these servant leadership attributes could help to improve 

the teacher morale of the school.   

Limitations 

 Prior to conducting the research, the researcher identified that the geographical 

location and small sampling may limit the study.  In addition to this limitation, the 

researcher has identified other limitations.  One is the limitation of using quantitative 

surveys to collect data about servant leadership and teacher moral remains for this study.  

The last limitation found in this study is that the results from all of the different schools 

were compiled together and not analyzed by school but as a whole, which could have 

limited the results.  For the first limitation, the geographical location could affect the 

results of the study because teachers in certain geographical regions might have different 

teacher salaries and a different perspective on the profession itself than those in other 

regions.  The small sampling did not seem to limit the study as removing outliers had no 
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effect of the data, so it is probable that a larger sampling would yield the same results as 

the smaller sampling.   

 Secondly, the limitation of using quantitative surveys to capture data that shows 

the true perspectives of participants could still have limited the study.  However, the 

responses varied between the servant leadership attributes and the levels of teacher 

morale, indicating the possibility of true responses for many of the participants. The last 

limitation was that the results from the teachers were not broken up and analyzed by 

school, but they were analyzed as a whole.  This could have limited the research because 

the data was not divided up by each principal in order to analyze his or her own 

individual level of servant leadership and teacher morale in each school.  Breaking down 

the data by school would give results per principal instead of all principals as a whole.  

Each principal would then be analyzed separately for servant leadership attributes.  It is 

possible that analyzing data from each principal and his teachers separately could have 

resulted in different outcomes in predictors for teacher morale.        

Future implications and recommendations for future research 

 Servant leadership theorists and researchers have asserted that servant leadership 

characteristics will have a positive effect on the levels of job satisfaction of employees 

(Houchard, 2005; Laub, 1999; Sousa & van Dierendonck, 2015).  As the literature 

suggested, this study found a significant relationship between servant leadership 

attributes and teacher morale.  It also showed a significant relationship between servant 

leadership and the teacher morale factors of teacher rapport with the principal and 

teachers’ satisfaction with teaching.  Because servant leadership was found to be a 

predictor of teacher morale, it makes sense that principals would want to develop these 
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attributes in order to possibly raise the level of teacher morale in their schools.  Future 

implications of the study would be for more school principals and educational leadership 

programs to study servant leadership attributes and work on developing these skills for 

the purpose of increasing teacher morale, and hopefully, student achievement.   

 For recommendations for future research, a study could be done with a larger 

sampling from different geographical regions.  Conducting a similar study in various 

locations could show that the geographical region had little or no effect on the study.  

Also, researchers could examine schools separately in order to determine individual 

levels of servant leadership characteristics and the level of teacher morale in a particular 

school, with a particular administrator.  Breaking the data up by school and looking at the 

individual principals separately instead of as a whole could yield slightly different results 

or even stronger correlations between servant leadership and teacher morale.  Future 

research should be also conducted to analyze the relationship between each attribute and 

the individual factors of teacher morale that are affected by leadership styles. This could 

determine which attributes of servant leadership, specifically, have the strongest 

correlation to the individual factors of teacher morale.  

Conclusion 

 The purpose of this research study was to examine the relationship between the 

servant leadership attributes developed by Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) and teacher 

morale.  The research questions sought to determine a significant relationship between 

servant leadership and teacher morale and servant leadership and the specific morale 

factors of teacher rapport with the principal and satisfaction with teaching.  The study 

showed servant leadership to be a predictor of teacher morale (p < .05), and it also 
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showed servant leadership to be a predictor of teacher rapport with the principal (p < 

.001) and teachers’ satisfaction with teaching (p < .001).  The key findings and 

conclusions for this study support the previous research and literature on the topics of 

servant leadership and teacher morale.  The fact that servant leadership was a predictor 

for teacher morale as a whole, and especially for the morale factors most affected by the 

principal, shows that servant leadership has an effect on teacher morale in schools.  Based 

on this overall conclusion, principals could focus on implementing servant leadership 

attributes, especially those of altruistic calling and organizational stewardship, into their 

schools, with the possible outcome of increased teacher morale, which could have a 

direct effect on student achievement and the organization as a whole.   
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APPENDIX B –Permission Letter to Superintendents 

 

George Larry Johnson III 

44 Robert Walters Rd. 

Laurel, MS 39443 

February 11, 2019 

Superintendents 

Dear Superintendents: 

As a doctoral student in educational administration at the University of Southern 

Mississippi, I am conducting research in order to complete my dissertation. This is the 

last requirement I have to fulfill before obtaining my degree. For my dissertation, I am 

conducting a study to determine if a relationship exists between a principal’s servant 

leadership attributes and the level of teacher morale in the school. I am writing to you to 

request permission to survey the teachers in your district about the servant leadership 

attributes of your principals and their level of teacher morale.  This survey has been 

approved by the doctoral committee and will be approved by the Internal Review Board 

at the University of Southern Mississippi, once permission has been obtained from school 

districts.  No data will be collected until full permission is granted by the Internal Review 

Board of the University of Southern Mississippi. 

With your permission, I plan to have your principals select a lead teacher to be in charge 

of disseminating and collecting the surveys for me during a faculty meeting. I would then 

collect the surveys from that teacher, who will be rewarded with a Starbucks gift card. 

The survey should not take longer than 20-30 minutes to complete. Although the content 

and substance of the questionnaires is confidential, once the study is complete, I would be 

pleased, upon request, to share the results of my research with your district.  

Thank you in advance for your time and consideration. 

 

Sincerely, 

George Larry Johnson III 
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From:<gjohnson@jones.k12.ms.us> 

George Larry Johnson III 

44 Robert Walters Rd. 

Laurel, MS 39443 

April 7, 2020 

To: 

Superintendents 

  

Dear Superintendent: 

I received permission from you to distribute questionnaires in your district for my 

dissertation, The Relationship between Servant Leadership and Teacher Morale, for the 

University of Southern Mississippi.  I planned to have a lead teacher distribute these 

during a faculty meeting to be completed and then returned to me. With the disruption of 

school caused by Covid-19, it is now necessary that I collect these questionnaires 

electronically through email. May I please have your permission to email these 

questionnaires to your teachers?  If you give me your permission to send out the 

questionnaires via email, please provide me the name of a contact person in your 

technology department who can instruct me on how to send school-wide emails. 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for your help in this matter.  

 

Larry Johnson 
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APPENDIX C – Email to Participants 

 

From:<gjohnson@jones.k12.ms.us> 

George Larry Johnson III 

44 Robert Walters Rd. 

Laurel, MS 39443  

April 7, 2020 

To: 

Superintendents 

 

Dear Superintendents: 

As a doctoral student in educational administration at the University of Southern 

Mississippi, I am conducting research in order to complete my dissertation. This is the 

last requirement I have to fulfill before obtaining my degree. I am conducting a study to 

determine if a relationship exists between a principal’s servant leadership attributes and 

the level of teacher morale in the school. I have obtained permission from your 

superintendent to conduct my dissertation study in your school.  This study has also been 

approved by the Internal Review Board at the University of Southern Mississippi. 

I am asking for your help in collecting data for my research. Please click on the link 

provided in this email and complete the questionnaire.  This should not take longer than 

20-30 minutes to complete. The content and substance of the questionnaires is 

confidential and anonymous.  No personal information will be assessed.  There are no 

associated risks in participating in this study, and your participation in this research study 

is voluntary.  Your participation is greatly appreciated. 

 

Thank you in advance for your time and consideration.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

George Larry Johnson III 

 

https://usmep.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_6uvNPy0WOB3TAcl 

 

https://usmep.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_6uvNPy0WOB3TAcl
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APPENDIX D – Survey Questions 

Demographic Questions 
 What is your age range?   

A. 20-30      B. 31-40     C. 41-50     D. 50+ 

 

2. Please mark the answer that most closely describes your race. 

A.  African 

American 

B.  

Caucasian 

C. Hispanic     D. Asian     E. Two or more 

races                 

F. American Indian or Alaskan 

Native     

        G. Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific 

Islander 

 

3. How many years have you taught under the current supervising principal at your current 

school? 

A. 0-3     B. 4-7    C.  8-11    D. 12-15    E. 16+ 

 

Servant Leadership Questionnaire (SLQ): Please rate the current supervising principal of 

the school at which you are presently employed for the following questions. Mark the 

number closest to your evaluation of your supervising principal for each item using this 

scale: (0) Never   (1) Rarely   (2) Sometimes   (3)  Often   (4) Always 

 4.  This person puts my best interests ahead of his/her own. 0 1 2 3 4 

5. This person does everything he/she can to serve me. 0 1 2 3 4 

6. This person sacrifices his/her own interests to meet my needs. 0 1 2 3 4 

7.  This person goes above and beyond the call of duty to meet my 

needs. 

0 1 2 3 4 

8. This person is one I would turn to if I had a personal trauma. 0 1 2 3 4 

9. This person is good at helping me with my emotional issues. 0 1 2 3 4 

10.  This person is talented at helping me to heal emotionally. 0 1 2 3 4 

11.  This person is one that could help me mend my hard feelings. 0 1 2 3 4 

12.  This person seems alert to what’s happening. 0 1 2 3 4 

13.  This person is good at anticipating the consequences of 

decisions. 

0 1 2 3 4 

14.  This person has great awareness of what is going on. 0 1 2 3 4 

15.  This person seems in touch with what’s happening. 0 1 2 3 4 

16.  This person seems to know what is going to happen. 0 1 2 3 4 

17.  This person offers compelling reasons to get me to do things. 0 1 2 3 4 

18.  This person encourages me to dream “big dreams” about the 

organization. 

0 1 2 3 4 

19.  This person is very persuasive. 0 1 2 3 4 

20.  This person is good at convincing me to do things. 0 1 2 3 4 

21.  This person is gifted when it comes to persuading me. 0 1 2 3 4 

22.  This person believes that the organization needs to play a moral 

role in society. 

0 1 2 3 4 

23. This person believes that our organization needs to function as a 

community. 

0 1 2 3 4 

24. This person sees the organization for its potential to contribute to 

society. 

0 1 2 3 4 
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25. This person encourages me to have a community spirit in the 

workplace. 

0 1 2 3 4 

26.  This person is preparing the organization to make a positive 

difference in the future. 

0 1 2 3 4 

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire (PTO): Please rate the following statements based on your 

experiences under the current supervising principal and school at which you are presently 

employed. Mark the number for each item using this scale: (1) Disagree   (2) Probably 

Disagree   (3) Probably Agree  (4)  Agree   

27. Details, “red tape,” and required reports absorb too much of my 

time. 

1 2 3 4 

28. The work of individual faculty members is appreciated and 

commended by our principal. 

1 2 3 4 

29. Teachers feel free to criticize administrative policy at faculty 

meetings called by our principal 

1 2 3 4 

30. The faculty feels that their suggestions pertaining to salaries are 

adequately transmitted by the administration to the appropriate 

personnel within your state (i.e., school board, department of 

education, etc.) 

1 2 3 4 

31. Our principal shows favoritism in his/her relations with teachers in 

our school. 

1 2 3 4 

32. Teachers in this school are expected to do an unreasonable amount 

of record keeping and clerical work. 

1 2 3 4 

33. My principal makes a real effort to maintain close contact with the 

faculty. 

1 2 3 4 

34. Community demands upon the teacher’s time are unreasonable. 1 2 3 4 

35. I am satisfied with the policies under which pay raises are granted. 1 2 3 4 

36. My teaching load is greater than that of most of the other teachers in 

our school. 

1 2 3 4 

37. The extra-curricular load of the teachers in our school is 

unreasonable. 

1 2 3 4 

38. Our principal’s leadership in faculty meetings challenges and 

stimulates our professional growth. 

1 2 3 4 

39. My teaching position gives me the social status in the community 

that I desire 

1 2 3 4 

40. The number of hours a teacher must work is unreasonable. 1 2 3 4 

41. Teaching enables me to enjoy many of the material and cultural 

things I like. 

1 2 3 4 

42. My school provides me with adequate classroom supplies and 

equipment. 

1 2 3 4 

43. Our school has a well-balanced curriculum. 1 2 3 4 

44. There is a great deal of griping, arguing, taking sides, and feuding 

among our teachers 

1 2 3 4 

45. Teaching gives me a great deal of personal satisfaction. 1 2 3 4 

46. The curriculum of our school makes reasonable provision for 

student individual differences. 

1 2 3 4 

47. The procedures for obtaining materials and services are well defined 

and efficient. 

1 2 3 4 

48. Generally, teachers in our school do not take advantage of one 

another. 

1 2 3 4 
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49. The teachers in our school cooperate with each other to achieve 

common, personal, and professional objectives. 

1 2 3 4 

50. Teaching enables me to make my greatest contribution to society. 1 2 3 4 

51. The curriculum of our school is in need of major revisions. 1 2 3 4 

52. I love to teach. 1 2 3 4 

53. If I could plan my career again, I would choose teaching. 1 2 3 4 

54. Experienced faculty members accept new and younger members as 

colleagues. 

1 2 3 4 

55. I would recommend teaching as an occupation to students of high 

scholastic ability. 

1 2 3 4 

56. If I could earn as much money in another occupation, I would stop 

teaching. 

1 2 3 4 

57. The school schedule places my classes at a disadvantage. 1 2 3 4 

58. Within the limits of financial resources, the school tries to follow a 

generous policy regarding fringe benefits, professional travel, 

professional study, etc. 

1 2 3 4 

59. My principal makes my work easier and more pleasant. 1 2 3 4 

60. Keeping up professionally is too much of a burden. 1 2 3 4 

61. Our community makes its teachers feel as though they are a real part 

of the community. 

1 2 3 4 

62. Salary policies are administered with fairness and justice. 1 2 3 4 

63. Teaching affords me the security I want in an occupation. 1 2 3 4 

64. My school principal understands and recognizes good teaching 

procedures. 

1 2 3 4 

65. Teachers clearly understand the policies governing salary increases. 1 2 3 4 

66. My classes are used as “dumping grounds” for problem students. 1 2 3 4 

67. The lines and methods of communication between teachers and the 

principal in our school are well developed and maintained 

1 2 3 4 

68. My teaching load in this school is unreasonable. 1 2 3 4 

69. My principal shows a real interest in my department. 1 2 3 4 

70. Our principal promotes a sense of belonging among the teachers in 

our school. 

1 2 3 4 

71. My teaching load unduly restricts my nonprofessional activities. 1 2 3 4 

72. I find my contacts with students, for the most part, highly satisfying 

and rewarding 

1 2 3 4 

73. I feel that I am an important part of this school. 1 2 3 4 

74. The competency of the teachers in our school compares favorably 

with that of teachers in other schools with which I am familiar. 

1 2 3 4 

75. My school provides the teachers with adequate audio-visual aids 

and projection equipment. 

1 2 3 4 

76. I feel successful and competent in my present position. 1 2 3 4 

77. I enjoy working with student organizations, clubs, and societies. 1 2 3 4 

78. Our teaching staff is congenial to work with. 1 2 3 4 

79. My teaching associates are well prepared for their jobs. 1 2 3 4 

80. Our school faculty has a tendency to form into cliques. 1 2 3 4 

81. The teachers in our school work well together. 1 2 3 4 

82. I am at a disadvantage professionally because other teachers are 

better prepared to teach than I am. 

1 2 3 4 
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83. Our school provides adequate clerical services for the teachers. 1 2 3 4 

84. As far as I know, the other teachers think I am a good teacher. 1 2 3 4 

85. Library facilities and resources are adequate for the grade or subject 

area which I teach. 

1 2 3 4 

86. The “stress and strain” resulting from teaching makes teaching 

undesirable for me. 

1 2 3 4 

87. My principal is concerned with the problems of the faculty and 

handles these problems sympathetically. 

1 2 3 4 

88. I do not hesitate to discuss any school problem with my principal. 1 2 3 4 

89. Teaching gives me the prestige I desire. 1 2 3 4 

90. My teaching job enables me to provide a satisfactory standard of 

living for my family. 

1 2 3 4 

91. The salary schedule in our school adequately recognizes teacher 

competency. 

1 2 3 4 

92. Most of the people in this community understand and appreciate 

good education. 

1 2 3 4 

93. In my judgment, this community is a good place to raise a family. 1 2 3 4 

94. This community respects its teachers and treats them like 

professional persons. 

1 2 3 4 

95. My principal acts interested in me and my problems. 1 2 3 4 

96. My school principal supervises rather than “snoopervises” the 

teachers in our school. 

1 2 3 4 

97. It is difficult for teachers to gain acceptance by the people in this 

community. 

1 2 3 4 

98. Teachers’ meetings as now conducted by our principal waste the 

time and energy of the staff. 

1 2 3 4 

99. My principal has a reasonable understanding of the problems 

connected with my teaching assignment. 

1 2 3 4 

100. I feel that my work is judged fairly by my principal. 1 2 3 4 

101. Salaries paid in this school compare favorably with salaries in other 

schools with which I am familiar. 

1 2 3 4 

102. Most of the actions of students irritate me. 1 2 3 4 

103. The cooperativeness of teachers in our school helps make our work 

more enjoyable. 

1 2 3 4 

104. My students regard me with respect and seem to have confidence in 

my professional ability. 

1 2 3 4 

105. The purposes and objectives cannot be achieved by the present 

curriculum. 

1 2 3 4 

106. The teachers in our school have a desirable influence on the values 

and attitudes of their students. 

1 2 3 4 

107. This community expects its teachers to meet unreasonable personal 

standards. 

1 2 3 4 

108. My students appreciate the help I give them with their schoolwork. 1 2 3 4 

109. To me, there is no more challenging work than teaching. 1 2 3 4 

110. Other teachers in our school are appreciative of my work. 1 2 3 4 

111. As a teacher in this community, my nonprofessional activities 

outside of school are unduly restricted. 

1 2 3 4 

112. As a teacher, I think I am as competent as most other teachers. 1 2 3 4 
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113. The teachers with whom I work have high professional ethics. 1 2 3 4 

114. Our school curriculum does a good job of preparing students to 

become enlightened and competent citizens. 

1 2 3 4 

115. I really enjoy working with my students. 1 2 3 4 

116. The teachers in our school show a great deal of initiative and 

creativity in their teaching assignments. 

1 2 3 4 

117. Teachers in our community feel free to discuss controversial issues 

in their classes. 

1 2 3 4 

118. My principal tries to make me feel comfortable when visiting my 

classes. 

1 2 3 4 

119. My principal makes effective use of the individual teacher’s 

capacity and talent. 

1 2 3 4 

120. The people in this community, generally, have a sincere and 

wholehearted interest in the school. 

1 2 3 4 

121. Teachers feel free to go to the principal about problems of personal 

and group welfare. 

1 2 3 4 

122. This community supports ethical procedures regarding the 

appointment and reappointment of members of the teaching staff. 

1 2 3 4 

123. This community is willing to support a good program of education. 1 2 3 4 

124. This community expects the teachers to participate in too many 

social activities. 

1 2 3 4 

125. Community pressures prevent me from doing my best as a teacher. 1 2 3 4 

126. I am well satisfied with my present teaching profession. 1 2 3 4 
 

Thank you for completing this questionnaire! 
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APPENDIX E – Permission to Use SLQ 
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