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The influential position of the principal in the teaching learning

process has-been well established ~Tpday S elementary principal,'moreover, :
performs his administrative funcgdons'amidst a rapidly changing school_. < .

-

' 'se't-ting. Preparatory programs alone are, it has been suggested, unable to
equip the elementary principal to adequately mEet his new responsibilities.. n.:'~
:-and'thgrmantle of modern leadership.y It has therefore-been’ reconnended
that princ1pals be provided the opportunity to awail of a continuous

inservice education program designed ‘to facilitate the challenge of their e IR
p051tion . ,‘l < e s o ..
) s ! " r\.-t“{'.'»-'" ’..-"‘.. s .‘)',;

‘The' objective of this ‘study was to- trx and determine the - curreﬁ€‘< 55_.“A?;ﬁ

. | e o
‘ . . : PRSI (A HY
,professional probletns of elementary principals’inﬂthe province. . The' . R
g Lo . e N . - o ) -
present status of the elementary principal -further suggested that’ the e
. s " - Lo " . ' .7' - -...‘_’.' ', . . ?‘
inservice education views of elementary principals ‘and their professianal

s , . T et .o ! Lo

associates’,’ teachers’and supervisors, be solicited. 'Consequently}.elemen-;

tary principals, their teachers; and supervisors, with whom principals.work,

.were’requested.to‘rate'commonly'performed functions,ot the principal on a

:four point“scale ranging in level of d;fticulty from none to extrede. A
‘not applicable option‘zas included to provide a profile of those duties

which were either not at all or in limited numbers a part of the adminiS-u " G

‘,

trative responsibilities of-principals in the prbvince. Further analysis ’ :'u

. sought to asgess the relationship between the respondents ratings and the.

3following personal and professional vadiables' school size, sex, principal 8 - 3t-‘

. age, administrative experience, teaching experience .préfessional prepar—'

h I3 <
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htion, and grade taught. Inservice edufation consideratiobs concentrated
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on ascertaininggthe approach‘and direction toward'which respondents felt ﬁ&J'

Although no strikingly perceptual patterns “of agr

‘-observed

[

Superv1sion of Instruction functions were widely considered as being the

B . B .
. - e . . ;
- . . .

v 0w

- no

proposed 1nservice education programs ‘should proceed J , _-1'"" :
. . o

ement were |

among all three groups of respondents, analysis revealedjthat,""

! 2\
v .

d .

;vmost difficult tasks for the elementary principal. School~Comnunity' - ."?
N Relations emerged~as an area of -some concern.because of the'apparent' ' A T:.. %%
.absence of 31gnifieant principal 1nvolvement‘in this vital tacet othhe _ _ ;
, school s role in society..-Specific<functions within other task areas were%-f ':E 2:§
singled out by combinations af the respondent groups as ad inistrative ?-%
practices deserv1ng additional help and consideration.' Si; .ificant differ— i W : 52}%
.ences'between the responses of principals, teachers, and_su ervisors %Z
'classified on the hasis.of personal gnd profeésional variables were most' ..': v héz
evident on sex, grade taught, and* professional preparation. Inservi%e . E%
.education views of reSpondents wbile supporting some of the a tivities _A"a _ h%;
‘presently available to’ elementary Principals, cited additional activities - “:”Q%
which respondents Eelt should he incorponated.into future inse ice pro- 3"§
grams; Such progrmms would be condueted in"an atmosphere creat d- by ' :/ _ ? f%
1 ) . )
. careful planning and guided in large measure by ‘the felt needs of partici— ;? ’ {_ﬁg
The’ 1mplications of this study strougly suggest that the immediate
concerd of those responsible for the advancement of elementary education - .
1slto initiate a more fac1litating role for the principal in Superzision ,. ’.isﬁ
of Instruction reSponsibilities.' Secondly, steps should be taken to ensure P "~;
future ptinclpalrinvolvement in those areas where to present he has played - 'a:ﬂié
a.minor rolet These objectives can be realized if: boards of education .and -
. principals.téenselves'are uilling“to exert a concentrated etfort to_i;prove; ,Ul"té
and'e;tendie%isting'inseryice‘education'prograns.;' v ',' ,~' tr B "';;; L
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o . CHAPTER T .- °
“ THE PROBLEM

. . INTRODUCTION

DR : ' L . ' | .'. ’ N o © K '
ST 4 o v ' The modern elementary school principal is in an opportune position

v
-

to directly influenee the type and quality of educational experiences

received by students under;hisnleadership Few administrative positions

R £y I" . - . .\ » .~y 4 .
Ce . .relate 'S0 directly to the central’ functigns of the school -~ teaching and
PR 1earning Improvement ‘of teacher standards and performance in teaching o S

: o / .
PR ’
AR T +-can be realized by the principal whb has an opportunity to_influence his

'stdfﬁr"-“Hé~canfmarimize the-d ferent skills “of his teaehers and help themj

. - . at -

.
[P

develop their competencies . The elementary principal in short, /can/
R B . i
R Joyr&ubsEan%ialmopportunities to provide.a higb onder of staff relation-

e

Zow ST

5 - ,f'

ship™ 2 ACcordiig to_Goodlad, in- order for the elementary principaltto be

ahle to perform role expectations as perceived hy teachers and other”’ school\
i ' personnel with whom he'works; in order'for him to 8o beyond mere survival® . Vs
' . ‘. . - .. ) . [} : \."1
as an elementary principal and in order for him to be a self renewing ' 5

. person and to build a self- renewing school, at least three things are

. Xeduired: L . . ) ) . i - . i -

. . < R . o . ‘ 3 < ‘. . ‘, ' \
. o . '. ]T - ' . . 4 (X‘(ﬁ‘j
- S he brackets are those of the writer. P . -

. . ‘
. . I

. 2Neal Gross and Robeft E. Herriott, "The EPL of Elementary

.un. o Principals: A study of Executive Professipnal Leadership," The National
' 'Elementary Principal XLV (April 1966); p. 66, ] N )
. . ) . . ‘ o

’ - t, 1 . :

. . £ .

) ) : t - . ' ' -

N . a . e CEE o : T B
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(Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1967), 'p. 507.

’ ! {" " 2
(1) an awareness of major forces and ideas influencing the
school setting,’ (2) an understanding, of the major forceés and

- recommendations In education being made for coping with these", o

forees, and (3) an educational environment in which both new
and old ideas are continually appraised &nd tested.3

.1‘\\ The_need for a éreater awareness of tor&eszand issues affecting
.performanee in.the modern eienent;ry principalshkp has been greatly
aecenthated by a rapidly changing schocl setting. The modern elementary
principal finds himself having to work with an increasing array of
educationa; specialists;'meeting an increasing array of student needs;.
”havinéuto coordinate:a better trainedr more'professional teachihg staff -
andnoverseeigﬁ a school lunch program, stuaent health and safety nrqgrams,

preschool clinics, teacher in-éervice education, and SChool—community

13

- relations. o - ; o <;

- A
~x

°Jenson et- al elaborate on some of these issues and describe addi-’
tional stresses’ on ‘the elementary principalship.
“. . . among the powerful forces sparking innovations and
‘*_  new approaches is the vast amount of knowledge accumulated about
children and how they learn, Trends such as individualized
reading, Independent ‘study, programmed instruction, ungraded
.primary units, programs for the gifted 'and talented,. individual-~
ization, guidance, flexibility of programs and the like, appear_'
to be pointing the way. Other basic.units under study in qahy
school situations are bound to have an impact on future elementary
schools. A few of these are: variations in.grouping and.individual
instructipn schemes, teacher. assistants, experiments, imaginative
use of teacher talents, the use of a wide variety of teaching
aids, both .automated and animated; curricular changes, the -
employment of technological afds, the extension of the’ classroom
to include an ever widening -environment, new school and community
-cooperative efforts, intensified school and honfe relatiomships, |
+ and experiments with extended exposures tq learning experiences -=.. .|
"' the school day and the school year. 4 o : st

I. - ) - N -

3J_ohn L. Gpddlad,-"Beysnd Survival for the Elementary Principal,"
The National Elemeptary Principal, XLVI (September, 1966), pp. 10-15.

“Théodore J.. Jenson et al., Elementary School Administration
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'question What recommendations can be fiade which will help provide an

Foilowing their study of adninist_rative behaviour,?}iemphili et al

-

wrote that: | -, . ° - S I ‘ -
The - elementary school prinecipalship is .a highly strAtegic
position. The principal 1s faced with a host of problems. .
- The problems that he sees and what he does about them influence
the quality of education received by every child in his school.?
i\

1f these statements ‘and opinions are true, they raise a serious

)
\ - . ‘..

vl -

educa'tional environment suited to cope with ‘the forces and issues

confronting the modern elementary- princi.pal,‘sh_ip?'

Shuster and Wetzler, co-authors ‘of Leadership in Elementary School

Administration and’ Supervision have expressed the opinion that'
It is unrealistic to assume certification requirements, .
- university preparation programs, and "lockl hiring" plans will
guararitee superior leadership for .all .elementary schools.
" Although appointments to the. position can be made more wisely if
these plans are in effect, thc_re will be many individuals who
© will be deficient in some areas. Therefore, there will always
be a need for growth and skill development ‘for the person
already on~-the-job. - Even as an in—servi@frogram hag been

. emphasized for faculty members, it is edgecially %portant that
" consideration be’given to the ‘in-service meeds of the principal.
He must ‘be provided opportunities for learning new skills and.

keeping abreast of changing conditions.6

. Pharis has’ stressed the urgency of'the in-service ohallenge in this
q . . .. N . N « ' . .I . . . .
nanner. _ L . ’

it has become increasingly obvious that in the principal—
ship, as in other professions, pré-service preparations simply .
prepare one to learn to practice hls profession, , . . One 1ea.rns .
tq be.a princ_:ipal'only,after one becomes a principal. Today, as

2

[y

.

John KNHemphill, Daniel. E. Griffiths, and Norman Frederiksen,
Administrative Per mance and Personality (New " Y_ork Bureau of ~ °

" publications, Teachers'. College,.Columbia University', 1962), P 352.

-

f’w. Shuster and W. Wetzler, Leadership in Elementary School

Administration and Supervision» (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 19593,
P. 476. ‘4 ‘ . -
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.. Principals," *(Washington, D. C.: Department of Elementary School.Principals,’ n

‘4

education needs of elementary school principals in the province of

-curre_nt problems facing‘school administrators. . .

o 4

- never befa!: mastery of-p professional responsibilitv is-a -
ife-long PTORss. It is part of the job and ghould :
recogmized asgpart of the Job.7_ '''' '

4

At th district level, George w. Connelly, a Superintendent in the

A coqtinu'us program of. activity is important if thé principa ’ b
is to developithe increased competence on the job., On the one’ '
.hand, there shquld be a' program of professional growth for prin-- . ' j.':"}'.
cipals, sponsored by boards of education,’ This program should be :
“structured aroun\d the problems which principals meet daily in
their work ’ ;

S FrE e
AT 2

-
Py

Xk

et e
Z Avati U E
P Sy
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It was within \the ‘context of ‘these questions and issues that th.e

present study concernin current professional problems and in-service )

Newfoundland and Labradon was conducted.

- . ) ;

IMPORTANCE OF AND NEED FOR THE STUDY’
\ " T

General Considerations

The literature of recent years makes numerous references to.the

‘

. . .. . N g - .
ipadequacy of current programs and methods for tr,ainiilg school adminis-

trators. It is'frequently stated that programs of preparation have
o ® » ‘ ‘ e . b

isolated themselves from the practicing world of work and have lost contact ’ ' i

with' reality, that present programs. too, often fail to orient themselves to ' “
/ - . s

~
' .
A i

7Will:lam L. Pharis, "In-service Education for Elementary School o

1966) ,- p. 8. \ . . ) g ; . o . o sl

. \ . . - ) i 0 ) i . R "élk.‘.

g o : e ' S 3 oy

George w. .Connelly, 'District Superintendent Looks at the. - o . K

Prihcipal," The National Elementary Principal XLVI' (February, 1967),
- pp. 38-40. K _ o .. d
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.Hemphill et al,wrote as g result of their ‘study on administrative . . L
M A N . - B . .

o

performanee of elementary princip

[ed

. ' . e

1s: N

n how much the elementary principal . ,-i
. ;is ﬂﬁarning today, from either lexperience in graduate training or
'on Mhe job. The study reveals littlé or no substantial relation>

?p of years of acpdemic.prefaration or administrative experience

h any measure offperformance in the simulated school situatien.

.There 1s reason to quesgti

EEA v, P

_...This state .of affaits strongly - suggests that those who are .
) practicing 8chool administrators as well as those who teach it, %
, are in‘need of better concepts by which to analyze, evaluate 7 713
understand, and improve performance. ot
. | LY
l - .
Elsbree McNally and,Wynn emphasize the importance of in-service ‘fgg
' education to meet the needs of elementary principals, left vacant} in part, . v fg;
PR o .' , - ‘..:):\
by programs of ‘preparation. Even if it had been possible to offer an ‘éé
' excellent. préparatory program, a person %%
. . N 1

S a g

. 'h is prepared only to learn-the principal.i job The
accelerated chdnge in education, as in our entire:society, is. .
proceeding at'an. almost frightening tempo. The principal who .

., must depend throughout ‘his career on his original preservice .
preparation’ can.no ionger survive the challenge of this rapid
change, Indeed; the prinmcipal whqse,education is not continuous

o throughout his lifetime will become increasingly ineffective. T

" The, typical milditary officer spends on the ayerage approximately
one-fifth of his salaried working time going ‘to school .to keep
- his professional knowledge up-to-date. Industrial executives

+ also spend ,much of their time in continued professional develop-:
menty usually’at company expense. School systems must make '
increasing provision for a lifelong education of, their adminis-

. trators by granting to their school administrators salaried leave-
"and- expenses for:advanced, graduate study, workshops, institutes,
'professional conferences, travel, writing, and independent ,
research. Indeed, a strong relationship exlsts between the ro S

- quality of a school and - the extent to which its -administrators ' .
develop in-servige. Colleges and universities, professional s o

. assoclations an school systems.themselves must extend the - [ : L

L resources for the continued education of school administrators.10

5‘
r . . a \

'9Hemphill et al.,’p. 3520, s C %,'1._

o R . ) \ Ce Tl %
: Willard S. Elsbree, Harolko McNally, and_Richard Wynn, |
Elementary School Administration and\Supervision (New ,York: American Book T s

Company, 196%), p. 68. . . : i . C : . . _H
R . L 4 . ) . . e
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The essential. question which, we need to ask ourselves regarding

. > :

in—service education is: have present programs, consisting for the most ' . T

part of some professional reading, 1ectures,’worksbopg4land seminars, o S
, . . .-.“ . ...'. '/-(ti-*": . . ~ , ,” ..‘-.

become mere routine? o ' . L o

° o . R \
< \

Octo and Sanders expressed the opiniofr that \most principals engage '

_I.L-'Jq‘-- Lt

in some ‘type of professional development;'but they questioned the value of

et T

Uthe usual approaches. They stressed- the need for "well-planned- programs . //X

designed to meet the needs of a- rapidly changing society."ll' n ~

TR
Mo Lozl -,

v ' ]

dn studying the in-service eduqation needs of the Little Rock,’

Arkansas, Elementary Principalship, Thornton stated "If elementary gchool

\

principals are to meet the increasing demands of school and society, school

. o .
. .ol N
Tt S > B X
RERR R PP ) .

Sy T L T o

systemslmust provige-effective in—service programs to meet specific

P ‘s T - .‘. DR |

needs."i2 He further recoumended that'problmms'affecting'the.schools,'and o

' ' . o ., . [

problems of "personal intérest'should'beﬂcaféfully'stated‘and considered
: 13 o ' L
for in-service work, ' . T : .
. S ' : =

. ) ,
"Miel, in an article written for The National Elementary Principal,
stated- that: o MR S N ‘ ./

Intell¥gent planning of (in-service education) requires
critfcal assessment of, the personnel to be educated, of the type

’
.

1

11Henry J. Otto and David-C. Sanders, Elethentary School Organization < Q,‘T%
and Administration (New York:,Appleton-Century Crofts, J964)l;p.'395.; . . . :é‘
12 .

C. M. Wilson, VProblemé‘of Elementary School Principals in

Arkansas with Implications for In-service Training" (unpublished Doctoral

dissertation, University of Arkansas, 1969), p. 4, citing J. T. Thornton,

"An In~Service ‘Trdining Program- for Elementary School Administrators" - . W
(unpublished Doctoral . dissertation, University of Arkansas, 1966), p. 36. . % LMQ
. -.\_‘ . .o ._.::;.v(&
. 133 T Thornton, "An In-service Training Program for' Elemeptary ”1 .
School Administrators,' Dissertation Abstracts, XXVIT (September, 1966), - - "‘d?%
- up 642 . S T . N . ' . . l:i{’.‘;_'..
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v ) . . SR W o A cey
+ of performance desired of that personnel and’ of means and . : R
methods of prov din% on—the-Job education appropriaté to the ‘ o E L
performance sought: . . o Y

- . e
v . °

Theilman,15 outlining the charaCteristics of an effective in-service
b . . )

program, noted that if inhservice programs are to be successfhl (appro— i . o oo
priate) they must cdmeffrpm felt needs on the part of the participants. :
v . One of the piinCipél means ‘to. identify the needs of the elementary . .QV;j

. J P

.principal is to have him reveal the problems which he . is experiencing in _; e i%
¢ the performahhs of his duties . However befbre the elementary principalship i',' ;;%
can reach its maximum potential it seems apparent that two other signifi— -.\\( "'ig

,:' . l - N N f — ' ! ...'..'_\’,
cant groups of the principal s role—set, teachers and supervisors, must be

in closerhgreement as to” th% problem&_of the eLementary principalship and |
. the techniques and practices that art seen to be most effective in alle-

viating these prbblemsi 'Once their perceptions'have been identified

! . i . ) . - . . . "

(although they may not always be ia agreement, each Should be cognizant of
. _ < o oL . ) . '
how the other'perceivestthe elementary principalship) principals, teachers, ’

and-supervisors will have a starting point'on which to base a.program for

thé. cooperative improvement of the elementary principalship,vand subsé- .
. . ! .

' - : ~

_quently, the total.'school environment.

MY
’ . . Bl

Provincial‘Considerations , A _ -

It is only in recent years that the elementary school principal_

=

has come to be recognized as a central figure in the teaching learning

a

. - . 0y
3 ' .

1 ’ ! Yo !

: 14A.lice Miel "In-service Education’ Re-examined," The National "
" Elementary Principal XLV (February, 1962), p. 7. - - S : .o
) 'lSGiles Theilman, "What Ar;et;e,éharacteristics of an Effective - “:i/?
‘In-service'Program?' Bulletin of & ational Association of' Secondary . Y A
, School Principals, XXXVI (March, 1952), pp. 361-366. . ' ’ 5“”‘§§
, (‘\4.|
’ ) ‘(‘, - ‘.';‘“\f- ¥
o - ‘ T ) - = N :.\ \IA.l
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-emphasize the need for a study of the-current professional problems and

in-service education,needs of practicing elementary school principals.;n_" -

‘editlon of The Newfoundland and Labrador Schools Directory lists 122 ' v

schools subject to the conditions above (K - 6 with 6 or. more rdoms), an

- suggest possible solutionsjp? the problems of practicing elementary school

: principals that are associated with the move, toward increase in school

. ;size.

TP 136 e o, S .. } . . . e

Yo7 . ! - . ‘ -
I ) - -
. R .. . . . . 8 -
A ’ - - - i
. : . . R : A
. N B . .- e
’

process.i Recognition of his changing role, however, has.not bean substan— oo ' Iﬁ
tiated by any detailed effort to facilitate his increasing and varying

. e, . oot
. ot

- . . . ¥

'responsibility : - t : o . . A oo

Several factors have been operative in the province of late which .

(a) Increase in school .size. A provincial survey of existing ' L

school facilities completed in 1972 revealed that elementary schools o, Ly

(grades K - 6) comprised 30/ of all schools in the province. (n 893)

0f the 267 elementary schools, 110 contained 6 or.more roqms.- The I973

r ]

e

s
! . O etk s W . -
PR e AR RT S T T AR g B v i

ERCTTSNEY ’
’

H -8 '
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PO SR ol

Increase of 12 schools.17 While this iﬁcrease may not be significant,,,,,,;ﬂmg

134

—
NS T wpac

. _‘M "

engugh to warrant this study, it does indicate a trend toward centralization ' 4;@
. o ., “r
,of our, elementary schools. It is the writer 8 belief that such a ttrend e . ,{ig
oo VIR
) o -"d‘,’il
: will continue, and that this is an opportune time to try to ascertain and - ~'ﬁ?'

§

- .
\ ’ . " ¢

‘ - ' ’ L

AL

- (b) Educatéd'teacher force and general societal demands.. The
authdritative position,of the principalsis riow being seriously questioned

L
P . N .
..\'v - N . Lo . o )

d ° . A ¥

\ ) . ' . ‘- ‘. . . . . . . ) ) .' 5 ’ X‘

' ' 16Rober(t D. Fisher and Philip J Warren, Schools in Newﬁbundland'
and Labrador: A Survey of “Existing Facilities (St. John's: Degjrtment of
Educational Administration, Memorial University of Newfoundlan 1972),

-
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' 17Department of ‘Education, The Néwfoundland. and Labrador Schools - "'E 5
Directory, 1972 -73 (St. John's: Government.of Newfoundland -and Labrador, S
1973). S P
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by téachers, particularly in°the task*area of curriculum and instruction.

.,

The.trend toward ‘teacher militancy has been paralleled by the rapid

N\
. .

increase ,in teacher'qualifications over the. past few years Coupled with T

s
[N

a changing teacher force, principals in the province are faced with general

® Ve g e

societ51 demands,,exemplified by the knowledge explosion, which have

o contributed “to an increased rate . of change cultnrai %ocial and Eechno--:f. mi,-;-ﬁﬂ’w

.. L e e eV -
S v

alﬁgical Faber and Shearron comment that

Ve e =
PR

-
. ¥
e

_,i/ The elementary school principal of today adminieters a larger
school that is part,of a larger school system; he relates to-a
larger more ‘specialized céntral office staff and to a better -
trained more professionally*briented teaching staff; and he strives.
to help his school accomplish more tasks with a higher degree of T
proficiency,’ ‘while- being watched more carefully by a public with %

» greater expectations for ‘his performance. This ig.the challenge W

and the opportunity in becoming an elementary school principal - " o Q:
today.18 . ST P I ;
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. THERH
B Recognition of the’ increasing and varied tasks of the elementary o ;¢g§
CRLTETT ee SRR AN T RPN i 5
;principal have been manifested in’ several ways._ The Roman Catholic School o -yggg
- & - ) ; . v": '

Board €or St. John' S* operated a- twice-monthly practicum for its school R -

. ..

X S
e
R e YTF

administrators during the months January-May, 1973. In central Newfoundland,l

gy P

the Exploits Valley Integrated School-Board undertook a similar, less' o SoA
. - q ot . - Y . s g
: R : o o id
involved venture during late March and early.April of the same year. IR % .Ef
- "Other school superintendents’ in the province, notably Cecil Smith of Avalon ' J?%

a s+

s

T
S

Norkt® Integrated:and Nathan,Qutler of Bay Q’Espoir Integrated, havelrecog—

.
nized the need for some form.of'inJEErvice.education'for'theiripracticing . i i : é%
school'administrators} -both.have ashed'the-Department.of Educational” . %3;

.Administration aufMemorial'yniversity; either I writing or.throuéh_cral/ iﬁ#
.communicatibn, for help in:this'area. Phil warren; Speakiné'atfthe:

18Charles F. Faber and Gilbert F. Shearron; Elementary School' B ? ;&:

Administration: Theory and Practice (New York Holt,.Rinehart and Winston)
1970), P 340. o .. . o, ) E ‘

’
o
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Administrator s Practicum for principals of the Roman Catholic School v ::
N - i;
Board St..John s, stated that, "A planned systematic andrCQ\FinUOUS in—.

;'r... . K

service education program is basic to the solutions of the critical j' S

problems ;acing~the achool prid;\pal today."}? :.," -; ‘ji'”. . ":”'i o

‘:.'_4;::,;._ C [ ) : . N 'y . toosh 7.,

. e [ : s e S . . % . o
. e &= et ~ 5.
KT . .5

= s:rATEMENT pE THE PROBLEM*AND PURPOSES " o ¥y e
Soee . ¢ OF THE: STUDY R T

The problem to which the study addresses itself is as follows. :‘:‘
te h" N . )

. When elementary school principals, adﬁ the teachere and Superviaors

= ...-,' - u'

s

with whom they work are asked to identify the ‘tarrent. professional

o Sy .-A. v

FIT vy

'”'problems -and-. in—service education needs of ‘the elementary principaléhip

(15 Which pfobléms are perceived by each group as being most

critical with respect to degree-of difficulty in‘performing duties~of the

N

«elementary principal? ,. -

(2) What implications for' in-service education of elementary

- P

prdncipale are revealed through theserperceptions?

The PurEOSes o }f

B} - . .
v T

Thé-purposes of this study are. "f 'j e

(l) :To- 1dentify the criticaI professional problems of elementary

principals in the province of Newfoundland and Labrador ‘as perceiVed by

elementary principals,_their teachers, and the %upervisore witk whom they ,'"Hz' CA
A . .-_ ) . . . . . L B .. . . . “.“_ ".: .." ‘i ,‘ ". /' . . ._’;,.,(-

Iwofk.r.,'
~» Al -3

i e (2) To examine .relationstiips between size of schools.and perceived - -
N i \ "." i .
) l : . . .
. o 19l’hilip JV Warren, ice Education Program, _ Co
(Address to: the Administragor s Practicum, Roman Catholic School Board, . i.?-f'.g Wk
St. John s, Newfoundland - . ' ¢ A iR
e NI Ny f.i.' L . N




LR Q' by ..:v T . '- ) - _r. s o
-_f'i in—service edgcation program. ;_‘A e ,*;I. “,',‘_-‘ )
'.-. :t:,'.:-... (-!._"_ . . .' - . e -" ‘......"._": N . - R '_T'. - e T
e A L L ;,'}'j_;lf'.“io;ﬂf;} et
neo T T e L P e - S QUESTIONS TO BE ANSWERED -
- - ‘ o 2. :i._" " -‘.‘ s e -7 '.- x ._ o I' . ' _"v -~ N ;~ . o _".'

1. ° .
° K . N 2, °
, ~ o .
. problems. . B
' - i '(5)‘:'.-'1‘-0 -examine rela't'ionsh:-
LR T ® \ . v -‘*
%f characteristics of elementary principals a. : Lyedp; e "
: o (4) To examinhﬁxelationships betwegn pensonal.and.p;ofess ;nalq
.l: | l: v. .‘ b M \ .- " . . VT

(6) To review the problems iﬁenxifiedf
B Cipals,-teachers, and supervissrgﬂtogether with their Suggestiona,

°

L h'”fe:; In accordagce with the purpcse of this study, aﬁ%wers to'the

Y - M i ~ . R
’i- ::" i following qdesticns will be souépti' ;;::t'-.”ﬁ f f.‘I: 7.- h,i, :i.i.f
L e i .o . S . g
'i;63~fdg ;f;” (1)\90\\lementary priycipals, teachers, and supervisors agree as
' Lo 'Iito the problems faced by elementary school principals and as to the degree
. -~ [ I A ST
; - 'of difficulty which these<;roblems present? SR Loy ‘n.'. fuﬂ'?f?f;';b

et ff: f (2) Do relationships exist between the size of schools and the AT

proh}ems perceived by’principals,-teacherseand supervisors?,'-' .
\ L . LR N

(3) Do relationships exist betweep personal and prdfessional

MU characteristics of principals and the problems which they perceive? T T

; - N (4) Do relationships exist betWeen personal and professional x
.-”charaeteristics of teachers and the prablems which they perceive for their K
. 'elementary principals? :}"_j?‘ e 0. .,'2*. ' . )
w‘y:' . -ﬁ ;“';;l (5) Do relationships.exist beﬂween pergomal and professioual _
f ui'characberistics of elementary principals and their effectiveness in the.

4
N

' v . . - . T - . 0 v, - S e > .
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elementary' principals‘h‘ip as_perceived 'Qby supervisors with whom they . work.

. . 7
a(6)* W‘nat approach -and dire’ction to inserv’ice education is. suggested

D 4

a

Further educational activities (for example, pro?essional r@ading,

. for elementary school principals in the provinc;,},by principals, teachers,
RE-N b ’ . - - i . ;( . :
© and, superv1sors” - e \ ' . toe
. ‘ - -, , Ay ) _‘l ._' :
ot - ' . ’ ' ' ’ L
) , . . . ) . . . , %é
e DEFINITION OF TERMS : e ’ 3
i . . ) lx a LI - ¥ . R ~ 4
Elémentary School . R : . ’ . LA
) A.school having the grade classification K~6 and an administratiyeo- K Sl
teaching staff of six or :more persons. : ', . . I
R v ro : ' b . 252
- r L0 . ‘.‘ , ¢ i‘.\i.‘e-
A L - PR . S ..ig“
* Elementary ’School, Principal : g
. .(~ — - L‘ .‘g::‘;
That: member ofmthe administrative-—teaching ”“
principal” who is charged with the overal\l responsibility for the daily . ,\f
operation ofoa specific elementary school K—6 - L A _ . g%
5 L hyo T <L B
. . '. ) b : " . i ) " . . ) :4' . N _ . ig}:ll
LT NS T -0 T ’ - ac - . %
-Elementary? Schcbl\ Teacher. - v Z’ S oLt :QE
. ‘.“ . . - PR ) < e . ' ‘17:?-;
" A teacher who “has. been assigned the regular classroom duties of a .- ° 3 *
/ ° - . R . ; . "-71'{;\2'
particular grade or combi‘nation of- grades in an elementary school as - R T ,gg
e T i [ .t - . . R -t .. PRy
‘defined. -. . f‘ - s o - -
A . o L T . T T .
. s v- v . :" N o C, e e ’ . .
) Generalist Supervisor _' - j S = i ) ’
. - o> . e . z
Generalist supervisor refers to personnel hired pursuant to Section ‘; 1%
29 (1) of the Newfoundland and Labrador Schqols Act Number 68, 1969 The | ° I
* 3 ' ‘ '
i generalist 5upervisor as opposed’ to the board specialist who 13 responsible : ‘ '
. - - - ¢ . ‘. , r‘. '.I
for a. specific subject area, is- respgnsible for general improvement in. ', - |
1nstruction throughout the dlStZ‘.iCt in which he is employed St oy
‘Inservrce Education ‘- E T " CE
. a ™ -‘\

a
.
o
1}
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¥
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v
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B

. tary school principgls. -It is further assumedlthat ditferences in percep~'.

9' ¢ ' 1'3

participatin educational workshops;\tonferences, visiting other schpol

gystems, seminars) which '€ ibute to the professional growth of thé

principal while under ‘contract to.a schd istric{. , e .. . ST
) v N\ . M . 5 PP

ASSUMPTIONS AND DELIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

. ) \h o B ‘ . . . . . .
Asgumptions ¥ 'y ’ . - . ¢
\ .- . ¥

- -

Tom, Ko mnlm

.

(1) Each sample of elementary school principals teachers, and . :@f

o ot

superv1sors is capable of identifying and rating problems faced by. elemen- . LB
. : 4
K
B

K=6 grade classification with an administrativeﬂteaching 'staff of six or

" more persons, and (b) have appointed'at least one generalist supervisor as R
)

: Number 68 1969.

A . o M
" tions will occur:among these three groups. L . W Mk -7311
S ) . . s . . . ! . P R $ SV Ry
. . L
(2) The tasks listed on the rating instrument actually are performed e I
AR’ . . T . ) ) HE
by the vast maJority of elemehtary prineipals. .i . - . ' “%
(3) The survey technique used represents -an adequatg:basis for e E
determining- the problems encountered by elementary principals. ié
. - ‘ - SL ok
(4) The’ sample of principals, teachers,'and supervisqrs is adequhte ‘r"
. to reflect tife opinions of the respective populations. N Q<§
o (5) Members of each sample will respond accurately and honestly to .:g
“all questions and will rate each task objectively. ! L
. g ' g : . . a ’ o ¥ . »
~: . . . 1 Y . “
Delimitations .
. . - . 9

This study is delimited to.

(l) The Integraé&d,and Roman Catholic School‘Districts which meet

both of thé following stipulations (a) have at 1east one school in the

I

defined ih Section 20 (1 of the Newfoundland and ‘Labrador "Schools Act,




;[

: random sample of elementary school teachers, (c) generalist supervisors ) 'n

~

" to identify, and may respond ' to ones that are below. the threshold of his

. random sample of elementary school principals based on school size, .(b) a-

e ' v R . . o . - o &%
. I . : [, N 14 ' . -'l:,f‘
. S . R e

(2) An analysis:of the responses regarding the degree of difficulby

P

which certain tasks present to elementary principals from (a) stratified .
. . e e ‘

- . N '
- .. . .‘.f

1 . v,
responsible for elementary education,. andﬁﬁd) the toégl population of ' i
i 474 - . . ;1
schools with 21 or more administrative-tahching staff Lo N : 'Jzie

v

All of’a (a), (b), (c), and (d) shall be subject to the require—

P LI "

(1) a person may be influenced:by conSiderations he may not be able

.ments stipulated in 1 (a) and (b) ;» o " . VR ;é)
P - TN LIMI’i':;’&TIOl‘lS' OF "TH_E STUDY = . T - e ]
Problems of Perception o ' X , ) ) ' '{;;*
Zalkind and:Costello reviewed the research on perception and.its S .‘";2%

; i o

'implications for the study of administration. They sdmmarized the nature _ T 15 g
- . . , . kS {

of the perceptual process.as follows.% i . . ;~?J£
f-i%

‘?r

. awareness. . ',)K oo e s p -

.enced by emotional factors what is liked is often perceived as correct

B

(2) whéd required*fo form perceptual judgments, he may respond to

~

1rre1evant cues to arrive at the: judgment. <~ . . y

(3) In making abstract or intellectual judgments he may be influ— ,

‘ ' ¢
.(4) He wiLl weigh perceptualﬂevidence coming f?om respected sources + . |

more heavily than that eoming from other sources. T . : . .

» At

(5). He.may not be able to identi{y all the factors on which his Tl

Y o

-judgments are based Even if ‘he is aware of these factors he is not likely

a . . . .
N . . .
".X"

. : . =Y




~ : .. oL

to realize how much welght he gives to them.20 .. . ) =

Rt e .
¢ e . ,.\ P
v

-

o After conducting a research review similar to Zalkind and Costello,

Fnnis stated, "The difficulty ofcavoiding.distortion in perception has been
. . , R
) stressed .'._. and the probability of different: members in an organization

- s

R
perceiving the same event or behaviour differedtly ‘has been implied n2l . ¥ f“z

1t should be noted that the preceding implications drawn from

(=]
I Ry

° »

research'on perception stressed that certain limitations may be operative -

PRl

OhE

o B SRR T S v e

ln thegperceptual .process. " For purpbses of analysis thid study has assumed

r
N

Ty

NS

cu
& s

L that members of aach sample will respond accurately and honestly to-all

. questions and will rate each task objectively. In either event the

Cloay
‘,“f_g-‘.” Lo

essential point to consider is that respondents will héve identified areas
C .. ) . [ R
of concern which they feel need additional help and direction, This is

i _;_,.'1 2z
DATE I

the initial‘and vital information we need upon which to base a program for
. A
the: cooperative improvement of the elementary principalship. It wOuld be

'highly impractical &nd undesirable to suggest that before soliciting the

L

views of respondents we place some form of control on them to,diminish any . I?Qﬁ

influence;which'may result from the vagaries of human nature. -

. : . : . ( . e
. : e \ g . : i

» ' .« . ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY ) o ‘ A

. ' The study of the current professional problens and in;ervice

[}

Newfoundland and'Labrador has been organized into five chapters. * A brief ’
1 ) ' . : ¢ . ' :

iy

education needs of'the elementary principalship'in the.province of* X
}
!

Toepel
S

o . ‘ 208: S. Zalkind and T. W. Costello, "Perception: Some Recent‘ o K
" . - Research and Implications for Administrationm," ‘Administrative ScienCe
Quarterly VII (September, 1963), PP. 218 35

. ' : : ;
f 21F. Ennie, "Perception in the Study.of Administration," The . =~ . §

Canadian Administrator, V (March, 1966), p. 25.° ) - ’ ’ 3

[- 2 v -

7’ ' . . B
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summary of.the content of each\chapter follows.

ChaptereI sets the backgr nd ‘to the problem, establishes the need'

for and importance of the study,.and presents a statement of the problem

and the'questions to be answered in aceordance with 'the purposes. Defini- * . _ BN

tions of terms used in_the study were included to avoid any misinterpre-

"tation that might otherwise occur. 'The chapter concluded with a list of . . L

: assumptions,'delindtations,.and limitations under which the study noulg ) FREAY

be conducted.
» : - N
Chapter II pfesente a reviev of selected related literature and

1 e SRR S

The design and methodology of the study are ‘included in. Chapter

r 44 ‘
- OIII This chapter presents a description of the methods used in selecting

> e,y
el N i ver s

¢
Tl e §
l*]. & %‘d—\
TEFT RS davg, s,

N

’provides a background to the study.

the sample, the instrument used, and the methods used in oollecting and : +
classifying the dataf _ S v s
Chapter'IV 1s concerned with the presentation and analysis of
N
e
- LG
i
; '
' . A v .
: . ' . €
B E@
' @ T kK
. N
o o T “*'QIT‘ 7 LTI e



CHAPTER 1I N,

SURVEY OF SFLECTED RELATED LITERATURE

INTRODUCTION® - - L

_ The purpose of this chapter is to present a revieﬁ of.literature "’
o N . °
.S@levant to further understanding of the elementary principalship and the
present study. The chapter has been divided into three sections L
. ”

’ (a) ‘Section 1 reviews a number of studies which -have cent?fed on

role perceptions'of the'elementary'principalship; The studies{reveaifa'
'role definition of the’ elementary principalship 'as perceived by certain

members of the principal s role—set. In ‘that these studies focus on

N

. perception of task areas identified by writers in the field of elementary
~education,'this research is very pertinent for a greater awareness of role
problem performance for elementary school principals. . .

~ (b) Section II because it deals spe ifically with problems of
.
elementary school principals, will serve to ill trate the kind of and

degree of difficulty experieﬁéed by. principals in the performance of their:

1 . . . ,
role. Secondly, it will serve as a basig for drawing comparisons and -

conclusions in the present study. S A

_'fc) The final section will include geverdl studies which have dealt

-,
e !

* with inservice education programs. . While it is not the central concern of ' ;iﬁ
.this study to detaill an inservice educatiom program, it is expected that . ‘_ﬁ%j
. N 2
1]
an identification of the problems of practicing school administrators will . . F
. ! . .
have some implications for this form of profeSSional growth. The concluding
. o ' CoL R
. o . . :‘;':
. "QW
‘ ' < _\j‘i‘};
’ LR
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section then,will provide valuable insight upon which to make and base

suggestions for further inservice education of elementary school principals -

in the~province. '
, g I T N U N R S A ARPL L DL LR

o Lo ‘SECTION I L : ,',[' ‘..“

. I

ROLE PERCEPTION STUDIES OF THE ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALSHIP .
. \ -

o

The elementary principalship has been the subject of considerable

research. Early studies dealt with the duties of the- elementary principal .

<. . °

while many"of the recent ‘studies have been concerned with perceptions of

the principal s Job7as viewed by various groups of individuals with whom .. | ’ S
. SR . o8 L
he associates professionally. . B . ;‘ o o

Principal s Administrative Performance Viewed

" by Principals and Teachers , . ’.:“,x- . )
[% ' ')' <, - ; K
. Included in -a 1968 study by WaynQ Ludlow at Memorial University of . > EJ.I
’ . " !
Newfoundlqnd was an eanination of the possible divergenciee between the L

1 ‘L .

way the ¢lementary school principal views his performance in-° carrying out

specific administrative practices in his school, ‘and the manner in which Lo
1.

his performance is _viewed by teachers.l *LudLow cqncluded that

.+ ., there ig a general lack of consengus between teacherg
and principals in their description of the principal's adminis-* _ . R
trative performance. .The analysis revealed that the principals ot
saw their performance more satisfactory than did their teachers.2 -

, . ) .

.~

lWayne Everett Ludlow, "The Administrative Performance of. Elemen- e 3
tary School Principals in the Province of Newfoundland" (unpublished C0 I S
Master' s ‘thesis, Memorial University of Newfoundlands 1968).. | - '

21b1d., p. 150. I T

. .
[4 . . . ;L
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The Principal 8 Effectiveness as Perceived . .
by Experienced School Teachers . ; T

In 1967 Symanski undertook a study at New York University to e e

e 19

ascertain the effectiveness of the elementary schiool principal as perceived

- by experienced school teechers.3_' Efforts _were. also made in this study to .o

determine possible relationships between the teachers personal and profes-

\

sional backgrounds and their perception of the elementary school principals X

effectiveness. . Further efforts were made to determine possible relation— -

. Ce z ’ ) . : o T
o “ships between the elementary school principals' effectiveness as perceived,
1 and the morale of the respondents. , 1
o r.d., ] .. . , ° “ . J . /l
5 _ ., Symangki's conclusions-were:
e
AT I Experienced elementary school  teachers perceived the elemen-

tary school‘principals behaviohr -as being very effective?\

oo ‘2. There was a positive correlation between ‘teacher perceptions ' ' i
: of the elementary principals' behaviour and the teachers' '

) morale ; : . ‘ , \;,
! . . . S U
» 3. The experien’ced teacher placed. particular emphasis on.the AT,
> . ~ principal's 'skill .at teacher conferences when the principal :"‘
' ' : ,is wor-king with and helping teachers. . -
. . f 2
"4, Men were less positive than women in. their perceptions of 7 7 Co 't '
. the prineipal s behaviour, A : o
_ : : ' il
5. The principals’ professional behaviour evoked’ very positive ) ‘
o ' perceptions.® - " C . R

- The Principal's Role: What it is Perceived to ba ——
the Skills Needed tc Facilitate this Role

ey

Research conducted by England to analyze the-role expectation of

L]

]
TTET

the scho'ol ‘prin'cipal as it affects the ,proéessional growth of the teachers

- ’ . ’ o '

YIS

¥
'

_ 3Gregory G.-Symangki, "The Elementary School Principal as. Perceived
o - by Experienced School Teachers," Dissertation Abstracts, 28: 3953 - A,

, “’i ‘1 ) ... e - ' . {

“Ibid., p, 3953.

7 . . . [ ’ .
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. revealed a major area of responsibility to be that of supervision and

‘of responsibility. . L e ‘ .

.,'attributes of the principal and his behaviour in the area of general school

,management, stgff relationships, and community and professional activities.' -
{2 .

N Y i . . T 20

and principals in: the Clayton County, Georgia, School System indicated that !

94 percent of the principals and 90 percent of the teachers accepted

1mprovement of instruction as the major role of the principal .
Similar findings were reported by Herbert Johnson after a study of

teacher perception of duties of elementary “school principal.s.6 The study

curriculum development. Pupil personnel evolved as the second major area
o . . - \ / . - B o
t} o(

. Calvin Fraziér investigated some of the role 'exp_ec.tat'ions held for

\

the elementary principalship by‘ principals, their superiors, and their

subordinates. 7 The expectations Econsidered in the study involved the* : N\
oo

= ’

Twenty seven differences were noted among the ratings made by

superintendents, principals, and teachers. Superintendent—teache>iiver—

' Fd
gencles accounted for fourteen of these, iome rating differencee were - T g

Lt &

found in each of ;he attributes and be&xaviour ax;eas but; the most dissimi—‘

larities occurred on school management expectations.

Ot
BT il e all
.

i' ._‘ .
4

o

. of Elementary School Principals," Dissertation Abstracts, 26: 1592-4, .7, . : r g
~December, 1966. : L . v - :

" cipal as Perceived by. Superintenddents, Principals and Teachers" (unpub-' = .~

)
e e e e e

Clifford N. England, "Analysis of the Role Expec’tatidns of the
Principal as it-Affects the Professional Growth in a Selected School
System," Dissertation Abstracts 28:3922-A, April '1968.. ‘ ' g h

6Herbert Raymond Johnson, Jr., "A Study of Perceptions of Duties . e

[} Teow

7Cal'vin Mbrton Frazier, "Role Expectations‘of the Elementary Prin-

lished Doctoral dissertation, University of Orcgon, 1964).
-

'
‘

SIbid., pp. 2_18—220i Lo
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' Two et.udies made .a deeade' apart and .in d:ifferen_t'parts" of the .

;éountry- 'inv'e:stigated role perception" of principals — what-t’hey thougnt

© their ,rol'es' actually were and what they thought they shoulld'be.9 * Close
-agreement was ‘foun'd'between a 1958IMichigaﬂ\ study and a 1§68 Califorpia
study, despite differences in gquraphical Iocation, industrial and commer—

cial involvement, and political v(iews. Some of the implications reported . il

from these studies were:

For school an.d'sup'erintende’nts. Schopl board support is néeded, . ; £

to promote; recognize, and develop the creativity of the principal : ’ . .‘f«’?
An translating his ideals into integral parts of the school pro-
gram.. , : L o .
" For. professional organizations, The implied task ahead is to . , Ev
- remove theilxr competition for principal ‘attention (demands on his e -

time) and .search cooperatively fox means by which professional
organizations can function in a supportive capacity that 'is ready
to offer immediate help to the individual and the local school
systen. .

N s,

For h'igher education, Principals cooperating 1in these studies. . .
reflected a variety of needs.. Help was. requested . in the- areas of -
curriculum.development, child growth and develo pment theory, .
business administration; and personnel evaluation. WOrkshops and’
‘seminars were recommended as possible means of providing %knowledge
in ‘human relations, group’ processes, community involvement, and .
guidance. Over 90 ‘per, cent of the principals asked for:an intern- ° Y

- ship program, and many suggested that administrative aspirants and

" in-sService principals be able to.-plan their formal training in :
,terms of their- individual and job-related needs. ~ ‘ .

W
N

§chool community relations. Principals in the ,study did not like v
vhat'they weére doing i1 school~community relations, and they were . . R
confused about what they should be doing. - . . e

For the individual principal. The: problem of principal time
allotment has been established amnd relterated. . .. Among the
needed skills.that were implied in the findings of the reported .

studies were: . . A %
. . ) £ l - ¢ . \ . . 53
1. Group leadership skills o o - ‘ 4.
. B L N . - X % 3
‘r " - * 'I ! ' - . ey ® . L
s 9Joseph Melton, "Role Perceptions of the Elementary Principalshi.p, Coe
The National Elementary Principal, L (February, 1972) ‘ _
: .
. , p M
- i E o . 3‘1' . v \ T ST X v .
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o2 Skills in involving the community in meaningful schoolf
' "experiences’ . -

\

-y

3. .SkKills in employing social-psychological understandings . .
about value agreements , : C . Y

4, ! The willingneSs and skills to '‘engage in the self-—

evaluation pl‘ocess . . .t
v K L]
5. ‘Skills in curriculum development and .revision_ | B
"+ 6.. skills in'delégat'ion‘of clerical duties :
7ﬂ. -Skills in. selecting courses and planning advanced O -
: training.lo N S

Agreement éxisting Between El’ri-nc"ipals and Their .
Reference  Groups Rplative to the Tasks of . ' e
the Elementary Principalship_ ' N '

A study conducted by Reid at the University of Oregon focused on
Y .
, the degree of agreement which exists ‘between the views of elementary prin—

et )
cipals and their reference groups regarding the relative importance of the Y L

elementary principal's tasks.]-'

.Ina comparison of the rank ordering f the tagks of the elementéry
principal by the pr:l,ncipals and euperintendents, a eignificantly high

correlation was found. There was also similarity of opinion between prin- .

ci,pals and teachers regarding the relative-importance of the tasl_cs.l-z,' !
' ' 13

. .Ted Shoaf rea_ched conclusions at variance to those of Reid.

1‘01bid’ > PP 40—43.
11John Ephraim Reid "Task Expectations of the Elementary Principal ' f v
as Perceived by Principals, Superintendents, Teachers; Schopl Boards and - ' }3
the Public" (unpublished Doctoral dissertation, University of Oregon, 1967) . : “*’f‘
Ly
' ' : ' : CLTE

Ibid., pp'.l 142—'145.

13TEd Byron .Shoaf, "A Study of the Relative Importance of the Tasks .
of 'the Elementary School Principalship’ as Seen by Elementary School Prin- ’
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"1. .The tfasks of the elementary school principal have not*been . . -
~ seen.with high degrees of similarity when considered aecording R
to thelr relative importance by elementaryfschool teachers,
their.principals, their superintendents, and by professors o'f

,educational administration. - ) . .
2: The professors of educatiorial administration' and “the- teachers o
" 'saw the relative 1mportancekof the tasks,of the elementary A
school principalship with mote significaqt dissimilarities '
than any other two groups in the’ study 1 )
(o R p) ) ‘
Summary of Section I =~ _— T * S

i e
» \ °

Ihe studies reported in this secti.on gave a brief oqtline of the

' . Ll
' .

} role and role’ expectations which the elementary incrpal and his role—set cy o R
'members' gfrceive to be Sharacteri.stic of the elementary principalship. ,rf

| These studies seem, to show that:.

’
¢

1), “Ihere 1s less than complete ‘agreementeon A
s . . o " . . ~ - ) .
' a) . what the principal's proper- role is ) . . T ,\
: . . - L © . )
& 'b) “how well the principal is performing.' o , T L
2) In spite of the differences which -are seen to occur, common - . *
- “emphasis was placed an the importance of the principal 1 role'_"in LT ﬁ:
o a) supervision and cur-ri_culum developnient ‘ ' SRR o
' ~ b) school-comunity relations S
¢) developing interpers'onal relationships.” = N et LD
R e
i e et ’ . "
. ; \
. . )
, N , s, ' . . ' ' % R
S ' . R .-,..{‘ \_(
- cipals, Teachers, their Superintendents, and Proﬁeesors ‘of Educational R C f; 3
" Administratidn' (anpublished -Doctoral dissertabion, University of- North e E
"Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1967)." L : - el e e
- T v . ;
: : Ibid., p'p.'h124—125‘. : . .
. - 7'... .\.' V \".,:“ '- ""' r. ."..*. '..- ’ - v
- g — YT peeed s TR
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T . e USEMION I Tl
STUDTES OF PROFESSIONAL PROBLEMS OF
, o - -° ELEMENTARY -SCHOOL ¥RINCIPALS"
e . .': R -' - " . . "~ o . . .'\"_'1' . -

Only -a- few' studies have been conducted which were concemed o

- - - « -

Qirectly with the professiona], problems of elementary school principals. T

Therefore, reference is ma_de in this section to -gome studies which honly

indirectly concern themse,lves with the proﬁessional problems of elementary

school principals. . I L T PRI LT i

., R A . gy L . K v e _: - o A ce, : b

Al . .o e DL CoLT Lo e T 3

: . S : . o v

. Problems* And Problem Areas of - Elementary S LR . 2L
T - i . E =k
IR ~ 'School Princiyals . R - o i
) . P R : el AR

. In 1960 the United States Office of Edueation published the.

N

K '. +

results of a nationwide survey of curtent pr‘actices and trends in t:he S

A2
*
T
St

_' organization -and administration of public elementary schools. 15,' A ques-'

wht © .

gl

o

) tionnaire was sent to school adminietrators A4n 4, 307 urban school districts...
. . I .

' One section of the questionnaire wag concerned with the problems of the

g

ey g,
v

Ey

IR

. / '
elementary school principal A check list of’ seventeen categories was

. presented, and superintendents were asked to check ‘the probiems which they : ~ -7 ,% 1
. . ‘._ s - _" . . .. ‘
o believed their elementary school principals were experiencing. The results L %
=" it R :
; . . |

el et B

) showed that supervision of instruction was considered the main p’roblem

13

¢

t faci‘ng the el.ementary school principal The nine categories of ,problems

l...

R

identified as. most pressing by’ the- superintendents were: (l) supervision

- of instructio\r (2) provision for the exceptional child (3) prggrams of . -

[
A ) )

v 150 "M, Wilson, "Problems of Elementary ‘school Principals in .
Arkansas With Implri;aff&xs for In-sexrvice Training"  (unpublished Doctoraf

* dissertatioh, UnilVersity of Arkansas, 1969), p. 15, citing Stuart E. Dean, o

. Elementary 5chool-Administration and Organization (Washington, H.C.: United - 2
States Department of Health ~Education and Welfare, Office of Education, o
1960) .

. . [
T"
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)

@
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8 chool - lunch programs, and (9) reporting pupil p::ogress.-16

"» Issues a"nd Problems in Elementagy School Adminiatration by - Gerald
Becker et al published in 1970 was ‘a studx of. the elementary prinoipal
in fifty states of the United Statea, 17 Information was obtained from ; -.;'- i
teacher training institutions, state departments of education and \rcegional ' ﬁ%
educational 1aboratories, as weil as from elementary principals themselves.- ) ]
'éeveral ox:itical issues confronting the Ielementary school principal werg.” . o . "
'identified and p’laced .under two )najor headings. (a) the ambiguous role of o

WAy NI .. -

..-elementary school princ“ipal "_ u"‘_' LT

‘modern elementary principa& i‘é the‘general ambfguity of . thia poaitibn

-within the achool aystem. There is ne visble, syetematic rationale which

'both expectations for his performance and criteria through wh,ich his

: perfor‘mance“ can be°m\}\asured

1_.,‘ central administration "He, 1s concerned that he’: has little or

o, oL . v . T 0 .- ‘4

\ ‘b i ¢

Y

- o . . R C

-~ e

¢
1
- ey f" . t.';’
. . 3

.“

the principal and (b) the inadeasuacy of pre—service programs 201‘ the - s i’
L I

e o . .. B TRt - . S
. .. . o

] C. . g
i L \t“

According to Becker et” al. the most critical problern facing the R DU A
. i "o
- ” ¢ - . S,

L
o - S

provides a basis upon which the elementary school principal can determine - f

1

>

EN . N et .
* -~ o ° . - ot P
« - ° .t

. - ' - - ~— “gs
) - L} .
“

The principal feels that it 18 essential he be g‘ive‘n the T e
opportunity to convey the. needs in hig individual- school~to: the _" T s

np opportunity to participate in district decision—making pro-. LT ’
cesses, He deeply resents being” thought of as e second class -
‘administrator -and attributes much - of the frus’tration .48 an’ ele-
. mentary school« principal to this,discriminating situation

. . . .5 @ . e
s . voEe RN Coe N e S
. v, PR ad AN . -

_ '\:,. -1.611,1&. , p; .16'.‘- S . _ . ' = -~ E e - ._.f'_ . 3 '-1”‘-,.;.:

. 17Gera1d Beckér, et al. . -193ues and Problems 1in Elementary Schoall.'
Adrninistration (Corvallis, Oregon Oregon State University, 1&70) AR t S

' ®Ibid., pp. ‘—14_1-142:.;.;_ ' :




17‘-" N s . LT . . J- ) o . ‘ '.\ " - s é6
The inadequacy of preparation programs for eleﬁentarp school.prin-

c1pa1s,was also a source of concern, eSpecially in the areas of human
b . e -

h o
. .

) .relations,,supervisorz practices,'implementing educational change, and
planning instructional programs. ; ' T T '3}'é

After reviewing the data presented in the study, Becker et al.

concludﬁd that the causes of what they considered to be’ a leadership crdsis

N -

in elementary administration are both public and professional and that
- . . ¢ DS

the elementary school principals 4n' the United States vere calling for T

N fea N,
3

assistance to ipprove their ability to- adapt educationaI-practices to the .

: BN ‘ .
pressing:peeds bf our\tlmes.19 . . o T s ‘ o .
b}’ C. M. Wilson tried to determine the professional problems of SR

‘. 3 M . -(.“ 6. ‘ .

elementary school principals in A&kansas and their impIiCations for .‘{
e

L i inservice training. He reported that . L . ',L

. v o
- s

: ) Superintendents ‘rated principals\ problems slightly highér
B "¢, "than didﬁprincipals or' tédchers. - Principdls rated their own I
LB © ' ‘problems-slightiy higher than did- teacherg-. , . .slightly higher.. '
agreement was ,found between principals and teachers as to-the Lo
. degree of difficulty whirh problems. presented There was, how-'
.;":;ever more agreement .among superintehdents, principals, and L
A "teachers ‘as to which-problems were ‘the most difficult for elemen~ -
Cae : fary principals. Of:those prableris which were rated above the
Lo ' cmean’ for each category,|64 per cent ‘'were commonly agreed upon by
superintepdgpts, rincipals cand teachers.ZI, Lo &_f

o e , e R To summarize, Wilson found that superintendents, principals, and

. . P .
o ‘1 - “

teachers held similar points of view as to which problem?’faced by prin—'“

. I —‘\
T

.‘,

T - ' clpalsiwerelthe most critical. ‘He concluded that the Hroblems identified
B . +S, (B ers

. coe SR Y ¢ o P e
L oo e e et . . . t -

. . . ' : cot . £
L1 i BN ; ..

°

L Ibid.-, b, 152-153. . LR { S S IR
, . 3 ‘.. L fi" . o G
9290 M. Wilson, “Problems of Elementary School Principals in L " s : L

Arkansas ‘Implications for Inyservice training (unpublished chtoral 'fiji'“ :

dissertation, University of Arkansas, 1969) VIR S L R R

) ) N 21 . By '. . . ‘ . ; '4.,4'.‘.‘:_ . - .~ . -

N
- . [ . et
'ibi d., pe 0% . , R IRV R -
o . N L Lo . T . oAt . 3
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\r L4 ' ' ‘l '. | ' 2 7
constituted the modt difficult fbnctions,bf the elementary principalship

and therefore, represented the areas of greatest, need for in—service
training of elementary prinéipals in Arkansas.z2 . . i SRR
Personnel Services Felt by Principals and’

Teachers to be in Greatest and Least
- Need of Improvement °

Robert Means studied principal and teacher perceptions,of selected
. . - Lo
personnel services in a large: urban school system, arid attempted to ‘relate

- 2 ] ]
these perceptiens to morale and teacher turnover. ? One portion of the

‘study concerned the identification of those personnel sérvices"felt by hoth

principals end‘tegchers to be in greatest and least need of improvement.
v . . & . ~

ey

3

:
!
L
¢
. I
o €
> - J
4
t

Means found thét services concerned with clerical aid, relief from pupil
contact, 1i§hter;téaching'loads for beginning teachers, tegcner influence .
. . <oAT ‘ o ‘ ; L
} on the curriculum, convenience of supply and audio—visual storeroome

A\

.,equipment and supplieg&!and salary were felt by both teachers and principals o

R

.as- being in greatest need of imprdvement. Teacners and'principals also
4 - o r.‘

'agreed tnat there was the least need for improvement . ot thoée'personnel R

services'concerned wifh'acadenic‘freedom dismissél'policies, sick and °’ - 'f
i emergency leave policies written personnel policies, and administrative

G, -
. ‘ § . -
,support and confidence in teachers Computation of the Spearman ank _ . ¢

RIS

Correlation Coefficient revealed -a significant relationship of ' .9% between - ‘\

L

iy

2
PrlnCIpal and teacher rating of the 31 personnel services. b

"

g

221p1d., p. 113. | ‘
s . ( o

) 23Robert Samuel Means, "A Study -of Principal and Teacher Percep-

tions of- Selected Personnel Services," Dissertation Abstracts‘328 2953,

'February, 1968

e Ratal

e

2 rsid.;,p. 2953. o o S o :




Problems of Beginning Elementary School

_ Principals
D] \ N

In a doctoral study completed at Flegids State University, Ben\

ﬁéftontinvesti ted the problems’of thircy beginning principals who,

vreceived their Master s degree from Appalacian State Teaqhers College,

25

-Boone, South Carolina. "
. < -

2,042 problems were identified by the principals, their teachersz

Al

.tneir superintendents, and Hdrton; and then elassified into the following

elght categories, ranked according to frequency ‘of mention: o ;. ‘;i;}
1. Personnel (staff) c ‘ ° _ e
- . ) . C . : o
" 2. Organization and sTructure o - . . . - ‘_;f
3. .Personnel (pupils) . ' SO e . AN

. , ' S R o g
"4, Public Relations ' = o T ! L gﬁ'

. - .- - .-;’/, S ey Q, , : E

5., Curriculum and imstruction . .. - L o : 4% ;

RN - 'Scthl plant = : - T . . Ve " N . ¥§ i
. e ' ' . . , E . Lo .. L
7. Transportation- R T T : SR o

i . S PR S S Y T VR i--..‘.' e — - - R ‘ {\{‘ )
8. Finance2§ iy L ST . o .?T
"' . . o ¢ _4,_. ' \ .I . i - . ""'." -f."-
s Graves and -Stoller. studied twelve inexperienced elementary school - i

prindipals.27. Utilizing bi—weekly‘repertsf a list of ptsblems,was

n .

[}

‘ 25¢. M. Wilson, "Problems of Elementary School Principals in - '

Arkansas” Implications for In-service Training" (unpublished Doctoral

dissertation, University of Arkansas, 1969), .p. 16, citing Ben H. Horton, . - ‘

""A Study of the Problems.of Beginning Principals as a Basis for Improving .- - u

the Program for the Education of Principals at Appalacian State Teachers . U

College" (unpublished Doctoral dissertation, Florida State University, i

1958), p. 42- . ;
_26Ibid., p. 16, - - o SIS . T
VT > SR

william J. Graves and Nathan Stoller, "Reports of Selected i
Elementary Principals on Their Professional Problems" (New York: APEA-MRA.
Digest Series, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1954). Co




| adninistrators. 20 o : o S

29

'developed and the results showed that most problems were ‘in t}fe 'personnel’

area.’+ The most difficult problems reported concerned (1) staff, (2)

pupils, and (3) communi?y relations, in that order. This s udy also_

'reported that sixty seven percent of the elementary princ abts time’ was
- - K -7 4
-spent in face-to—ﬁacelcommunication.with various.people.

The' authors - -
S .

p concluded that'this‘showed-communications'problems to be common for-school

' A doctoral study conducted by David Moberely concentrated on the -
4

problems of beginning elementédry school principals d the implicationslof

such problems for on—the-job training.29 rt&—five

gchool di@trictsz

tasks of elementary .\’

. instructional leadership, (3) administration of staff ersonnel:‘(4) - |

' administration of pupil personnel, and (5). s hool-cqmm,nity relations. The

principals were categorized on. the basis of whether or not/there wag an

’ 4 S"'

. organized pre—service training program for proapectivexelementary principals

. . '\'
in their local school district o : o RN

On the basis of @roup means, principals with on—the—job training

_ rated. theLr difficulties slightly lower than principals without such

training. Superintendents of schools with on—the-joh training programs

281414, ; p. 19, o . Lo .

- :
' . ) : 5

29David L. Moberely, "Problems of ‘Beginning Elementary'School

Principals with Implications for on-the-job Training Programs" (unpublished
’Doctoral dissertation, Kent State University, 1965)

A D
s . L . . Cn
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. to individual ‘studies, the following problems emerged as major and common

" 30
rated, the ‘difficulties of beginning principals significantly lower-on;tasks
) ' ) . ' o
such as communicating with céntral office, developing mutual respect and -

understanding between certified and non-certified staff ‘members, and

~

helping teachers develop and understand/tZr system for reporting pupil

'

progress The superintendents rated the problems of principals on all

sixty~six tasks higher than the principals rated themselves.3o

Seétion I1 Summa_y ' o oo {;\

. Identification of thé problems which confront the elementary prin—'

,cipal in the ddministration of his duties formed the focal point of section _

. a

i o . ‘ .?*i
, o After taking into consideration the findings specifically related

S

~ 2

‘ateas.of. cofcern: . 3
~..-1), Helping-teachers identifynénd provide'fdr Indi¥{dial differences.

2) habing sufficient knowledge in elementary education. ;.

. 3) pemands onrthE'principal's.time} o .' oo -.:..hl
4) Establishing andmmeintaihing good rélations.with,the staff;'"
: 'j'%) _Depcloping a more efféctive_liaisPn;hetweenithe School and the’
commhnity..- | . '.; '

’

The studies'reviewed gen2§ally considered'inadequacy of pre-service

" training programs to be.a significant contributing factor toythe principal's
. ,;B .‘ . L L

[N

diffjculties in .performing most of these functions. . . -

30 b1d., p. 226.
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' \ < 0 SECTION I1I

. / .

: ~ INSERVICE EDUCATION STUDIES OF THE "ELEMENTARY -
L ¢~ PRINCIPALSHIP - ‘

» "

A concise Comprehensive assegsment of the modérn'elementary prin;

e

cipalship and a fitting intrbduction to any proposed review of in-service
_education for elementary school principais is provided bygﬁlsbree and
McNally. They summarized the high expectations of the position in this

, g
‘way: -

A principal must be a versatile individual to fulfill all
the regponsibilities demanded of him. -He must be EK1Iful in the
realm of personnel management; he must understand the school - e S

.. plant and how to operate and maintain' it efficiently; he’ nust be S
---..gonversant: with modern school busineds™ practices, he must kpow ~
_how to work with the public - and he must. be able to glve 1eader— T
ship to his staff in curriculum development. These combined = L
functions constitute a tremendous challenge to.the elementary
-principal;. they demand a-higher and more professional type of . . .. =~ . . 7.
leadership than ever before, "and offer him a great opportunity R L

PO
s

AT BTN A T e

to serve the children of his district 3 if

£

P

Obviously the high expectations with which the elementary principal S

. : ' i
_has to contend taxes his ability to meet consistently and adequately—thc, . *“*"‘“”“”Tt-

1E

.responsibilities-of the.principalship. Literature reviewed in the previous

LI

two seccions and in Chapter I of the present study outlines some‘of the

3y

| difficulties which elementary principals presently are experiencing.

kS

'Section I1I takes a closer look ‘at suggestions to lighten the burden of i :' o }

.4' R Tty

the elementary principal by involving him in a continuous program of in—

service education activities. . S R . ,L . o . C g

. - Lo N v e . - PR N A4
] o s . 3 o oo - %3,

3lWillard I. Elsbree and’ Harold J McNally, Elementary @2hpol ' .. o
Administration and Supervision ANew York American Book Company, 1959),

14

pp. 13-14.- 7 ‘ X o




_ . 32
Guidelines'to be Considered in\\thé4

Implementation of an Inservice
Education Program BN

r

The purpose of a study-conducted by'Jonn Thorriton was to establish

30

cooperatively with the sdministrative'personnel of the Little Rock,: S .

o .

P B, PRt Y L e 8

T Y
)

o
Arkansas Public School System, recommendations for an in-service training gL )

EL
program for elementary school principals.32 Thotnton faade the following" . 5

o - . .

general recommendations:'

.
ot g
TR
e SN

“_1: The scope of, in—service education should include more than
., an effort-to keep abreast of new .concepts and prsctices in
education. It should foster continuing growth in intellec-

i
Bt

L f

N
. tual curiosity, in creativity and. imagination, and in will- _ #
ingness to explore the unknown. B S . : .t -?
2. A handbook should be’ prepared to serve as a guide in estabh . R . a4
] *lishing and/or improving in-service education, snd the ) to . <. .ﬁ.
B following ‘guidelines should be followed S co B ST
R pi. ,The goals ‘and objectives of the in-service program B )
should be determined cooperatively and democratically o I
. by all participants. . S
' ) .o o -
.+ . b In order for the participants to achieve noticeable ° N
awemeeem 0 gnd satisfying results in a relatively short time,
' ,-short—range.as Well .as long-rsnge goals should.be .
planned o , . . SN . 5

ANEEEN " . ’

c.‘:The participants and the school system shqpld ooper-
; atively determine the, type ‘of in-service program. The _
. school.system’ should maintain the right to Limit the .. . oo ok
: types of experiences it accepts as in—service work, - - oo
but at the same timepit should be¢ realized that a '

-0 :1‘ . ., variety of’ activities are necessary to meet the needs T
T T of all principals _ .
. Co L R o )
~d. An effective in-serviée program involves more than 2 L
appointment of committees and scheduling of -periodic o R
principal’'s meetings ~It requires leadership, cooper- CL R

ative attitudes, and mutual confidence on the part of L
“all participants. An in-service progrsm‘can take a . g

,

]

32.John Thomas Thornton,-”A Survey of the Little Rock Elementary T
Principalship With Recommendations for In-service Education" (unpublished .
Doctorhnl dissertation University of Arkansas, 1966) .
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variety of formg such 'ds: a planned time for profes- O .
sional reading, 'r Téased time for prespectiye prin- 0
.cipals to participate in an internship under an_exper= - .
ienced principal, action research projects workshops, .
visits to other schools, attendance at professional -« ~.' = i
‘conferences, use of consultants, planned programs of- . ,_;‘:*“‘.
"travel, and small group work -on problems, only to men- "~~~ .
tion a few of the _many approaches to in-service educa- '
tion. . 1 .

e. . The in-service program should be centered around local

- ' school. problems or some aspect of the local educational
. program. T - . _ o @f
'f, Participation in thé in-service program.should be on a ;. 'g{
N ) voluntary basis. .The program should be 80 planned as - w
T to encourage participation _ _ , o

’ : v

g. The PartiCipants should determine the time the in—f“.““”

(

. _ . service program should be héld and ‘'should help in, the iy,
! AR selection of needed resource personnel. 33 o :E
. . . .

- . '-.‘\

William Grant developed a model for the inservice education of - ‘jg

-

v schopl administrators in the state of New South We}:es,'A.ustralia.34 ,
» ® [N . I

"Employing a study which was both descriptive and comparative in design, ' i
Ny Grant s final model 1s most directly applicable to the staté of New South ‘

Wales, Australia. ,Apart from the specifics, howevet, each of. the elements

’ ‘).'. ' . ) . ‘

considered contains material with general app bility.
l/[’ = ~ .- 1In translating the conceptual model into a viable inservice program
leading to improved educational practices, Grant feels the following nine

. factors should be considered:35 - BN oL d ) '..‘ - P

Tr———T

e I '1)-Flexibility: :Courses~should reflect current and changing needs -

) X . - sy

Bipid., pp} 126-127.

34William Watson Grant, "A Model- for the In-ServicetEducation of -

School Administrators Within the State of New South Wales,’ Australia" . ; A
(unpublished Doctoral dissertation The University of Florida, 1970) -

35 ' ' . : T (R
o Ibid., pp. 201-204. . e S ,
. \ — EP.‘ = | (“>\F ) o -




SR )
both in content‘and in activity. Provision is required for lecturers and
participants to vary sessions as speclal needs and alternatives arige. - The

overall structure of programs should remain simple .80 that modifications
can be made quickly in response to. changing requirements. 'Regular'eval—

uation of courses while in progress and at their conclusion shourd be an
[N e
:integral feature.;‘-ﬂ" C e e .

2) Readiness. ,The model presents a sequence of courses, which

L

should reflect the growing skill and knowledge. of the‘participants. Care

'must'be~taken to ensure that each individuyal clearly recognizes the value

:of the course and that involvement takes place in an atmosphere which '
'imposes no more .than minimum personal threat:' '

s él Democratic organization. The maintenance of democratic organ-
ization requires that each participant shares responsibilities with his
'felrows,,feels free\to contfiﬁhte to the extent of his knowledge and

'ability, and is.respected for his contribution.' Status ‘differences should

-

be minimized {n an atmosphere of cooperative group action.

.

4) Active participation:. The.inclusion of meaningfui activities

‘1eading to the:application of hnowledge in real or simulated situations of
. . - .

‘high eXperience impact—provides a- key to effective learning Each eoutse'

““should provide some opportunities for participant response.

’

5) Physical conditions: Special attention should be given to the

_provision of adequate physical facilities. Pleasant.and appropriate

surroundings help to promote an atmosphere which is conducive .tounore

.

-pffeétive communicat.ion, interaction_and learning outcomes. For longer_
! ' . . o .

courses, a fully maintained residential center, with conference and seminar

»

rooms, is recommended. Such a facility established in Or near the state’
!

capital city, would provide a venue for state and area conﬁerences for
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metropolitan directorate staff and igr the .advanced courses recommended for

Y

principals arid inspectors.n_ .

6) Individualization: Courses should be'structured to meet ‘the

1)

genuine needs of participants. Group size should-be determined by the type,

of activity proposed -The ability, training, eXperience, and . aspirations

of each participant should ‘bre recognized and provided for thrqug?ractivi—

ties eithe individually designed or prepared to enable gach to develop
his own apptopriate response.

7) Leadership Much of the ultimate success of the program depends

&

upon the quality and ability of course coordinators, regource personnel,
-]

]

“and lecturers. Every'effort mdst be made to.secure-personnel who are

competent in their fields and capable of dynamic leadership This requires

not only special care in selection bht also adequate finance to secure the]

services of highly qualified individuals. ' '
N\

8) Motivation. Stimulating-and challenging course'wprh”provides

intrinsic motivation far‘administrators geeking professional gr0wth exper-

N
s ..

iences. . However, plans should be made to develop an award system which

in the form o? a certificate, would\signify satisfactory completion of
courses." ‘As a further stimulus,.in-seryice experiences-should ‘be included

' among- the criteria to determine promotion. It 1s not recommended, at least
.until the model has been validated through implementation and evaluation,
0 - - v - 4 o . o

.that courses be made obligatory for every offfcer. '

9) Application: Learning, as a result of in-seryice experiences,

.

18 reinforced through application Preparationlfor this is necessary when :

" courses arg being developed to ensure that personnel with appropriate
authority from within the system are involved or. available to determine
¥

limits and suggest alternatives during problem—solving or deciaion—making

Looan T
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'integrated model Sequence.

l:find those needs considered to be significant by all three groups, and'(31
'_to discover areas of disagreement among the ‘three groups regsrding\:ht

'further needs of elementary principals.36 As a-result of his studyrhe.

¢ c o - 36.
¢ ! . _" - l . ‘o .

sessions. :Such:a'maneuver makes”it possible for-decisions tqlﬁe“reached

fwhich’hsve system support.. Further application should come ﬁrom planned

and by the utilization of early experience,in other courses within the,

fInsérvice Education’ Needs bf the Elemenmtary, - - ‘-,

“.Principalship as Identified by Elementaey™

B Principals, Teachers and Superintendents

William Patlo, in his, Doctoral dissertation, sought (1) to discover

Q A}

1‘the inservice education needs of elementary school principals identified )

.'by:principals themselves, by elémeﬂtary school classroom teschers, and, by

superintendents of school districts” contsining elementary schools, (2) to

[

”

RS T

.presented the following findings

—

-l, When the principsls selected in-servicé needs, the lsrgest

‘percentage was ih-the area defined as cirriculum developmént,""'““'”

followed closely By supérvision "aid to lesser exfhnts, pupit-

personnel and. community relatioms.., They saw the fewest needs Lo

““in-the area of administration.-“
2. A tabulatibn of the returns submitted by the principals

revealed the five highest priority in-service needs were

skills in the. selection, eValuation and dismisssl of per-

- - sonnel; techniques for- eneouraging experimentation by teachers’ ...

“in newer curviculum practices; a knowledge of the issues of .,
education, phonics vs. look—say, et cetera; skills in organ-
Neing “their time to minimize less essential ‘activities; and.

'follow-up procedures upon the return Of the Pﬂrticipant to his position':'::'“

P
H
e
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knowledge af how to- sssist teachers in providing for indivi- ':-“r--".

"dual differences among pupiﬂi“ o R
' ' y

v . ..

»
- PR B -

36Willlam Eugene 'Paulo, ”inuService Education Needs of Elementary
School Principals" (unpublished Doctoral dissertation, University of
Southern CalifOrnis, 1965) . S ' . A




. 3. Elementary principals- reacted significantly in a negative .

. direction in four instances. procedures for cOnducting fire . -. } o
LU drAlTE; develophioht o f schediles for” convéning, Tecesges, : .

and~dismissal} and- helping sfudent publications - interpret""}"-g'""i;.h":
the purpose. and program of the school. I ' e

G, When elementary teachers considered .the~ in-service needs &f —_— SR

. . “elementary -schoal..principals, . they sgaye the -higheat priortey.s. .. o oL
“+ to techniques to-help teachers with individual~behaviour '

problems; techniques 1n counselling with: students “referred . .

" for-disciplinary reasons;: knowledge: of hgw to assist . teachers R :

Twith diagnosis,‘remediation, and evaluati i dn workiqg with } . ﬁi

~ih. .. . pupids; and understandings necessary to ‘conferd th parents “":13“"“}7”':'11§§

© 7L about the work “"beh&avioi r\\et cetere of specific pupils,. e s

o 5. uThe superintendents saw thirty—two .of the. itéms as- signifi~ ST o -Eﬁ

S .cant in-service needs of elementary school principals.. In. )

-~ ~terms- of percentage, ‘the’ largest number was’in the-area of .

" curriculun development -followed. closely by: the. cateEdry\ S e
i ity

stration

LHe
=

_ “jdentified ‘as supervisioni Pupil personnel and comw
A ;relations ccame next in.order with the area of admind
;kt;:ée-;-showing -the-smallest. percentage of needs.

', - L. rl
v . 1 S

.
om TN S

) S When district superintendents viewed the in—servicefneeds of
e e u,_nunui..eiementary school. principals, they gave the highest.priority oo _
e o ; T to skills in organizing time to minimize less essential acti-, o - -
I ST Vitles; skills”in the selection, evaluation, ‘dnd dismisgal’ _ S
T sl o persounel'-knowledge to assist. teachers in. providingtfor . e o,
; : -individual differences;.techniques for observing and holding ' ’

“follow-up  éritit” conferences with teachers, and knowledge of
'thc issues of educatiOn, phonics vs: look—say, et cetera.

. .??fﬁffllallﬁu;.".. ””:.;:.1;“..:.“..-. _u PR / S~ ..,ﬂg

e K -, K . ) \

"fThe'studiéa"ﬁresented.in7SeEtion:III~were Selécted.(1)'thﬁ3ftfa?:7'.eflthﬁf:;?i?
‘- N U 7
L the broader aspects of an inserviee education program designed ‘to aid ‘the .. S e _;T

'elementary principal in meeting ‘the high expectations of the principalship

. and (2) to identify problem areas deserving of inservice activity."“m"" \
- . . . “ Tty
. . Cenerally the inservice education studies were aimed at formulating the

most effective guidelines to be followed in implementing the inservice

' education program of ba}ic importance is the need for thorough and exten— ' :i
" ‘ '1' A .... \';'.h.._!:
T T e S i ‘
: : ' A BT GRS S ST
Mbid., pp: 1715176, S C e e
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7.,
o
~

’ L a o e he
sive planning based upon cooperative andidemocratic principles. Good- - .: i é
organization has to be comPlimented by competent resourc; personnel who .'. « 1.3' g
- o i
are capable of giving dynamic 1eadership Incorporated in_the structure .o -~' : ; ? AS
'iwhichnshould result from such-careful'consideration will.be provision for' “i;? g lig %é
the participants to avail of courses designed to,meet individual needs... ' _g.'
.Toward this goal :course content should be flexible - reflect current and . o ,%W
changing needs in both content and activity, motivating - intrinsic Value, "1iu'1l{.‘ .22
'possible ‘use of certificates and/or inclusion among criteria to determine e .{.""{1 n;ﬁd
. promotion,_and applicable -—‘he adaptable to the local school-system . | T ';%é %
While few of - the studies sought to identify spec(fically the problems whiuh 1 . : ,?
confront the elementary principal, those that did reported a need for > : )
lns;rvice activity in the areas of curriculum development and supervision j
More precisely, principals and superintendehts felt»that inservice needs
Zyere warranted in (a) the selection, eValuation, snd dismissal of personnel ‘ .
(b) kdowledge of how to- assist teachers in providing fbr individual differ-' .
ences among pupils: and (c) a knowledge of the 1gaues of education.~,£ ‘
rLachers indicated a need for the principal to engage in inservice activi— . _A' 1 “:}ﬂ

/

CiES which would improve his techniques for helping them in the daily

* P . - . .' v 13

PfOCESs of working with students. . : _ SIS <
\ T CLttennl SR I . ot
. sum«ARY“f;--r: T e
. ) | N N _
- Th? preceding review of the literature-fpcused on three different J %
A ~ . P _:\!
. :

"
S

. &

avenues to studying the elementsry principalship. .-

) (a) Perceptual studies which presented the role expectation views
.- '; 1] ¥ 9 -

~of various reference groups of the eIementary principal composed Sectipn I

+ . .

- (b)) Section II included studies which directly or indirectly illus— B

trated the kind and magnitude of problems confronting the elementary’prin-
o . ) - y - _ AT .
s : .- - ..
Lo P S ampeee sl e



v A - - ' B o \ : - -. ! * .
» -‘ ) K : ‘.: . \ M ; e .- ‘_‘.4.39::" ? N
' E t -- 1Y - o . . .t . . ot “; R A -:,: v - u.’ oy
‘edpal. . . Lo '.'.'- o -f'. A ]nﬁafﬁ' K T e
n: (c) The " final section, Sectich III,xproposed in-Service education R
guidelines,.offered in'this-iE‘tance, as a background against which this _' g N f;;p
form of profeasional growth\should ‘be approéched ' ": 'u:._r.: z i ey
i LT '.‘:’.’" N \’- Tf}
- Thoge sources cited. in theifirat sectioh strongly auggest tHat : RN ’

,disagreement dOes exist in the rale expedtations of—various refereﬁce""'p'- U R

L L. ey,
N .

. e Y N KA
. y e - > . I s . \.":g

:igroups with respect to some functions of the elementary principalship.. e )

Lt N
g e et
!

qut as clearly estnblished howeverd,is thﬁ consensus of agreement which

AN

R AN

t'repeatedly identifies,tha elementary principal to be involved im super— ':":.{ "_“1;:-3%

; visjbn snd ehrriculum development, pupil and staff personnel, and'sdhool~' Lol .}

. the elementary principal is trying to meet the differing expectabionshanda*;.,. ';"itu 3

e u_..‘ --f . L e

.community relations. Sectiom-Ilhclearly demone&rated that theee very task‘~?g.fl~ : =7
S:oreas are primary concerng of the elementary principal beceuse of the .'-~~=;—h~*7_.“
difficulties associated with effective performanoé ti eath category of - ltﬁé. “j uf
. Eesponsibility. Carefully planned and aystematicnll develope& inservicg Y t.e
. education‘brograms can be helpful it was suggested in Section III 'when L ’ .i
W o _‘._".

s ._.. . R -

resulting problems which characterize his Jotld R ‘au_"i“"
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,population from«which the sample was dréwn, (c) the sample selection, (d)

'methodnof data cdlléction, (f) the conStruction and nature of the,instrument -

< o ‘ -
N o T ’s o : )
! LA . - ) 3
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- - METHODQLOGY" AND', RESEARCH /DESTGN L
: vt e /I-NTRODUCT-ION ' AT
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Chapter III will describe éa) the 1oca1e\of the Study, (b) the

- S

.v ' . ¥.

(R e
i -~ N ..,.,

the distribution of the sample on the basis of selected variables, (e) ghe _.' R v ’

: S y -

. - "u"

. serve in the Integrated and Roman Catholic School ﬁ&stricts in which (a) 'h__v

- S Lol T . DR e
developed in accordante with the purposes °f the Séudy .,l : B C
The Locale.of the Study, - _E: :t; ;i"w";ﬁ p ‘...“: i-‘:¢ﬂ.'frm
. Y:: . {his study deals with the cur;ehtdprofessional‘prohlems.of elemen— ‘ i
ca;l Séhool pnidcipals in the ptevince of Newfoundland and Labrador ds - ' o
pegcelved“by(elementary principals, their\teachers,)and generaliSt super— N ! R
vfsors with'wh;n theY‘WOIk.- The province is divdded into 35 educational :

.\1 . %

districts.,Zl Integrated, 12 Roman Catholick 1 Pentecostal and l'Seventh '&’ e

.l.‘ « a ’ o
.‘ -;,' St

For the latter two boafds the whole province serves as the'

"

Day Adventista

° - “ » - > '
boundary of their Jurisdiction. L RET - '
. . i “-.4 . . ;'. ¢ .
. e'-':. N RS T R : .
e St e - . o,

T

é opulation of the Stud[ S ﬁ ) oL ,LQ“: o e W

R

‘a The population of this study consists of all the elementary school . no

3

pr1nc1pals, elemeﬁtary school teachers, and genenﬁlist supervisors who 5,.

- R
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' elementary prinqipals administer schools with an administrative teaching
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N L0 ' . >

-staff numbering six or‘méreg in ‘the K-6 grade classification, and (b) ﬁhiCh

‘more.‘\Of these principals, 57 administered schools Aith- an administrative—. ,

have appointéd at least-one generalist supervisor as defined in Section'QO

(1) of ‘the Newfoundland and Labrador Schools Act, Number 68, 1969. - Twenty-

'six of the 33 edugational districf‘ omprising the Integrated and Roman

Catholic‘School’Boards met these requirements. 2 o ' Hxy,

e . -

(a) Principals.' Examination of the Department of Education payroll

-~

records for the school year, 1972-73, disclosed ‘that 't

£
re were 106 elemen-
tary school principals employed by the 26 ¢ nal districts who admin-
%ed schgols with an administ-rative-teaching staff numbering six or-

teaching staff of 6- iO 39 administered schools with am administrative-

) teaching staff of 11-20; and 10 administered schools with 21 01 greater

’

administrative—teaching staff. , o o ) ’

'room elementary school teackers to be'teaching in the 106 elementary schools .

!

(b) Teacheﬁs, A similar search of the Department of Education
records for .the school year, 1972-73, showed a total of 940 regular class—

of the 26 Integrated and Roman Catholic School Districts.  °: _ U
(c) Supervisors.‘ Since districts follow»different procedhres in
assigning generalist supervisors to each of the divisions, primary, elemen—

tary, and high school, nongdequate record of the actual aumber of super-
< 4

" visors solely-involved in elementary education gere available. _Neverthe—

4 ' . -

- less, itican be reasonably assumed that, whichever procedure is followed,

:

: ché'goneralrst'sqperVisor will be' closely affiliated with the'elementary

principalship. For purposés of this study.then, it was concluded that the
.: ...‘ \ D - ' - . .‘
popplation-of supervisors, designated generalist,supervisor for elementary
e - . ’ .' ' ) L b" . . Ik ,‘ 4
education, would number 26, T .
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The Sample Selectioh ~ e SR : ot , i
: . _ > /// : B b

(a) Principals.,~A random sample of 49 elemeptary school principals, L

I

stratifled by siZe of administfative—teaching staff was draWn. ‘To engure

e

o
*h !
that there would be enough cases for-statistical analysis, 33 percent of . ﬂ%
; Ck
principals who had admi strative—teaching staff SLZes of 6-10 were chosen, iﬂ
4
: &
and 50 percent ‘of those having administrative—teaching staff sizes of 3
11- 20 were likewise selected. A ‘table of - random numbers was used” th:ough— . H
. T
: out: A further d‘bision 2] or greater administrative—teaching staff, = | L "
_included, becauee of the small-numpers involved,-the entire population. §§
N . . . s, . . s‘%,
(See Table 1) _ ¢ o
W - TABLE 1 - - o S bt
\l- . . . ' ' - v
. PB“HEATION AND SAMPLE DISTRIBUTION OF PRINGIPALS
BY ADMINISTRATIVE-TEACHING STAFF,SIZE
. ' - Staff.Size. L . Population o . Sample
e L. _ (peycent) . ., (percent) .
6-10 - 53,8 © 8.8
=20 .. " 368 © 7 40.8° - R
o214 3 o Te9uh . - 2044 ’
' . fotal  100:0 - L I
5 . : ('=106), . (a=49) o
. — A ) C
. | ’ ¢ N . ‘.' .' )
(h) Teachers. ,Employing a.system of r;ndom number, selection, 282 3,
' elementary school teachers were chosen for participation in the research o 'ﬁ

C ¢ . | h;

“This number represented 30 percent of the: 9&0 teachers who taught in the
'roa elementary schools which had met the qpnlifications_set.for the‘study.

. ' . . . .. . “ . Lo
Although no attempt was made to-subdivide tepchers on the basis of school ~ -
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B Ny

+ became apparent, that small numbers for some of the subgroups necessitated o N Co et e
. ) d

\ . 5
' by adminigstrative-teaching staff size showsrthat each schodl .size category
. ) o ) ) . [ - .

i
. ¢

'.

returns: (See Table 2) ' o ~ . . : SR

(c)“Supervisorsf e supervisor, designated generalist supervisor

e e e

for elementary education, was selected from each of the 26 Integrated{and
; : » B Vi

_..rt_
sty ey 5 Ty 35

=
"

Roman Catholic.School'Districts-participating in’ the study., Since no

° L. . » " ’ J P
. . »

e

P4

accurate listing of supervisor -responsibility per division (primery,
' N -t ' ' i

N
-y
e

.
23

=

ekémentary, secondary). was available, a questionnalre pack together with

iy
3

~

a note of explanation (see Appendix.Bl was forwarded.to:each of .the: dis~"

o e g
Ry

tricts referred to above. It was assumed that the elementary’supervisors

50 chosen were thost having the closest working relationship with elementary

TR

princlpals and thus in the most opportune position to. accurately assess his .

' ' ' - L . . .
job pcrformance.~ . . - . 2 ' . . © L g
: . . o . . . - . \

>

Distribution of .the Sample on the Basis L. . .
of. Selected Variables : N ro ) e

. . . =0

o

¢ " When the personal and profedsional: data sheet:(page 1 of question~-

naire rtquesting information relatixe to respondent 8 age, sex, staff gize,

|

ttaching experience, etc ) of principals and teachers was tabulated dt

-

that duta collected in its original format be collapsed in the manner. shown S
= B . N "

“in lables.2—6 . Table 2 containe the distribution of principals and teachers o g

- / 5 ul

v’

con the variable, staff size. lhe variaﬁles, sex, teaching experience, and "_ff %

. years of professional prepatation’ are presented in Table 3. Supervisore

were, as previously noted, singly classified as, generalist supervisors.

. . . . . an

"Administrative-Teaching-Staff Size. The distrihotion of principals

was represented by 68 percent or more of the sample from which it was

. . . . ’ 1 .. .
taken. Such a high response rate for ‘each school size category was encour-

e




s e w4, L

aging to the researcher since At would lend greater credence to an analysis

° .

of the results based on this variable.

The overall response pattern of teachers was low in comparison to Y
the principals returns, Hewever, tabulation of the responses from the
.139 teachers who replied to the questionnaire, revealed that there was no . N
significunt difference in the nonresponse’ of this group of - respondents nith ;Q%
respect‘to school size category; . 'gg
Table 2 "also revealed tﬁat a high percentage of - principals and ) g
teachers, 74 and 76 respectively, were concentrated in schools with an ._ ‘ ga
admlnistrative—teaching staff of twenty or less. ' . - o7 0 . . ‘_%
‘ ' _ N a ) - ' .' @, : )
Sex. From_Tahle 31t can be seen that pale principals and fehale’ . .
teachers. dominate: their respective groups Seventv—ninehpercent of prin- . -’ !
cipals were male and a comparable 77 percent of teachers were female. . ; ,

=T

leaching Experighce Table 3 indicates that thé majority of prin- J K

o

tipals (797) possessed ten or more years of .teaching experience.' Forty—oné

:percent‘of these principals had been teaching “from ten to'nineteen years.

vConvhrsely,'Ll:percent of the sample of teachers had relatively little o

o
I} g

teaching experience (1-4 years), Approximately 75 percent'pf the'teachers

— e e

had*less than ten years teaching experience.” . ’ . N
’ . . . . . S

’

'Proﬁessional Preparation. . When principals Qeregclassified on the
the number of yelars of:professional preparation that they'have undergone,

the tabulations demonstrated that 64 percent had'extended their training -

beyond the hormal time limit required to obgain,an undergraduate degroe
. ».‘ . , , . .'\\ ) .
. (4 yeéars), .Teachers' classified on the basis of years of professional'
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\ CmABLE 2T -
' © DISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS B
* 'ADMINISTRATIVE-TEACHING STAFF SIZE..
AT I ~ t T e .
Prinéigals
" ' P £ of Sample
Sample ercent of Sample., -,

Staff Size

) Sample Return ‘Re StaEfISize“:'

: I.:.re’q ) . »Freq. . 'Re'turned
6 - 10y . 19 T ay T 68.4 77
11 - 20 - 20 6 .- " -80.0

21 +
.Teachers
6 - 10
11-20

S 21 +

oy 9 ’ T
10~ 10040

. Total . 49 \ 39 u", 79,6

119

77

4b . . 51.1

S e Y

33 S G280 .

- “ fotal 282 & 139 - L N
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"TABLE 3

: . ' . T .
DISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS BY'
SEX,. TEACHING'EXPERrENCE AND..YEARS OF

’ PROFESSIONAL PREPARATION' '

46

PrinEipalg
. (n= 39)

-

Sex P ' Lo R o

_ R T
Male . . 7 19.5%

* Female : , S 19.5

Teaching Expefience

1-9 years Zg.ﬁ
' 10-19 years ° 41.0
20 years + ' ht38L5
14 years ' L \"'.Jﬂ C

5-9. years

r lQ yeérs +

_Years of Professional Preparation ...
. L. A
4 years or less o
¢ ‘ ’ .
’ . L]

5 years +

D °
. 1
. : W
. \ A 4
. : 5 g
e "
iy o
e O

. Teachers.
~(n =,l39)

c o T f
23,22 o |
76.8 ‘. . N - . .a\g

42,4
331
24.5

--

-
s

52,5

. 1-3 years. . '\: . , ’ . \ . ; -
L ' . ) ! . P [N 32
4-6 years . ' A 47.5" g
' B - \‘ L i
. ‘ ' !
)
. \ ,
’ R
2 a . ',I
\ = . ,’ I;’
s 4N
¢ a. ) '.
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' -
reparation wvere. almost evenly divided between those who had obtained 1= 3
=ars of;rofeseional training (n = 73 52, SA) and those who had obtained

6 years (n = 66 47 5.4) (Table 3)

Administrative Experfence, Years spent as a principal are rep,or_ted

. Table 4.. -Seventy-one-percent of the thirty-eight principals’ responded
that they had been,performing An this role for' five .or more ;years. The

argest number of principals (n ‘14, 36 9/) had spent t:en o’)g,.more years

n the principal ship.

S " v TABLE 4

DISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPALS BY YEARS SPENT °
AS A PRINCIPAL '
Years ad a Principal . Percent .
e '. %9
5.9, T .
0+ TR
|  Total 100,0
T ) Sone- i:espondent failed to check . \
"this item. .

\
'

i ‘l’rincipal's 'Age' The distribution «af. principals by age is depicted'

In Table 5, Most of the principals in the sample vere under forty-five

years of age. ‘ Forty ~-four percent of principals were 34 years of age or -

'und(_r and a further 36 per’cent were between the ages of 35-44.
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Crade Taught. Teachers assigned to either a primary (‘teaching '
rades K, i, 2, or 3) or elementary division (teaching grades 4, 5 or 8)”

epregented 52 and 48 p..ercen,t of the total sample, respectively., (Table.6) )

ethod of 'Dat ‘Collection , ., . ‘ . R

. e K o

-Because of the size of the population and sample involved it was

-
Y

ecessary to. collect data’ by means of a mailed questioﬁ'naire (see Appendix ’-‘_'

). -.0n May &, 1973 a questionnaire and covering letter explaiming the .

urpose of the study_were forwarded.to— those teachers, grincipals, and

eupervisors ‘sel-ec'ted for 'pert'ici,pationv in the research. A self-—addreseed_ ,” o . ' : By
pre stamped envelope was. included to faeilitate :questicmnaire returns. ' 'l ' ,‘
Two .'weeks later, a eecond questionnaire and follow ~-up lettevs» were o 'l h‘
sent, again ‘to a'll reethe Thi'e was necessary,sinte no meagures: had . . A
been taken to identify thése who' had responded to the initial mailing o v ’ é’;‘
Compl'ete anonymity’ wae adhered to throughout the study. | . %
At the time of 's'eoond'mailing* 50% of the prin'c;ipals y 22% of the - o - ‘\ }
teachers,' and 504 of the s:upervisors ‘had returned a completed questionnaire. _-‘ \ . LU E&i
By ‘the cutoff date, June 25 1973, the percent’age had risen to 80%, 51%, l Lo . P

89%, [or principals, teachers, and suoe_rvisors, reepectively.-

| ,Although tea.chers_"shoved 'a high nonresponse rate, the manner.in
whi_ch‘l\esults. vere affeeted is, minimal for: tuo_' reasons, Fira:tlv, the_
nature of the réturne revealed no nppreciahle.differences betWee'n.th'e

»

d etributibn of responses “from the various subgroups being considered and

) [ N | i
'their distribution in the sample Secondly, it should be noted that “the’ 'g' ..

139 teachers, who returned a completcd questionnaire repreaent fifteen .

Vv

* percent of a total population of 940. regulur classroom elementary teachere.

¢ . - . .
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OF PRINCIPARS BY AGE =

TABLE 5

Percent

35.9

- 43,5

20.5

Total 1000 .

i S
- \. . \m.‘ . . l
g DISTRIBUTION
' 'Age .
34
35. - 44
45

TABLE 6 o

DISTRIBUTION OF

) (n-m.39),' :

/
I

o/
3

TEACHERS BY GRADE TAUGHT

9

s 9
v !
b R
N , V' [' 2
Sy zé

P AR SR ST Yo LU

v

I

Grade I

Pe'rce'n-t

S

Lo

K-13'

3

b= 6

51.8

48,2

Cy

‘Total ' 100.0

" (n = 139)
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Jdle normally unacceptnble when 'representing a smaIl populetion, fifteen

ercent drawn from -a large population, if not entirely desirable, should

LY

e representative of the membership from which it was randomly selected

I‘able 7 accounts for “the . total mailed questionnaires for each
roup of respondents and the resulting percentage of.returns which under-.

ent data analysig, o . . : .

TABLE 7

RESPONSE RATES FOR PRINGCIPALS, TEACHERS,
AND SUPERVISORS :

[

: " ‘ . .'Prin’cipals . Teachers ' Supervisors
? Completed Questionnaires . . ' 79.6 9.3 E 83.5

Returned - . . . .

yA -Q_uestionnairee ‘Returned ] . ‘ o
and Unusable, or : oo 2.5 . . ' o .
. Returned Undeliveregd ' ' : ' :

% Questionnaires Not Returned . . 2004 . T 48.2 .. L5 . \
“.. . . fotal - 100.0 -  -100.0. _ . 100.0 -
. (n = 49) th = 282) {n=26) .. . i
. , s
Constriction and Nature of the‘Instrument' : \ ' - éq

The questionnaire used in the present study was designed after that
dLVElOpLd by C M. Wilson for his doctorql dissertation at the University -
of Arkansas. The- original thionnaire was simply entitled MProblems of

1}

' Elemcnthnry School Princ.ipzrls-'i'n Arkansas.! - It contained.-a' total of ninety—

items describing specific'duties or taske commonly performed by elemen=- o o .
tary sﬁl prinéipuls.' These items were grouped 1into five major’ cate-

fories qof r\esponeibilities (1) General Administration, (2) Sppervision of '

lnstructlon, (\3\) Administration of Staff Personnel, '(’4) Administration of

TaCL

YT A B2
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. S ) R . ) e - c A

up,il,.Person‘n'eﬁl,. and (5) School—Comﬂt;xrity;-Re lations. -
'The'ir'ati'ng scale of ‘the ".instrument--wzs'..:designed to measure the,
egree of difficulty ?(perienced by elementagy school -principals in

erforming the various tasks -and duties listhd. ‘A nuperical scale"'renging'

l

rom one for 'none" to five for extreme va sssigned,to the five degrees’

E3 difficulty. . Included in the remaining th ee degrees of difficulty were,...:

1nor (2) moderate (3) » and considerable (4). A "not applicable Q) -

cblumn was added to:make p_ro'vision for, local'j“ob _requi_rements,' Responses .’

. ]
Nl

falling in this column were deleted,for p'urposes Qf stdti'éti'cel..l.computatibn'."_». .

Dr’ Wilson s instrument was adapted to the Newfoundland school T

e

sd tuation by employing the following procedures. ' -”. L R '

s,

i‘he first step underteilken wds 'a. re‘view “of the. questionnaire to R

eliminate those items which . clearly, were not pertinent to the functions
N

of clementary school principala An the provinCe.‘ This overview, assisted i

.by thc thesls supcrvisor, resulted in the dg],etion of two of the originul

. . : : .‘.'“,s- . \ ,=‘,’;I-- :.r . ,“ . I'A. S
items. . S /._»* o . ._;, .

Memorlal University,led to the fo‘ilowing steps which reaul ed in the final-

- "--~L, -0--."_

drdft of thc instrument.- S

KRR ”

students in the Depnrtment of Educational Administration at Memor‘i,al

'Univcrsity. Both groups were dsked t.o scrutinize the items paying careful
_considcration to possible ambiguity in the’ wording of those raeké whiche

'wcre I)cing performed by’ elcmentary, principala in the province. Secondly,

they were requcsted to search out further. items not applicable to the

T

e

oD

TEES

N



.[nvouruble number of reSponses ln tl\e survey technique used.

rovince s e-lementary schools snd to suggest additional items which did ; ’ ]
1! ' . - ,_" . i
eflect the provincial educational scene. IV b :
/- " .

The critical analysis of the questionnaire by gradustes and faculty-‘ o

rompted the researcher “to delete four more items and add two new, ones.

his gave the research instrument 88 items. of that number five were, as !

n the original instr\xment numbe;:ed spaces for additional items which the

R AN Y R

. A:'
..-’1

espondents in the field might wish to includé.
"“Fo rate the revised instrument, Wilson 8 scale was modified to T

read' none (O), minor (1), moderate (2), considerable (3), extreme (4),

\ -‘ . - v ‘"

efementury qchool principals, identified by research in the literature snd ' '_

by ‘the faculty and’ students in Educational Administration st Memorial R

University, which were eitheg,not at all or in limited numbers part of the R
functions of the elementary principalship in the provincé

2) Seversl open—-ended questions relsted to in—service education

- 2

hich had been devélOped by the researcher were included when the Wilson

instrument- wag administered to the above group. - The overriding sﬂggéstion . ,’

by f_acult.y <and students was that questions which provided more' of a lesed

response would in ell likelihood, receive greater receptivity’ on’ the part .. S

S

. v
L e ’, .. ce . . Y
4.- PN

of respondents partlcipating 1h a questionnsire study., s _,',. "'. ERERYI e

Subsequent to, snd as.a result of. these comments, n‘ modified versionv ’,.

of one scction of a questionneire deveLoped by Dr. Junws Jesse at Ohio L l N

SLa te Universlty entitled "Duties-Problems—Training Needs of Federal e

A |

i’rogrum Developers, ? was adopted which would be more likely to elicit a

,.

...!\

. D .. . ° i
3) A section of the supervisor s instrument aimed at ascertaining ) )

e

Py
= S e e e e e e e e e

nd not applicable (5) It was decided .to retain the not applicable colum . Ly,




profc_ssional cheructeristics nd achool s'ize, super‘visors were 1ess

N ‘\

Upervrisory perceptione in relation to certain basic -cha;'act_eriz!tfes of

iementary school principals completed the” steps wﬂich reaulrgd- in the:: e

inal instrument to be ueed in the study.
' 8 . .l-‘._ i c - ' S _-P -‘. '.'.

reatment of the'Data j;:' o '_ - , &l
The .data collected in this Btudy were primhrily an:alyzed vand

reated by comparing the megn reaponses of . each !aq,hected~ group tO‘ t;h‘

n
y -

eig,hty—three items on the rating instrument Further comparieons we‘re made

L T ..-"."

ithin _the’ sample of elementary gchool principals aa to t‘ne mean ratings :

]

of principals by aex, size of administrutive—teaching .staf'f* admfnistratfve "

,- B Pl
exper’ience (principal), ‘age;, ‘yeara of teaching experience, and profeeeional

.b‘

D’

of deChqu with rc§pect to their ,perceptions of the elementary school

princtipal 8 ;probLemai_ These c; eons were analy’icd nnd.,treated by a -

_one way analyeie of variance andl general obaerva'td,on of tabulated clnta.

.- Part III of the instrume!nt for éach group of respondents dealt with

- ek -
" . .

questions relatcd to ineerVice dducation for clementnry principals (see

LN

0~

Append,ix B) Since & number of.lthese questions were not scaled it was

dccided to use a 'equency~distfj'ribu_tipn in percentage to -illustrate' the

trcnds nnd cpntral tende e E T .

Unlike prirtcipafe and encher‘a who, when reaponding to the .ques-

o . ‘ \'-"»

\rlonnairc i’tems, did so epccif cully relative to principal 8 pereo al and

1

- - °

]

favourably bitUated to do thi . Coneequently, Part 11\ £ the supervisor 8

PRSP © -j.l .’—'

"1nqtrum<.nt ask(_d them to r_ate[principals by Sex, age, years o teaching,

_'.'cxperlencc, professional prepfnration, udministrati’ve exper.ience (principnlf.

and sizt of adminiet‘rative-tea’:ching stuff (sec Appendix B)J Percentages of

'-".' . .
Ce

"),
~—

T el T,
b

preparation:- Similar var{p;)lés w(g'e uséd to. make compariéons in the semple i

9, ..-'\. e "-)-.
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[T WEPIATRY S



. j . '_. -' , . . - ) \‘_.,Y i 'S A '
ST AN VT > . . SRR " 56 "
A . ) .
RS sponses wer‘e ~again used to illustrate the direct,idn which this information
SO Y e e, A R oo KR . Y
: 00 Where applLiCable, summary form to comments,' as. requested w;are
. v | B 1 . . . . P
b "-1 rovideti for the five questions to this, section.__' o
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ahswer the followipg questions:

L.

e

Bchool principals, teachers, and supefvisors? L o e a8

Do elementary principals,-teachers, and snperViéors agree on the
most and least difficult probiems faced by elementar& schéol prin--

'Lipals?

o« s . - SN _
Do relationships exist between the sex, grade taught, professional

preparation, teaching experience, and the size of school in which

‘éelementary principals? IV ’

N Do reiationships exist between the age, sex professional reper-',

CHAPTER 1V .

) BPRESENTATION AND|{ ANALYSIS OF DATA' - S

4 ‘ . X ’

INTRODUCTION = | ' -

v

This' chapter is a pregentation and analysis of data collected to
[ - '

o f

et

IR

!

-

TRLEE

Pl s R,

r———

o

]

Do relationships exist between the age, sex, professional p;epar-

)

ation, teaching experience, and the size of school administered by

’

principals and the problems whichathey perceive to. be important?j

N~

= ooy
~

teachers perform, and the problems which they perceive~for'their"

- ;- . . ’
. ' .

d

>

» “r
ation, administrative experience, and the size of’ school adminis—

-

‘ ttred by elementary pringipals, and the effectiveness gt the elemen—,

,'tury,principalship as perceived,by:eupervisors with whom principals ." '///

B - . S C , . ) . P

- wor.k? .- Lo A R AN [ . . .

« ' x S , -
what dgpproach and direction to inseryice education is suggestdd .

for elementary school principals in. the provinée by elementary

55 ) .Al ‘l.. @. I . . . . .‘ \. . ;:

,,q.
e,
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S~ The chapter.is diyided'into three main section;'
:Section I: Difficulty of the elementary principal's duties as‘rated
,'\I' by tbe total sample of principals, teachers, and supervisors.
Section I1: The relationship between the difficulty’of the elementary ‘
‘ principal's'duties as rated:by prlncipals, teachers and ,super-
N .;visors, and such factors as school si:e and selested personal and .

professionel characteristics. _a ¢ 5

Section III‘ Inservice education considerations (program‘ activities,

2

‘personnel, location, etc, ) for the elementary principal. P

. SECTION'I.
Section I presents an analysis'of'data'relative to question l: do

ementary principals, teachers, and supervisore agree oﬁ the problems

\

ced by elementary echool principals, and on the: degre% of difficulty

_ich thLbe problems posc? Specific reference 1s. made | to’ those duties

ich received'a "not dpplicable rating by respondents. Eseentially, &he

S

neidcrations involved in Section I arc categorized and trdated under the -

ollowinb headingS‘ .
< . ' }
1L lhe fiVL most. important problems of the dlemcntary principal as

.uperceivcd by principals, teachers, and-superylsors in’ cnch.of the -
) . - . » . . . .

ftve major tqek areas of the clementury principaiship, and tbe"
degree of qgreement which exists between the three reépondent” '. )
groups with respcct to these problems. .- . . S ol

-

2. The. flve least important probleme of the Llementnry principal ab

pCTCCiVLd by principale, teachers, nnd supervisors“Tn\each of the . .~ Y
Tlve major task arcas of the”clementary prlncipnlship, and the '

degree of agreemént which exists between the three respondent



-

groups with respect to these'problens. . . b
P v '
3, The’ degree of agreement between principals, teachers, and super—

~ visors on euch of the five task areas of the elementary principal-

shlp as 1indicated by rnnk order correlatzton. \:
. -4 f‘

) B ST
4, Minor,-moderate,‘aﬁ% major mean ratings in each of ¢he following

’

areas: Oeneral Administration, Supervision of

nstruction, Admin=

Istratlon of.Staff Personnc@, Administration ef.Pupil Personnel,
and School-Qommnnity Rolations.

5. Dutles ‘which received 'dot applicable' ratings by dne-fifth or more

\

of -the responding mémbers of either group.

» Flve Most Ilmportant Prablems of the Llementary Princioal a

crcelved by Elementary Principals, Teachers and Supervisors&
in Each of the Five Major Task Arcas of, the Elementary

Principalship and the Degree of Agreement Existing Y

Betweein, Their Sclections

o

- . toa

Euch-grodp of respondents wasfnsked to,aasign to each of the {tems

4

thL rating instrumcnt a number ranging from 0 (no difficulty) to 4
nxtrumt diffltulty) CIf the respondents felt that the item listed was .

't purt of»thu functions of thc blementar¥ principalship with,which'they

re assooiutud\ thcy were: requeqted to give the item a 'nbt applicable’
ntlmgﬁl Ln sclttting the flvo most important problems confronting the

'lnmtntdry principul It cach mujor task nreu,vthe mean score or tle rnting

' -

. p
us qtlttted as thu basls on which to do 80, MLan scores were ca culated \

'or pach itpnfbx somming the‘reaponses (0, 2 3, or 4) rcported by each
['prlnggpnl;:_t;nﬁners, and sunerviggréu}espectivcly,_und then div%ding
oy thu totul nnnbpr otleach é@éoectiye'groon.f.Tho}nean scores weré then_
runkud for-oqrh'subgrouptof rcapondcnts. .'ngreement' was consi@ered T
have ouun runchod lflnny three of-the top.[ive:rankings of‘princfnaié,'

’ . . .
°, ’ ‘. N
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thers, and-supervisors. overlapped. A simil}r measure was useéd to denote - .’

. . : ; ¢ .
eement between -any two groups of ‘respondents. . .

¥ s

' General Administration. . The Generai Administration section of the |

+

ing instrument contained fifteen duties or tasks commonly performed by

cntary school principals. lhis discussion however, will concern
. . N - . - B I \

elf primarily with those five items rcceiving the highcst,mean scores

thé respedtive groups. The re@aining mean scores can be seen in

»

‘ndix C. Additlonally, average mean gcores are utilized te reveal
.ds-und patterns which have been ostablished.by the respondents' rating.

similar ustt$rn'has been'follpwed in presentiug:tﬁe remainiug tour-tdék
aas. . . L ' a |
’ Table 8 presents\those items'roociving,thu higuest méan scoxes in 7
Gundrai Admiﬁistrotion functiohs, Priuciphls, teachers} Aha supere |
sors:cuch placed the tasks.of providins supervisibn of pupils outside
: clussroom;" ”devcloping an opcrational budget, and "the acquisition )
l distribution of supplies and materials in the top five mntcd dutics.

»nchcrs und supervisors also piaced supervising maintcnancc of the school

.

ant" 1ﬂfth0ir respectivp'lists of the toﬁ;fiye ratcd duties.‘ Further ‘- o .

tervatlon of the highest mean scores indicatdd that teachetrs were.more

. S N ] - A co P . .
ikely than ‘elither principals or supervigors to.assign, higher mean scores
y General ‘Adminlstratlon funqtions (soefﬂdble-ll). , K ) .

-, Supkivisionof lnstruétion. When the-elemqntary_principulrs . S
gsponslbilitles In the Supervision.of Instructlon task arca were arranged L

N .-,\

r priucipdls, tcachcrs, nd supervisors, Y common selectiop by the threc

.

roups was found for any of the fivu duties rntcd ‘mést difficult (Table 9)

)wcvur, agreement was found between prlncipals uhd;tenchers on‘thc item

‘



. - s : T . .
‘ ’ ; L e Table -8 . -7 .
- T - " TOP 5 RANKS AND MEAN SCORES GIVEX BY_PRINC_IPALS,'TEA‘CHERS, : . :
i N Lo AND SUPERVISORS FOR GENERAL ADMINISTRATION FUNCTIONS . K
9 . - B . - T .
: : . ‘Principals ) Teachers _ Supervisors
Problem-*. : . - LN . ) Rank = Mean | Rank Mean - Rank Mean
Préviding sﬁper§1§10 of puplls during regess . .
periods, lunch ﬁerlods r before and after | ' - -
z school ° . . 1 2.07 2 1.93 1 2..05
R .DeVeloplng operatlonal budget 2 1.72 1 2.09 3.5 1.67
Preparation for openlng and c1051ng of school ; . " . ) ST _ -
Pt . year = i Lt . , "3 I.64 T
° Superv151ng school ‘safety" programs : T , 4 1.41 .; - . - .
’ . Requ151t10n1ng, accountlng for and dlstrlbutlng . ~. < . .
o, supplies and materlals Vel .o ) 5 " 1.39 3 1.92 . 5.5 1.55
//fggﬁagicating with cgntrél“office’_ ' L s 0 4 1.87 -
. . _Sdperéising maintenance oﬁ the ?chqél:plant - : ST .5 . 1,85 3.5 - .1.67
- Developing written policies and regulations - o <7 D :
wlthln own bu1ld1ng o . ) : L : . . 2 1.73
. Establlshlng and superv151ng proper accountlng . ) i - ' . X
procedures for school funds ' . . _ - S : : 5.5 1.55,
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. " TOP 5 RANKS AND MEAN SCORES GIVEN BY PRINCIPALS, TEACHERS AND -SUPERVISORS
T e L FOR SUPERVISION OF INSTRUCTION FUNCTIONS

o T T _l’ . ’ . N Prinbipals. ‘Teachers ] Supervisors

S Problem .- .- T - - Rank Mean  Rank Mean = Rank- Mean Co

1)

Finding time for clasgroom<visitation ) ) - 1 L2.620 ) . 4 3.14
Providing édeqhate lib:ary services : . - 2 .. 2.50

Plannlng and organlzlng programs of 1nstruct1on . oo . -
for exceptlonai chlldren . . N 3 2.43 . L -

‘Helping teachers identify and provide for e ‘ : _
individual differehgfi'within their classropms, T 4° 2.36 5 2.07

Planning new school facilities to meet educa-

. - tional needs and fit inscruccional programs . - , ' 5-° ~2.54
:-: Developlng p011c1es for the grouplng “of - ‘ . L .
' : ’students for most effective: learnlng o ' 1 2.88

. 3 ' 5 R . S
Helplng teachers with 1nd1v1dual behaviour = . < L - T e s . oo
. . problems : P 2 2.31 -

Developing effective procedures for changing . - - ' . AR - ; .. .. o

people's thinking and performance such as case - ' ' - ' - S oL -

e " studies, reading mdterials, discussiom,’ action .o - : ’ N LT . P
i research and experlmentatlon . . - T "3 . 2,15

Assisting teachers in makiug written iesson ' _ ] L. o .
.plans and formulatlng obJectlves, goals, and o ) . . .
procedures C ) ) . , ) ' ) 4 2.08

-
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) ‘Table 9 (continued) T, )
Principals .:- .Teachers ’ Supervisors.
Problem” . = = Rank  Mean Rank  Mean Rank Mean’
Iniriadng and,imﬁlemencing.curficulum_revisiod o L ... .3.28
Visiting classrooms for the purpose of helplng : o
. ) B .
.teachers lmprove instruction ' i 2 3.23 :
,Prov1d1ng evaluatlon of the program.of 1nstruc— R
t1on 1n terns of school objectlves 3 3.18
x-’ l_ . Lo v u‘i '
DeVeloplﬂg more democratlc behav1our in both .. . . e
individual "and group situations . T ’ . 5 3.09
. N 4 <
/' C - . 3 e
o] .8
v : .
Lo . 3
M : - 4 < 3. . . <
i - * . : , ’ - ) 2
B .
. ' » , .
. . - )
U N ; o . - o
N . n ‘ ‘ N N i . D—‘
. = . - ,& :
- . * v '
- * - '.'4. : N ¢ t
- ""ZTE T At =g ;‘:.-::?_:L—.-‘::-Eﬂ__ ﬂ'-'.N-:_:'
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clping teachers identify and provide for individual differénces within

helr clnssrooms,”'and between printipalg and sup@rvisora on the item
finding time for classroom'visitation.
Overall mean.scores were high on Functions within -the Supervision

f Instruction category relative‘to other functions -of tne'elenentary ' .

rincipal, “This-was purticularly‘evident for supervisors (see Table 11).

‘Auniniutrdtionnof Staff Personnel. lhe'Adhinistrution'of:Stg%f . §§ i
cruonnul sectlgn oi the ruting instrument:contuined thirteen'items répre— . ) %i i
entutlvc of thc elementury uchool principal's-respon;ibilitiep'in this. \-". y , %ﬁ i
rea, 'Toblc 10 gives thé dutieo'whicn reepondents felt were;pregenting._'~: : - :g g

S . : i g
st problems for the elenentary principulship. Qommon agreement was found ' L : ",.% %
| only onc of thc llve highest rdteo problemS'in the Auministration of | o é
talf: Purquncl catcgory'l”building staff morale.” Difficulty in building g [ g
taff morn]c may bL attributed to other problema relevunt to stuff relntion- | ; %

A r ~§

shdps whith Lhu rQ}pondents identifled "keeping ataff members informed

(suhool bourd policies)" (principals), providing means for ataff central

<

)fficc communlcution concerning rcquests and compluints“ (principals,

~g~;r_7..m b

tcachcrs), estublishinp nnd maintuining professional relations with your o

Btuff (princbpals, supervisors), und ”communicating with staff (general)"

(LLdLhurS, supcrvisers) lcdchtrs nnd supervlsors further eXpreBSed - B
contcrn with the principul g ‘role ln the ! equitable assignment of tencers.u ‘
.Whllt both groups rnnked this duLy mosL di££lcult, printlpnls omittcd Lhis B féi

tusk LnLlrLly from thelr fivc Hightst rated problems thernlly, prlncipals

folluwad the deLLfn of ﬂqubnlng lowcsL mean.scores to staff personnel

rleLLd duLies (lublc 11)

-~ N
L R . . . N L

* Adwinistration -of Pupil Personnel. - None of the dutics_found'in

P . . .
B “ . N . . L ) Y
[ LR B ¥ . N - - . B .
. - . -8 . . - »
.
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- Table ‘10 ' . "
. TOP 5 RANKS AND.MEAN SCORES GIVEN BY PRINCIPALS, TEACHERS, AND SUPERVISORS )
- _FOR AD‘II\'ISTRATIO& OF STA.FF PERSONNEL FU\CTIO\S -
i . . i K N ) : . T "Pr_":i_hhcipal's . . Teachers . .SL'xpervisor;,
e Pr;obiem i ' SO Rank  Mean ~ Rank  Mean Rank Mean .
Evaluating 'and rating Eeéchgr'effectiveness~‘ _ _'f“' 1 :1 2.21f T T ', .
Bui‘iding:sc'af‘f morale e 2. 176 4 1.96 . 2 2.7t
keeplng staff members 1nformed (school board - o . . ’ o - ;
" policies S T . . .o 3 - -1.72 ~
\v L . . ) v N . o ' ) - ,
Providing means for staff-céntral office ’ : ) : - - . . )
communicationjoncéming requests and complaints.’ ’ 4 1.67" . 5 _ 1.91 | o . s
E‘.stabllshmg and’ maintaining profess:.onal } ' : . . . .
relatlons w1th your staff " . L 5 . 1.64 ) . 3 2.48
. EquitébLe assignment of teachers' T S S (i 277 -1 2.77
Coumunicdting with staff (general) . . _ . ; : 2 1.99° 5 - 1.96 X
Evaluating® and rating non-certified personnel - ~ i . e
(janitorial staff; general office, maintenance) L ) ~ 3 ], .1.98 . T
- Participating in the employment of certified . e .
persannel (certified to:instruct pupil . L ‘ ) '
personnel) : . . : = . ) _ T o 4T 22043
N - S : - . z o
- - “ T
. N ‘
— - A . i}
e Er e Slcat Rty
2SN IR R
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oo - Z - Table 11. © o

AVERAGE MEAN SCORES FOR PRI\CIPALS TEACHERS, AND SUPERVISORS
A " ON EACH OF THE FIVE MAJOR TASK AREAS OF
s o . THE -ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALSHIP

I3 P

General Adminiscratiob " o 1

_Admlnlstratlon of Staff Personne}
_ Admlnlstratlon of" Pupll‘Personnel

"School-Community-‘Relations

. Average Mean Score

£

. Task Area Principais Teachers

B

Superz}sors'

r .
.31 1.73
© 1.93 1.82

Superv1sion of Instructlon

1.56 1.62°

1.68 ', 179
_ '1-,59". 1.44 .

" 1.46

—

2.64

1.90 -

1.88

1.84

. z -~
. - . L
. |
- N 4
.° .-
. '
- o .
‘
. v
<y
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[4

he Administration of Pupil Persouﬂﬂ?ftask'orea were selected as’éne of the
. " - 4 . d . .
must difficult by all three groups of respondents (Table 12). However,

CdCerb and supervisors both felt’ that the dual task of ”developing summer

N

.dULdtlondl and recreational programs and ”hclping and encouraging

“eachérs to use spccializgd Bervices of the school for the ﬁenefit"of

‘ndividudl. pupils" were problem areas for the elementary ptincipal. . - T
. . ., ’ N - .. . , ‘ . ;;l:
"1nvolving parents in solving problem cascs" was the single practice plucc /

’
R -

AT ) N
- e

commaﬂ]y by prlnclpals and supervisors in. the ‘top five ranks. Although . |

- -

o
b}

poth groups of rtspondents ranktd the item, similarly, supervisors displuy d,

o

* g

as throughout pmpil.petsonnel responaibilities,'a higher mghn score rati g

o

JIRTT e S TS

-

(see “Table 11).
‘ u
’ ‘ School - Community Rtlatiopa Two of the tWGlbc duties liotéd L

\!
)

the Sohool—Communlty Relations,section werc placed b§ all 3 groups of |

respondents within thelir respective_list of five functions rated.most-

diffleult, (Table 13). :Ptincipuls, teachers, and supervisoro pgrbcd‘thnf
. o - .- R )

"{nterproting the school program to thé community" and "chourhglng commu- - . F

[y

.

] .
e

i

nLLy parLitlpation In day to-day school community rtlations were

purLLLuldr conccrn,lo thc eltmcntary principal Further agrecmcn was ' e o "3

v -

found butwccn prlnclpula and supgrviaors relative .to ' rcportlng
of the school to teachéré, superintendent, parents, and communit

. between teaciiers and supervlisors with respect to "mulntulnimg cpoperative

- ‘ ' . [ .
. N . : i

relatlons wlth preéas, radio and TV." While principals and sup rvlsots'
rnnkn'wcre again similar, supcrvlsors"pcrcuptlona of the prigcipal's -
probltmq a4 TLVCdlLd through mean scores were less quOurablcfthan Lhoqt

ncrccptlons rccordcd for princlpals, ltuchtrs in, general rLcordcd the . | . K

» 3

lowest mean regponses on school~community relntions duties (sec lnblc,ll).
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' L "fable 12+ T S ]
: * . TOP 5 RA.\\S AND MEAX SCORES GIVEX BY PRINGIPALS, IEACHE‘RS AND SLPERVISORS
) KO : o ' - FOR AD"(I\ISTRATIO\ OF PUPIL PERSO\'\E.-L FU\CTIO\S
o < . .
7 = v : § L
: Principals - ,Tgachérgﬂf%: Superyisors

Rank "Mean " . Rank Mean Rank

Mean

‘ Providing for a cdﬁnSelling piégram -Devel- S ’ o
oping skills in the- educatlonal and personal .~ R - -
guldance of puplls' N 1 & 2,32 20 . 3:5 2.46

. Dlagn051ng problem cases 2 2318
Iﬁvolving parents in solv1ng problem casesf , 3. . 2.03 .. * Zp ! a
Securﬁsg effectlve use of pup11 records . 4 1.92 = 1;515 .. 1.88 ’ 13 KE .

.'Counselllng with students referred for : i;- L oo &
d15c1p11nary reasons ¥ . 5.7, 1.86 v . 2.5 2,12 .
Developlng summer educatlonal programs E N 2.5 f,ZQiZ ) 1 +2.59

1% . “ - - O :"_._ LR "'-
Developlng summer reCreatlonal~programs » . v S2.55 20120 3,5 2.46°
& .o ’ - . e N o

Helplng and encoiirraging teachers to USE e . . R A

. spec1allzed sefvices of thé school for the ' s Vo : . c
benefit of 1nd1v1dual pupllﬁ’/ . i : e 25 2.12 2 2,50

: .Developmg and’ superv151ng ‘a system for ‘the. . S . ; o :
*malntenance of pupll records bi . , v,.é,S 1.88 ~ :

"Maintaining disc1p;1he : - AT N 5 5.3

L . - vt . .
4 ‘ L. ) . «. v
1 / ..-' . .
. i ) . '
< ) = o - e
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© Table 13 S o . .

! TOP 5 RANKS AND MEAN SCORES GIVEN® BY PRI\CIPALS TEACHERS ABD SUPERVISORS .
. ’ A T FOR SCHOOL—COWMU\ITY RELATIO\S FL\CTIOVS f ] 0 ' :

s .- o ° . s : ’ AT . '
b A
ool co s o . Principals .., ' Teachers: .. Supervisors
.o S . ) L. - - -

Prbbieﬁ o 1\ o ‘1 - . .. " 7»n- .Rank ':ﬂgaq - . ‘Rank .ﬂggh: . . Rank’ Mean .

L~ ! S - 4

Incerpretlng séhool program to: the communlty L ""l_ ']Z}Liir-.- 'S. : S1.74 - 2 2,50 -, o

_Involv1ng teachers in school—communlty - ST
relations S w20 k92

-

Encouraglng communlty part1c1patlon in dav b ..
to- day school act1v1tles T ) . 3

Organlzlng etfectlve parent—teacher confer—-
ences i . o

“«ny “.' ‘e - .
NV L » . .
@ e 3 N PP

fReportlng the" needs of .the school to" teachers,\ L L

: S o :superlntendent, parents,:and cozmunlty s e 5 - -
- _ ! § - L - '

. ' o Communlcatlng'effecciyelv wlth pa:ents through “~" -

,senool publicatlons “l.}t '”u B

G W

Prgparlng news reieases ror 10ca1 press

! o . ’,‘ - .t B
TR e .,.. . Dot e

. ; .'Haln:alnlng cooperatxve relataons wlth S e O
;é LT " '_ fpress, radlo and TV . ,?U‘:‘,;.;M SR i'; }”L ‘
o o K ST T T
W Recon¢111ng controver51es ‘between reachers AR
' . and _parents -_f_. - e -, S

o .ot . - L 4 R T

RN - .' ' . D L R .. .

.
@ - '
_ -~ 'S
. LT " - i
S . - L .
- n T - e e
/. v

R AR NS S P L LN



le Five Least 'Important Problems of the:Efemént;ry Principal as
Perceived by Elémentary Principals, Teéachers and . -Supérvisors

in Each of the:Five Major: Tadk Areas .of’ the: Elementary . ., L .

Prinelpalship and the:Degree of. AgreEment Existing e . f.;&

Between Their Selections . o '
S yote, s \ * i.

To ascertain the Eive least important problems of the element;ziry(\\ﬁ

~
. - o
1

rincipal “the’ proced rés and measures employed in determining the top five

ahked problems were ag in utilized Overall agréement amoqg all three

roupswor:between any two was’ said to exist within a task area if
y three of the five lowest rEnks_overlapped; -..;+'_ HRT A .y;,u G-

o
1

. - < a . n .
, - - g . \ - N
o N . = N . ’ B
. P

General Administration. Three . Generlq Admﬁhistration duties were

ommonly selected by the respondents as among the five least difficult. T .
° o i . Lo =-\) ! )

formulating schedules for convening recesses and dismissals R "supervisin
* 8.

us transportation,' and ”developing a system of accurote and efficient

\ 7 a o "

:countigg” Grable 14). A single item, ”developing written‘policias und'_ R

=gulatione within own building,' was given a low difficulty rating by
o -

nincipals and teachers,a The mean Qhores assigned by teachere to- the five

..
B

enst difficult dUties of the principal remaincd”in comparison to the 'mean
corbs given by principel§ gndﬁsupervisors} relacivery high._7: N ' .

?7i : Supervidion of Instruction. fhe'Supervisian of lnstructfén task

S )

re -wds chpraqterized by no agreement»concernlng thﬂ -5 lenst difficﬂlt e ) .
problems (Iable 15) Cqmmon selection was foun& bctwccn principals and ) Co

teuchcrs on the ltem,' establishing practiceq (proccdurcs) for sharlng good

A 1
LS . ° . . ' . . .
\ ’ .-

pructiccs of tcachers" and betwecn tenchers and supervibors on the item,

L ' ca. ) .
"‘UerVLSlng the.pevelopm it of wrltten phllosophx and’ objeLtlvos “for own .
. . b o . 4 o ‘\ - A!l - '
<
ohbol } Supcrvisons ospbnded with‘consldcrably hlgher mean scores on
- v' oy . - ° . a~ o ,
four of‘thc fivL least difficult problcms pcrccivcd by thc respective .
A '-... ‘ & " \.l-:‘ . ) . _‘-_ . . ' . N , . . a i t
8rUUPS“ '.._ . _'.' e ‘ " ,d . ...,' R -’ S P . oy “, ' ", . . coL e vt
SR £, sk ) . e v n , v
N . b," | N Lo
T PO . Gl °
- L T A . ! N .
w 'l \ L. . N . o ’ A
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- \ Ta’bl: 14 R BE o -
© . " LOWEST 5 RANKS ANB MEAN SCORES leﬁp BY -PRINCIPALS, TEACHERS Ap . © O~ o . o

N SUPERVISQRS, FOR GENERAL. ADMINISTRATION FUNCTIONS' . . S -
. = - : . . K .- . iy ) . .

;L'-W PR
. I N : . y oo Principals . - Teackers = * Supervisors
. . - . ot -~ " . * [ N . N ! )

. . - - o < — — *r : — - . . @
Rroblem = . o _ o R . Rank Mean Rank-- Mean Rank . .Mean . o .
. « - . - - - . - -

Formulatlng schedules for convening récesses

and dismissals o .- P | 0.92 ° .3 1.56 1 0.96 .
'Supervising bus t;ansbortation < ) _V ; S 2.5 Co-1.13 . '__2 1.47 : PR
'Communicating with central office . e T 2.8 1a3 toe ” 5 S 1.36 B
. . o . . , - . . - .. - PO . ' .
-Implemégting central officé difectives ) . . & 1.16 R o ’ e &
'Developlng written policies and regulatlons :' ﬁ.’ . . \ﬂ . : '_: 4.
wlthln own building - . . - ..1.28 .5 . - 1.64 <.
_Developlng a system of accurﬁte and eff1c1ent - T "; . e, T . Yo
attendance accountlng . _ : co 6 1.28 . -1 1.40. - 4 1.23 v
- Preparing reports for the central, office and - . . . i . - e .
_department - ’ - : _ - . 1.28 - L . .
Superv@éing_school safety. programs . N . .- . . ' -4 1.60 ° ’
] ] . .. ) ) . /_' ) - [ : ‘ , -.- )
Organizing and 5upervisipg general office o . —_— o e . o L
Toutine : L _ o - e 2 itto’ .
. . o . .. .
Preparatlon for openlng and' closing of § g ; . . TR
school year : ) L ' e e o . o ) 30 1,19 - . e
. . . — - : - a -
- o °
© ’ -. -
1
- ) AR et : 4
. ) . . =
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o Table 15 »
. - s R
- LOWEST 5 RA_\'KS AND ‘LE&\ SGORES GIVEN BY PRI\CIPALS TEACHERS AND
ot SL’PER\ ISORS FOR SLPERVISIO\' OF IQSTRUCTIO\ FL'\CTIO\S
o Principals Teacher$ -Supervisors
Problem” 2 - Rank® Mean - Rank  Mean Rank  Mean
Assisting teachiérs organize new units' of work = 1 1.24
Assisting ceachers in making written lesson - - . : o - s
plans -and formulating objectives, goals, and _ . ; "
procedures . . 2 -1.26 . -
Orieni:ing new teac‘hers - . . . 3. 7 1.51
; . . . ) ] -
Establishing practices (procedures) for ) . . . : . . .
sharing good practices of teachers 4 1.54 3 1%49 -« 7. -
s N - o ' . ) L "
N - /
Delegating 1eadersh1p_q_esponsibili§ies among - . i

- staff members ’ e ‘ - .5 0 T 1.39 . .

’ Supervisi