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Abstract:



The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between job satisfaction and turnover intent of executive level central office administrators in Texas public school districts. For the intent of this study, executive level central office administrators were defined as staff members who serve in one of the following roles in a school district: assistant, associate, area, or deputy superintendent. The data were collected from a random sample of 234 participants in which survey instruments of job satisfaction and turnover intent were used. Each instrument was created on a five-point Likert scale. Based on the results of the study, it was concluded that a moderate inverse relationship exists between job satisfaction and turnover intent and job satisfaction explained 41.3% of an executive level central office administrator’s intent for turnover. Research related to this employee group is lacking. Therefore, not much is known regarding how it relates to their attitude towards work-related factors. Learning more about job satisfaction and turnover intention of these individuals could have long term implications since it relates to mitigating the shortage of superintendent candidates available to fill the growing number of vacancies as well as recruitment, retention, and increased work productivity of these staff.
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1. Introduction


Effective administrative leadership in a school district is vital for school improvement [1,2,3]. School superintendents who are responsible for leading the day-to-day operations of a school district, on average, remain in their position from three-to-five years [4]. In a nationwide study, it was reported that 55% of superintendents would be unemployed within five years [5]. With this projected outlook, there has become an essential need to take a closer look into the superintendent pipeline to learn more about workers’ experiences prior to entering the school superintendency [6], many of which include experiences at the executive level of a school district.



Whether due to retirements or other factors that prompt a superintendent’s departure, educational leadership has been faced with a short supply of qualified candidates for the school superintendency [2]. There has been minimal research conducted on the most logical successor for this position known as the executive level central office administrator (i.e., assistant superintendent, associate, deputy) [7,8]. Many of these executive level district leaders [8] hold job titles such as assistant superintendent, associate superintendent for business, assistant/associate superintendent for curriculum/instruction, assistant/associate superintendent for human resources, assistant/associate superintendent for operations, assistant/associate superintendent for personnel [5], and chief executive. Similarly, Kowalski [9] states that the executive-level central office titles are often associated with positions such as deputy superintendent and associate superintendent.



As rapid superintendent turnover continues to be of great concern, finding ways to cultivate and identify more quality candidates will be vital. This has warranted taking a closer look into the superintendent pipeline [8]. Employment data suggest that there will be challenges in filling the approximate 2000 superintendent vacancies that exist [2,10] since school boards around the nation continue to compete for candidates in a limited pool [11]. Several factors have been identified as potential barriers for increasing the number of candidates entering the superintendent pipeline. These factors include the role of superintendents having the perception of being problematic, too political, and offering less job security [2,12].



Job satisfaction has long been recognized and studied as an important factor across a variety of fields due to its effect on an individual’s organizational commitment, performance, and intention to stay within an organization. Actually, it has been stated that ensuring job satisfaction is one of the most important tasks of an organization [13,14,15,16]. With executive level district leaders being the logical conduit to the superintendent pipeline [8], it is important to learn more about the work factors related to this employee group such as job satisfaction and turnover intent. The noticeable absence of research related to this often forgotten position could have far-reaching implications not only as it relates to the superintendent pipeline but also the recruitment, retention, and overall work productivity of these employees. Learning more about these professionals will assist organizations in establishing training and development as well as in identifying ways to cultivate sustained interest in their current role and the job of superintendent. Given that job satisfaction has been identified as the primary antecedent to turnover intent [17,18], the aforementioned variables (job satisfaction and turnover intent) were selected as a starting point for this study.



1.1. Theories and Frameworks of Job Satisfaction and Turnover


There is an array of theories and models of job satisfaction and turnover. One of the most widely known theories of job satisfaction is Maslow’s hierarchy of needs. In the early 1950s, Abraham Maslow outlined what is known as the Theory of Needs [19]. The researcher suggests that in order for an individual to be satisfied, five basic needs must be met: (a) physiological needs; (b) safety needs; (c) social needs; (d) esteem needs; and (e) self-actualization needs [20,21]. In this theory, Maslow explains that: (a) physiological needs include the need for relief from hunger, thirst, and fatigue; (b) safety needs include the need to be free from bodily harm; (c) social needs include the need for love, affection, and a sense of belonging; (d) esteem needs include the need for individuals to be recognized and to achieve; and (e) self-actualization needs include the need to reach one’s full potential in a specific area. Individuals who are genuinely self-actualized accomplish ultimate satisfaction by being dedicated to a specific duty, form of work, or mission with each of these traits serving a higher purpose than that of self-satisfaction [19]. This theory posits that needs are ordered in a hierarchy from most to least and that employees are satisfied only if certain needs are met [22].



Another well-known theory of job satisfaction is Herzberg’s Two Factor theory [23]. The focus of this theory is motivation and it emphasizes the higher order of needs within an individual’s motivation in organizations [19]. Herzberg et al. [24] maintain that two major factors influence individual motivation at work, which include “hygiene factors” and “motivators.” Hygiene factors are preventive [24]. These factors can include salary, benefits, work policy, and work conditions. If hygiene factors are not acknowledged, dissatisfaction can occur. Contrary to hygiene factors, motivators serve as a stimulation source, which inspires employees. Motivators “serve to bring about the kind of satisfaction and the kind of improvement in performance that industry is seeking from its workforce” [24] (p.114). Motivation factors include meaningful work assignments, positive recognition, and sense of importance to an organization. Furthermore, the researcher contends that both job satisfaction and dissatisfaction are a result of different causes. This means satisfaction relies on motivators while dissatisfaction is a result of hygiene factors [22].



The turnover models of Mobley and March and Simon are also considered foundational throughout turnover literature. Mobley’s [25] psychological model of turnover states that when an employee is dissatisfied with a job, he/she then begins to evaluate alternatives and quits if the alternative is anticipated to be more satisfying. Essentially, the process of turnover is a series of decisions that begins with the evaluation of an employee’s current job and ends with a subsequent determination of satisfaction or dissatisfaction. This decision often leads to the intent to turnover or actual turnover. It is also noteworthy that later iterations of Mobely’s model of turnover were extended to include other work-related variables such as organizational commitment [26].



Most theories related to voluntary turnover are derived from the theories of March and Simon [25,27,28,29]. Based on this theory, the researchers suggest that an employee’s decision to depart from a job is influenced by the perceived ease and desirability of movement, which can be triggered by job satisfaction [30]. Furthermore, drawing on field theory, researchers contend that being embedded in an organization and a community reduces both intent to leave and actual leaving [31,32].




1.2. Overview of Literature Related to Job Satisfaction and Turnover Intent


Over the years, job satisfaction has been intensely studied [33,34,35,36,37,38,39] in both the social and behavioral sciences [39,40] as well as in education [41]. Job satisfaction has been defined as the extent to which an individual likes a specific job [42]. This construct has also been viewed as a person’s overall feelings to the various aspects of a job [43].



To date, literally thousands of studies on job satisfaction have been completed [33,44]. More studies have been completed related to job satisfaction than for any other variable [43]. These studies include the examination of the antecedents of job satisfaction, dimensions of job satisfaction, and the relationship between job satisfaction, job performance, and turnover [45]. Job satisfaction can be related to any aspect of a job and is an important part of organizational effectiveness. However, specifically as it relates to education, there has been more focus on the satisfaction of teachers, principals, and school superintendents with limited research available on executive level central office administrators.



Turnover intent has been defined as an individual’s conscious and deliberate willfulness to depart from an organization [38]. Similarly, as with job satisfaction, the turnover of workers has been of interest to many leaders and researchers across disciplines [17,29] and has been well researched. This phenomenon is associated with numerous factors such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, career commitment, and turnover intent [45]. Mobley, Horner, and Hollingsworth [46] state that intent to turnover is the final sequence of withdrawal cognitions.



Both researchers and practitioners have shown interest in better understanding what makes workers leave their job [28]. Managers recognize the personnel cost associated with employees who voluntarily leave [31] while scholars are interested in learning more about this work-related factor because it reflects a motivated behavior that provides insight into a more volitional behavior [47]. High turnover levels have also been linked to significant financial cost for organizations [31,48]. In education, numerous studies exist related to job satisfaction and retention of teachers and principals. However, as it relates to superintendents [6] and their counterparts known as senior executive administrators, research has been very limited.



When considering the interaction and influence of work-related constructs, job satisfaction measures are said to be the most relevant tools for predicting employee behavior [49] and have been found to relate to many work factors [50]. Additionally, turnover intent has been documented to have a significant negative influence on organizational learning [51], perceived organizational support [45,52], and job involvement [45]. In contrast, a positive correlation has been identified between turnover intent, role ambiguity [53], and job tension [45]. As it directly relates to the interest of this study, prior research has documented a negative correlation between job satisfaction and turnover intent [54]. This finding has been supported in many published studies related to turnover [51,55,56,57].




1.3. Purpose of the Study and Research Questions


The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between the job satisfaction and turnover intent of executive level central office administrators in Texas public school districts. For the intent of this study, executive level central office administrators were defined as staff members who serve in one of the following roles in a school district, which include assistant, associate, area, or deputy superintendent. The aforementioned positions are typically cabinet level positions that report to the superintendent of schools and complete work functions that are similar or identical to that of the superintendent of schools.



The following research question guided this study:



What is the relationship between job satisfaction and turnover intent for executive level central office administrators in Texas public school districts?



H0: There is no statistically significant relationship between job satisfaction and turnover intent of executive level central office administrators in Texas public school districts.



Ha: There is a statistically significant relationship between job satisfaction and turnover intent of executive level central office administrators in Texas public school districts.





2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Population


A research population is often referred to as the target group of which a researcher wants to learn or study in order to make generalizations [58,59]. In this study, executive level school district administrators in Texas public school districts were the target population. For the intent of this study, executive level central office administrators were defined as staff members who serve in one of the following roles in a school district: assistant, associate, area, or deputy superintendent. Each participant in this study met the following criteria: (a) listed in Texas Education Agency (TEA) AskTED database as an assistant superintendent, associate superintendent, area superintendent, or deputy superintendent in an independent school district in Texas and (b) had an email address during the 2016–2017 school year. At the time of this research, there was a total population of N = 863 that met this criterion.




2.2. Sample


Utilizing the TEA AsKTED system, a random sample of 234 respondents were identified as being an assistant superintendent, associate superintendent, area superintendent, or deputy superintendent, in an independent school district during the 2016–2017 school year. Sampling procedures based on the total population determined that a sample of 234 would be acceptable for a total population of 863 [60]. By using random sampling, a researcher can “have much greater confidence that their findings are not due to some special characteristic of the sample but rather are truly representative of the whole population” [61] (p. 71). Each participant who met the stated criterion had an equal chance of being selected [58,62].



Demographics Information Related to Study


A review of demographic information related to this study offered further insight into the participants. In this study, 47.9% or 112 of the respondents reported being female while 52.1% or 122 were reported as male. In terms of age, the majority of participants (112) were identified as being between the ages of 45–54, which accounted for 47.9% of all participants. The remaining participants in this study, 55, or 23.5% were between the ages of 55–64 while 51 participants, or 21.8%, were between the ages of 35–44. Additionally, 14 participants, or 6%, were between the ages of 65–74 with the participant age group of 25–34 representing 2 or less than 1% of the sample.



The academic degree obtained by each executive administrator was categorized into three distinct groups for this investigation. These groups were identified as a bachelor’s degree, a master’s degree, and a doctorate degree. Nine (3.8%) of executive level central office staff members indicated their highest academic credential to be a bachelor’s degree. One hundred and forty-three (61.1%) of executive level central office administrators reported acquiring a master’s degree while 82 (35%) executive level central office administrators reporting they have earned a doctorate degree. This finding was not surprising since most superintendents are known to have acquired an advanced degree.



Relative to the work location of executive level central office staff surveyed for this study, 53 (22.6%) reported that they work in a small district. In comparison, 130 (55.6%) participants reported working in a mid-size district with 51 (21.8%) participants reporting the district they currently work in is a large district.





2.3. Design and Instrumentation


A quantitative research design was used to examine the relationship between job satisfaction and turnover intent of executive level central office administrators working in Texas-independent school districts. Specifically, for this study, a Pearson correlation analysis and linear regression were conducted. Data were collected using survey measures related to each construct. All measures were rated based on a five-point Likert scale including the following ratings: 1—Strongly Disagree, 2—Disagree, 3—Neither Agree or Disagree, 4—Agree, and 5—Strongly Agree. Measures used in this study were a 3-item scale of Job Satisfaction by Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, and Klesh [63] and a 3-item Scale of Turnover Intent [64]. Cammann et al. developed the survey of overall job satisfaction as a part of the Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire (OAQ). This instrument is considered an overall indication of worker satisfaction. Questions inquire about an employee’s job satisfaction and dissatisfaction as well as whether or not the employees like their place of employment. Similarly, The Scale of Turnover Intent was developed as a standalone scale to assess the turnover intent of executive level school administrators. This instrument seeks to probe an employee’s intent to leave by inquiring about the intent to leave a given job, job envy, and the prospect of resignation. All surveys were distributed via electronic mail (email) to participant’s email of record in the TEA AsKTED system. Over the years, there has been an increased use of web-based survey instruments by researchers [58,65,66] given the convenience of access, design, and seamless ability to collect and analyze data [58]. All surveys were self-administered by participants.




2.4. Validity and Reliability


2.4.1. Validity


According to Cresswell and Guetterman [58], evidence of validity can include the use and the purpose of an instrument in previous studies. The researchers further posited that validity determines the extent to which an instrument performs since it has been established for use. For this study, a survey instrument developed by Cammann et al. [63] was used to elicit participant responses related to overall job satisfaction. This instrument consisted of three items based on a five-point Likert scale. Previous studies that have used this instrument document a significant negative correlation between the constructs of job satisfaction and turnover intent [67,68]. This documented relationship supports the validity of this instrument. Moreover, this instrument was used for the same purpose in the current study, which was to collect data related to an employee’s job satisfaction [68]. In addition, a panel of 20 executive level central office administrators that have held their position for at least three years reviewed the instrument in the context of its original format and agreed that the instrument appeared to be an appropriate measure of job satisfaction for this study.



A three-item scale of turnover intent was also used in this study [64]. This scale was also based on a five-point Likert rating. Previous studies have documented a significant negative correlation between turnover intent and job satisfaction when using this instrument [69]. In addition, a panel of 20 executive level central office administrators that have held their position for at least three years reviewed the instrument. In the initial iteration, modifications were made to accommodate feedback from the expert panel. Upon final review, all reviewers reported that the instrument appeared to be an appropriate measure of turnover intent for this study.




2.4.2. Reliability


Previous studies have recorded coefficient alpha values for the Cammann et al. [63] instrument of overall job satisfaction ranging from 0.67 to 0.95 [45,69,70]. Specifically, in this study, reliability was noted at 0.820. Similarly, a coefficient alpha was recorded for the Scale of Turnover Intent [64]. The previous coefficient alpha for this instrument was 0.74. In this study, reliability was noted at 0.756 (see Table 1).


Table 1. Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Results.





	Measure
	# of Items
	α (Present Study)
	α (Previous Study)





	Job Satisfaction
	3
	0.820
	0.67–0.95



	Turnover Intent
	3
	0.756
	0.75











2.5. Data Collection


Data collection for this study occurred during the 2016–2017 school year. Instruments utilized allowed the researcher to collect quantitative data for each variable. All surveys were distributed via electronic mail (e-mail) to each participant’s email of record in the TEA AsKTED database. The use of web-based survey instruments by researchers has increased [58,65,66] given the convenience of access, design, and seamless ability to collect and analyze data [58]. All surveys were self-administered by participants.




2.6. Data Analysis


Once the data were collected, it was imported in Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 24 for coding and analysis. SPSS is a statistical software program that allows users to conduct both basic and advanced statistical analysis. This study utilized inferential statistics including the Pearson Moment Correlation and Linear Regression as well as descriptive analysis, which included frequency counts for demographic information. According to Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs [71], the Pearson Product Moment Correlation is a statistical procedure that allows a researcher to determine the relationship between two quantitative variables. Similarly, Linear (Bivariate) regression is a statistical technique that examines the relationship between two variables as well as predicts scores on one variable based upon information regarding the other variable [71,72]. The research question and hypothesis formulated for this study were tested at the 0.05 levels or better.





3. Results


The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between job satisfaction and turnover intent of executive level central office administrators in Texas independent public school districts. This study was considered quantitative, which was previously noted by the use of inferential and descriptive statistical techniques. Participant responses were collected using two surveys based on a five-point Likert scale. Analysis included correlation analysis, linear regression analysis, and descriptive statistics. Results for the primary analysis are discussed below.



3.1. Descriptive Analysis of Independent and Dependent Variables


The mean and standard deviation results of the independent and dependent variables are presented in Table 2. The variable turnover intention was used to determine the turnover intent of executive level central office administrators. It was measured by three items from the turnover intent scale developed by O’Connor [64]. This variable was scored on the basis of five-point Likert scale responses with the highest score representing a high intent of finding another job and the lowest score representing a low intent of finding another job. A mean score of 6.89 (SD = 2.54) was calculated for this variable. This suggests an overall low intent for turnover among this group.


Table 2. Means and standard deviation of study variables.





	Variables
	M
	SD





	Job Satisfaction
	13.30
	1.80



	Turnover Intent
	6.89
	2.54









Additionally, the variable job satisfaction was used to determine how satisfied an executive level central office administrator was with his/her job. It was measured by three items from the job satisfaction measure developed by Camman et al. [63]. These items were scored on a five-point Likert scale with the high score representing a high degree of job satisfaction and a low score representing a low degree of job satisfaction. A mean score of 13.30 (SD = 1.80) was computed for this scale. As a result of this analysis, it appears that executive level central office administrators, overall, have high job satisfaction.




3.2. Hypothesis Testing and Analysis Related to Job Satisfaction and Turnover Intent


Correlation analyses were conducted to determine the relationship between both variables in this study. Pearson Product Moment Correlation was used to describe the relationships between variables. This statistical technique assessed the inter-correlation coefficients between two variables. The variables included in this analysis were job satisfaction and turnover intent. Table 3 shows the relationships between all variables in this study. Specifically, a significant negative relationship was found to be present between job satisfaction and turnover intent (r = −0.642). From this finding, it was concluded that, as job satisfaction among executive level central office staff increases, their intent to turnover decreases.


Table 3. Variable correlations.





	Variables
	(1)
	(2)





	(1) JS
	1.00
	−0.642 ***



	(2) TI
	−0.642 ***
	1.00







Notes: (***) Denotes correlation is significant at the 0.001 level (2-tailed: p < 0.001), Scale: (TI) = turnover intent, (JS) = job satisfaction.








A regression equation was estimated to test the linear relationship formulated in the null hypotheses. The following is a discussion of the results relating to the null hypothesis.



H0: There is no statistically significant relationship between job satisfaction and turnover intent of executive level central office administrators in Texas public school districts.



Ha: There is a statistically significant relationship between job satisfaction and turnover intent of executive level central office administrators in Texas public school districts.



A linear regression analysis (see Table 4) was computed to determine the relationship between the predictor variable job satisfaction and the criterion variable turnover intent. The predictor variable for job satisfaction resulted in a linear correlation coefficient (r) of 0.642. This variable accounted for 41.3% of the variance in turnover intent. A statistically significant negative relationship was found between job satisfaction and turnover intent at the p < 0.001 level. Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was rejected and the alternative, Ha, was accepted. With regard to executive level central office staff, job satisfaction explains more than 40% of an executive level central office administrators’ intent to turnover.


Table 4. Linear regression results for the relationship between job satisfaction and turnover intent.













	Variables
	B
	SE B
	β
	t
	p





	(Constant)
	18.93
	0.951
	
	
	



	Job Satisfaction
	−0.905
	0.071
	−0.642
	−12.76
	0.000







Notes: Bi-variate r = 0.642, r square = 0.413, Standard Error = 1.95, df = 1/232, F = 163.04, p = 0.000 ***; *** p < 0.001.










4. Discussion


The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between job satisfaction and turnover intent of executive level central office administrators in Texas public school districts. For the intent of this study, executive level central office administrators were defined as staff members who serve in one of the following roles in a school district: assistant, associate, area, or deputy superintendent. Based on the selected research design, this study was quantitative. Two survey instruments were used to collect data: (1) Job Satisfaction developed by Cammann et al. [63] and (2) Scale of Turnover Intent by O’Connor [64]. Data for this study were collected via electronic survey. Once collected, all data were properly coded and analyzed using SPSS 24. Statistical analysis included descriptive statistics (i.e., mean, standard deviation, and frequencies) and inferential statistics (i.e., correlation, regression analysis).



The results of this study highlight the significant influence job satisfaction has on the turnover intent of executive level central office administrators in Texas school districts. Specifically, a moderate negative relationship was observed between the two work constructs. Job satisfaction explained 41.3% of an executive central office administrator’s intent to turnover. The findings of this study are consistent with prior research, which has documented this relationship throughout the literature of research studies [17,53,73]. Despite this, few studies have examined these work constructs in the context of executive level central office administrators. Research completed to date has been dedicated to professionals external to education with most education-related studies focused on job satisfaction or turnover of teachers, principals, and school superintendents. This study extends the limited research base in this area and offers implications as it relates to the decreasing superintendent pipeline as well as the recruitment, retention, and increased work productivity of this employee group.



In terms of the theoretical models of Maslow and Helzberg, job satisfaction is a function of a variety of needs being met [19,21,24]. Essentially, as specific needs are met, organizations can expect that employees will experience high levels of job satisfaction. A review of the data from this study found that executive level central office administrators reported high levels of job satisfaction. Based on this, it appears that most organizations that hire these professionals are meeting their needs at a high level. Exploring specific factors that contribute to the satisfaction of these employees can further extend research related to this population.



The turnover model of March and Simon establishes the basis that an employee’s decision to depart from a job is influenced by the perceived ease and desirability to move, which can be triggered by job satisfaction [30]. Similar to this, Mobley’s model of turnover displays that when an employee is dissatisfied with a job, he/she then quits if the new job is expected to be more satisfying [25]. This study validates both models since a negative relationship was found between job satisfaction and turnover intent. This further strengthens the case for exploring specific factors, which contribute to an employee’s satisfaction or dissatisfaction in the workplace.



Superintendent candidate pools continue to dwindle as board members scramble to find and hire qualified candidates [28]. This is a trend that is predicted to continue into the foreseeable future. As a result, there is an immediate need for more research related to this work group that will result in the development of research-based strategies that increase the number of prospects for the job of superintendent. This study offers at least a starting point in this direction. Executive level central office staffs are the most logical predecessors to the superintendency. Due to this, board members and search firms alike should be compelled to learn more about the work-related factors of this group and how they interact or influence work related to decision-making. The findings of this study support the idea that dissatisfied executive level central office administrators are likely to leave their job. While improving the satisfaction of these workers does not guarantee automatic transition or interest in the school superintendency, the prevention of turnover is certain to mitigate further diminishing effects on the current candidate pool while presenting opportunities to increase a candidate’s interest in the superintendent job. Based on this, it is recommended that this foundational knowledge be used as a basis for further exploring and identifying specific recruitment strategies that lead to the superintendent pipeline.



Furthermore, as school districts continue to face budget challenges, overall work efficiency and performance will become paramount to the financial solvency and sustainability of these organizations. Researchers have reported that minimizing turnover in an organization can improve organizational performance and reduce costs associated with hiring and training a replacement [51]. In fact, costs related to turnover are said to represent 25% to more than 100% of an employee’s compensation [74]. This information is of great importance to school board members, superintendents, chief financial officers, and human resources directors. Many of these professionals are considered decision-makers with the most influence or impact on budgetary decisions. These leaders will need to become more cognizant of employee retention and its effects on the organization especially executive personnel, which are typically the highest earners in the organization. Given the lack of research related to this group [7,8], this study offers information to school districts that can serve as a starting point to establishing a more granular focus on the retention of executive staff members. Specifically, the researcher in this study found that job satisfaction explained more than 40% of an employee’s intent to turnover, which is significant. This position’s districts are more equipped to handle any of the financial ills or complexities that may present. In addition, efficient organizations consistently look at ways to improve the work environment at all levels.




5. Conclusions


Workers who feel undervalued and dissatisfied decrease the overall productivity and effectiveness of an organization [75]. In contrast, superintendents who are satisfied believe in their ability to impact the positive outcomes of all stakeholders [76]. This type of commitment and belief is required to build sustainable organizations especially when cultivating the interests and skills of those executive school leaders that are next in line (i.e., assistant superintendents, associate superintendents, etc.).



The findings of this study should be of importance to public agencies where retaining quality workers can be problematic [77,78,79,80,81]. Employers in school districts should focus on developing and improving both extrinsic and intrinsic work-related factors, which will increase job satisfaction, and as a by-product reduce an employee’s intent to leave an organization. Increased job satisfaction of executive level central office administrators can yield long tenure. However, many of these employees will have the intent to turnover if dissatisfaction manifests for extended periods. Additionally, superintendents and board members should consider the impact job dissatisfaction might have on an employee’s aspiration to become a school superintendent. Given the relationship of job satisfaction and turnover intent among this work group, it is also vital that superintendents who have determined that they have quality executive level central administrators be keen in understanding what specific situations, factors, and circumstances cause discontentment on the job. This not only assists in increasing talent within the superintendent pipeline, but may also prove to assist in overall organizational development in terms of recruitment, retention, and performance.




6. Recommendations for Future Research


Due to the limited literature available related to executive level central office administrators, many opportunities are available to extend the research as it relates to this population. The following are a few recommendations for future research related to the population studied.

	
Replication studies that utilize a sample from other states



	
Studies that examine job satisfaction and turnover intent based on gender, type of district, and other demographic variables



	
Studies that examine other work-related factions such as organizational commitment, work home conflict, role overload, etc.



	
Studies that research specific factors that increase job satisfaction or dissatisfaction



	
Studies that research specific factors that decrease turnover intent



	
National studies that explore work constructs related to this employee group



	
Quantitative research studies that explore work-related constructs related to this employee group
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