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Abstract 
This systematic review aims to investigate the relationship between school principals’ leadership behaviours and 
teachers’ job satisfaction. With this purpose, studies that focused on this relationship in the literature were 
examined. Twenty-seven studies found in different databases (i.e. ERIC, WOS, SCOPUS and ULAKBİM) were 
included in the analysis. These studies mostly focused on the relationships between school principals’ 
transformational and interaction leadership behaviours and teachers’ job satisfaction. Additionally, job satisfaction 
was also studied in relation to servant leadership, ethical leadership, distributive leadership, individual- and 
task-oriented leadership and school leadership behaviours. Based on the findings of the studies examined, school 
principals’ transformation leadership behaviours were found to have stronger relationships with teachers’ job 
satisfaction compared to interactional leadership behaviours and were an important predictor of job satisfaction. 
Negative relationships were revealed between laissez-faire leadership and job satisfaction. On the other hand, 
school principals’ servant leadership and ethical leadership behaviours were found to be important variables in 
ensuring job satisfaction. Lastly, school principals’ administrative behaviours that encourage participation and are 
flexible, sharing leadership at school, and exhibiting individual-oriented and supportive leadership behaviours 
were revealed to enhance teachers’ job satisfaction. 
Keywords: transformational leadership, leadership approaches, administrative behaviours, school leadership 

1. Introduction 
Within the historical process, theories including the great man theory (1940s-50s), behavioural theory (1950s-60s), 
probability theory (1960s-70s), situational theory (1964s), transactional theory (1978) and transformational 
leadership theory (1985) have been influential on the development of leadership (Northouse, 2007). In parallel to 
this development process, leadership has been addressed in many areas including organisational behaviour, 
administration, psychology and sociology (Bass & Avolio, 1993; Bolden, 2004; Bolman & Deal, 2017; Yukl, 
1989). On the other hand, school leadership in education has been a trending research topic since 1960s and 70s 
(Bass, 1990; Hallinger & Leithwood, 1994; Hallinger & Chen, 2015). The understanding of the significance of 
leadership for school outcomes has guided this strand of research. This is because strong educational leadership 
was concluded to be effective in carrying out instructional activities flawlessly, improving the cohesion among the 
staff and enhancing student performance (Cheng, 1994; Griffith, 2004; Hallinger, Bickman, & Davis, 1996; 
Hallinger, 2005; Heck, 1992; Marks & Printy, 2003).  

With leadership styles being a research topic in the field of school administration, many scholars studied the effects 
of leadership styles on the school staff. In this regard, the research on school leadership focused on 
transformational leadership (Barnett, McCormick & Conners, 2001; Hallinger, 2003; Griffith, 2004; Koh, Steers & 
Terborg, 1995; Leithwood, 1994; Ross & Gray, 2006), interactional leadership (Nguni, Sleegers & Denessen, 
2006; Silins, 1994), effective leadership (Harris, 2002; Leithwood, Harris & Hopkins, 2008; Silins, 1992), 
instructional leadership (Blase & Blase, 1999; Hallinger, 2005; Marks & Printy, 2003), distributive leadership 
(Harris, 2004; Harris & Spillane, 2008; Heck & Hallinger, 2009; Spillane, Halverson & Diamond, 2001), servant 
leadership (Black, 2010; Cerit, 2009; Fridell, Belcher & Messner, 2009; Salameh, 2011), authentic leadership 
(Begley, 2006; Crippen, 2012; Eriksen, 2009) and ethical leadership (Calabrese, 1988; Lashley, 2007; Yılmaz, 
2010).  

Initial attempts on leadership theories focused on the roles of leaders and followers, reaching the goals, and 
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communication channels. As for current leadership approaches, they examine not only leaders but also followers, 
supervisors and the workplace environment and culture, thus covering a wide range representing the public and 
private sectors (Avolio, Walumbwa, & Weber, 2009). In schools, a particular organisational context, 
administrators’ leadership behaviours and styles were reported to positively affect employees’ motivation and 
performance, organisational justice, school culture and climate, student achievement and job satisfaction, whereas 
reducing stress, burnout and many organisational behaviours such as the intent to quit work (e.g., Blase, Dedrick, 
& Strathe, 1986; Evans, 2001; Friedkin & Slater, 1994; Griffith, 2004; Hulpia & Devos, 2009; Leithwood, 
Menzies, Jantzi, & Leithwood, 1996; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; Leithwood, Steinbach & Jantzi, 2002; Marks & 
Printy, 2003; Walumbwa, Hartnell, & Oke, 2010; Yılmaz & Altınkurt, 2012). In these studies, the effects of 
leadership on organisational outcomes were investigated, and it seems that the relationships between leadership 
and organisational outcomes were addressed quite commonly as a research topic in the literature. Therefore, it is of 
significance to make sense of the findings of such studies as a whole. In this respect, the present study attempts to 
analyse the findings reported with regard to the relationships between leadership and job satisfaction in the 
literature. 

1.1 Theoretical Background 

State Leadership, a concept that has long been studied by researchers, is a complex phenomenon (Avolio, 
Walumbwa, & Weber, 2009; Germain, 2012). The complexity of the concept stems from the fact that scholars do 
not have an agreement regarding its definition (Bass, 1990; Northouse, 2007). Leadership is a phenomenon that is 
built through social interaction (Avolio, Walumbwa, & Weber, 2009). More specifically, it is defined in terms of 
individual characteristics, leadership behaviours, interaction patterns, role relationships, followers’ perceptions 
and effects on followers and the organisational culture (Yukl, 1989). Northouse (2007) states that leadership is a 
process that appears in a group and includes common goals and influencing followers.  

In research studies, leadership is described as a dynamic process, in that the periodic characteristics or behaviours 
individuals who have characteristics of a leader make it difficult to examine leadership as a whole, and thus 
prevent researchers from reaching a common definition of the concept (Rost, 1993; Bass, 1990). It can be argued 
that one of the reasons behind the complexity of leadership is due to the emergence of many different leadership 
styles such as transformational, interactional, instructional, distributive, ethical, servant and authentic leadership. 
Demonstrating the definitions of these leadership types can help clarifying this complexity. In this regard, 
transformational leaders are defined as individuals who raise the interest of individuals in the group by forming a 
common vision and mission and ensure intellectual stimulation by increasing the motivation of group members 
(Bass, 1990). Instructional leaders are those administrators who develop educational programs at school and 
influence the relationship among the stakeholders of school in order to enhance educational achievement (Blase & 
Blase, 1999). Distributive leadership is a characteristic related to ensuring collaboration among professional 
learning communities at school and including them in decision-making processes (Heck & Hallinger, 2009). 
Servant leaders are those who do not expect something in return from their followers and are not selfish (Black, 
2010). Interactional leadership is about leaders’ meeting their followers’ requests and expectations in return for 
their meeting the leader’s demands (Silins, 1994). Ethical leadership is the personality characteristic that 
determines the rules needed to be followed in interpersonal relationships, makes decisions and shares them with 
employees by communicating with them (Brown, Trevinoand, & Harrison, 2005). Lastly, authentic leadership is a 
leadership process based on “knowing one’s self and self-awareness” in open relationships with followers 
(Eriksen, 2009). As can be inferred from different leadership styles in the literature, each style emphasises different 
characteristics unique to individuals. 

In educational research, studies on teachers’ job satisfaction were based on theories in areas such as organisation 
and administration (Kim & Lodman, 1994; Lester, 1987). Most studies on teachers’ job satisfaction associated 
satisfying factors with the high-level “motivating factors” and low-level “hygen factors” in Herzberg’s 
“dual-factor theory”. Motivating factors include intrinsic aspects of a task such as success, recognition, taking 
responsibility and creating opportunities. Hygiene factors refer to the external problems such as working 
conditions, control, working policy, salary and interpersonal relationships (Bogler, 2001). Kim and Lodman (1994) 
state that factors such as low salary, difficulty of working conditions and not having career opportunities 
negatively affect teachers’ job satisfaction, whereas promotion opportunities, professional autonomy and 
interaction with students and colleagues positively affect their job satisfaction. The effectiveness of education and 
instruction at school is in a way related to teachers’ performance. Teachers’ effectiveness refers to their satisfaction 
with the job and willingness to do their job in accordance with the school goals (Kabadayı, 1982). In a general 
sense, job satisfaction is the feeling of content and happiness that individuals have while fulfilling a duty 
(Swaminathan & Jawahar, 2013). More specifically, teachers’ job satisfaction is their positive emotional reactions 
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to their job or instructional roles (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2011).  

In educational sciences, many studies investigated the relationships between leadership and job satisfaction. 
Different leadership types including transformational leadership, interactional leadership, laissez-faire leadership, 
distributive leadership, leadership towards individuals and duties, being a change-centred organisation, servant 
leadership and ethical leadership were demonstrated to be related to teachers’ job satisfaction. Majority of the 
studies revealed a positive and significant relationship between job satisfaction and different leadership styles. 
Moreover, leadership behaviours were found to be a predictor of job satisfaction (Bogler, 2001; Eğriboyun, 2015; 
Ereş & Akyürek, 2016; Hulpia, Devos, & Rosseel, 2009; Karadağ, Başaran, & Korkmaz, 2009; Yılmaz & Ceylan, 
2011). 

School administrators’ leadership is related to guiding teachers, implementing plans and motivating teachers. Job 
satisfaction, on the other hand, denotes employees’ perceptions of the workplace, their relationships with 
colleagues, income and promotion opportunities. Many factors’ including school administrators’ leadership style, 
demographic characteristics and workplace environment can effect employees’ job satisfaction. In this regard, 
there seems to be no overall evaluation of the studies on the relationship between school administrators’ leadership 
and teachers’ job satisfaction in Turkey, and thus the research findings in the existing literature were not 
demonstrated and analysed as a whole in detail. This study is believed to guide further attempts on the theory, 
research and practice that would reveal the relationship between leadership and job satisfaction. Accordingly, the 
aim of this study was to examine the relationship between leadership and job satisfaction through the systematic 
review method and gather the findings of individual studies determined based on various criteria. More 
specifically, it was aimed to reveal the common findings in studies on the relationship between school principals’ 
leadership behaviours and teachers’ job satisfaction. 

2. Method 
This study aimed at analysing the studies on the relationships between school administrators’ leadership 
behaviours/styles and teachers’ job satisfaction in the field of education through a systematic review. Systematic 
review refers to synthesising the findings of many different studies in a way that is clear, transparent, replicable 
and accountable (Oakley, 2002). Systematic review is not merely a literature review, but a method that is used to 
address a research question. It helps summarise comprehensive research-based information that can be used by 
both practitioners and decision-makers and policy-makers (Brettle, 2009). 

2.1 Research Strategy and Data Sources 

It is the study was conducted within respectable data bases containing journals in the field of educational sciences. 
Accordingly, the studies examined in this work consisted of original articles searched in Web of Science, ERIC, 
SCOPUS and ULAKBIM data bases.  

2.2 Criteria for the Selection of Studies 

The criteria adopted in the selection of studies is as follows: (1) being published in refereed-journals, (2), being 
published between 2000-2017, (3) focusing on the relationship between school administrators’ leadership and 
teachers’ job satisfaction, (4) being conducted at primary and high school levels, (5) employing quantitative 
research methods, (6) the language of publication being English or Turkish. 

2.3 Obtaining the Studies 

The studies that met the inclusion criteria in the data bases were downloaded and saved. Those that were conducted 
at higher education level, or in public or business administration were excluded from the analysis. The abstract of 
the studies were read and reviewed by the researchers. These studies were categorised as focusing on (a) the 
relationship between school administrators’ leadership characteristics and teachers’ job satisfaction, (b) school 
administrators’ leadership characteristics as a predictor of teachers’ job satisfaction. Data searching process is 
presented in Figure 1.  
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Figure 1. Data searching process of the study 

 

2.4 Quality of the Studies 

Twelve of the studies were conducted in elementary, middle and high schools in Turkey, whereas the remaining 15 
studies were carried out in Oman (n=2), China (n=2), Indonesia (n=2), Belgium (n=1), Italy (n=1), Tanzania (n=2), 
Iran (n=2), Israel (n=2), the USA (n=1) and India (n=1). Twenty-four of the studies focused on only teachers, while 
three gathered data from both teachers and principals. As for the distribution of the studies by year, nearly 63% 
were conducted after 2014, which indicates an increase after this year. The remaining ten studies were carried out 
between 2001 and 2013. Four of the studies in Turkey were conducted after 2014. It can thus be said that the 
interest on the relationship between leadership behaviours and job satisfaction increased after 2014. 

2.5 Measurement Tools and Their Quality 

In the studies examined, 12 different measurement tools were employed to measure school administrators’ 
leadership behaviours. In almost half of the studies, the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) was used. In 
two studies, questionnaires on transformation leadership styles developed by different scholars or the researchers 
themselves were employed. Additionally, questionnaires related to distributive leadership, servant leadership, 
ethical leadership, school leadership and leadership behaviours were also used. In most of the studies, the 
Cronbach’s Alpha values were found to be .70 and above. The researchers often re-tested the reliability values in 
their own samples or reported values from similar studies. In two studies, reliabilities values were not presented, 
and in two other studies, the values of the researchers who developed the measurement tools were given. On the 
other hand, job satisfaction was measured by means of 20 different measurement tools. The Minnesota Job 
Satisfaction Questionnaire developed by (Weiss, Dawis, England & Lofquist, 1967) and the Job Satisfction Scale 
developed by Spector (1985) were mostly employed in the studies. The Cronbach’s Alpha values of the 
measurement tools were reported to be .70 and above. Regression and correlation analyses were frequently 
performed in the studies. Structural equation modelling was also used, though rarely. Convenient sampling was 
commonly preferred. Consequently, the studies seem to have a certain level of quality since reporting reliability 
values are seen as important to appropriately interpret findings. 

3. Results 
In the studies examined, eight different leadership styles were demonstrated to be related to teachers’ job 
satisfaction. These styles are transformational leadership, interactional leadership, laissez-faire leadership, 
distributive leadership, leadership towards individuals and duties, being a change-centred organisation, servant 
leadership and ethical leadership. Majority of the studies revealed a positive and significant relationship between 
job satisfaction and different leadership styles. Moreover, leadership behaviours were also found to be a predictor 
of job satisfaction (see Table 1). The summarised findings of the studies examined are presented below. 

 

 

 

Principals'/school 
administrators' leadership 
(behaviours/styles) and 
teachers' job satisfaction 

Total number of studies in the databases 507 

Total number of studies with full-text availability in 
the databases 157 

Total number of studies that relate to leadership and 
job satisfaction: 78

Number of studies that relate to 
administrators'/principals' leadership and teachers' job 
satisfaction: 41

Number of recurring studies: 8

Number of studies evaluated: 33 
Number of studies with 
improper methodology: 6 

Number of studies examined: 27
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Table 1. Relationships between leadership behaviours and job satisfaction 

 Leadership behaviours Source 

Relationship 

with job 

satisfaction 

R
E
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A

T
E

D
 L

E
A
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R
S

H
IP

 B
E

H
A

V
IO

U
R

S
 

Transformational 

leadership  

Bogler (2001), Eğriboyun (2015), Griffith (2004), Haj & Jubran (2016), Hariri, 

Monypenny & Prideaux (2016), Karadağ, Başaran & Korkmaz (2009), Korkmaz 

(2007), Nasra & Heilbrunn (2016), Nguni, Sleegers & Denessen (2006), Sayadi 

(2016), Teswaf (2014), Tok & Bacak (2013), Kadi (2015), Nyenyembe, Maslowski, 

Nimrod & Peter (2016) 

+ 

Dutta & Sahney (2016) No relationship 

Interactional leadership 

Korkmaz (2007) No relationship 

Eğriboyun (2015), Karadağ, Başaran & Korkmaz (2009), Nguni, Sleegers & Denessen 

(2006), Kadi (2015) 

+ 

 

Bogler (2001) - 

Laissez-faire leadership Hariri, Monypenny & Prideaux (2016), Sayadi (2016), Kadi (2015) - 

Distributive leadership Bogler (2001), Hulpia, Devos & Rosseel (2009), Ereş & Akyürek (2016) 
+ 

 

Leadership towards 

individuals and duties 
Yılmaz & Ceylan (2011), Taş (2017) + 

Being a change-centred 

organisation 
Paletta, Alivernini & Manganelli (2017), Taş (2017) 

+ 

 

Servant leadership Zhang, Lee & Wong (2016), Cerit (2009), Al-Mahdy, Al-Harti & El-Din, 2016) + 

Ethical leadership 
Güngör (2016), Madenoğlu, Uysal, Sarıer, Banoğlu (2014) 

Çetin & Özcan (2004) 
+ 

Making participating 

decisions 
Bogler, 2001, Hulpia, Devos & Rosseel, 2009, Hariri, Monypenny & Prideaux, 2016 + 

P
R

E
D

IC
T

IV
E

 L
E

A
D

E
R

S
H

IP
 B

E
H

A
V
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U

R
S

 

Transformational 

leadership 

Korkmaz (2007), Bogler (2001), Griffith (2004), Nguni et al., (2006), Nasra & 

Heilbrunn (2016), Hariri, Monypenny & Prideaux, 2016 

Predictor 

Variable 

Idealised effect Sayadi (2016), Teswaf (2014), Nyenyembe et al. (2016), Nguni et al. (2006) 
Predictor 

Variable 

Inspirational motivation Teswaf (2014) 
Predictor 

Variable 

Individual interest Nyenyembe et al. (2016) 
Predictor 

Variable 

Intellectual stimulation Nguni et al. (2006) 
Predictor 

Variable 

Interactional leadership Bogler (2001) 
Predictor 

Variable 

Conditional rewards Nguni et al. (2006) 
Predictor 

Variable 

School leadership Paletta et al. (2017) 
Predictor 

Variable 

Individual-oriented 

leadership 
Taş (2017); Cerit (2009) 

Predictor 

Variable 

Leader-team cohesion  Hulpia et al., 2009 
Predictor 

Variable 

Supportive leadership Hulpia et al., 2009; Cerit (2010) 
Predictor 

Variable 

Rational 

decision-making 
Hariri et al. (2012) 

Predictor 

Variable 

Dependent 

decision-making 
Hariri et al. (2012) 

Predictor 

Variable 

Servant leadership 

behaviours 
Zhang, Lee & Wong (2016); Cerit (2009) 

Predictor 

Variable 

Authentic acts Cerit (2009) Predictor 
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Variable 

Ethical leadership Güngör (2016); Madenoğlu, Uysal, Sarıer, Banoğlu (2014) 
Predictor 

Variable 

 

Provide fifteen studies focused on the relationships between transformational leadership and job satisfaction. In 
fourteen of these studies, school principals’ transformational leadership behaviours were found to be positively 
and significantly related to job satisfaction (Bogler, 2001; Eğriboyun, 2015; Griffith, 2004; Haj & Jubran, 2016; 
Hariri, Monypenny, & Prideaux 2016; Kadi, 2015; Karadağ, Başaran, & Korkmaz 2009; Korkmaz, 2007; Nasra & 
Heilbrunn, 2016; Nguni, Sleegers, & Denessen, 2006; Nyenyembe, Maslowski, Nimrod, & Peter, 2016; Sayadi, 
2016; Teswaf, 2014; Tok & Bacak, 2013). Furthermore, there are findings that indicate the predictive strength of 
transformational leadership in explaining job satisfaction. In three of the studies that revealed such findings, 
transformational leadership was a strong predictor of job satisfaction (Griffith, 2004; Korkmaz, 2007; Nasra & 
Heilbrunn, 2016). In three other studies, transformational leadership was founud to have weaker predictive levels 
(Bogler, 2001; Hariri, Monypenny, & Prideaux, 2016; Nguni, Sleegers, & Denessen, 2006). Unlike these findings, 
transformational leadership and job satisfaction were not found to be related in one study (Dutta & Sahney, 2016). 
On the other hand, there are studies that examined job satisfaction as intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction. In 
these studies, the relationships between transformational leadership and intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction 
were positive and significant (Karadağ, Başaran, & Korkmaz, 2009; Korkmaz, 2007; Teswaf, 2014). These 
findings as a whole show that school administrators’ transformational leadership behaviours can be antecedents of 
teachers’ job satisfactions. In this regard, it can be argued that as school administrators’ transformational leadership 
behaviours increase, teachers’ job satisfaction also increases. 

In the studies examined, transformational leadership was often examined with its dimensions including 
charismatic or idealised effect, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation and individual interest. Among 
these dimensions, idealised effect was founud to be positively and significantly related to job satisfaction at higher 
levels (Nyenyembe, Maslowski, Nimrod, & Peter, 2016; Sayadi, 2016; Teswaf, 2014). Besides, idealised effect 
was reported to be an important predictor of teachers’ job satisfaction (Nyenyembe et al., 2016; Sayadi, 2016; 
Teswaf, 2014). Moreover, the dimension of individual interest was found to be positively and significantly related 
to job satisfaction (Nyenyembe et al., 2016; Sayadi, 2016; Teswaf, 2014; Tok & Bacak, 2013). Likewise, 
Nyenyembe et al. (2016) stated that individual interest was an important predictor of job satisfaction. Lastly, in 
three studies, intellectual stimulation was reported to have positive and significant relationships with job 
satisfaction (Sayadi, 2016; Teswaf, 2014; Tok & Bacak, 2013). Similarly, forming an influential vision at school 
(Ereş & Akyürek, 2016; Hulpia, Devos, & Rosseel, 2009; Paletta, 2017), and inspirationally motivating 
behaviours were found to be related to (Tok & Bacak, 2013), and to be a predictor of (Teswaf, 2014), teachers’ job 
satisfaction. These findings demonstrate that the dimensions of transformational leadership including charismatic 
or idealised effect, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation and individual interest are important 
leadership behaviours for promoting teachers’ job satisfaction. 

In four of the studies reporting a relationship between interactional leadership and job satisfaction, a significant 
and positive relationship were revealed (Eğriboyun, 2015; Karadağ, Başaran, & Korkmaz, 2009; Kadi, 2015; 
Nguni, Sleegers, & Denessen, 2006). Nguni et al. (2006) found that interactional leadership explained 4% of the 
variation in job satisfaction. However, Bogler (2001) revealed a negative relationship between interactional 
leadership and job satisfaction, while Korkmaz (2007) demonstrated that these two variables were not significantly 
related. As for the subdimensions of interactional leadership, Nguni, Sleegers, and Denessen (2006) indicated that 
the dimension “management with exceptions (passive)” was a predictor of job satisfaction. Unlike this finding, 
Nyenyembe, Maslowski, Nimrod, and Peter (2016) found that the dimension “management with exceptions 
(passive)” was a negative predictor of job satisfaction. Sayadi (2016) reported that there was no significant 
relationship between the dimension “management with exceptions (passive)” and job satisfaction. In Nguni et al. 
(2006) and Sayadi (2016), conditional rewards and job satisfaction were observed to be related. Nguni et al. (2016) 
noted that conditional rewards were also a predictor of job satisfaction. Kadi (2015) indicated that laissez-faire 
leadership had a negative and significant relationship with job satisfaction. Hariri, Monypenny and Prideaux 
(2016) discovered that laissez-faire leadership predicted job satisfaction at a weak and negative level. An opposite 
finding was revealed in another study (Karadağ, Başaran, & Korkmaz, 2009). Although there is evidence showing 
a relationship between interactional leadership and job satisfaction, there seems to be an inconsistency between the 
findings reported in the literature. Yet, it can be argued that interactional leadership and its subdimensions are 
related to to job satisfaction, weakly though.  

Leadership behaviours that feature participative approaches at school and sharing the authority and 
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responsibilities were reported to predict teachers’ job satisfaction (Bogler, 2001; Hulpia, Devos, & Rosseel, 2009; 
Ereş & Akyürek, 2016). Hulpia, Devos, and Rosseel (2009) and Ereş and Akyürek (2016) found that supportive 
leadership style was positively related to job satisfaction. Teachers’ job satisfaction was also revealed to increase 
with the presence of a harmonious team work (Hulpia, Devos, & Rossel, 2009). Moreover, school principals’ 
dependent decision-making strategies, which relates to making decisions with other members of the school, 
predicted job satisfaction (Hariri, Monypenny, & Prideaux, 2016). Consistently, there are also studies that show a 
relationship between school principals’ decision-making strategies and teachers’ job satisfaction. In these studies, 
intuitive and avoidant decision-making was found to negatively predict job satisfaction (Hariri, Monypenny, & 
Prideaux, 2012, 2016). 

In two studies, leadership behaviours towards individuals and duties were reported to be related to job 
satisfaction (Taş, 2017; Yılmaz & Ceylan, 2011). Yılmaz and Ceylan (2011) stated that when leadership 
behaviours are towards both individuals and duties, they are strongly related to job satisfaction. Likewise, Taş 
(2017) demonstrated that organisation-oriented and individual-oriented leadership were positively and strongly 
related to job satisfaction. 

Three different studies reported findings regarding the relationship between servant leadership and job 
satisfaction (Al-Mahdy, Al-Harti, & El-Din, 2016; Cerit, 2009; Zhang, Lee, & Wong, 2016). Zhang, Lee and 
Wong (2016) revealed that school administrators’ servant leadership behaviours explained 22% of the variation 
in teachers’ job satisfaction, while Cerit (2009) observed this figure as 58%. Cerit (2009) also found that 
administrators’ authentic behaviours were stronger predictors of intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction. 
Al-Mahdy, Al-Harti, and El-Din (2016) discovered positive and strong relationships between supervision 
towards improving team skills, a servant leadership dimension, and job satisfaction.  

Three studies investigated the relationship between school principals’ ethical leadership behaviours and job 
satisfaction (Çetin & Özcan, 2004; Güngör, 2016; Madenoğlu, Uysal, Sarıer, & Banoğlu, 2014). In two of these 
studies, Güngör (2016) and Madenoğlu, Uysal, Sarıer and Banoğlu (2014) indicated that ethical leadership could 
explain job satisfaction, and there were positive moderate correlations in-between. In the third study, Çetin and 
Özcan (2004) stated that ethical behaviours including tolerance, justice, honest, democracy and respect were 
positively and significantly related to teachers’ job satisfaction.  

 

Table 2. School principals’ leadership behaviours that relate to teachers’ job satisfaction, and the levels of 
relationships 

Related factors References 

Characteristics that are strongly related to teachers' job satisfaction 

(Correlation coefficient > 0.5) 

Transformational leadership, idealised effect, interactional leadership, 

charisma, organisation-oriented leadership, individual-oriented leadership, 

change-oriented leadership, rational decision-making, strong vision, 

leader-team cohesion, servant leadership, developmental supervision, 

ethical leadership, school leadership 

Al-Mahdy, Al-Harti & El-Din (2016), Bogler (2001), Cerit 

(2009), Ereş & Akyürek (2016), Eğriboyun (2015), Griffith 

(2004), Güngör (2016), Haj & Jubran (2016), Korkmaz 

(2007), Madenoğlu, Uysal, Sarıer, Banoğlu (2014), Nasra & 

Heilbrunn (2016), Nyenyembe, Maslowski, Nimrod & Peter 

(2016), Teswaf (2014), Kadi (2015), Taş (2017), Hariri, 

Monypenny & Prideaux (2012) 

Characteristics that are moderately related to teachers’ job satisfaction 

(Correlation coefficient between 0.2-0.5) 

Transformational leadership, interactional leadership, inspirational 

motivation, participative leadership, idealised effect, individual interest, 

intellectual stimulation, conditional rewards, individual-oriented leadership, 

rational decision-making strategies, dependent decision-making, valuing 

individuals, improving individuals, forming a community, authentic acts, 

improving leadership, ethical leadership behaviours, servant leadership 

Karadağ, Başaran & Korkmaz (2009), Bogler (2001), Cerit 

(2009), Çetin & Özcan (2004), Eğriboyun (2015), Hariri, 

Monypenny & Prideaux (2012), Kadi (2015), Nguni, Sleegers 

& Denessen (2006), Nyenyembe, Maslowski, Nimrod & Peter 

(2016), Sayadi (2016), Yılmaz & Ceylan (2011), Tok & Bacak 

(2013), Teswaf (2014), Taş (2017). 

Characteristics that are weakly related to teachers’ job satisfaction 

(Correlation coefficient < 0.2) 

Transformational leadership, individual interest, dependent decision-making 

strategy 

Hariri, Monypenny & Prideaux (2012), Nyenyembe, 

Maslowski, Nimrod & Peter (2016), Tok & Bacak (2013) 

 

Table 2 demonstrates the relationships between teachers’ job satisfaction and school principals’ administrative 
behaviours at different levels. Leadership behaviours or its subdimensions revealed strong, moderate or weak 
relationships. In overall, job satisfaction had moderate and strong relationships with leadership behaviours. On the 
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other hand, the findings of the studies in the Turkish context (e.g. Kadi, 2015; Korkmaz, 2007) had parallels with 
those reported in the international literature (e.g. Hariri, Monypenny, & Prideaux, 2012).  

4. Discussion 
This study aimed at analysing the findings of 27 studies that examined the relationships between school principals’ 
different leadership behaviours and teachers’ job satisfaction. The studies mostly focused on transformational 
leadership behaviours among basic leadership characteristics. In their meta-analysis, Aydın, Sarıer and Uysal 
(2013) found that transformational leadership had a positive influence on teachers’ job satisfaction and 
organisational commitment. They also concluded that as administrators’ leadership behaviours evolved from 
transaction to transformation, teachers’ organisational commitment and job satisfaction increased. In a similar 
vein, Leithwood and Jantzi (2005) found in the studies they examined that transformational leadership had an 
effect particularly on student achievement and students’ participation in school. They indicated that 
transformational school leadership was influential on variables including teachers’ commitment and job 
satisfaction. Likewise, in their meta-analysis on transformational leadership and employees’ performance, Wang, 
Oh, Courtright and Colbert (2011) demonstrated that this leadership style was positively related to followers’ 
performance, job satisfaction and commitment. In another meta-analysis study, Chin (2007) reported that 
transformational school leadership had a positive effect on teachers’ job satisfaction, school effectiveness and 
student achievement in schools where school administrators exhibit this leadership style.  

In the studies, interactional leadership was found to be insignificant leadership characteristic in enhancing job 
satisfaction. Moreover, there are common findings showing that job satisfaction can decrease with laissez-faire 
leadership behaviours. In parallel to these findings, Özgözgü and Altunay (2016) determined that transformational, 
instructional and interactional leadership behaviours were influential on school effectiveness according to 
teachers’ views, and the relationship between interactional leadership and job satisfaction was weak. Cummings et 
al. (2009) revealed in many studies they examined that administrators’ leadership styles (e.g. transformational, 
resonance, supportive and evaluative) being human- and relationship-focused was strongly related to nurses’ job 
satisfaction. Yet, some studies reported that leadership styles focused on duties and duty-focused leadership styles 
(e.g. incompatible and instrumental management) had weak relationships with job satisfaction. Besides, the 
studies revealed the common finding that servant leadership, ethical leadership and distributive leadership were 
potential leadership behaviours that can promote job satisfaction. In this respect, Parris and Peachey (2013) 
determined that servant leadership contributed to employees’ content and job satisfaction. Therefore, it was 
concluded in this study that administrators’ behaviours in which they synthesize servant, ethical and distributive 
leadership characteristics at the centre of transformational leadership would highly contribute to teachers’ job 
satisfaction. Cowden, Cummings, and Profetto-Mcgrath (2011) examined the studies on leadership practices and 
nurses intent to stay in the job. Early studies concentrated on administrators’ leadership styles and powers while 
later studies evolved towards leaders’ interactions and communications with their employees (e.g. 
transformational and relational leadership), rather than individual leadership characteristics. In their systematic 
review on school leadership in Asian countries, Hallinger and Chen (2015) argued that there was a heavy trend in 
organisational behaviour in education and change and development at school.  

School principals’ valuing employees and showing them interest, strengthening justice and confidence in 
interactions throughout school processes, and creating a strong vision around common goals and a sincere school 
atmosphere can positively affect job satisfaction. Furthermore, a participative, flexible and facilitative structure of 
administration, strong administrator support, open communication channels, mutual understanding and a school 
atmosphere where participation is encouraged are seen among important leadership behaviours for promoting job 
satisfaction. Accordingly, it can be argued that the leadership behaviours that enhance teachers’ job satisfaction are 
mostly individual-oriented leadership behaviours that meet psychological needs, highlight humanistic, social and 
ethical values, and provide opportunities for self-realization. In this review of the studies on the effects of 
satisfaction with the leader and leadership behaviours on employee satisfaction in the field of administration, 
Skakon, Nielsen, Borg, and Guzman (2010) found that satisfaction with the leader or leadership behaviours 
positively affected employees’ happiness and job satisfaction while negative leadership behaviours caused stress, 
burnout and dissatisfaction in employees. In another systematic review, Belias and Koustelios (2014) asserted that 
followers’ needs were considered in measurement tools regarding leadership, and leadership characteristics such 
as mutual trust, respect, inspiration and communication between supervisors and followers, ensuring motivation, 
effectiveness and development were taken into consideration. For this reason, effective leaders who possess these 
characteristics are more likely to contribute to their employees’ performance and job satisfaction. 

Fifteen of the 27 studies examined revealed relationships between transformational leadership behaviours and job 
satisfaction. It can thus be stated that the theory related to transformational leadership was sufficiently tested in the 
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context of schools. However, it seems that the relationships between servants, ethical and distributive leadership 
and job satisfaction were not tested to the same extent, and there is a need for new studies. Findings that are parallel 
to these can be encountered in the literature. In this sense, Coomber and Barriball (2007) found in their review that 
stress and leadership problems were influential on job satisfaction and intent to leave work. In their review on the 
relationship between leadership and employee health, Kuoppala, Lamminpa, Liira, and Vainio (2008) determined 
that leadership had an important role in employees’ job satisfaction and occupational health. Testing whether the 
leadership behaviours mentioned above are important variables in ensuring teachers’ job satisfaction may provide 
important insights for developing certain leadership behaviours. As a matter of fact, Kim (2009) stated that 
leadership transformed a traditional hierarchical structure into participative administration, strengthened the staff 
and thus enhanced job satisfaction. Cogaltay, Yalcin, and Karadag (2016) found in the studies they examined that 
positive leadership behaviours positively affected job satisfaction, whereas negative leadership behaviours 
reduced satisfaction with the job. As a result, the studies generally reported that school principals’ leadership styles 
and behaviours were related to teachers’ job satisfaction and were a potential variable for promoting job 
satisfaction. 

5. Recommendations 
5.1 Suggestions for Practitioners 

Based on the findings presented above, it can be suggested that school principals should have mutual 
communication with teachers, help and support them, exhibit behaviours based on justice, equality and honesty, 
create a strong vision around common objectives, share school-related tasks with employees, and improve their 
skills. Moreover, they should make effort to form a strong school culture where there is participation, flexibility 
and healthy and open communication. In this way, teachers can be enabled to enjoy their job and perform higher 
quality work. 

5.2 Suggestions for Further Research 

The relationships between school principals’ leadership behaviours and teachers’ job satisfaction seem to have 
centred upon transformational leadership. However, research on the relationships between servant, ethical and 
distributive leadership and job satisfaction has been limited. Furthermore, the available research was mostly 
conducted in the international literature after 2014. Therefore, the relationships between these leadership styles 
and job satisfaction can be tested in different school settings so as to expend the current literature. Similar reviews 
can also be carried out with the theses/dissertations written in Turkey. Additionally, job satisfaction and 
administrators’ leadership behaviours can be examined in terms of mediator variables. In some of the studies 
examined, reliability values were not reported for the measurement tools. In this regard, researchers can be more 
careful to enhance the reliability of their research. On the other hand, there are various measurement tools related 
to job satisfaction in particular. Such relationships can be tested by means of widely-accepted measurement tools 
that are available in the literature. Similar studies can be examined in terms of leadership and different 
organisational outcomes. 
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Appendix A 
Brief Findings Reported in the Studies Examined 
 Authors Findings 
1 Korkmaz (2007) School principals’ transformational leadership styles positively and strongly predict teachers’ job satisfaction 

(β= .56, p < .05). Interactional leadership is not related to job satisfaction (p >.001). 
2 Eğriboyun (2015) Transformational leadership is positively and significantly related to overall job satisfaction (r=.52, p < .01), 

intrinsic job satisfaction (r=.42, p < .01), and extrinsic job satisfaction (r=.48, p < .01). Transactional 
leadership is positively and significantly related to overall job satisfaction (r=.42, p < .01), intrinsic job 
satisfaction (r=.33, p < .01), and extrinsic job satisfaction (r=.41, p < .01). 
Transformational leadership has a stronger relationship with job satisfaction compared to transactional 
leadership. 

 
3 

Karadağ, Başaran 
and Korkmaz (2009) 

Transformational leadership is positively and significantly related to overall job satisfaction (r=.50, p < .01), 
intrinsic job satisfaction (r=.34, p < .01), and extrinsic job satisfaction (r=.73, p < .01). 
Transactional leadership is positively and significantly related to overall job satisfaction (r=.30, p < .01), 
intrinsic job satisfaction (r=.17, p < .01), and extrinsic job satisfaction (r=.39, p < .01). 

4 Tok and Bacak 
(2013)  

There is a positive and significant relationship between transformational leadership and job satisfaction (r=.14, 
p < .01). The highest level of relationship is between inspirational motivation and job satisfaction (r=.21, p 
< .01). The positive and significant relationships between idealised effect, motivation, intellectual stimulation, 
individual support and job satisfaction are at a lower level than with inspirational motivation. 

5 Bogler (2001) Teachers’ job satisfaction is positively and significantly related to transformational leadership (r=.56, p 
< .0001) and participative leadership (r=.35, p < .01), while being negatively and significantly related to 
interactional leadership (r= -.21, p < .01),  
School principals’ transformational leadership styles directly affect teachers’ job satisfaction (β= .16, 
p< .0001). Interactional leadership style negatively and significantly predict job satisfaction (β= -.13, 
P< .0001). Participative leadership is related to job satisfaction ( r=.35, p< .0001). 

 
6 

Dutta and Sahney 
(2016) 

Transformational leadership does not predict teachers’ job satisfaction. 
Teachers’ job satisfaction predicts job satisfaction through an effective school culture (β= .027, p< .001). 

7 Griffith (2004) Transformational leadership positively predict teachers’ job satisfaction (β= .88, p< .001). All subdimensions 
of transformational leadership contribute to transformational leadership at high levels (standard β >. 90). 

8 Haj and Jubran 
(2016) 

Transformational leadership is related to job satisfaction ( r=.89, p< .001).  

9 Nasra and Heilbrunn 
(2016) 

Transformational leadership behaviours are related to job satisfaction (r=.68, p< .005) and predict it (β= .76, 
p< .005).  

10 Sayadi (2016) Teachers’ job satisfaction is positively and significantly related to charisma (r=.44, p< .001), individual 
interest (r=.35, p < .001), and intellectual stimulation (r=.29, p< .001). All subdimensions of transformational 
leadership and job satisfaction are positively and significantly related. 
Job satisfaction is positively and significantly related to conditional rewards (r=.23, p< .001) while being 
negatively and significantly related to Laissez-Faire leadership (r= -.24, p< .001). There are not significant 
relationships between job satisfaction and management with exceptions (active or passive). 
The regression analysis shows that the most significant predictor of job satisfaction is charisma (β= .020, 
p< .001). 

11 Teswaf (2014) Transformational leadership is positively and significantly related to teachers’ job satisfaction ( r=.47, 
p< .001). Extrinsic ( r=.45, p< .001) and intrinsic job satisfaction ( r=.40, p< .001) are positively and 
significantly related to transformational leadership. 
Idealised effect (attributed) and inspirational motivation, transformational leadership characteristics, predict 
overall job satisfaction. Idealised effect (R2=.22) explains job satisfaction at a higher level compared to 
inspirational motivation (R2=.013). 
All subdimensions of transformational leadership and job satisfaction are positively and significantly related. 
The strongest relationship is between idealised effect (attributed) and job satisfaction (r=.49) , and the lowest 
relationship is with intellectual stimulation (r= .37) 

12 Hariri, Monypenny 
and Prideaux (2016) 

Transformational leadership characteristics predict teachers’ job satisfaction (β= .26, p< .005). Laissez-Faire 
leadership negatively predict teachers’ job satisfaction (β= .11, p< .005). School administrators’ rational 
decision-making strategies predict job satisfaction (β= .26, p< .005). As intuitive decision-making (β= -.14, 
p< .005) and avoidant decision-making (β= -.23, p< .005) increase, job satisfaction increases. 

13  Nguni, Sleegers and 
Denessen (2006) 

While transformational leadership explain 15% of the variation in job satisfaction, the explanatory power of 
interactional leadership is 4%. Charisma has the highest predictive level (β= .38, p< .005) and it is followed by 
conditional rewards (β= .14, p< .005). Intellectual stimulation (β= .11, p< .005) and management with 
exceptions (passive) (β= .10, p< .005) predict job satisfaction. 
 

14 Kadi (2015) Transformational leadership is positively and significantly related to job satisfaction ( r=.44, p< .05). 
Interactional leadership and job satisfaction are positively and significantly related ( r=.61, p< .05). 
Laissez-Faire leadership and job satisfaction are negatively and significantly related ( r=-.19, p< .05).  

15 Nyenyembe, 
Maslowski, Nimrod 
and Peter (2016) 

Charismatic leadership predicts teachers’ job satisfaction (β= .28, p< .005). Individual interest predicts job 
satisfaction (β= .12, p< .005). Management with exceptions (passive) negatively predicts teachers’ job 
satisfaction (β=- .08, p< .005). Charismatic leadership and job satisfaction are positively and significantly 
related ( r=.73, p< .05).  

16  Yılmaz and Ceylan 
(2011) 

Administrators’ leadership behaviours are positively and significantly related to teachers’ job satisfaction 
( r=.49, p< .05).  

17 Paletta et al. (2017) School leadership predicts teachers’ job satisfaction (β= .50, p< .005). 
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18 Taş (2017) Job satisfaction is positively and significantly related to organisation-oriented leadership (r=.73, p< .05), 
individual-oriented leadership (r=.77, p< .05) and change-oriented leadership (r=.73, p< .05). 
Individual-oriented leadership is the only predictor of job satisfaction (β= .51, p< .005). 

19  Hulpia, Devos and 
Rosseel (2009) 

Team cohesion (β =.12, p< .001) and supportive leadership (β =.18, p< .001) predict job satisfaction, but 
participative decision-making is not a predictor. Supportive leadership predicts job satisfaction (β =.078, 
p< .001).  

20 Hariri, Monypenny 
and Prideaux (2012) 

School administrators’ rational decision-making strategies predict job satisfaction (β= .35, p< .005). As 
intuitive decision-making (β= -.16, p< .005) and avoidant decision-making (β= -.30, p< .005) increase, job 
satisfaction increases. Dependent decision-making predicts job satisfaction (β= .12, p< .005). 
Job satisfaction is positively and significantly related to dependent decision-making (r=.19, p< .05). Job 
satisfaction is negatively and significantly related to intuitive decision-making (r= -.42 p< .05), avoidant 
decision-making (r= -.50, p< .05), spontaneous decision-making (r= -.19, p< .05). 

21 Ereş and Akyürek 
(2016) 

There are positive relationships between job satisfaction, and strong vision (r=,53), supportive leadership 
(r=,66), instructional support (r= ,65) and supervision (r=,61). 
There are also positive relationships between job satisfaction, and role ambiguity (r=,75), group cohesion 
(r=,77) and degree of consensus (r=,70). 

22 Zhang, Lee and 
Wong (2016) 

School administrators’ servant leadership behaviours predict teachers’ job satisfaction (β= .47, p< .005) and 
explain 22% of the variation in job satisfaction. 

23 Cerit (2009) Teachers’ intrinsic job satisfaction (r= .59, p< .05) and extrinsic job satisfaction (r= .57, p< .05) are related to 
servant leadership. All dimensions of servant leadership are positively and significantly related to job 
satisfaction (r >.42). 
Servant leadership behaviours explain 58% of the variation in teachers’ job satisfaction. Valuing individuals, 
developing their skills, forming a community, acting authentically and enhancing leadership are predictors of 
job satisfaction. Acting authentically is a strong predictor of intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction. 

24 Al-Mahdy, Al-Harti 
and El-Din, 2016) 

Teachers’ job satisfaction are positively and significantly related to administrators’ servant leadership 
behaviours (p<.001). Among the servant leadership behaviours, the strongest relationship with job satisfaction 
is in supervision (improving team skills) ( r > .32). The relationships with support and nature of the job are 
weaker compared to supervision. 

25  Güngör (2016) Administrators’ ethical leadership behaviours are positively and significantly related to teachers’ job 
satisfaction ( r=.44, p< .01). Ethical leadership predicts teachers’ job satisfaction (β= .30, p< .01). 

26 Madenoğlu, Uysal, 
Sarıer and Banoğlu 
(2014) 

Administrators’ ethical leadership behaviours are positively and significantly related to teachers’ job 
satisfaction ( r=.57, p< .01). Ethical leadership predicts teachers’ job satisfaction (β= .43, p< .01). 

27 Çetin and Özcan 
(2004) 

Administrators’ ethical leadership behaviours are positively and significantly related to teachers’ job 
satisfaction ( r=.46, p< .01). 
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