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ABSTRACT

| PO

.'The purpose of this study"was to survey all princip'ale of

large high s&hools in the Province of Newfoundland and Labrador to

ascertain what they perceived as professional problems in the

performance of their tasks.

In addition, information was obtained

&

1]

PR

e

‘ " on the sources of help used by principals in solving or dealing with

these problems .

@A

The‘.data for the study were collected by means of a mailed-'-

¢

~questionnaire on which prineipals wege asked to rate problems as"

to their degree of difficulty and to list sources of help..

Mean “diffic'ulty ra’t’ings ‘wetre obtained for each specific

Y
or minor.

eight problem areas to determine which general area ‘'was per‘ceived_as s

(4

' being most difficult ‘by the prinecipals,

It was .conclu'ded. that:- /

and low-achievers,-

" staff personnel, and

'Problems “related to:

(b) involving students in school

-

f

-
.

problem and the problems " were then classified as major, moderate,

(,

Grand mean difficu,lty ratings were obtained for each of

(c) s'ecuring sufficient numbers of qualified\,

4

-(d). finding time to evaluate school

W’

(a) developing programs foi the gifted

staff and programs, were ‘perc'eived ‘bv all pr'inc.ipals. to be

the most difficult,

1.

activities -
2,
N C e

L8

3

' Problems encountered by principals gover all the major
- T - L

administration.task areas of school administration, with



e

and &tructure, presenting the most,severe problens.

. N . \‘ . ‘
. 1 e +
N . . R . B
. .

the ‘areas of curriqulum and instruction, gnd organization

The severity of most’ problems had a relationship to:
(a)'the‘nnmber of years of experiencema principal had‘asla
school administrator, (b) school'siae, (¢) the type of

school in which the-prihcipal worked, :and (d) ‘the amount‘

¢ of professional preparation ‘that a principal had received

'Pupils travelling to centralized schools are prevented from

participating fully in many school ‘activities.'

Some of - the major problems that affect principals are

problems that cannot be - solved by them, alone.
. . \ vra)

v

A number of recommendations were made by the researcher~

RN - i

for the improvement of preservice and inservice pr&grams‘for

- U

principals, for reducing the severity of the professional problems

* .

10f principals, ‘and for further-research.
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CHAPTER 1

»

—_—~ THE PROBLEM
&. ' INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM AREA

The importance of the principal in the educational systec
has 1ong been a major topic for writers in the’ educational field
In general the principal has .been expected to be the planner, the
organizer, the adminietrator,napd the leader of all that is heppening
in tpe.schqoi-Building. ¢ |
' A briet survey oélthe 1iteratere of cettemporaty writers on-

Aathe reeponeibilities.of the school principal, with respect to the

-epefhtion and development of a progressive, -flexible, and worthwhile

. - . o - B
"educational program, will show the importancé placed on the position .

of principal by those conceded to be authorities in the field 6f_

-‘educations .
. l4

In 1961, ‘Downey wrote, "The principal of today is expected to

" assume authority over and responsibility for .every activity in which
[

.

"1 Downey emphasized that no lénger should the

his school engages.

principal be regarded as the "head teacher" or the manager of the

‘oschool office.? o ‘ .

In 1965, P. J. Warren, writing in an article entitled,,
! o .

lLawrence W, Downey "The Skills of an Effective Principal "
The Canadian Administrator, Vol, 1 (December, 1961), 11.

’zIbido ’, Pn"llo _‘ . R ' » ’ ~

-2
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"The Principal as an Educational Leader," said:
A ) .
‘The principal has a major responsibility in setting the .
tone, establishing the conditions, and providing stimulation
for the kind of leatrning that goes on in the school. His
skill in human relations, his ability to marshall every
possible resource through constant and careful planning,
and his ability to relate effért to purpose are factors

of major importance in determiniﬂg the extent to which
goals of the school are attained. : '

.

1

The supervisory function of the principal has béen stressed
strongly in the literature. The Royal Commission on Edhaation and’

Youth for Newfoundland and Labrador stated the following:

Being close .to the scene of educational actiom, the
school principal is in an excellent position to perform the
motivation and consultation functions of supervision. He can .

foster improved morale and promote in-service education ‘
among teachers.” . . . : ' t

)
-~

Leonard Kraft “in a book published in 1971, wrote:

The supervisory leadership role of the principal is one of
marshalling resources--human and material. The leadership
ability of the principal in this-area greatly determines
the quality of the educational program as well as the
teaching-learning situation in his school.’®

Kraft also wrote of the function b: the principal as it

relates to curriculum leadership: . ) A ) s
" Of the many functions performed by the secondary school
" principal, probably the most significant is curriculum
leadership. More than ever before, he is called upgn to

- - <
”~ .

c o s - g "‘,'.’1{'
; SR/ S SR

3Philip J. Warren, "The Principal as an Educational Leader,

Mon;gr;phs in Education, No. 2 (St. John's: quorial Unlversity of
Newfoundland, "1965), p. 1. :

»

. : “Philip J, Warren, and others, Newfoundland Royal °Commission ~

_on_Education and Youth, Vol. II (St. John's: Province of Newfoundland
and Labrador, 1968), 61. ' - X '

_ *Leonard Kraft, The Secondary School Principal in Action, S
(Dubuque: Wm, C. Brown Company Publishers, .1971), p. 125. ' .




"-exercise leadership in the development of a curriculum which
will meet the changing demands of students and society.
He is charged with moving the students anf faculty through
the constant swirl of curriculum change. The.principal is
held accountable for setting the stage for qurriculum
innovation and development.

1

Oﬁara, writing in a humorous tone, listed some of the expected
 ‘and self-perceived roles of the ppincipel;

~ The secondaty school principal -has been regarded as a
warden, a boss, an autocrat, a will-o'-the wisp, a slave
-driver, a good Joe, and occasionally a capable administratar..
‘He sees himself as a person who is harried, tired, lonely,
imposed on, Jack-of-all-trades, back patter, father confessor,
office boy, and revolutionizer of the curriculum.7 — e

The new trends in education, the larger .and more complex
4 \
schools, and the greater expectations for the role of the princpal

have all helped to increase the problemé of aﬁd'pressuree,bn the

' person who assumes the positionvof principelAEf-a schoel. Kraft

. wrote: ; ' . -

. : ¢ .
As the secondary school principalship emerges im the
seventies, it is undergoing rapid and turbulent change.
Those serving in the position might feel as 1f it is .the
"eye" of the educational hurricane.®? )

—

Jomgr of the problems encountered by principals as -
administrat rs and as "fillers of roles were vividly described
by M. B. Scoft. He wrote: ‘

Principals are found everywhere--behind desks, at B.T.A.

meetings, in halls, on stairways, on buses, in and out.of
claases, up and down between’fourth floor storerooms and

- -
h

g

sIb‘idn ) pl -8] ‘ ’ N ,:" 2
7Glen A. Ovard, Administration of the Changihg Secondary ,
.School, (New York: The MacMillan Company, 1969), P 3.

.~ %Kraft, _2, cit.,,p. 29.

«
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~flrst floor shops. School boards queation themy supervisors
watch them; teachers plague them; parents wonder at’'them and .
" expect them to teach Johnny to be a millioraire and still
keep put of jail-in sixty easy 1essons.? -

S s

The increased pressure and problems faced by today s principals
" are nqt without their effect. John A. Stanavage, Executive=Secretary

of the North Central Association (NCA) Commission on Secondary
. ' N
Schools, indicated one of the effects when ‘he wrote:

' ...+ . during the last five years the strains on the .
principal have become almost seismlc, far exceeding in
intensity the more’ halcyon turbulances of the past., That -

.many principals, inured to the tremblors of the office
though they may have been, have found the aggravated

RN pressures of the present intolerable is evidenced by
y the -large number who have left their posts in recent years'
© . via’® retirement strategic transfers, new career ventures,
' !} - or sheer exhaustion. 10

. A more. detailed description of research directly“relatedu

to problems feced by today's principals has been made in'a later.

" section of this thesis. However,ﬁthe importance of the principal
" 1n the educational system and the fact that principaf,/of today ‘ ,_‘

are encountering more problems and pressiures are clear.

o * STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM = .o . C e
. . - . T .
Partially as a' result of the reorganization of school

-districts and the input of Federal Goygrnment monies into -school
construction many changes have taken place’ recehtly in education

-

L, ‘ M, B. Scott, "What is a High School Principal'l" Clearing
: ‘House, Vol,. 32, (September, 1957),-30. e
%50hn A. Stanavage' "'NCA Principals' Perception of Their
.Principalship," The North Central Association Quarterly, Vol. 46,
(Winter, 1972), 319. e . .‘

e
*




in the Province of Newfoundland and Labrador. The number of school
!" . - -

,.boards has been rejuced from over 300 to 32. This reorganization

has. resulted in the availability of mote central office personnel

%,

to’ assist principals and teachers in the performance of their tasks.

Aﬁ_,\

'Néw instructional programs and methods such as pre—vocational
'education team-teaching, ‘continuous progress., and non—;radedness . .- /-\a
have been introduced' and larger better equipped, cen"@xalized
high schools have been "built These changes have, no doubt
resulted in the elimination of some of the problems of the principal'
but it is almost certain that new complexities have raised new
ise_ues and have confronted .the principal with a new variety of
concerns. X , | ‘ .
The purpose of this study vaé to survey t:he principals of-

all large high 'echools in the Prbvince of Newfoundland and Labrador
to ascertain what they actually perceive as problem'sxin“ the
" performance of their tasks, More specifically, the study attempted
to answer the following questions related to the professional"
problemé of .principals: ’ | |
l. ) What is the nature of principale" problems as perceived

and reported by them? _ |
12, Wh‘ich specific probleme, as perceived by the principals,

*

cause the most difficulties?

vow

3. Which of the problem areas, as perceived by the principals,.
caus'e the most serious problems?

4. Are the problems as perceived by eaperienced principals

' similar to those pe_rceived‘.b_y ineicperienced. principals?



. 3, Are the problems . as perceived by principals with a

similar to those perceived by principals with neither?. .
6. Are the problems as perc'eived by principals of central
high ;schools similar to those percéfved by principals of
. regional higli school? | ‘
7. Are the problenis as peraceived by principals q'f: schools with
a 'student' enyollment of five hundred or more, ‘similar to

problems perceived by principals of sclw'ols with a student ,

enrollment between three hundred and fivé hundred?

.- : SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

In otder to gain a more comprehensive insight-into the needs
.-and coneerus_ of_thxe" high school principal today, an understanding of

' the current professional problems facing gghis administrator seems of

great importance. Norton stated:

o

An identification of the kinds of'problems being en- X
‘countered 1s a vital first step to a number of consideratioms,
including such factors as problem solution, principal.
preparation, staffing, and research.1
Since no survey of the professional problems of princilpals
of large high schools in the Rrovince of Newfoundland and Labrador
has been reported, it is hoped by the researcher that this study,
in attempting to fill the need, will have the followiné significance:

1. This study should provide the Faculty of Education, . - T

2 e

&

i

11M, Scott Nortonm, "Current Problems of the High School -
Principal " The Clearing House Vol 46 (April, 1972), 451.

Graduate Diploma or M. Ed. Degree in Educational Administration"

,-‘ ?}l‘
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_been defined: -

, Memorial Upl\;erslty of Newfoundland; The Neiwfoundland
~Teachers' Associatioe; school boards; and other interested

groups with information that wlll assist thenr in planning
preservice and izrservice_training pregrams for high ..
school administrators. | |

2.  This study should help thOse who plan ro become high ‘school
administrators tc; be more aware of the proBlems t'hey‘a”re
1ikely Eo encounEer in tﬁls roler

'3.-_ .Si’t}ee' }:helfindlnge of this 'stuc.ly are broadly suggest:ivne

. 'ra“ther than eonclesive, heuristic rather than'definit:.iw.ley v
they should serve as a basls for more-dEtelled research

© .on a number of important.espects of the areas of concern

.

" to brincipals. °

DEFINITION. OF TERMS

-

For. the _pm/p/olses of thls study, the following terms have

Central High School ' o . ' e

A central high .school is considered to be a school that has
students enrolled in grades seven to eleven or in grades eight to

eleven, .inclusive. * =

~ Regional High School

. . A regional high schdol is considered to be a school that
has no students enrolled in a grade below grade nine. 'The grades '

generally present in a regional high school are grades nine to eleven



9

. o b . _ L ..
or grades ten‘and eleven, inclusive.: T <

\

1

Large High School o ‘

w

A large high school iSi considered to be a central or -

regional high school with a student enrollment of three hundred or’
|

more.

Princiagai B )
A principal is generall§v defined as the chief administrator‘

of a school' and as such, he is' responsible for providing the

administrative and supervisory leadership within his school.

¢

In this Province, however, a principal of a central or

° regional high school has additional tasks. He 1s the supervising

or co-ordinating prinoipal of a "9chool system vhich is cémposed'
of a central or regional hi;h school and one or more elementary,
primary, or junior high schools. The pnpils of the primary,
‘eiementa‘ry, or junior high echooia ,attend the: central or'regional
high schools within the "system"-when they reach the approoriate '

gréde level, That grade level 1s generally grade sevem or grade

niHE‘t

-

In contrast to many other areas, a principal in this

¢

Province is not‘required‘ to have. an_y épe'cialized training or épegial'

. certificat:ion.

Experieneed i’rincipal" )

LR

g

"‘An experienced principal is considered to be one who has )

had more than-three years experience as principal of a school\.

.2

"—"‘

m

- «__,.»‘-a’
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Inexperienced Principal

" twelve teachers on his staff, and hag few, if any; teaching dutles,

An inexperienced principal is conaidered to be one who has

'hEd three yeare or less experience,as prineipal of a school,

Problems ' ' -, . -

»
’

This term refera to any perplexing\and/or challenging situation

as perceived by the principal in, the performance of his professional

.duties. While, no doubt, a principaf'e personal,.so;ial, and emotional

problems greatly'influenge the way he perceives his professional'
3 . . f ] 4
problems, no attempt was made 'to ‘relate a principal's professional

problems to other, more.personal problems, he might.heve.

Graddate Diploma

b

A graduate diplome in educational administration has been

equated with seven to ten graduate courses in educational administration.

&

ABSUMPATIONS, DELIMITATIONS, AND LIMITATIONS

Assumptions - : I ‘ ‘ -

It_wes assured by the researcher thaq,'through’analyeis'of -

. their professional situations, principals were aware of problems

. confronting them as administrators;_ It was further assured that

they would be willing to report theitY problems with candor., .

. -
s . . '

Delimitations

o L

This study was delimited to those regional and central high
chools in the Proviﬂce of’ Newfoundland and Labrador that had a
student enrollment of three hundred or more, Schools of this size
were chosen because‘thep permit‘rhe prineipal, since ne;hae at least

3

o
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e

. to'be“the administrative and supervisory leader within his- school.

e

«

_Limitations

‘the weeknesses as follows: .

, opportunity to effecie@tly cover a wide_geéthphic area at minimum -

L% et
, £ 1)

‘_,*». A ~~' <»_ .

The ext/nsive limitations that accrue to data collection by

[P
r

means of a mailed'questionnaite apply in this study. Wallace stated

- . u

1. The problem of.noh-reﬁérned questionnaires.
2. The.possibility that those who answer the queatiohqﬁire
. may differ from the non-respondents thereby biasing the °

sample.

. 5. The validity depends, to a great extent, on the ability and

willingness of the respondent to provide infbrﬁetion. )
. . . < ’ ) - h - »

4. The possibility of misinterpretation of the.questions without "

-

-this teing detected by the researcher.

L]

5. No follow-through on misunderstood-questions or evasive:
answers; no'obser&ation,of\apparent reluctance or

ewaTiveness.lz' . . , ) )

. -
Despite the known weaknesses -1t was decided to use the mailed-
questionnaire to gather the needed data because it afforded an
eec ause 2
. _ o ‘ . . s
expense. Consequedt}y, an effort was made during the developing of

the instrument and during the gathering of the data, to lessen the = .’

influence of the weaknesses of the mailed questionnaire upon this

_ 12p. c. Miller, Handbook of Research Design‘and Social Measure=
ment, (New York: David McKay Company, Inc., 1970) pp. 76-77, citing’

-.D. Wallace, "A Case For - and Against - Mailed Questionnaires," Public

Qpinion Quarterly, Vol. 18° (1954), pp. 40-52.

/
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stud$. By ‘the use'ogua pilot study;’as described in Chapter‘B; snL
attempt was made to eliminate the possibility of misinterpretation of
.the questions. The apparent high interest- on the part of those
involved in the study and" the follow-up routine% thah\:ere implemented

realized a return of 84.1 percent, assuring a wide and strong sample.

* o

The fact that the respondents participated in the study

voluntarily WAas .taken as an indication that their answers were likely
- k‘*‘-q"““

to be vathf""" .
...'7‘“ P an ) Y

There were also limitations related to the adequacy of the

instrument. The instrument was developed by the researcher utilizing ‘

- -~

the general problems areas developed in a similar study by Witty.

The Specific problems were derived. from related literature from

discussion with fellow graduate students” iﬂ educational administration

. and from the researcher s own experience as principal of a 'high

school in the Province::,An agtempt was made to assure face-validity
and relevancy of the specific problems by'conducting a pilot study’

" as described‘in Chapter 3. No further claim as to the reliability
) o ’ .

e B

cor validity of the instfument 1is made.
The techniques used in the treatment of the data in this

study were not standardized. No claim is made that a rating of

64)

5 on the rating ‘scale by one princ¢ipal indicated ‘a problem of the

&

same degree of. difficulty as - a rating of 5 by annﬁﬁer principal

Neither is it ‘claimed that a rating of 5 for one specific problem by

'
.

-

"Ddight c. Witty, "The Perceived Problems of Beginniﬂg Sentor
High Schools Principals in Florida." (unpublighed Doctor s project,
‘University of Miami, 1972). - .
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a principal indicated the samereéree of difficulty as a rating of 5.7

s : '
by the sdme principal on another problem. An arbpitary decision was

T
'

made by the researcher to classify problems bY'using the mean
: ]

"difficulty ratings. Problems with mean difficulty ratings above

12

[ Y 1
3.50 were classified as majqr;;roblems- those w}th a ‘mean difficulty )

ratings between 2 50 and 3.51 Were classified as moderate, and
problems with mean difficulty ratings of 2.50 and less were

J\classified as ﬁinor‘problems.

. , : o o .
_Despite its limitations, mean difficulty ratings and the

s : . ] ) S . , IR
classification of problems were used because 1t'provided a clear °&F“

and condise way for the researcher to ahow in profile form the

—~ . Y e ) .

perceived professional problems of the respondents.

U Co OVERVIEW OF THE 'STUDY_" '

Coe .
Chapter 1 of the study has defined the problem, described
- -2 - Vi
i 5 background and outlined general parameters of the study. . '

) J ChApter 2 focuses on a review of. studies related to the

‘problems of principals. 'Also included is‘a brief review of the

1iterature related to the role of the principal and the preparation .

of principals.‘

Chaprer 3 presents the procedure followed in constructing the

v

1

.- instrument ,and in gathering and treating the data.‘

;3 The findings of the.study are reported by'means of tables,

' B : N o | %

|

: with explanatiﬁ’s, in Chapter b4, . R

[

~

The final chapter provides a summary of the study, the con-

clusion reached, and the recommendations made. A section is included

- : ™ b

-
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. CHAPTER 2 =~ .

5 . ‘REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE .

INTRODUCTION o ‘ S

® : ' ) . -

This review of related 1iterature will emphasize studies that

have been done related to problems of principals of sécondary schools.

., ’ . e

A brief report, however, will be given on the literature related to

. the role of the principal and on two approaches. that have been used

~ . hd

in an attempt to improve preparation/ﬁfograms for principals. 0

b

The review of the studies related*to the problems of.. principals

.will be repoxted uaing the following,points as guidelines:

s - ’ - . “ ' R L.
1. Problem 6r problems being investigated.
2. .Reseerch procedures used in the studies.’ -
3. Significant findings of the studies.

4, Conclusions reaqﬁed‘by the researcher. .. .
. THE Rg}ﬁ OF THE PRINCIPAL

® There 1s general agreement that the secondary‘gehool'

principal——whether in a small village a town, or a city--is con-

§

fronted with problems never before encountered In an attempt to
LN
identify his role, writers have used 'such terms as educational

leader, philosopher, stimulator, implementef, and planner.

étansvage wrote that the principal's role will be- that of an

) educationelvleader——face—to-face‘with curriculum and instruction

—

v - . -

14 ' i
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. as the two affect the teaching—learning confrontation.?

~,

Trump .,
contended that the secondary school’principal should dedicate 75
:percent of his.working time to improvement of instrgction.z Thomas
° expressed his thougbts on the principalship as follows' ~

Since the principal has this important leadetship role,
he is riding the crest of chanfe; he is hard pressed
sometimes to keep his feet on solid ground. To keep his
balance the principal must constantly study to understand
our soclety. The principal must master the tools of his
trade, but he must be willing to turn them over to someone.
else. He cannot allow himself to become bogged down with -

' .. trivia for he must perceive the entire situation of his
school, 3 . o

Spears\believeQ\thatrschool administration is a "means to

r

an end"” and that a principal's role should include the establishment

4
¢

of optinel learning conditions and the coordination of the school

‘

. program. The principal, according to Spears, must be a stimulator,.

- B )
L ~‘f'«~-*encourager, and facilitator.“ Another writer felt that the principal'
o . -~ . ~ " -

role in curriculum development included initiating and encouraging
4

9 ' research and.experimentation, keeping abreast of major subject matter
. : . ’ i
G) LY .
deyelopments in each discipline, developing and maintaining a

7 ol d . <
5 . .

! ‘ 17. A. Stanavage, "Educational Leader: An Authentic Role,"
I National Assoclation of Secondary School Principals Bulletin, Vol.:51
/' (NovemBer, 1967y ; 3-17. -

»
<

27. L. Trump, "Changes Needed for Further Improvements of
Secondary Education in the United States," National Association-of
Secondary School Principals Bulletin, Vol. 53 (January, 1969), 118.
A ) } Y
~?E. 8. Thomas, "The Principals Role in Change," National
Association of Secondary School Principals Bulletin Vol. 47
(Febtuary, 1963), 26. . ] ) . .

. ML, Spears, “A Principal's Influence," National Agsociation
- of Secondary School Principals Bulletin, Vol. 51 (November, 1967),
45-53,

»
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recepéive"climatg.for new programs, and measuriné the results with
apprﬁpriate evaluation tools.®
Ovatd sees the principalship as a profession for those
.interested in the organization and- administration of all aspects
" of education hecessary to produce the attitudes, values, knowlgdge,u

and skills for future generatioﬁt;.6

)
of the principal around.developing instruction and curriculum policies,”

He centers the major responsibility ,

.and community relations policiea.7

[

Neagley and Evans see the principal as the educational leader
of 'his school and immediate community, responsible for both the super- °

vision of instruction and the execution of administrative functions.®
Harvey G91dman foresaw the primé function of the principal
as being a school-community specialist and believed, in this role, he r-

-~

" should be responsible for four major task areas:

1. Interpreting the educational program to the community

'+

affected by the school.

>

2. Intetpreting the commuﬁity to teachers and administrators

Y

within the system. : o .

3. Mediating local conflict at the local 1eve1\b0

2 .
54, 1. _Walen, "A Principal's Role in Curriculum Development,"
National Association of Secondary School Principals Bulletin, Vol. 51
{November, 1967) 36-44.

GGlen F, Ovard, Administration of the Changing Secondary
- School (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1969), p. 4.

71bid., pp. 56-57.

8Ross L..Neagley add Dean N. Evans, Handbook for Effective
_ Supervision (Englewood, C1iffs: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1964), p. 12.

. a

¢
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‘ 4, Actiﬁg ag facilitator in those cases whicn cannct be
i : ’ nJ
@ mediated at a local level.® ‘

Althongh writers differ somewhat in opinions concerning the

role of the principal most agree that there is a need for a re-
n

definition of the principalship. Goldman stated: -

v e e principals throughout the educatioﬁal epectrum _
are re-examining their roles and functions ‘in hopes of -
effecting modifications necessary to insure the- maintenance
of their leadership potential. Y

R

THE PROBLEMS OF PRINCIPALS

Recognition. of problems obviously.is a prerequisite to the .

s

solution 6£<prbblems. The solution' of problems enceuntered‘by high

2

gchool principals cal]sfbr-unique abilities on the part of the

!

‘individuals. Mort ‘and Ross stated, "The heart of.the school

1.

‘ administrator's work- 1s problem solvirg."”'!" They contended that many

aspects of the work of the principal depended upen what wag thought
of as "common sense judgment" and that through effective preparation

programs, such judgment could be develcped'in,younger men without -

the hazardous, disappointing years of trial and error.'?

Since the early 1950's, there has been a growing awareness of
- Al » - vﬂ

the importancé of studying the problems of principals. In 1954,

B .
-« e,
.

!
9Harvey Goldman, "New Role for Principals," Clearing House
'Vol %45 (November, 1970) 135-139,

E N ‘
‘°1b1d., P 139.: - _ N

11Paul R. Mort and Donald H. Ross Principles of School
Administration (New York: McGraw-Hi11 Book Co., Inc., 1957, p. 17

lzlbid., PP 17—19.

v V]
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Jacobson, _e_t_:_ al., reported problem areas of the principalship identicalJ

. 2

. to those of the Zweibach study. o _~' ‘

 The Zweibach Study

The 1list of problem areas used by Jacobson, R_eavis; and "

" Logsdon ‘wae taken from data gathered by S.. I. Zweibach and reported . -

in the October, 1952 issue of the Nationdl Association of Se'condarx

School Principals Bulletin. The surVey'wé.s initiated. to determine
and identify the problems that high school principals were en-

. countering. Zweibach felt that the identification of the problems

~

would serve as guidelines-& identifying the unmet .professional

needs of secondary school administrators. »
: A .questionnaire 'consisting of two duestions wasnemployed by
.:Zweib‘ach todetermine the problems that nigh school principals. were
,encomtering.‘ The two questions were: |
1. Wbat weré your most pressing problenis lduring gour
first year as a high school princ:lpal? ,

L2l In your opinion, how could your professional training-

school have better prepered you to meet these problems?

The questionnaire was sent to 261 principals of secondary % . °

sehools, and of that number, 135 or 51.7 percent returned them.

In order, to aid the principals with their replies, several

categories of problems were listed. The major ‘divisions were:

3

I
"

13}?aul B. Jacobson, WilliamC Rhavis, and James D. Logsdon,

_ The Effective School Principal (New York: Prentice-Hall, Inc., -1954) ,

9. ,k N ) . ! 3 T T
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’_zIn'terna'l Organization and -Administration._j‘

[ [

Relations‘nips with Faculty.

Supervisi‘on and Instruction.

Curriculum and Programming.
Pupil Relations, Guidance, and Activities.,
Schdol Relations (community, board, etc.).

School Plant Purehasing, and Supplies.

'4Financa and Budget.

Pupil Transportation.

-
i

The problems reported by the’ principals were separated and.

.

" ; classified accbrding to the major -areas of concern into which t'he

) problems seemed to fall, A sumary of a{l the problems reported by

c

the - principals in the survey vas presented in a chart showing the

total number of problems reported within a category. A second column

showed the percentge of,principals reporting 'problems under a ’

. _particular category. -

3.

._expressed bytprinc‘i.pals. with less than th're‘e years

Zweibach's findings were:

Tlte largest percentage of principals, 62 percent, were

: concerned with problems involving relationships with_

faculty. L
'Approxinritkly- half of -the principals expressed equal‘.
concern nver the areas nf | super{yi,sion of instruction
and pupil relations, gnidance,land activities.

There were no significant difference between the problems

N a "‘-
experience and those whose experience ranged, from three

a s - . .
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to- fifteen years. .

Zweibach concluded that the problems’ requiring immediate
solutions were the ones that were reported, and that this urgency

 .tended to obécure fore basic issues snch"as the aims of thé.’éécondary

school and administrative theory 4nd policies.“'

* The Rollins Study -

Rollins utilized a f'Probléms, ngs_;:ionnaire" to gather data .
—— ‘From public and’priyéte junior ‘and nenior h‘:!:gl‘; school principals in
. " Rhode Island in an éft'te‘mpt’ to identify their problems.,

The questionnaire'a'sked MAs a nrincipal what do you consider
your five nost pressing school’ problems? Please 1tst in. rank order."
’I:his‘was sent to 84 principals, and of that num'ber, 36, or 43 percent,
ret:umed then. ' .

A total of 34 problems was 1isted and an index rating was
used to weight the problems %o the bas{gof their severity. Index
ratings were 'deve'lop'ed in-tne following manner:

" ~ 'Problems ranked first . . . . Index rating 5

| | - Problnms ranked ne;ond e e incfex rating 4

érgblems ranked third . ., . . Index rating 3

Problems ranked-fourth « . 7. Index ra.t.ing 2
T . ~, o A l(Problems ranked fifth . .. . .Index rating 1 T
‘ | fhe re;s,ults of the surw;ey'shqwed.the follot‘dngﬁrank orde:r fqr -

the ten most pressing problems facing the principals oﬂ_Rimde Island:.

-

ll'S. I. Zweibach "Problems of New High School Principals,

National Association of Seconda;_:z School Principala Bulletin Vol. 36 .
(October 1952), 69-84 .
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-~ 1. Overcrowded classroo'ms

1\ 'S,ta‘ffl' : .- / o '

«2.: Low ability and high ability p'upils‘ ) S o
K .Ct_xrriculmn ) | | — -

- 4, Guidance and tééting v -( T

© 3 Reéciing | t . ' . a | o

6., Discipline"’

, . ’

. 8., Scheduling for most effective usg of space and a‘&gvice
. , BTy
".9. "School finance

.10, .Teachers" salaries'’ - ' A

‘The Wilklow and Markarian Study

t -

In their siudy, ~‘W:lelpw and Markarian attempted to find the.

ansgwer to two questions:

1. What are the most important problems of secondary )

sc‘hool principals? ) o T

- 2. How does the school ej.ze affect these problema?

..

To secure the answers, ‘an opinionnaire was developed. The .

P

op_iriionnaire consisted of forty-seven specific problems which were to

_be jhdged as being of: (a)' major importance, (b) minor importance,

- . €

or (c) no impori:ance. In all, sixty opiniggnaires were returned:

- twenty from small schools (below five hundred students), twenty-four

from medium schools (five hundred to eight hundred studen-ts),’ and

-
&

sixteen from large schools (above eight hundred students).

P

N

155, P. Rollins, "Survey of Problems of the Principal, w ~)

" Nat{onal Association of Secondary School Principals Bulletin, Vol.- 44

(February, 1960) 55-=57. , ‘ - jr

- ~

.
N~
I



‘rated, "finding good teachers and keeping good teachers,

| T, 22
' . ' ¢ .
. . ‘o

Wilklow and Markarian found that 75 perceot of the principals

" as major
problems. This was followed in order by problems related to finding

time for supervisory duties and providing for gifted and slow

. learners.

o

 They found that‘problems related to: (a) programing and

. scheduling, (b) getting to know all the students as well as desired,

and (c) scheduling of large groups increased accord:Lng to school size.

“Problems related to: - (a) keeping good teachers, (b) providing ao

enriched curricglum for gifted childden, and (c) lack of facilities .

to carry .on the program deeméd necessary, decreased according to/}

e

echool size,
They concluded that.

1, Finding and keeping good tpachers, motibating children to
learn, finding time for supervision of teachers and -
programs, and providing for gifted eod slow?'learners were'
the major problems identified by secomndary ;chool principals.

‘ 2. The severity of most problems had a relationahip to the
_school size, with some problems increalsing‘and othe:rs — ;

N

decreasing in importance as school size increased.

—
.

3. Pr:l.‘ncipals of medium slze schools not only considered their

_e ; problems as a whole more important than their counterparts in

larger or smaller schools, but "also identified certain specific L

problems as being more 1mportant to their eize school than

ot



T ' . ' ) .
to the other size schools.!®

'

) : . ' .
" : Y

The /Reeves Study ’

'4

. Reeves utilized the case stud»y method to investigate problems
of fourteen high school principals. An interview instrument was
developed which consisted of two segments' (1) ‘problems confronting
high school principals, and (2) resourCes utili.zed by principals in

Jp—

resolving problem‘s.' The problems confronting principals were grouped"
,under elght headings:, ‘ . o . ) |
v 1. Instructional Program | -
2. Sc:}.mo‘l Staff Peraonnel
3, Sch_ool Pupil Personnel
_4; Curricular Program ’ ' e o
5. Business and Finance

6. Maintenance and Operating of Plant -

© 7. Schbo'l\snd Community Relations
8. Special Services . , Lo \
N = ’
From his findings Reeves listed the followiwng problems in,
. order of frequenty and serverity:
1. Finding time for classroom visitation and supervision.-
2. Achieving a balance between detailed administra\ive work

and a supervisory program designed to. improve instruction.

3. Developing an adeqnate program for the lowest 20 percent of-

'

' 16Leight:on W. Wilklow and ‘Robert Markarian, "School- Population.
and the Problems of the Principal," Clearing House, Vol. 40 (October,
: 1965) 97- 99. T oy . . =
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the stuients.
’li. Getti;t—g studem:s interested in planning for the future.

5, Organiz;ng a program to ‘sat‘.isfy .t'he needs of students witt;
varyiné levels ~of‘in'terest, deFerﬁiﬁing what ' shall be done
for tt_iose. students who arle merely attending school because
they m&st,' and _wo;:kin‘g--with stuc{eeta who want to ‘droppoet: . ‘ -
of school.?? B T o
The sources utilized mo.st frequently and also given the

higheet1rat.ing'of heli)if:ulness by high scho_oi pi:incipels' were: . the ' .

" National Association of Secondari School Principals Bulleti:;,

‘ independent reading, and visitation .in other schools . !?

The Norton Study , . , s

@

Norton's study was endert':aken in Nebraska to identify Ithe
_current problems of the high school principal‘. The study in.ve'stigatec'i
four different levels of problems encountered by principals. 'These -
1evels included the categories of ' 'routine problems," problems which
-heve been spmewhat i'rca‘utinized_ buk often'teoccut,"' "difficult and
pressing" problems, and those which seemingly have "no solution."

* The 121 p‘rincipalls participating represented a wide variety
" o T S .

Y

. l."Reeves found t:hat the three problems listed in Number 5
ranked equally in ftequency and severity.

18B411.E. Reeves, "The Improvement of College Preparation
Programs at the Graduate Level for High School Principals. Based.. )
Upon Case Analysis of Problems Encountered by Principals in Selected
Public High Schools," (unpublished Doctor's project Texas .
Technological College, 1965). -



Y ‘ - . . ". . . ) _'ﬂ‘. ‘ . 25

of sehqol ‘sizes. The largest high school included had an enrollment A

-~

r

of twenty-one hundted students and - the smallest an enrollment of. 5}0.-

Twenty-nine schools had a student enrollment above five hundred..

The number of years of experience of the 121"principals ranged from
" that of first-year positfoh?s to twenty—five years. ' The average .

experience of participants was almost seven.years.
14 s - A 0‘

Participating principals were asked to respond to an open-.
ended questionnaire,, It posed four‘_key questions which sought,to
‘ rideﬁtify the kinds of ;)roble'ms being encountered cerrently and to
get some indication as to t:he l‘Evel of difficulty of the solution for
these problens. o "
The first question posetl esked‘-principals to ideqtifygtpose
- kix_xtls of problems being encountered ;vh:l.ch‘ were -golved .in a "rﬁbutiﬁe"—
manner. The five most frequethlitly repo:ted problem‘areas under this
_category, with the three leading sub-problems, ;were:
Al. Records and Reports
a. "_Attenda'nce' | L | VR B
b.’ Receras Keel;ing o o .
c..- Reports . |

2, Schedul:,l.,ng‘end Organization-

a. Class scheduling . .
; , '

-

b, écheduled co-curricular activities . ’ ‘

c. Lunch grrangements and 'dismi_ssais

3, Problems of Pupil Personnel

a. Tardiness and absences : L -

-

b. Minor discipline’
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) i “eo : R
c. M;kt_a—up absences B ' :; C -‘—,‘ . ; ' ‘
4. Teacher Per'so'nn’ell | : " -'-‘.:}r’: . _' '
‘as Teachers me;.eti,t‘xgs o 2 B T L |
bi Class ;ssigmentga. ; | .
c. Teacher-administrator 'relat‘io.ns'l‘lip‘s‘ " — o IR -
.- 5. Geméral Pa:o‘llalems‘?‘. . " '/ : [
| ‘8. Transportation . | ‘ _
N : b C\i’ts;to.dial»Prt;blems : ) L 3 - “
cu " Others | ‘ ) } . ’ =
. The second q;xest:lox; posed to particli:?:a_t-j;ﬁé i)rihcipalé asked
for the 'kinds_of"prob_lemg which had b’een t‘outipizéd w:Lt:h gsome success,
" but which were gxpe;:ted“to return again for further g,onsid&_ratiprl and
solution, C ] ’ ~ B t'(i <. >
liq‘rt:on reported the ;i;-di?t:gs under this ‘categdr}: as’ ’
follows: B Ce : .,: . . " " f-. PR T
1. Prol;lgms of Pu{:il.Peréonnel e T : | |
° a Géngrzl;;liscipliné.' S | o -
b. .Tardiness etncijabsen_c"e ! _ :‘. j .
.‘ 'c..' Studént; dress code P - .‘ L Ly
2. S;:hedulmg %;191 Orga'n‘izatvion . ,‘ ‘ "\ .. " .", o
i a. Co-curritular activities and sponsorship =~ . o . : 3
: . " b. . Class scheduling S Lo L ‘ | k ‘\
. G, ‘L;J;xchvprogram ' ' . o S : K %
. 3. Teacher Personnel ‘, : ' | o ¥=
a. Student relationships. &' . 9\ " . 3
. b". Teacher attitude _ | \ | N |
.' ) » m . . . : oo .{ K
. °

“m
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= - ST
;:E, In—service program“ - ‘; o 1;3'2 - oL
'Parental Belations Z'i Hz“ . E,‘ S ) '.'; '_f o
“a.‘ . PN N ,.‘ ",.
by - ’ i ‘
. - .
o ‘ .
'Business B ‘
 5. Budge utmlization L . C I. A
b. Purcha ing and distribution ‘ : ﬂgﬁfi i
c. Need-fqr funds : X . ';ﬁqu
The third gyestion ;osed for principals was‘design%é to ‘

determine the more difficult and pressing kinds of problems‘being

encountered. It asked participants to identify the kinds of °

e

problems being faced for which solutions were found but at the expense '

of considerable time, effort, communication, controversy, and

soul—seatcbing.

o

)

¢ 21_

-b..'Teacher—student relatfonships

L

-av Discipline considerations, B woo

c.. Student activism and dress code for students

Curriculum Development and Instruction

&

a., Curriculum pldnning an development

b.™" Effecting change and- innovation ,' . N

c. Extracurricular prbgram == ' L a

. . ) " . s
- 0 e
] - N Yoooor
A E .o -
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L

3. Teacher Personnel

»

a. Staff evaluation and ‘supervision .

b. Teacher-to-teacher relationships
~ ; . . ¢ . . ¢
c. Teacher apathy R ’ e '

4, theduliﬂg and Organizafion.
a. Class schedule

o b. Extracurricular assignments't

c. Placement of 1ow ability students : f
5. Parental Relatibné t:;ﬁ
3. Public relﬁtio?s
R b, Cooperatioh ) ”'b‘. . ‘

: - cw -Others , .
- The‘fou?th and fiﬂél question preéeﬁted to principals asked

them to identify problems for which "no solutions" are found except

'whafigight appeaf‘to be expedient or emergeﬁcy measurgs. The total

’ numbei of responses within this questid;\category was:less than any

“‘pfhthe'other threé questions categories.

"Tﬁe problems within the "no solution" catégory‘was’fepqrted:

by Norton as follows:
v, L - ) ]
1. Problems. of Pupil Personnel : .7 .

a. Drug abuse -

b. Student activism

QU

" Cs Student drgss code

,}2. ‘Genérai Problems

a. . Crowded conditions and’ poor facilities

< . - ®
HEN . .

b. Interference by board of education



o

c. Work overload and superintendents interference

N .
'

3. -Curriculum Development and Instruction o o
.a. Non-motivated learner '
"b. Curriculum development | R
c.’ Slow learners:‘
4. Parental Relations
a. Public relations’ p
b. ‘Community in;olyement‘
c. Pdrental expectationk
" 5. 'Teacher Personnél )
- a, Teacher—student relations.
b. Others

In an attempt to underline the overriding.concerns of

principals indbbday 8 high schools, N%rton calculated a rating index
.2... PN

for each key question category by utilizing a "degree of difficulty
J

factor" for.each problem category. The overall rating index was

determined for each problem classification simply by multiplying
)

-« the’ "degree of difficulty factor" by the total responses for each
‘problem claasification.

-The results of Norton's study showed that the participating
principals saw their ten major ptoblems in the following ranked
order: R
. . 4

1. Problems of Pupil Personmnel
2.  Curriculum and Instruction
; ,3.”"2roblems'oflTeacher Perepnnel .

4, ' Scheduling and Organization

. : oo
J \ .
: ‘
.

a
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o This study, dealidg with principals' perceptioné of their

ftotaf school principals returned the questionmaire.

30
5. General Problems

6. Patental'Relations‘ ' o L B .

7.. Business Affairs |

8. Records apd Reporting
-9, Coﬁmunication. ’

10. Policies and Reégulations®®

The’ Stanavage Study’ ) Ce

n

principalship, was conducted with 3 587 secondary school principals.

A section of the ‘'study-on the. problems afflicting the principalship

listedﬁsegen problem areas, and the respondents were requested to rank

these. in order of gravity. Ninety-nine and nine tenths percent of the

)
13

©

.The findings of tﬁe'study disclosed that both junier and

’ senior high gchool principals concurred in citing the prolifetatioo
"of demands'upon the principal’s time and energles as the most

. intractable single difficulty. This held true for high‘scﬁoor .

principals regardless of the type'or size of the school.
o (4
The Becond most. acute problem seen by the participating

principals was the whole complex of difficulties centered around

T !

attempts to change and renew the school.

The erosion of thé authority of the principal, decreasing

'tiycal support for the achools, and special interest groups were
. . ) Lo a ’

other problems comsidered to be major ones'Ey‘the principals,

p) B
'

. Principal," The Clearing House, Vol. 46 (April, 1972), 451-457..

J DAY
YL B

. 194, Scott Norton, "Current.Problems of the High School -

-
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e - Problems related to organizational assertiveness of ‘teachers
' r . . r
‘and student militancy were ranked low‘b§.those principals involved
in the study,.?? . ’
' ¢

The Witty Study =~ ~ - ' C !

A combination queetionnaife and interview was employedlﬁi
Witty-to gather data concerning the problems encountereg by beginning:
secondary school principals in Florida. ‘Two sources of data_were
used in the study: (1) the beginning seconda;y sccoé; prigcipals,
and (2) the immediate sdpervisots of the criacipa1s. ~Iav91ved ‘
in the study were tﬁenty-niﬁe pr%ncipals'and an eqhal number“of .
supe;tisors.': -y |

, The‘tesults of the study ahoeed'that:'
"1. The number of proclems repbrted by briﬁcipals far.eXCeeded'
those submitted cy the immediate supetvisors. o
'“ 2, Principals indicated that they perceived the problems
' . .to be more serious than did\supervisors. ) ‘
3¢ Beginning principals reportedgmore than four timea the '
aumber efﬁgew problems at the end.of the year than ddd
supervisors. ) L
4. The principals indicated that they perceived "no help
received" in slightly over 40 percent of the-p;oblems.

" The findings of the study showed that' beginning secondary
) ) . ¢ s

2%30hn A. Stanavage, ""NCA Principals’ Perceptioﬂ of Their’
Principalship," The North Central Association Quarterly, Vol. 44
(Winter‘ 1972), 319-330. ‘

. . ) QJ’
. : X
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school principals peicei;ed their problems in the followigg order of

'severity and related to the following areas:

.Staff PersonneL

Puﬁil'Personnel “ ‘
Organization and Instruction

School Plant and Grounds

Public Relations -

- School Finance

Cﬁrriculum and Instruction

Transportation

Witty drew the following conclusions based upon the fiqdihga 31

. of'the study:

1.

Problems encountered by beginning

administration.
N O~

§

secondary school principals
Ly 8

“cover all the major adminiétrativé“taékAareas of school ‘

Problems which éoncqrn working with people are the most

pressing prdblems confronting bégiﬂniﬂg principals.

‘SuperQisors either do not realize

‘the number of problems

’
ke

. . R . : S . "
with which beginning principals must contend, or they

gonsider many -of the probiems~to be trivial.

‘Beginning principals perceive their problems as being more

serious than do'their immediate supervisors.

Lines of communicatipn betﬁegn beginning principals and

their supervisors are not effective.’

" Problems encountered by beginning

&

principals tend to

. persist and remain unsolved at the end of_thé first &ear..

g T

e



nature, it is reasonable to assume that preparation prcgrams for

principals must continuously be examined, evaluated, and changed to

. 33'.‘ L

" Beginning principals need more aséistance in coping with

their problems. 21
PREPARATION OF PRINCIPALS -

Since the role of .the principal is In a state of flux, and

the problems conf.ronting ‘principals are increasing and changing in -

4

meet the needs of prcspective principals. ‘Austin wrntei

Yesterday's schools are not good enough for today' 8 i

‘ needs, and it 1s equally certain that this year's school’
. and this year's school administrator are not going to’ be -

good enough for the times we are moving into., To fill

his office, literally and figuratively, a high school
principal must be able to do more than handle a bag of
age-old tricks. And the.preparation of men and women for
this crucial educational post must be based on contemporary

conditions and contemporary scholarship rather 'than on
the simpler educational ways that continue to be the

.foundation of much so-called preparation for principals.

22 o,

<

f‘eedback from Adminictrators

’effect:iveness of the preparation programs for principals was to - - e .~

profession is practiced.

¥

Austin suggested t:hat: one important step in increasing the

-+

develop more frcqnent and frank feedback from the ‘field wherein the

23 He stated, that-throuéh such a step,

o

i
ry

21pyight C. Witty, "The Perceived Problems of Beginning Senior

High School Principals in Florida," (unpublisheddDoctor,s project
University of Miami 1972), R

22David B. Austin, "Thoughts and Predictiona on -the Principal-

.Bhip," National Assoclation of Secondary- School Principals Bu11etin
Vol: 52. (December, 1968), 141. .

291p1d., p. 150. D o , :

LR

o



"more realism will - enter into the academic programs than is now .

n2‘r S

——

apparentl possible

Horton described_vhat one coliege did din attempting to

examine and revamp its\preparation program for prinedipals:

look at.the prollems encountered. ,‘T\lese preparation programs should

.

. ‘e -» o  Faculty members at Appalachian State Teachers
'+ College became concerned.about the program for the education
of principals, - Thus, the logical approach was to turn to
. the beginning principals who had. received master's degrees
"in school administration. These beginning principals were
visited three times during the school year. During each
vigit they were'asked to 1dentify their problems and to
analyze them in relation to the educational program.25

Mort and Ross encourage'd those who are responsible for = .

preparing school administrators for their positions to take.a closer

[

provide more than "only the most general assistance to the

administrator. 25 ~

[

The Administrativé Internship

Another approach to the improvement of preparation programs.

for principals that has received considerable attention since the
early 1960's 1s the idea of providing prospective principals with

on—the—job experience. ' - . ‘ ' ‘, ‘

In l963 the National Association of Secondary School.

\Principals (NASSP).announced an Administrative Internship Project

247p14, : : o ,“

lszen H. Horton, Jr., "High School Principals Look at Their
Problems," National Association of Secondary School Principals - -
Bulletin, Vol. 43 (September 1959), ‘115.

26paul R. Mort and Donald H. Ross, op. cit., p. 17.

4

q

.

¢
.
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‘eopported by.the Fund for the Advancement of Education (Ford .‘ 3

Foundation). This progrgh was developed as a result’of the staff -

- utilization studies conducted by'the NASSP from 1956, to 1962.

These studies showed clearly the crucial role of the principal in

sta;ting‘hnd developing, high quality educational innovations. The

" studies documented, also, the need for more principals with the

know-how gnd leadership skills that would oroduce the improvements

neeci'ed in education. ,

The NASSP project placed great emphasises on innovation, and.

‘ each interh was carefully placed uﬁer a principal who had demonstrated ,
" .the ability to initiate and maintain innovative programs. The goal

" was secondary school improvement for pupils and teachers in curriculum

and in many. other' agpects of administration.?’
In 1972, -the Department of Educational Administration,~Facu1ty

of Education, Mémorial University of Newfoundland, introduced, as an -
' i 4 , .

alternative to the thesis route, an internship route to the Master of

Education degree in Educational Adndnistration.

. The objectives of the intern“hip for the intern were stated '

bt

as follows. i
1. To enable the intern to develop a more comprehensive view
" of educational administration. The gap betweén theory and J"'

practice, between what is taught in university and what

.

4 actoelly takes place in the field is often quite substantial., -

L]

’

2-'Warren C. Seyfert (ed. ), A Special Kind of Internship for"

» .Principals," National Association of Secondary.School Principals
Bulletin,. Vol. 53 (January, -1969), 3-10. .

{
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« 2, 'To provide the intern with‘the experience of carrying
real administrative regsponsibility. Being taught to
14

'accépt responsibility and actuall& accepting it are two
. . -4 . s N <

different thimés.‘

' - .
Py,

@

3. To enable the intern to benefit from the experiences of
the cooperating administrator. It is the same as having ’
a teacher-pupil ratio of one-to-ome.

4. To provide a testing ground for’ the beginning educator whereby

s

the adequacy of his training, probable success as an

administrator, and’the type of poaition for which he is -

1

best suited can be determined.

5. To instill in the intemm a correct interpretation of the

* " code of professional ethics. 28 -

It would appear that the internship, .a8 a part of the training

A

program for school administrators, is being widely accepted. A report

in the. January, 1969, NASSP Bulletin stated:
+ +» + there is general agreement: that the internship should
- constitute an integral part of the preparation program for
, all principals; 'and that it provides ways of developing
- administrators more satisfactorily than completely on-
campus programs can. :

(S

: SMRY" ( ‘)

_The role of[the secondary school principal is changing.

3 . ‘ . ?

zaDepartment of Educational Adminiatration, "A Descriptive
Wemship in Educational Administration as Partial

Fulfillment for the.Master's Degree.in Education." (St. John's: .

-

Memorial University of Newfoundland, 1972).

-

" 2%Yarren C. Seyfert, op. cit., p. 12.
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Lo . The proBiems encountered by today's principal are numerous and

r

S . more complex than ever_beforel Preparation programs for principals

iy should continuously be evaluéted'and\improved.. One Approach-to the =

- improvement of .preparation programs is the study of problems encountered

, -

. by’priﬁciﬁaii. The internship is recoénized as an effective meansg of

providing on~the-job tséining.fof principals. . -

~
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CHAPTER 34 A
* DESIGN OF‘ THE STUDY .

SYNOPSIS OF THE PROBLEM, B

Tt

:.This stﬁdziﬁaéfdesigned to ascgrtain what the participacipg
:pripcipals percelved as prqfessioﬁal pfoblems in gﬁe perfdrpance'of
‘ thgir'tasksl A comparison was made of the perceived‘professional :
prob}ems as they relate to gkbériencé_and-qualificétiqns“of the

'Hprincipals} A simiiar comparison was qadé pf the.percéived

o

professional problems as they relate to the type épd gize of.schoo} L

g

in wh;ph the principals worked, 'The study further attempted to

detefmineh;he sources from which principals received help in éolving'
. . i} ' . .l.‘:

——

or dealing withitheirvproblems..

THE INSTRUMENT
. ' e ) 3 \
T ' . -a.-

" Development o

&

The 1ﬁstrument~u%éd to gather data for this study was divided
s | .
" into three parts,. Part I contained questions which obtained

] 3

general iﬁfqrmation concé}nlng the schools and the'principals.
Part,II’wag‘gésigngd to have péincipalsddisclose tﬁe geriousnéss.
of.diffigulty th;y pereeived,pertain-problé té be, ?art I11 o§'3
the qyestionnaire aéked'the.participaﬁts-tb List the sources -from’

L

which they received help in the solving of or dealing with their .

pfohlems._ ) . ’ . ;- . . o



=

" researcher.

-

| ‘ . ,
Part II, of the questionnaire was developed by the

@

researpher utilizing the general problem areas developed in a
¢

gsimilar study by Witty. " The specific,problems;which were derived
from related literature,’from discussions with fellow graduate

students in educetional administration, and. from the résearcher's

own experience as‘principal of a high school in the' Province were

listed under problem areas. The eight problem areas were:

1. . Staff Personnel )

73] ~

2. Pupil Personnel

3. Organization and Structure

»

4, Puyblic Relations ‘ o R e
-5, ;Curriculum and Instruction ’ L .
'6. -Physical Facilities B P P

7. . Pupil Transportation. . oo

8. School Finance
Space uas'provided within each problem area for the perticipants to

write in and rate'specific problems that were not included by the

Pilot Studz

To insure that the sPetific problema in, the questionnaire )

\ -

were relevant and unambigioua, and to maximize face-validity, a piiot

. study was conductedQ *
. 'q & ) ‘* -

The questionnaire was administered to a jury consisting of -
o . , ,

W

. : . . _
. 1Dwight C. Witty "The Perceived Problems of Beginning Senior
High School Principals in Florida," (unpublished Doctor's report, .
University ‘of Miami, 1972), - : ' 0
] . ¥
s . . . .

coey - . v
. . . -
. R - X N
v . .

e
AL
“
T

[N
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professors in the Department of Educational Administration at Memorial
. University of Newfoundland. The jury:was givenfthe,following written
' . T el .

‘instructions? e . T

f v
r

4

1. Using the black-ink pen provided, answer the questionnaire as :
Ehough you were a principal and had Just received the - :
. z i Y -

questionnaire in the mail. , /

2. After answering the queationnaire, please go through it . T

“again makiﬁg any recoumendations you feel. might-add to,

-t

the, validity nd improvement of the/questionnaire. Use‘ L /
.'the red-ink qen provided. < . ' o K L.

"The purpose of having the members of the Jury answer the
a N /

questionnaire, in\addition to making recqmmendations, was to provide

o

1}

the researcher with a check for misinterpretationsgor ambiguities that .

3 [N 4 . . ‘ . -’
the Jury members might not notice. ' . -y L .
As a result of the .pllot study, minor changes,were made in B

‘the wording of some of the problems; problemé that were considered

. redundant were eliminated; and three specific problems were added.to g l;'

4

the questionnaire. A cdpyﬂof the uestionnaire'has been. included *

. . N . \ . = - . ¢
in Appendix B.. , o - *
. . . ' ! '
. COLLECTION AND TREATMENT OF DATA .~ . . ™
[ v v/ . e s “« ¥
, o R N : e . .o ~
S,ource . . ) R . ) L v, . -..., ] . -

- - « 4

° ‘40“ \\ R

. 9 [ -'. T .
three former principals of high ‘schools in the Province and two



L Newfoondland 1972-+73 (St. John' 81 Governmed'jT

having a student enrollment of 300 or more. The size of the
P . : [y .

—

population was 44, The names and addresses of the principals were ,

[y ‘o

obteihed from the.Directory of‘gecondary Schoole in Newfoundlan&,

1972-73.2% ,

t

‘o On'April 23, 1973, materials consisting of the questionnaire,,

a seff-addresséd prepaid return envelope, and a covering letter

-

. 'were sent to the priﬁcipals. The covering letter and the "Information

4]

"‘Sheet"‘of the questionnaire both explained to the prfécipalé the

v . . e . - K ., -
purpose of the study. On May.8, a follow-up letter was sent to.ll
. ;principalsfwho had not responded up té that date. By May 15, an

84 1 percent regurn rate had been realiied It was felt that this

-

was sufficient. £6r the purpose of this study.

\'n'
S

o

Table 1 givas detaila regarding the Rumber of questionnaires

'

‘sent out and the nqmber returned. It shows’ that centrel high sc¢hool

14 o

‘rprincipals were ‘more willing than regional high«sghool.principals

td¥respond to tﬁe.questionnaire.

2Department of Education, Directory of Seconda;y Schools in |

o

.



. 42
) Table 1 '
, “
Number of Questionnaires Sent and Réturned
by Type of School
’ Number . Number Percent ,
v o ) Sent Returned @ Returned
Central High Schools 24 - 23 ©95.8 7
Regional High Schools 20 - 14 S 70.0
Totals 44 - .37 ’ " 84.1
9.

Personal and School Data .‘

.

Background information is provided in this section of the‘
thesis on the qualifications and “experience of the participating
principalé. Information is also provided on the student enrollment

of the schools in which the principals aie working. It was hoped

[

that this information would .enable theé xreéader to’better understand

the‘nature;-the findingsl and the-conclusions of this study.

e .
-

Table 2 classifies the principals of central and regional
‘|high schools by years e;rprofessional preparation. All of thé
principals participating in the study held a degree or degree
eqplvalent. Approximately one—third of the principals had seveny
9Z;fs of professional and academic training beyond the secondary

school level.

; o™ °
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W o
Prinpipalé of Central andﬁRegional High Schools . :
by Years of Professional Preparation

ks

o + Table 2

P

M

Years of : Central High Regional High Total

Profesjfonal . Schools . ' Schools :

Preparation ' (N=23) - . (N = 14)

4 years - - : 1 - i .2 a

5 years ' 2. 1. % 2 . 4 -
: J . : . .

6 years °° R U 1o 5 - 19

7 years 6 - ' 6 oo 12

- , . o . . . ——

- Table 3 pfovides inférmation on the nﬁmber,of gradua;eb
céurees‘cohpleﬁéd'in educagionel administration by the principals
’ pf ﬁhe_central and_fegionglnhigh echools.- Twenty-six of the éhirty-
sevén pfincipals'haa comménced or complgtéd a phase of a graduate

" program in educational administration; Eight had completed a

master's degree in educational administration, and another four had .-

K

completed seven to ten graduate courses. The table shows that over

¥

- 70 percent of the principals had completed or were involved in upr"_'

"grading in educational a@minist}apion at the graduate level. '
’. " . \ ' . ] . .' 4 A B

\
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Table 3 . . J\

Principals of Central and Regional High.Schools by =
~ Graduate Work_ in Educational Administration

44

~ Number of SRE Central High Regional High ~ Total
Graduate . Schools - Schools
Courses . ° S (N=23) (N=14)

'~ No Courses : ‘ 7 : 1 11
1 to 3 Courses’ . s .3 8
4 to 6 Courses 1 <4 S 2 - 6
7 to 10 Courses* 3 7 3, 1 4
Master's Degree - : 4 8

*Considered in this study as. the eqﬁiValent of a graduate-

diploma in educational administration.
' . - f

From Tabie 4 it can be seen that ai)proximateiy_ one-third

of the participants in the study had‘from one to three years

’experience' as a principal of ‘a school. The same number had more

than ten years expgfiénce as a prineipal. The table also shows

" that four, of' the principals participai:iﬁg in the study were

»

be_git}fxing' principals.
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. o Table 4

w

Principals Currently Serving in Central and Regional High
Schools by Years of Experience -as-a Principal

L4

Years of ﬁxperience Central ﬁigh Regilonal Higl; ‘Total
as a Principal* ' Schools . " Schools
W, | (N=14)
) 1 year S ' . ' 3 | 1 | 4
2years. ’ “ o 1 . 1. . 2Q
! 3'yeers o -'r__ . 2 L 1 . .3
‘4.years ‘ ,'l_ , 4 . 1 5
5‘years _ - ‘ 5 , | 1 i 6
6 years - ] ' - ' 2 " 2
' 7 years ' ‘ . PR . - . -
. . . . i o - n .
9 years ' T 1 . _ 2 . ’ 3
10 years A T - 5. 9
- over 16 years . e - _ 4 T s L 9

*Experience reported is not limited to experience as a principal
T ) of a central or regional high school. The experiences as a principal
. may have been in a variety of school types, i.e., all grade, primary, .
elementary, or junior high '
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" This Province's. secondary schogls would pr.obably still be

.considered small by .Noi'th American standards. Table 5 shows that

twenty-five, or 68 percent, of the schools involved im the study

a student enrollment of five hundred or less; pnly one of the sch

o

had an enrollment over one thousand. It should be remembered tha

|

46

had

ools

t

central and regional high schools with a student enrollment of less

.than three hundred- .‘were delimited from this study. | ; ' -

Table"5

~ Central and Reglonal High ‘Schools by

Student Enrollment ?
Student Ceptral High Regional High " Total
Enrollment “| - Scliools Schools ‘
o (N23) _ (N=14)
300-400 - . 1 | 6 18 -
401,—50?) | 4 L 3 7
/501-600 , 6. . 1 7
. 601~700 - TR R ‘ : 1.
701-800 A PR 2
got-s00 | . .- 1 1
901-1000 - . - -
Gver 1000 | T - Lo
. , : . .
- -
Data Treatment Procedures ,
Two types of data were collected iﬁ'this study: (1) data
: ‘ as’

- concerhj.q’g the nature of the professional ﬁroblems of prircipals

-



y il

from-which principals received help with their problems.

1.

to the principals of this Province's large high schools, .an arbitary

" .The following scale was used for this classification:

R

/

-from the raw data,- tables were developed to show the degree of
" difficulty assigned to each problem area, and to all the problems

. in the questionnaire, taken collectively, by: . -

Principala of central high schools, and principals of
regional high schools. '
Principjlls who were.experienced, and principals ‘who

were inexperienced. ;

Principals of schools with a student enrollment of more '

~.than five hundred and principals of schools with a

o

' student enrollment ~from three hundred to five hundred.

Principals with a graduate degree or diploma in .
,l o 3

educational administration, and those who have nedther.

47

- perceived and .'reported' by them', and (2) data cdnceming the ‘sources_

In.order to show more clearly the problems of chief concern

decision was made by the researcher to classify the problems as

.minor, moderate or major according to the mean difficulty rating.

s

(l). 1.0(‘)' -

3.50, minor; (2) 2.51 - 3:50, moderate; and (3) ‘3.51 - 5.00, major.

specific problems, to isolaA

. areas that the principals

It was also possible, because the participants were rating

problems within the eight problem

ferceived as causing the most difficulty.

:A set of tables was developed. to show the problems rated as major

/

.By the use of mean. and grand mean difficulty ra'ting, obtained.
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- 'by the different comparison groups of principals.
: . The data concerning the gources of help received by principals
.in the -solving' of or dealing with their professional problems were
gshowi‘in a table, The table listed the sourges of Help and gave )
the fredquency of times mentioned. e e .
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_ CHAPTER 4
‘.' - : . ) . 7 '

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF ’l'l{E DATA

I

o

~ . INTRODUCTION

This purpose of this chapter is to present a descriptive

P .
C analysis of the data gathered on, the perceived professional problems

~

of principals of large high schools in the Province of Newfoundlaqd .

/
and Labrador. ’ ‘.

By using mean difficulty ratings and ranked order, tables are

, provided to_ show the major problems' as pérceived by principals in
relationship to the following characteristics: (1) size and type of

school,, and (2) experience and professional preparation of the
7 - —

£ .

principal. . . o . -
Grand mean difficulty ratings and ranked order were used to

" show in profile form how the specific problems in each area were rated :

A

by all principals,- This same method wés ugsed - to deter‘mine how the

different groups of par@i—pmng principals rated the eight problem .

areas and to determine which group of principals rated the items on

the queationnaire, taken collectively, the most difficult.

3

PROBLEMS OF PRINCIPALS RELATED TO TYPE OF SCHOOL

t

The Major Problems :

.
’rable 6 presents in ranked order the major problems of ceutral’

—

«

. o )
'For method of determining najor problems, see Chapter 3:
"Deaign of the Study," .p. 47. . o] .

49

e R
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high school principals. Central high-‘school principals perceivecl eleven
problems-to be of major difficulty, .with four of these prob_l_ems having ‘
éa mean difficulty rating over 4,00 on a five point scale. "Involving
all students in school activities" and "Develo;;ing'programs to meet the
e eeds of the ‘low;‘achievers"' both had a meen difficulty rating ‘of 4.30.

‘ \\\»/g?ilxe problems of "Developing programs to meet the needs of the gifted ‘
student" and "Securing qualified“substitute teachers" also had mean '
difficulty ratings above 4.00. | . i
Table 7 shows that regional high school p‘rincip’als rated five
problems as being of major difficulty, '"Students trav‘eilin'g‘on buses -
cnhble to\éarticipete fully in extra-curricular acﬁivit;ies"' was rated . S
the most difficult with a mean difficulty rating of 3‘.' 93. The next
two problem-s in ranked order, with mean diffidul‘ty ratings of.-3.71,
were the problems of "Securing qualified substit;ute teachers'" and . o0
' "Irivolving all students in school activities." - ) o . u;_
A comparison.of Tables 6 and 7 reveals that the five problems
ranked as the most difficult by central high school principals were .
the same problems that regional ’high school principals reported as Coe
majbr. Central high scliool principals, however, considered more =
problems to be of major difficulty and rated)problems considerably
Whigher on the rating scale than regional high school principals did,
An examination of Tables 35 to 42 in Appendix A reveals that ‘ .o
-all prol:lems ‘rated as major by centrall high schoal principals were ‘

rated high by regional high school principel'a, although tht’ay;were not

rated high enough.to be considered ds major problems.
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. Table 6

Major Problems-of Central High School Pfincipels

¢

Rank - , Mean
Order - Major Problems'" Difficulty
' B Rating .
1.5 Involving all students in school ac‘:"tivities 4.30
1.5 | Developing programs to meet the needs of the low- 4.30°
achlevers i
3. Developing programs to meet the needs of the gifted ' ~4.13
student ‘
4. " Securing qualified substitute teachers S 4,06
3 Students*travelling on buses unable to participate N
fully in extra-curricular activities o |
6 - Inability to provide extra—curricular opportunities 3.87
nem - for A1l students ‘
7.5 | Insufficient time to spend in evaluation of ‘the 383 '
staff : v
7.5 | Insufficient time to spend in evaluation of the 3.83
programs offered in your school
9 i Insufficient number of non-instructicnal staff 3.73
10. The transportation of students to extra—curricular' 3.70
activities ) '
I1 Insufficient funds for equipment repairs and needed 3.57 -

materials

3,96 - T

N

.....



" The Problem Areas
Grand mean difficulty ratings obtained for each of the eight

q
.f ' ) Table 1 :
. Major Problems of Regional High School Principals b -
. ©o o . : . R
Rank e . ° , S Mean S
Order ‘ Major Problems o Diff iculty
B o ' ~ .~[Rating ,
I ) L
1 Students travelling on buses- arisble ,&;o participate 3.93
fully in extra—curricular activities :
2.5 ___S_ecuring qualified substitute teachérs . 3.71
‘.2.5 Involving all students in school activities : 3.71 ,
4 . | Developing programs to meet the needs Gf the ,2.3.6'4: b 4,/ .
gifted student : _ -y I
5 Developing programs to meet the needs of the . o 3.57 -
--| low-achievers ) " P
‘ . |
. /

’
[

*

problem areas, as shown in Table 8, reveal that central high school
principals rated-problem:‘related to curriculum and instruction as being
the most difficult area., This was followed by the problem area con-— -
Problems concerning instructional

cerning organization and etructure.
and non-instructional staff andﬂp‘robl,ems‘ related to public relations

T
tespectively.

/

[s]

were ranked seventh and eight
Table 9 provides the ranked .order and grand mean difficulty

ratings of the different problems areas" as perceived by regional high
Problems related to curriculum and instruction .

Ranked 'secon_d ‘and third were problems

- . V school principals.
', rared the most difficult,
. concerning organization and structure and prablems related to. school
: . .‘ " . . 0 .

finance. . .
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Tables 8 and

53

reveal that central high school principals

rated all the problem areas as being more difficult than regiqnal

_high school principals did.

Both groups, however, rated the areas

of curriculum and instruction, and of organization and structure

as being the two most difficult.

Tai: le 8

Rank Order and Grand Mean Difficulty Rating of the Problem

Areas as Perceived by Central High School Ptig:ipals

. -

"

" Rank

. Grand Mean,
~ Order| Problem Area Diffieulty,
' ' Rating
1 Curriculum end Instruction . ~ 3,02,
L2 Organization and Scructure "‘2.76
3 Physical Facilities - . . 2%,
4 School, Finance ‘ 2,37 _
.:J Stuv:iem: Personnel 2,26 -
6 Transportal:ion -of Pupils o i o B 2,14 ’
7 Instructional }nd Non-lnstructional Staff Personnel T 2,09 -
i v Ml' - . . N . : .
g Public Reiat_.’ions' . o 193
; o 4, ) =
y H
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. " Table 9 r: . .
B‘:«mli Prder and Grand Mean Difficulty Rai:ing_pf the Problem

-l Areas @s Perceived by Regional High School Principals
' RanK v o Grand Mean
Order ° Problem Area ° Difficulty
:; ~ o ) -, Rating
.-5x,.l Curriculum aﬁd Instruction ‘ '2.78
£ 2 Organization and Structure 2.46.
Fa . ’ ' ,.' -
7 3 School Finance ) . 2.32
4 | Physical Fac¥lities : $2.30
‘ 5. "Stud Personnel ' 27025
A4 - .
<6 Ttansportation of Pupils - - . 204
‘. N ‘ . o KT o * . ' . : Lo
* 7+ .| Instructional and Non-Instructional Staff Persemnel ~ .| 2.02
;] Public Relations 1.72
. - ,"‘1 “ .
L : . ¥
. a , ' L3 , ai A
v . ’ s . © - PP
. .i . : 4 N
R .
' : Co < . ) . . .
- N --(‘ :u 3. . ‘b A -
:‘_: . ..\J = ’ - b ' ) ..4
- .:.\ l. PR g ‘, ° i Lo .
' :6',; ® . ' Pl:. s
R < ", . , N
= ‘\' ' ) . .
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.. PROBLEMS OF PRINCIPALS RELATED TO THEIR YEARS -
. B " . OF EXPERIENCE.AS ADMINISTRATORS
[ " . "‘ . '\\ e -.A- . '.~u‘°~ N
The Major.Problems’ .

- . ‘- . . S 1,

“ Table 10 lists in ranked order the major problems as perceiued‘ -

. . s LN

A .

by principals with three years or less experiénce as principals of a

—

school Nineteen problems were classified according to thgir mean

difficulty rating, as being major problems. The problem of "Involviné

o1, P w

-
>

all students in’ school acgivities was rated the,moat diffichlt with a

a " « . . mean difficulty rating of 4.44 on.the five point scale, Seven other

. ) ¢ ‘ .

f . R > problems, as shown in the Tablé, had mean difficulty rating of ‘over
Do ; . -

4,00, ' ‘

-

Table 11 présents the major problems as perceived by principals y

. %o

with more than three years experience'as principal of é school. The —
L - two problems "Students travelling on buses unable to participate fully

in extra-curricular activities" and "Developing programs to meet the .
° ? o l.\ . .
;l . VR néeds of tﬁg low achievers were rated the most difficult with mean
T * Ay I.\
. o difficulty r£t1ng of 4.00 out of a possible 5.00. .
AN a,
.L

g A It is Clear from Tables lO and 11 that inexperienced . ﬁﬁﬁ .

Cen
5 S llJ

X H

principals perceived more problems to be of major difficulty than

_ - experienced principals did It should be noted however, that the

- “

‘~gix problems rated as major ones. by experienced principals were also

e ‘ . rated as being of major difficulty by the inexperienced principals.
o ’ B j

. “ - L. . . - .
) . v ‘ . L. +
et . . . - f . ” / X
N . - toe . ' - ’



.- ~ Table 10

Major ProBlems of'Ihexperienced'Principals

56

. +10.5

18.5

Shoxtage of books and other printed matetial

_ Mean
Order Major Problems” Difficulty
. > ting
o — 2
l{’J Involving all students in schobl activities. 4,44
2:5 | Insufficient time to spend in evaluation of the 4,22
' programs offered in your, school:
22.5 Inability to propide extra-curricular opportunities 4.22
for all students M . o
4 Formation of a ‘'home and school association 4,17
6.5 | Securing qualified substitute teachers . 4.11
6.5 | Insufficient time to "spend in evaluation of the staff -4.ll
6.5 Developing programs to meet the needs of the low- 4.11
" |.achievers . )
6.5 Developing . pzogcgée to meet the needs qf the gifted 4,11
. student . d
lOZS Students travelling on buses unable to participate 3.78
fuilly in extra—curricular activities
‘Insufficlent funds for equipment repalrs and needed 3.78
. matetrials '
10.5 Developing a master schedule for the school 3.78 -
10.5 Transportation of students to extra-curriécular 3.78
AR activities ’ .
l3h"';_Scheduling extra—cufricular activities into the 3.75
"school day ¥ :
15.5 | -Insufficient number of nén instructional staff 3;67_
13.5 'Schedulingjstudents into classes of their choice 3.67
15,5 | Developing a strong-student council ) . 3.67
15.5" | Developing an adequate student evaluation system . 3.67
18.5 Building§§2iool 'spirit’ and pride ' 3.56 .
3.56

o o
_ ™

-
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jable 11

Major Problems of Experienced Principals °

57

Rank . - " Mean
Order v+ - Major Problems -|Difficulty
Rating
1.5 | Students travelling on buses unable to participate 4.00
fully in extra—-curricular activities
1.5 Developing.programs'to meet the needs of the low- 4.00
' -| achievers )
3 Involving all students in school activities 3.96
4 Developing programs to meet the needs of the gifted 3.89
student
‘5 Securing qualified substitute teachers A 3.86,
,Insufficient number of non-instructiqnal etaff 3.52

The Problem Areas

Table 12 shows in ranked . order, based on grand meanﬁaifficulty

§

ratings, the degree of difficulty attached to- the problem areas by '

inexperienced principals.

" The problem_area of'curriculum and in-

struction was rated the most difficult with a_grand mean difficulty -

3.06.

* rating of 3.38.

Public relations problems and problems concerning instructional .

)and non-instructional staff personnel were rated as bei

Problems concerning organization and structure were

+also rated very difficult with a grand mean’ difficulty rating of

.7 ~
onal ; qg/the least

difficult. IR :

by experienced principals s shown in Table 13

&

-

The degree of diffiCulty assigned to the eight problem areas :

|

The problem areas of.

w
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~

curriculum and instruction” organization and structure and physical

-.‘1

facilities were rated as the three most difficultareasin the above

. order.

- .

experienced principals.'

The problem area.of public relations was rated._very low by "

1.74 on the five point scale. .

It obtained a grand mean difficulty ratfng of
. . - o o

" Table 12 afd 13 show that problems of curriculum and instruction

were rated most difficult by both inexperienced ‘and experienced ;

principals.

-

Y

.‘,as beiné'more difficult than did experienced principals.

. A . 'I‘
N\ Table 12

!

. Rank Order and Grand Mean Difficulty.Rating of the"

Problem Areas as Perceived by
Inexperienced.Principals

Inexperienced principals, however, rated all problem areas

~ Rank R 9 Grand Mea:
. Order Problem Areas Difficulty
' Rating
» 1Aﬂ Curriculum and Instruction* ) 3.58
2 | Organization and Structire ; .. 3.06
3 School Finance ‘ ) 2.98
4 Physicql Facilities 2.54
.'5' .Student- Personnel | o - | 2743
6 Transportatiqg'of Pupils - > -2{31':
ﬁ7.s' Inerruq;ional and Non—Instructional Sraff.Personnel' 2.18
7.5 Public Relations h 2:13-

s
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" Table 13

Y

Rank Order and Grand Mean Difficulty Rating ‘of the

‘a

. Problem Areas as Percelved by , . \
Experienced Principals -
. kank 4 o ' v " lGrand Mean °
_ Ordeér . Problem Area, ' Difficulty.
‘ : o |Rating
;]
v " ; 7 - R
‘1 Curriculum énd,Instruétion' ' .- . ] 2.78
2 Orgenization and Structure o o . 2.52
3 | Physical Facilities o g 2.33
. ,'. ) . .. . . .‘ - \ .
4 . Student Personnel . . ) 2.20 o=
5 School Finance” . : R N 2,14 - R
4 .
6.5 | Instructional and Non-Instructional Staff Personnel 2,03 i
6.5 | Transportatiod of Pupils o — ' 2.03
8 Public Relations - ) o ; 1.74
) : ‘. / jj; .. v
NI ' ' N "r_
. A '
* PROBLEMS OF PRINCIPALS RELATED TO SCHOOL ENROLLMENT
The Major Problems o : . T ‘
"Securing qqelified‘substitute teachers'" and "Iovolving all
L RN ) & " - e s
_ students in school activities" were rated as the two most difficult
problems in schools with a student enrollment of three-hundred to five’ .
bundred: Table lh lists the eight major ﬁroblems as perceived by these ) S

.

‘ principals. The mean difficult ratings for the major- problems ranged

from a high of 4 40 to a low of 3.55. .
Table 15 gives, in rdnked order, the perceived major problemd -
- . . . \ . .

' :,of principals in schools.eieﬂha student enrollﬁeor over five hundred;,
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.The p.ro‘blems of "Involving all students in g.c‘hool, activities" and -

" "Developing programs to meet the needs of the low~achievers' were rated . -

the most difficult.with mean difficulty ratings of 4.25-. These two

4 .

problems were followed very closely by the problem of "Developing -
o .2 . ‘.

' programs to meet the needs of the gifted student."  This problem had

a mean difficulty rating of 4.17 on the five point scale.

In comparing the major problems of principals grouped according
to school size, one finds that both groups agreed upon only four of

the twelve major. problems listed by them, Both groups rated "Involving ‘

.all students in. school activities," "Students travelling on buses

unable to participate fully in.extra-curricular activities,"
"Developing programs to meet the needs of the low-achievers," and
"Developing programs o meet the néeds of the gifted student” as

majof problems (See. Tables 14 and 15).

?y



: Table 14

Major Problems of Principals in Schools with a
Student Enrollment of 300 t07500

’

:

-Rénk . , - ) g ) Méap
Order T Major Problems .+ . |Difficulty
- X - : Lo Rating
1 Securing qualified sﬁbétitute tedchers =~ =, . . 4,40
2 .Involving all students In school activities ’ 4.00 -
3 Students travelling on buses unable to participate - 3,96,
- fully in extra—curricular activities )
4 fDeveloping programs to meet the needs ‘of the low— . "3;92
achievers L )
5. Developing prugrams to. meet the needs of the gifted - 3.84
' student
6 -Insufficient number of non-instructional stéff i 3,67 .
7 The transportation of students to extra—curricular 3:60,
- activities Do v
-8 Formation of@a.home.apd school association - I 3.55
4
: ' Lo -
:l; ° R
v - 4
' \—\' , P
‘/» L) o -
o’ L1 ,\'q . 'l ‘. "
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' Table 15
Major Problems of Principals ‘in Schools with a
A Student Enrollment over 500 ’ :
Rank - : : . Mean
Order| - . . e Major Problems "|Difficulty
: . Lo ‘ Rating
. 1.5 Invoiying-sll students in schosl activities. 4.25
1.5 | Developing programs to meet the needs of - the low- 4,25 .
: achievers g o
'3 Developing programs to meet the needs of the gi ted ©4:17
- " student \ = :
4 Students travelling on buses unable to' participate 3,92
- fully in extra-curricular activities ‘
5.5 Insufficient time to spend in evaluatiap of the 3.75
5 ptograms offered in your school
5.5:| Insufficient funds for equipment repairs and needed’ 3.75 -
.| materials S
7.5° Insufficient tipe to spend 'in evaluation of the 3.58
1 staff i ‘ ' o -
7.5 Inability,to provide extra-—curricular opportunities 3.58
" | for all students - L ‘
i . 5
. -~ ‘ N ) )
T - e N
. * :\ 3 -
. . ) t R
N ot = it
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The Problem Areas .

As ‘shown in Table 16, principals of schools with a s;udent

enrollment between three hundred and five hundred rated problems in the

,”area of curriculum and instruction the most" difficult. Problems

concerning organization and structure were rated second.

Principals in schools with a student enrollment over five

.hundred also-rated problems in the area of curriculum and instruction -
' as being the most difficult. Table 17 provides information’on the
- grand mean difficulty rating assigned to each problem area by principals )

in schools with a student enrollment over five ‘"hundred. The problem )

area of curriculum and/instruction had a grand mean difficulty rating
of 3.13 on the five point scale. ' - : S
lables.lG and 17.show that principals diuided according to
school enrollment perceived the problem area of curriculum and .
instruction as being the most difficult, regardless of the size- of the

Bchool. The principals of the larger schools did: rate, however, the

a
'

area as being more difficult than did the principals of the smaller

0

schools. . o o . ' ’ L
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Table.16
Rank Order and Grand Mean Difficulty Rating of the Problem |
v Areas as Perceived by Principals of Schools with
a Student Enrollment between 300 and 500 -
/ o Rank ; : _ . o o ‘ ‘Grand Heaﬁ.
: Order ‘ _ Problem Area : | Difficulty
=l . [ - o ' Rating
1 Curriculum and Instruction = - ; -l 2,76
‘ 2 _Organization and Structure - L ‘\ T 2.62,
" ‘3 Physical Facilities = . I , 2.50°
"4 - | School Finance : T - “ o 2,26 .
s- - | Student Personnel o , ' o 2.18
B ST 6 Transportation of Pupils ;. j o E P 2,14
LTl 7 .| -Instructional and Non-Instructional Staff L 2,07
S Personnel ° T - o e
CT 8 | Public Relations. =~ - . | o Les
] "‘.: o g ,
- .. 4 o
1 ©
;. ~
- - , (“
4
;o : ' 5
. ’ "y

.(".
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Ao X ‘Table 17

" “Rank Order "and Grand Mean Difficulty Rating of the Problem s
- ; Areas as Perceived by Primcipals of 'Schools with a’
/lr _ _ Student Enrollmegt over’ 500
" Rank | A . S - Grand Mean
Order| . Problem Area ’ .. . |Difficulty
' L . ' . - Rating
1. Curriculum. and’ Instruction I PR Lo 3.13
2 | Organization and. Structure - ' cTL L .2.70
i " School Finance ' NN . - PR © 2,54 -
- 4 Student' Personnel . . - ‘ o 2.8
©'5 | physical Facilities S 2.1
6 . | Instructional and Non—Instructional Staff Pereonnel 1 2,06 .
.7 Transportation of Pupils ; ' o o ': " -2.00
-8 ,| Public Relatibns ' ) T, R 2 1.84"
: )

PROBLEMS OF PRINCIPALS RELATED TO
PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS- -
The Major Problems . - T

-~

Principals without either a master 8 degree or a graduate

diploma in educational administratibn rated six problems as being
)

of'major difficulty.‘ Table 18’ shows that the problem of "Involving

all students in school activities“ was;rated.the most difficult with a

" mean difficuity rating of 4 24, {he problems of "Develbping programs

to meet the needs of the. low~achievers" and "Developing programs to

(/3

e

meet the needs'of'the gifted-studentﬂ.were‘ranked as the next two most
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_with either a master's degree br graduate/diploma An ééucational

,Or over on the five point scale) indicate«that thebe problems are. con- E‘

- -
H

. _v;]t} f ' . . ‘. N . ) ) ' . ., . - ) - '66

“ry

V difficult problems. ' ’ b . . }

Table 19 lists .the major problems as perceived by principals 4

”

. -

-

administration.. Twelve problems were rated as major by these principz}s,

. and’ the mean difficulty ratings assigned fo nine of these" problems (4 00

sidered quite- serious by this group of principals
" Tables 18 and 19 give evidence that principals with more years

of.professional preparation perceive more problems fo be more difficult

. than principals with fewer years of professional preparation do. %

Table 18

Major Problems of Principals without a Master's Degree or .
) Graduate Diploma in Educational Administration o

. Rank | . . - L - |Mean A
Order : Major Problem ' - Difficulty
: ' o : Rating
1 Involving all students in school activities o ‘ 4.24
. S ) ¢ B R
2 | Developing programs to meet the needs of the ‘low=- . 3.84
Moo achievers > ,
3 Developing progranm to meet the needs of the gifted 3.80
student -- ) - *
4 Securing qualified substitute teachers L . 3.76
5 . Students travelling on buses unable to participate . 3.68
fully in -extra-curricular activities )
6 - Formation of a home and school association. ) 3.58.

ey
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Table 19 . L
Major Problems qf Prindipals with a Master 8 Degree or
Graduate Diploma in Education Administration
Rank' : Mean -
Order| - . Major Problem Difficulty
: : S Rating )
* N Q o
i 1 Students travelling on buses undble .to participate 4,55
fully in extra—curricular activities .
2 Developing programs. to meet the needs of the low— ’ 4.42
achievers R N .
3.5 Securing qualified substitute teachers, @.25'
. s 3
3.5 Developing a program ‘to meet the needs of the gifted 4,25
. student o - . - E
. . ” . ., .
5 Insufficient number of non-instructional staff 4,08 -
f) : -0
-7 Insufficient time to spend in evaluation of the T 4.00.
+ programs offered in your school < R
7 The transportation of students to extra-curricular 4.00 -
i ’ activities ‘ .
7 .Inability to provide extE;*curricularfOpportunities .iZOO
fo; all students . Ma
9.5 Involving all”students in school activities 3;15?
9.5 Insufficient time to spend in evaluation of the 3.75.
. staff : .
1125, Insufficient number'of specialist teachers . 3.67
.ll.5‘ 'Insufficient funds for equipment repairs and needed 3.67
N materials R 8 ’ ’
= ! R
» L i
. * - ) “‘ !
(] . {I. ) - FN' ‘—

-
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‘The Problem Areas = . S L )

* Table 20 preeents the - ranked orderﬂend;érand-neen diffidulty
ratings of the egght‘proglem_areae es:perceived by princibels'witncut.
K eitner a méster‘e degree or‘éreduate diploma‘in educatienal admini- ,
'stration. Tneuﬁroblem arees of chriculﬁQ and instruction, organization -

1 > - LA &

and structure, and physical facilities were rated as the most difficult

0y - -~

areas with grahd mean difficulty ratings of 2 84, 2.62, and 2. 43, - ‘ ~
‘resPectively. Problems related to. public relations rated the Jeast | . ,:: d~

diffichlt with,g:grand mean difficulty rating of'l190 on tne fiye point.' 'a¥'

scale. | V’..Y;f | . | .,' : ., g .‘ | . ~: . ‘ . , '-}, c e _?.

Princi#als with a master 5 degree or. a graduate diploma in
educational adminiptration also ratedythe problem area of curriculum . i .
and- instruction as the most difficult area wﬁfh a grand mean difficul Z;’
rating of 3.11, ' Table 21 also reveals that the problem area of = :J ;;-;’,én}

- e , & ’ . S

oEganiZation andustructure’was rated aé the secondfmost,difficult area:

’

- ) . i . - T . !
by those principals. . ) . 1 . - .
. - ) . . 1 -
. . L} ‘ “ 4 " .
- A
., { d o
w - v o ~ ‘
A " b4
- 3 5
- R E d
- N : - ¥ .
. . X .
. - ' ’ ! ) - .
’ , . b |
N . N . . - -
. .
' L ¢
q N . i
w? \' ,
‘ - . e
C . i . ~
,\ v 7 v -
. . © . \ -
R .
L% ki - 3 &
, 0 - .
s L: . i P
xS N
.- | "
4 ' ! - ) ‘ "
. it .
‘::‘: o ° R [y R B . ” ' .
' . Y
- N I N . ¢ " - .
L] r '
) . . * .
1 N 6 e ‘ \ 4
" -
L"I A} - i
. ,
2 2 f - . - -
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' : ' v Table 20 -+ - '
. Rank Order and Grand Mean Difficdlty Rating ‘of the’ Problem
o . Areas as Perceived by Principals without a- Master s
* ) Degree ‘or Graduate Diploma in ' .
. L. . . Educational Administration
., :“ Rank ) s - ‘ I Grand Mean

"Problem Area =, -

v - .

Rating

¢ -
o l e
o ¢ . >,_. . ‘1\_‘
R ) 2 3 7"‘4
. 3 )

Curriculum aid Instructiog.. . . .

=, . . ..

"Organization and Structure R

R ' . -

Bhysiqal_Facilitios ' .

*

S 2.84 .

12,62

2.43

. R e : .
o 4. School Finanee - s T 2.35
. -8 ) & i . . vy ' .
" e / R o . -
. 5 Student Persdnnel ) 2.24
- " .
o e Transportation of Pupils . . i 2,11
B . . A . K . 7 o
] . M @
L e 7 Instructional and Non-Instructional Staff Personnel 2.00
e . e - T -. ° S -
P . o= : : O '3
i . 8 °. | Public Relations . L 1.90
S 4 ‘. . . ! . ‘ v
o * o L . , ) .
, [ N\ ' Al L] '
. . N R v Iy
g - - ! . 70 ’ ' ¢ f ‘ 3 ¢
. - » [
tw?- - . . N
- * ’ ' ' ) ' -
P . - . . " _— SO '
- ¢ ! r. o : ' n v )
1] . 1 - ” * .~ ) ’
R ) - ’ ' ! +
. : . . ¢ - . .
c o, -, - 1 s ‘. . ! o » o . : ¢ . ¢ '\ > ) .
. - - : * . 4 N - -
- » . R + - . + ., . bl -
. . . PR rﬁ; “.? : ' . -
- * s L v ’ & " '. -
R : .. . a ‘ .- \
: s > . 1 . . ae .
- ‘a . "' ) . . . ‘ ’. L) ' r.
e BN . . ¢ ) ‘ ‘
- 4 ‘. : B \ ¢ ' " . . . , , o’
X R , . W, : . Lo
A " ' " . oy . e
Lo N C L E h .;
*n ) . a N -
a . ) A LI ., . B ’ -
i * . s . . ! : o i
> e ¢ . 4 ‘
. " s -t ; P .
s .\,7 . ) L @ . - ' ' .
. : YT w . e ) , . N
coa s \ R i . : L i .
— \ : > T .. - .
3 s - ) . A, . . P
o s v e - . . » .
PR ! o 0 . v ot %X /‘l i .. ,
e o - : . ] : . ! o .
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;Teble 21‘_ : :
A} e 4
. d * " . - & ‘, ‘_ H
Rank Order and Grand Mean Difficulty Rating ‘of dhe Problem
Areas’ as Pgrceived by Principals with a Master's
egree or Graduate Diploma in ‘* ‘
Educational Administration

R - T I \
. ¢ ) Nt : .
- , . ‘ . Grand Mean -
) Problem Area - A Difficulty ,
- Rating -
y -
. ‘Curriculun and Instruction i . S3.11
|"/-‘=- m— ,' \ . T w v
- N 2 Organiéétiqn and,Structure - .o e 2,70
R F ‘ T . ; . . :
' T3 School Finance’ . L o A " 2.36
{ | | aneer : | : s
' 4 Student Personnel i - 2.29
: . <5 Physical Faciiities. S R : 2,27 -
: B . . ', "‘;c/' ‘ o . ’
- U Instructional and Non-Instructional Staff Personiel 2.20
B . ! - . o
d 7 . TEZnsportation of ngils‘ ‘ ~ . b 2.08 |
i . Jl . . ) M ) . \ . -3 .
"8 ‘Public Relatioms - : -, - 1.73
~ . [ ;/ 4 " l
,_( ‘. - ‘l
. -1y o, ¢, o . S
Ty i : - THE PROBLEMS OF PRINCIPALS
» " " .. T “l I ' . .
‘ L : : P L : '
¢ ’ The, prev1ous‘section of thig- chapter presented the major problems,

. -

, as perceived by principals~of differing characteristics, and the ranked w
’ ) .
S
.order of dijficulty assigned to 'the eight problem areas by the different

P v

This. section presents in tabular form the mean

. grdups of’ principais.
<+

- e v * .
=, " ddfficulty ratings for all the problems containédtin the questionnairze.
T it profides an_overeil plcture of the degreé of difficulty assigned to

¢

1}each,prob1em by all principais,‘%ithoutﬂregard for differing '

‘characteristics.

’ ,
. , ; i M .
. - L. . ' . - - . ’ . -
. o . - P . N
. .
- i . E] .

-5

N
.
~ty
£
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Instructional and Non—Instructional Staff

Perspnnel Problems - S

y ’ -

An examinanion of.Table iz'reveals that two problems'oug,aifthe

’

twenty-eix listed 'within this problem area received mean difficulty

: ratings high enough to be classified as major probleme.

Approximately 70 ‘percent of the problems included in this ‘area, however,;';

. .
v

' five point scale.

were rated as minor problems.ﬂ

- &

” o .

"’\'.

¥

\9

~

* Table 22

Another five problems were rated as moderate.

\"-

b -

. L)

Rank Order, Mean Difficulty Rating,‘and begree of
Difficulty of Staff Persomnel Problems as *

Perceived by All Principals
i L T

The,problems

non—instructional staff" fated 3. 92 and 3.56, respectively, onp the

»

N i - :. - . T ,
Rank s Y ; . ‘| Mean ..” |Degree of
Order Problém Difficulty|Difficulty . |
.. ' ' - Rating o
S N :Securing qualified substitute teachers° 3.92 T
. ’ 1, ‘@ | Major
' 2 Insufficient number of non-lnstructional J’bG )
. ;staff : - - . g -
3 .Gefting faeplty members interested»in |2.$2' " , s
' school wide ahd classroom innovations ) N ro
L , R #-
' A Y N : '
» 4 ,Getting_faculty members to adopt newer 2.86. f”ﬁ%ﬁ, o -
' ‘ t . ’ ‘ - s o, /
‘ eaﬁhing techniques ' Moderate ‘
‘ .5 Securing qualified replacements fot 2.83 E -
. I faculty members who resign during the year ) R ;
. . A
6 . Getting faculty members to. accept the . 2378 o
- .| changes in the attitudes and outlook of ) . - ’
o students : i . : )
- 1:" L r'.' » .i-: ) 'Q‘ . L . o - B
¢ ’ _'- ’ ‘ P - - " ~ ' /‘ A '_"b;
) - \' . -',«',.f_'. " 7 \ o :
Ll : A . ' P N
v e e « 0 S, M A .

' of "Securing qualified substitute'teachers -and "Insufficient number of



18

21,5

19

Personality clashes among members of a
teaching t:eam ‘ ’

e

L] S . A
L | ) o v y ‘/72
o . Table 22 .(Continued) o A
" Rank . - . |Mean Degree of "
. Order{ . Problem . . |Difficulty Difficulty
’ . ' Rating’ -
7 Inability of individual faculty members to 2.64 ,
maintain proper student discipline .. Moderate
. " -
8 . Inability of individual faculty members to]. 2.45
’ communicate with students
9. Getting faculty members to take a genulne 2.43 .
‘ interest in the students ' .
10} Securing and keepitig qualified faculty "2.18 . ,,_‘
members . ; . .
11 Orienting' teachers. to their’ new positions | 2.13 ﬂ :
12 Incompetence, 1aziness, or tardiness of 2.02 /
>,indiv:Ldual faculty membexs - ' : '
‘13 .'Subversion Of gchool policy b'xﬁi ' 1._97'.
individual faculty members : : 3
'llL Developing better conmunication channels '. 1.76 ; o
between faculty and the non—instructional o Minor . -
staff * . v,
15 Inability to replace the - incompetent non- | ‘l.71 ]
e instructional staff members ) : )
« 16- Communicating With faculty members 0.\_}.62 )
24 : R
17 Personality clashea among faculty 1.58- .
© " \| members - . o i : N
o ‘ . 7 - ' J '
Getting faculty’ memhers to accept,you 1.54)
. in your role as principal
‘ Developing better comnnmication channels 1;47' oo
“[ betwéen yourself and the non- : T ) »
inatructionalo staff ' ,
‘ZO-; Incompetent non—instructional staff ' . ’1:44
. members - . Lo
r, - - )
1.40 : ;



<

[ . T -
_Rank < . - P ' Mean Degree of
" Order ‘ - - Problem T . |Diffdiculty|Difficulty
. . ) ! . Rating .
. Jg. ' * ° ’ ) -/ d
. 21,5 | Becoming acquainted and familiar witha . 1.40
- faculty members - : . .
Gaining the loyalty of . the non—instruct— 1.35° ¢
ional staff , . ¢ } =
'Personality clashes amohg non-instructional 1.28 Minor
" gtaff . . . S
C L e s : ‘ ] '
JInconsistency of non-instructional staff in(. '1.24 |, S
o enforcihg rules and. regulatioﬁs,. ' Y
26 - hInability of- mon—instructional staff ko *1.21 T
oo '"get/7dong" with students - : - ¥
[ I I - ‘- ‘ \‘ ' \ ;
1‘Q_ganization “and_Structure Problems e , S

' - € o . ° -
i - . . .

¥ 'Table 22 (Continuéd)

. . . . . , N . . . , R ',
f ' s

The probleme listed in this problem area appear to be presenting: .

+ .

great difficulty to the principals queried in this study. As shown in

Table 23 tatee of the twenty-two problems were rated as major dnes,
o - ‘1 ;

"and another.elevenhwere rated as,moderate. Thia represents approximately
oo . 7

v e / b * \

.64 Percent of the,prohlems. The PrObli? of "Involving arl students in .
e .

. school actirities" was rated as most difficult with a mean difficulty

’-"

v

rating of 4.08 on .the five point.scale.
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Table 23

‘Rank Order Mean Diffichlty Rating, and Degree of Difficulty,

Y

. of Organization and Structure Problems as
Perceived by All -Principals . ,
" Rank : Mean begrcé of
.Order S Problem . |pifficulty!Difficulty
' . Rating. ’
*
1 Involving all students in school activities 4,08 .
2 Insuf ficient time to spend in the eval— 3.54 o
i - uation of the programs offered in your ~&;g9 Major
L school ' ) ] )
. R . k
<3, Insufficient time to spend in evaluation 351t |y
PR of ‘the staff . S I
> - Y st
7 ) 7 Vs 0
- 4 Developing a'strong student council 3.31 ¢ '
"5, Scheduling students into classes of 2.97
. their choice , A
6 Scheduling extra—eurricular activities . ‘ 2.91
P * into the school day ., -° b . :
7 " Providing supervision of pupihls' dufing 2.89 @
N ‘recess periods, lunch periods, and before ‘
and after school ) :
~ 8.5 DeVeloping a master schedule for thé school 2.83 Moderate:
T . . :
8.5 | Knowing how to effEctively evaluate the’ ' 2;85? .
programs offered in your schdol \
1A - ‘.
10 ‘Insufficient time for. the promotion of ~~ 2.78 .
n public relations . . : '
:11 Knowing how to effectively evaluate the 2:67
“Staff . . 1 C, N PR ,
. ! : . . ),"" .
12 * .| Insufficient time to attend athletid 2.64 . T
. gg»and civic events RN
- 13,5 $cheduling-teacher§ o « 2,56 50
. L . . " B ’ )
K ’ : ) » - o .
7 . " ! .0“ ) ', . ’ .‘ ..
1f , Sl a1@§4 ' f“ v .' I"
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Table 23 (Continued) -

o . Rank Lo o , {Mean Degree of
Order . - Problem " - e Difficulty|Difficulty
. o : ' Rating ) "

P MY - SRR e o

. ) 13.5 : Schednling' extra—currioular duties for . 2,56 ;,Mo_:lfzrate

¥ v . . : K

'15.5 | Completing reports ' ) s _ 2.32.

“15.5 Insufficient time to- supervise non— - 22.32 0,
. instructional staff - ‘ . ot

‘n

,‘ R 17 Establishing school rd.les'and 'ré'gulatim;s” . 2,24 . oo

-~ ’ . o
* v -

I L1880 “Knowing the’ proper channels through which ©2.10

{ ™ g
. ' to solve problems . . ' Minor * ..

o=

S 19 ..__Knowing_nepart ent of Educat onga_g%% 194
. N *—N

20 Knowing school board policies and S © 1,78

- : . ) - - . - . : a, . ..
- ‘ regulations . . - . . . . T

- . . . \
. 14

.2 ’ ‘Planning for staff meetings o “ 1.75

L . v 922 .- _Scheduling of the non—instruct;ional staf\ft 1.72

! for more efficient operation SR | . o ro.

s . ‘ . oY

. . " Student Personnel.Problemsv - L= wN ' 4

. - ’

=, IR * + The- prohlems of drug abuse,’ theft-and vandalish of school property,
o s
o *7 an student walk outs, that one associates with t“hay g-high school

- , ”; ‘ | pres‘ents on’ly minor, if any, problems for the principals participating./:l.n

v I this study. Tﬁle 24 reveals that all prob‘lems related to these particular _

. : areas were rated as minor. "Transportation~of -pupils to ext_ra-__curricul_ar
| _"aat’iwitie_s was the only problemin the "stu'de'n‘t .p,er.'s'onnel;,préhlem area

. C .7 “that was rated as maj or’by all principals. .Four p'r‘oblems ﬁve'r,e'ra'ted as’

H I . ;imdérate; ten of the fifteen, or 67 percent, were rated as minor.- e
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) Table 24
\ Rank Order, _Mean Dii;'ficulty Rating, and Degree of
T Difficulty of Stident Personnel Prolbems as-
. Perceived by All Principals .
Rank - .o . . ' ‘|Mean, - Degree of
Order| - : Problem Difficulty |Difficulty
- ) o Rating .
1 ‘The trans:i'ortatién of students ‘to extra-/,v 3.54 Mejor
' . curricilar activities ' ' . :
' . ) . o =2 ’ ‘ h
. 2.5 | High student absenteeism 2.94 g
2.5 Building school spirit and pride ‘ 2.94, N
. ‘ : / derate -
4 Inadequate guldance and counseling 2.89
‘servicegs for students CL 5- .
L4 4 . . " .
” "5. Large number of dropouts .’ N 2,70, h ‘
g 6 Vandalism of sthéol property 2,45 '
: . R . R ’
. +*7 | Smoking by students in areas other than 2.35
' ! those designated fpr amoking
e (,8.5 | Students arriving late for classes 2,27 -
8.5 Th‘eft of school. propertyvby atudents . - ,2.27.
10 sDeveloping a good .rapport . with the studept 2.16
body . . ¢ ) ) . ;-
.11 ° | Reaction of students to dress .code © 1.77 Minor
“12 Use ‘and sale of drugs on “and off school 1.58 % -
2 grounds ’, , .
13, 'The challengi,ng of administrative i 1.51
_ decisions by students ' .. -
14 Student's' “fights on’ and off'achoqi' ' 24{#0 - N
. .property ° S . .8 . .
" 15 | student walk outs . . - .:. | 1,08 g
s . a ' . ’ Lo - « h
) . . -b'~ . - , : ;
N e ’ o ' ’ “
. . o’ ? ) & “
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Public Relations Problems

0

by a1l principals of the problems related to public telations.

77

- o

‘Table 25 p%esents’ the ranltéd order and mean difficulty raEing

[V

No‘

problem received a mean difficulty rating high enough to be classified-

as a major problem.

-~

S

Only one problem, the problem of "Formation of

a home "and school association r‘?ted high enough to be classifred as ~

. moderate .

area were perceived by all principal_b as minc:r Qnee. ’

F

!

o .
S : Table 25 ‘

{

1,

. u ] . €T
Rank Order, Mean Difficulty R&ting, and Degree of D:Iefficulty,
of Public Relations Problems as Perceived

by, All Principals

-

'I'he remaining eleven of the twelve problems in this problem -

]

vl

»
Rank®j - ‘ e y . “|Mean S Degree of
‘Order|{* ' . Problem Difficulty Diff?iculty ,
a0 o fRating | T, oy
.1, |Formation of a home .and school association 03,35 | Moderéte
2" |Coummication- problems caused by the size 2,28 o
of the geographical area served oby the
. school
. Y i A
3 Lack of financial. ‘means to keep parents 2.24
) informed . - . -
‘ 4 Inadequate communication channels to ‘the . .| -2.16 .
communi,ty . L e N ; - )
. Yoo ¢ ) ' - N ‘o : ‘_ » w
5 Enforcement of’ rules“,. regulations, and, y - ©2.08 " Minor -
' glress code ' , ) - T
. 6 [Militant parents L "1.73 BT
P . . ’ . L 4
Lo s o . N .
7 ]People starting rumors in order to cause - 1.59 : P
- - trouble R e ’ - ! : ’
8. |School board or - -sch6o 1" bOard personnel T l.44 ; o
: ‘| creating’ public relations ;froblems i D oL
: B . b L
oy ; \J;\ . . 3
;?‘ : . ’ L4 ' ] :i'. .
;‘J.*? .

i
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) .Table 25 (Co'ntinced) . .
———"’ ' - £ -
. - 7 ’ —° » N
o .. Rank .| = T A . o Mean ’ Degree of
Order{ ' R Problem ' © |pifficulty Difficulty :
. . ‘v T -, ({Rating ‘
. C 9 G Resistance of the community to progr,em and 1.4 L )
' e ;organizational changes in’ the ‘school C
S 2 10 - Pressure groups in the community blocking - La3s Minor - "“ .
. changea desired by faculty and students . i , co
‘l . ) 4] “‘ . . /u
11 .Lack_ of cooperation of local news media - - 1.33 _ —
o2 ) Local people refusing to accept you in _ | " 1.22 : g
T § : '] the community .o ' ‘ :
- ) - L z :'; N i -
. N * ’ s
Curriculum -and Instruction Problems o - ’ -
‘ .- The particlpating principale in th,is study perceived 80 percent i
/ of the problems related to curriculum and instrUction as being elther , ,'
f o, 2N\ e -
k major or moderate. problems. The problems of "Developing programs "to ‘ .
1 P L, 2 : - k] ‘
S ' ‘meet the needs of: t‘xe low—achievers and "Developing programs to meet co y o
. ‘ , the needs of - the gifted student" were rated as maJov problems with . o
, ’ “ mean‘ difficultyq*atings‘of g, 02 and'3 96, vespectively. .Iable 26 Lo )
» b, - ! .
« - shows that only three of the fifteen problems listed-in this. problem ; _—
D - area were rated as minor. / ' S T
L‘ N3 e T " . Ce ) . ‘//: ) o -, ‘
e A ‘ ' o LJ I . ' ’ .“-’ ) ’ ‘,- ¥a
[ o d 4 vl ,- [ -
> . ° : ((S . v - ' - ..‘ T
L e ) . o L -
n ,_:—’ Ton - - ' ## r
\ - ’ S8 - ! '
- ; - A [ X . - , ¢ . [
P - , - L : ' A ? ':
V-/s/l - 3 . : ' 5 4
- - ” ' ' A J'"'\ . [
|.. RIS o ‘i a L4 - .e9 ] ! !
‘ , c i i _ .- , ] - . . ] ) o. R
. ' ey ; - L . L . .
- (/ ‘._‘ .‘I%l ‘ . . . N "u , % b . Q v o
-N L ) ] ST P
R .- t . R} . v :,‘?4."_ -
1 . , , , ! [ * 4\
T4 ¢ “, " -, o' . . \ T
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‘ Table, 26 - & ;
.‘ LR ‘ Rank Order, Meant Difficulty Rating, -and Degree of Difficulty
. of Curriculum and Instruction Problems as : )
' , . Perceived by All Principals Y . o
N r ) \
Rank | ~, P * Mean ..  |Degree of
. Order - - Problem Difficulty|Difficulty
‘ ’ Rating - - : .
) R . . - . .
1 Developing programs to meet the needs of 4,03 . _ (
' ". the low-achiévers . . \ - . . e
, - e . | Major .
1 bl : .
4 2 . Developing programs, to meet the needs of 3.95
* | the gifted student .,
—E-—t-k. - -
3 Inabi]fity to provide extra-curricular . 3.49 ot
opportunities for all students 4 N ) © 4
'/! 4 -Insufficient number of specialist 'teachers 3,30 v ,
: 5 Inappropriat& class or course 'assignments. ~ 2,97 %
for some stuaents o . -
6 Developing an adequate student. evaluation 2A.'9l )
, System ‘ -

. ‘:k7.' Initiating inservice training programs for 2,88 * Ve
x"‘ the’ faculty . - L
A . - {Moderate - -
RN Initiating changes for curriculum improve-— 2.86 7 L
< ment . . - . ’

"9 Shortage of instructional 'equipment A.‘-a 2,75
. 3 / .
" 10 Shortage of books and other printed K 2.73 .
' material . -
11 School 'too small to"of‘fer'_,comp'r‘ehensiVe Y 2469
. ’ programs’ ‘' _ . / o
3 D - . by "
12 ‘Introducing a sex éducation program AN 2,64 o
! - s : — - . : - L,
[} ‘ . \' o R Y s . R : i ,
’ 13 Introducing a.drug educaﬁion program,; , 2.37.
. ) -
14. Inability of faculty to effectivel use 2.25
. available resqurees = - Y Minor
. i > e f c° L - "
v »-15 Inability~of faculty rtb eff?ectiv ly .use 2.11 .
' avallable equipment : , N L
‘s, \ R /\‘ . N . D a

e ".



Physical Facilities Problems

problem.

UT =

Table 27 lists the problems relating to phyaical fa\:iilities

1

seven of the twelve problems-'uere rated as moderate problems.

- -
.
[

+ by All Principals

e : . , q o+ 7

mble 27 .

~

Rank Order, Me,an Difficulty Rating, and De&ree of. Difficulty
' - of Physical Facilities Problems a% Perceived

\

)

" dn ranked order according to the mean difficulty rating for each

. No problem in this area was ﬂated as l:eing major; however,

-

' R “e

2. A L~
. v ' [y - v, ‘
‘Rank | . o Mean Degree of-‘
Order| .. - Problem ~ . . © |Diffdiculty|Difficulty .
- PR S . A
) . * |Rating )
1o Inflexiblexcho'ol bu'udi'n'g '(\* K 2.8 ] L LT
2'_ Inadequate facilities for play and. S 2.86° ‘ Lo
recreation . . [ L S
3 Inadequate facilities in special areasx . 2.83 L B .
: v (sueh\as art, science and physical . ° ' - T :
educat ion) . ) : R
4 Inadequate facilities fot storage " ~2.73 Moderate -
"5 Keeping the school building, grounds and " 2,59, 1. hoo
T equipment in usable and presentable : i ‘ .
.o condition ' B S
-6 In’adequate faciliti’eé for teaching o 2,54 | -
7, Inadequate guidance space 2,51 , o
8 ’ Inhdequate‘edministrativ,e space | ' 2,24 2,’.,_ o B
N D i . “ . v . . ' ;
.9 Ad'just‘ing to new or. renova’t\ed’facilities 1.93)" N
' 10 Safety and heal;h hazards within the school 1.89°. {Minor. - - —
o 1 or in the vicinity of thé school : - - o
ll s Inadequate parking ’facilit‘:ies.' . ‘ ‘ 1.81 L A .
R A . Inadequate heatiing 'syskem ) ' ’ 1.78 _l ) ‘. v o
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Problems Rel.ated to Transportation of Pupils

%,

- '_ . ]

v -

.

Table 28 shows that five of the seven problems listed within :

’-this problem area yére rated as minor by the participating principals. )

However, the Table also shows that the problem of MStudents. travelling

on - buses unable to participate fully in extra-curricular activities

4 3

s

)

Table 28

,( p

was rated as a maJ or problem with a mean’. difficulty rating of 3. 94

Rank ’Qrder Mean Difficulty Rating, and Degree of Diffiéulty
.of Problems Related to Trdnspqrtation of Pupils
as Perceived by All Prine.ipals

'

r v ¢

R

have commenced - AR

Rank , ° R oo, s T Mean Degree of
Order| . ' . Problem . ‘ . 'Difficulty Difficulty
‘ : e . . Rating 0
-1 ) ’Stu&ents travelling on buses unable 3.94 . Maior
to participate fully in extra—- 4 ' 1 o
T currieular activities = - " :
2 High school elementary school and " 2.54 .. Moder té' ’
T primary school students using the ‘ + Hodera
same buses - - :
M K - °
3 ) Determining most suitable placement 1.70 .
o . ‘of, bus stops ! ' . e -
\_e‘_% . . T
4.5 Loss of.teaching time becauSe of - e 1.68 :
P conditions that make it unsafe for. o i
i school buses to travel £ R
e L} . -
4.5 .Regulations “concerning who 1is’ o 1.68 Minor o
" "permitted to travel on school buses. )
6 Incompetent busldrivers’ . 1.61 . -
. — .. « ¢ - . |: 4
7 School buses arriving after classes . 1,55




’L..School Finance’ Problems

' prob'lem area was rated as: a»major problexp.

”

Jwere rated as minor;

-

»

P

An examination o,f Table 29 reveala tha't no problem in this .

i

and one,

equipment _repairs and needed materials" was rated as roderate 'with a

¥ <

the problem of,

e

i

’

Five of the.six problems

"ineuf ficient funds for

.o o y
" mean difficulty rating of -3.45, ¢ e
) . ¢ N l . . '-Q ’ ,‘ ; ”j ' '.' < )
ST  Tabie29 < L :
Rank Order, Mean Diffic\;lty Rating, and . Degree of Difficulty
. of School Findhcd Problems as Perceived R }
' , by All Pr:{)ncipals .
- Rank | = , o T Mean = Degrée of
Order |- v “ 7 -:Problem .°, ", .|Piffdculty|Difficulty
' . ¢ "|Rating g
' 1 ’Insufficient *funds for equipment repairs' "3.45 Moderate .
co and needed m?ter:l.als ) v L
. ‘ . o . l ’ b B -
2 Preparing a budget .
.37 Deciding p'roper expenditure’of funds- ’
& Becoming familiar with accounting and ‘.
o \/ : reporting procedures . S _*‘ Minor
’ 5- h Supervising special funds such as yearbook
. anﬂ cafeteria funds ¢ P~ A
A . ¢
6 Controlling fund raising projects within : .
your own school _
o @ - . " ’ L. » b
X . ’-'?" - n /.—\‘ )
- . ) s ® - » . r'~; .
- A o “N ‘(I I."&gﬁ . h + X \ ) L]
". ‘:..“ . , . ..\fawﬁ ‘!‘:5 ..‘3 \1?1 - . ‘r
-E '{ -1 - ’/v . 1. ) ‘a . L‘_‘;:”
.'- i ! r - * " ' :.: ’ e '
.v‘ \ ) '“‘-"2_*\‘ . 1 A |‘ l . ., ) -.
. o . -~ % i . .

.



the other groups of principals._‘.

vy SUMMARY. OF THE MAJOR PROBLEMS AND THE PROBLEMS "9 '

o é AREAS “OF PRINCIPALS R

In this section a summary is presented of the major problems
’ . &) L.
. in this study. - B Co . - .

Table‘30 presents the grand mean difficulty rating for each .

.Df the problem areas as rated by the different groups of principals.

-.It shows that all groups of principals rated the problem area of,

curriculum and'instruction as the most difficultlarea. The problém'

)

area of organization and structure was rated the -second most difficult

u®

4]

by all the groups of principals. . . A L

Table 30 also shows that inexperienéed prinéipals rated all

" . .

C the problem areas, with the exception of omne, higher than did any of,

ot 2

LI ‘ ’
R

1and the problem areas as perceived by all the principals participating



..ﬂ

" Table 30

o ' ‘ | e
; Grand Mean Difficulty Rating of. the Problem Areas 'b-y Principals
- of Differing Characteristics Cos
) . : . D
- ‘" 'Pz:incipails' Chardcteristics
) . .- - Q M
. \ . ] o
2y 8w B Bl o
s &g~ § 5§ . & &5 238
. = ~ "od . 9 P~ ] 3 a 80 A
o0 o 0 o =] 43 0 QU 4
. ot =] | SIS U JURPE] o - 0 [~ =]
o : - fcn o 35- &g “ § °§" de - aw
Problem Areas , T3~ 88 . = £3,.. 88 . RE - -
. - HomMm 00 ¢ ~ HO Mo AN 35 -93Q
. - & O N ~HO0= o aoc N U 1 O N~ u o E'UN o T o=
~ 554 S5k E8L 2gi SEL ZEL GEL iR
Cunvw pdnunw HAY S~ o[> B~ F0S £é;v
. . : . N
"Instructional and Non- .
Instructional Staff Personnel 2.09 2,02 2,18° 2.03 2,07 2,06 2,00, 2.20
Organization and Structure . 1 2.76 2,46 3.06 2,52 2.62 2.70 2,62 2.70
Student Personmel . 2.26  2.25  2.43  2.20  2.18° 2.4 - 2.24 - 2.29"
Public Relations 1.93 1.72 2,18 1.74 1.85 1:84' 1.90 1.73
" Curriculum and Instruction ] 3.02 2.78 3.38 © -2.78 2.76 3.13 - 2.84° - 3.11
‘ Physical Facilities 2,44 2,30 2,54 .. 2,33 2.50 2.14 2.43 2,27
o -’ ' . ‘ 2 "
Transportation of Pupils 2.14 ~ 2,04 2,31 2.03 2.14 2,00-, 2.11 2.08
. s .
School Finance . 2.37 2.32 2,98 ~ "2.14 2.26 2.54  .2.35 | 2.36

0y



When mean:difficulty fatings were calculated fbf the specific

were perceived as major ones.

.rating for thesé nine problems.

problems, as rated by all principals,

2]

-

it was found that nine problems

1t shows that the followiné five

Table 31. presents the mean difficulty,

problems all obtaig&d mean difficulty ratings over 3,90 on the fdve

_point scale:

'(2) Developing programs to medt the needs of the 1ow—achievers;'

* . (4) Students travelling on buses unable to participate fully in

;d’

teachers, all obtained mean difficulty ratings over 3 90 on the-

five point scale.

for the gifted and slow learners, (2) Involving student in _school

.

personnel, and (4) Finding time to evaluaté school staff and

-,
programs,

€«

<
\r

pay be grouped -in the following manner.

(1) Involving all students in school activities,

L (3) Deveioping programé® to meet the'needs of the gifted student .

When these nine problems are‘examined, one finds that they

w o

(l) Developing pfograﬁ%

activities, (3) Securing sufficient numbers of qualified staff

extra—curricular activities, and (5) Securing qualified substitute

,

Ty NS

T W
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n » \ ) o ‘ = . . - .
- B Table 31 AN
N . Major Problems of All Principals ’ y
Rank , . ) Mean .
. S .Order | Major Problems 3 Difficulty
: ' s I ‘Rating
. s - ] & - -
1 _Involving all students in school activities . . 4,08
. 2 | Developing programs to meet the needs of the 4,03
low-achievers : ‘
o N = ° ' '] ’ . :E.
3 Developing programs to meet the needs of the "‘%.95 _
gifted stydent } . ‘.
4 Students travelling on buses unablq to participate - %.94.‘. il
fully in.extra~curricular activities . -\. oo
5 Securing qualified substitute teachers S 3.92-
6 Insufficient number of non-instructional staff 3.5§ )
- 7.5 insufficient time to spend in evaluation of the ‘ 3.54
- ' progfams offered in your school , .
. 7.5 |"The transportation of students to extra-curricular - 3.54
'activities oo : .
. ' »
9 Insufficient time to sp@nd in evaluation of the y 3%

staff . ’
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When grand mean difficulty ratihgs were computed for the eight

[

pto‘blem areas as rated by all principals, it was revealed that the o g

areas were rated in the following order of difficulty'

.1.

Curriculum and Instruction
IOrganization and Structure ’
PhysicallFacilities
Sch.ool. Financel
:Studerit Personnel

Trans‘por‘tation of Pupils .

a
[y

‘Instructional and Norl—Ins'truct'ioﬁal Staff E"ersonnel ’

Public Relations

‘

L of the above problem areas.,

- W 7 c

. Table 32

Y
I

Rank Order and Grand Mean Difficulty Rating of the
Problem Areas as Perceived by All Principals

.Table 33 provides the grand mean—difficulty ratings obtained for each

} ‘ S

* Rank | . i ) N - Grand @an -
Order L . - Problem Area Difficulty" .
. Rating . .
1 Curriculum and ‘Instruction ' J2.93
2 Organ:l.zation and Structure . ! 2.65 )
3 Physical Facilities 2.38 ¢
T4 ’School Finance ) 2.35
5 | Studen€ Pérsonnel ‘ . 2.26
6 .Transportation of Pupils . i o © 2,10
7 Iustructional and Non-Instructional Staff Personnel 2.06
8’ _Public Relationms ° ' - *1.85 .




‘o

,, gratings

1

Al

'l‘able 33 shows that according to grand fean difficulty

1 r .

inexper,,ienced printipals rated the 115 problems listed on

L

" the questionnaire as being more difficult than any other. group of

principals .

i

Central high school principals and principals with either .

ia master's degree ‘or graduate diploma in educational administration

rated

the problems second and third reSpectively. Experienced

)

h .'principals and principals of regional high schools rated the problems

the least: difficult with grand mean difficulty ratings of 2 25 and 2, 24

.
e, . - . ®

espectively. . NI o

¥ o mable3 -

Grand Mean Difficulty Ratings of All Problems on the

Questipnnaire by Principals of . °
" Differing Characteristics

4 oo .
Rank | : - ' S, o Grand"ﬁean
Order|, ' Piincipals' Characteristics Difficulty
‘ " S Rating '
i .Ihnexperienced_ ’ . 2,62
2 - | Central High Schools .’ : “ 2,40
'3 Master's‘.'Degree or (l;rad}.iate Dip'lona', " ‘ a"; -.2.38 T
‘4 Plus 500 Students . . ;. : Sl .2, 37 .
5.5. | 300-500 Sfuderits '. : . 2.31.
'5.'5 No Master ) Degree or Graduate Diploma ' . AT " 2,31, ‘
' ‘7'~. Experienced | " : ':2.25 .
. 3 . . g P :
8 Regional High Schools' ’ 2
. © o »

-}



S :third_‘of the principals mentioned consultants and/or programs of these

"« SOURCES OF HELP = .
-~ . . <, q‘.‘

i 1In . this study, the pat"_ticipants were asked' to list"the sonrces
froma:which they ‘received help in dealing with..or solw_ling thelr pro-"
'fessional problems 'l;heir replies were \c'ate'goriz:ad into eight groups
by the researcher, and the number of times the source was ment ioned
'.was recorded Table 34 reports the findings: of that sedtion of the
'questionnaire., ' ) B T o : o L
o 'It was found that central office personnel i e., super-
Jintendents y supervisors, and consultants with the schools boards vere
the most frequently mentioned source of help. This source was closely
followed by the faculty and ataff within the school

The shortage of professional reading material in the schools
and the school districts of' thia Province may be indicated by the
" fact that this soirce of help was only mentioned by three of -the
. principals . ' K ‘
Neither would .it appear that the inservice programs conducted
- by the Department of Education, Memorial University, or the Newfoundland

Teachers' Association ‘are having the desired effects. - L%ss than one- ’ -

‘ .organizations as,being a source of help.



, _ : o ;'I‘al;'le _3&: ' - ,

4 o .
- Source of Help, by Times Menfibr’xed .

- . I3
.

-

Source of Help . . S . Times
S ' . . . "' Mentioned

.

" Central Office Persoqnei .' - . ' . £21
Faculty and Staff withip the School =~ - » , 25
. l ,

Othar. f’r'inc::ltpals . ~ o : 17 -

+ *Community Redource People and Community - S
. . Organization® R ‘ ‘ 15

‘ t

Consultants and/or Programs of ’ ) -
Professional Organizations : o . ‘ 12

- Students and Studedts' Organizations ~ - - 10-

3 g Y
.

- Parents and P‘are'nt-School Assoclations : ' 5

. _'Prof;e'ssi.onal Readings: - ' sy ) o . T3

- 1 , - . . - . . N .r,
S T . : : . : : -. ,
\. . -
+
: »
1 . - o
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M - Y. N ‘u
. ¥ . R - . . - .
. PP - T ' SUMMARY ¢
. - .
T

In this chapter a{ descriptive analysis of the perceived

professionai problems of principals in large high schools in the

N SR Y

Province of Newfoundland and Labrador has been presented. By use of

mean and grand mean ‘d‘ifficulty ratings,' the findings of this study .
hY

"were presented in tabular £orm; Table's vvere presented that showed‘- , A
v . L

the major problems of, and ‘the degree of difficulty assigned to,
the eight problem areas by the eight groups of principals. Further.

. "analysis of the data was presented.to shopr how all principals,
regardless of differing 'chara_cteristigs; rat,ed the specific" problems
. ‘ . - - - i

and' the problem'areas. Summafy tab],es were presented to show: )y - Ly

-
i

the grand mean "difficulty rating for each problem area as_ rated by
. each group-iof principals, (2) the problems rated as major liy all

princ.ipals,. (3) the grand mean difficulty ratings of the problem
'arEas by all :::incipals, and (4) the grand mean difficulty ratings /-
for all problems on the:questionnaire for the different groups of . -
e ,

L

principals .

Information was' falso’ provided in this chaptet on the sources
£ o 0 ' T
from which the participating principals received help in dealing with \

.

&

. or solving their profeslsional problems.
- It was found the]at for all principals participating in the

study the main sources of problems lay in the problem area of

: curriculum and instruction and of organiZation and structure. _ The

.problem area rated the least difficult was. ‘the area of public i e ‘ ,

'relations. ‘l'he two speclifit problems receiving ‘the highgst rating : '

.
et T
- . . N .
' - . g L]

N . i . . y - 9 -



_difficulty than any other group of prip,

questionnaire, as rated by principals of differing characteristics, '

‘ of difficulty by all principals were the -problems "of '?Involyi_ng_ alii

students in school activities"\"q,nd "Developing programs to meet the
, It) . 3 . , _

needs of the low-achievers.'" The data preeented in this chapter

indicated that: inexperienced. principals, cent\rdp. high school ptincipals,‘

and principals with either a master's, degree "dr graduate diploma in

educational aduﬂ.nistration perceived more problems to be of major .

3

als, The’ same groups o
;‘}\

rated all problems, as determined by the grand rean for all 115

problems on the questionnaire, to be more difficult than did any other -

i g_roup. The chief source .of help in dealing with or s01ving problems .

4 .

) ‘o‘t principals’was reported to be centra! of'fi'c:e personnel.

Mean difficulty ratings for all the problems 1isted in the

are given in Tables 35- 42, Appendix A. Lo _ T

It should be noted that, altﬁough space. 'was. provided for

' printipals €o add and rate problems not included in the questionnaire,

onlfy three additional problems ‘were reported. The probleﬁxs of "Being

responsible for previous school ‘de.bts," "Effects of the 'busing of

e}udents on student morale and behavior, and "Ptograms offered by

school not accepted by poet-secondary educational institutions," vﬁere

‘ _ ‘each rated as. being of major difficulty by one princ‘ipal.

- -

’ .
e cemRalay



" Statement- ofu('the Problemi

e-.

e .~ CHAPTER 5
S . ! SUMJARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

. 'SUMMARY. , O T

- B
[ R . e ’

«

.. The purpose of this study vas “to survey all the principals of

large high schools in the Province of Newfoundland and Labrador to

I -~

ascertain what they perceived as professional problems "in- the per—

. i .
forman?e of their tasks. Specifically‘, the study attempted:

1. To ascertain which ‘specific ~prob1ems, as perceive‘d by the -

" principals, caused-the most difficulties. ' .’. - .'-
L2, To determine which of the problem aréas, as pefceived by
the principals,. caused the most serious’ problems. !
3. To‘ discover from What sources principals received help' in
. - :
“the solving of Gr dealing with their problems. - 5 .
s L " a A I.' . . . : ) ) 5 v P . - ) .
Procedures o o . . .

» Al ‘ o
N A Y a - - f
’

In an attempt to answer ‘the, above questions, an- instrument

« - . 0

was developed by the researcher using as a basis the eight problem

s areas used by Br. Dwight C. Witty of the University of Miami Florida.

A pilot study was Conduc_ted with the instrument in an attempt to insure

’ L
' that the’ specific pr-oblems in the questionnaire were relevant and

- - a}
~a

- 'Pefined by the researcher as a central or regional high -
school having a stud.ent enrollment of three hundred or more.

,,93_~4 Lo

- o
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> e + ©

) unambigious, and to maximize Eace—-validity. A m‘ajor'obj ective was to

gnsure " that . the instrument was appropriate for the research setting. . -

{
Following the pilot study some modifications\were made, and

the revised instrument was mailed to forty—four~principa_ls in New-

- N . L .
" foundland and Labrador in April, 1973. Tllti'.rty—seven,' or 84.1 percent,
‘of the questionnaires were completed and retyrned. ' h ','

o
< " " e
LY

] On the questionnaire,, principale were asked to rate, as to .

-

degtee of difficulty, 115 problems using< a scale ranging from 1——not

a,Problem and causes no difficulty,, to 5—7a major problem that causes
. serious diffic'ul_ty..ﬂ A rating'of N was also available for'non- °
applicablé broblems. _After rating each of the 115 problems;, the

princi.pals were asked to list the sources from w‘ﬁich they received .

help in the qolving o or dealing with',their problems. ' -

- grouped, in different ways) acco'rding to: (-l) the type of schopl "in

N which they worked, (2)‘-the nymber of students in the school in -which
‘ - an
they worked, (3) their experience as school administrators,, and

S,
[ERpR Y, .
?";{‘} . - Mean difficulty ratings ere obtained for\ each specific

. 9

(4) their professional qualific tions.

problem in the questionnaire as.' erceived by principals of differing.

i

-

characteri‘stics and by all principals.' An arbitrary deci?ion was made

.by the researcher to classify as a major problem any problem that ).

¥
received a?’mean difficulty .rating above 3 50 on the five point scale.

The major broblems of each of the different groups of principals, and.
/
of all principals, were ranked according tao their mean diffi‘tulty

ratings. E . e



Grand 'mean difficult'y ratings werqéobtained-‘and used ‘to show -

a L}

how the dif,ferent groups of principals rated the eight problem areas.

The same method/ﬁas used to determine which group of princ‘ipals rated,

all‘ 115 problems, taken co‘llect’ively, as being the most difficult. Lo a
. Sou'rces of h p reported by principals in the solving of or_. .

.dealing, with, their problem&.wére recorded according to frec;;\«\ency of e

. ~ R - . .- Do S

' . times mentioned S - A . 1 o
v, &8 . . . - . . et \

Yooe - A , .

w .+ . Al the above infnrmation has bee‘n prese‘hted in tabﬂlar form ¢ .

tobgive greater clarit'y of interpretation. The tables which show how o ~

each specific problem in the questionnaire was rated by the principals of

e

y

. Wf?eringrfimvr'acteristics, and -by all principals, “are presented in o RN
. Appendix A. The remainder of the tables are presented in Chapter 4

f accompanied by descriptive materials ihn whfch the important. points,are B N,
| 2 :

B LN Yoo, I . R . K
mentioned. S : . ', " )

» ' ’

-~

Major Finding”s ’ ,-~-\-' . . ) V £

s ;~ of the 115 problems listed in the questionnmour ;roblems

¢

5  were rated as major by all groups of prin,cipals, regardless of.the way .
e ' . L _— ) . ‘ R . . , -
the principa’la‘&vere di&ided. The problems 6f, "Students travelling )

. " o

v

on Buses unable to participate fully in extra-burriculbs activities,!

"‘Involving all students in school activities," "Déveloping programs' .
: % . .
.o to et .tHe needs of the low-achievers, i and "De\‘/e10ping programs to oo L.

©
.

.meet the needs of the gifted student” 'received méan dif’ficulty rgtings . \

.
e e L » \

over 3 50 on, the five point scale from all groups of: principals. o

. \ °

Another prob“lem,d"Se/cur:lng qualified substitute teachers_ was rated

, as a majof problem b$ seven of the eight different -groups; principald
M ‘ - . . -
’ . i . ) R r . 7 ) ( . .I -~




© o B N
- “of schools with a student enrdllment of over géve hundred did not rate
N it as a major problem.

“Mean difficulty ratings of all the problems, as perceived by -

e

; ' all‘the principals as one grgup, showed that nine problems were rated
'b . ‘ . as being of major difficulty. Again; as‘nitb:the difrerent'groups of
‘ principals, tire four,problemslof, "Involving all student! in scbool ~
; activities,"‘"Developing4programs to meet the needs or the low-achievers,"
RS ?beveloping prograns to_neet the needs_of tne gifted'student;" and

"Students travelling on buses unable to participate fully in extra-

: ; :i i :curricular activities" were rated as most difficult. :The nine

proHlems percelved as major ones by all-principals.may be grouped as
7'\\ problems of: (l).developing programs for gifted and slow learners,’
.. (2) 1nvolving students in school activities, (3) secoring sufficient

e " numbers, of qualified staff personnel, and ‘(4)'finding time to evaluate

school staff and programs.

v _' ' When the participating principals were divided into comparison.

-

.~ groups the following was found:
. cr’_,,ng

-1. Central- higb school principale peLceived more problems_as‘
" being of major difficulty than did regional high school

. | . | o | principals, andL in geneggl, central high school pfincipals
-.g. '1_ tenﬁed to rate all problems as being more difficule.

2. xlnexperienced principale perceived more problems as being

‘ \ . LY . N .
. : - 3 N ' oéxmajor difficulty’than did experienced principals; and; in
e C general' they tended to rate all problems as being more
_ ) : s s DY + P .
o . ¢ S
C L L o .
o . . difficult, * ,.

. —_— ' 3, fhere appeared’ to %é little difference in the degree of N



o

-

/

o PR Y

1

‘diffipu}ty assigned to the problems, in general, by prinéipalg

1 in schools with a student énfdllment;betweeﬁ_three hundred to

" five hundred andgtﬁose principals in schoéls with a student '

enrollment of more than five hundred. .Howe&ér, the major

)

problems of those two groups tended to differ somewhat.
Ptincipals with éither a master's degree or graduate diﬁ}oma.
in educational administration perceived more problems to/}ﬁ

of major difficulty than did principals with neither. The

| more qualified principals also perceived éll the problems,

in general, .to be more difficult. . ) oL

‘When grand mean difficulty ratings‘aeée obtalned for each of

the problem areas, as rated by the participating principals, it was

.

.fquﬁd that the problem areas were rafed, as to difficulty,.in the

following or&er, with number 1 .being the most difficult: -

%, .
1. Curriculﬂm and Instruction 54 - . N

2. Organization and Structq;e: . ,.'”; .
" 3. Physical Faci}ities i )
4, School Fi%ance . ’
5. 'Stu&ent Personnel .
6. Transportaf@on‘of Pupils . "
7. Inséructional and Non~Instructional StafftPersonnél
PublicARelations‘ ¢ |

When the principals were divided into comp;rison groups, it *

o

P .
was found that all the groups rated the problem areas of curriculum

L]

and instruction, and of organization and strbctu:e, aa‘being the two .-

moff?ﬁiffichlt. The problem area of public relations was rated the

-~ -

=



least difficult by all groups of principals.

" Qver 72 percent of the principals participating in the study

reported “central office personnel'’as a source of help in the solving
] v

: 2
of or dealing with their problems. This'source was followed by "faculty

and staff\within the school," where over 67 percent reported them as

a source of help. Few principals in the Province's large high schools
S - .

s

relied upon "professional readings" ‘as a source of help. Only three

principals.reported this.

Findings Related to Other Research

. ¢
B £

The research reviewed in Chapter 2 of this thesis reported on

problemé of principals~in geographieal,areaéﬁother ﬁhan in the Province .

of Newfoundland and Labrador. This section will, where possible,

compare the most noticeable differences, and pimi}arities/of the
findings of thesexreviewed studies, with the findingg of this study.

The Zweibach,z_Rollins,3 and Witty“ studies found that the - {

0 d . ¢ B *
problems ‘considered most pressing by principals involved were problems -

5

related to staff personnel. Norton® found that this-was considered

the third most ‘difficult area. The principals participating in this

'Ed

25, I. zZwelbach, "Problems of New High School Principala,

National Association of Secondary School Principals Bulletin Vol.. 36

(October, 1952) 69-84.

" 3s. P. Rollins, "Survey of. Problems of the Principal," National
Assoclation of Secondary School Principals Bulletin, Vol . 44 '(February,

1960), 55-57. . , . \

“Dwight C. Witty, "The Perceived Problems of Beginning Senior
High School Principals in Florida" (unpublished Doctor's project,

‘University of Miami, 1972) . . ~

*M. Scott Norton, "Current Problems of the High School Principal,"
The Clearingggouse, Vol. 46 (April, 1972) 451-457. .

&
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’-least difficult area. Only the area of public relations rated less

. differences between the problems expressed by'prihcipals when principals

N~

.
~ » v

99

present study, however, rated the problems related to the area of
° . . .

r

.instructional and non-instructional staff personnel as being the second °

difficult.

Zweibach,G in his study also found that there°were no significant

' .
4

‘were compared as to experience. -The findings of this study indicated

that inexperienced princiﬁals perceived more problems to be more severe K S

than did experiénced principals.

Reeves’ found that the sources of help utilized most frequently
and given the highest rating of he;pfulnésa by princ;pals included '.
professional readings. A finding of this séﬁdy does .not conput'with
that of Reeves'. Only, approximately 8 percent rep;rﬁed pfbfessionai
readings as a source of ﬁelp in this étudy.

) The findings of this study compared more closely to the findings
of the Wilklow and Markarian® study than to any=o£ the other studies
rév{ewed. 'The Wilklow and Markarian study concluded that: (1) finding
and keeping good teaéhers! (2) finding time fo:(sqpervision of teacheré : .
aﬁa programs, and (3) providing for gifted:and slow\léarneré were . S &é

N . § &
Lh — ~a .

-

5Zwei'bach, loc. cit.

a

’Bi11 E. Reeves, "The.Improvement of Coilége Preparation Programs

" at the Graduate Level for High School Principals Based Upon Case

Analysis of Problems Encountered by Principals in Selected Public High~
Schools" (unpublished Doctor's project, Texas Technological College,
1965),. : ) . .
8Leighton W. Wilklow and Robert Markarian, '"School Population
and the Problems of the Principal " Clearing House, Vol. 40 (October,.
1965), 97-99.
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.as did others, fourid that the pripcipals involved in this study rated

. | - 100

major problems of secondary school principalss This'etudy found' that

many of ‘the major problems of principals of large high schools could

'be grouped as:: (1) developing programs for gifted and slow learners,

(2{ securing sufficient numbers of qualified staffipersonnel, and ' {
sorubuigtell :

(3) finding time to evaluate school staff and programs.

~

The findings of this study also agreeﬂ with the findings of a

‘number of the studies on at least one point. Stanavage for instance,
. ©

*

- problems. related to student militancy as being of little difficulty

il

The principals participating in this study rated theséﬁigdblems in

a similar way. All of the reviewed studies, with the exception of S
oge, found that problems related to the problem area of curriculum .

and instruction were considred as severe by principals. The findings

[y

of this study also showed that principals rated this problem area as

. . o

:presenting many severe problems.

Conclusions

In keeping with the’ limitations and delimitations of this
)
study, the following conclusions are made. : - <.

1. The major problems of principals may be groupéd as'follows:

iy,

(l) developing programs for the glfted and the slow 1earners,
2) involving students in school activities, (3) securing
sufficlent numbers-of qualified staff personnel, and

(4) finding time to evaluate school staff and programs.

John A, Stanavage, "NCA Principals' Perception of Their
Principalship," The North Central Association Quarterly, Vol., 44
(Winter, 1972), 319-330, A .




. did not lessen the seriousness of his prbblems, as perceived-

4 . - . . . . . - o

Problems gncoubtered by priqcipais cover all the major

‘ fadminist’ration task areas of school administr'iation, with ’ "_'

o,

" the areas of curriculum and instruction, and oréapization and

structure, presenting the most severe préblema. L

”

- The ééverity of most problems had a relationship to the number’

of years! of experience a principal had as'g school administrator.

. Inexperienced principals perceived their problems to be “more .
. ~ © .

n

severe than did experienced. br}ncipals.”‘
The severity of most problems had a rela.tionship .to school
size, with some pr'{bblems increasing dnd others decreasing, in

importance as school size increased. A ‘

The sev'erity of most problems had a relationship to the .type _

of school in which the principal worked. Centr}il high school -

 principals perceived théir~problems to be more severe than

.di(.l regional high' school principals. ' . . . O
’ ' / ' : .
The\amount of professioﬁél‘ preparation that a principal had

by him. . N

o \ . . ye

Pupils travelling to centralized schools ‘are‘pr_evented from

participating. fully in many si":hool activities,

. Some of the major problgms that affected pﬁncipals are

- p'roblems that cannot be solved by them alone. The

problems associated with the transportation of pupils and
L X ' : "

[

f'inding qualified _substitute teachers are two such

problems. T
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- RECOMMENDATIONS -
r

o »

From the findings and conclusions mﬁrthis study, the following

recolmnendations are made :

>

Recommendations for Implementation

S 1.

. . s . . . °

Pressing problems are a constant source of-irritation for
: - - ) '.4" a .

practicing administrators. Therefore, inservice programs

should, be designed which would enable principals to cope with -
these 1ssues. ., . - : _' T
Because of the impgrtance.of knowing one's specific problems

. . 2
before any genuine attempts can be made to solve them,

'school principals and cent‘!al' office personnel should conduct;

* \

. ‘periodically, a study of the problems of principals within

thelr area. The primary purpose of such a study would be

" to aild 1in the introd_uction of inservice programs to help

principals in the performance of their tasks.
Systematic ‘approaches should be designed by officials of.

Memorial f'University, the School Administration Association,

102

the Newfoundland Teachers Association, and the school boards '

- to investigate define, and: develop appropriate educational

X

_ leadership programs for,high_school principals. Results of

" . the areas of cnrric'ulum and instruction, and organization and

structure, 1is the most urgent.

- Since this study clearlyr indicates that most principals

[

_percelve the’ problems related to program development to be

o .

very severe, the Department -of Educational Administration of

.‘\' "

.this study indicated that the need to develop competencies. in -



‘ 103
. N !
- Memorial Unlversity of Newfoundland, should include
materials dealing specifically with this t:opic in ita P

. graduate program for administrators. N ~
5.,."T,An app‘ropriate‘agency,: such as the School Administrators'
Associntion or the Néwfoundland-'féééhers' A'ssociations,

)
should glve considerat:ion to providing principals with a_

bibliography of current profesaiqnal readings that.might be

'of assiatance to t;hem. While this study showed that Do

!

administnators do not rely heavily upon such materials'as - )
‘sources of help, other studies have sugggsted their value.

Due to the isolated setting in which many principals work, 't_’;'_,
Lo /' L - . ; g
., -® 777 it would seem to the researcher that the provision of

professignal reading' topics would be a sound idea. 3
6+ ' The problen of providing qualified substitute teachers should

~ .be studied by.Department of Education and school boards'
) - . -4’3 - . . ‘
officials for the purpose of implementing a plan to greatly (\

reduce this problem in this Province's high schools.
o . { ‘ .

Recommendations for Further Research

Thn basic purpose of -thi's' tudy was to survey i:he principals
of large high schools in the Provinde of Newfoundland and Labrador
to aBCertain what they perceived to be major professional problems in
' ~‘the performance- of their ‘tasks. The researcher feels that thi; shas
been ag'complished, and this rdséarch at.e‘a‘., in flewfoundland, h‘as._nov“v'“
- been opéned up for further stndiés which'miéht: deal with more

spt_a'cifit:' problems.

N
“
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,The following‘Are suggested topics’that the researcher/:Lels

a
A

need further study

) 1-"

‘developing a sense of ''belonging'

A study. to determine in what way the problems reported in the

curriculum and instruction grea are related to other factors,

" such as 1nadequate physical facilities unqualified staff ‘

personnel, "and inadequate preparation programs.
A study to determine‘whether the findirg that principals\t

reported few problems in the .area of public relations 1s the
,

result of a gbod school—community relationship, or‘whether it
.is‘the result of other factors, such as the school and its ‘

activities being isolated from the community

A study to determine the multitude of effects -that the

centralization of schools is having on pupils. Since, as-a

‘consequent of'centralization of schools, many'pupils are

"bused" to school, this study could investigate a number of

-

. items, such as the effect on studeénts' participation in
v . 4 - N s LY

. extra-curricular actiwitiés, on %cholastic achievement, and‘onl

(

fo the school community. .
S&

A study, perhaps.using'the Delphi t ique, to define a

strengthened and’ mpre viable role fo principals consistent

with the purposes of the’ secondary g¢hool in Newfoundland.

On the basis of this defined role a model might be developed

which could serve.as a guide for the recruitment preparation,

.

and;professional‘activities of secondary.school principals,

it e o . . - Al
¢ B LR

Y.

ot .
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; . - Table 35 ' .

- by Principals of Diffei;ng Characteristics

~
. e

Mean' Difficulty Rating of -Staff Personnel Problems as Perceived .

- “. (7,
Mean Difficulty\ Principal's =
-Rating Characteristics 2 . . v 9 E H
— : : 3] : ] Iy Ho= |y .
Scale? ) “ R N = g - FAs . 08w
‘ s % 3§ 3§ -8 2 AE B4 g
1.00-2.50, Minor bf s p o o 3 - [T ) @ A
Y 1 & - ) aAa ord
2.51-3.50, Moderate - = - §8 BE - %% o§ 33 Ly 3
3.5;—5.00, Major 4o 3. 23 E8%,.. SE_ SEA - I =B <
. \ HOoMm o3 U  ~ Hoo N da g hHn gao Ay
- ToeN Qo wad ges Lod -ygod QN HEA ¢
Problen 595 BL EEI 3RE gEi 2RI LI Eii gl
1. Becoming acquainted and o ‘ . L
familiar with faculty members 1.52 1.21' 1.55,. 1.35 1.32° 1.58 1.36 1.50 .1.40
2. Orienting, teachers to ~ . A : BN ;o )
.their.new positions ) 2.39 1.71 " 2.66 . 1.94 1.96 2.50 2.16 2.08 2.13
3. Communicating with faculty ‘ s : L . _ ‘
members - . ©1.78 1.35 1.77  1.57 1.56 1.75 1.68 ¢ 1.50  1.62
4. Ceqting‘faculty members to . T :ll——;___“_‘\‘ ' h
accept you in your roles as ~+| | . - T
" principal . 1.52 l.SZ 1.77 1,46 - "1.44 ;.75 1.40 1.83 1.54
5. Getting faculty members to o : ) . o L
‘adopt newer teaching techniques 3.04 2.57 3.32  2.75 2.68 3.25, ' 2.76  3.08 2.86
.6, Getting faculty members s B '
interested in school wide and ‘ Lo : o
‘classroom innovations ) 3.00 2.78 3.33 - 2.77 2.83 3.08 2.76 - 3,27 . 2.92
) . " .. %\l . ;_
’-\‘ “ .
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Table 35 (Continued)

Mean Difficulty' Principai's
Characteristics

Rating

Scale:

©1.,00-2,50, Minor a
+2,51-3,50, Moderate .’
. 3.51-5.00, Major

Problem by

~

7. Getting faculty members
to accept the changes in the

_attitudes and outlook of
- . students

8. Getting faculty members to

take a genuine interest in the
students ©

9. Securing and kéeping

..qualified faculty members

1o0. Secur@ng qualified 3/“
substitute teéchersfg .

'11. Securing qualified re-

.placements for faculty members

who resign during the year

12. Incompetence, laziness,

"or tardiness of individual

faculty members _ .

Y

P

«
~
g.
o t : y
5 0 o 8 s
w g o v u g & A o 8
£ O o = o Y 9 O )
. o d g L] @ g AaaQ v —
] 60 Q ™~ g 3 &0 o o
o0 ] 1 ] : =- o 7.} Q ri o
orgt o M W T o u wL - oA har
= 4 O ] v o o n : Q
Ge 9 8B BE 2@ @ -8R es &
o=t~ ~ je 2] =t el A~ O o~ V\rfﬁ\ g-u \ - T
HO M §~¢ m ~ ) — . = o A~ o~ o~
DN wHa fue ol V349 o3l |80 858 M
. : ¢ BN 40— e
FE4 §E ESE 284 SHL 3% L gEL o
cald 848 £3Z% HiZ R{E FHEE 28BE JBE dE
-3 ‘
2.73  2.85 2.8 2.75 2.68  3.00  -2.68  3.00 2.78
2.3 2.57 2.33  2.46  2.40 2,50 2,36 2.58  2.43
2.30 2.00 . 2.77 2.00 2.36 1.83 2.40 1.75A 2.18
4.04 3.717 4,11  3.86 4.40 2.91 3.76 4.25 3.92
' . .
2.84 2.83 3.00 2.78  2.90  2.66 2.81 2.88 '(2.83
1.91 2.21 2.33 . 1.92- -1.92 2,25 2,16 1.75 2.?2
1. L



the non-imstructional staff
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) Table 35 -(Continued) -
Mean Difficulty\ Principal's ke . J)’/
Rating Characteristics| . §- . g )
N ° -5 ~8 (] g
Scale: ; . v o o n o t.*' t‘o?z. ) E
. . g9 q g ) TR ¥o )
1.00-2.50, Minor g ) g = 5 S - - R
2.51-3,50, Moderate Py = hH ' oo Su de 23 &8 &
3.51-5,00, Major = A i ng “g o8 .53 wo - 9
= L L0 g oL Q' L QO © g Q g <] - -~
SHA ~ [23] HrAA O~ WY e o~ [ Ho©o~ H o~
|E3E 53 shs LE2 939 LR #8§ H2§ AR
. . [s B} w o~ O™ &Y~ [aa
Problem €54 oy Bwu 3oy 9H 25 .- ooy - -
. ous 2 B3E HEZ%E K B8E HNEZ 2BZ /2 J&Z
13. Inability of individual . )
faculty members to communicate . ) . _ o
with students : 2,56 2,28 -2.66 2,39 2.32 2,75 2,48° 2.41 2,45
14. "Subversion".of school ‘ " .
policy by individual faculty . & )
members _ : 2.00 1.92 2,00+ 1,96 - 2.04 1.83 2,04 1.83 1.97
~15. Inability of individual -
faculty members to maintain . -
proper Student discipline 2,87 2,28 2.88 2,57 2.60 2.75 2,76 2,41 . 2.64
v v . LS "
16. Personality clashes v . . . . )
among faculty members 1.59 1.57 1.66 1.55 1.58 . 1.58 1.56 1,63 1.58-.
17. Personality clashes among - : : N ‘ ‘
members of a teaching team - 1.37 1.45 1.42 . 1.40 1.38 1.44 1.28 - 1.83 1.40
18. Gaining the ioyality of . \ .
1.33 1.38 1,12 1.42 Ll.45 1.16 1.22 1.58 1.35
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Table 35 (Continued)

" Mean Difficulty\ Principal's - = ‘ ) °
" Rating Characteristics 8 -
: : ’ . 2 o8 . w
' P 0’ o . o 8 °q
Scale: v 9 o Y] o . B - %0 A w~3
250 B s B2 3§ 5 & AE\ g3 =
1.00-2,.50, Minor a3 I "9 = o 3 aae B 9
2.51-3.50, Moderate o R BT 09 Du TR AR A
3.51=5.00, Major ; — o é—— a A “ 8 o g o 3 n o g
i . . —~ 0 o o 5 0 ‘e H S 8 Y - - o L
o~ gr\ - 23] [ e S o~ W e~ ~ N o~ [T BV SR PRV
H O™ <+ U A~ H©E 1A - o Hunn o 3N A~
voN e w m‘m[ n U~ toon @ Qwml £ VN S ™
Problem - 55% g,o‘il,= 33% 5 Loyl O MR IRV | ) nan —~n
- o g mas n«h:aa“hS?é}Ea E:éisa :2 2555 :g é;zi :225
19. Devéioping better com- ) - -
munication channels between I :
yourself and the non- N P . .
instructional staff - 1.42 1.53 1.50 1.46 1,59 . 1.25 - 1.36 1.66 . 1.47

20. Develobing better com—

munication nels between ' ’ - “ S ‘.. '
faculty any the non o L 7(,/’/-‘ R T
instructional staff - 1.71 . 1.84 1,75 . 1.76 1,77 -1.75  1.63 2.00 1.76

.

#

21, Insufficient trumber of

t s . 3 ‘ .
non-instructional staff 3.73 3.29 3,67 3.52 3.67 3.33°— 3,29 4,08 3.56
22, Personality clashes ) ' ' ‘ . — ’ '
among non-instructional staff 1,10 1,53 1.22 1.30 1.20 1.41 ~ 1.09 1.70 1.28
23, inability of non- : » - ’
instrugtional staff to ''get ‘ . : - . }
along" with _students~ . 1.58- 1.30 1.12 1.25 . 1.30 1.08 1.04 1.54 1}&1

24, Incbﬁsistency'of'non-
instructional staff in en- . ) ) . : .
forcing rules and regulations 1.23 1.25 1.12 1.28 1.29 1.16 1.05 1.66  1.24
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1T



1

]

N

w N BN o w N = wn <4
pEREG - F JLUC B8
o " o MO K E a
. +h B o P 1101 o .
. O G o mwn e f ey
‘ ‘ -3 88 24 . o uuw- ‘8
. tut Beo ko S oo 0 Hh
) ' oD 8D MR Y
' B P oo, E‘.’ = E £
W - B = o B o
- 0 < ® -9 R
g 0 g o ®mao <
- . Legf REs
N B, 23 5 4
. L 8 oot
37 g & &
. ! 6@ - @ 0
- s 0 0 -
\ 25 g
g w "=
- S 'y
r
[¥%
]
- . @
o v - \:-' ' = | Central High
& - - | Schools
. - W23)
N e Regional High Schoools
N s S 8" iﬁ (Nill’) .
s 2.k Three Years and
E 4 } 9 | -less Experience . -
: N o (N=9) - ‘
- T - = Plus Three Years
e ®. 5 . | Experience
ST (N=28)
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Mean Difficulty Rating of Organization and Structure Problems as
Perceived by Principals of Differing Characteristics

/

Table 36

-Mean Difficulty\, Principal's

Rating . ' Charficteristics

Scale:

1.00-2.50, Minor
2.51-3.50, Moderate
3.51~5.00, Major

a

Problem

Central High

ﬁegional High Schools
Three Years and

Less Experience

(8=9)

‘.1. Developing a master schedul%

_ for the school _ . ®

2. Scheduling students into
classes. of their choice

3. 'Schedgling teachers
4, Plat}ning for staff heetings.

5. . Scheduling extra-curricular
activities into the school day

6. Knowing Department of
Education regulations

7. Knowing school bpoard
policies and regulations’

!

2,91

- 3,04

2,65
1.69

" 2.91

1.87 -

3.67
3,22
2.33

3:75
1.88

1.66

v

300-500 Student
Enrollment

Plus 500 Student
No Master's Degree
or Graduate Diploma
(N=25)

Master's Degree or
Graduate Diploma
(N=12)

All Principals
(N=37)

Plus Three Years
(N=25)

Experiences

(N=28)
Enrollment

~(N=12)

;1

YTt
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Table 36 (Continued?

1

Mean Difficulty\ Principal's % . _
Rating ’ Characteristics o g -
. N - ? ] [ d
- . i 's w’ 3 ﬂ 13 °
~ jScale: 7 o vl o . B o0 A, ma
4 ., s 9§ § § ¥ £F BRI 2
. ~1.00-2.50, Minor g C w3 - g 2 4 e 00 R d.
2,51-3.50, Moderate ) . Lok T D w ) Rl it g Ly
3.51-5.,00, Major — 9 B Vi w8 o 5 g3 0 Q ﬁ
-0 > g2 -8 § =] 3 g -
@ =~ gr\ 3] HH~ O ~ N~ 0 o~ H g~ H o~
oM U~ HoO NN ~ ™ }agl-un ¢ 3N A
o9 oy o = U Mo @ o o Il O~ n O~ O~ &g o
 Problem §E5L DL E3L 3BL SEL ZHE oei BEL S
. ) 1 cnl &€ £33 HAE KEZE REE 28EZ .5..!0\1\&:_\/'-
- : r )
8. EKnowing how to effectively | ) - : )
evaluate -the staff 22,91 2,28 2,88 2.60 0 2.52-"° 3.00 2.76 2.50 2,67
9. Knowing how to-effectively . ‘ : . o ‘ ,
evaluate the programs offered . . : N - .
in your school . , - 3,00 2,57 3.44 2.64 2.68 3.17  3.00 2.50 2.83
10. Establishing school rules | e o ‘ . IR
and regulations . 2,26 2 2,66 2.10 2.24 2,25 , 2.28° 2.16 . 2.24
11, " Knowing the poroper N . . “ . _
channels through which to .o o L
solve problems ) 2.21 1.92 2.00 2.14 2.24 1.83 2.24 1.83 2.10
12, Insufficient time to , { T L S '
spend In evaluation of the o . - o .
staff ’ ‘ 3.83 3,00 4.11- 3.32 3.48 3.58 3,40 - '3.75 3.51
13.. Insufficient time to spend| B
' in evaluation of the programs .- .- . . S
offered in your school ‘ " 3.83 3.07 4.22  '3.32 3.44  3.75 3.32 4,000 3.54
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Table 36 (Cont;nued) )

Mean Difficulty
Rating

Scale: N\ -

1. OOFZ 50, Hinor
2.51-3, 50, Moderate
351-5.00, Major

-

Problem

+

Principal's
Characteristics

14, Scheduling extra-~
curricular duties for staff

15. Insufficlent time for
the promotion of public
relations

16. Insufficient time to
attend athletic and civic
events

17.. Completing reports

18. Scheduling of the non-
instructional staff for more

efficient operation

19. Insufficient time to
supervise non—instructional
staff -

20. Developing a strong
student council .

*

3.67

-3.17

)
™~
g - 38y
(3] m 43 “ o~
/] o a 1) &= [~ o0 M Ug
. g u 9 =} a - 9 0 )
9 < f 9 k7 g AA . HH- U
s o w a - o ' woa -8 g(
ks <= oM VI V] & v - (= = e
w - 3 a . 3'3 w o o g 3 S w o g
- @ E P"% ﬁ.@ Qg Qg T, L g
G~~~ ~ - =3 -~ o ~ v o~ o~ [ B Hgf\ 4~
HOoOM - U ~ ~ 0 ) ~ N - e N o a4 o~ 4 I~
P o . e QO - D YN I oy n O~ gUN &Y e (40]
L % ESL 25L SELE ZEL o, f 2D3EF A8
LW~ X~ éi-:\f Ay B~ R n‘uagi = O~ ﬁ (TR '<c55
2.78 2.21 2.77 2.50. 2.64 2.41 2,40 2,91 2.56
2.91 . 2.57 .3.33 2.60 2.80 2.75 .2.72. . 2.91 2.78
.. . “

2,69 2,57 3.11 2.50: 2.56- 2.83 2.56 2.82 2.64
2.26 2.42. 2,66  2.21  2.36  2.25 . 2,28 2,41  2.32
1.68 1.76 1.15 1.71 1.58 -1.91 1,63 1.90 1.72
2.61 . 1.92 2.50 2.26  2.52 . 2.00 2.15  2.63  2.32
3.50 ©  3.00 3.18 ~ 3.38 3.36 3.18 3.31

91T



. Mean Diffiéulty\ Principal's
. Rating Characteristics
Scale: :

-1,00-2.50, Minor -
..2.51-3,50, Moderate
3.51-5.00, Major

" -Problem -
[\

21, H=<mw<wnm all students
in school activities

22. Providing supervision of

pupils during recess periods, -
-lunch periods, and before and
. after school" )

)

Table 36 (Continued) . N\
A g . ) . o -
)
L] .
g g
0 L)
£ g 0 M
(3] : n A £~ M
@ B o o e g gE 28 o
5 g & & g 43 k4 4.
. o w - I o w a U -9
vl Fes| MM U g o0 v - W an e
m > o o ] v g d Mg U
- ¢ e - - = o ua i
- .= £ 8 .Au.m S 88 28
o =l o~ M\I =1 H e~ o ~ Y ot~ N N~ - rM\I Lo~
N O m MU o~ . Hom A 4N gain gIN A
LoN H=H OowoN. moo 1l o @O OWN &9 &
§32 92 Fof a8% SHE SHE ouZ a0t 44
WY MY RO ape Aa@|pyY pame =z ol .mnur\“ M.t [
) . . . o
[ . L9
4.30 3.71 4,44 3.96 4,00 .qum 4,24 3.75 4,08
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Table 37 .

by Principals of Differing Characteristics

ﬂean‘Difficulty Rating of Student Personnel Problems as Pérceiygd

Mean Difficulty\ Principal's
Rating Characteristics
" Seale:-

1.00-2,50, Minor
2.51~-3.50, Moderate
3.51-5.00, Major

Problef, - :

1. Vandalism of schpol
" property ) ‘

2. Students' fights on and
off school property

- 3, Students arriving late
.. for classes

4. Theft of school property
by -students

5. Smoking by students in
areas other than those

-désignatedlfor smoking

6. Use and\taie of drugs on

and off school ‘grounds

4]
\ o E
- R
= - e . v o
[3} . w0 . o b o=t E
w o o H » g B0 O L@
= QO o =} QU W O s}
£ o .g L [1] o = Mo L=t
=7 (D)) [} el o =) . [T W 1]
[-14] ] 0N o =) & n o [ A
oy o] o M gy [P RS wn W -~ 4 QA Lal
= i o o U v d d Hog 3]
—{ mﬁ- Hﬁ 8 - QW Q . [ I} =1
~ 0 g et K] (o] . Qo #d oo - ced ,
W o=~ ~ 5] oo~ Q o~ "o o W o~ H o~ b~
N O.M o .4 ~ | Vo] N~ N ~ N gum U .3 Ay IS
& O™ o el D o - gNN I O N O md ¢ [T ] & T o~ (3]
554 §4 E8L ARE SEL 2EL Tosd FEL -S4
L w1~ ng E_.(_._]V C Ay ] N~ mp_;v Ay ) N ZOV. E'UV <:V
. S -
2,56 2,28 2.66 ' 2,39 2-4472,50  2.48 2,41 2,45
1.39 1.42 1.33 1.42 1.28 "1.66 1.44 1.33 1.40
2.26. 2,28 2.66 2.13 2.04 2.75 2.32 2.16 2,27
2,43 2.00 2,3% 2,25 2:36 2.0§ 2.36 2.08 2.27
2.17 2,64 2.55 2.28 2.28 2.50., 2.24 2.58 2.35
1.54 1.66 2.00  1.46 1.26  2.27  1.52 - 1.72° 1.58 -

%

81T



Table 37 (Continued) .

- Mean Difficulty\ Principal's
-‘Raﬂing Characteristics
~ Scale: ’

1.00-2.50; Minor
2.51-3.50, Moderate °
3.51-5.00, Major

Problem'

7. High'studént absenteeism
8. Large number- of dropouts

P. Stude%t walk outs
10, Reaction of students to ..

dress code = * | 1

11. The challenginé of .
administrative decisions by

_ﬂgtudents
12. Inadequate - guidance and’ .
counseling services for L‘
students )

«13, The transportation of
students to extra—curricular

activities .

14, Building school spirit
and pride’

1} t
-
g -
S 28 & :
(3] w + R T ) 2] N
“oomy B s 8 U gE g8
T dd Q o ' . (=N Mo —
5 » .8 = =z F U0 &% %
- = v T o) t o - o " .AYa a .
= ot 3 8 ng Gl o & 8 3 s a
- =k 20 od OF 84 T 23 g -
o~~~ gf\ 3] Here~ Ol N~ W o~ 1 3] ~ Mo~
538 B3 Lo LE® 990028 457 82§ &5
285 3¢ ¥3f 2iY LB 2E7 209587 LR
oad 48 32 L4 KREE L 8E 28 JA8E L&
2.82' 3,14 3.00 - 2.92 - 2.76 . 3.33 2.96 2,91  2.94 °
2,43 3.14 2.66° 2,71 2,60 2,91 272 . 2.66 2.70 _
=1.13- -1.00 1.00 -1.10 1.12  1:00 1.04 1.16 . 1.08 -
1.66_ 1.92 1.66 1,80  1.78 1.75 1.92 . L.40 - L.77,
1.43  '1.64 1.66  1.46 "1.40 - 1.75  1.52 1,50 ° 1,5
30 242 333 2%5 288 2,91 2.84  3.00  2.89
3,70 3.29 3.7%  3.46 3.60 3.42 3.32 400 3.5
. . ’ o _‘ .. Do . . . R ,_. - ~
3.06 - 2,78 3.56 2.75  2.92, 3490 {288 .08 2.9 g
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Mean’ Difficulty Rating of'?ublic Relations Problem as Perceived
, by Principals of Differing Characteristics

L4 A . u] =
Mean Difficulty\ Principal's . - - - . -
Rating Characteristics_ g © ) y g ’ |~
2 3] 0, 2 b g .
& .. b 32 8 ¥ g 5 3-& 3 Q )
Scalei: > o @ g o Q g QA Vi R
: : ] &0 @ > 9 , B 80 A, o
1.00-2.,50, Minor th o, o el 3 O way . @
~ _+ > m HH . @0 T Y w o -4 i AA B
2.51-3.50,. Moderate - . - 3 E‘ gg, = g o & Ny w g 8
3'51-5 00 Major - R Fc;ﬂf\ °'gf-\' Nm ﬁu?l% 8:{_"'\ Uo'\éf\ g'gf\ —HJéA .:f'\
- 588 43  Suo 938 Ted aod AdI L8 H
blem §5% L Esi 28l gEE-2EL o L 2RI i
. Problem oneE &5 AT A OaRTC amS = o SEE d&
¥ G — ‘ ~
1. Militant parents , 1.87 - 1.50 1.88 . 1.67 1.68. 1.83 1.80 1.58 . 1.73
2, .People starting rumors in ‘ ’ ] . .
. order to cause troubge 1.78. 1.28 1.88 1,50 1.56 1.66- 1,72, 1.33 . 1.59

' 3. 'Lack of financial means ) . . C )
to keep parents informed - 2.43 1.92 2.88 2,03 2,20 2,33 | 2.28 2,16 f{ 2.24

’ 4. Local people refusing to . . . L ) o .

- accept you in the community - | 1.31 1.07 1.55 1.11 1.20 1.25 | 1.28 1.09 1.22
5. Inadequate communication PR : . : . ' .o
chapnels to the.community - 2.39 1.78 2,77 1.96 2.20 2,08 2.16 2.16 2.16°

.6, Lack of cooperation of . ) o :

"local news media 1.20 1.53 1.22 1.37 1,28 1.1  1.19 1.58 1.33
7. Gommunication problems . d' . ‘ )
caused by the size of the =Y “ ., -
geographical area served by ' : _ , . .
the scthl . ©2.38.° 2.14 2.33° -2.26 2.08 - 2.66 2.29 2.2&
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+ Mean Difficulty

Tablg 38 (Co

3

ntinued)

Rating

. Scale: .
‘1000_2 150, MinOI‘

%

2.51-3,50, Moderate
3 . 51"5 .00 y mj or-

Problem

Principal's
Charaqteristics

- -

8, Formation of a home and

school associlation
\ :

&
9, Enforcement of: rules,
regulations and dress code

10, School. board or school

board persomnel creating
public relations problems

11. Pressure groups in the
‘cotmunity blocking changes
desired by faculty and

students

12, Resis%énce of the com-

‘munity to program and
organizatiofal changes in:the

school

©

Central High- -

-

Schools
(N=23)

Regional High Schoools

(N=14)

Three Years and-

~-Less Experience -
(N=9)

Plué Three Years

Experience
(N=28)

300-500 Student
Eqrollment
(N=25)

Plus 500 Student
Enrollment
© (N=12)

or Graduate Diploma.
4

No Master's Degree
' (N=25)

[

Master's Degree or
.Graduate Diploma

(N=12)

All Principals

" (N=37)

3.44

1.95

1.50

1.47

1.40

3.18

2.28

1.35

1.14

1.42

1.66
1.55

1.88'

o

3.13

1.96

" 1.37
1.26

1.25

~a

n

!

3.55 .

2.04 .

. 1.58

1,08

. 1.58

2.28

1.45

1.45

"t 1,33

LY

2.90.

1.63

el

1.41

1.09

 1.58
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Table 39 L ‘ : -

1 h) -
Mean Difficulty Rating of Curriculumvand Instruction Problems as L
Percelved by Erincipals of Differing Characteristics- ’
. ' &)
‘Mean Difficulty\ Principal's o y
Rating Characteristics 9 ‘ i g g H
. ! : s ] ’ 0 f > 2 H o~ a
L%2] o L | o ) [] b0 B Q
. - [1] o - | (] v H L 0O 0
Scale: - . : . g5 & 9 9 g- - b r‘-“«

. o 60 0 A
1.00-2.50, .Minor . C - B oo Sy Ga O3 A8 o
2.51-3.50, Moderate m i g % o § 2 8 .g § - 3% oy B
3.51-5.00, Major. e g,., :"‘m ﬁ.,.;,-\ O o~ m:‘;{:‘; mﬂa :gg F':l’:

ﬁ 853 o 8 ) R ‘?'3:3 g O ﬂ ON WO ™M
- N\ |52 BL- F2% 3gi gl 3EX OLE 2R% i

o

-

1

’

/
-
¥

1. Insufficient number of . . . : . . w . i
~specialist teachers . L 3.39 3'14533'33 3.29 -3.32 . 3.25 3.12 3.67 3.30

2. Inability to provide
extra-curricular Opportunities

for all studerts . 3.87 2.85 4,22 3.25 3.44 3.58 3.24 4.00 3.49
3. Inappropriatg class or . . . ] oo C
course assignments for some . . . , . ) T
.students ‘ - 3.00 2.92 3.22 2.89 ~ 2.88  3.17 3.00 2.91. -2.97
4, Developing programs to meet | . ° ‘

the needs of the low-~achievers - .30 3.57 4.11 . 4.00 3.92 “4;25 ‘3.84 4.42 4,03

5. Developing programs to ‘
meet the needs of the gifted o : - .
student 4,13 3.64 4,11 -3.89 3.84 4,17 3.80 4.275 ., 3.95
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Table 39 (Continued).

<

Mean Difficulty\ Principal's
Rating Characteristics
N Scale:

- 1,00-2.50, Minor
- 2,51-3,50, Moderate
3.51~5,00, Major

Problem

AL

6. School too-small to offer
* comprehensive programs o

. L
.7. Shortage of books and
1other printed material

° 8, Shortage of instructional "
equipment .

9.  Inability of faculty to
effectively use ava%}able

7, ment !

ﬂﬁp
10. Inability of faculty

members to effectively use
available resources

11, Initiating changes for
curriculum improvement

12, Introducing a drug
°  education program

H

(]
-4
g g
T2 a8 B
@ 99 0 " B 5 A PR
. EE o5 8 F & 3: =
ﬁﬁﬂ o/ w - 3 3 W @ Friiey S
ol ] [V ] [V 1] TS vy & - 3 [ =} f
=<} o o [T S v (=] “g . (3
Sm 9 BF Ef 28 =28 EF mw g
. ﬁ ‘ - M
ﬁ-ata gg Um . -;-l_.ﬁ o ~ Wy~ o~ N~ hgr\ Mo~
~ . o0 Ny = 1 ~ A Q ™~ By~
84 0 o, i v NN a U o I o N O~ gUN &g e (3a]
§92 g2 E£0L% S8L 8HE SHE owud ANLE o4
0w~ & BAaY amw ame pme’ =% oS, S8E :235.
2.78  2.53 2.44 "-2.77 2.88  2.27 2.2 2.63  2.69
" 2.82  2.57 "3.56  2.46 2.76  2.66. 2.64  2.91  2.73
- 287 2.57 3.22 _ 2.60 2.72 2.83  2.64  3.00  2.75
. a
2.13 2,07 2,77 1.88 1.87 2.58  1.96  2.45  2.11
. | \ _
231 2.14 3.00 2.00 _ 1.91 2,91 2.16 2.45  2.25
3.00  2.64.3.22 2.75. - 2.76 3.08 2.8 2,91  2.86
2.22  2.63 '3.00 2.18 2,16 2,72 2.31  2.50 . 2.3
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_ ﬂEan Diffibulty Rating of Physiéél Facilities Problems as Perceived
. N by Principals of

&

Table 40

1

Differing Characteristics

. 44}
Mean Difficulty\. Principal's " , _
Rating Characteristics 8 y E - , N
. g’}’; o Q ﬁ & E '637:‘. v 9 g - )
Scale: . g4 3 8 o 3 A o] —
¥ g 2 L& - @ B L, f3 3
1.00-2.50, nor 5o s Vi 0 o oou B - u QanQ- b
~ 2.51-3.50, Moderate . = - o % g9 “ § o B 59 ° g _§
3.51-5.00, Major A~ B~ Td 0 B3~ SHA REA 8T~ -WHA TA
) H Om o g ~  Ho nrn - §~Hln U 3N s
' g2¢ of 28f 285 LBg g8y =og pdu 9
Problen 352 2z 282 2E¢ 852 Zf5e gxe §5z H&
1. Inadequate facilities . ’
for teaching R 2.69 2,28 2.77 2.46 2,68 2,25 2.64 2.33 2,24
2. Inadequate facilities for ' :
storage 2,78 2.64 3.33 2.53 2.84 2.50 2.80 2.58 2T73
3. Inadequate facilities for o - S ~ ., e -
play and recreation . * 2,91 2,78 2.77 2.89 3.00 2,58 2,76 3.08 2.86
'4: Inadequate parﬁing . . . ]
facilities v 1,69 2,00 1,55 1.89 1,92 1.58 1.80 - 1.83 1.81
5: Inadequate facilities in
special areas (such as art, -
science, and physical o ,
education). 2.87 2:78 2,88 2.82 2.88 2.75 2.80 2.91 2.83
6. Inadequate heating syste;n' 1.65 - 2.00 1.88 1.75 2.04 1.25 ° 2.00 1.33° 1.78 .,
- o
»”
J



Tgb1e°40 (dontinued5

13

' Mean Difficulty frihcipnl's

Rating . \Characteristics

Scale:

.1.00-2,50, Minor
2.51-3,50, Moderate
3.51-5.00, Major

Problem

- @
. 7. Inadequate administrative
space . :

8. Inadequate guidance space
. 9. 1Inflexible school building
10. Keeping the school

building, grounds, and equip- -

ment in usable and presentable
condition -

11. Adjusting to new or
renovated facilities

12, ‘Safety and health

hazards within the school or
;\in the vicinity of the school

.

‘8

m

;3 . )
: o . o 4 {

';g T Ug l“

(5] ) o . o - 3-3 °

vy - 1 3 M. | = o0 A, 08

g v (4] [=1 1] [ ] o O n

No o o -@ Q he AN Mo~ ~

.& R 1] Fal v jo B0 o ~
R | =] o n 4 [ [~ 1
] B - -] [ ] [ 1] oo mn o - 4} [a = -
=1 — 30 U o 17, W -1 [~} Hg (3]
~ @ - ;,.._Q‘ Eg oﬁ 8% 3-1: -"’3 -94
M =~ éf\ 23] o~ o ~ WY~ N o~ H O~ o~
HO0Mm L g Q ~ [T o) N =n - N § YN s} g 9N A~
d 0N =t ¢ v U aIN I O n o U N U S| m
5.5é w% Eg% .3%';.'- 8HII j= BRI | . L n o " ~ 0
cul 2 F3E HIEE KEE L EE 282 FEE LE
2,30 2.1 2.33 ° 2.21 _ 2.60 1.50 2,28 2.16  2.24
2,61 .2.35 2.46  2.53 2,91 1.75 2,65 2,25  2.51
2.90 2.85 3.11° 2,81 3.12 2,41 2.91 2.83  2.88
2,78 2,28 3.11  2.42  2.48, 2.83 .2.68 2.41  2.59.
223 1.50 2.00 1.90 1.73 2,30 .2.04, 1.62  1.93
.: ) ’ L'Q.“»N"‘

1.82 2.00 2.33. 1.75 1.8 2,00 1,88  -1,91 1,89
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Table 41 .

‘Mean ﬁiffiéulty Rating of Transportdtion of Pupils Problems as
~  Perceived by Principals of Differing Characteristics

Mean DIff?culty Principal's
Rating .

Scale:

1.00-2,50, Minor
2.51-3.50, Moderate
3.5}—5,00, Major

Probleﬁ

Characteristics

1. School buses arriving
after classes commenced °

. 2, High school, elementary
school, and primary students
using the same buses

3. Students travelling on
buses unable to participate
fully in extra-curricular
activities

4, Loss of teaching time
because of conditiomns that
make it unsafe for schoo
. buses to travel :

m.
'_. 1
3 g . f
o] . U M .
| AR v 8, o .
) . n Eu] Ho— .
[97] o U 5] & [=] ) b0 A [F]
, = O L) [=] [ V [ =] /]
= o d () Q o aAa Mo —
£ b0 @ > s~ 3 - [ =9 o
ol . [ ] =3 . nau, s O 7]
O 4 @ & 120 - W AaA i
. . 8 U U [ =] =] L J
. o e vil=| g S.4. o 0 a .8
- © Pt e al o oF 0o - oo
S =~ ~ <31 = o~ O =~ e e 0 o~ H o~ H o~
o Om Q U o~ H ‘AW ~ N HuNy - 0 N Ay
4 ON v o U um 0w U |l o go.—q U« FS R e I (s I
1854 PL E8L 2gi gEL 2L o.i S5L 24
[ER -4 S B e N PR S ™ I~ Ry I = 0~ ﬂuv - ~—
J .
1.50 1.64 2.00 £f40 Y 1: 1.50 1.68 1.27 « 1.55
s -
<5.85 2.07 3.00 2.40 2.66 2.22 2.69 2.20 2.54
3,96 . 3.93 . 3.72 4,00 3.96 3:.92 3.68 4,55 3.94
1.85  1.42 1,77 1.65 1.66 1,72 1.76 1.50 1.68
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y _ " Table 41 (Continued) ]
Mean uwmw.w,»nc“_,n% Principal's- .m . - . ) i
Rating . . \Characteristics Q. - - o’y " -
. £ .- 9 Q 3 .
. . 3] n o =
Seale:. .- > gy § .. 0§ PE 3f =&
1.00-2.50, Minor : & CJ § = 9 3, 2° a6
2.51-3.50, Moderate o H BT ‘ee HBu aa 28 JF &
3.51~5.00, Major . bt — S & 88 “8 . o8& s 3 © o g
- ~ @ . M@ 5 Om S # Qg 28 .4
. o~~~ m) |5 I A~ Q ~ N~ N o~ IM) M.~
. Hom O 4 -~ Moo N -~ MrS I s
. w HOoN wWH OO0 DOUN | ON 0O O &Y ™
Problen 534 BL E4f 2RI gEI ZiE onf 31 gl
5. Incompetent bus drivers 1.68 .1.50 1.88 1.51 1.75 1.33 H.mm_ 1.45 1.61
- 6. Determining most suitable - : = .
‘placement of bus stops 1.60 1.85 2.00 H“\m\@ . 1.82 1.45 1.75 1.60 1.70
. Regulations mom_nmﬂﬂ“_bm. . . . . -
who is permitted to travel ' ) . - ‘ . . o%
on school buses - 1,57 1,85 1.77 1.65. 1,58 1.90- 1.56 2.00 1.68
. <
~ \ '
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Mean Difficulty Rating of School Finance Problems as Perceived. .
by Principals of Differing Characteristics

T ' ~

Table 42

’

Mean.Difficulty\ Principal's

Rating A - Characteristics

Scale: '

1.00-2.50, Minor
2.51-3.50, Moderate-

3.51-5.00, Major

o S

Problem

.

-1. Becoming familiar with
* accounting and reporting
procedures

2. Decilding proger expenditure
of funds

3. Preparing a budgét
4. Superviging special-funds

such as yearbook and cafeteria
* funds’

J+ Controlling fund raising
projects within your own school

6. Insufficient funds for
equipment repairs and
' needed materials -

Cat

9}
3 | | ¥ .
I £ N QL O [0}
. b ry I 5 B o 8 '

@ .g 3 5 - 8 t a0 (7]

=7 -] ] g o o aA H —
o 60 a > 9 . =] 80 A )
[+"1] o - e - =] 4+ -0 o U - B
o~ == | IR a g & M Coen A - AQ Eal
=} o @ [T v g o R g 3 J

— Ug- M d ,a_ Oa ] Gﬂﬂ)~ .ﬁ
-0 - g bl LU - (=] o TR e} - o]
o~ o~ ~ 5 o~ Q™ W o~ ~ 0N o~ H oo~ o~
H OmM o~ U .~ M O wn ~ ~ N gl—‘tﬂ a 3N |2 B
44 O N o~ - [ VI < I e ) 30!\1 | O« 0N O QN & oo H.m
524 BL ERL 2RI gfI 2RI Cui BRI ol
LJl‘.DE ;> HAN Ry (K~ (S S A Bl = QN EUV <
2,15 2,07 ~2.66 1.92  2.00 2.36  2.08 - 2.20 2.11
2,35 2,28 2.88 ,z.f?w 2,22 2.50  2.34  2.27  2.32
2.47 2.30 3?38 2.08 2.33 2.54 2.42 2.36 - 2.40

- ' *
1,95 2,00 *2.44 ~ 1.80 1.91 2.09  2.04  1.83 1.97
‘178 2,00 ‘275 1.60 1.80 2,00 1.87  1.83  1.86
3.57 329 °3.78 3.3  3.32 © 3.75 3.36  3.67 3.46
O
BN
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Fl

MEMORIAL UNIVERSITY OF NEWFOUNDLAND

o A St. John's, Newfoundland, Canadp e e
. K . . L N ! . £. .o
Department of Educational “Administration . . J . e T
A\ ~ April 23, 1973 - J "

-

i

L]

" Dear Principal:

As part of tlie requirements for the M.Ed. program at Memorial University,
I am conducting a survey of the professional problems of principals in 1arge
) high schools in the Province of Newfoundland and Labrador.

N . The intention of the questionnaire- is to obtain data relative to the
degree of difficulty that principals perceive certain specific problems to be..

. The survey will involve all high school principals (central and regional)
. in schools which have a Btudent enrollment .of 300. or more.  Since there are only
45 such principals in the Province a high.percentage of return is\most important.

This survey is being conducted under the supervision of Dr, R. D. Fisher
. and has the approval of the Department of Educational Administration at Memorial
University. ’

As a former principal of a high school in this Province, I am aware,
to some extent, of the great demands being placed upon your time, I feel,
however, that the time spent on completing this questiohnaire will be well spent
as the completed study will focus upon an often forgotten aspect of the
principalship. ’

, ! , . ' 4
‘e ?
‘“‘ Your careful and prompt reply is essential to this survey. You are asked
to complete the' questionnaire and return it in the stamped, self-addressed

g envelope provided .k

ln~anticipation of your cooperation, I thank‘yon.'

- .

'Yours truly,

Wm. fatrick Wals ’ _ T
Graduate Student | o - .
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. MEMORIAL UNIVERSITY OF NEWFOUNDLAND / * -
g ' . -
RS P - St Jiohn’s, RNewfoundlandy Canada - ’
! . . .
. R S "o o .
Department ' of Educational Administration . ‘ . N
®. ) . v :' Box i3‘. ‘
_ . S May 8, 1973 ' ‘
) - . '{5'
Dear : ‘. . N | E e

» On the 23rd of April I mailed you a questionnaire relating to my. thesis
on the Problems of Principals. This thesis is an essential part of my graduate
© studies program at Memorial University. . : :

As stated in my initial letter, it 1s hoped that this ‘study.will help .
focus attention upon an often forgotten.aspect of the principalship--The
Problems. - _ . . o

) As of the above date, I have not received your comialé;ed questiot'maire;
and, as time -is of great importance to me in the completion of this study, I
am again requesting you to complete the questionmnaire at your earliest.
gc_mvenience and to return it to me in the envelope provided.

If you have’ already retumed the: questionnaire, I thank you for your .
‘assistance' without it my thesis would not be possible. :

'S incerely yours,

- N . © Wm. Patrick Walsh

(Y ]
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PRINCIPALS
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A SURVEY OF THE CURRENT PROFﬁSSIONAL PROBLEMS
{

¢
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e INFORMATION SHEET : -
The Purpose , * . . P : _ P o s

‘ 'professionaihbroblems in' the performance of their duties,
. p " .

Loos ’ - . s ’ N
The purpose of this guestionnaire is to enable ‘the principals

of large high.schools to identify what they consider to be their

It is hoped that thé‘results of the completed surﬁey.will

R @ < R ) ‘
.provide the information needed for improving course work and in- .
Y o . ) ' : .
_ service, training programs for principals.
. “ o’ . ~ oy . ) X
Diiéctiohs . ‘ a o .. ) -

o

This questiéndaire 1s in three parts., The first batt asks you

" to give some informafion‘concerning yourself and the school in which

.
- Us

a égked to add and raté, in the spaces provided; other problems that you

&ou aré principal.’ ‘
os . ¢ .
. Part II is désigned to disclose how serious'o; how diﬁ;icult

© [d
b

you perceive certain problems to be. Using the given.rating scale,

circle the response you believe to be appropriate in your particular

: case.. You will observe #hét:each problem is cateéorized under a-

]

“problem area.” Since these problems may ‘not be all—ihclpsive;_you are

_have, )

¢ - ' ¥ )
+ _ Part IIT of the questidnnaire asks you to 1list sources (cgntral

office officials, other prinéipals, teachers, unjversity personnel, .

y std&ent\;ounéil; N.T.A., etc,) from which you received help in.the

solving of or dealing with your problems, " . IR

R

You are assured that all information received will be held in

-
. - .
. . .
L3 N . -
[N o he
N . " . . ..
. . -
» . . .
f - -

e
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self-addressed eﬁvgldpe.
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.
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‘

+

. »

Please return thesé matgrialas (?a;tlI,'Part II, and Part III
.., of the Questiofmaire) fn the enclosed,

;135
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-strictest confidetﬁtce./ The compleﬁgd g;'lirVey" will report total data -



1.

2.

Your Name:

'PART. I Lo

" PERSONAL AND SCHOOL DATA»

I

Name of School:

Address of School:

g

Type of School:’ Ceqt;al High . Regional Highr

Crades Being Teught in this School:

Student Enrollment as of November 1, 1972:

Number of-Years, Including this Present Yeai,

.That you have been Principal of a School:

Academic Degree(s) or Diploma(s) You
Have Been Awarded. . '

Your Present Teaching Certificace:

Please Indicate the Amount of Graduate Work you will have

Completed in4Educational Administration as of April 15, 1973

. / -
e. Master's degree in Educatiomnal Administration .

(Tick One. )
.a. No graduate courses —a .
5. Oce'tq three’gracc%ff/kourses ' -
c. Four to six graduate cgbrses ;

d. Seven to ﬁen gradhaée coursesg ~.

Do you wish to receive a sﬁmmary of this study when 1t is completed?

Yes . n ‘ qNo

, e
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_PART II .
' RATING SCALE FOR PROBLEMS:
| "
! S .
1, Not,a‘problem and causes no difficulty.
e . ‘ T 2) A very minor problem that causes very ligtle difficulty.

ot 3. A definite problem that causes minor difficulty.

4, . @ignificant problem that causes considerable diffidulty;

D A mejor problem that"cauees serious difficulty,

N, Non-applicable. - ‘ o

s \ vq-i,
~ e o
Q L 2] 31
o o .o ﬁ
4 = o 13} —
B — g8 g &
" A, Problems Concerning Instructional and @ R Y <
. Non=Instructional Staff .Personnel SRTTIR A+ SR - SN
- - — . o g @ -4 g o
) . : Z P A w =
1. Becoming acquainted and familiar with f o :
faculty members. AU 1 2 3°4 5 N
1 ZJ"Qrienting teacherg to their new positioms. 1 2 3 "4 5 N
3;7'Communicating with,faculty members. -1 2 3 4 5 N
4, ‘Getting faculty members to accept you in T i
) your role as principal ~ 123 4 5 N
5. Getting-faculty members to adopt newer . .
*  teaching techniques. - . 1 2 3" 4,5 N
6. \Getting;faculty members interested in - }' >
school wide and classroom innovationms. 1 2 3 5.5 N
7. ‘Getting faculty membéfs to accept thé-
changes in the attitudes and outlook .
'of. students. : , . 1. 2 3..4 5 N

. 8y Getting faculty members to take a e .
- genuine Interest in the students. . 1 2 3 4 5 N

oy

4

1



ey

10..

11,

12.

13,

14,

- 15,

16.

17,

18.

19,

20,

21.

J
v
Q. . 8
—
’ S
e
A
-7 ’ m
a4
. =]
Securing and keeping qualified
faculty members. - 1
Securing qualified substitute teachers. .1
Securing qualifie lacements for
faculty members who ign during the
year. ' 1.
Incompetence laziness, or tardiness
of individual faculty members. . "1
Inability of individual faculty e
members to communicate with students, . 1
"Subversion" of school policy by
individual faculty members. 'm . 1
Inability of individual faculty
+ members to maintain proper student

. discipline.’ : 1
Persdnelity clashes among Qaculty

' membefs. Tl

:Personality clashes among members
of a teaching. team., ' . . 1
‘Gaining the loyalty of the_non~_ . .
instructional staff. o 1
Developing better communication: )

. channels between yourself and the
non-instructional staff. . 1
Developing better communication channels'.
between faculty and non-instructional _

’ Staff o o 1
Insufficient number of non—instructional
staff. . - B
Personality clashes among non-

22.

.instructional staff. 1

F

[\

* ~n . Very Minor
w Definite

(8%

Significant

F N

-138

Mcjor

w

.5‘1’

.= Non-applicable

=



23..
%,
25,
26,

27,
28,

29,

A

Inability‘ef nen~instructiona1 staff
o "get along" with students,

Inconsistency of non-instructional

staff in enforcing rules and regulations.

Incompetent hon-instructional staff
members. : ’

Inability to repiace'incom@etent
non-instructional staff members.

—

‘

Problems Concerning Org;nization and

' Structure

Developing a master schedule for the
school , . .

..Scheduling students into classes of

their .choice,

Scheduling teachers.

'Planning for staff meetings.

.Scheduling extra—curricular activities

into the aschool day.

Knowing Department of Education
regulations .

[

f/H

™ Not a Problem

N Very Minor

o~

W pefindite

w

S

-

~

+ Significant

13

2~Non-Applicab1e

-

o

™

|

5

5 N
5 ]
5 N
5 N
.; -
5 N
5 N
5 N
5

5. N
5. N
"5



z‘Non-Applicabie~

. ¥
. La
-9
2R =
@ g o 8-
S - T
o - " M
S -« @ 0
. . o H o oy T
: . (o] 4 1] . ) £
7. Knowing school bdard policies and -~ B P A n
- regulations. .1 2 3 4 5
'8.. Knowing how to effectively evaluate the - . .
.+ staff. , . 1 2 3 & 5
9. - Knowing how to effectively evaluate the "
programs offered in your school. .1 2 3. 4 5

10. Establishing schoql rules and regulations;~l 2 3 4 5

11. Knowing the proper channels thrOugh which .

to solve problems. ’ . 1 2 3 4 5
12. Insufficient time to spend in evaluation IS
'"of the gtaff, ‘T 2 3 4 -5

- 13._AInsufficient time to spend in evaluation

of the programs offered in your school "1 02 3. 4 5
" 14, Scheduling extra-curricular duties for™ L
" staff. . - : 1 2 .3 4 5
15. .Insufficient time for the promotion of _ o
" public relations. 1 2 3 4 .5
16. Insufficient time to attend athletic . -
and civic events, ' . 1 2 3 4 5
“17. Coﬁpleting reports. . 1 2 3 4 5§
18. Scheduling of the non-instructional o
_staff for more efficient operation. 1 2 3 4 5
19. Insufficient time to supervise non— _. ©e
,instructional staff. ) : . .12 3 4 5
# e
- 20. : Developing a strong student council. Q? 1-2- 3 4 5 -

21, -Inﬂblving all students in school e . :
© activities., - - : 1 2 3 4 5

-
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" 22,

.23.

2_41.

25.

@
i

Providing supervision ofhpupils during

" recess periods, lunch periods,.and

before and after school, '

L)

HNot 5 Problem

—d

>

0

C. Problems Concerning Student Personnel

Vandalism of school property.

Students' fights on and off school
property. .

LS

Students arriving .late for classes.

Theft of school property By students.

Smoking by_stuﬂents in areas other_‘
than those designated for smoking.

Use and sale of drugs<on’aﬁd off
school grounds.

High student absenteeism.
Large’numbéf'of dropouts.
Student walk outs. -

Reaction of students to Qress code.

[

Very Minor

N

W

Definite-

Significaﬁt

141

T Q
|
Mol
o
(3]
o4
~
[« 7]
o,
1 9] L+
o I
< . 8
L= -
5 ''N
S. N
5 N
5 N
S ' N
5 N
‘5 N
5
5 N
5 'N
-5 N
5 N
5 N
5



11. The ,;:halleﬁ_ging of administrative
dec}sions by students, .

12, Inadequate guidance and-counseiin'g
services for students..

13. The transportation of students to
extra-curricular activities,

14, Building school spirit and/pride.

15. Developing a good rapport/ with the
' . student body.

160 -

170 : ’ « '

18.

"D. Problems Related to Pubiic .Relations.”

2. People starting rumors in order to
" ' cause trouble. —

1. Militant parents.

3., Lack of financial means to keep
: parents informed. o

4. - Local people refusing to accept you
C in the community. X

5. 1Inadequate communication c:hannels to

the ‘communit.y .

A

v

— Not a Problem

[

’ JNVery Minof °

N

w Definite

w

S

o Significant

LnMajof

142
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= Non—-Applicable



6.

7.

g,

10.

'11 .

12,

13-

s

<
= Not a Problem

Lack of cooperation of local news media. ,

. Communication problems caused by the
;8lze of the geographical area served

by the school. _ , 1

Formation of a home.and school

assoclation. L ) . : 1.

Enforcement of rules regulations and
dress code. ‘ ) 1

]

School board or school board personnel
cteating public relations problems, 1

‘Pressure groups, in the community blocking
changes desired by faculf:y_and students. 1

Resistance of the community to program

and organitational changes in the echool' B

i 1
' 1
Proble.ins Related to Curriculum and
Instruction
. l
Insufficient nufiber of apecialist
teachers. < 1
Inai:ility' to provide extrarcurri:::ular-
‘opportunities for all studeants, 1

n Very Minor

w Definite

)3

1—ey

o Significant

, u-: Major

143
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10.
11.

12.

.13,

“14.

'15.

16.

1‘7.

Inappropriate .cla@ or course
assigriments for some ‘students.

Developing programs to meet the needs -

of the low-achievers.

Developing programs to meet the needs
of the gifted student. ' ;

- School toosmall to; of fer codiprehensive

programs,

Shortage of books and other printed
material,

Shortage of instructional equipment.

‘Inability of faculty to effectively

use available equipment.

Inability of faculty to effecfively
use-available resources.

Initiating changes for curriculum
lmprovement,

Introducing.a drug education program.
Introducing a s.;ex education program.

Initiating inservice training programs
for the faculty,

. A
‘Developing an adquate student .
evaluation system. ‘ . .

S ; Not a Problem

1

» Very Minor

Definite

[#% ]

» Significant

144

|
v Major

wen

2 Non-Applicable -
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Problems Related to Physicél Facilities

' .90'

10,

11,

12,

130 :

14,.

Inadequate facilities for teaching.
Inadequate facilities for storage. -
Ina;dequate facilities ?or play and ' |
recreation .
Inadequate parking facilities
.Inadequate facilities in special are'as'
.(such as art, science, and physical '
‘education) .

Inac{eiiluate /heat ing éystem.'

Inadeﬁuate administrative space.
Inadeddate' guidance space.

“Inflexible school bufjllding.

Keeping the school building, grounds, .

and equipment in usable and presentable
condition.

‘Adjusting to new or renovated facilities..

Safety and health hazards within the

school or in the vicinity of the school.

Not a'Problem

-

1

Very Minor

Definite

Significant

-

T IV, MY ST IRV
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L4

Major

o

(%))

Non-Applicable
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G;

_Incompetent bus

Problems Related to Traﬁsportation

of Pupils .

School buses arriving after classes
.have commenced,

High 's,chool, elementary school, and "

primary school students using the
same buses.

Students travelling on buses unable
to participate fully in extra=-
curricular agtivities.

Loss df teaching me because bf
conditions that mgke it unsafe for
school buses to travel.

drivers.:

/

Detérmining mogt suitable placement

" of bus stops./'

Regulations concerning who 1s permitted

to travel on school buses.

Not’ a -Problem

-t

' Very Minor ..

[

Definite.

w

<

e
.8
oy
eal
U
- Ll
%5 2
o o8
45
45
4.5
4°5
45
i 5
b .5
4 .5
L 5
4 5

Non-Applicable.
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. Problems Related tc; Schbol%inance

_ - Not a Prﬁblgm

Becoming familiar with accounting

2

and reporting procedures., ' o 1

»

Deciding proper expenditure of funds. 1

Pi:‘eparing g,budget. ‘ . L 1

Supervising special funds,.su};h as .
yearbook and cafeteria funds. - -

dbntrqilingﬂfund ralsing projects - Y

within your own school. . L 1

L]

- Insfuffici,g_ht funds for equipment ~ .

tepairs and needed materials. . .. ., 1

\l .

A3

Very Minor.

Définité

Significant

. .
—
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