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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

- v

B R e T T et




y ’

\ 2

~ .

a . LB

[

(G, R

5 A
- S

; : L

.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
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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
1 /.\co " ‘_._“ ) (v . e o~ . . L ‘.;__' P o
. . . LY . oL . PR ) X A 5 o
' . o [ o ~ . . : . e ‘ .
" M <. . R ) o, e ey L. X Lo N
. . . . -l . N Yoo . .
. ., . . B . ! L X : D, .
. b . Lo o
v




\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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o L . CHAPTER IIL- - <" :
. . L . . R . ) B ) 3
. K © . o L STt 2
_— . ’ . iy . S
- - 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 ~ -

PRSI
X ”‘\

-
5
Lyl

S b S

s

r4



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
. [
B
d .
.
~
-
'
° :‘ b . ‘
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i e >
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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
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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
Y « o oot ) [ . ' ., :
' “‘ ;‘ T < : . . 'T' o N ' ®
- . -'1 a .‘, @ .. o) R ’i B} , i '
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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 . .

’ Supervisirng the'developme.nt of written educa- T . : :
tional philosophy and objectives for own school. ’ T ‘1 " 0.07 1 - 0.00
Helping teachers utlllze educational resources &3# o

. of ‘the comunlty PRI < ) oL : 2"_ 1.46
Planm.ng with ceachers for inservice train;mg c .t . - ,o' ‘ ' .
programs ) - - _ ) 4 l.51 ,

" Assisting the staff .in 6sing research findings : -
to help solve practical problems within  the - L ) .t

- o
school - . . : o . 5 - 1.61 - i
. Y" - . ~ Y
- - i e AT T TR TR 2 = —
— = . . * -
TR ;“;i_-';.;'_,if-"-“‘f":";i““’ =
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N . ~-Table 15 (continued) "= '
S : 7 N A - Principals Teachers Supervisors
Problen : ' s - : 2~ Rank. Mean,’ Rank Mean Rank Mean -
0 . . Lt . \ .o o
~Developing effective grocedures for chznglng . - ‘e
people's thinking &nd perforrcance such as case . . N T N ’
studies, readlng materlals, d15c0551on, actlon S °
‘research and experimentation . o ) ¢ 2 2.11
Encouraging;creativity in teachers> . ~ - 3 2.22
NE . » . \ , M
-Planning new school facilities to meet educa- . . : -
tional peeds and fit instructional- programs =~ 4.5 2.27
. - ' . . . .. ) ) . - ! -
Developing adequate pupil testing programs . oo 4.5 . 2.27
P : ) ' ,ﬂ/ﬂ_ ’ ° .

)
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Admlnistratlon of Staff Peraonnel Nonc of the Admlnlstratfon of
nff Pcrqonnul duLlcs were commonly rated as onc of the 5 least dlfficult
W " ﬁ c. 7
all three groups of respondents-(Tule 16). Teachers and supervlisors,

-

\ . 4
wven, reached overall agreement on three of the functions contalned In

Ls‘culegoryg ”cvuluuclﬁg teacher_effcctlveneééb” "rééommendlﬁg'certlflcd

rqodnvl for lemlBBdl" and 'kcépﬂhg etnff.mcmbers.Lnformca (schiool board -

Ilrlvq) ] : . - ‘ o

. -
. . »

. AdmlnquruLlon of Pupil PLrBonnel Threc problcms were commonly

nLvd lvaqL dlfflcult by tcuchers and supcrvluors (Tnblc 17) They were: -

or;lnlzln& and udmlnlatcring cxlrn curriLulur uctleLics," ”provlding fqr\ .

dcveloping skills 1in thc uducullonnl and personal

counﬂclllng prugrnm,
. P

uJQunrc'or pupils,' nud 'providlnh for orleututlou of qu puplla. Tho .

atter Lth was algo an]udud in the prlnclpnl H llHt of leuHL dlfflcult

\

e LIRS . . - e,

mlnlatrntlon of. Pupil Porsonncl functions. - '

' i , - ." l I . nll ﬂ"

s«hool—tommunl_y RLluLluna., Tenchera nnd supcrvlaors'dgrcod on’

fuun lLaqL dlf[lLulL dutles In Lhe School Lommuniby ReIuLlonH tdsk areu' o . ) 5}
"!nvnlvlng~Luuchqrs In sphool—ppmmunlty relatlong," i rguniziug cffLLtLve ' '%qu

v
v

parent=teacher confuréhce#'tTablc 18). PAdminlgtpring th use of school

property by outs|de froups,” and "working of fectively with parent groups -
' . A .

) ) - { ' B 11

. : . &

such as LhulP.T.A.”\wcru beleeted, by princlpals as well, -

Y

Question b Summnry. thn'Lhc flvu dutles of prfnclpula rated most
difticult were compured' ouly In the Fenurul AdmlnistruLLon task urenfdld .
. . - E o f
respondent subgroups agree on.as muny as LhrLL of the _top flve rnnks.

’ , RV o

Within this cutugory.tcnchcrs rcup@ndud with highest Wunn gcores on two

I

finctions (developlng an opcrut]dnul’budgcq; requisltlonlng, accounting ' ; |




N L . "_Tablem]' ' ‘ -
- LOWEST 5 RANKS -AND MEAN SCORES GIVEN BY PRINCIPALS, TEACHERS, AND ‘ BRI
:‘ . ) SUPERVISORS .FOR -\D“II‘\ISTR:RTIO\‘OE STAFT PERSONNEL FL\CTIO\_S ' B
f . . : s ' _ . , . . -
. . ' , . Principals’ . . Teachers - ASl;lpE}.'ViS.Ol'S‘ :
Problex | . ) . ' Ra_g}é . Mean - Rank .-Mean Rank  Mean '+
i ' Part1c1pat1ng in’ the ‘ezployment of non- certlrled . - ' Lo
T personnel - . . o L 1 1.07 -~ =T 5 1.36
. [ ’ - . 2> .
- - ngelopzng outual respect and understanding ) - - B - ; .
o ‘between”certified and non-certified persomnel - .. 2 1,27 . 2 - 1.33, ‘
. - r . . - . . . i -
A, e "art1c1patmg in the e...ploy*.:xent of certlfled . ’ PR -
personnel (certified to instruct - pupll personnel) 3 J1.32 0 ' . -
. Cor—unicating with_'staff._(general) - ' . & . 1.36
:Recormending non—certlnec personnel for IR . . -
dismissal - : . - 5 1.39. 3. 1.50 ¢
- 'Evaluaﬁﬂing' and ratimg .teacher effectiveuess. . . . 0.06 1 1 0.38 -
1 : EStaDllSﬂng and malntalnlng profe551onal . o ) )
o " relations with your staff. ! 4 . oA S - 3. .
Recomrmending certified persomnel for .dismissal . o T "4 1.15
rd h - ) . h ‘
‘Keeping staff members 1nformed (scnool board - . . :
- policies) - . o, . , : i 5 1.47 4 1.52
.. s x z )
- (9%
;_\ = - - 4?’*—‘- TS -r‘-: B :'..:-‘._-;... e -4:‘--.'_4.-"- OO Ry .- .__uﬁ-“—.—:;:__a-*.-;'-_._r:~ .-'- e~ s




£. S~ -
) N v
¢
» - ‘
= " - . - . T ' v v - . - - [NCE—.
. Ve T LOWEST 5 RANKS AND -MEAN SCORES GIVEN BY PRINCIPALS, TEACHERS, AND
i ) Co ' " SUPERVISORS FOR ADMINISTRATION OF PUPIL 'PERSONNEL .FUNCTIONS
: ° - . ‘: - - ) ) h\ -
7&?;'_ R - - : Principals Teachers Supervisors
L Problen e Rank Mean Rank Mean - Rark: -Mean
N Developing summer educaticnal programs 1 0.44 A -
. . -
Developing sumzer recreational programs 2 0.50 o
Providing for orientation of_new pupils -3 1.28 ol 0.04 1 0.00
Help;ng~:ﬁﬁ’gaéourag1ng teacners to use .the _ . S .
specialized -services of the. school for the . : ) ' B
Denezlf of’ 1nd1v1dual pupils ) ’ 4 - 1,49 oy 2w, S
. 7 ) - - N . - . .' . - . . .
Maintaining discipline 5 . 1051 A 1.83 ' .
- ;Organlzlng and administering extra-currlcular . ) \;0 '
activities . . - ‘ 2 0.86 2 1.
. Diagnosing problen cases " 3 1760 .
) = - = IS PO | . . -
. . . o Fog
h _ Providing for a counselling program. Devel- B
v <oping skills in the educational, and persona1 . )
guidance of pupils . v 5 1.85 3.5 1.82
A
Developlng and .supervising a system for the 3 ~
’ halntenance of pup11 records - . . N " B.Qh’ 1.82
. Counselllng w1xh students rererred for disci- ¢ ) -
4 pllnarv reasons 5.5 1.91
Secur_ing_ effective use of -pupil records 3 " 5.5 1.91
- ~ - -~ N 3 -
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~— e == — e
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. . " Table 18 S ’ -
. ' . . . v e ) I
LOWEST 5 RANKS AND MEAN SCORES GIVEN “BY PRINCEFPALS, TEACHERS,. AND .
«” SUPERVISORS FOR SCHOOL-COMMUNITY. RELATIONS EUNCTIONS
A B 4 . . . s
# - k3 - - N »
N - - . N ks
. ) Principals - Teachers Supervisors :
Problem - - ‘1 - e Rank Mean '~ . Rank, Mean Rank: Mean
Preparing news releaSes for  local préss oA -1, 1.04. '. I 5 1.86 - -
glaintaining cooperative relations with the : )
press, radio and TV . - - 2 1,12
J.dz:—xmlstermg the use of scnool property b} - . R
outsme groups ‘ e 3 1.30 - 3 0.84 4 1.40:
‘Working e.u:ecr.:welv wltn parent groups such as a ) N - "
the PTA » 4 1235 4 ‘0.89 3 1.23 :
- 1
Communicating e;fectlvel}, with parents through N . . K
school publlcatlons h . - -5 1.39
Involving teacﬁer;~ in school-cormunity relations o R L 1 . 0.00 5 6.00 .
Organizing effective parent-teacher conferences : 2°  0.82 2 - ..1.00
: . L ’ - . b . : N
Eandling complaints from parehts o ’ - 5° 1.39
> Y = - -
W
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abd dis t'rll:_utlng suppllies and materials) which, directly affectdd ‘thelr

Ehum) performance, I.r:'should be noted that the.priz'wipul's abLl Lty

opc_ clELcleuly wth ChEHL dutluﬂ may be more a qu«.stion of Lh(_ allo-
on of funds by -mper1.ors and  the uvnilu‘bllity of sufflclcnt supplies

p uny ‘-!hOt‘LLOmlnb I the: prlncipal'a Jol) performuncc_. "Providing «Juper—
gon of puplls durlng, recess p(_rlodu, lunch periods or beéfore and aftc.r

([t .
oJI' tmerged as the major arcea of con(_‘ul."n for clemon tury princlpals In

eral, Admhxlstrntlo;ﬂ “Although Lhe rc\bipc'o‘l'xdbnts dld ftot agree on any.of
!l

.;!.(-mq in the bup(.rvlsion of Jnstrudt Lon . cuch,ory, they did gunu‘ally

ign ]thﬁ,’mu(ln\‘:ﬁ_orc& to® Jhe duLlu; Ln thu area. ’l‘hﬂt: lu, -they generally

b .

bt Uhe problems weru'dlfflculL Luid lmpor.tmlL' oned. « This vas. particulurly

.
B - v R
. - ™ . v

e ol Hupu’rvluors who, in LhLH um. were r(.portlng on Llu_ tagk area most

o, o -

Sc_ly ankyd wlt.h Lht.h‘ own rquonulbilluw. Thu ftem, 'initiatlng and

[}
A

1(_nunt.lng Lul‘l'i(_l)]\lm ruvlulon. " recedved the hlghwt difficulty ratlng
sqpvrvLsuru. blmllurly. teathery guve Lhr_ mout dlfficult. rutlng,s for
n_ulpu_l.u [ those arcas ruqulriug prJ.ncipnl usglﬂtuncc to Lm.li.vidunl

RH »

clwrx. ll\ prublcmﬂ Lunqmt_rod most difflcult by, prim.lpu]s In the :

‘
pervislon "ol Instructlon task ares werce crLuLud lurg(,ly by factors \bLyond

eir control.’ l-"ln_ngng tlme for clussroom visdtation" ig cloﬁply rclutud

. . \ P . Y
.the present practice of allocatlng staff personnel; '"providing adequate

. muul t.-glm:'niloﬁal needs mrd'fl't. Indtructional pmgrnms" ls hnmpured bath

anum es .md the minor rwole pormlLLcd cleentnry prlnupnls h\ currylng

it . L]nlq tasika . 'I‘Iw.mout,noLuI)lu.> runkﬂ occglrrlng in l:hc-, Adnlnlstration- of

t .
i 'I . . . . .
b afl l’ur‘,unnul Ln'-lk\nr(u wure for the- iLLmH, "evaluat ing and ratlng tcachor

\ v “ P . '
’ févllvvnu:‘m and . uqult‘ublc ags lgament. of tuuchurﬂ."-' Whercad prlncii)u[s
K B ] > ‘ v o v i . . » N Ay ‘

2 . v

ankod the' former [Lem™d ruL’,_g’rt most dLlf l(_:uli' s teabhers and ' Bupervisors

. e .
\ (I g w’
S ° R ' ' N ' -~ b,
o G . ¢ LY n
- %
. p 4 ". v - Ve . .
A .
1 ' : v .
\ , "
& -
' / . L
. » 1 A .
Py L4 3 -
L] L 7
- 4 o
- . o '
? - - . . .
¥y 1

b‘l“;l[y nu‘r_vlcun”‘ 18 llnked to Cinances; and "plapning new school fac[lltles

by,
45
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’

“t Include this duty within thcir rprLLLiVO llsts of LhLJIive most
cult problems. Un the other hand, teachens and supervigors guvc top

\ .

to the latter ltem.while principals omitted thls funcglon'from their

»

of five most difffcult problems. Agrcement between tcachers and

visors was Talrly strong throughout all filve task arecag as they agreed

roe of'tHE'Lop five ranked problems In four of the task arcas of the
&yuluhip. “wo of the five moé; important probleﬁé idcntifieq.boLh by

ers and supervigors In the Admidistrutibn of Pupll® Personncl task area

asent functlons, which hold future promise for hctLvL principal lnvolve--
: "developing summer educat lonal programs,' and "deycLoplng'ﬁummcr

atlonal programs.! Although the respondents did not reach agreement

: . s ‘.4 o - . -
many ﬂH_thrCL}Of‘thC five probiems rated most difflcult ln School- .
o . . ' £ . L, .
mity Rclntlbns,,thc two ltems on which there was full ‘agreoment, anrd
RN .- . e 7" MY 3\
! - Ll - - ’ . ary
Lagreomenty ‘buetwegn princlpal=supervigor and teacher-supervisor selec-
. a . *

LT . . - L * . ""‘.v. T
g sugpest that meaningful lialson with the commun ity through lnturpguzj

ion of thu school's progrnﬂ'ﬁreucnts a gerieral problcnl[br elementary

clpals. ’ . - . e
N e . . e 4

Agrvvmcnt On what constitutcs the anaL important prob]cms of Lhe

i »

entary princlpal followud a puttLrn slmilar to those Just rcported for

- -

l" '

-flvu mout” fmportant problcmu. Gcnurul Adan!utrution way the Hingle’

k area lu which qupondunLu ubrccd on as- mnny as. three of Lhc flvx JgusL

ortant problems of the elgmcntnry princlpul Between the rLapondLnLH,
LI |l'
UKL ugrvcmcnt wuu»uguin munifLHLLd by Lcughorn and’ Hupcrvisors ‘i chLy

1

TLUd on- three of the flve prob]cmﬂ rated ]cuut difﬂdculL In e ‘nch‘uruu

.
.

cpl %updrvlqlon of EnHtrucLLon. Lumpuriaons of the prlncipnl 8 top [ch

A ),

. N -—.._
t .' .

nks el the Lowuqt five runka OE tLHLhLFHvuud Hupqrvisoru rLVLulLd thnt

ne- of Lhu‘anLLLODH ‘rated highest by brlnLipulH were Lorrespondlngly ':,};”"'

\r" . Ceah, . N




f lowest by tceuachers and/or supervisors. \

4

: grcee of Agrcumu\t Between Prinelpals, ) I'cachexs, and Supervisors .
Euch of the Flve Task Arcas of the ll(_ment:ury Principalship
Shown by Rank Order Correlation . ' .

4

To supplement the measurement of the degree of purcu;)funl agreement .

lgen Lhe rcsf)Ohdux\t groups.l.n.thc study, rank order correlation coelfl- .

jte were computed uslng mean scores ('l‘ub;lp 19).\ Although no complete ™

leptual agreements were found Lo L‘stW between any two of the - three

\

¢ . ' . ) - ' o o
ips of respondents, teachers and gupervisors showed the greatest general -

P -

jement,  Mean scores for these two group's on Gcncf‘ul Administratlon, ) R
infutration of StRL[ Personnel, Adminlstration of Pupil .Personnel, and ° LR

o].-Cununm_thy Relat lons werd correlated ./;9, .58, and 72 rcéped'l;lvcly.

h the exception of Uhe Geaeral Adminlsgiration category, whose Ltems wore

II.‘C—I;J_.U.'(] p';mlthcly at the .43 Level or above for all regpandents, wagree- i
; s ' : ' . ' "
Bt “wus not” pererally ,cl;ldvnt hutw'ue:x: p\:'an‘Lpuls,' and clther teachers or (?:"
Barvisors. '.,l.uck of agreement wus most notubly evident in Adm‘_tnistnﬂtlon _ K f
S"!:'u'r-L' l’cr;;(mn_c! y 'Adx'ntanl';iitrutlon of l’u.piJ. Porg‘onnel, and ’S*ulmo'].'-(:ommun_ity‘ S ,1
;n‘tlc;nu.'., It Ls In thewe arcas ‘;'hg'rg t:;-:i,chL-rH and prlnci.p~u_lu. expressed “&‘

.

° .

g ) ‘ .
eatvst dlsagreement. » .ot . - : ,

o

.
v raey
oo e

= -

-~
RN

nor, H<;dcr¢1u-' nnd Major'Rat lngs ln Fach of the Flve Task
Arcas of the Elementary l’rlmlpulahip

Table 20 prescats in summary form tlic dégree of dl;ficulty rating:
r.uu(:h of the fl\’h; major tank urcu\H ol tlie eleentary principatshlp ag
reclved by the three uupm.l'd(-nL proups,  FOF purposes of maklng further | : i
,mp'.'.xr‘inonu w'lle.!nV'und"h'ultw«':u'u Lhé Lask .'n‘(;m's'. mean acurcg' wcr(.' collapsed . !

Lo the lulluwln}. (,ntc;,uflvu. (1) minor (m(-n 0.00 - .1‘109), (2) moderate

»

s

mean s 1,50 - . ()), or (1) nm_jnr (mcun. Z.Jl &4, ()0) ’

. - A N . F
.¥l
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RANK ORDER DIFFERE!\C:. BETWEEN PRI\CIPALS TE_-\CHERS AND SUPERVISORS~

" ON TASK AREAS QF THE FLEMENTARY PRINCIPAL
,
: . ) Respondents '
RN ) )
Task: Area Principal- - Teacher Principal - Supgrviéor Teachdr ~ Supervisor
General .—\d:xinis.t.ratioxi' .63 .43 - . - .

Supervision of
Instruction.

Administration of

Ad=inistration of-

'+ Staff Personnel-

Pupil Personnel -

a8 - .09 R y
T”'il . . : ‘ Lo .58

e Co- .32 ' : .67

4
. " .
Scheol-Coomunity - -
- - . . .
.Relations . L= 223 * .02 .- ] .72
.
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. - In the (zoncrn'l.'Adminlatrution 'cutcgory .cloger, agrcumcnt.‘ was. found - :
- N s o . R - -
et prinupulu und superviwrs Lhun bJ.Lwecn t.cucheru wth lthc'r'o'f
Je Lwo gro‘upu. ()[ thc f.L['tec-.n'.dutics llBLLd In tha area of rcaponsi— E
' ty 7)/, and ()0/ WQL'L pu'c«.lvcd a8 presentlng, minor di[[lLuJ Ly by prln- : d
i # nnd‘ Huptrvlsoru ruspcctivcly, Agl;c(.m(.nt waa also (.Vldunt. ln th ’ :\
' ' *e N s cim e . ) “ i
' . crn‘t.c" (.uchory,und none of the rcspondLnL s,roupu le‘CLlV('d thc duLLcs a "'":
) LUITR (.m.t.g,ory to pr«.scnt nmjor dlfficu)tlca.' B . & )
o -t ” B R T : ;.‘-
. . . 5 . ) B
- Ln the Supcrvlslon of [nytructlon Lnnk area gcnurul nb‘rucmcnt lfJ ' . -
s . . ” A ' P A
. t uvldunt hetween tcuc‘huru:und prlnclpnl.e.' Most tcuchu‘ru nnd princlphlﬂ. . . a ?fj
. ] § . N 'l.
gd the fumtlonu In, Lhiu Lmik uren of modcmto dlfflcull.y, whllL a]most .
i . Llnrd.u.o[ Lhc HuervLHoru consldu‘ud ﬂwm to bc mnjor prol)l Ccmd [or the ' /
: ¢ . " SR
9 . N * ° ‘_.: N . t\L
) munlnry prln( Lpal l-urthurmorc these rm.lngu l)y HUI)LL‘YINOI'H conHt.iLuLu ° Ny
3 o . ] - .',_‘5-.:'.: "
‘ A L()Lnl numl)c-r (28) ol funcLJonH Fabed N anor |)r0b1uns l'or nl'l RN ) 4
” . ’ . . h'. * T v [ e . o7 ’ ..0 ’ ’ " i
- WA ok Al u'w (.(uul)ln(.d N o o Y oo g
’ "év’ i - l‘ . ; L - : h PP . ";‘
s In ‘ecach uf the rc.mulning tnnk arcan qnly HIIghL dlff(' oncvu u.rc-".- ' '
2N 8 I 3 f L. ! 0 ol
.‘} 4 ’ - - * -
o <. I en lu'pruvulll' I)uLlLH nfe, [ult hy aH ruupondcnl.u LO pn_gunt m{nor ar R
3 . b . R ) t % .'.P;
ly lnmluruLc prob.lems hy nll ruupond,unt mnbgroppﬂ. lhu only uxcq)LLon ko o e 5
. j . : . Lo " : .
y T m lu the munll numlwr of uupcrvluorn ‘who Lonﬂldt_red 4 fuw umjcr dlfil- . Dom gl
o ¥ W . . . ‘ Vo ".—'L Y] "'i:
v , .I . ; . . . . ) ) . . 3 . Joi = Lyt 3 * .
1Lluu in- vnch task,arcs. . S N : R !
| i . . s N R o .
o [ . ST ‘ ' \ ! / . [T - . o R
, s In p,uncrul, .ruupundunl.u Luﬂﬂl(l('r(‘(] mouL m;ucx\ Lty pruu :m: moderutu I '.r
‘ o Ty o . ‘\' B b
: robluxm or lum. l'rln(.Lanu were more leuJy t.o Lunuidcr pt*ob Lems mlnor, o ) )
,d supervigorn Lo e ldeT probl cii nm,]ur.“IIWL:vur. aw mentloned ) T
. frev lous |y, mont” of this revolved. uround “the Supuerulon “of lnHLruLLion A TR
F . - - - i . ’ . ’
e © . . . (:,_ L s - . .
. avle arca, ' v, AR S e, A
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. -. e . .
5 . e AN r 'l !
) e arid by Hliul«.-mu oF~(_:(Iucutimuﬂnudminlnl.r.u.tLm\., Nn nLLcmpL’ lmu bc.en madc ot
' ." a ' ’ ’ v T . AR .\.-- oLt &> ' vt ' . : "
T R ! 3 » . ’ , ) - IR
e ) . u . - B . ' ,
R i ) 5o ! . " . . . . )
) ’ Iy , ®- " g‘: ; o ° ) ')'-A T N-.\ "
Y . . .. ' LI . '
. * . . : . I :' . 8. e ¥
. !



T )
ermine . problems. which were not uﬁuciflcully manioned Ln th(_ (|ULB—
o ¥ o el T . : o N
lre. 7 ' ) o e
. 3 EV A .
of thé [lementary l’rincinnl. Ratad No* Appl Lcnbio by . - .

“FifLh or More of the 'loLuJ of Lither (:rouL :

Fa
K]

g lhc preccding dlscusg Lo of thu eLghty-thﬁc Ltems'o’n‘ i:lu: rl‘ﬂH‘CﬂI'Cll‘

umenL-bongu\LraLod <m usu.ruuning thL mean dl(ficul Ly ruLLng of

i’an'HJ LL‘ﬂ(_hL'l‘H, und ﬂUp(,t‘ViHOI‘H for c-ucl\ LLcm. Ln nddit.lon Lo bclng W

I =
\ 1, -

Lu HLl(..LL n diffloule ruLlug runging From none {o, eercme, euch o

).
v . —

ondunL wun x\lw.-n the optlan Lo aaﬂlgn to Lhc lLum a no’t npplicnble
reos -

., . e,

8. 'lhif\i wia buﬂul on Lho nuqumptim) that noL ulJ prtncipu]a were

k!

ormlnp. all Llu, udmluLquulec fum.t;LonH anLc.d Ln ‘Lhe quc_uLLonnMre. K

.y .' 5

H hupod LhnL 1 profll(_ uf Lhosc rmponuibilltles ('ou]d I)L obtulnod by .

JRCE Y RE v ] t-
Momit

. v

ldlm, l‘LHp()ndunLH w'th an opportunlty to ldLntlfy LhL duLluH ‘which were' v
1 “

‘-r not uL ulJ T only purtlully purL of Lhc funcl.lon of’ olum.nt:nry

"0’

;:Lp‘u-.lu_.l'n lh_'u prbv,l.nuq ] llw purunL of lLLmH rcwlvin%xi not ,upp]Lcude .

ri'p,~ s bnu or moru of"\i.lw rcupondent grnupﬂ ranged from none up MOTO o

llumv dutiou whlch !‘(.(..(‘WU(I 0 crating

o

Vot Hly ]’u" vu\L. noL :!ppllulbl (,

, <. . R
om--llth or'muru of the LuLaI of uny gruup of ru pandc ] lmvc lwcn .

‘- e . .t al °

T - . . - b
‘ * LY

Jl»'nl.wl Iublu )1 C '} . R ) ' :’i:."

HL«- duLlul of vh,munLnry prln‘('lpnls Ilsted under Lhc School-

°

"not upplicub] L,

unlty l(vluLlunn (.uLu;,mty wc-n mouL J.Lkuly to bL rutt'(l

;' . - .

Morc Lhun I'Lfty /pur;,unt. of Llu_ L(m(.ll(.‘l‘ﬁ and

Ll( ulnrly I)y H‘nuu-ru.

urvhmru lulL Lhm. "oru\nlflm.. c.fchLivc‘ puf(.nL L(-u(.]u-r conh-r(,nu-u C
el & .

nul |)e,)rL (ﬂ Llw (-lumuu.ury prlnc(pnl 14 ‘dut les. (Qﬁ\thc ()L’Iwr hand, all

13( 1|)n|n I.m ludvd thn lunu.lon nH pm‘,L of LhLLr r’unpunHLleLy Lw ‘%c..hool%

mmun,ltyjI<cluLIunn.f Unu-L’erd,of the per.lpan ruupundllw hull aLud no
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A i e | . Table 20 S .t

R e ‘PERCENT OF DUTIES . WITHIN EACH TASK AREA® *RECEIVING A MIN’R MODERATE ... = ,://-.. -
T b’?:) o “OR‘MAJOR DEGREE OF 'DIFFICULTY RATING BY PRINCIPAK§C%¥ CHERS,. < PR A .
R > - - .. AND SUPERVISORS RESPECTIVELY S L ) I o N

. . .o e . ". . 3 ) : ° = - >

\'_ . : . - : .- A Task Areas . h S - T L . ’
Degree 6f Difficulty — - — . ; = : —= — ; R

- .(Méan_ Score Range) _ ) ' ' © . Administration Administration’ . | . <7 . ~

- : ' ' ' General *  Supervision of . - of Staff of Pupil’ School-Community “Total

3 - Administration Instruction . ° Personnel Personnel . -+ Relations.’

A

-+ Minor (0. 00 :_1.495- ' - e B SRR A . e L

" Prihcipals L A E 472 . o 33% - e 507 T L - 36%

' Teachers’ 14, - 10l D39, Coar o 42 v 20
.. Supervisors 5 : 60 , 3 . . %, 15 SR 33 0 22, . T .
4 ' - . . - . . Y ‘,'.. o R e - ‘. ° _ . ’ 0 n .

" Moder®te (1.50 —-2.50) - T T S o IR IR
~  Principals ' 25 .87 - 53 e 500 o2 sl
’ feachéré.~' o - 86 t'-_ E

'Supervisora . .40

Major (2.51 - 4 00) © : Co
)%;f._ ‘ Principals ... .0 } .
\\\\ Y @ X -. ) ’ -r...
Teachew -
i K Sipervisors 0 -
J; > & L e *

‘;3»\0
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'fgr'the local press,

‘ applicabLe to the elementary principal

. yot. in701ved in administering the use of school property, by outside groups
/.

.'Administration-of Staff Persbnnel task aﬂea.

reported a similar rating on three other items in this category

three percent of the supervisors, and 13 percent of the principals thenr

, : . B ‘.’ "- U " . . . _. : ’ . - . 8;
" and maintaining codperative relations with press,

l

'radlo ,and TV." Teacher and supervisor responses were more likely to include

. .
' , .

functions involving the media as part of the principal s reSponsibility
Teachers and supervisors were‘also more likely than principals to. con31der
‘e

-

the.duty,lworking effettively with parent groups “such as the PTA,"

Handling complaints fzom. parents"“

was also:considered to be not applicable by a smalltnumber of teachers and

superv1sor5.l Finally about half of vthe teachers ielt that~principals ware '

.
"‘.‘

< >

: function appl:cable to the job performance of elementary principals

' Principals, teachers, and supervisors consistently agreed on only
one;of_the items rated not applicable to the elementary princ1pal in'the

"Recommending certified
[ "'.

personnel for dismissal" received “not applicable ratings of 21%, }54 and

i

414 by principals, teacheﬁs, and- supervisors respectively i

Principals«

partici#f

-
2 v

. patlng in the employment of non—certified personnel " ?participating in': )

the employment Qf certified personnel and recommending non-tertified-

personnel for dismissal " Tegphers and supervisors generally felt these
~

duties were appllcable to the elementary principal. .About one-third of ¢

~3

the teachers indicated that "developing mutual respect and understanding

between certified and non-certified personnel" was not the duty of the

elementary principal in Newfoundland and they were, supported by twenty-

.oy X . L. * ' 3 o,
selves.. _ - o -

j ) ' .o . N e e

In the Administration of ?upil Personnel.tQSg a{ggrslightly’more

‘ A
Eighty five petcent of principuls and all of Ehe supervisors rated this .
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) : Lo N
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A o - ’rabluv"l : [ Lo e .
S . PERCENT oF THE ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL DUTlPS RATED ”NOT APPLICABLE” 10 BN _’53 o
B . . ° , THE PROVINCE'S ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS BY ONE-FYFTH OR.* <o S T T
S e R MORE OF PRINCIPALS TEACHERS AND/OR SUPERVISORS S R N

Problem - . : T .
* . . .- i s

" Administration of Pupil Personnel L N - o . ; LT : e

"+ Participating in the. employment of certified L . C e : : S
- - *a . DN - 5:.

o : o T f\.f?LT“§5L?f;, [ L ':".u Z of Not Applicable Resppnses St -

T T L Principals ", Téachers’ .— Supervisors .
(n-—~39)" . (m=139) .- (n=22) .

B
S

IR A

-:Administrhtibn:éf éteff fersdnnel oL ? o ) B SRS L e )

Parcicipating in the employmenb oﬁ non—certified T ei~ .' ‘ '.‘f oonns e L
) personnel o - i 28 e RN -9 Vool 180 . :
r- T T ' - « ., ' . R ~ i he : T . -

personnel (certified to instruct_pugil personnel) L 21, .. . .
. ._‘ - s : . '-_. ',.ﬂ X :
Kecommending certified perSOnnel fnr dismissal ’ T2y e e Ses, 0 F s !
. R . ".- . ‘ - - ..-.‘. ', E .
) Recommending non-c ertified pérsonnel for E " . Tl e .
dismissal L _ . . . 'f'n o 1. R L R R T B
! - S , . L " ) M ) o o
Establishing and maintaining professional . . . D P . ! S
relations with your- sraff SRR s T S 0. A 260 5 s T e

— - . -
. ~ - P -
. . . - .

) Developing mutyal respect and undiéggending . T P ) E T
T . : - . L '3l‘l_ S, 23 . “- .'

ersonnel .- 13, R

-

between certified ‘and .non-— certifie

Involving parents in solving problem' casés S ] ~"bj..f T Y TR g

' ‘Developing sunﬁer educafionét programs O - . RS U -
. e - - '.' R o L R v . - ‘ o0
: . %!

Developing 3ummer vecreational programs . Lo - 1 . o .
. . e R . L -

Organizing “and; administering extra~curricular ., & :
activities S e Cotte RN U o .

. - 1 N » N . Ve .
.:nﬁ/\ . - s - N R i ,ﬂar’d\ . : . . S 4 .
. : : . R L. .- R
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o . - . e L 'lable 21 (continued) . s L S,
) . Cy . S, D . Lot .
. P : o Tt
. ' . N % .of NGt | ' sponses %,
/ %2 .0f. Not App-];igable .Responses ™.

. : o Principals ° Teachers: ‘Supervisors -

e

.o

-

Problem ... ... . 0 T L. c L (u=39) YL (n=139).  (n=22) ]
. School-Community Relatfons . ':. TR _5'--F-.~ " '%;. e %:.; _ /AN

Y

L Organizing'effettive;nprentftqacﬁer conferences

"o

- : co : s$' o DR ,-'ﬂ»‘ w0
Preparing ‘news releases for local press . 31, .-, 5 L DN
. e Co . -
Maintaining cooperative relations with presa;‘( L. - - . .
-radio and TV. ° - . . I 33 6 9~
‘weringéeffectively with parent groups Such as _ . f o T &,
the PTA - . 5 37" . b2y 41 ™
H'andling c‘ompla»ir'lté frc;m parents : ' (. T 24 18
: Administering the use: of ‘school propetty by L . . C
outside groups LT 15 * 47 0
. S — _ - .
e ) ’ - *
" - ] ’
T R . 2 = , - e '
- a z:. r : ;,
. - = . R =

-
»
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.
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1 N than fifty percent ‘of principals rated two items not applicable oo their
) - \ . \ 4 to : '
L Job, p051tion "developing summer educational programs, and "developing T

e
a .,

' summer recreational programs. None of the superVisors and only one t . .' . S

! - et . ¢ .
. . . v F S P W \

percent of teachers agreed that these funcbions were not applicable to the.

P P

]
v ae

. JOb %erformance of elementary principals. Teachers (537) and* superVisors_ B

[
.. . -

(55/) a551gned high not applicable;ratings to- the item organizing and-

7

' e ...'. (
administering extra—curricular activities ' All of the principals reported ' C

that they-were penforming this task. Approximately bne- fourth of the - LW
- l - :. ) . >

teachers felt that the diincipal did not involve parents in solving problem |

e o i
/

cases. This view was not shared by.” pnincipals.~- .-J o . '

L None of the if/ms ip the General Administration rask area or the ' _” Lo .

[ 3 “ '4- .

'fSuperVision df Instruction task area.received not applicable ratings by Sl
! K B . o S

'one fifth or nore ‘of” the reSpondents 4in any of the three groups f '1"'1n'-f‘":~? R

'\ . -'. v - [ » ’ ~ 0 t4 '

. Summary:"Sectiod I

-

s

When the five highest mean scores of. each group of respondents were

Y
i

Lompared, agreementjon the degree o{ difficulty was ﬁound on fewer than

half of the problems identified Agreement on the 5 least problematic S LT,

"1 © - duties was evident only within the General Administration task area. ‘Rank‘.“

! . ' a ' . A

order.correlations of-mean sc0res indicated.that teachers and supervisors--

S shared the strongest overall perceptual agreements. Supervisors'were

o markedly more pronounced ‘1d assigning a high difficulty rating to, the : 'f Co

Y ’ funttions of the elementary principal but most of this tentered around " -“'. Lo

. "the Supervision of Instruction task area. In other task areas supervisors,

a L [ -
. . T4

_ * were similar to both teachers and principals in their perception that few

_~——£ﬂS‘presented major problems.’f./' ' ;: 3'} oo ¥ :

-' > . . LTI : N
s ” A

. . It would appear from the not applicable -ratings that a number of e "';'5 ?}
. ‘ .o "-t“. ) . . . . , T ' T



N

. provinee § elementary principals. . T, A * o e T,

Eand the size’ of school administered
”'calculated for each group of principals and’ teachers A onevway analysis~
z'reSponses of prinCipal and teacher subgroups (e.g. age, sex, school staff

: - .
:51ze, etc ) Whenever the F ratio indicated significant.differences at or -

'below the 05 level dn variables which had been divided into more than two

. ) L ’ ) '1' : o . -
responsibilities pertaining to School Community Relations and the Adminis- y o

- v LM . '
,

tration of\Staff and Pupil Personnel are not seen ‘as - p&rt of the elementary : ot

. N . °
v o N Y

principal s tasks, both by principals themselves, and the teachers and L 3

) ... 7

I

supervmsors with whom they work. Other duties within these categories were .

L] °
. . a
M . )

;iSingly Judged to be not aPpliCable to the administrative practices 6f the v %

)
a(. _"_' - f v

. f . .
. -
. . RPN - oW
g - - -

. . SECTION.II

, T : . . . . : .

. . N . * ° ’ T ‘
.

Section II presents an.analysis Sf ‘the responses of principals,'

.teachers,.and supervisors as they vary according to- age, sex, administrative

]
1, o o

"experience, professiohal preparation, teaching eXperience, grade taught,

> -

'\. . Lo

In the treatment of data, response scores for each Jdtem were

g 3
4 . LR

of’ variance was- employed to determine significant differences in the. mean. - Cod
.. . o’ ,'n' N I_ . "

. - . L

r i

groups,-a t-test was run-to determine where the differenceS'lay. -Average C e '“,;

T

mean 'scores were then utilized to establish trends and patterns which might - :,i

f"were calculated an&_analyzed on percentage rankings c".- . .5f

practices which show-a significant diff@lence in mean response withdn

)
exist wdthin principal and teacher subgroups._ ReSponsesafrom supervisors

-
[Ty '

?

Specifically, Seotion II will 1ook for. (a) those administrative - L '

* s

" prlncipal and teacher subgroupS. Reference will be made to those;subgroupsf

K
_'_ . . . PR

-,whose average mean score responses indicate ‘a trend throughout the: task T oo . o,

areas, (b) supervisors perceptions of the relationship between selected :-,~1 ot R

! 3 .o ,
v . . , ‘ ’ .
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. personal ‘and . p‘cofessional characteristics (e.g. sex age, professional

b . . \

. . o s
preparation, etc ) of elementary principals and the prlncipal s effective-
" n [-4

. . - . .
' ness in” his position . oot L R

. . . bR -1 .
Ciassificat.ion of Principals on the Basis of School Staff Size .
- and Selected Personal and Professional Characteristiqs oo ] °

<

: .- . School Staff Size. Table 22 shoWs the administrative practlces )

: where significant differences occurred between resp,onsés of principals who . .
. : 1 . 3

administer schools having the folalowing adminzsti'ative—teaching staff

sizés: 6-10 11 20, and 21 or greater. ' The responses of principals dld \
] . >
ot vary significantly with school size on any of the General Administra— ‘ { '

\

. "tion or Admin;lstration of Staff 'Pers“onnel practices Significant diff’er—'

ences were found to exist on the item! providing adequate library se'r- '

’ viaes, x in the Supervision of Instruction categony Principals with sta‘ffs

of 6= 10 and." 11- 20 people indicated that they found it more difficult to™

o N Y

fid
.o

‘ - make- provision fdr this service than did prinCipals with larger staffs.\'l'

The Administration of Pup.il Personnel Category showed only one practice to

be significantly different in the mear responses. . This occurred between

o~

principalsu in schools with an administrative—t.eaching staff of H- 20 and . R

!

. those in schools with an administrative-teaching Staff of 21 .or greater o - o e

Once ggain principals with a smaller administrative-teaching ratio indicatedi o . _.,'

a higher degree of difficulty "Communicating efﬁectively w,i}th parents

t.hrough school publications" was the single practice in the School—'

Y L

Community Relations category showing a significant difference in‘the meahs. - - \ .
Princripals who administered schools with an administrative-teaching staff S '

of 21 or greater assigned a higher difficulty rdting than principals in

the snialler administrative schdol unit, 11 20-‘ HOWGVEI, neither SIOUP B L e

- _ Pe.rceived= it to be a very significant problem, as is indicated hy the lo}:

t
o . . . B . .
» . 3 3 . * s
. . \ . . . . s

. ¥
N
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. e . - oL - Table 22 s
T . - " MEAN SCORES' AND t TEST RESULTS OF ITEMS-SHOW1NG SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES -
- T :. 7 .o FOR PRINCIPALS (CLASSIFIED ON ‘THE - BASIS OF SCHOOL SIZE)
e S i . A - . ; n( B 'S;:hool Staff Size _ -
.o L Leem Lo '-\- 10 11= 20 -—21 4. .t test

Supervision of Imstruction . - . S
z C _ rP-rc'n}idi:ng _ad'eéluat.:-g. li,b;:ar.y -'é:‘je"r:‘vices . : '- 2,92 ) ; \,' 1..:60 ] 3.13
N . .Providihg' '-édequa’t:e l:[bra'ry services . .. ' 2,75 .60 . -2.77

R
B -

- - . Administration of Pupil Persormel ] ’ . ' L. L .

Securing effective use of pupil recotcfs . o c2.44 1.30. - 3.45

I

.ot L Schobl Community Relations - ' ’ e - ’ o ,7'

’ C-ommun:t.cati.ng effectively with parents _ - - ) e o g -
through school publications g L 0.70 - - . 1.92 R - -2.91
i _ & I ‘ A E I . S - ' : N
or . - s - ) a s ) Iy N .

1 . a
7 ; - - . T - ~ -
- v N -
- °
P -,
a - & - ~
N o "' a
’ .
* o . e, £
.o . A - - - -
L. . a
- . = > e R -z - >
5 : ' -
.. 9 .
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b mean scores of all concejned Principals who administered the iargest - '
elementary schOOls showed a slight tendency toarate their duties less L : o A
!J‘ ‘ ! . ' ) - 4\0
15. from smaller scho'o_lsﬂ (see Tahle.26).‘. oo . '

drfeficult than princip

Y

> .| el 2

s Micant differences between
A L ‘ -]
’ responses of principals classified on the basis of years of professional
§ oo - ’ .
preparation (four yé’ars(or 1ess vs. five years or more)'are shown in Table - "o
ARt W~

7

. . o T
Professional‘ Pre

3 .
: 23 No p‘ractices, one eac.h fmm the task areas of Supervision of Instruc-

w

tion and Administration of. Pupil Eersonnel show@i“é’fﬂnificant mean differ— i s

) .a . ' -\—’\"{4 . . \ E ]
ences *Both "developing more démocratic pehavép ’in both individual and . e

w
»

group situationsz' and ' c.ounselling with students referred fox disciplinary
l - ' o M
» reasong” were rated more difficult: problems t{y principals with four years

. or les‘s of professional preparation than by principals with more advanced

' prof@ssional preparation. , This trend was evident: throughout: the mean score o ’
|- : . . "
responses as principal-s with five or more years' o‘f professional prepa'ration ' T
ol \

consistently rated duties less problemat‘ic thg.n principals who had ‘undergone

four years or less of:professionaltnpreparatio

see Table 26)
e

/

' Administrative Experience. Principals, when grouped according*Eb‘M-—-N
| . R . e,

years of administrative experience, expressed‘ a significantly different

response on only one item (Table 24) The mean respon&e of principals to’
- the item, providing for orientation of new pupils,' showed a significant _ - o

. difference between pr ncipals with l 4 years administrative experience and .

’ ¢ . . HI 7
‘those pos‘sessing 5- 9 nd great:er than 10 years of administrative experience. 1

e
-

Tha latter tw% groups rated the practice most problematic, although alI
three subgroups assi ‘ec{ to, the item a r’elatively low difficulty rating‘

= . :
7 s . PR P . - }
. ‘ . .. + .
. - o, . . R L . X ’ |

‘l . Pr-incipal"e Age. Thble'25 shows ‘the, administrative 'Ipraet_ices where

PRrN



0

. o oo ‘
- . ’_///-"_;_‘— _: - . . N }
‘ N -
-~ Table 23.° . : )
) MEA§ SCORES'. AND t “TEST RESULTS 'OF ITEMS S})IOWiNG SIGNIFICANT - .
- DIFFERENCES "FOR" PRINCiPALS (CLASSIFIED ON .BASIS .
T OF PROFESSIONAL PREPARATION) - =
‘ Pro.fe's;s'io'r'l_al' Preparation- -
Item' T . ©, 4 years or less D s years plus + t Test
' Supervision of Instruction t _ i ’

- Developing more democratic behaviour . ~ -;
“in both individual and group sit-ua—— i
tiong 2. _29 2.13

. Administr'at'ib'ri- of Pupil Personnel . -t
C;ux:{sell'i;f\g wi"tt} students refervred o . '
- for disciplinary reasons - \ 2. 33" - 1.60 2.39
» " - ‘\ ‘I ~ . »
. . . ﬂ‘ . ) M ) ‘o
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J Broviding for orientagiég of
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N _ . . Table 24 -

- ,. ' . DIFFERENCES FOR PRINCIPALS (CLASSIFIED ON BASIS OF
S - YEARS OoF EDCPERIENCE AS A B.RINCIPAL)

v -

. MEAN SCORES AND "t' TEST RESULTS OF ITEMS. SHOWING SIGNIFICANT -

. AR . ]
- . .. Years of Ekperience.
i . Ce ' as a Principal .

_..‘Ite'ni_--. o . '.- s o, . . 1 _4 ,. | 5 - '9 -, 10 +

Administration of - Pupil Personnel

new pupils - . ] ' 0.55. 21,69

Providin& for orientation of PR

~new .pupils o L £ 0.55° -+ . 150 -

,=3.57 -

-3.25 "
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L significant: difﬁerences occurred‘ bet’ween responses of principals classified

3

-
A cantly different mean responses between i

" t

by age.- The Supervision of Instruction task area revealed two items to be

v
Ve,

‘,Significant in their means: "finding time for classroom visitation, and

- 0

) "helping teachers with individual student behaviour problems. -; On the

la.tter item the sign‘ificant difference was between principals who vere |
4]
thirty-four years of age or less and those whose ages ranged between

‘thirty—five to forty-four. _' "Finding time. for classroom “yigitation" shoWed

.,

a significant difference fn means between the age group thirty-four or less

and principals forty-five or over. Both items received a higher difficultyw

o , )
ti:(\by the ol@r group of principals. " Ce P

The single administrative practice in the’ School-Community Relations

o . .

task area whichlshowed a significant mean - response, "in'volving teachers in

- o L '

] school community relations," received the highest difficulty rating by the

o, . )

youngest group of principals (34 years old or leSs) . ‘

o . . i
v - 4

Years of Teaching Experience. No si'g‘dificant'differehces.were

. v
found in the responses ‘of principals when they were- classified ‘on the basis

of years of teaching experience. : . ' _' o .t -

RN ) ) J— .

‘>

. 'Sex. Table 27 shows -those admirristrai'.ive practices Where signifi— ,

-cant mtan diffe.rences occurred bet:ween principals when they were clsssified

§‘n the basis of sex. Ten of, the eighty-thre practices showed signifi— ¢

°, Q
roups, and these were

\(effairly evenly distributed among the fiVe task areas.‘ While several of the.

4

items were related directly to: supervisory ahd organizational ability, most

duties placed emphasis on the development of good interpersonal relations-

;.

ships. In all 'csses/female principals felt that the functions were more

problematic than did male".prin,cipals. Thds trend was noticeab,le throughout

... AR ' v -

~
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W - LT _ Table 25. . : s - - ‘ .o N
. - . " " . . . MEAN SCORES AND t TEST RESULTS OF ITEMS SHOWING '. . = - T T .
S e SIGNIFICANT DIFEERENCES' FOR PRINCIPALS - LA o o
o ) : : . ’ ~ (CLASSIFIED BY AGE OF PRINCIPAL) L oL e T e
. R . — - - go_; - ' - . ; .
oo o R o AR . Age of Prineipal .. ,.'”ﬂ;. a R R
. ‘ . K * . N a - C. . M .o - - .
: u . I . _-o . L. o "(;,( e . . R N R N =] B . - 0 . 78 =

H

: , |em _ R o 7. .a_ 34 years or less 35 - 44 45 years or more ©  t'test.

I Sﬁp;;vlsion of Iﬁstruction'
- o ’ ’

Helping teaéhers with individual
SR . student behavieur problems

LT o . Finding ‘time® forvclassroom visi—
: tation ¢

g, e L RS L
W :School—Commuﬁi€§ Belations -

. -t :',’IhVolvidg°teacﬁers in school— -
. e community ‘relations ¥ .o
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. : . -
. - 5 years plus. S ;

-3 =9 yeags - RN )

." R '.t ""N'
',ﬂD + years

S _ DX o S A '
. e . L : . A : .
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v o 1 . SR S e PPN AT rLo i e . D RRE
/[_ P . R . rable 26 T~ . T L e : PR
N . et o5 o v serion sk S
* - - ° AVERAGE MEAN - SCORES ‘OF PRINCIBALS- CLASSIFLIED BY “SCHOOL:STAFF SIZE - Yo e
- .- . PROEES§IONAL,PREPARATION ADMINISTRATIVE EXPERIENCE AGE o N ] y .'”'h
PR P _ " -YEARS, OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE AND SF(X Lo oo . ; 1\, .
* ) - ’ ~ . 3 . - - T e Y b " e
= T ™ 5 — T % E—
. - K _ E -, .- - R S N : . - -
o e . L. e ¥ S T f.‘\:\\;lgsk Areas . . )
. SR - Y 5
Subgroups’” . ' - Lo

. . . . h ( Genera1
T ) ST o . Administration Instruction <
School Staff Sizé ' R

.

Administration
SUpervision of of Staff

Persgnnel

~ Administration

of .Pupil -
Bersonnel _

Schooi; .
Community
Relations

- .. s J\" S
','\ ... a - .. . . . - _ - . o r) .
6 -.10 . ' o N T ; . 1.4
. . _' . ’ ' . o SRR . , - - -./ . ' .
.11 = 20 "i Lt oo - 1,49 . - 1.98

. . . . . ‘e " . Nl.72 .
21+ . "3?.i' x S ‘ ' '

F
) . . . te.
Proféssional Prepafation ' ' : Tevg

] , L o “~.~‘ . B
4 years or,less _ .°% . . . o

. L 1.29 - - C1.85 .

Administratiee Experienée

o ’ y L . —
1 - 4 years 2 :
. . . .

. .o 1.43 v* 1.97 - I
2 s A T N

- {.‘:{}:" L.

- o ’
. i .

.

A ¢

o
. .
o

1 o

"1.80

~

1.43

*.4.78 /

1:53 .

1.72
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.Table 26 (continued) ‘
- . ‘ . . : - . :";
: ER, e Y . Lo K ~ , Task Areas* . . . f\
-.’ - o . . ' . . . - — — ‘ - ._ - -
- U S - : S Administration . Administration QSdhoél—
o@munity

B .Subgroﬁﬁé." o _ .; S -. " General Supervision of - of Staff - of Pupil- .
e T R " S Administration Imstruction Personnel - Personnel ., Relations

'zégé PR - Lo o :.—3};
.34 .yéars.or’less _ - .-G . o .1.37 " . '1les - " i.s52 , 1.49 C o 1.62

Sss,-a4 o s s Las e Snee .- LsE .. T 1.69 . 1.54

" .45 years-or mre . - - .. . [ao - 2004 1.44 1.90 . 1.9 0

i,fg:Téachiﬂg Egperiéﬁce T - : ~5;“ T . B o
: 1 - _.9 );ea'_rs. T - N ) _ ) R L 1. 64 “ _..‘ " .2_\05 / - 1.. 67 ) _ i-. 60 ’ . 'i. 521- .
. 107229 years |- o ocetrar T 183 L 1.48 Tt .53 1,45 s

" 20 + years . . - LN« 1 1.32 1.99 . - 1.51 - . 1,85 1.70

“ - . . * . L
DL ' ORI . _ - . ..

- . Sex S . et ) o . _ _ R _
——— - . . . - N .’ . - . ” - ) -

CMale . - L. S0 imr oo tuer 147 L 1.66 7 ' - .1.48

. Female . - - o o 1,72 - 2.18 : 1.87 s 1075 T T I9—

- -
. -
o
o o -
“ - N ! . - -
')
I > - ) . = °
o -
s g ° -
..
- [y

n - ) .
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o .
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- T R - “Table 27

MEAN SCORES AND t TEST RESULTS OF- ITEMS SHOWING SIGNIFICANT . -
DIFFERENCES FOR PRINCIPALS (CLASSIFIED BY:SEX) '

c -
Loe e T " Sex of Principal
v . . — - P4 .
Item . Male Female t test
General Administration ST '
’ Supérvising school safety prdgrams 1.23 2.14 24T
Organizing and supervising general office. ) ? N ] .
routine , . 1.07 ~2.13.'_: 2.34
- .
S perVision of Instruction T e -~
Helping teachers utilize educational . © . f:
résources of  the community T 1.17 2,63 -, 2.74
DéVe;oping'more}ﬁemocratic behayiouf'in ,
both individual and group situations 1.68 2,57 2.18
Coordinating the activities of special. - ' ’
‘teachers (music, art, special reading, 3 . X
phys. ed., etc.) 1.46 2;50: 2.63
‘Administration of Staff Personnel i -
Equitable assignment of téaghers : 1.27 2.25 C 2,74
T ' - Building staff morale 1.60 .. < %35
T . ' .
Administfation of Pupil Personnel = : " \
. . . o . .j
=+  Providing for orientation of new pupils 1.10 2.00 - .2.qgc
. . . P :
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. Fable 27 - (continued) ) . ’ :
z - ) — »
. Sex of Principal
':_Ité'm ) Male ' _Female t test
Schiool-Copmunity Relations . .
Reconciling contfoversies bétween . .
teachers and -parents e 1.17 2.25. 3.36
ﬁaﬁdling complaints from parents 1,42 . 2.25 2.29 .
- . T - .
J o - ~
- ) ) . Y :
- v .
. - - N
¢ ‘.
e . 5 — e
‘le-r{f}w".. - ‘. . ) :,
S L - N .

. ¥ - -



.the duties listed for the elementary princiRlehip (See.Table 26)..

-

. (lassification of Teachers on the Basis of School Staff Size

: . : . . \y

A
v

]

, dnd Selected Persdnal and'Professional.Characteristicg

a . wo 4 N
S

Sohool Size.u Ieacher responses, classified by school staff 51ze,

: showed a significant difference on the item/”developing wfitten policies
. 4

" and regulations within ‘own building (Table 28) This’difference was

“and administtative-teaching staffs of 21.0or over.’ Teachers from the larger -

observed bégreen schools with an administrative teaching staff of 6- 10

1N

3schools assigned the highest difficulty rating to the item Average mean

N displayed a significant difference between thexmean responses of those <; N

) Iscores -Were moderately inclined in this directidn (see Table 26)

N

'ProfessionaL'Preparation. Table 29 showsithe three items which

.
!

teachers who had 1-3 years of professibnal preparation and those who

possessed 4-6 years.{ "Planning new SChool facilities to meet educational

D needs and fit instructional programs in the Supervision of Instructions .

L)

t

task Area, and ' organizing effective parent~teacher conferences "and

) administering the use of school property by outside groups" within the

N .

School~Community,Relations task area received-higher medn ratihgs;by

‘teachers with less professional preparation. Average mean scores indicated .

. . that, teachers with 14 years of professional preparation followed this

‘pattern ih assessing the principal s difficulty in performing staff

:peISOnnel and: school—community relations duties. ST

h \ .’ e o , . . ' .' B . .
Grade Tauéht. Teachers were claseified either as primary (K—3) ‘or

. 1
T

elementary.(a-G) When the scores of teachers within these two. divisions

o

- were compared nine significant differehces emerged (Table 30). The

[y

imajority of these differencee occurred in the Supervision of Instruction.

[
1

[ * B R
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) ST ‘rable 28 S oy
: . . - 7 MEAN SCORES AND t’TEST RESULTS:OF ITEMS 'SHOWING STGNIFIGANT
L . b 6 DIFFER.ENCES FOR TEACHERS (CLASSIFIED ‘BY SCHOOL SIZE)
- - L _. I’“ ) . - -
- ~ ) : . Admi.nistratviv.e—Te'ach'ing
- I o .~ Staff Size
. o Item. .. . .. T T e-.10 U117 20 21+
General Administration ) _; — T C - "‘
* Developing writ:t:en policies SN s o,
and. regulations ,within own - e ’ , _
oL bullding .- . . 1.20 . 2.00 |
- ’ ’ (4 v E
- 1
i
; S, < | T
_J"g » v ‘ " . )
Y k ) s ' . “ c )
{ ] [ )
- " o i . ’ . 4 A .
Alél:“ix}:__\\‘- . i y - . ] - . .
R

A

)
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Table29 . L 0 L "k":".
MEAN SCORES AND 't TEST RESULTS OF ITEMS SHOWING SIGNIFICANT T . . . ) e
DIFFERENCES FOR TEACHERS (CLASSIFIED BY ‘ e e ‘ . RO
. “PROFESSIONAL PREPAR,ATION) o S o T
: . - N '_ o
s Professional Preparation L L
e Item Lo X S i—"3.yelars' : 4~—6yﬁars' t test | ’ _
-'.Supe'r'vi'éio‘ﬁ of I;strdctio'n (o . k- i 7
Planning new- schbbl'facilities to - T S ’ 5, o -
. meet educational’ needs and. fit Do ' : . N e
1nstructiona1 programs . o T ., 7233 - 0 W95 e - 1,97 - '
."School-Commun-ity Relations R I o - "./' '
) Organizing effective parent—teacher - ) - o o ) '. T Ly
“conferences .. . - T . [ . - T 2011 L.72 .- ‘1.97 )
Administe_ring the use of school " E : - oL ST
" 'property by outside grdups. . . . L. l.82 1,36 '2.05

Wi
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. o ’I,‘able 30 o L LT .
2 L. R - . . - 2’ e, K - . T :-_
MEAN SCORES AND ¢ TEST RESULTS OF LTEMS ‘SHOWING sxomnmm PR
- DIFFERENCES FOR TEACHERS" (CLASSIFIED BY GRADE TAUGHT) R

<

..Qrade Tsught' . L,

Trem - ’ 7".:‘ . ﬁ'.b LT L n.. ‘ K=-.3" ) 4= 6 - - t test, .. o ';

Py

Supervision of Instruction i .1 ST e

Assisting teachexs in making written . ° :‘: S -k_ o - :_.- ‘ -"
,lesson. plans- and formulating objectiVes,,'v o o R - )
" goals, and procedures .o . S A 1.23 - . 2.15 .

:Assi;Eiq&;tesohers organize-ﬁe&'Unics : o ,: : - “- - - e .
of work, - .. . oo o0 717 1.19 LT 2.3 ST e

Pbn

4l : . NN ) N DR o . - e Lot ' =
- 3 'Assisting the staff in using research, < e . - o S - .
- findings to help ‘solve practical ST : g , . s T
: problems within the school . . PR 1.94 s+ 1.39 - 2.40 . -
.Visiting classrooms for- the purpose of . . L -; . . - - i
helping teachers improve instruction S 2,00 ' 1. 39 2.43 .
'Finding time for: classroom visitation. '-Q,gb 0 - 1.61 ., . T t2436 :-’ -, a P

Developing adequate pupil testing
programs . ..

Administration of. Pupil Persopnel

Provioing-for-orientation of new'pgpilé 2.73
Q .
. . =
= .




.

e

Item

'quade-Téught~

.k =-3 " 4-6..

Schoo 1-Commundi ty Relations

Reconciling controversies between
teachers and parents

Involving teachers in school-community
relations

ST 2,07 S 1,57
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ade'uate -'pupil. testi’ng pr grams," the primary division teachers assigned ’

""A'l'lL’differences ex'cept : those occurring f'or' the’ items ’ "p';soviding ‘helrp' and

C "

1 & :
task area and were direc ly related to the principal s role 1in assisting

teachers in his/her classroom work. On all but the item,.,"deveIOping

\
PR

|
higher mean ratings ‘than those personnel teaching At entary level.

\ .
This trend was established over the spectrum of duties comprising the ’

° l

‘ : :
elementany principalship as evidenced by the average mean score responses S
(see Table 26). : kl " .
- N - \ ) at . '’ a - ,
"'+ Yearsof Teachirlé Experience. 'Te'achers, when classified on the - - <

. B\asis_of';_teaching experiencle,:)s_howed-_significant differences fot nine

?

AT

_1tems ‘(Tahle 32). TFive were found in the General Admii)‘idtration'-task area.

b . ‘e
- 1 “ -
. .

)

o
TS H s

: enco&agement in the use of audio visual aide to learning," "equitable

» ' . -

’ cant differences were found in the eans’ of’ f_ifteen of the eighty-three

between certified and non-certified personnel" were between" teachers with

_'items on the rating inst/runent '-(Tab e 33) One—half'of the -functions were'_

1 a l . ’ . T
assignment of teachers, " and "deveioping mutual respect and understanding o o

%

»

. | .
l 4 ears of teaching experience and those with 5 9 years of teaching

expe_rlence." In all cases, the teachers with more experience were" the ones e
td rate funtitions as more~ prob'le;natic. ) o Do e s .
Sex. When teachers Were classified on the basis of' sex, signifi- . . - =

related to the principal 8 responsi ilities in school-community :relations. Y
For each of the fifteen items femal ,teachers asaigned a higher degree of

difficulty rating ‘then 414 their male. counterparts. Female teachers more-; '

1
RN

. k

" over displayed this tendency throug out their m\eydre reSponses (see

Table 31 )
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) ’ e Table 31 . A :// . L .
° 4 ) : . . ) VA T .. ’
. .AVERAGE MEAN SCORES OF TEACHERS CLASSIFIED BY SCHOOL STAEF SIZE A - . _
. . PROFESSIONAL PREPARATION .GRADE" TAUGHT, TEACHING 7, ‘\ B T °
- o EXPERIENCE, AND SEX . . Lo A L LT
: . = — I
el R :. A S - . Task Areas o L N
. ) .-. \\\, . ‘ .' ™ P - = !' . - . - -
. . " _ . : : : P Administration Administration  .School-
“Subgroups. - S o : . General . Supervision of ‘of Staff. . ¢ of Pupil . ‘Communit
. - . o Administration Instruction . - ‘Personnel . . ﬁ“i@grponnel Relation
. School-Staff Size ™ f L PP ., )

6 - 10 U - 1,73 - 1.8 . 1.65° - 1.70°
1w-200 -0 T L o r.a2 S V7 S 162 . .1.63 |

21 + oL SR T U - A O~ H S 8 SRR 05 £ T O 1

"Professional Preparation s _
1-- 3 years . - . . . T . 1.74 .7 1.8 - . . 1.857 . . 1.86 o172 | -

4-6years . . -1lgo . .- 1.8% i . 1.67 - 1.82 . .- -l.64

Cradé‘ﬁaught ) .i R s e . ) ' B} o - I; S
I3 X - 3 . @ -,"_ \\ 1.74 N -‘.. . ‘ 1.93 . . '_ 1-485 . .:\‘ 1_94 ) ) 1278_‘.

Po- A N T~ - . -, +* ." -

A'h:6 o i ) T - 1F7ﬁ ; 1.75. . ‘ ‘- 1.67 | o f}274 . o 1'55:

Téaching Exberiehcé‘ P - . B :i o _'o-A; ,.: ." . o : 5_._'.‘;.

R _ . o . N . . - ' | . L
1- - 4 years - . - 1.53 - 1.85 o 1.59 - , 1.73 . 1;63"S%

N A . B - - - . . - - R . e, ..’
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Table 31 (cohﬁinued)
.""Task'A;eé§ 
180 Admindistc .
_i% Administration .School-
" Communtty

' o o
Administra
3{?5 -+ of Pupil
Personnel- ‘Relations

0w 77 . 'General: _ Supefvision of - -of St
, E .. 7+ Addinistration Imstruction .-: Personnel
.. 5’9 yéaxs . . . . " L1870 20000 - 0 1.5 .00 cl.ea L 1a7se
L oy o Twe2 - s nzo. 0 T T.8s S M.80 -0 - L aes T
- H A .. . L M < : 3 N R . -
Y ’ e . . t . ' ’ IR
i.a1 - 1.50 - 1.08 -

) Sdﬁgfdupsp

10+ years I
. ﬁ;lg:.zl' — j:f:.., _}1' i'f - : 1,65 - .1766
Female| - L L e ulrs LT wes. . oress oo 1.55
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I S _a,"f.'l.i"‘ . Table 32 .
u7'< . ¢, MEAN sconrs AND t TEST. RESULTS SHOWING SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE? - -
- @2 ", . - _ “FOR TEACHERS (CLASSIFIED BY TEACHING EXPERIENCE) ~

:’ ) . . -~
- : AN

ot S e L. T .- Teaching Experdence

N _Item;{ '. ) Lo D e L = é years’//S'— 9 ;ﬁé;S , 10 years plus t test
i . o General Administration’ - ST ) "f.'.' o Tl T ’ ’
' ’ B \‘ T - PR ' . . N -
n 'Developing ‘a system-of’ accqute ahd - L T S
- ‘efficient attendance accounting A N1 T A . 1.78 - _ o -3.15

- Yoo - Formulating schedules for convening '_ - :;' .f:;- B - .
. recesses and dismissals o ST 1.22 - 2.05. . ' . =2.98
s s T U S

Implementing central office airectives N ;'L;Al Yo 2.07 . : T 22,56

. . Preparing reporl:s for. the central L R .
¥ ' office and department R '_ L . - : 1.50 7 2,14 . : -2.55

Supervising school safety programs . 4 ,;_". 1.29; - 1.95 - _ ;/?. -3.08

.

'.‘S pervision of Insrruction., S S R *&1

- Providing help “and encouragement in . L e ‘ _g . '_ L 3

the uge.of audio—visual aids to - . e T ‘ o :

learning R T 1.20° 2.-00 ' S . ©=3.91"°
. Co : - L } ' ' U, ' . L o

Providing help’ and encouragement in ° - L T S S

“the use-af -audio-visual aids to: ’ T . S

learning_\\\\\\\<\\\\\\TSD o I 120 : o - C L7s pss
Administration of Staff Persomnel - :'; .o “_'f e O e . .

Equitableiassignment of teachers T ;~;_ 1.ﬁ3‘ -2.23 7 S —2.54
- - . . .. . . x\———\____ .‘ ' - .~ . .

2 r
3

.
’ ~— M T -
- 3 e . N -
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: S, *Table °32 (continued) ’ . - . o
. © e R -
LI Teaching. Experience e
Item. ' e - 4 y.';a_ars, . 5="9 years 10 jreéfs plus: t test
Equitaﬁl;e assignment of teacheré‘ 2 ° 1.'63 L ) 2.24 ‘3—2,,4'.7"
‘ . “ " " ) m I. ’ .
*Developing mutual respeg'q and under- ° ) . ST
. standing between certified and. non- T A ’ e " _ .
. certified personnel - | - . { 1.13 - 1.74 . -2.51
Developing mutual respect and under—. - - SN R B3 _ )
standing between certifjed and non-— . .o * o '
'_ certified personnel ° o 1.13 , ; - I -2.78
a . = r'3 F . . N - .;] - . - -
Organizing and admi‘histering extra— ) . ' . o
curricular activities .. e - -+ 1.23 +1.98 - S +=3.02
a g '3- . ? e N ' :
. . I o N
3 Lo o ) - f : . . 3 - .‘ X B
. ) ' w ] - Q-u ) . . . - -
- h _, ..— 0\- s R _
o e e Ry :
o = , . * A o n !
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Sdpervision of Instruction

Fﬂ;ding,time

Cbordinating
usic,

3

artﬁ

\Adminiétratioh

P

for ‘classroom visitation': R

thé activities of;special teachers.’
'special reading, phys. ed.; etc)

of Stafg-Peisohnel .

‘R éommending
dismig?al
4 -

'Préviding means fof'staff—centtal office.

L. - . - o . ~
non-certified personnel for

a

communication concerning reqqgsts and com—-. ~
plaints .

e

Ny

'.Administragion_ofAPupil Personnel

-InvblVing parents- in éolﬁing ﬁroblem cases

~

Deveioping summer recreational programs

«l

n

p LT
. -~
- »
.
. N,
N
: .
-
.
- , AR T
M o . 2 -l-
o

1.22

L 1.25

.

T A T 1 L - .
Thon L RN : - T f :
. P 2 S .
. : K . -2 , -\ pa o -
./"-'—;.’j : _ ) : T };l\—'. - "" i "“. '. ’ |.,': - 8 N
; . 9 ': L . ;Table 33 ¥y
t .. - . . ¢ ’
e =T . MEAN scom:s AND ¢ TEST RESULTS SHOWING STGNIFICANT
. DIFFERENCES FOR TEACHERS (CLASSIFIED BY SEX)
> ce : ’ : o, S “ !
o 2 o e i . .- . ) Sex
Iteyﬁf.f L oo S LT . Male Fémale £.test
R . i . P B - !
' ;Genéqal?ﬁdminfsttation-'? e ;J/,j o s
: Supervising bus transportation o ' ’ 0.96  * 1.60 2.36_
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i ' ‘Q - Table 33 "(continued) ’
.- ) . . . . \'_L . Sex
.l L - . N . . - ~ - : )
Item ° . - . .. S LT e Male Female t test .
. S Helping and encouraging teachers to use )
Specialized services of the %chool for the . A . ) L
: - benefic of individual pupils - 1.63 2.27 3.26
e T T Organizing and administering ext:ra— o S
. C A . _curriculat activities S o~ _— 0.25 1.06 - o' 2.08
échool—Comunity- Relations e .
. Recouciling conttoversies betweenc teachets . Y. i
= ‘ © and .barents '. . : o ST - 1.28 1.99 2.07
L . ) N
) Reporting the reeds of the school to S )
) teachers, superintendent, parents .and R . . T
T community Sl Cl C " 1.09 -—-1.70 2,60
N Encouraging community participation in Lo o - < .
_ day—to day school activit,ie,'s . ! ’ .1.53 2.05 2.23
J .. . ‘ Lo -
.%,, C APrepar.:ng news releases for local press \ N 1.34 2.00 2.04
. Maintaiping cooperative relations with . ) o . :
.press, radio and TV ¢ . ;TR 1.39 - _ 1.97 2.45
- c Handl‘ing cemplait_xts f'rom-parer}ts__ 0.87" 1.54" 2:45.
: ' : T —— ? - : }f\. ‘a
P SRR s o - : .
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upervisors‘ Perceg;ions of the Relationship Between Personal and

Professional Characteristics of Elementary Principals and’ S _ .
Their Effectiveness in the Principalship . N L) S
Uniike principals and,teachers who could specifically rate the . el

' .~

principal s job performaﬁce with reference to selected personal and

nis Iz . . »

. ' 'professiqnal characteristics, supervisors were in a less favourable
. . q
' S 4 .
position to do so. - Consequently; they were requested to report the rﬁla-l

] .
tionship (i e. none, minor, moderate, high extreme) which they perceived
to- exist between each of the variables, age, sex; professional preparation,

. // : . _
teaching experience.and school sgaff'size and the principal s effectiveness” : "

" in the posi .oﬁ.. Table 34 summarizés .the respongses,

Age. The’majoritf.of‘Supervisors (77%) felt that_the degree~of‘j ;

"Ar;j7 ionship between age and effectiveness in the principalship was at best

ly moderate'and no Supervisor gave_the relationship an 'extreme" rating.

.ol . : »

Sex. While the data indicate that’ supervisors do consider the sex

°f the principal tO be a: factor affecting job performance, 90/ considered I :

. ; | ' / - T

3

sex. at most a moderately influencing factor. e T N

Academic and Professional Qualifications. Supervisors expressed a..

. : (W
.firm belief in the influence of academic and- professional qualifications
on effegdiwe performance in’ the principalship Ninety—one percent felt

'the relationship ranged an{moderate tOxextreme and 6SA of the group felt

- that the relationship was high,or extreme, -

3 T
.

LY '

i N . .
- Teaching Experience. Teaching experience was -also. seen by super- .

. 1 . . o

b ' o M e

N - 'visors as ‘a fdctor influencing effective perfbrmance in the principalship .

All supervisors felt that there-was at least some relationship between '

[
N

.teaching experience and success as an elementary principal and almost two-

S ~ [



’ Table 34

~%

DEGREE OF RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PRINCIPAL S.AGE, SEX ACADEMIC-PROFESSIONAL

QUALIFICATIONS AND TEACHING EXPERIENCE AND EFFECTIVENESS IN THE
‘ ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALSHIP AS PERCEIVED BY SUPERVISORS (n=22) "

{

B ) Degree of 'Rglationsi{ip ]
'Chérécté}istic i None aMinar élMdderaté 'High Extreme Total
4 Ty % " IR 4 . Z .
Principal's Age B . h o 14 . 27 - 36 23 100
- Principal's ‘Sex> _ S 32 37’ o210 100 100
- . _. . . . - ) . N ’ \- Al : - D
Academic. and Professional ' B I . T
‘Qualifications’ 9 23 - 7 50 18 100
. PR o 1 . e N ° . L - " " PR ’. -
Teaching Experience ! 4 . 32 <. 46 18 100
e

S [ )

8Three sﬁpervisors reported- that

they had worked with male principals only.
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Summary Section II

- . SRR
The primary objective of Section II was‘to try and determine

R whether or not there was a relationship between selected background char-"

acteristics of principals, teachers, and supervisors and the'manner in v
.

wh1ch the elementary principal ] duties were perceived by respondents

From‘an analysis of the data using a one way analysis of variance and '

l

observation of the avérage mean responses the most notable differences‘

revolved around the, sex-of the respondent. Male principals\and male U

¢ .

" tfac ers codsistently indicatedithey felt the problems of the elementary

principal Jere less problematic than did female principals and teachers.
N .
On the other hand, supervisors felt that sex was not a particularly impor-

tant factor affecting the principal 8 effectiveness More crucial they
felt, were profesaional preparation and teaching and administrative exphr—

. ience. Teachens perceptions with respect to professional variables;were

most outstanding on grades taught.' Primary division teachers tended to’

perceive the principal 8 role functions as being more difficult than their *

!

' respective counterpart teachers working with grades 4 6.

. - . - secrion 11 -
y o ('-.-. ..' i ,/’

: The purpose of this section is to outline the direction and

1

]
J

O

approach to. inservice education suggested by principal teachers, and
oy - .0,.
supervisors in Part 111 of the,questionnaire. _ R C

Part III of the questionnaire was concerned with ascertalning: (a)

\ Ay

. the five most pressing problems facing e}ementary principsls today in need

¢ '0.

of inservice education, (b) inservice educatiou activities presently

[

o

e < g
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available to the elementary principal, (c) five activities considered of -
greatest benefit to inservice education of elementary principals, (d) the '

!
B

" best teachers of an inservi‘ce program, (e) the best location for an )
-inservice program, (f) the best length of an inservice ‘program, and (g)
_ the most advantageous time of the inservice activity. While . principals

and supe‘i'visors were asked to ansver all questions teachers were re'quested

" to anquer.those ‘related to (a).and (c). ‘ :\’
Five Most Pressing Problems Facing Elementary School s
Principals Todaz e, T, T :

'

. /f : Each Broup of respondents was sgked to write the five most pressing

' problems which in their estimation were, facing elementary school principals

. 1. \ o

-today ' If they were unable to be specific, the directions askedz them to -
"ra.nk. the five task - areas (General Administration Supervision of Instruc- -_"

b :

" tion, Administration of¢

taff Personnel AdministratiOn of Pupil Personnel

"and School Community Rel ions) 1in order of importance for inservice

. \ ,
educatio_n._ All except fivg too the second option, and’ their responses

. can be seen in Table 35. .

General Administration. This task‘ area was generall c0nsidered

'

~ not to need additional inservice education programs. Fifty-six percent, -
414, and 777 of principals, teachers, and supervisors respectively ranked
ic 4 or. 5. Teachers showed the greatest tendency to place general admin—

'J.stration high on . t:he need for inservice education. Thirty percent of the

..teachers placed it first followed by 17% of the teachers for second.

SupervisiOn of Instruction. It was the-'VSupervisio.n of -Ins'truction-

most need of inseﬁice education. More than half of each group

<_task’ area which was clearly identified by all groups of respondents as ,' T

“n
.



. Table 35 ;

IMPORTANGE OF TASK AREAS FOR INSERVICE EDUCATION AS -RANKED -

-

" BY PRINCIPALS, TEACHERS, AND SUPERVISORS -

Teachers (n=132) §uperviso:s-(h%}8)

LPripéib}ls.(n=34)

i

' ‘General - o : K
. Administration

| 'School-Community -
Relations .

" Administration of |
.- Pupil Personnel

‘Administration® ofs.

Staff Personnel.

¢

‘Supervision of -

Instruction

AR T

$chool-Community * -

~ Relations

. administration of

Pupi}- Personnel

Administration of
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-antermediate range. No single group felt this was either an’ overriding ’

. the others..

'Inservice Education Activities Presently Available to the

_'grolup. .

S

. ~ranked 1t firét or. second As might be expected, supervisors were strongest .

in their asseSsment with 884 saying that this ‘task area was a critical

.area for elementary principals and in most need of inservice education

o

programs. e U RSP e "-. o "

14

Administ;r'at'ion"of St‘aff Personnel. In the Administration of ‘Staff

PerSonnel task area, all groups tended to cluster their ranking in the

. p'roblem in need of inservice education, or that no\need existed at all.s

. _l‘here was a slight tendency for teachers to" give it more, weight than

. e
A

..‘_..supervisors ortprincipals. : S .‘ ., e . L

[N o - -

- Pd .

T 'Admin'is'tration of'Pgil Person"nel., In the Administration of Pupil A’\\

Personnel category, principals, teachers and supervisors tended to. ' ’ "
disperse their rankings with slight concentra’cicms occurring on ranks three '

. A r b .}
and” four-.', Again there seems Ito.be'agreement that this area 'does not :

'especiallv -demand"ins'ervice education programs; at least not, relative to

Vo . i
» r

o School—Community Relationsa The School Cg'mmunity Relations task

L

'area generally received the lowest rankings from each of the three respOn—

»

.+ dent groups. More than half of each group ranked it 4 or- 5 o p

Elementary Pri‘nCJal

‘, N ,1 Y]

Principals and supervisors were’ provided with 2, list of sixteen ..,. .

inservice activities and asked to check those which were presently avail- :
B . <+ .

able to the°elementary principal Tahle 36 shows the responses. of each: ot

’

PLE

f
T — '



PO N T Table 36 ) L
;'- RANK ORDER OF INSERVICE EDUCATION ACTIVITIES PRESENTLY AVAILABLE TO
- " 'THE E‘LEPENTARY PRINCIPAL AS REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS (n—-39) . ™
L . : " AND SUPERVISORS "(n= 22) - E
3 ;'Prin.cipa_ls; T . - .Supervisors
o o ) R _Reporting . . " Reporting
Activity' - e T - " Activity . - Activity
‘ e : L Available. " -Rank Available - Rank
'Workahops provided'by central offi(_:e . -.: - R 97 . SRR | . o 96 B ,."2-‘5
mbership and participation in professional . . ER - T . .
".'organizationa . . : - 80 - .. . .2 - 96 - . 2.5
.Visitations to other schools in your district A ' 77 .3 ; . - K 5.8
Professional readi.ng (eg,) reading printed . . _ ' ' . Lo
-+ accounts-of 3uccessful’ways in which a B em S . - _ : ,
. problem has been met’ . . IS .. 67 . 4 - 77 . 7.5
Seminars provided by MR . L e 0 T 62 5.5 - .. s0 11
. Actively working in community service clubs - > .5.5 7 . " .8 .- 5.5
‘ .Participation in worlc of PTA : - - R A s A A
_'Working as a member of curriculum committees . . s 56 - T & T s . 160-_— ) 1
Participating in clinics: conducted by central o o T )
- offdice around one particu.}ar problem . . ' 51 - 9 . 73 3 9.
. - ’
e

(11



i

: %

"y,

o

. Tabl’e_36 (continded)

=

’ * . Principals Supetviso;s
<7 o, % 7
- . " . - Reporting Reporting .
Activity B o pod ; Activicy N Activity - .
- ' PR Available ‘Rank .Available , . Rank
Uniyersity personnel invited to your system T . : -~
to provide information services - . . - 46 . ~ 10 91 4
Profess-ion'al {n_-iting Y | 55 10,
) Visitations to - school systems outside your . R . ~.( .
. district - - - 33 12 41 - /13
Public speaking ) 31 - 13 - _-2__1_" 15.5
Advanced study and” research (leave of : . s B
abagnce) - ' 23 N 14 41 13
gprsuit of pérsonal independent research,’ L. . _ . ‘
while employed with the boardg__‘_ﬁ/ .- 18+ - . 15 41 . 13
Simulation techniques 'ﬂ- . 10 . - R - 27 15.5
/ “ ’ ‘
’«che;s (please'specify)' ' 3~ 7 5 17
-- ‘ £ o : N ?
\ .

e
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When the six activities most, often checked by elementary principals :
wére compared with the corresponding rank given by’ supervisors, a fairly

- ¢

s high agreement was demonstrated. Apart: from workshops prov1ded by central

. -office, however, the. remaining three activities commonly selected were more

".'~'the resul.t of individual principal initiative than any direct inVOlvement L

from district office. This was largely true of the two activities singly

« ot !

.'selected by principals. Difference of opinion in the remaining ten acti—

.v:.ties was most strikingly present with respect to the reported availability

- . of curriculum- committees as’ an inservice education EUnction. Whereas all

) oF . fhe supervisors replied that bhis service was presently being offered

".only fifty percent of principals felt that thia was the case. This

o’

-

-response would geem to suggest a lees than ‘candid report by supervigors or .

‘a very negative rating by principals, ass'uming that the activity is p"resent.‘

A similar less" pronounced difference was noted relative to the role of the

,universi‘ty in the inservice education program, . Most supemrisors felt that

S

. ) . e, . .
university personne-l were available to provide information services.. l.e_ss

than half of the principal’s supported this content"ion. As with the

. previous reported difference, it would appear that principals are not )

'accessible.-.» N L,

satisfied with a8 program that central office conﬂiders to be readily
¥ . 2

. .- , .
. } . . v
. . Cl T .

".~ s __.

'Inservice Education Activities Rated Highest by Principals‘ -

Teachers, and Super\nisors .
N R

o
2

Pr—incipals, téachers,‘ and supervisbrs'vere_.re'queﬂt_ed_to-place-.:_., T

themselves'in a hypotLetica‘I'situation and assume responsibility for -the

_development of an ‘inservice, education program. Ftom'a”list' of sixteen.

I

activities (see Tabll 36)-they were.to_-select ,the' ive which they felt

would be of greatest' benefit: in"carrying_._out such & pr_ogram. : PIWiSi“
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was made for sdditional activities that the respondents might wis'_ to

1nclude_.. The five inservice activities considered most benefici 1 by eaeh
: group ar"e-reported in,Table 37. :
Teachers and snpervisors vere -in close agreement on tyd of the five

‘inservice education activities rated most beneficial by prm ipals visita-
tions to school systems outside your district and workshops provided by

central office. Teachers and supervisors further su‘pporte

Il

.-_diréction in _the ..inservice_.program in the fo_rm of ‘clinicy conducted around |
one~particular' problem. Both groups expressed a similad sii port of curri-
culum oommittees. Most ipr,incipsls d'id.'_not endorse' the latter tw,o inservice

educ'st.ion activities. . Th_eir- preferences cslleii fox

: ° . . . . g e . . .
" trict visitation and a moderate involvement from univerdity personnel. It

. visors.'

v

' Personnel to Teach the Inservice Education Profram

T'able' 38 explores.possible sources of iﬂstructionel personnel for -
the inservice educational program. The inst uctional personnel. submitted
to " the respondents (principals and supervis r8) are as follows. (a) univer-
.sity consultants who have served as consul ants in the area, (b) supervisors

from central office, (c) someone from ‘the Department of Education who/ 18 .

' sophisticated with the K-6 system, and ( a combination of these people

.‘

Additional responses were also encourag . Respondents vere asked to scalé -

.each ltem using a three’ point scale: _(a Ihighly recommended > (5) recoinmend‘ed,_v

[ D

'-‘(9)"11;<.3t recommended. Since some respondents’ checked both "highly Tecom- . .

Q

. centx:al office o




. . .o ! 4,
el ) xgble 37 . ;
. - THE FIVE INSERVIGE EDUCATI N ACTIVITIES ?ERCEIVED TO BE OF GREATEST
BENEFIT TO ELEMENTARY RINCIPALS, BY ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS .
. > AND-SUPERVISORS RO
] ) ‘@=31) * . (a=139) " S a=21)

_Principals . - Teachers. °. Supervisors

“Activity | . . i

“Rank % . ' "Ramk % ° Rank %

S .. .7 Visitations -to- school systems outside :

o .--‘. wwdistrict . . . . .
LT R ‘4 re .

- '=Visitations to- ouher schools in your : . N e : ) L . ) e
~ddstrtéy o L T e A2 0065 0 w4 500 - 90 29

B T S ST . R

‘e
-]

L WOrkshops brobidéd‘by Eenttaifpff;cg L l'# ;,3: },. 58 o ._ 25, 53 o ' :é.S‘. . 71 .
Seminars provided by MUN _ el 4. 55 . . .8 37 e 38

‘University personuel invited to your:.:‘. o . L E . "
system to p&ovide information services .5 . 48 : .6 T, 40, : a6 38

-.Participating in ciinics conducted by o
* ; central office around one particular .
problem . - . .

N - ! N ’
. Working as a member of curriculum : )
. commititees.’ - 8.5 32 2.5 53 1 76
- 3 .

Advance study and regearch (leave of
absence)

8.5 - 32° ' 1q - 28 6 38

121




) 'PERCENT OF PRINCIPALS (n=39) AND SUP VISORS (n-22) RECOMMENDING VARIOUS -~
o . o 5 .

. ) e ". L ) L @ " o \ T E ._ - .NO.t' ’ Q_ ’ . ” oo ’ .NOI o ’ R
", . Persommel .-, - TR Keqpmmendedﬁ\Recdmméhded *; Recommended Recommended Total/’

: . v o - ) * : . -t I .
. : S e . = i T Princkpals S ' ° .Superyfsors
- AN co T : : . -

University personnei who have sérvgg_ to %-’1._.
e -as consultants in the area . E BRI : e

‘91 ° - "9

. Sdﬁérvisgrs from"cgnqrai office ° - T e s, - " 91 L 9
" .. . .7 .Someone from'the Depadtment of - : =~ - ) : . -
) .- .t . - Education' who is sophisticated with - % . ¥ -

the K-6 system - - o8 14 7 T .100

"5Combination of these people

o .. 87, ;100 . * 100
4.1\ ’ - - ‘Y . 1 < - ""u b ) . )
- o Others (please specify) (respondents - A e T - . '§
e included teachers and pripcipals) - 13 28 - LN 100
g oL e : L : ’ N
X . d ‘supervisors could recommend more than oneé-type-af personnel. .
N ’ i ° o . . [T ) e _— . Lo - -
. ) S . , . L . , .
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1-mEndp and recommended,~ it became necessary to collapse the responses =

4 iato| (a): recommended or (b) not™ recommended. . . T

SNV ERRIN )
A COmbination of the instfuctional persodnel listed was felt by

i .
H . N -
S Voo »

both principals and BUpervisors to represent the 0pt1mum arrangement..

TN R
\\\ Eighty seven’ percent of - the thirty—nine,principals and all of the super-
4 . P S
Y ' ° ~

:-vrso s recommended this approach A small number of respondents recommended

e A“ .

thatrteachers and principals be considered as’ reSOurce personnel to teach
! ! P s » ~ . . , )
the pnservice education program.
; (‘ . . .
e ) IR - o

Location of lnservice Program e - - s

F)

‘gTable 39 focuSeS on determining locations for conducting the Yo

inservice education program gpr elementary principals.
, . . . L .

L A o . g S |,
Three choices were 9uggested to the’respondents, plus an epén-ended
0pportunity to express their preference for other 1ocations These'-

(1 .
"lacations are as follows. (a) at the undversity, (b) in: the individual
B school, and* (c) some central point 50, that more than .one school may benefit .

-~

. frqm the inﬁormation. The responses to these iteme are 1isted by percen—- )

)

tage ahd analytically treated in order of importance B

Y, Both prineipala and supervisors indicated that 1ocating the

B . : o

inservice educatiom program at some central point would be the most
D

~-desirab1e meeting place.. Eighty—five percent of principals\and 86% of-
A i

'i"supervisors recommended this option. Taking the program to the individual

o school-received divided support from principals.' Principals expressed a

. * s

s gréater reaction to’ 1ocating ‘the inservice program at the university than
‘e

<

gdid supervisors, although both generally oppoeed this lpcation ' It appears
: v

' “*that distribution of the university s resources, ‘both human and material

can be best utilized,.it is felt. by both groups if the university comes.
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|

Sy = . . : 3 : ' C . L
- to the school system., - e L _ TR
. N ‘

o

Length of Inservice Program , . ' e ) ' o ®

.. LI

Table 40 prgsents data revolving around the most: desired time s |

period for conducting the inservice educatiOn program, - o '

5

Threj)alternatives, plus an open—ended opportunity for additional
o ,conment. ere given to the respondents in order to solicit their preference -

of time a location for the inservice program. These time allOcation
o , .

' alternatiVes are (a) a short*term course (5-6 Weeks) meeting’ once a week

for an’ over—view, (b) a crash' program meeting two or three times for an’
. \’ .

"over-view, and () flexible—in-time scheduling : 1:'{_ o :y S

A program flexible in- length was recommended by both principals

. and supervisora to be the best of the alternatives availahle Seventyefour:

2 4

'fpercent of the«principals and 82% of the supervisors opted for flexibie

Y

scheduling._ A similar agreement was found to exist between the two groups -

fin the rejection of the. crash' program, although principals showed a

slightly higher negative response than supervisors ‘to this option. A

short term coursge, was also considered adequate by fore than . half the k
ol respondents

Time of Inservice Education Program

) .
Specific meeting times for the inservice education program are  *

»,
ty e

':identified in Table 41, Four alternatives with provision to make other »

:.suggestions were.presented-to;the.respondents. "The alternatives were’ (a)¥

\ after.schooi_or.eveniﬁéic(b)!saturdavs; (c):releaae time from school£~and
(4) summer'seasions: e oo > :

Release time. from school was clearly the mos t preferable for both E

'groups,'while-Saturdays-seemed to be leaat acceptabler After school or -
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N I PERCENT OF PRINCIPALS AND SUPERVISORS RECO)Q{ENDING VAR‘IOUS LOCATIONS
} i S S L . OR THE INSERVICE EDUCATION PROGRAM T
. R o =y w0 Y @Ry - .
: s s o Principals : .. - ... 7 Supervisors’ -. ' . . . . . T
Y ‘ R A O et - Not~ S - S " Not. T N
| " Location - - " .+ Recommended Recommended Total - Recommended Recommended- Total. . - .’
- : 3 U W s : = - . i - > S
. R A T 2 SR
At the univers’ity‘ L e .18 . .'82 .. 100 . 0 32. -F.c .e8” 100~ - . 1.
-~ . 3, ) ’ L « - - . : .0 . T . - . . : . )
SIn the— indiviqual school o S 56 © - .- Lab * 190 .68 . .32 - 100
St ‘ . : [ - : te . . . N
Some central point so that mdre .
. than: one school may benefit. from - - L . o o R C e - I .
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} " Table 40 ST
I . /. - ’ ‘
- PERCENT oF PRINCIPALS AND ‘SUPERVISORS RECOMMENDING VARIOUS® - b
_TIME LENCTHS FOR THE INSERVICE EDUCATION PROGRAM - Ve
v . . J Sy
1.

. — , =
, R ‘ o C o @=39) . n=22) (& _
s e ) 2 : '+ " Prineipals , oo . Supervisors.. ' .

N i R .. ) . g
o . : . . + . DNot - . -~ - . " Not . ¢ oo
* Length of Program .’ - “Recommended Recommended Total - Recommended Recommended Total! °

PR N R % .

X
2.

v L z-
. -

" A short—term course (5~ 6 weeks .
‘meeting once a week . . oo .- 99,

00 68 L .32 . 100 .~
A “"crash™ _program meeting 2 or .. oL S : . : . .'_ . :
~'3 times for an overview. = . -.20. : 80 -0~ .- 36 . - 64° 100 _ :

 Flexible-fn-Time scheduling .’ 74 - 26 .- 1000 - 82 18 ' 100
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. -' ‘ - Table 41 - T
- 8 » »

PERCENT OF PRINCIPALS AND SUPERVISORS RECOMMENDING VARIOUS
MEETING TIMES FOR THE INSERVICE EDUCATION PROGRAM. )

S

Lo . e =39 . "'<n;22>
IR = : e Principals '~ . - ) "0 . Supervisors

o .o o : - - Not . T T B ) . Not.. ., .
.Time - - . * *  Recommended Recommended . Total'- - Recommended Recommended. Total. '

. After school or evenings -+ - 44 ' .. 86 - 100 © ¢ - 59. ' 4l 100"

v - LI "- Cat

saturdays . .° . o 15. 7 -85 . 100 | .. 32 .0 68 - 100"
.Releése:timp-froﬁ school: : 85 - 15 T 200 ’ - 91:" o a 3\\\_; " 100

(o . . - PG

Suﬁme; sessions ** .l _  36 . 64. . 100 - f- 45 "' 55 > ;bg
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" evenings and summer- sessions r‘ece_ived\ mixed sqpport.'." ‘ .
.- Sugmary: Seét'i'on Iir - s : i . ST Lo e

Part 111 of the research instrument was. aimed at’ gathering the .~ . . = -
. VieWS of principals, teachers, and superViSors relative to the inservice

' education needs of elementary school principals, the activities pr?sently
" avuilable which served an inservice function, theifive activities of
greatest benefit to an inservice program, and further information with :

reSpect to who would teach the program where, when and for how long.

Alth0ugh no group specifically identified inservice ed\mation needs, each

did respond to-a ranking of .the task areas for inservice consideration.
1 s ( ‘n . . ]

Principals and supervisors Were in general agreement on their 'selection of

. 0

. e
/the Supervision of Instruction duties ‘as needing attention for additional ) o /
help and development. « Teachers a.lso felt _this way but not as strongly as '

the other two groups. Principals and’ supervisors again responded similarly

P
1

' to a percentage’ ranking of the inservice activities presently available to

! . W,
the elementary principal. Most of the activiti‘es commonly selected more- .
' .o A
" over were programs available to elementary principals la,rgely as a result ' .

- of individual principal initiative. Notable differences were obser’ved .
‘ relative to the availability of. university personnel and. curriculum .

committees as thservice education functions. Principals expressed far less
satisfaction that these programs were present than the responses reported'

N ~ ' ‘o

by central office would suggest. Principals, teachers, and supervisors

:°

‘ agreed that workshops provided by central office and visitation to school .

(A7

systems outside your digtrict were beneficial aspects of an inservice

"education program for elementary principals.‘. However, whereas the former j :

=7 '
.

. activity was reported available by a substantial majority of principals

' .y . o
i .

A

-
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,mdsswsmsassmmfsssaamOfamsgmninesaesprv=
this .applied to the latter inservice function:  In matters relating to. - L

Q v ‘ o e

personnel location, ‘time, and length of the program, principals and S
- supervisors ‘took a mediating course in. recommending a combination of

personnel to.teach a;program!fleXible'in;length at some central,meeting-

.

placé during release time from school.’

[

CHAPTER SUMMARY

, In- trying to assess the mean difficulty scores” and ratings of
'principals teachers, and supervisors on the eighty-fhree items contained ‘

in the research instrument it became apparent that agreements about the . a . * '

most difficult or important problems vere limited to a relatively small

' numher. Each group tended to consider most important or difficult,that
area 'with which they have been traditionally concerned €8 supervisors o 1
. \.- - . - . ' - :. 'oi.
and‘Supervision-of.Instruction. Although some responses did vary signifi— S

' cantly with such factors as the respondent 8 sex, no meaningful pattern,

-could be discerned Supervisors and principals did generally agree ahout

fthe insetvice activities presently available to the elementary principal,

although smpervisors, in compsrison to priﬁcipals, strodgly supported the
v ¢ v~
"presence of curriculum committees as ‘an inservice function. Generally,
0

the respondents advocated a flexible inservice education program ‘which -

would embrace workshops provided by central office and visitations both ..

' within and without the school system supplemented by a nwderate involvement

[N .

of university personnel. o R co o o o 5'"_T'/



o .CHAPTER V

o . . SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONSS AND’RECOMMENDATIONé
' " The purpose of this chapter is to. present a summary statement of

LA

the problem which was investigated the methodology employed and the major

LY

findings. General conclusions emerging from - an analysis of the six .ques-

tions are discussed, and finally, some recommendations based on the . - BRI

N ‘I .. L hd

P , . . - . ..
aQ . . R S

“'ng B f1nd1ngs are'proposed.

\ C s

- SUMMARY OF THE "STUDY -

5 u,

Statement of the Problem -" o Lo R S Cie .
. - , ‘e . .. .. - . IS

The present study was undertaken in an attempt to identify the

r N n

v
current professional problems of elementary school principals who admin— S

ister schools with an administrative teaching staff si of six or moxe B - .i'.
'persons...Suggestions for possible solutions supplied b principals,
teﬂchers, andisupervisors formed an integral part of the study;_”

Procedure” -
L

The sampie consisted of the‘following people:pforty-nihe‘randomly'_t o oi;

selected elementary sch001 principals in the province from schools; with

administrative-teaching staffs of . six or.more; 282 teachers randomly

J

selected from the 106 elementary schools which qualified for thie study, L > ':.) -

and a total of 26 supervisors one from each of 'the Integrated and . Roman D T

» ) )

Catholic School Districts from which the schools were drawn. Each reSpon—

- : , . dent was mailed a questionnaire listing 83(&u\ies commonly performed by

»..-’, . R '__A"' . . . . . ) .- . - ‘ 13.0 ".‘.‘:- ' .- .
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elementary school principals . Although the questionnaire varied somewhat

for each-group, all were similar in two reSpects., First, ali question—

<

naires asked the reSpondent to rate each of the 83 duties (representing
' 9 .

five task areas) in terms of the difficulty presented the principal
Second the instrument solicited the inservice “education views of each
o respondent‘ Data gained from the 39 ptincipals, 139 teachers ‘and 22

supervisors who responded to the questionnaire vere: analyzed and treated

. by comparisons of mean ratings, rank order difference correlation a .one
way analysis of variance, and general observation of patterns and trendsv:

. which the’ responses seem to indicate. ‘Parts II and III of the supervisors

1 . .
1nstrument and Part I1I for principals and teachers were statistically '
‘ .

\

T treated‘bynpercentage rankings. S o

. o
* MAJOR FINDINGS AND_QE}@AL CONCLUSIONS . -
/ Section 1 -= Difficulty of the Flementary Principal's Duties as”:_ A
~Rated by the Total Sample of Pringipals, Teachers and | .
' Supervisors L . ) . SRR

The findings related to question 1 (do elementary prinoipals,.~
.vteachers, ‘and” supervisors agree,as "to the most and least difficult problems
faced byielementaty school principals?) support the hypothesis that |
differing role expectations confront the elementary principal R

A comparison of the ﬁive duties rated most difficult in each of.

I

o the task areas revealed that principals, teachers, and supervisors agreed
'pn only six of a possible twenty-five functions.; "Agreement" was considered

to haVe heen resched within a. task area if three of the top five ranks of
S , v
. all three groups of respondents overlapped and this situation occurred ¥
. e .

only in the General Administration category.. Respondents displa d a

.

51milar consensus of opinion wi@h respect to their individual lists of the

e
Ve
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.. five least'difficult functions of'the elemeggﬁry principal Although no
'meaningful pattern could be dlscerned between those functions which were

commonly agreed upon by the respondents, several points need to be empha—

\.(I

'51zed. Firstly, while teachers were more likely than either pr1ncipals or

'3.supervisors to assign higher mean scores - to General Administration duties,
all- p\rceived the supervision of studentsg outside the classroom to presepf~
vcon51derable difficulty for elementary principals. Other problems ‘which .
were reported in the General Administration task area (developing an .
'operational budget; requisitioningl accounting for ‘and- distributing e

NE

,supplies and materials) reflect not so much the capabilities of‘elementary SN

: principals as .they do the present inadequacies in the allocation of funds

.'and the availability of sufficient supplies.dif- o

X Secondly?‘supervision of,Instruction reSponsibilitiesfwere charac—.
" terized hy high mean scores. ,Ihis_trend was~particularly'evident for. N

.‘.supervisors who were in this instance rating the task area_ most clearly

lmked with their own responsibilities On an arbitra-rily chosen scale . . t

?ranging ﬁrom minor (mean. 0 00 - l 49) through moderate (mean. l 50 - 2 49)

'to ma]or (mean. 2 50 - 4 00) almost two thirds of the Supervision of

Instruction functions were perceived by supervisors to be of major diffi—

-culty for elementary principals. Furthermore, these ratings represent 72%

a

:-1of the total<%umber (28) of duties reported as major problems by the
y reSpondents for all task areas combined Teachers responded with the most '

' -difficult ratings for principals in those Supervision of Instruction

"

' responsibilities requiring principal assistance to individual teachers.

: Principals expressed conCern with the difficulties in finding time for _
P . [} . o
planning new school facilities to meet educational needs and fit instruc—

) tional programs. The difficulties experienced in performing these functions

s



_ are-closely related to the chrrent practices
.I . . l' ] l. , .
-personnel, insufficient space and finances, an

e,principal has.been.permitted to play;
N 0 ’ I ‘ '

'most difficult, teachers and supervisors did 7
' their respective lists of the five most diffig

_teachers and supervisors placed the item, "eq1

-omitted the function from their 1ist of five L

between principals and either teache{“or 7up=

' resﬁ%ct to the problems facing elementary schd

ThirdlyJ notable,differences_occurred'

. i . . ‘
ranked the item, "evaluating and rating ‘teach

respondents' selections of two staff perspnnei'
' ' l
|
€

first in order of difficulty for elementary Pt

r

Fourthly, the two duties which were Commo ly selected by respon--'

.

dents plus combinations of principal—teacher—

“'suggest that interpretation of the school s immediate and long range

programs to parents highlight school-communitv
Fifthly,fno clearly established perce)

was observed'between any two'énbgronpsi Howev

<4
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M N
f allocating teaching .

d the mihor role which the

in the top ranks of the

items; Whereas principals’
r~effectiyeness,” first, or
ot I"lude this duty within:

\
ult problems.. Conversaly,

incipals-while principals

\ difficult duties.

7

aupervisor selections strongly

relations.

tqal.patfern'of'agreement

: -

er, rank order correlation

coefficients indicated that teachers and supetvisors complemented “each

other more than did either of the two with prlncipals. Furthermore,

teachers ‘and supervisors agreed on three of the toprive ranked problems )

in four of the five task areas of the principalship. With.the exception -

»

of the General Adninistration category, agree

to rate .more duties minpr (mean: 0 00 ~ 1.49)}

.

It was concluded on “the basis of thes= findings that elementary

.principals, teachers,  and supervisors do not $how strong agreement with

(

-

rvisors,as principals-tended

St
N

ol'principals.~ Where agree;

.table assignment_of'teachers "

ent was not generally evident

PR
<
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ment has been shown to exist, the degree of difficulty rating has varied

With the exception of Supervisidn of Instruction duties all concurred s

oreover, that the elementary principalship as presently constituted,posed

' : few major problems for the. elementary principal TN

' c .
e 1

In order\to obtain an inventory of the duties listed on the research

S : 1nstrument which :were considered by the respondents not to be. a function

e e T

of the elementary principalship in the province, a not applicable rating

~

. could be assigned by the respondents where they found it” necessary Only
. ’ L
those duties which vere reported not applicable by one—fifth or mo;e of

‘the total of eitherngroup were considered for analysis. Duties listed 0

under the School Community Relations ,task ‘area received some of the' o

.
’

highest not applicablenratings, particularly by teachers. Three-of these-’f

' revolved around the principal 8 relationship in- parent-teacher func ons
. ‘ . e

organizing effective parent-teacher conferences," ”working effectively

with parent groups such as the PTA " and "handling complaints from parents

=2

The former two items were supported by a gimilar percentage (50/) of

) 'supervisors. “A fourth function in the School—Community Relations category,
s - .

administering the usé of school property by outside groups,' received not'

(applicable ratings from one—half of teachers. -The majority of principals .

iincluded these’ functions as part of their responsibility in school-community

- relations. However, one-tthé’of the principals repotting indicated no ' f

PR '

involvement in’ two duties associated with ‘the media. preparing news'
_releases-forllocal press;; and "maintaining cooperative relations with
P ;Press, radio and lV!'."' - \: - _a._zn
' ' “The majority of items receiving not applicable ratings in the

Administration of Staff Personnel category centered around the ' employment—

‘s

dismissal responsibility of elementary principals with reSpectntQ certified

]
LN

=t i s ~

ﬂ-?é'..f~‘ E
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-and non—certified personnel One-fourth of . the principals indicated no

participation in the employment of certified and.non—certified personnel
A similar number of principals neported no involvement in the recommending

of certified and non-certified personnel for dismissal One—fourth of the

e .

o teachers replied that the principal did not recommend certified personnel

for dismissal Teachers also felt that the principal was not involved in

‘' . Ve ) - l .
. developing mutual respect and understanding between certified'and non-,

et

certified personnel or: in establishing and maintaining professional

g relations with his staff

‘e K
bl 1 - i.

- ., o i
.

Three of four duties in the Administration of Pﬁpif Personnel |

category receiving.not applicable ratings were singled out by over one- half
of principals, teachers, of\supervisors. The development of summer'

B programs, educational and recreational vas part of the functions of only
46£ of the principals responding, A similar percentage of teachers and

supervisors reported that elementary principals were not organizing and .
B .

-

'".administering extra—curricular activities. Singly, teachers (30) revealed

i
that their principals did not” involve parents’in solving problem cases.

:v?“ From an analysis of the not applicable responses of principals,

= v
R i

teachers, and supervisors ‘it can be concluded that the elementary princi—

L
I

pal s role in this province is seriouely questioned relative to (a) school—
community relations responsibilities speqifically related to parent~teacher- -
principal relationships, and (b) the minor role.accorded principals in

-3
' recommending certified and’ nondcertified personnel for employment or

dismissal A third area of concern which principals ‘might do well to

’

P
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.“Section II -- Responses of Principals, Teachers, and Supervisors
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; . . o , .
r L

as They Vary with School Staff Size .and Selected Personal
and Professional Characteristics' T L//:>‘

- f ~

The purpose of this section was to analyze the responses of prin—

Ty

cipals, teachers, and supervisors as they varied with school staff size
_and selected personal and professional characteristics. Specifically,
S

Category II focused on (a) those administrative practices showing a signi-
'ficant difference in mean response within the subgroups, and (b) general

_observacion drawn from a. . detailed compilation of the responses for each of |

o

the subgroups.' The/results ‘of these measures formed the basis for the

following summary findings. e

“a) School staffisize as a significant'factorfcontributing to‘the T

< .

problems of elementary principals did not emerge with any dominant
M N

.o

R

pattern relative to the kind or magnitude of problems.

o

"o b) -Analysis of th& personal and’ professional characteristics of

elementary principals revealed that age, administrative experience".

*r,

v and years of teaching experience were not significantly related to

the manner in which duties were rated. Lower mean gcore ratings

S, P , v
by principals with the most professional preparation (five or more

K
\ L

*:.'years), and conversely, higher mean score ratings by principals

N

with four years or less of professional preparation were estab—

.lished ih a fairly consistent pattern. However, only two of the

«

‘differences in mean scores within;this.subgroup were.shown to be

significant. Sex more than any other- subgroup, set a definite L .f

- :trend.- Female prinCipals consistently reported 1 greater degree; _

1

- of difficulty in meeting the responsibilities of the elementary

\ f

principa;ship than did male principals. Once again significant

differences were reported in only a small number 1124) of the 83,”



. duties-presentedz' Most of these involved interpersonal relation-,

hi

& . .

-eferenceitg teacher's'seﬁ the same pattern as noted for
o , ~ 7 | - N
, oo : SRR

printipals was observed, “-Seven of the fifteen funttions which

| howed significant differences were related to thefprincipal's'

) responsibilities in szhool;comnunity“relationsf The renaining
_uties were fairly evenly distributed over the four task afeas.

oo

elementary section teachers (4- 6) and less experienced
teachilig personnel Both professional characteristics, however, L

' réveale Zsignificant differences in a relatively small numhé"’of

QWhile significant mean differences between grades were.

LY

ted in the Supervision of Instruction category, signifi—

PEETS

. 0 #
on Genera Administration functions.' Professional preparation did
. v { e

g “'fféi SR \' they believed to exist between the principal [ personal and profes-
'li“: . ::(4..£ ‘d\.sional'characteristics and his/her effectiveness in the position.

s

4;455“j o E e :ngé sex, academiq and professional qualifications and teaching
o ‘.- . R : v
e e © expériente were considered on a scale ranging from no relationship

. .. Vs * - e "}’
W .. . 't an‘ext eme one, While age and sex were perceived by supervisors

»

o o ._"" . to piay a minor role in the performance of principals, the two -




Gy
%

‘o

. isrics, and, teaching experience were seen to have a high relation—

. ° : wl

.'ship in this regar& Since supervisory personnel are very much~
involved in the recruitment of administrative staff,.it would
appear that the latter characteristics are prime pre requisites
for potential candidates to the principalship tg possess.t However f’h
this study has shown that the‘relationship does not necessarily

. \.follow. Consequently, caution is urged 8o .that- professionaln

;qualifications do not become the sole or basic criteria for prin—'

'cipal selection.

,Secg;on 11l -— Inservice Education Considerations (Prggram oo

'respondents opinions relathe to (a) the five most- pressing problems '

‘Activities, Personnel, LocaEion, etc.): for the L ;\f' Ce
Elementary Principgl . . . . ! - e~

R

“The purpose of this section was to present the direction and i
\. . . '.
approach to inserviee edUcation suggested by principals, teachers, and

S

, supervisors MOre specifically, the section sought to identify the

£

’

.:facing elementary principals todAy, (b) inservice education activities'

|"-presently available to. the elembntary principal (c) flve activities of

greatest benefit to inservice education of eIementary principals, (d) those

persons best’ suited to teach the inservice program, (e)-the best 1008t10ﬂ

f .

for the inservice program, (f) an optional length of the inService program,

g

-
[

and (g) the best time fo*nservice activity.

‘Specific problems which might form the focal point of a proposed

¥ '

'insérvice education program were not readily identified by the respondents o

e

since’ most réspondents opted to rank the five task areas in most and least

-

need of inservice help Supervision of Instruction and School-Community

o

Relations responsibilities emerged as the task areas in most and 1east need.

L
. \
1
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L0

of inservice programs. g ‘ . ‘
¥ . : . .. p

Although the respondents were in fairly close agreement both on m,,
.what inservice activities.are presently availabl nd.those activities‘

' - - : v

: gwhich:are of most value for inservice education on major exception did °

occur. Whereas principals, teachers, and supervisors selected visitations

to school systems outside their district as the top priority, neither of

' [

these groups placed this activity in the top six presently available to” -f S

elementary principals. ‘aho other notable differences occurring in the'

: inservice activities presently available were reported by principals and
- . e

. supervisors:' working as’ a member of curriculum committees,' and university
personnel invited to. your system to provide information services.' While

both inservice education activities were reported available by the majority

of supervisors, only one—half of the principals reporting supported this

) c0ntention i Principals, umreover, did not exhibit the. strong support for .

the benefits which supervisors indicated would accrue to principals from

@ participation in the former activity. R

oo

ReSpondents however, agreed that three of the inservice activities "t

0

- presently available also were most beneficial. workshops provided by :

' central office," "visitations to other schools in your district,. ana

'

(/f seminars provided by MUN The tWO remaining activities which were .
reported available and which were accessible thr0ugh principal initiative

(membership and participation in professional organizations, professional

,reading, € g reading printed accounts of successful ways 'in which a #

problem has been met) did’ not appear in the respondents ranks of five most

beneficial inservice education activities. With respect to the further

: development of future inservice education programs respondents expressed

" their prefarence for a combination of instructional peraonnel repreaenting

] I
. . ° . "
W

‘v
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. the Department of Education, Memorial University, the schogl boards, and

individual schools who would of"f a flexible progr_am at'laome centr_al. pcrint

. during ..release time from school. In essence,i 4t can be concluded that the -
l . .

inservice eddcation program as envisioned by respondents is a cooperative ‘

. . 'l
T, venture which involVES all phases of the educational hierarchy, and which

de.mands a flexible ongoing approach to the problems identified in large S

°

]

c

measure by the recipients for whom its benefit's are 1ntended

Y

oL -,.RECOI:MENDATIONS" o

"1‘.he' ~following' re%gmmﬁdations'ar.eoffered"aft'er cdnsidera-'tion of .~ "‘,

‘ the major findings and general conclusions drawn from. the study

1. Irrespective of ‘personal and professional characteristics it would -
e

appear that elementary principals experience considerable diffi-

'culty in the’ Supervision of 'Instruction task aren of the- principal— i,

.

] "ship. Therefore, it is recommended that the following short and

o

'-long range -measures be undertaken in an attempt to’ rectify the
.‘present situation,

(a) Since sUpervisory personnel have most strongly recognized the .

>

' need for: additional help to the elementary principal in the -

area of curriculum and curriculum related dutiéa\it is

imperative that K greater concentration -of effort on their -

\

part through more frequent visitation be forthcomingr '

-'. ' - . (b)Y Whereas it has been ghown that functions pertaining to the .

’ & . :

o Supervision of Instruction dut’ies of the° principalship preaent
the greatest burden -to elementary principals and whereas

principals ranked working as a member of curriculum committees

«eight (in terms of benefits received) in comparison to the '

°
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.

3.

w

. number -one priority given by . supervisors, it is recommended"
that this form“of inservice activity as presently offered
either at system or district level be reosganized to offer |
principals greater opportunity for professional growth

(c9 . Since this study hps with respect to, its Supervision of '

Instruction findings replicated previbus studies,oand since.

most administrative personnel will come from the teaching

ranks, greater emphasis stiould be given to this area of teacher

" training, especially withfﬂég:rd to administration courses -

- ’

In view of the fact that the three respondent groups showed little
Q
agreement as to which dUties presented the~greatest problems for

elementary school principals,.it is recommended that boarda of .

. education pay particular attention ‘to those duties which were

¢

commonly given-highest'mean_ratings by principals, teachers, and

i

supervisbrs.ﬁ Tdese'include'(aj providing supervisibn of'pupila' -

during recess periods, lunch periods or before and after school "

(b) developing operational budget, (c) requisitioning, accounting o

for and distributing aupplies and materials, (d) building ataff

morale, (e) interpreting school programs to the community /and (£)!

!

encouraging community participation in’ day—to day school activities. '

Since the evaluation of teachera is at present carried out by a',

’ .
2

limited number of principals and since this facet of professional -

development is fast becoming a grawing area of concern, it ia .

v

recommended that elementary principals are abl;‘h§~aelf initiated

'
e

inservice education,-i.e. taking advantage of the professional

I

literature available, to. education themselves for the future role--

which they can be expected to play



A

SN«

‘( . ""‘.’5.

s accelerating ‘ttend toward accountability in education.
1the-school;
-:school board employee tq.the new influence ‘

-Relations task area has in cettain duties been minimal

' professional growth.

142

N a
-~

“In recent years educators in general have been confronted with the
A better
informed and more vocal public are placing increasing demands on
The principal, occupying as he does, the position
most visible to the’ community, ia subjected more than any other

This study shows that

.the elementary principal [ responsibilities in the School- Community

Therefore,

it is recommended that boards of education urge and support their ’

'principals in future to assert a more positive and responsive role

in working with parents in, particular and the puhlic in general ‘

<t
One of'the purposes of the present study has to ascértain the .

'-inservice education needs of elementary school principals in the'

"province through (i) _mean. responses assigned to duties of the

principalship, and (ii) questions aimed directly at this form of

From observation of'the findings'related-to

'Nthese measures it is recommended that.

Supervision of Instruction functions receive immediate

- (a) .
. ’ e i .’
: inservice education attention.
M . o . 4 . . ,
(b) those forms of inservice activity presently available, slnce

g

'they coincide with those activities which the respondents felt .

N

‘were of greatest benefit be continued and improved Boards

.. of education should make note ‘of two exceptions accessibility

AN

" to universigy personnel and visitation to schools outside the. '7

Idistrict Warrant closdr future inservice education ‘conaider-

ation.__

It is further recommended that inservice education programs being
. . .
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e developed at local or district level focus attention on the

direction and" approach proposed below.v

ﬂi)' A combination of instructional personnel as suggested by

P

' the respondents should be employed to teach the program. -

Other elementary principals and teachers\would form part of °

. the team. ok
Lok - B Co R
'(ii)':Avoid crash" type programs wheTever - possible Instead, .

inservice education activities flexible in nature, reflectihg
. ',:! the needs of participants should be pursued

: '7 : . :,. . (1ii) Greatest good to the greatest number should be’ the guiding

j principle in locating the’ program. Activities-initiated-

and structured at the system level ‘can make programs more' ‘

P “

'j: N f; accessible and more realistic o L e
(iv) Boards of education are urged to, recogniza the. principal s
' ' need for a systematic and.continuing inservice education.'

~ LR

program. Patchwork measures consisting mainly o{\\fter

-t

. school or Saturday meetings need to be supplemented and

<

: gtrengthened by release time from school -- the responde ts
,choice. .“ ' .0 ."-,_' BRI - .. .

.
s

6. The current study raises several questions concerning the principal—

o

ship that might be” considered in future investigations.

SN

o o ,(af Do women principals experience a greater degree of. difficuLtyv

in administering the principalship than their male counter-,

parts? Z' B

V(b)) Why do primary section teachers perceive their principala to -

4

o _Q : S "be experiencing greater role difficulties than their courter-

o ! ]

" parts, elementaryusection.teachers._7
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' ~principalship by gathering your views together with the views of teachers

" of. elementary principals. :

© g
.'. . . _. . ’ :'- . _ . ’ . - , T . - 'I- ) . 149

. . . : i -
S R - May 4, 1973
Dear -Principal: (R L T L
, At the present time 1 ‘am engaged in gathering information for a .
.Master's Degree in Educational: :Administration at .Memorial University. The . -
'purpOse of this study is to identify the current professgional problems ahd ~
.. inservice education needs of the’ elementary Principalship as perceived by
o teachers,.principalg and . supervisors. Through- this: identification it is

intended that recomméndations be made which will facilitate perforn?ance in
: certain administrative practices. . ; . _ P , :
. "As-a princi al your candid response to the questionna:.re items can ' )

. provide .a significant. contribution to. the elementary principalship. T o I
Nimerous’ studies have centered on the need for inservice ‘education .of
teachers, ‘but none in this’ province. aud relatively few. in Canada have
concentrated pn the inservice,education needs of practising elementary ,
school principals. .Your cooperat.ion will assure the collection of infor— s

"mation in this- area which 1s relevant to our province. ’ .,

. I certainly realize the importance of a few minutes time in a .
principal s day, " but T will reciprocate by making ayailable to _you the o,
results: of the study) in summary form, - R )
. » B ' : . Toe 7 P
: . You may be assired that ‘the information you provide will be kept '

: .in strictest confidence and- that: neither you nor 'your schoél will be-

specifically identified with any data presented in the study.

.This. study has been approved by Dr. Philip Warren, Head, Department
‘of Educational Adm:lnistration at Memorial University. It will be conducted
..under the guidance and supervision of Dr. James Jesse. ) - o . -7

) When you. have completed the questionnaire, you are asked to return ' ’
.it in’ the self—addressed envelope provided.’ -

Having been an elementary principal I can appreciate the extra

g burden required .of you to complete, at this late stage in the school year,
‘the enclosed questionnaire. . However, I earnestly solicit your help because
I feel ‘that 'this first attempt in the province to examine the element&ry

" and supervisors- will provide information relevant to the practising needs . -

Your consideration and support will be" greatly appreciated ':;-

Your.s sinc_erely,, .

. o . - . .
[ ) . . - .. , ?

?Cyril Ivany = - . ' A



e

s

. certain administrative practices ' :

role. e oo s o

e s Cyril Ivany
N ” b . % - . ‘- .

e P A €

e e : R L, . May 4,.1973

RIS

Dear ‘Teachexr: = * * .7 . .. . ST
) [ - . L . . . Lo
L] s

' At the present time I am- engaged in gathering information for a '

Master's Degree in Educationa,l, Administration at -Memorial University.’ The'
purpose of this study is-to identify the current professional problems and '
'inservice education® needs of the elementary principalship as. perceived by

‘teachers, principals and supervisors. Through this identificatiorﬁit is
intended that recomméndations be made which will facilitate performance in’

IEUERY -O'é‘
. T Q"

i

. As a .teacher yourvclose and. constant working relationship with .
elementary principals can’ provide a significant contribution to an under- .
standing of the problems which beset the elementary principalship.. It

- is not the intertion of this study to-have, you ‘evalugte your principal but,
rather, to have you shed -your, views so” that all concerned with °the' eiemen-'

tary, principalship may better understand and appreciate this administrative

I certainly rea‘_H.;e the impbrtance of a few minutes time in a’
teacher's-day, bue I will reciprocate by making the results of ..the study
availablé.to you, in. summa?:y form. ' o

- g : Lae

. You’ may be assured Mﬁ?e information yOu provide wilL be - kept vt
. in-strictest confidence’ and that"neither you nor your scheol.will be :speci- .
fically identified with any data prefented in the study.. : *

This study has been approved by Dr-. Philip Warren, Head Department
of Education,al Administration at Memorial University. - - It will be conducted
under the guldance and supervision of°Dra James Jesse. v -,

When you have completed the questionneire, you aré asked to return’
it in the- self addressed envelope provided .

o ¢ .

Having been an elementary teacher, I can- appreciate the f‘iextra

burden required of you, at this late.stage’in- ‘the school year, -to complete

this. questionnaire. Howevergs1 earnestly feel that this first attempt in

" the province to examine the elementary principalship by soliciting’your®

views together with the views of principals and supervisors:will provide ,
information relevant to the practising needs - of teachers and principals.

\

, Your consideration and support will be greptly appreciated

© - ’ “ Yours sincerely, S .
o © - ' ) 3 o L
’ © v R AN ' LI

“ ' . -

v
'

.
ey

;.. .' ..



pear Supervisor. L Coe
bl LI .t f. . .,,-' . . .
AN N

R At the present time ‘I am engaged in gathering information for a
. Master 8 Degree i Edueational Administration at Memorial University The

purpoge of this study is to idemtify'the current professional problems and .

inservice education_needs of the elementary principalship as perceived by
:.L teachersr"principals -and - supervisors. “Through this identification it is

inteﬁded that recommendat iong be’ made’ which will facilitate performance in
-t-n cerrain administrative practices.-. '

. '~ . . .
i - .. .
P )

’?U e As a.supervisor ybur candid response to the questionnaire 1tems

.t -can provide as significant contribution to .the. elementary principalship
~ ~Numerous- studies: ha e centered on the need for _ingervice education of
_teachers,: but none- in this province and relatively faw {n Canada have * -
concentrated on’ "the" ihservice education needs of-pragtising. elementary
vy school,principals., Your': cooperatidn will assure the colledflon of infor-
mation in this area - which is releVant to gur province. :;

A : I certainly realize the importance of a. few minutes time in' a

”'i.suPervisor s day, but. I‘will reciprocate by ‘making” available £ you ‘the.
S results of - the srudy in Summary form. ) "\z'nt“ ) \a i ‘

.4.- - E
8
P

A This study,has been approved by Dr Philip Warren Head Department
o of;Edu bnal- Administration at.Memorial University. It- will be conducted
: under the guidance and supervision of Dr. James Jesse.' . :

When you have completed the questionnaire, you are" asked to return
n the self addressed envelope provided Lo .

I can appreciate thetextra burden reqdired of: you to complete, at
[P thi late stage in. the -school year, the. enclosed questionnaire. However,
+« 1 ejrnestly solicit’ your ‘help bécause I- fel that this first -attempt’ in
. the province to examine the elementary principalship by. gathering your

‘. tviews together with the. Views of teachers and principals ' will prouide
i info ation relevant to: the ptactising needs of elementary principals.
b Your cogsideration.and support will be greatly appreciated
o i o J3 :‘"fy'L Youra sincerely,-.

¢ " . ' N

L&}fﬁrz_;j}‘; ;Cyfﬂ{hmhy:' _1"ﬁ'.:°.

. oo s

'nfy'a”, 1973
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON THE PROFESSIONAL PROBLEMS OF ~ - ! S
ELEMENTARY, SCHOOL PRINCIPALS IN. .- - K ST
NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR - ‘ ' - :

ST mmemhks’ . o
This- fonn~is compesed of three parts: Part Ix Some biogrup11ica1

data relative to’yous (the principal) “and your ‘school; (2), Part II: ADMIN-”"'—-—;': a

ISTRATIVE PRACTICES -~an indication of the degree of difficulty which you,

. i experience in performing thege practices, and Qart III: four questions

related to inservice education. S K ' '_‘_ :_}.
iy

" "THE DATA OBTAINED FROM THIS, QUESTIONNAIRE WILL BE KEPT STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL
v - . i . . . : . . r e - I o . o . N
') . PART I.

Please fill in or check l:he bldnks in the spaces indicated

. ; ) 1, Sex:'. ” (1) Male~ CLTe (2) Female . ;
Ty 2 “ihat s your age to the nearest yeari if' .":" ';,", .
; (1) 24 or under () 35 =39 - . ) 50 - 54\

3

L@z e L 0-w @ ss-59 L

' (3) 30 - 34 R (6) 45 . 49-"- L (9) 60 or over -

_ ‘3.' How meny yeare of teaching experience do ybn have?

A - l« years T (4) 15 - 19 years
TR (2) 5 - 9 yeara e C '(5) 20 years and over

°(3) lO“- 14 years

Tt ',' ' s . r

Y -‘h How many year-e have 'you: aerVed ag a principal,‘includi'g the:
gresent year? ' . . .' - : : .
(l) 1= 4 yeare ' '_ TR (4) 15 - 19 yeare '
__’ (2) 5 - 9 yeare N o 'l.____ (5) 20 -years, and over ;ﬁr, |
R (_3), ‘1'0"-”-._1,4 ;'yeer"s_-'f:_' oL 0 .'f'__
' 3



0—

(2) B.A. (Bd.).

TR .
‘more than one- Lf necessary) : S

v

(l) No degree o

- (3) B.Aror LSC:‘T' ‘ . .9- ' .' . a '. A’;.'?..

(4) Other (please epecify)

B

(5)'M Ed. (Educational Administration)

(6) Graduate w0rk 1n Educational Adminiatratidn e ': ';". o

(7) Graduate work in area other than Educational Administration. S

(Please specify) R ﬁ', o ,' ;5 Vo

£5' What 18 your present teaching license/grade?

‘ 7. What ia the size of your school? (Administrators and teachers)

<

(1) 6= 10 ,” L f:.’ _WK3L421,or‘over .

(2) 1 - 20 e , : |
o : ‘ o
, u / v .r' 4
,. ’ ..,. - " \ - N

. V.. )

« ) o - Ta-
A o -

‘ - . ° . . 1 : . ’
- .. . - { L -l o .
° . % -
J F . N ;
. e e e
B L

_ﬂS. What are your academic and professional qualifications? (Chéck"



s
e T / Cowrin
On the following pages are’ 1isted a number of administrative -
-*practices which you may ox may not be performing in your role a8 principal.
'fThese adminﬁstrative practicea are categorized under fiVe task areas. '
1hink carefully about each taak area’. ... and rate éach of the following
-_itema as to the degree of diﬁficulty which they g;esent to yOu as_an -
e :_‘,elementary principal. . e | - _—
f ~_Please’ use the following qoaleé : o .
. - (0) meme -
) L . ’ K&l):‘minof,.
1 4
» - . (2) .moderate- -
- s ‘ . - (3) oonéidefaolet' R
. - (h) 'extreme ,
< ‘ \{5)-.not applicable '

:‘Exémblé:':.- 4 brovideo conoulﬁaots/when needed.

. : R |

y e
,lv '}" S
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N . R T T TS -1
N o o
QUESTIONNAIRE ON THE PROFESSIONAL PROBLEMS OF -
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS . IN

. "NEWFOUNDLAND AND ‘LABRADOR

©

. TEACHERS

Thia form is\compoaed of three parts (l) Part I: Some biographi— -
-.cal data relative to you (the teacher) Part II ADMINISTRATIVE PRACTICES -

i an indication of your principal 8 degree of difficulty in performing these

6.

practices as you perceive it Part III..two questions related to inservice

.o . i . i .
Jras . 7

education.'

" ‘THE DATA OBTAINED FROM THLS QUESTIONNAIRE WILL BE KEPT STRICTLY.CONFIDENTIAL ~

PART'I

oa : f‘ Please fill in or ¢heck ‘the blanks 1in the apaces indicated

1. Sex:, " (1) Male o (2) Female S

'f R '2;‘ How. many years of teaching experience ‘do you have, including
' ' ‘_the preaent year? : .
(1) 1 -4 years v (4) 15 - 19 years~-
‘\ a .

(2) S5.- 9 yeareu o S (5) ZQ_ZEEEE,B“d OVEI””""“*‘ff“_fﬂrﬂf

PR

it
— ¢

6 10 - 14 yeara“

- .'_»3; What ia your' present teaching certificate or grade? (Please
S state degrees if any) L L

4.’ What grade(s) do you teach? (Pleaee circle) . ) -
PR S . o SR A A

5. How many teachers ‘arée on the:- staff of the school where you are *
presently teaching? (Include principal and vice—principal)

(1) 6 - 10 Lo gz)-11 =20 o (3) 21 add over




* "PLEASE FOLLOW THE INSTRUCTIONS FOR PARTS XI AND IIT CAREFULLY .

AR

On “the following pages are_ listed a number of administrative_.

BART II . - .. T

157

: practices which yOUr principal may, ox’ may not ba performing An. his role of

: principal These administrative practices are categorized under fiVe task

ar‘:'eas.' Think carefully about each task area .- . .. . and rate “each of the ‘

Y
3

-following items as you J)erceive their degree “of difficulty for the elemen—

'

- _tary principal with whom you work
‘Please u'sl.é‘the 'i’olloui?lé ecale.: . Ce N
o " (0) none
_ (D) minor;
N ' ’ - B
o .:'(.2)-' xnoderat-e o
) fe. 1;- o | AR ‘ ) L :(I3), :.conside'rahle,'.

" :(la) ; 'extrem"e

(5) ot app‘lieabld .

____,_.»—-—‘—-—:“"—’_

. e
N D <

. Example: .4 '-pro'\iid_es'cnn'sultants.wh'é,n ngéded,. | .

' . . : -
! . . »
< LR . L
. . . Ve N
o .- . .
- . A e e .
e - . i
o oo
. . -
- : N Al .
b . . . ~
» - . . -F- . e
. AN .
. \ .
.
" Y P . B
. . .
. .
-
4 -
- g .
A t
- !
LB
. . .
a
R .
<
'
-
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¥
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'.*principals ". _ ;;J‘

R N )
QUESTIONNAIRE ‘ON-THE PROFESSIONAL PROBLEMS OF. ~ + ~  + . .
" ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS IN' .

NEWFOUNDLAND. AND LABRADOR ..

" USUPERVISORS .. .. v

v

B This form is composed of three parts._ Part I: ADMINISTRATIVE

'PRACTIGES - an indication of the degree of difficulty which you feel
- nelementary principals with whom you work are experiencing, Part II five
o questions related to basic characteristics of elementary school principals,

.and Part III four questions related to inservice education for elementary

1

- “THE DAT'A OBTAINED_'moH THIS QUES"‘I‘IONNAIRE-WILL.BII_"KEE'I::S,‘I‘RICILY'CIONE'I'DEN'I‘-IKL' -

’ . . '
i . 4 . . . fy
. ’ Lo

'.;PLEASE OBSERVE THE FOLLOWING INSTRUCTION CAREFULLY

)

':. WHEN COMPLETING EACH PART OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE KEEP IN MIND THAT THIS STUDY

: IS CONCERNED WITH THE PROFESSIONAL PROBLEMS OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS

. WHO- ADWINISTER SCHOOLS WITH AN ADMINISTRATIVE—TEACHING STAFF OF SIX OR

OVER. .. | T B _ .




. i

\:SOME OF THE SCHOOL DISTRICTS INVOLVED IN THIS STUDY HAVE ONLY ONE BOARD

_NOLE OF EXPLANATION -

1 . . .. : »
N . .

. SUBERVISOR: OTHERS HAVE SEVERAL. . . .~* . .0 . %

.SINCE NO ACCURATE LISTING OF SUPERVISOR RESPONSIBILITY PER DIVISION

., (PRIMARY ELEMENTARY SECONDARY) WAS AVAILABLE I HAVE TAKEN. THE LIRERTY

OF IDENTIFYING YOU IN THIS WAY. . PLEASE ACCEPT MY APOLOGIES FOR ANY

"'INCONVENIENCE CAUSED, e T Do

- ‘SPECIFICALLY IDENTIFIED WITH ANY DATA PRESENTED IN. THE STUDY

L

PLEASE RESPOND TO THE QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS IN THEIR RELATIONSHIP TO THE
ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALSHIP. (1.e.. SCHOOLS WITH SIX OR MORE ADMINISTRATIVE—

,',:,'TEACHING STAFF) P : '

.YOU NAY BE‘ASSURED THAT THE INFORMATION YOU PROVIDE WILL BE KEPT IN

STRICTEST CONFIDENCE AND THAT NEITHER YOU NOR YOUR’ DISTRICT WILL BE~

"

™)
e

‘1



: . "Rating Scale: (0) none . . T s
o K S0 (1) minor, T :
} : : L "(2) wmoderate

(3) considersble - Co-
(4) extreme
(5) 'not applicable o

- " N - . ° o

. 163_'.

(51) Evaluating and rating non—certified personnel (janitorial

ataff general office, maintenance)

“(52) Building staff morale.

fied to instruct pupil personnel)

(55) R mmending certified personnel for dismissal

e

e e

(56) Recommending non—certified personnel for dismiasal

..;-—--""_’ '

sta

Ay

‘: . snd non—certified personnel . . 3

-

ing.&equests and complaints., 4 .
’ 2
(60) Keeping. staff members informed (school - board policies)

S

(61) Communicating with staff - (general) R N :'

(62) Others (specify)

ot

4

(Sb) eveloping mutual -respect and understanding between certified )

(59) Providing means for staff- central office communication concern—

_-‘.

| ADMINISTRATION OF PUPIL PERSONNEL Co BTN o

pupil records. ‘,- .. L e

(64) Securiﬁg effective use of pupil records.
S : (65) Providing for orientation of new pupils.

(66) Providing for & counselli‘& program. Developing skills
: educationabfand personal guidance’ of pupils. :

(67) Maintaining discipline. o,

(68) Diagnosing problem cases._ '

(63) Developing and supervising a system for the maintenance of

. . (57) Establishing and maintaining professional relatidns with your O

/

- ."'

(53) Participating in the’ employment of non-c erti£ied-peraoﬁﬁil'*bﬂ—f‘fffff
/ . .

' ’_ﬂ,___—~———"‘
Eéff—f—r~ (iA),Barticip’fing in the employment of certified peréonnel (certi—
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" Rating Scale:- (0).Jn%232 ' ‘
o T (1) nor -
~(2)" moderate
{3) considerable’
(4) extreme .
(5) ““not applicable .

o~

(34) Planning new school facilities ‘to- meet educatiOnal needs and oo
- -fit instructional programs.-=- ;L .

-j(35) Developing effective procedures for changing people's thinking -
and. performance such as case studies, reading materials,
discussion, action research and experimentationa

l(36) Developing more - democratic behavior in both’ individual and
group situations. TR . o R

(37).Encouraging creativity in teachers;

3 (38) lnvolving citizens An cul <

evelopment

~—Vis ting classrooms(IOr the putpdse of helping teachers improve
h‘instruction.,_;- ' .

C "(QQ) Finding ‘time for classroom visitation.‘ - ’ J,_ v L

‘ -(4L) Conducting individudl conferences with teachers for the
R purpose of improving instruction.

g . .~\\' ' ;h o
'(42) Coordinating the activities of gpecial teachers (music, art, ‘
e .special reading, phys. ed etc ) R
._(43) Supervising the selection of textbooks and other instructional
_ ." .materials. : ' E e : |

(44) Developing adequate pupil testing programs. R : h . ::f; f/<

(45) Developing policies for the grouping of students for moet ~',_/)'

o effective learning. SO - , N

(.
'.1 o

(46) Conducting effective faculty meetings which are worthwhile.‘

(47) Prov ding adequate library services

)

- (48) Othels (specify) .3_E- .

“ . - '*' T L
. ADMINISTRATION OF Sf/yE PERSONNEL we T

v

(49) Equitable assignment of teachers.f

-—-'v.—-_

(50) Evaluating and rating teacher effectiveness. '

D e . v ot < L . Tt



L Rating Scaleg (0) mome’. -
s P :W' o ,.':-7 T (1) “minor S
e R T (2) moderate : S .

r . TR " (3)" ‘considerable . . . . AT

. Coe T () cextreme-. - . ST o

L - o S (8) not applicable

_ S‘U'PER'V.ISION 0F i&é’f’RUC’TION_ e (
o e oan Supervising the development of- written educational philosophy '
. ) T and objectives for own school ' ‘
. (18) Providing evaluation of program of instruction in terms of
‘ school objectives i | e T _\_45- cL

_119) Initiating and implemEnting curriculum revision.

.‘(20) Helping teachers identify and provide for individual differ-t_
7+ ences within their classrooms

-

'kZl) Planning and organizihg programs of instrUction for exceptional
children. : C : S o .

(22):Helping teachers with individual student behavior problems

Assisting,teachers in maki

— @ G5don plans and formi= = ..
- €S, 80315. and procedures.',.»_'. . ..'- 'f N .

T (24) Establishing practices (procedures) for sharing good practices
S et D e teachers - . .
: . . . o ..]"_u'
'.(25) Orienting'new\teachers

'.:(26) Assisting teachers organize neisunits of work
) . . 2 X o .o : .
= (27).He1ping teachers utilize educational resources of the community.

.'1(28) Planning with teachers for inservice training programs : } i':}:43 . T

- - .(29) Providing help and- encouragement in the use of audio—visual E
; —— R
‘ - Jaids to learning . . -

(30) Assisting the staff in using research findings to; help solve P
: practical problems within the- school._ N AN - _
e, ,_.,: e TR
(Ji) Reeping the staff informed of curriculum trends, new. programs :
: and materials._ - - Lo :

, §" (32) Keeping abreast of issues in elementary education (phonics vs L
o 1ook—say, grades vs non-graded) 1:. - s L LN SRR

: (33) Delegating leadership responaibilities among staff members.‘.flng"' o
' . - '?..' . ‘ . - ’
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' ’.;"\ QUESTIONNAIRE ON THE PROFESSIONAL PROBﬂEMS OF ' '

T BLEVENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS IV ° - e
(v . NEWEOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR. /- L

~ Rating S‘c'ale.'i ) (0) .none_ Joo o -
S .+ (1) minor SR AV .
-'(2) -moderate [ - T VR U

. AL . *+ (3) considerable. ' :
ot e T T (4) extreme /- L
B R (5), not appl cable o

' GENERAL ADMINISTRMIION y .
(l) Developing written policies and y egulations within'own‘ la'uild-ing.'
. (2) Requisitioning, accounting for and distributing supplies and

.materials : / » .. o L

(10) Supewieiné_ achool

.(1'1) Eatalaliehing'and vupervising proper accounting procedures for
‘school funds.. .| . e i \ N '

1(12) Prov\ding auper:vi ion of pupils during recess periods, lunch

:¥~‘

\\K

o
™
"
H—
Q
(a9
®

-
O
"-
o
.®
Rad
e
o]

ening and closing)of the school year

iy
rhicentral office. ;

(13') Preparationf for o

"(1'4') Communicating

(15) Organizing and supe\rvising general office routine. Y

(16) Othere (specify) lllx\ ‘

. v . "
. '
L B Tt ’ -
R Coe . .
. — . . L L NETETEN ‘ c . . N .
. , . .o, .. . .. - . .
: . [ bR N . B . -
" ot L B . . . ¥ . - ' . . i - . - N
L " . . - - - . - o . . T v
B e - . . . . N . R . . > P - L i ' ;oL
N . . . -, RN ~ ! . . . . N . s ‘ 4 . N . ‘ -
: : W N\ - . . .. . . . PR
.. : e * ' - \ . " . ! ..' . . o : e
. . e " . » . e
" ¥ . . L . Lo . e L ) , . .-“.
' ° ' : v Y
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‘Rating Scale: = (0) nope

. . " (1) minoxr . ST . N

‘ e . - X (2) moderate - o - T o - A
: . . R '(3) _considerable . , - ’ ' '

© . < (4), extreme S e Ts
) {5) not applicable - U et T ’

[, L ' . o Y
\ o, T . . '__,.—:"./r"

. : : : . N I
(69) Involving parents in solvi_g_problem~c§§€§7‘7~ﬂ~f e ey }--wF :”‘L
———— . - - L3 BN . .

',, =~LJO}~€ounselling with students referred for disciplinary reasons

€Y Developing SUmmer education programs." y__' o '~"" o S R

(72) Developing summer recreatio:al programs. ' . -

(13) Helping and encouraging teachers to use, specialized services . . ﬂl'"_:: N
of the achool for the benefit of individual pupils. - © : ‘ Z ’

s (74) Organizing and administering extra—curricular activities.: k ;

) . e '\ P o . w '
i (75) Others (specify) ) , .. L

: SR A 3

lSCHOOL COMHUNITY RELATIONS IR Lo e

,(_

. (76) Organizing effective parent—teacher conferenpes LT ;'u}'i.' -
iy (77) Reconciling controversies between teachers and parents. iR e T
178) Reporting the needs of the school to teachers, superintendent, ) ;nﬁ"':
R psrents and community. e c e . : o k .

(79) Involving teachers in school—community relations., %-:; ;. '_ h s
(80) Encouraging community participation in day-to-dey school _ T
jactivities.:- o C T ‘ B I R

B < ,,‘._ -8

(81) Preparing news releases for local pness. L “: "‘?_l._ o PR Fﬁi

___L_: (82) Communicating effectively with parents through school publi- -'li. {

. cations, - : o e L A ;
;_;;__ (53) Maintaining'cooperative relstions with press, radio and TV': H
;_;;;;“(h4) Interpreting schoql program to community :' "Ef”::?ﬁ,;'.'\ - .
_;__;;_jiBS) WOrking effectively with parent groups such as the PTA. . :f;¢: o % ;.
;;:;;— (86) Handling complaints from parents._" :',“-' ::'ilil. ::?}.f };i- : L .
';____:.(87) Administering the use-of school property by outside'groupé.‘ o ; . >

.'_. ‘;LT—T_‘éeé) Others (specify) f':.;zf k_‘ . — X
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egin Part 1L, please conaider the itema and task areas

Before _you

'r."- <

-which ybu have’j’txe\"ompleted e then answer the following questions )

conceming basic cha

. . . .
> - . {-

: nezi'r as possible “to the prohlems which you feel they present to performance '

Sl
W

. . R <«

¢ .
. A I

bout the relationship between thie. principal 8 age und
ness in the elementary principalship"? .

l. How do. jou Féel’
his/her. effectiv

@ _._‘-._._‘f} relationship i ' T . o ~- S 2
(1) _- minor. re'latcionship. . i . ¥ . ‘

o . . E - . as - -

(2) ) °  mo erate relationship - B “ o

(3) ____ bhigh relationship - . , i i
‘ ‘(14'),' ex rem‘e,, rela'ﬂ_t""ilonship T s e
C’omlnent: R \, -l . . L o

"‘ you, feel! nﬂ)’u: the _elationship betweén thq ,principal“a sex ana hisJ‘ner

effec‘tivenes’é in th elementary princf"palahip ' : "._ K

o 3 (0) '"no’r' lationship R j;f D _

Pf"-. . v-(l) DA minor relationship .
-' ) (2} moder te\relaaﬁionship o . . ; . S i ST

_ (3) ' ':high relationahip ( e ,

; ‘e .'.; »3(4) ':.'." ;xlém:: reldtionship '; o . ,.

B COmment. _ "‘.‘ - ," \* ,\j.; . , “ ‘." s . o

PR v T : -“_:'_ B . .

a'teristics of principals. Relate your responaes" aS' L

in the elementagy_-"p_incipalship - T O y e ) '
~ - . _” i) . Y \:‘,, ’ u'.'-' ...‘ . I
™ Tick the a propriate blank.- If you feel that the relationghip .
. - . SRV N e B
is high or extreme, lease féb;n’ment. o L N U .
‘ ;; R ﬁi.zp ) f: o ‘9} } s l. ; G S

s

V.2
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5;_ S'chool boafda in the province have shown a tendency to centralize . their ~
"elementary schools. Using the” following classification as "a basis for
discussion, what problema for the elementary- principal do’ you perceive‘/.'
to be related to increase in school size?-. N

N Co L 6—_‘ 10_teach‘é\§a PRI . . I . e .
: . 11 - 20 geachera L : " ) o Lo

Y i . . . - ' . ; R ’
. s - . .. 2] teachers and;over'
. L A, " Coa e SR
" You may wish to comment on one cr:mope-df the five task” areas ‘of:
T e ) e Y o . e
.(a) ‘General -Admindstration .. - S - )
. ) N . i N ) :

g. B S - ) . - . L
. (c) . Adminigtration of Staff Personnel’ s e oo st

. . ' ' . ) ! BN D - . © .
v - J . ) '. e ) § ’ N ! e .. - - T - R .

. - .
I . . ) N
(d) uAdministrhtion-of Pupil,Peraonnci' : PPN - R -
T e L } : B T e, N ST T . -
- \ \ . . : /
(e) School Community Relationa o Y éﬁ‘ ‘
' : . 3 I .
: P ’ . g S S
‘. s » “ vy a !
. - ., . {
N - B « .
8 - RS . y )
| ' o - e
N . A
{ P v E ' N L .
IR \. . . - . '
’ ) Y : _
5 . L
p) vt - . s
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, MY " ca " - ’ : R b N - ” : '.-5 I : : ) N ' 5 '(l L.
3. There has been a significant ‘increase ip academi‘t and - professional R T
qualifications of teachers and administrators in recent-years, ‘How do - . '
‘you. feel” about-the- relationsﬁip ‘between the, principal 8 :formal training : *

and, his/her. effectivenessw‘m the elementary {riucipalship? T oo

_".""“j(o)" L o relutionship S Do - Q_ ST

. " . i

L (;)' ' -‘minor relationship L Cew e ' SRR , .
. -.: vt M L . , ~ '
(2) e moderate relationship Lo . .
. -y J P p . -~. . o
(3) x: ‘high relntionship R Jan b
--:.(1'4) S .:-e_Xtreme re;latior_aship'.'---'_.' . . §‘ _'." S o - .
. ] ' ; , ° ’, Pd r',‘,.. S t ' - T
s — T :
. " N
. .‘-n‘- . . e, . . "" . “ . ‘ .'.

:A, Yiow do ybu feel about ‘the. i‘eIationehip between t:he principal 8 exper— -

ience as a-teacher and/or, administrabot and his/her effectiveness in . SRR
t:he %ementary principalship? T o T L o

(0') --ﬂ‘d‘-.re-latiqnship - . - REE R .o

’.('l'.) - '.min‘or'relat‘ionghi-p;__' ,’(" I- L g . Cren

"(2) *_'moderate relationship . . . .. b
(3 . ‘high'relationship - ¢ .o e
_P. \ Lot . o, . . o ) VL . .

.. (&) .- extrem¢ relationship

-". \ . (}.ome.n'..t:l T v . N R : e T L, .

- i ;
. 14
.
>
P N ! L. L
Wil * o . . -
Lo ' . i
o’ . .
4 IS .
» P . , - o, R
o . i
- . s -
\ ’ 3y . I “
. \ L .
- L. . ) )
~ N P . . P4
. te Rl . - . -
;o P e T N - '
' a .o . “ - .
. .
4 ’ > - e . B N N - ¥
. \ . i . ” ) e L
'l Eo, - . ) " N
oo S b » - : )
. . . Ve I ’ s 5 P
L - R | Lo~ S . )
< N v g N . N ’
2 . co P . : -
P * . R S ' b
. . b N .
Lo ! )
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' -, + 'PART-IIL (PRINCIPALS AND gssm}ls'ons)'
\ . N e -, . :
v T What do- you consider to be the five most pressing problems facing
C elementary pripcipnls today i need 6f ingervice education? If you
rare unuble to be specific, .please rark thetfollowing Lnsk areas in
’ . order of importénce for inservicc education of principuls
' . ) ) . v
(1) ‘°" - - "‘ ; l N !
i} @) .
! _1 '-,“ q ‘ . l‘.ln..' '(3)‘ l ° Y -bA ,‘~ '
o R S MR
() .
;' o : " Task Areasf ,(Ok- © Generai Administration ’
o (1) Supervision of Instruction
. S (i).'- Administration of Stnff Personncl !
"(3){ ' Administrstio*\of Pupil Pe:sonnﬁhu .
o (4);' ‘ School-Community Rclntiona ,,” ‘.f..
- 2;1 Which of. the following inservice uctivities are presently svailuble to
..+ . . the elementary principnl? (Check ull items that pcrt&in to your '
; , C aituation ) S e S . .
‘ 4 (0). uisitations to other schools in your district. A
AN "I" a '.'(1) 2 visitutions to school systems ougside your district.
I . (2) seminnrs provided by Memoriul University. a.
. B LT
Lo -(3). wofkshops provided byiqentral office
B . . (4)‘ ' university pefsonnel invited to your 5chool system to
4 . - provide informntion services._,
: ‘l(S)‘ ‘ membership und pnrticipstion in professional orguniza-iﬁ
.. i tiofd: . , ,. . ”, »
: - . .. . . . .
.q(6[ proﬁessional reuding (e. B ) reading printed sccoupts of
_ . : v successful ways in which a problem has been met,
B L W ' professional writing,; S '.,-~~ B S
' oL 1"_(8) public speaking o N

ndvanced study and. research (1cave of absence)

T —



““what weuld beiyour pré
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;i‘ilo)'," pursuit of personal independent researcb while meloyed
. ‘with the bogrd. o e
'.(ilj'-? ' workingﬂus a. member of ctirriculum. committees._ i
—_— “

(12) purticipa ion in work of PTA. .

’

o-

(13) 2 actively orking in community Bervice cluba.

!

: h(}#) : participn ing’ in clinics conducted by cehtrnl offdce '

around Q
"‘.(iS)' simulati
MO sther (!

pnrtieular probrem. D

‘N

n: techniques.'

ease specify)

[

A

[

L

et

Prom No. 2 Ilst five (3

" ‘greatest benefit to ins
R the'nnmbcrs'of the-item# ) _“ .

) U € B SR ¢ S

A

JLf .you feel 1mprOVemen%
 question . you may want
Plensc'use the. numbexs
. the space. provided.
'(1) -HighlyzRecbmma

L (2) Recomnended.

/
(3) Not/ Recommende

¢ ‘l

oy university peraonnel who have aerved a8 consultnnte .
a s in the area.

(2 . se eone from the Department of. Educabion who is"

P

is needed- 1n .the . 1nservice Lducation funetion,

erences toward that

[0 us¢ the following /short queauiona a;

(3)\

nd?

L

7T

) fnctora that you feel ate 6r would be of ) :
crvide education of Llementaryfprincipals? (Use

-

In anawering this * -

a gulde.

of the following acale, plaging the number 1n

n'd'ed

d

0y

(a) Who would teuch the inaervice progrn&?

LTI

L]

(1 . adjervisots from central office."

SOphiaticuted with the K-6 aystem. .

) .-eonbination of theae people.

- g) . o‘tTe

r (plense apecify)

"




n
»
¢
.
0
]
-
.
AN
“a
.
“

)

[

O -
w

).

. (3)

How: 1ong should theae inservice programs be?

NOR

Coy

Y

(2)

: ;Lé)

other (please speoify)

A

‘Where would. these {nservice programs be teqdactedﬁ

at- the univerﬂkty

in the individual school

some central point 80 that more thun one school may

w

benefit from the information.

=

week

view.

”

flexible in time Bcheduling

other (pl.ense_’ spec_:ify .

.a. short term course (5 .6 WLeka), meeting once a

'a- eiasﬁ“ progran meeting Z or 3 times for an over-'

(d) When ahould.these inservice activities be carried out?

[

@
[©))

(4)7;;__;;’o;he;'(plenae:apecify)"v_" e

;:h<q).'
W

after achool or evenings.

Saturduye.a

..

-pummer sessions,

relcage time frqm‘acheol.‘

‘
-
o T
]
N
1
, '
I
[}
LN
7
\
\
¥
\
P
3
.;ﬂ(.

v
W " "
5 .
]
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.'1'
(7).-pro£essicmal writimg. T ) . )
“'(8)~ public speaking
&9),}advanced study and research (1eave of absence)
.'(10)' pursuit of, personal independent research while employed with
., "', ‘the bohrd . A
L) - working ‘as a member of curriculum committees. I
'.(12) participation in work of PTA._
(13) 'actiVely working in community service clubs..
14y participating in clinics conducted by central office around
. one particular problem.-. R
(1) aimulation techniques.'- '
’('16'). other (please specify) L '
'S ,."." ]
(0) m__ - @_ o™ (4)
* ’ " (.‘
v AN { '_ - . ._’
1 S . - ‘g 1
. g :
<. v ' T AN
. - ' f‘ ) L]
e . "' N »
L N .. B e
. ‘\ . N 4 '\. R
) . 1l oty & -
. o _1
. » AU - .
o . . . .
! N .
! - . o . o
v 1\5}{\4 ’ . IR v
X . - S K ;
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o ' R . , ¢ oo
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l..
"+ " elementary- principals today in need of . inservice education? “If ybu -

A B
| PART IIT ('TEACHERS)' .
o S eugﬂ'

Before you begin Part III ple?se‘consider the items end task areas

s

.which you have just completed ;“; - then answer these questions.

. . ‘I\\ . ' ’ }f' :
tht "do you consider to be the five most pressing problems facing

are unable to be specific; please rank. the following task +areas. in-
order of- importance for inservice- education of principsls. v

—r—

.Tnek'AressJ ONE ' General Administretibn

of Instruction '

,on of'Stsff Personnel

:If you were given the responaibility to develop an_inservice educstion

program' for elementary. priricipals, which five '(5) of the following list .

" -of"inservice.activities would -you select? (Use. the nunbers of the

-~ 1items to fill ‘the blsnks at the end of this 1d8t.) .. -+ -

,

(o) visitations;to'other schools in.the district:“

(1) -Qisitations to.school systems odtaide youf district,,
. .

(2) ‘seminars proVij;d by Memorial-University.

(3 hworkshops provided by central office.

Ve

information serviles.' .
. :

(51 membership and participation ‘in professional organizations.'“

:go} professional resding (e.g ) reading printed accounts oﬁ
I

. eucoessful ways in which a problem has been met. S idiﬂ"”

‘{." q : 'y 4 ’

B T R M

g

(&) University pershnnel invited to the school system ‘to provide L
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‘Years, of Teaching Exp.- . . - 'S‘ex.'. B . s<:h_ooi Size *

3

1'-9 19-19 200 " 'Male Fgiale 9= 10 11-200 G2l .

Item 51 -1.20 '1.60.  1.53 ..
Item'52 - - 175 ° 1,73, 1.80 .
Item 53 .50 1,14 _l.20

1 LS . 1.55. .1.86 - 2.00 0
1
. . . ‘ 1
Item 5. 13S0 129 131 . 1
1
1

50
60 "2.38. - 1:77: 1,817 160
09 "1.00 - 1.30 = %90-* . .L.00 .-
, 21 L7100 1.4200 1,600 Y. .89
Item 55 1,50 - 2,07 1,00 54
. Item 56 .,60- -1.93 - 1.00; 42 .
‘Item 57 :2.00 1,38 * 1.73 © - 1.58. ‘1.88 . 1.62 * 1.63 -~ ‘L70. -
[tem 58 40 °° 1,19 01,31 ... [1.08 -1.88 - .92 1,50  1.40
Item 59 ~ 2,25 . 1L19  1.87 ° " 1/58 ° 2,00 - 1715° -2:00 . 1.80 -
Item 60 - 1.38  l.44 . 2,20 158 - 2,25 7 1046 4 2,06 - LSO
- Item 6l 1L75 .9 - 1,60 - .1.23, . 1.88. - 1.31. 150 . x 1.20
. Item=63 - 175 " 1.38 . 187 .. 1.5 .2,00 .. ., - 1.62° i.88 - 1.30°
Item’64  2.13 1,56 2,20~ . “1.90° . 2,000 . 1.77 . 2,44 " 1,300
‘Item:65 - W75 L4 140 - 100 02,00 -+ 10310 . 125 L.30,
Item:66 = +2.33 - 2,27 - 2,39 2,37 2il4 " 02,50 2,45 - 2,33
cItem#7 1,63 125 . " 1.73] . L4575 . l.54 . 115 1,10
. Item 68 . .2,25 . 1,94 . 2,40 .° 2709 213 - . 1,79 i 247 . 2,35 °
Item 69 2,13 - " L% 2,07 - L97 285 . - 20237 2,00 1@

" Item' 70 .13 L40 2:14 T 1,86 . (L75' -  1.67 . 2.07 1,70 -
~Item 71 © .33 .77 . 0,00 .62 0,000 T v.,71 .50 7 -0.0Q
, Item 72, .33 89 .« 0.00 US4 . W40 - L7100 w7 0.0Q-
Item 73, 1.67- * 1,20 ° 1.75 1,50 - L4383 . - 1.62°) 1,30 @ L1508 i
Item 74 . 1,50 1,69 . 2.07 S 1,73 2:00° c1,.62 . 2.,00 o0 4 0w

. ITtem 76 1,38, 1.63 .~ 1,93 ' L5 . 225 -° 1.69 . 1.8l | L50°
Item 77 _ 1.43. "-1.56 1.20 * 117 : 225 . 1,69 0 L4 1,00 T
Item 78  1,88- ' 1.50 1.73 . . 1,58 2,00 .- .62 ~ 175 ‘- 1.60
Ltem 79 ' 2.25 1,63 2,08 1.8 . 2,13 .- . 1.83 2,07 " '1.80 v
- Item 80  1.57-  1.56 . 2.21 1.76.. 2,00 “1.50 1.88. 2,10, ¢
Item 81 1,00 . 1.00.  L10- . 1,00 1L.14 ~ T.63. LSO Tl-e L
Item 827 1,33 107 . L.77 - 1.2 1.88 . - .700 | CL92 T L&D e
Item 83 ° .50 . 'L.08 = 1.40° 1,160 1,000 .57 7 L6 T k25 -

o 186 T 1.82 . 155 LGk . T
129 - L 150 1.33  1.33 .

Item 8, 2,75° 1.8l ° 2,07 ' 2,00 2,50 . 1.92 231 © 2,00/
Item 85 11170 °L31  L47 - -L26 LIl 1746 ;LS00 - L0&T

‘Ttem 86 . 1.50 " 163, 1.60 ' 1.42 - 225777 1;31 - I8 . LSO
ltem 87 .7l L33, L64 T L3 p 157 1.00 - 1.69 L1
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Lo

'. <176 .
» " iYears.of Teaching Exp.” - ' Sex " - " School. Size J
L =.900100-19 - - 20 . -Malé. Female ©.  6'w 10 11 - 20" \21
- Ftem 1. 150 1.13- 1433 -°-:1.13 "+ 1,88° 1.23 ‘-.';1.'31- 1.30
o Iter 2- °1.88 . 1.06. ~1v47.  .1.32. " 1.63 . L5 . 1,31 1,30 °
~Item 3. - 2,57 1.36°- Y.64.;. 1,76 1.57 ¢ 2.2 L1 1.22
Item 4 . 1,29 1.31 . 1.2% "1.21, 1,50 1,27 L33 1,20
-Ttem 5-. 1.38 . .94 -.68. . 81  1.38 - . - ,77 7 L25 - .60,
. Item 6 . 1,50, - .947) 1.27' . L2y U100 - 1,000 | ° 129 120
Item 7 ~+1.63 113 . 1.277 7 119 .1.63° "L.62 -7 L13- 1,10
Item 8 1.63: .1.67 . .93 1.29.- .71 © 133 LTS .80
. Item. 9  -1.50. 1,08 [1.00.. - “1.18--" K47 1.10° - 146" - . .67
- Ttem 10 - 1,437 1.38 - 1,43 "1.23 0 2,14 1,39 1.47 1733
Item‘il. °1.86. 1,13 . 1,20/ 1.21°- 1.63 1.50 127 1,10 .
Item 12 2,13 1.81° 2,33 LS54 2,63~ 2,00 2.38 1.70
Item13-" 1.75° .1.75° . 1.47 - "1.58_ ..1.88. 1,317 . 2,060 " 1.40
" Ltem 14 - 1.14 ° 1:00 1,27 7 .97 . 1.75 - 105 L1113 1..10-
. ILtem15 1,33 - 1.31'. 1.29 - 107 * 2.13 1450 1,43 .7 .90
* . TItem17 1,83 -1.81, 2.07 - .1.93 . 1,88 ,1.83 2,14 1.70"
J ‘Item 18 ~ 2.00  2.13°  2.40 2.10 2,63 . " 1.92 2,38 TT30
- Item 19 2,29 2.00 - 2,07 2,10 _ 2.00 2,17 -+ . 2,00 2.10 "
. Item20 2.50 2,31 . -2.33 ° :2.26 . 2,75 2.29- . 2,69 - 1.80
T Item2l 20437 2.53. 2,33 7. . 2.33.°:2,86 . 2,55 . 2.56 2.10
Item 22 ., .1.50 1.94 - 2.13 . ' 1.81 ~2.38 1.85 2.06 1.80
Item 23 - 1.63 . 1.00.. '1.33 . .1.27 . I.25 -~ 1317 L27 1.20
C Item 24 1.57  1.53° - 1.53 1,41 . 2,00 1.69 1437 1.50
Item25  1.50° .°1.63 1.40 1,39 2700 1.62- 7 - 144 1.50
. Item'26 ' 1.25 °1.13  "1.36 “h17 1,50 1.08 1.33 . 1.30
» Ltem 27 © 2.13° 1.81 ~ 1.8 - L71 = 2.63 1.92  1.87 1.90 "
+ Item28  1.50 . 1:6% 1. 80 <153 ¢ 2,29 . 146 0179 1.80
Item 29 . " 2.38 “:ilV44 ~ -1.80 . 1.74 . 1,88 1.5 2,00 - ''1.70
‘Item'30. . 1:75.°.1.80  .1.93 ., ,1.88 1.75 1,85 ©.% 1,73 ., 2.00
Item 31° .1.38 1.75 . ,2.27 ° 1.87 .- 1.88 72,00 07 LBl '1.80
Item 32 .1.88 - 2,31 2,20 - 213 2.38 2,46 2,31 1.60
‘Item 33 © 1.63 - 1.507 :1.67. . 1.52 -+ 1.88 1,54 (L7570 1.40
Item:34 - 2771 2,13, - -2.08 2,19 2.38 T2,36 0 12,42 1.80
Itew 35° 2.50° 2.06-. 2.21. 2,27 2.00" © 2,33 1,94 2.50
Ltew 36 - 2.14- 1,69. - 1.87 1,69 257 2,08 1.75 1.67 -
Ttem 37 2.38 ° 1.73 7 2.20 . L90  2.63 - 1492 2,07 2,20
Item 38 2,00 1.71.. 1.77 . 'L9. - 1.00° Tr82- (157 - 2013 )
_Ltem 39 - 1,75 - "l.44 ~ "~ 2.000 " 1.61  2.13-. 1.85 . 175 .. 1.50
Item 40, 2,38 ' 2.44 .  2.53 2,68 2.38& 2,54 2,44 ;3,00
Item 41 - -2.25 - 1.81 ~".1.60 . 174 . 2,13" 2.23 1,81 . .1.30-
Item 42 2,00 .1.53 . 1.77. . 1l.46  2.50 J1082 1,62 - 1.70
Item 43 < 2,00~ 1,81 ., 1.8 - 1.75 . 2.25 v 2,09 1,67 1.90,
‘Ttem 44 2.37 1.94  -1.93 . 1.97  2.38 2,08 2,06+ © .2.00
Item 45 2,75 1.88: -2.33 2,23 - 2.25. 231 2,44 1,80
Iteém 46 . 2.38 " 1,88 - 2,33 2,07 2.50° 1.69°  2:38 . 2.40
CItem4d7 - 2,50 2,440 2,50 7 2,50 ', 2.50 . 2,92 . 2075 .60
CItem 49 2,000 1.38 ¢ 1,29 . L27 2,25 | .1.23° <L.67 1.50
Item 50 .2.50 2.00  2.27 °° .2.26 ..2.00- -+ - 2,15 2,38 2,00 -
El - . . ! ‘ \
I - A
. o / . A . .
R ( )’ . A \ :
A " o o

Vo
et

v



’ YL
_ Years'as a Principal -  Qualifications - \ L Age Y
vt l=d 5 =90 10 -t L=t S .34 3@';$441"-45'
CCIrem 47 2086 2,567 2,30 . %.93 225 . 2,57+ 2.35. ¢ 2,71
. “.ltem 49 - 1.55° . 1.54 . 1.36 1,36 - 1,54 21,86 .24 - 71,29
o Ttem, 5000 20467 (1.77 .0 2.36 0 236 ¢ 2,12 0. 2,21 © 2,06 ' .2.50
CItem:51v Li44 - 1,73 1,43 | (1670 144 1,407 - 1,77 -9 1,13
“Item-52 1.60  -1:69 -1.93 .. 1.86 1,71  1.69 = 1.77 .* . 1.88
~ "Item 53 - .83 71.27 . 1.00. ©° 1,10 106 . .75 1.33 . .80-
Item 54 1.29 © 1418 -1.50 . - 1,100 - 1,43 . --1.50 1.40 + . 1.00°
Item 55 '2.33 1:80 -1.00 °  1.70. L.57 - 2.09 . 1.71 .50 -
Item 56 .. 1:67 . .1.80 - .91 1460 1,38 - 1.5 .-1.71 .57
Item 57 -1.64  I.62  1.71, % [l.64 " 1.66 . . 1,57 © 171 - '1.63
CItem 58 1,33 101700 1.25 0 .91 . .44 -0 1.27. 7 1,33 . 1,13
~Ttem 59 1,73 1,46 --1i64 - 1.64 . 1,68 "1.79 - 1.53. © 1.75
Item 60 1.36 . 1.31 2.21 . 171 1.72 - 1.36 -1.77,  2.25
Item-61 1.27 -1.00 " 1.79  ~L.57  1.24 1147 - 1261 ., - 1,63
Item 63 . 1.36° 1.39° 2.07 ‘. 2.00 % -l.a4' . 1.29 . 1,824 1,88
Item 64 1,73 '1.54. -2.36 2521 ~L76 . 1.71  1.94{ . 2.25
Item 65 - .55 ~- 1,69-. 1.50 "~ 1.3 "“1.26 = .86 - 1.59  1.38
Item 66  2.10. -2.36 - 2.33 2,33 2.32 2,33 1,937 3.00
 Item 67 ' 1,36 1,23 1.8 . 1.93 .-1.28 . 1.21- '1.65 . 1,75 -
. Item 68 2.09. 1.92' "2,50 .~ 2.50". 2.00 1,79 2,47 7 72,25
Item 69 2.00 - 1.92°  2.14 2,14 . 1.96 . .2,00 . 1.88  :2.38
Item70 1.83  1.42 . 2,31 . 2.33° 1,60 © 1,77 © <188 1.88
Item-71 .20 -"1.00 L4 57 . 36, ~1,00.. . .40 - 0,00
Item 72 - .20  1.17 a0 57 N .75 .60, .~ 0.00
Item 73, 1.20. 1.50° - 1.73: 1.64 'l1i41 1.46 ° 1.27 2.00
Item 74 1.55 - 1.54 . 2,15 2,08 - 1.64  1.57 ' 1.88 . 2.00
Itém 76 1.18 - 1.77 °~ 2,007, -2.00 " 1:52 . ¢ . 157 1.82 1.63
C e Item 77 .1027 k.67 CL.21 . L.64.. 1.25 1.54 . 1.47 - '1.00
“o" Itém 78 1.64 © 1.46° -1.86 ° 1,79  1.60 1.64  1.65 175
“Item 79 .1.90 & 1.77 2,00 " 1.93° 1.91 = . 2.29 1,47 2,33
Ttem 80 - 1.50 , 1.62 - 2.15 ‘1.77 - 1,83 ¢ - L77 1.59 . 2043
Item 81~ ..71 1.14 1,08 1,18 94 71,25 . 1.00 /80, ¢ ¢
~Ttem 82 1.00 1.40 1.6%- 1,42 1.38 1.33  hL47 . 1.33
“f Item 83 .. .43  2.14 - 1.00- ¢ L.11° - 10120 . 1.13 0 1,39 - -7 .40
Itdw 84 2.36f 2,00  2.08 - 2.36. . 1.96 - . - 2,57 . 1.82 . 1.86
Ited 85 , 1,00 .55 . 1.50 . L67 -L.18-'" 1,50 “1.31 ° 1.25°
Ited86 1.46 1.46 1,79 179 ' 1.48 1.50 1.77 . 1.38
Item 87°¢ ~ .73 ~.1.40. 175 . - 1.58 1,14 1.00 . "1.53 1.40.
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. :. MEANS FOR ELEMENTARY PRINClPALS SUBDIVIDED ‘ON THE
e ROFESSIONAL CHARACTERISTIG

SELECTED PERSONAL AND

' Years a;s'a Princip_a_I' R \ Qualifilca-tion's -

"”A‘A 3

L34 T35 2&;7 45

L-4.5-9 .710. -1_ 1-%4 .5 ;
Ttem 1 1.27 1,237 1.43 | 1.43 "1.35" \\%.25 .-
Ithm 2 . 1.46° 1.39 .- 1.43.. {. 1,43 L2y 63 -
cItem 3 ,2,10 ° 2,00 - .17 1-2.18" S 1:40 0 - 2,00 -
‘Ttem 4. .1.40 - 1.23 . 1,33 | 1.39- 1 .41 117 -
Item 5 1.36 - 69"‘ 79 093 88 ey o
[Eeﬁ“”s .20 1.00 ,-1.21. ' 1.31 ° 1.12° . :
CIfem. 7 L4670 .00 ;10437 1,43 1,18 A
Ifem 8 .1.82 . 1.08 5 1.29 » . 1.46 RN \
Itew 9 V86 .91 1.54- . 1.42 1,13 S0 N
Ttem 10 - 1.10 1146 - 1.54. 1,62 1.38 © ° 1.50 \<\
CReem'll 1030 10420 1221 0 1,50 1,06 138 &\
.- ltem 12 2,09 © 1.85 . 2,21 2,29 .00 " 1.88 2.63. ‘\g
Item 13 1.64 -1.39  1.86 143 1.7 .57, . 1.82 138 7
o Ltem 14 .73 1.25 ¢ 1.36°  1.21°, 1.08 269 1.35 1.38
" ‘Item 15 .1.00 1.25  1.62 1,46 1,22 1.00, 1.4l 1:57
Ttem 17 = 2.00 "~ 1.85° 1.86 2,15 1,78 1,92\ 1.94 ~ 1.86 :
Item 18, 2.1B. ¢'2.00 . 2.36 02,29 2,16 2,14 N\2.12)  2.50 .
Ltem 19 © 2,40 ~1.92  2.00.°. 2.31.% 1.96 2.39 %9 s 1.85
Ttem 20 2.55 = 2.00  2.50° 2,57 . 2.24 2.36 }35 C2.38
" Item 21 2.40  2.50 - 2.29.  2.62 ° 2.33° 2.58 2423 2.63
Item.22 1.55  1.77  2.43 . 729 - L2 1,36 . 2.41  ©1.88 -
Item 23 1.20. 1.08. -1.43  1.36... L2l 1.39 $12 1,38
o Ttem24 144" 1.39 L3 1.92 1.33 1.67. / 1.41 1.63
—~—Ttem 25 1,36 1,62 .71.50 5 ~ L.50 1.5 1,43/ 1.53 " 1.64
.Ifem26 1,00 . 1,23 1,39 1.29 . L22 . .31 - 1.06 . 1,57
Item 27 2,00 - 1.86 .2.21 - 1.86°  1.92 2.21 1.65 1.8 i
Item 28 ,1.50 1.75  1.64 1.58. :--1:74 1.70. 1.59  .1.88
Item 29 1.91.  1.46 ° 1.93 179 - 176 2.00° ¢ 1.47 - " 2.00
Item 30-° 1.70. 2,00 '1.64- 1437 2,08 1,77 1.64 = 2.38
- Teem 31 1.46 .1.62  2.29: 1,93 1.8 - 1.36. '2.06 2.38 .
item.BZ 1.82° 7 2.15 - 2.36 2.36. 2,08 2.07- -2.35 2.00.
tem 33, 1.64 - 1.23 . 1.79 - 1.64 1,56 . " 1.50 - 1.53 1.88 | -
item 34 2,30 2.25 2,17 © 2.55  2.08: 2,67 . 2.06 1.86 i
tem 35 2.55 . 2,00 . 2.00 2,21 2,21 2043 ¢ 1.96 2.43
tém-36° 2.10 ., 1.54 - 1.93 2,29 1,58 . 1.92 . 1.77 " 1.88
 Item'37 2.30 . 1.77 | 2.14 2,21 1.96 2.00 2.06 2.13
' ;Eem 38 1.75° 2.17 1,25  1.83 © L.76 1.80 1.88°  1.50
Ttem 39 - 1.64 . 1.54 ° 1.79 1,50 . 1.8 ° 1.57  -1.59 2.25 -
Itém 407 2.64  2.31 - 2.79 "2,50 2,68 2,14 . 2,770 3.3
Item 41  2.00  1.92 .1.64 2,07. 1,68 01,93 1.88 1.50
CTtem 42 - 1,44  1.83- 1.83 1.82,  1.65 1.75 1.64 1.7
“Item 43.° 2,00 . 2.08 -1.54° .1.92 1,83 1.83 "1.88  1.86 -
Item 44'.02,50 " 2,00 --1.79 - . 2.21 ° 1.9  2.15° 2,00, :2.00
Item 45 "2,46_n‘.r.92 2.29 264 . 2.00° 2.36' 2024 2.00
"Item 467 2.00 .- 2.00 2. 36 221 212 2,14 2,120 2.5
. L. ‘ e ‘ N ) ) . -
it ‘J. ' . “‘a /\ . (—}
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mNS.EQR ELEMENTARY TEACHERS SUBDIVIDED ON THE BASIS OF
. .SI:JBECTED PERSONAL AND PROFESSIONAL CHARACTERISTICS - .

r

‘ Grade , & . - . Years of Teaching Exp.’ o
R - ¢ " .' ,‘ — —
. K3, wdi=6- L U'=4. 15-9. - 10 "
a T i v ) '
Item 1 ° 1.57 < - L7 1:48 1.91 1.53
CItem2 .7 .. 1.89 1.96 1.75 2.040 2.06° T
" Ttem 8- 2.03 - 2.5 2,22, 0190 . 2,16
Item, &=, v : 1.44 1.35 - J.07 . - 1,78 Jd.42
Item 5 . L.e4 - 147 1.22 2os . ..1.52°
Item. b C1,69 175 . el 2.07 . . .79
Item 7.. - 1.70 . 1.85 1,50 - 2.14 1.77 !
Item™8 . 1.98 171 v ne7 C do0. .19
 Ttem 9 L6l - .1.32 0 - " L1oT ¢ 1.66 . 1,677 .
Item 10 .2 " 1.66,-- 1.54 .. . 1.29 ‘1.95 . 1.66 °
©Ttem 11 - 1,81 . 1.53 - 1,46 . 2,00 1,597 ..
Item 12 . . 1.9% > 1.88 ° 1.93 - 2,00 . 1.8 .
Item 13 "~ 1.2, . 1.94° o 1.66 7 2,04 0 <1.85
- Item 14 ~ L83 L9l -l T 1062 2,09 . 2000 °
© . Item'15. 1600 1L69 (138 194 . L7127
.. Item 17 1.8 - L.65 . . .1.70 1.89°  1.63
" Item 18- ~ 196 . 1,760 1.79 2,84 1,73
Item 19 2.15 2.00 7 i . 2,260 173
Item.20 ° " 2.03 2,02 1.83  .-2.22 . 2,09 -
Ltem 21, 2,23 "-2.39 - - . 2:25.° 2,59 . 2,03
“'Item 22 2,10 . .2.06 . 1,93 2,26 2,09,
o ftem 23 1.74 .23 - " 1.35 - 1,75 1,33 -
7 Ttem 26, 1:86° ., 1.52° - . 1.69 . 191 _ "1u4ll-
© Item 25 1,76 -~ 1.55- - L6l 1,94 - 1,38
Item 26 o171 - 1.8, . 7 1.33 - <1.67. 134
Item 27 . 157 .44 ks 1,770 12T -
Item-28 ° ~  1.86 “1,50 - ¢ 1,57 1.887  1.58.
Item 29 - -~ - 1.66 1.56 1,10 2,00 0. 178
Item 30 1.9 1.39 0 L4 1,75 -+ L.4T.
Item 31 2,00 ~ 182 . 1.88° 2,13 . 1.67 .
Item.32 ° 2,03, 1.83. - 1.76° - 2.22 " 1.85
Ttem 33 2,00 -L:71 7 o176 0 02320 07 1535
Ttem.34 ¢ 2,25 = 2,03 . 2020 % 2,257 L 1.90°
" Item 35 : 2,00 . 1,63 " 1.75 . 1.98 1,72
© . Item 36 1.94 1,99 © 1,9, . 2.00 .2.21
Item 37 ° .7 2.03 1.97 . 1.80 -, 2.24. . “2.03
Ttem 38 .- = 2.02 1.82°° - 2,09 . .l91 - l.62-n
Item 39 + 2.00 1.39- .86 ,1.64 - 1,50 7
" Item 40 | 12,20, 1.61 02,03 1,93 - 1.68
Ttem 41 183 . 1,55 7, 1.83 . 167 ., L.50
“Ltem 42 ° 1.84 1,73 - . 1.83 ¢ 7 1,90 156
" ltem 43 1.78 1.9 .~ LI§ 2,05 TL79
- Ttem 44 1.70 - 2.08 © o 1.86: . 2,09 T L.63 .-
. Itew45 - .0 - 189 [ 2.17 - 2,020 |, 2.28 °  L66- .
 Trem 46 ' - 2,00 |t 1.8 T T 176 -, 1.98 -0 2,12 0
\} . ) N f
. A N .
' . N 1 ) et e e e
/ e T SN N h

e @,‘ o DRI .
. . 7o
i &

Led



‘*... *

. 180

¥ Ltem
Item

Item

- Ttem

- _Ltem

63 .. -

64

65
667 -
67

68 .
69 .
.70
1L
72

’ 1.94.: .
178"
1.32.
1.62.°
2.09

— O O~ W WO UL O
PRV N NG Ny

S .
RO RND bt b 1 e e = b N
L. « o . .

[y%]
&8O
£~

.

2.25
©2.20 -
-, 1,09
97
1.84
© 1,67
- 2.03
2,03
2,08 ¢
. 2,07
1.87

1,99
2,05
-
r .63
1.50
J.obl
182"
1.64
2.00

187,
1.59 * -

.99,

L8l

R 4
, 2
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: . . EIREN S Y
. ot Item 47 212, 2.06 R85 Y+ 2436 .0 2.13.
' N Item 49 ° 2,03 . 192 . % 1.63 . 72,23 2.2
, - Item 50 2.07° _.1.83° s T L78 2.07
OO0 . ftem 51 - % .. 1,73 . MLS4 152 T T 1,73 2. 69
P Tem 52 .+ 2004 T 175 ~'1.86... . ‘1.96  -1.88
o oo Item 53 . LSO L1039 1.34 - °1L.48. " 1.58
7, Item s - - L84 16D G 1620 - 197 0 1.57
o Item 55 ' 49 1.35 ~1.25 ,  l.64 "1.46
) " .. ltem 56 A6 - 1200, - 1,02 1.80  1.32
. Item 57 T.ocL73LT. e 10760 L 1,980 12,06
.. Item 58° /58 134" S 113, 1,74 1,77
Y Item 59° .56 - 2,02 1,927 . 2.07° 2.00
& Item 60 e o187 LBl 2,02 1797
SR - Item 61 % 1.81" SL.68 . - 2,09 . 1.9
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1.7
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Item 82 1,390 0 139 v 124+ 157 1.39
Item 83 . .83 1 peh ~69 J74, 1.14 - C
84,5 68 L1057 L. LS9 - LT Lok .
g5 * - 1.88 1.39 - .84, ~ L.48  +1.42 =
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- Qualifications "+ vSchool Size L. Sex '
s \Y O e . 3.
Ty g \1 -3 &4 - 6 6e- 100011 - 20 21 Male  Female,
Cltem 17\ L5100 177 4. 0L 121 LIS 2,00 175 -7 1460
Item, .2 , . 1.85  2.00 1.98 1,9 i.81, 191" 1.93
ttem*3 - 2,13 2,05 = 1.78 2,23 * 2,16 ° 1,97 . 2.13
- Item 4 1,49 71,30 1.43 - 1.40 1.3% 1.23 1,45
=7 Itemr 5. . TL70- 1,40 1,47 ©1.58°  1.65.. - 1.36 ¢ 1.62
Item’ 6 ©1.83.  1.59 1,44 1.80 1.91 1.93 . 1.66 .
Ttem, 7 ‘1.88,  1.66-°. - .. 1,74 . 1.77  -.1.81  °1.87 - 1.74
Item -8 . 1.95. 1.75 2,03 1.81  .1.73° ,1;?% 195
Itemr 9 .43 1,51 1.32° - 1.85 1,53 196 1.60
Item 10 1.67  I.52° 1.6l 1067, 1.45 1,57+ 1.61
7 Item 11 . 1065 1.71 . 1.56, - 1.66 © "1.85 1,55 -+ 171
T Item'12 T 1.8LY 2,057 “1n84 2.0 =1.85 1,63 002,02,
Item 13 1.92  1.72 C1:84 0 U177 1.91 1.88  1.81
Item 14 . °1.94 1,79 1.84 ~1,82  2.00.¢ 190  1.86
“Item 15 o L.65 1065 © 1,63 " - 1.57 1.82 .7 1.65-. 1.65 -
- _Item 17 1,55, 1.95 . ©.09. .10 0.00 T, .19 . .04s
. Item 18 1.85  1.88° " *1.60 -, 1.69 2.03 L7415
Item 19 2,20 1:9 ., 1.79 . -'1.92 | 1.85 1.81 ." " 1.88
Item 20 1.99°  2.06 1,88 2.20" 2.00 ". .1.91. 2.13°
. Item 21  © 2,29 2.33: 2.09 1.90 - 2.16 1,78 - .2.10
© . Item 22~, 2,04 2.12 2.22° 2% . 2.15- 2,43 2,27 ..
" Item 23 SLs2 7 146 0 2,07 2.07 21.3  ° L97-» 2,11 ¢
% . . Item 24. 1.5 . '1.75 °° 1.50 ., 1,64 .  1.20 1,23 1,58 -
o Item 25 0 1.5 - L\T7 171 .73 1.6 . 1.5% 1373
. Ltem 26 - 1.45  T1.46. C L4, 174 L8 0 L 1,77 . 163
tem 27 SL45 157 .0 1,577 1,56 1.13 .19 1:54
Item 28 .~ " I1.72 , L.6% - 1.29 " 1.62 1.58, " 142 1,54
* Item,29 1.67  1.53 1.63  ®82 1.49° 1.52 = 1,73°
Item 30 -~  I.64  1.72 1063 .0 1.67 - (1,477 . 159 1.62.-
. Ttem 31 o 2.03 ' 1.79 1.65. - 1.79 - 1.52 w141 1077 -
- Ptem 32. - 1.99 1,88 '2:00""" 1.8 97 136 1.92
. Item 33 - 1.81 1.9 " 1.81L . 1.82 * 2.30 1.84 196 _
5 Item 34 , 2.33 0 1,95 0L 1,70, 1.9F ' .94 1,69~ - 1.91 |
Item 35 1.8  1.81 1,957 . .2.13 2,41 .- 1,90, 2.22
Item 36 1.95- - 1.98 - ° 1.50 . 1.89: .2.10- 153 191
© Item 377 2,000 -2.00/ i 1.74 . 2,00 Ti2.197 - 190  L98 .
} Item 38 * .. 1.92 ° =1.9% 1.93 1.95 72,18 -  L.94.7" 2,02-
U Item'39 ¢ 174 ~:.1,55 "T1.95 ¢ 1,95 1.83 .60 2,02 °
. Item 40 2,03 ~-1.79 1.62 . 1.85 - 1.55 1.22 1.85 ¢
Item 41 . 1.70  1.68° 2,02 ° 1,97 LB7 - T 147 .2.05
Item 42 . 171 1.87 ° - 1,64 .. 1,65 :"1.85- ". 1.25 183
Item, 43 1.84» 1.88 . . . 1.51 1.74 .- 72,19 1.53"  1.87 .
Item 44 ©  1.91  1.84 1.90  .i.87 . .1.78 - 1.66 . 1.92
. Item 45 .. 194, . 2011 ' 1.80 ¢ 1.80° 2,13 184" 1:89.
" Item-46 . 1,86 - 1.99 £.2.00  -1.97 2.15 1.97  2.04° >
Item 47 2,19 . 1,98 Cl.84 - 1,987 - 1091 166 .- 2.00 ¢
Item 49’ 2,06, 1.89° .- 213 . 1.98... 2.26 172 2.20
. Item 50 2.03 1.8 0,00, .08 : .13 .09 7. %06,
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- Ltem 51

1,74 ".1.51
1.85 *.I.96
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1.82 . 1.63~
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2,11 \-1.72 <
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1.96 > 2.14
1.81 © 1.86
1:68 - 1.80
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1S4 .24

93+ 0 777
1.59. . 1.66°
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.74 .

. 1,93 .

1.95,
1.62
2.02
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92 - 7. 1.51
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U200
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0.00
2414
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1.36
1051'
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2,197 = \L,S6

.67 .
.85 -
.19 :
.78
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1
95 2.06 °°
1

1777

. .1.68 ¢

‘148
1.22
.31
1.50-
1.35

¥1.44
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1= 2
1:94
1.59
i.66
0.00"
N.84.
1.72
1.28
1.33
1.92
1..88
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2.04 "
1.04

1,67

2.00-
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1.83
1.39
T.33
2.05

1.53.
2.00.

1.96

s
-7 .05

T 1,85
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.70

'1.99

2,17

2:19 °

e Item, 52
' " Item 53
T  Ltem- 54
. " Item 55 .
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- ILtem 57.
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g - Item 60 .
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v . Item 69
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. "Item 74
w . ‘Item 76 -
N T item 77
© " Item 78
. Item 79
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Y Item 81.
s _Item 82
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A <. Ttem 84 - ..
.. . Item 85 _
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