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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The beginnings of the principalship in the United States 

describe the principal as a head teacher or master teacher 

who assumed the responsibility for records and discipline. 

This description derived from the historical perspective in 

which schools were first administered by the school board and 

then by a superintendent . But as communities and school dis

tricts increased in size, it became increasingly necessary 

to have a functioning leader in each building. As the need 

for a building level leader increased, the functions also 

increased. However, the increase in functions developed in 

a somewhat undefined and haphazard fashion. 

Early studies (Browning & Otto, 1957; Kyte, 1952'; 

Lane, 1944) describe the evolution of the principalship from 

the position of record-keeper and disciplinarian to one of 

a multiplicity of roles. They point out that as early as the 

mid- 1800' s , the principal took on the role of supervision and 

by 1900 , superintendents' reports proclaimed the principal 

as the highest local authority (Shuster & Stewart, 1973). 

As the principalship has evolved, the realm of respon

sibilities has enlarged also . Unfortunately, a corresponding 

1 
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precisely-defined description of the tasks has not evolved. 

Many roles for the principal are suggested. There is some 

uniformity in the suggestions; however, the trend denotes a 

search for clearer ideas. Current studies abound which 

strive to cue in on a precise role definition for the prin

cipal (Awender, 1978; Cawelti, 1982; Jacobsen, Logsdon & 

Wiegman, 1973; Mcintyre, 1974)o All seem to agree that 

principals must also define the roles of the principalship 

in order to function effectively. 

A major and rather lengthy study known as the R.O.M.E. 

(Results-Oriented Management in Education) project estab

lished four functional areas of administrative responsibili

ty for principals (Ellett & Payne, 1978). This four-year 

study identified the roles of Curriculum and Instruction, 

Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel, and System-Wide Policies 

and Operations through reviews of the literature, workshops 

with principals , and on-the-job observations of principals' 

performances . 

Once the roles have been enumerated , the principal is 

then face d with the task of determining the comparative 

significance of the roleso Browning and Otto (1957) stated 

that it is imperative to assess the principal's role in 

light of the organizational framework of his district --
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who does what? More recently, Cross (1981) suggested adopt-

ing a plan in which the principal identifies the expectations 

of others, integrates them with his own and develops them 

into a basis for performance. The need to put the various 

roles of the principal into significant perspective is an 

urgent need. Ambiguity can only diminish the effectiveness 

of the school administrator (Ross, 1980; Sergiovanni & 

Elliott , 1975). The principal's powerful effect on the 

pupils and on the teachers makes it clear that principals 

must face the question of priorities in administering the 

school. 

A variety of perceptions regarding the priority of 

roles has emerged. Most studies point to the principal's 

role as instructional leader as being the most significant. 

This suggestion is emphasized in Shuster and Stewart (1973) 

who state that the principal of today must function as a 

strong leader in his building in many aspects, but they 

urge that the primary emphasis be instructional leadership. 

Others concur with this view (Georgiades, 1980; Jacobsen, 

Logsdon & Wiegman, 1973; Mullican & Ainsworth, 1979; Weldy, 

1979). Krajewski (1979) sums up the discussion: 

ergiovanni has delineated a view of the princi
pal's role from within the national, political , 
bureaucratic and professional frameworks; 
Mullican and Ainsworth have presented a treatment 
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of the role as instructional leader; Houts and 
Koerner say that being an instructional leader 
is not enough -- that principals ought not to 
function only as instructional leaders. What
ever designated role or roles we agree to or 
disagree on, the role (or roles) of the prin
cipal and the duties inherent in the expecta
tions of the role are describable. The cor
responding success of the principal's per
formance within the role can be determined 
and established. (po 54) 

With this wide variation in understanding of the principal's 

role, it can be seen that it would be beneficial, and indeed 

necessary , for principals themselves to place the various 

roles in perspective. 

Summary 

The role of the principal has changed since the first 

use of a master teacher as a principal. The complexity of 

the responsibilities assigned to the principal has steadily 

increased, but in an unclear fashion. The nature of the 

roles needs to be clearly defined and enumerated . In 

addition, many voices proclaim the importance of one or 

another aspect of the principal's roleso Once the roles 

have been defined, then the administrator (principal) must 

assess the comparative importance of each role, establishing 

priorities that match his performance expectations for his 

bull dingo 
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Statement of Problem 

Historically, the role of the principal has been slowly 

evolving and developing. In recent years, this development 

has crescendoed to a level at which a plethora of perceptions 

abound as to the definition of the principal 0 s role (Barra-

clough, 197J). Hencley, McCleary and McGrath (1970) capsu-

lize this view when they state: 

••• the principal has been seen variously as an in
structional leader; as a guidance person; as a 
pupil control agent or disciplinarian; as a group 
dynamics expert who can work with a variety of 
teacher cliques within a building; as an expert 
organizer of the school schedule; as a diplomat 
who can work smoothly with irate parents; as a 
chief of the building custodians who knows how 
to keep a building spic and span; as a business 
man who keeps his budgets, accounts, and supplies 
in order; as an office manager who prepares accurate 
records on time; as a mediator of various forces 
within the conununity; or as an effective worker 
with the PTA and other groups. He is also seen 
at times as one who assists in policy making; as 
one who initiates innovations; and as one who is 
adept at playing many different roles in inter
act i on with dive~e school publics. (p. 67) 

There are distinctions made between the managerial functions 

of the principal and the instructional leadership function 

(Mullican & Ainsworth, 1979 ). These distinctions have 

led to repeated suggestions from authorities fo r r esearchers 

to study further the roles of the principal in order to 

define clearly the principal's role , especially on a local 
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basis. 

Additionally the revie~ of the literature which preceeded 

this study has supported the researcher's belief that the 

perceptions of the principal's role continue to be perceived 

differently by principals and by those professional educators 

who have daily contact with the principal -- classroom teach

ers and central staff personnel. Therefore, the purpose of 

this descriptive study was to determine the differences in 

role perceptions of the principal's job-task areas as viewed 

by principals, classroom teachers, and central staff per

sonnel. An additional purpose is to draw conclusions about 

the frequency and the effectiveness of the principal's 

performance in the four basic task areas of Curriculum and 

Instruction, Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel, and System

Wide Policies and Operations. These task areas were chosen 

by the researcher because they are the roles designated on 

the instrument to be used in the study (Ellett & Payne, 1978). 

Finally, the researcher planned to assess the results in 

terms of the specific professional needs of a North Texas 

Independent School District's principals for the purpose of 

suggesting future possible professional growth areas for 

them . 
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Significance of the Study 

The image of the role of the principal today is an 

image that is blurred by a myriad of hazily-defined sugges

tions. For the principal, as well as for those aspiring to 

the principalship, there is a need for clear definition of 

the roles, scopes, and accountabilities of the principalship 

(Fallon, 1979). Only when the principal has become fully 

aware of the issues involved in his role, can he truly meet 

the needs of the educational community he serves (Shuster & 

Stewart, 1973)o The contemporary school principal performs 

an ever increasing number of complex, largely undefined 

roles . These roles, to be performed effectively, must be 

clarified and understood by principals. 

There is growing evidence that the role of instructional 

leader is considered of greatest significance (Campbell, 

1977; Cawelti, 1982; Georgiades, 1980; Mullican & Ainsworth, 

1979). Cawelti (1982) reported on an ASCD study which in

vestigated perceptions held by teachers, supervisors, prin

cipals, and superintendents on the areas of principal per

formance. This study led to the conclusion that principals 

s hould function as instructional leaders, but that they lack 

the confidence to do so. By providing principals a means to 

ass es s t he ir own perceptions and skills in this area, as well 
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as a means to compare their perceptions with other principals 

in their school district, this researcher hopes to point the 

way to specific competencies the principal can develop. 

Due to the growing body of studies nationally which empha

size the current spotlight on the instructional leadership 

of the principal, additional local studies are needed to 

assess the relative importance of this principal role ver

sus the other roles of the principal. It is vital that the 

principal assess the expectations of his superordinates and 

subordinates in regard to the role of instructional leader

ship at a time when it is the central focus of role discuss

ions . 

Many recent studies (Fallon, 1979; Grant, 1978; Krajew

ski , 1979 ; Shugart , 1980; Weldy, 1979) suggest a difference 

in perceptions of principals, teachers, and central staff. 

personnel as to the roles of the principal. These differ

ences in perception establish a conflict for the principal 

which may undermine his relationships with those in his 

educational community . Such role conflict is particularly 

critical when it involves a difference between role expecta

tions and role performance (Chruden & Sherman , 1972). By 

carefully defining the roles of the principal, and thus 

providing a clearer understanding of such perceptions , it is 
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anticipated that a reduction of the possibility of role 

conflict will result. 

There is a need for principals to set the administra

tive framework for their schools (Krajewski, 1979)o This 

need is a corollary of discovering a clear definition of 

roles and of understanding the differences in perceptions 

of those roleso The data provided in this study are intend

ed to be of value to principals in altering current educa

tional systems to provide for more realistic leadership based 

on expanded perceptions of the principal's roles. Conse

quently , the findings from this study will be presented to 

school authorities in anticipation that the findings will 

provide aid in developing programs for principals. 

In summary, the results of this study should be signi

ficant for four reasons: (1) to provide present and future 

principals a clearer picture of their roles, (2) to provide 

direction as to the comparative importance of the various 

roles, (J) to provide an understanding of differences in 

perceptions of peers with regard to the various roles so as 

to avoid conflicts, and (4) to provide a research base on 

which to develop priorities for principal development 

programso 
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Questions to be Answered 

1. Are there differences in the perceptions of prin

cipals, classroom teachers, and central staff personnel 

with regard to the frequency ratings they assign to prin

cipal performance in each of the four administrative areas 

of Curriculum and Instruction, Staff Personnel, Pupil Per

sonnel, and System-Wide Policies and Operations? 

2. Are there differences in the perceptions of prin

cipals, classroom teachers, and central staff personnel 

with regard to the effectiveness ratings they assign to 

principal performance in each of the four administrative 

areas of Curriculum and Instruction, Staff Personnel, Pupil 

Personnel, and System-Wide Policies and Operations? 

Null Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1: 

ao There will be no significant differences 

among the mean frequency scores assigned to 

the principal performance administrative area 

of Curricul urn and Instruction by principals, 

teachers , and central staff personnel . 

b. There will be no significant differences 

among the mean frequency scores assigned to 

the principal performance administrative area 
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of Staff Personnel by principals, teachers, 

and central staff personnel. 

c. There will be no significant differences 

among the mean frequency scores assigned to 

the principal performance administrative area 

of Pupil Personnel by principals, teachers, 

and central staff personnel. 

d. There will be no significant differences 

among the mean frequency scores assigned to 

the principal performance administrative area 

of System-Wide Policies and Operations by 

principals, teachers, and central staff 

personnel. 

Hypothesis 2: 

a . There will be no significant differences 

among the mean effectiveness scores assigned 

to the principal performance administrative 

area of Curriculum and Instruction by princi

pals, teachers, and central staff personnel. 

b. There will be no significant differences 

among the mean effectiveness scores assigned 

to the principal performance administrative 

area of Staff Personnel by principals, 
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teachers, and central staff personnel. 

c. There will be no significant differences 

among the mean effectiveness scores assigned 

to the principal performance administrative 

area of Pupil Personnel by principals, teachers, 

and central staff personnel. 

d. There will be no significant differences 

among the mean effectiveness scores assigned 

to the principal performance administrative 

area of System-Wide Policies and Operations by 

principals, teachers, and central staff per

sonnel. 

Definition of Terms 

1 . Principals. The principals are the professional 

educators with primary responsibility for the administration 

of the school . 

2 . Elementary principalso The elementary principals 

are the administrators who have responsibility for schools 

containing grades kindergarten through five or kindergarten 

through six in a North Texas Independent School District. 

J. Middle school principals. The middle school prin

cipals are the administrators who have responsibility for 

schools containing grades six through eight in a North Texas 
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Independent School District. 

4. Classroom teachers. Classroom teachers are those 

individuals engaged in full-time classroom instruction in a 

North Texas Independent School District. 

5. Central staff personnel. Central staff personnel 

are superintendents, assistant superintendents, directors, 

coordinators, or other specialists whose particular job 

responsibilities bring them into regular (weekly) contact 

with the elementary and middle school principals. 

6. Competency indicators. Competency indicators are 

the 64 statements of principal performance that were deter

mined as identifiable and essential for school operation by 

R.O.M.E. research (Ellett & Payne, 1978). 

7. Administrative area. Administrative area refers to 

the four major divisions of principal responsibility on the 

Principal Performance Description Survey - Teacher Form: 

Curriculum and Instruction, Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel, 

and System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

Bo Frequency dimension. Frequency dimension is the 

measurement of how often a task is performed. 

9. Effectiveness dimension. Effectiveness dimension 

is the measurement of how well a task is performed . 

10o Principal Performance Description Survey - Teacher 



14 

Form (PPDS)o PPDS is an instrument designed to assess 

opinions of the degree to which principals perform specific 

job-related tasks in the school. 

11. Role perception. Role perception is determined by 

the total raw score obtained for items on the survey instru

ment. 

Assumptions 

1. The classroom teachers are knowledgeable concerning 

the administrative areas in which the principal performs 

job tasks. 

2. The central staff personnel are knowledgeable con

cerning the administrative areas in which the principal 

performs job tasks. 

J. The 64 competency indicators which comprise the 

questionnaire are as valid for Texas principals as for 

Georgia principals (McCleary & Thomson, 1979). 

4. The frequency and effectiveness with which principals 

perform tasks are valid indicators of their job performance 

(Ellett & Payne, 1978). 

5o The respondents were realistic in their responses 

to the survey instrument. 
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Limitations 

This study was conducted with the following limitations: 

1. The study was limited to a North Texas Independent 

School District, and the results of the study cannot be 

generalized to a larger population. 

2. The study was limited by the fact that the princi

pal group was not large enough to subdivide into elementary 

and middle school sub-groups. 

J. The study was limited by the fact that it measured 

principal performance only through a specific set of 64 

competency indicators selected from a much more inclusive 

group of items (Ellett & Payne, 1978), 

4a The study was limited by the number of questionnaires 

returned by the participants. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The study of the role of the principal is still in its 

infancy. Despite the fact that principals have been desig

nated school leaders for more than 100 years, and although 

much has been written about the roles, the study of princi

pals' roles is still a fresh study. Due, perhaps, to the 

vibrant changing nature of the society in which he moves, 

the definition of the principalship is a continuously growing 

definition in the vast body of literature which describes 

the principal . 

This review of the literature presents three specific 

categories which apply to and lead up to a more precise 

definition: ( 1) a general view of the principal's role, 

(2) majo r functions of the principal, and (J) differences in 

the perceptions of the principal's role. After the general 

background is laid in the first two sections , specific re

search studies will be discussed in the third section, 

perceptions of the principal ' s role. 

General View of the Principal 

It is generally accepted that the principal wields 

16 
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powerful influence in the educational systems of today. He 

is the central figure, a "man-in-the-middle" who puts into 

operation the procedures of those above, and yet attempts to 

meet the varied needs of the staff, the students, and the 

public. Principals exert potent dominance on each group, 

but particularly on the students (Goldman, 1966; Sergio-

vanni & Elliott, 1975). This dominance enables the princi

pal to suggest and implement innovative approaches to student 

learning as he sets the administrative framework within which 

the teachers function (Krajewski, 1979; Miller & Lieberman, 

1982)o The importance of the principal's influence is re

flected in the number of studies being conducted to hone 

and refine the definition of his roleso 

A second aspect of the perception of the principal to

day is the acknowledgement of the untapped general potential 

of principalso Sergiovanni and Elliott (1975) suggest that 

the principal knows what to do, but hasn't been able to get 

it done. Studies such as one by Wells (1978), involving 

twenty elementary school principals in eleven school dis

tricts in Colorado, have also disclosed a common view. The 

responses to the 66 responsibility statements on a question

naire developed by the researcher led him to conclude that 

elementary school principals would like to spend more time 
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on curriculum and instruction responsibilities, indicating 

that the principals felt they had potential which was unused. 

Another study, one by Greenwood (1979), was undertaken 

to identify and compare the current perceptions and ideal 

expectations of middle/junior high school principals and 

teachers regarding the principal's role in the supervision 

of instruction. In examining the current perceptions as 

compared to the ideal expectations within each group, it 

became evident that in the great majority of instances (J8 

out of 48 comparisons), neither teachers nor principals felt 

that the principal's supervisory role performances were 

what they could be. 

Major Functions of the Principal 

In an attempt to specify the perceived role of the 

principal, the functions performed by the principal have 

been probed in depth. An early analysis of doctoral writings, 

textbooks , and staff handbooks (Ranniger, 1962) concluded 

that there is disagreement about the appropriate duties of 

principals and that job descriptions are usually not in 

written form . Various current authors have enumerated these 

functions , and the lists are generally found to be uniform 

in content . A rather comprehensive list, established by the 

Southern States Cooperative Program in Educational Adminis-



19 

tration, includes Instruction and Curriculum Development, 

Pupil Personnel, Community School Relations, Staff Personnel, 

School Plant, School Transportation, Organization and Struc

ture, School Finance and Business Management (Goldman, 1966). 

This list includes the elements which are found in most other 

publications that describe the functions of the principal 

(Gorton, 1976; Jacobson, Logsdon, & Wiegman, 1973). 

Recent studies have also explored the importance of one 

function area or another. In these endeavors, two strands 

consistently appear as functions of the principalship. One 

strand is instructional leadership; the other is that of 

curriculum developer. Gerald Firth (1979) examined more than 

600 literature citations from 1968-1975 looking for percep

tions of the educational leader. He indicates that the area 

~f instruction made up 17 percent of the entries. Barraclough 

(1973) also summarized periodical literature from 1969-1973· 

He reported a need for the definition of the principal as an 

instructional leader. The principal's role in curriculum 

development has been discussed by Houts, Koerner, and Kra

jewski (1979). They agreed that today, more than ever, the 

principal's role in curriculum is becoming greater due to: 

(1) reduction in central staff , (2) the back-to-the - basics 

movement , (3) the age of specialization, and (4) the rising 
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power of teachers. Simultaneously with urging more active 

involvement of the principal in curriculum and instruction, 

Houts et al. (1979) suggest that there are 5 hindrances which 

keep the principal from accomplishing his goals~ (1) lack 

of expertise in every subject area, (2) time management 

duties, (J) lack of support for principals via inservice 

and training programs, (4) lack of university support and 

training, and (5) lack of effective communication between 

principals and teachers. 

Other researchers have also concluded that there are 

barriers to the principal's role in curriculum and instruc

tion. Kowalski's report (1979) of research findings states 

that the principal has difficulty in meeting curricular re

sponsibilities due to variance in professional training, lack 

of experience, time management problems, and the impact of 

current collective bargaining practices. This view is re

iterated by Fallon (1979), Campbell (1977), and Mcintyre 

(1974). Mcintyre states that studies show that superin-

t endents and principals view curriculum and instruction as 

an i mportant function of job responsibility for school prin

cipals, while at the same time they are not conspicuously 

ef fe ct ive in this area. 
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Perceptions of the Principal's Role 

Specific studies regarding the perceptions of the prin

cipal's roles have typically involved studies measuring the 

perceptions between principals and teachers, and studies 

measuring the perceptions among principals, teachers, and 

a third or more groups -- often superintendents or other 

central staff personnel. 

Perceptions between principals and teacherso 

Studies involving two groups, principal and teacher, 

have been conducted to determine if significant differences 

exist between them as to how the principal's role is per

ceived. 

Hart (1980) investigated the role expectation and role 

performance of Alabama elementary school principals. The 

teachers responding in this study were sub-grouped in terms 

of "self-contained", "team teaching", and "departmentalized 

schools ." The data from the responses indicated that ele

mentary principals view themselves as more "potent " leaders 

than teachers perceive them to be, and that principals tend 

to perceive their role as emphasizing "system-oriented" be

havior, while teachers tend to prefer principals to be more 

"person-oriented." 

Noak's 1969 study of teachers and principals dealt 
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with their perceptions of 55 tasks representing six major 

categories of activity. He found wide disagreement relative 

to 25 tasks. The areas in which disagreement was greatest 

were those included in staff personnel in which the principal 

works indirectly with building personnel in the area of 

administration and supervision. 

In a similar 1977 study, Nakornsri compared Texas teach

ers' perceptions of their principal's role behavior and 

administrative performance. Using the Principal Role Behav

ior Opinionnaire and the Perception of Administration 

Interaction Questionnaire, he tested for differences in the 

areas of administrative decision~making, communications, 

general administrative behavior, and educational leadership. 

Nakornsri concluded that teacher experience, teacher sex, and 

teacher educational level were not significant to the teach

er's perceptions of the principal. He found that the 

majority of teachers do not indicate that their principal's 

role behavior has any relationship to their administrative 

performance as school principals. It was also concluded 

that principals were least effective in educational leader

ship and most effective in general administrative behavior. 

Three other studies assessed perceptions of teachers 

and principals with regard to the principal's role as an 
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instructional leader. Conti (1977) examined the perceptions 

of non-tenured elementary teachers versus non-tenured 

elementary principals. His study showed that there was a 

reliable relationship (significant at the .001 level) 

between the opinions of the two groups toward selected roles 

of an elementary principal in Birmingham. He concluded that 

an el ementary principal in Birmingham was expected to be the 

instructional leader of the school, be a strong discipli

narian , and function as an effective community leader. 

I n the second study, Campbell (1977) addressed the 

question: Do teachers and principals perceive the principal 

as ins t ructional leader of the school? The data were divided 

into 16 major areas of instructional leadership. Campbell's 

s t udy showed a positive view by principals and teachers toward 

seven of the leadership categories and differences between 

the g r oups in six other categories. He concluded that lack 

of time , lack of expertise in instructional areas, budge t 

r est r i c t ions, and conflict between central office and school 

board policies were perceived as the predominant restraints 

on the pr i ncipal. 

Car ruthers (1977) conducted a study t o identify and 

analyze pe rceptions of secondary s chool princ ipals and 

teachers in t he southern United States conc e r ning selected 
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aspects of the principal's role as the instructional leader 

of the school staff. He found that principals tended to per

ceive themselves as providing instructional leadership more 

often than teachers perceived them as providing this leader

ship. In analyzing his responses, he also concluded that 

sex and total years of teaching experience had no effect on 

the principal's perceptions, but did influence teachers' 

perceptions. The age of the teacher or principal and the 

level of educational attainment may make a difference in how 

either group perceives the principal's behavior according to 

this study . Carruthers' final conclusion is that the per

ceptions of principals and teachers are far apart on the 

principal's perceived role as instructional leader of the 

school staff . 

Perceptions among principals, teachers, and other groups. 

The role perceptions by principal, teacher, and central 

staf'f personnel have been the focus of various studies in 

recent years. Many of these studies have explored the re

lationships among the three groups by assessing how each 

group perceives the role of the principalo Such studies 

most often are restricted to either elementary or to second

ary principals ; only rarely do the studies involve both . 

There are inherent differences in the groups which generally 
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have kept them from being compared. 

Tryon (1978) looked at role perceptions of the elementary 

school principal by superintendents, board presidents, second

ary principals, elementary classroom teachers, and elementary 

principals. The respondents prioritized role responsibili

ties of the elementary principal in six general categories: 

curriculum and instructional leadership, personnel guidance, 

school-community relations, administrative responsibility, 

evaluation, and professional improvement. The groups held 

similar perceptions in the categories of school-community 

relations, administrative responsibility, and professional 

improvement. They showed significant differences in curri

culum and instructional leadership, personnel guidance, and 

evaluation. The study shows that the teachers in this study 

do not believe their principals are meeting their instruction

al needs. 

In his study of the normative role of the elementary 

school principal, Foskett (1967) compared the principal's 

perception of his roles with the perceptions of teachers, 

school board members, superintendent, and community members. 

A significant result of this study is that the principals 

themselves were not in agreement in defining their roles. 

The average level of agreement among the principals was less 
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than 50 percent. Principals and teachers agreed most closely; 

principals, school board, and superintendent showed the low

est agreement; principals and community members were in 

medial agreement. Foskett concludes that the frequent con

tact between principal and teachers reinforces their views 

of one another. He also suggests that the reason for a 

difference in perception among the other groups is that they 

deal with matters of a different nature such as budget and 

financing. 

A significant study by Awender (1978) examined the rank 

order assigned to principal role on eleven items by principals, 

teachers, and superintendents. The roles ranked were: 

counseling and discipline, decision making, budget, super

vision, public relations, planning, office management, facil

itating staff communication, hiring, academic programming, 

and professional development. Counseling and discipline was 

perceived by all three groups as the most important function 

of the principal. The views of the principals and of the 

superintendents were in closest agreement especially in the 

area of academic planning. Teachers did not consider it a 

major function, howevero Instead, they rated the budget 

function higher than did the other groups . Awender concludes 

that the total respondees felt that there should be greater 

emphasis on the professional development and on academic 
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programming with less emphasis on office management, coun

seling and discipline, and public relations. With the grow

ing public interest in education, Awender finds it of curious 

interest that the principals and superintendents in this 

study felt less emphasis is needed on public relations. 

A recent Texas study by Grant (1978) analyzed the per

ceptions held by senior high school principals, their teach

ers, and their superintendents regarding 8 key responsibility 

areas developed by Mcintyre (1974). The responsibility areas 

were examined in regard to priority and in regard to prin

cipal performance . Grant found that there were significant 

differences in both aspects of the studyo Teachers tended 

to perceive the principal performing most completely in the 

areas they considered most important. An unusual result of 

this study is that the teachers and superintendents were 

closer in their perceptions than were the principals and 

superintendents . The superintendents perceived the greatest 

discrepancies between priority and performance ratings of the 

roles. The principals tended to rate themselves highest . 

Grant also points out some interesting similarities. All 

three groups gave the highest rankings to staffing; principals 

and superintendents listed time and space second, and commu

nity relations third . Teachers reversed that order. 
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Shugart (1980) investigated principals, classroom 

teachers, and central administrators in a study of role 

perceptions involving the frequency and effectiveness with 

which principals function in the administrative areas of 

curriculum and instruction, staff personnel, pupil personnel, 

and system-wide policies and operations. She looked at not 

only the differences in the perceptions of the three groups, 

but also three secondary focuses: (1) a comparison of the 

sub-groups of elementary principals and secondary principals 

in regard to their perceptions of their own performance, 

(2) a comparison of the perceptions of the elementary 

teachers and secondary teachers, and (J) a comparison of the 

perceptions of experienced teachers versus inexperienced 

teachers . 

Shugart found that principals perceive themselves as 

performing at higher levels than they are rated by teachers 

and central administrators. All three groups agree that 

principals are strongest in pupil personnel and weakest in 

curriculum and instructiono Another general agreement evi

denced in the study is that all three groups find principals 

most effective on those tasks they perform most often, except 

for the task of staff personnelo Shugart therefore con

cludes that improved principal-teacher relationships are 
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an area of need for the principals in this North Texas study. 

On the secondary purposes, Shugart found: (1) general 

agreement between elementary and secondary principals' per

ceptions of their job performance in all areas except pupil 

personnel which both claim as the strongest area, (2) ele

mentary teachers assessed higher ratings to their principals 

than did the secondary teachers, and (3) there was little 

variation in the perceptions of principal performance by 

experienced and inexperienced teachers. She states that the 

study shows some indications that principals are not giving 

as much professional guidance to the teachers as the teachers 

would like . 

In summary , Shugart 's study, which closely parallels 

this researcher 's study, indicates different perceptions of 

the performance of principals. While principals, teachers, 

and central administrators generally agree on the areas in 

which principals functions best, they do not agree on how 

well the principals perform. 

Summary 

The review of the literature has revealed that a clear 

definition of the principal is still lacking even though 

much has been written and attempts have been made to devise 

such a definition. The term "principal " encompasses a broad 
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range of meaning for educational researchers, and yet there 

are commonalities to the definitions given. 

Consequently, an adequate job description of the prin

cipalship is also lacking. Disagreement exists in reference 

to the functions of the principal. There are overlapping 

areas, but each author divides and groups the functions in 

a distinctive fashion. A further complication of this is the 

dispute as to which function should be ranked most important. 

Generally today, the role of curriculum and instruction is 

seen in the foreground and receives greatest emphasis . But 

this too is open to discussion among the researchers. 

In the attempt to define the term and list the functions 

relating to the principalship, the researchers have turned 

to perception studies which assess and compare how principals 

are rate d by other groups as well as by themselves. Such 

studies abound; each one casts a bit more light on the still 

shadowy image under study . The studies almost universally 

suggest that the principal perceives his performance as being 

stronger than do the other groups. There is discrepancy 

among the s tudies as to which role of the principal is per

ceived most important. Some studies show that the principal 

feels the role of curriculum and instruction is the great est 

strength; others show it as much weaker . Another difference 
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found in this review of the literature is a disparity as to 

which groups agree the most. In some, the principals and 

the teachers show the closest agreement, in others, the 

principals and the superintendent, and in still another, the 

teachers and the superintendent. 

Each researcher seems to be looking for an answer which 

is still illusive as it is pursued in current research. By 

combining the views suggested, a composite picture of the 

principalship is slowly being drawn for today's educational 

picture. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Sub ,jects 

Description of the Population 

The populations studied included the middle and ele

mentary school principals, the middle and elementary school 

classroom teachers, and the central staff personnel of a 

North Texas Independent School District. This school dis

trict is located in a suburban community which has a popula

tion of approximately 80,000. At the time of the study, there 

were 21,000 students in the school district attending 2 senior 

high schools (grades 11-12), 3 high schools (grades 9-10), 

6 middle schools (grades 6, 7, 8), and 18 elementary schools 

(grades kindergarten through 5 or 6). At the time the study 

began in May 1982, the three populations studied included 24 

middle and elementary school principals, 867 classroom 

teachers, and 26 central staff personnel for a total popu

lation of 917 subjects . 

Development of the Sample 

The sample was selected as follows: 

1 . All middle and elementary principals were included 
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in the group. There were 18 elementary principals. Of those, 

14 were administrators of schools housing grades kindergarten 

through five; 4 were administrators of schools housing 

grades kindergarten through six. Five middle school princi

pals administered schools containing grades six through 

eight. One principal administered a school housing kinder

garten through eighth grade. Total size of the principal 

group, therefore , numbered 24 persons. 

2. All central staff personnel whose job assignments 

placed them in direct and regular contact with principals 

were included in the second group. At the time the study 

began , 26 central staff personnel were included in the 

sample. 

J. The third group was comprised of 100 classroom 

teachers. Because 62% of the district's elementary and 

middl e school teachers were in the elementary school, 62 of 

the teachers were selected from the elementary levelo Because 

J8% of the district's 867 elementary and middle school teach

ers were in the middle schools, J8 of the teachers were se

lected from the middle school level . The total number in the 

classroom teache r group was 100, or 11.5% of the total 

population . 

Stratified sampling was used to select this group in 
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order to ensure that the opinions of the teachers at each 

elementary and at each middle school in the district were 

fairly and proportionately represented. This means of sam

pling also controlled for intervening variables such as per

ceptions biased by the sex or teaching experience of the 

subjects. 

The three groups in the sample, therefore, included 

24 principals, 26 central sta£f personnel, and 100 classroom 

teachers for a total sample size of 150 persons. 

Procedures Used 

The study proceeded as follows: 

1. A discussion was held with the superintendent of 

schools. The nature, purpose, and procedures of the study 

were reviewed by him (see Appendix A). 

2. As suggested by the superintendent, a similar dis

cussion was held with the 1981-1982 president of the 

Principals' Association . 

J. A presentation was made by the researcher at a 

regularly-scheduled staff meeting. These meetings are 

attended by all principals in the district and by central 

sta£f personnel. The nature of the study was explained to 

those present , emphasizing that the study would provide anony

mous results which could be useful in planning future inservices 
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for the principals as well as pertinent data for the personal 

use of individual principals (see Appendix B). 

4. The researcher distributed the survey materials to 

the elementary and middle school principals and to the cen

tral staff personnel who were present. The researcher 

delivered survey materials to the school or office of those 

principals and central staff personnel who were not present. 

5. The principals were also given the surveys for the 

classroom teachers who were working in their buildings. The 

principals were asked to distribute the surveys to the teach

ers on their staff rosters whose numbers corresponded to the 

numbers previously randomly selected by the researcher. The 

confidentiality of the responses was emphasized. 

6. Each survey packet included the following: (a) a 

cover letter detailing the purpose of the study, giving 

essential information, and requesting the subjects • partici

pation (see Appendix C), (b) a demographic data sheet (see 

Appendix D), (c) a copy of the questionnaire (see Appendix E), 

(d) an answer -sheet (see Appendix E), and (e) a self-addressed 

envelope for each subject's use in returning -the materials to 

the researcher via inter-school mail. 

7• Subjects we re asked to return the demographic data 

sheets and questionnair e answer sheets to the school of the 



researcher via inter-school mail within five days. On the 

fourth day, a memorandum was sent to all central staff 

personnel subjects and to all principals reminding them to 

turn in their surveys if they had not already done so. The 

principals were asked to convey a similar reminder to teachers 

in their buildings . Phone calls were placed to each princi

pal and central staff personnel subject as a final request 

for responses from those who had not returned the informa

tion sheets . 

Instrument 

The Questionnaire 

The instrument (see Appendix E) used was the Principal 

Performance Description Survey (PPDS) - Teacher Form. After 

an extensive study of the available instruments, and after 

discussion with Shugart (Note 1) and Ellett (Note 2 ) 

(Appendix F), the PPDS was selected by the researcher as the 

instrument oost sui ted to the purposes of this study because 

it: (a) yields information on the several roles of the school 

principal, (b) is facilitated by a well-written manual, 

(c) can be used and studied with ease, (d) has proven its 

usefulness in other studies, and (e) can add relevance to a 

locally-based education program for principals. Ellett and 

Shugart further recommended the Teacher Form as the best 
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choice for this researcho It has been more effective in 

studies than have the other forms of PPDS (Ellett, Note 2). 

Description 

The PPDS - . Teacher Form consists of 64 i terns called 

competency indicators which are divided into four areas of 

administrative responsibility: Curriculum and Instruction, 

Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel, and System-Wide Policies 

and Operations. Subjects assess principal performance in 

two dimensions on an interval scale. One dimension is fre

quency, which indicates how often a principal is viewed as 

performing an activity. The other dimension is effective

ness, or how well the principal is viewed as performing the 

activity. Subjects assign ratings on a Likert scale ranging 

from 1 Never, to 5 -- Very Often on the frequency dimen-

sion. Subjects assign ratings from 1 -- Ineffective, to 

5 -- Very Effective on the effectiveness dimension. 

Technical Background 

The instrument was developed at the University of 

Georgia with the cooperation of the Georgia State Department 

of Education as part of a four-year (1973-1977) study, Project 

R.O.M. E . (Results-Oriented Management in Education). 

The items on the PPDS - Teacher Form were developed 
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through large scale field tests involving approximately 

500 principals and school administrators, 4,500 teachers, 

18,000 elementary and secondary students, and central office 

personnel in 120 schools and 25 school systems, and individ

uals at the Georgia State Department of Education, the 

University of Georgia and Valdosta State College in Georgia 

(Ellett & Payne, 1978). 

The four- year study involved the following major steps: 

1. In 1974, Project R.O.M.E. personnel extensively 

reviewed the literature and conducted workshops involving 

principals across the state of Georgiao From this, a set 

of 306 competency indicators relative to principals' on-the

job performance was drafted and classified into categories. 

A statewide content verification study was then undertaken, 

and principals narrowed the 306 items to 80 high priority 

competencies. In an ensuing workshop, J0-35 principals 

developed 885 indicators for the 80 competencies (Ellett & 

Payne, 1978) . 

2. A subsequent statewide verification study (1974-

1975) and two field tes1:s (1974-1975, 1976) narrowed the com

petency indicator list to -273 itemso 

3· From this list, the final items were selected in 

1977 based on : (a) prior R.O.M.E. research relating to 
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factors of importance in the school setting, (b) items con-

sidered most important for effective school operation by the 

principals themselves, and (c) the length of the instrument 

itself. 

Thus, the content validity of PPDS - Teacher Form was 

methodically and carefully established over a lengthy period 

of time. The early study gives numerous tables on the item 

validation. 

The User's Manual also includes test-retest coefficients. 

The internal consistency medial coefficient in the four ad

ministrative areas is reported as: Curriculum and Instruction, 

.97; Staff Personnel, .96; Pupil Personnel, .9J; and System-

Wide Policies and Operations, .91. 

From the large scale research by which the instrument 

was validated (Ellett & Payne, 19?8) and from recommendations 

by McCl eary (1979) who describes the careful construction 

of the instrument as well as its item validity, this research

er has deemed the PPDS - Teacher Form as the most valid 

instrument for this particular study . This view was further 

bolstered by- evidence presented in a st~dy by Shugart (1980). 

Return of the Questionnaire 

Questionnaires were distributed to 26 central staff 

personnel and to 24 principals . The principals were asked to 
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distribute questionnaires to the 100 classroom teachers as 

described in the procedures section of this chapter. 

Completed answer sheets were received from 17 of the 

26 central staff personnel for a response rate of 65%, from 

17 of the 24 principals for a response rate of 71%, and from 

53 of the 100 classroom teachers for a response rate of 5J%. 

Follow-up efforts determined that 4 principals chose 

not to distribute the instrument to a total of 17 teachers. 

Discus sions with principals in the school district revealed 

that the principals claimed that the major factor in the 

respons e rate was the fact that the questionnaire was dis

tributed t wo weeks prior to the close of the school year, 

traditionally a very busy time of the year for the principals 

and the t eachers. Since these principals chose not to inform 

their t eachers of the research project, further study is need

ed to clearly define the attitudes and role perceptions held 

by this group of principals and teachers. 

Inte rviews with the four principals mentioned above 

elicited the information that these principals als o chose 

not to res pond to the questionnaire. Their non-res pons e also 

may have been due t o a lack of time rathe r than any particu

lar bias which wo uld limi t t he s t udy . However, i t may also 

have been due to othe r causes which agai n suggests a need 
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for further study. 

Research Design 

Statistical Tools 

The statistical tool used to test for significant dif

ferences between the mean scores of two or more groups is 

the one-way analysis of variance. The one-way analysis of 

variance was utilized in this study to determine if differences 

exist among the mean perceptions scores of the three groups. 

The independent variable was job classification with three 

levels: principals, classroom teachers, and central staff 

personnel. The dependent variables were the participant's 

score for frequency ratings in each of the four administra

tive areas, and the participant's score for effectiveness 

ratings in each of the four administrative areas. 

When a significant F ratio was obtained, the Newman

Keuls multiple comparison procedure was used to determine 

where the significant differences between the means lay. The 

Newman-Keuls procedure was used because it is a widely accept

ed test that is considered to be conservative and not likely 

to find differences where they do not exist (Winer, 1971)o 

This statistical procedure analyzed each possible pair of means 

to determine if two means were significantly different from one 
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another. 

The level of significance for this study was a05. 

The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was 

used to program the data for the one-way analysis of variance 

and the Newman-Keuls multiple comparison technique. 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS 

This study was fashioned to consider two hypotheses 

with regard to comparing the perceptions of principals, 

central staff personnel and teachers about the role per

formance of principals. Each hypothesis had four sub

hypotheses . Hypothesis one dealt with the frequency dimen

sion of principal performance in the administrative areas 

of Curriculum and Instruction, Staff Personnel, Pupil Per

sonnel, and System-Wide Policies and Operations. Hypothesis 

two dealt with the effectiveness dimension of each of the 

same administrative areaso The purpose of this chapter is 

to report the results of the statistical analyses which were 

performed in order to test each of the sub-hypotheses of the 

study . 

One -way analyses of variance were performed at the .05 

level of significance in order to analyze the responses of 

the 17 principals, the 17 central staff personnel, and the 

53 classroom teachers to each of the four administrative areas 

of job performance on the questionnaire . Significant differ

ences were found among the mean perception scores of the 

three job levels in all four administrative areas . The 
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Table 1 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARIES FOR FREQUENCY 

OF PRINCIPAL JOB PERFORMANCE AS PERCEIVED 

BY PRINCIPALS, CENTRAL STAFF PERSONNEL, 

AND CLASSROOM TEACHERS 

Administrative 
Area 

Curriculum and 
Instruction 

Staff Personnel 

Pupil Personnel 

System-Wide Policies 
and Operations 

adf = 2 

bdf = 83 

Mean Mean 
Square Square 
Between Withi~ 
Groups a Groups 

1730o55 328.76 

570.91 152.74 

9J.J4 17.80 

112.29 29.85 

F 

5.26 

J.74 

5.24 

J.76 

.007 

.028 

.007 

.027 

results of the one-way analysis of variance for the frequency 

perception scores are presented in Table 1o The probability 

level for each administrative area is less than the .05 level 

of significance, thereby revealing significant differences 

among the groups for frequency. 

Table 2 shows the results of the one - way analysis of 
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Table 2 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARIES FOR EFFECTIVENESS 

OF PRINCIPAL JOB PERFORMANCE AS PERCEIVED BY 

PRINCIPALS, CENTRAL STAFF PERSONNEL, 

AND CLASSROOM TEACHERS 

Mean Mean 
Administrative Square Square F 
Area Between Withi 

Groups a Groupit 

Curriculum and 
Instruction 2186.70 424 .72 5 . 15 

Staff Personnel 766 .73 176 . 29 4 . 35 

Pupil Personnel 146.95 24.23 6.06 

System-Wide Policies 
116.99 and Operations 35 . 17 3·33 

.008 

.016 

.003 

.041 

variance for the effectiveness perception scores for the four 

administrative areaso Here also, the probability level indi-

cates significant differences for each administrative area. 

Presented in Table J are the Newman-Keuls multiple com-

parisons results which show where the significant differences 

between the means of the three independent variables lie . 
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Table J 

NEWMAN-KEULS MULTIPLE COMPARISONS TEST RESULTS FOR 

PRINCIPAL, CENTRAL STAFF PERSONNEL, AND TEACHER 

PERCEPTIONS OF THE PRINCIPAL ROLE 

Administrative 
Area 

Curriculum and 
Instruction 

Staff Personnel 

Pupil Personnel 

System- Wide 
Policies and 
Operations 

aN= 17 

bN = 17 

CN = 53 

* f 

** e 

f 

e 

f 

e 

f 

e 

Principals a Teachersb Central Staff 
Personnel c 

Means Means Means 

118.41 104.12 22·ZO 

118.58 102.82 2Z·35 

79.17 ZJ. 21 67.58 

81.05 72.17 68.17 

)6.23 )2.24 )1.88 

)6.76 )2. JO )1.70 

22.0.2 22.11 24.00 

22.zo 26.86 24.47 

*Frequency 

**Effectiveness 
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Hypothesis 1a: There will be no significant differences 
among the mean frequency scores assigned to the principal 
performance administrative area of Curriculum and Instruct
ion by principals, teachers, and central staff personnel. 

The mean scores assigned to this administrative area 

were: 118.41 for the principal group; 99.70 for the central 

staff personnel group; and 104.19 for the teacher group. 

The one-way ANOVA yielded a significant F-ratio of 5.26; 

therefore the null hypothesis was rejected. 

The Newman-Keuls multiple comparisons test showed 

agreement between the central staff personnel and the teach

ers, but disagreement between those two groups and the 

principals. 

Hypothesis 1b: There will be no significant differences 
among the mean frequency scores assigned to the principal 
performance administrative area of Staff Personnel by prin
cipals, teachers, and central staff personnel. 

For this administrative area the mean scores were: 

79.17 for the principal group; 67.58 for the central staff 

personnel group; and 73.51 for the teacher group. The 

F-rat io of 3.74 was significant; therefore the null hypo

thesis was rejected. 

The Newman-Keuls analysis indicated that the teachers 

and the principals agreed. It also showed agreement between 

the teachers and central s taff personnel; however, the 

principals and central staff personnel were in disagreement. 
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Hypothesis 1c: There will be no significant differences 
among the mean frequency scores assigned to the principal 
performance administrative area of Pupil Personnel by prin
cipals, teachers, and central staff personnel. 

The administrative area of Pupil Personnel yielded these 

mean scores: 36.23 for the principal group; 31o88 for the 

central staff personnel group; and J2.94 for the teacher 

groupo Again, the F-ratio of 5.24 was significant; there

fore this null hypothesis was rejected. 

According to the Newman-Keuls analysis, there was 

agreement between the teachers and the central staff per

sonnel. Both groups disagreed with the principals, the 

group having the highest mean scoreo 

Hypothesis 1d: There will be no significant differences 
among the mean frequency scores assigned to the principal 
performance administrative area of System-Wide Policies and 
Operations by principals, teachers, and central staff per
sonnel. 

The principal group mean score was 29.05; the central 

staff personnel group mean score was 24.00; and the teacher 

group mean was 27o11 for this administrative area. An 

F-ratio of 3.76 was significant; therefore the null hypothe-

sis was rejected. 

The teachers and principals showed agreement on the 

Newman-Keuls analysis . The central staff personnel , with 

the lowest mean , disagreed with both groups . 
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The sub-hypotheses of hypothesis 2 dealt with the 

effectiveness dimension of principal performance. 

Hypothesis 2a: There will be no significant differences 
among the mean effectiveness scores assigned to the princi
pal performance administrative area of Curriculum and In
struction by principals, teachers, and central staff per
sonnel. 

The principal group had a mean score of 118.58 on the 

one-way analysis . The mean score for the teachers was 102.82. 

The central staff personnel group had a mean score of 97.35. 

The analysis produced a significant F-ratio of 5o15; there

fore the null hypothesis was rejectedo 

The Newman-Keuls comparison showed agreement between 

teachers and central staff personnel. The principal group 

disagreed with the other groups. 

Hypothesis 2b: There will be no significant differences 
among the mean effectiveness scores assigned to the prin
cipal performance administrative area of Staff Personnel by 
principals, teachers , and central staff personnel. 

The mean scores assigned to this item were as follows: 

68 . 17 by the central staff personnel, 72.17 by the teachers, 

and 81.05 by the principals. This produced a significant 

F-ratio of 4.J5; therefore this null hypothesis was rejected. 

The Newman-Keuls analysis indicated agreement between 

the central staff personnel and the teachers. It also indi

cated that both groups disagreed with the principals, the 
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group having the highest meano 

Hypothesis 2c: There will be no significant differences 
among the mean effectiveness scores assigned to the prin
cipal performance administrative area of Pupil Personnel by 
principals, teachers, and central staff personnel. 

The central staff personnel group mean was 31.70 and the 

teacher group mean was J2.JO. The principal group had a mean 

of J6o76. The F-ratio of 6.06 was significant; therefore 

the null hypothesis was rejected. 

The Newman-Keuls procedure showed agreement between the 

central staff personnel and the teachers. Both groups dis

agreed with the principals. 

Hypothesis 2d: There will be no significant dif'ferences 
among the mean effectiveness scores assigned to the prin
cipal performance administrative area of System-Wide Policies 
and Operations by principals, teachers, and central staff 
personnel o 

The analysis of the principal group revealed a mean of 

29.70. The mean for the central staff personnel group was 

24 . 47 . The teacher group had a 26o86 mean. The F-ratio 

of J,JJ was signif'icant; therefore, this null hypothesis was 

rej ected . 

The Newman-Keuls analysis indicated that the teachers 

and the principals agreed, as did the teachers and the cen-

tral staff personnel . However, the principals and the cen

tral staff personnel disagreed . 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this chapter is to interpret the sta

tistical results which were reported in the previous chap

ter, to draw conclusions about those results, to compare 

the results to the results of similar studies,· and to make 

recommendations based on the results. The first section, 

Findings of the Investigation is divided into five sections: 

(1) Frequency and Effectiveness, (2) Teachers and Central 

Sta£f Personnel, (3) Principals and Central Staff Personnel, 

(4) Principals and Teachers, and (5) General Comparisons. 

The remaining two sections of this chapter are: Conclusions 

and Recommendations, 

Findings of the Investigation 

The picture which emerges from this data analysis is 

clearly focuse d, is consistent within the scope of this 

study , and is consistent with other studies reported in the 

review of the literature . 

Frequency and effectiveness 

This consistency occurs first within the comparison 

between the frequency and the effectiveness mean scores . 

51 
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In every administrative area, the three population groups 

ranked the frequency and effectiveness as being virtually 

identical. The closeness of the sets of scores would seem 

to indicate that the groups believe the effectiveness of the 

principal's job performance is equal to the frequency with 

which principals perform their tasks. 

Teachers and central staff personnel 

In all four administrative areas studies, there is 

significant agreement between the mean scores of the teach

ers and those of the central staff personnel. In each area, 

also, the teachers scored the principals higher -- but not 

significantly higher -- than did the central staff personnel. 

This suggests that the teachers have a greater confidence in 

the tasks performed by the principal than do the central 

staff personnelo This may be due to the fact that the teach

ers are in closer daily contact with the principal. On the 

other hand , the scores of the central staff personnel may be 

lower due to the influence of their supervisory capacity in 

relation to the principalso This result parallels a result 

of the study by Mcintyre and Grant (1980) which also involved 

Texas educatorso Their study demonstrated closer agreement 

in perceptions between teachers and administrators than be

tween principals and administrators . 
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Principals and central staff personnel 

The principals, by contrast, had mean scores which 

showed significant differences from the central staff per

sonnel in every administrative area tested. This is consist

ent with the studies done by Foskett (1967) in which the 

principals and central administrators showed the least 

agreement. In this investigation, the principal group had 

the highest mean in every case and the central staff person

nel had the lowest mean in every area. Consequently, when 

comparing the principal mean and the central staff mean to 

the total possible score for each administrative area, there 

was a range of difference between the two groups of eleven 

percent to fifteen percento This was greater than the range 

between the principals and the teachers or the range between 

the teachers and the central staff personnelo It is an ex

pected result that the principals would have the most confi

dence in their job performance . It should also be noted that 

the principals obviously have the clearest idea of how often 

they perform the tasks named in the 64 competency indicators . 

The central staff personnel group's low scores could indi

cate that this group is less familiar with the principal's 

tasks than was assumed; the scores could also reflect the 

central staff personnel's supervisory capacity in which 
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they commonly implement programs and policies for the district. 

The significant disagreement between the principals and the 

central staff personnel suggests that there is a need to form 

clearer understandings between the two groups concerning the 

role of the principal. This idea implies the additional 

needs of increased communication between the two groups, and 

of inservice programs which would be devoted to a study of 

those roleso 

Principals and teachers 

The mean scores of the teachers and of the principals 

showed significant differences in two of the administrative 

areas -- in Curriculum and Instruction and in Pupil Person

nel. Since the principals had the higher mean scores, they 

apparently perceive themselves to be doing a better job in 

these areas than do the teachers. 

In the area of Staff Personnel, the teachers and the 

principals show agreement on the perception of how often 

the principals and teachers disagree on their perceptions 

of how well the principals handle staff personnel tasksa 

The principals' mean score for effectiveness was higher than 

their frequency score; the teachers' mean score for effective 

ness was lower than their frequency score. This suggests 
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that the principals are satisfied in their dealings with 

their staff while the teachers are not as satisfied. Both 

Tryon (1978) and Shugart (1980) found this to be true be

tween principals and teachers in their studies. 

The second area of agreement between the principals 

and teachers was the area of System-Wide Policies and Opera

tions. Both groups held similar perceptions regarding the 

frequency and effectiveness of the principal's role in these 

areas. The teachers' and principals' scores were closer 

together in this administrative area than in any other area. 

By contrast, there was a wider discrepancy here than in any 

other administrative area when comparing the scores to those 

of the central staff personnel. Central staff personnel 

had a significantly lower mean than the mean of the teachers 

or of the principals. It can be inferred from this that 

the teachers and principals perceive the principal to be 

more adequately fulfilling the tasks involved in this area 

than do the central staff personnel. This may reflect the 

fact that central staff personnel are the most intimately 

involved in the development of System- Wide Policies and 

Operations , and therefore, the most critical of the way that 

such policies and operations are carried out . It could also 

indicate that teachers and principals are less aware of such 



tasks, or perceive the principals as more effective in 

carrying out the policies than the central staff personnel 

perceive them to be. 

General comparisons 

The mean scores of the principal group were higher than 

the mean scores of either the teachers or the central staff 

personnel in every administrative area. This supports the 

findings of most other researchers, particularly Mcintyre 

and Grant (1980) and Shugart (1980), the two studies which 

are most similar to this studyo It is an expected result 

that the principals would perceive themselves as functioning 

better than the other groups perceive them to function. 

All three groups indicate, through their mean scores , 

that they perceive the principals spending significantly 

more time dealing with Pupil Personnel and significantly 

less time dealing with Curricul~ and Instruction, This 

would appear to place the greatest importance on Pupil Per

sonnel as an actual role of the principal in this school 

district; it also places the role of Curriculum and Instruct

ion in the least significant position of the four administra

tive areas as it is practiced in this school district . The 

stud~ however , is not ·designed to suggest whether this is 

the desired relationship as perceived by the three population 
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groups. The administrative areas of Staff Personnel and 

System-Wide Policies and Operations are perceived to be 

nearly equal in emphasis by each of the three groups. Each 

groups' mean scores for these administrative areas places 

the areas in medium importance in relation to the areas of 

Pupil Personnel and Curriculum and Instruction. 

The mean score in the area of Pupil Personnel for the 

principal group is 91 percent, for the teachers 82 percent, 

and for central staff personnel 80 percent when the mean is 

compared to the total possible score for this administrative 

area (s ee Appendix G). These percentages are significantly 

higher than those for Curriculum and Instructiono For 

Curriculum and Instruction, the principals' mean is 79 per

cent of the total score, the teachers' mean is 69 percent 

and the central staff personnels' mean is 66 percent when 

compared to the total possible score. This greater emphasis, 

again , appears to indicate that the principals, teachers, 

and central staff personnel perceive the principals to be 

more successful in tasks r elating to pupils and less suc

cessful in tasks relating to curriculum. This is consistent 

once again with the conclusions drawn by Mcintyre and Grant 

(1980) and by Shugart (1980) in their Texas studies . 

In this study there was very little difference in the 
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rankings for Staff Personnel and for System-Wide Policies 

and Operations. The principals' rankings for these admini

strative areas were identical; the teachers' rankings for 

the two areas also coincided. The central staff personnel 

ranked Staff Personnel second and System-Wide Policies and 

Operations third among the four areaso 

Conclusions 

Analysis of the data and the interpretation of the re

sults led to the following general conclusions about the 

study : 

1o There are signif icant differences in the perceptions 

of principals, teachers , and central staff personnel with 

regard to the role of the principal. 

2 . Principals , teachers, and central staff personnel 

perceive the principal performance in the four administrative 

areas to be nearly equal in frequency and in effectiveness. 

J . Teachers and central staff personnel do not differ 

in their perceptions of the principals' roleso Both groups 

believe the principals are doing their best job in Pupil 

Personnel and their least effective in Curriculum and In

struction . 

4 . Principals and central staff personnel are farthest 

apart in their perceptions of the principal ' s role . They 
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disagreed the most on System-Wide Policies and Operations 

and on Curriculum and Instruction. 

5. The principals and teachers showed greatest agree

ment on Staff Personnel and on System-Wide Policies and 

Operations. In all cases, their mean scores were in closer 

agreement than those of the principals and the central staff 

personnel , but the teachers' scores are closer to those of 

the central staff personnel than to those of the principals 

in each administrative area. 

6. All three populations groups perceived the princi

pals to be most effective in the area of Pupil Personnel. 

7. The principals evaluated themselves higher than 

they were rated by either the teachers or the central staff 

personnel in every administrative area for frequency as 

well as fo r effectivenesso 

Recommendat ions 

A furthe r resul t of this study is the following set of 

recommendations regarding the need for additional research: 

1 . The study should be replicated in other school 

districts to determine whether or not the perceptions of the 

principals , teachers , and central staff personnel in this 

district are shared by professional educators in the other 
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districts. 

2o Future research should be conducted to determine 

if elementary, middle, and high sch.ool principals and teach

ers share the same perceptions regarding the principal's role. 

J. Additional studies should be conducted to resolve 

the question as to why the central staff personnel groups' 

perceptions are consistently lower than the teachers' and 

principals' perceptions. 

4. Further investigation is needed to determine why 

there is a difference in the perceptions of the teachers 

and the principals with regard to the area of Staff Personnelo 

5. Much of the prior research indicated a need for 

principals to be more involved in Curriculum and Instruction. 

However, all the studies assess this as the area where the 

principal functions least frequently and often least effect

ively. That conclusion was supported by this investigator. 

Other studies need to be conducted to determine the import 

ance of the curriculum role for the principal and to deter

mine the reasons for the current perceptions of it . 

6 . This study should be expanded to determine the 

effects of the level of educational experience of the three 

population groups on their perceptions of the principal ' s 

role . 
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7. An item-by-item analysis of the 64 competency 

indicators used on the questionnaire in this study should 

be performed in order to assess the perceptions of the 

principals, teachers, and central staff personnel toward 

the principal's specific job performance tasks in each 

administrative area. 
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PLANO INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
1517 Avenue H Phone 424-5602 

PLANO, TEXAS 7 507 4 

= FICE OF TH E SUPER I N T ENDE N T May 19, 1982 

Ms. Joan Heiting 
Saigling Elementary School 
Plano, TX 75075 

Dear Ms. Heiting: 

This is to advise that you do have permission to 
conduct a staff survey in connection with your 
course work at Texas Woman's University. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~~.._~ 

H. Wayne Hendrick 
Superintendent of Schools 
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PROSPECTUS FOR THESIS 

This prospectus for a thesis proposed by Joan Heiting 

and entitled: 

THE ROLE OF THE SCHOOL PRINCIPAL AS PERCEIVED 
BY PRINCIPALS, CLASSROOM TEACHERS, 

AND CENTRAL STAFF PERSONNEL 

has been read and has been approved by the members of 

her Thesis Committee. 

This research is /is not exempt from approval 

by The Human Subjects Review Committee. If this 

research is exempt, the reason for its exemption is 

Guidelines for Research Involving Human 

Sub jects (see Ia and b). 

Thes i s Committee: 

Dr. Carole Crews, chairperson ~~~ 
Dr. Margaret Griffin 

Dr. Howard L. Stone 

Department Chairman 

Dean , Co llege of Education 

~ 
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In Guidelines for Research Involving Human Subjects, 

September 17, 1981, The Human Subjects Review Committee states 

that no review is needed for the categories of survey research 

and questionnaire research. In addition, this study involves 

adult subjects who cannot be identified. Therefore, the 

researcher, the members of her thesis committee and her 

research course professor have concluded that this research 

is exempt from approval by The Human Subjects Review 

Committee. 
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Date: 

To: 

From: 

Re: 

May 12, - 1982 

Selected Central Staff Personnel 
Elementary and Middle School Principals 

Joan Heiting 
Saigling Elementary 

Research Study 

As a master's degree candidate at Texas Woman's University 
I am currently engaged in a research study to compare the 
perceptions of the principals, classroom teachers, and 
central staff personnel in regard to the role of the prin
cipal in Plano. The results may be useful to you in the 
formulation of future staff development programs for . 
principals. The enclosed questionnaire should take about 
JO minutes to complete. 

If you are willing to participate, please note the following, 
as well as the instructions on the questionnaire itself: 

1. Principals, central staff personnel and classroom 
teachers will complete the same questionnaire. 

2. Please base your answers only on your perceptions of 
principals employed by the Plano Independent School 
District. 

J. All responses will be anonymous. Do not put your 
name on the questionnaire, the answer sheet, the 
demographic data sheet or the envelope. 

4. Return to me only the questionnaire answer sheet and 
the demographic data sheet. You may keep the ques
tionnaire itself. 

5. Remember that you have a right to choose not to parti
cipate. 

6. If you are a building principal, please hand deliver 
the questionnaires to the teachers in your building 
who have been randomly selected. (See directions on 
attached memorandum.) 
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7. Please return the completed questionnaire answer sheet 

and demographic data sheet to me in the enclosed 
envelope via inter-school mail no later than May 19J 
I am working under a close time frame to meet my 
deadlines at the University. 

Thank you for your cooperation and professional aid on my 
project. Ideally, I would like to have a 90-95% return 
of the questionnaire to guarantee validity of my project 
which should also be helpful to you in utilizing the results. 
I will furnish this group a copy of the results at a later 
date. 

If you have any questions, please call me at 596-2]00 or 
at home at 234-1825o 

A final thank you! 

~ 
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Date: May 12, 1982 

To: 

From: 

Elementary and Middle School Principals 

Joan Heiting, Saigling Elementary 

Random Selection of Teachers Re: 

In order to protect the validity of this study, I deem it 
important to randomly select a proportionate number of 
teachers from your building. I have also randomly selected 
teacher numbers to determine which teachers in your building 
will be asked to participate. I would like you to help me 
by doing the following: 

1. 

2. 

J. 

4. 

Assign a sequential number beginning with number 1 to 
each full-time classroom teacher on your faculty list. 
{Do not include those teachers who are in your building 
on a periodic basis. · Do not include aides.) 
For your building, teachers with the following numbers 
will be asked to participate: 

Distribute one teacher packet to the teachers who were 
assigned those numbers in step 1. 
On May 17, remind the teachers who were selected to 
return the answer sheet and demographic data sheet in 
manilla envelope to me at Saigling. 

Again, a warm thank you for your very able help! I could 
not be successful in my research project without youJ 
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Date: 

To: Selected Classroom Teachers 

From: Joan Heiting, Saigling Elementary 

Re: Research Study 

As a master's degree candidate at Texas Woman's University, 
I am currently engaged in a research study to compare. the 
perceptions of the principals, classroom teachers, and 
central 8ta~f personnel with regard to the role of the 
principal in Plano. I believe that this study can pro-
vide the district with you valuable input for use in 
assessing the needs of Plano principals and their future 
inservices. The enclosed questionnaire should take approxi
mately JO minutes of your time. 

You were selected by a randomization process, partially 
based on the proportional representation of full-time 
teaching staff in your building. If you are willing to 
participate, please note the following, as well as the 
instructions on the questionnaire itself: 

2. 

J. 

4. 

s. 
6. 

Principals, central st~f personnel and classroom 
teachers will complete the same questionnaire. 
Please base your answers only on your perceptions 
of principals employed by the Plano Independent School 
District. 
All responses will be anonymous. Do not put your 
name on the questionnaire, the answer sheet, the 
demographic data sheet or the envelope. 
Return to me only the questionnaire answer sheet 
and the demographic data sheet. You may keep the 
questionnaire itself. 
Remember that you have a right to choose not to 
participate. 
Please return the completed questionnaire answer 
sheet and demographic data sheet to me in the en
closed envelope via inter-school mail no later 
than May 19J I am working under a close time frame 
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to meet my deadlines at the University. 

I am hopeful that you are willing to take the approximately 
JO minutes to read the attached materials and complete the 
questionnaire. Thank you for your cooperation and professional 
aid on my project. Ideally, I would like to have a 90-95% 
return of the questionnaire to guarantee validity of my 
project and to to implement its usefulness to the district. 

If you have any questions, please call me at 596-2JOO or 
at home at 234-1825. 

A final ~hank you! 
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DEMOGRAPHIC DATA AND INSTRUCTIONS 

A. DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

Please place an x beside the appropriate answer for each item. 

1. What is your current position in the Plano Independent 
School District? 
----~a. Elementary school teacher 

b. Middle school teacher ----_____ c. Elementary school principal 

2. 

_____ d. Middle school principal 
_____ e. Central staff personnel 

How many years have you worked in 
a. 0-2 years 
b. 2-4 years 
c. 4-6 years 
d. More than 6 years 

J. What degrees do you hold? 
a. Bachelors ----____ b • Masters 

____ c. Work beyond a masters 

4. Are you 
a. Female? ----___ b. Male? 

the PISD? 

5. If you are a teacher, is your principal 
a. Female? ----b. Male? -----

B. INSTRUCTIONS 

1. Please read the instructions which are part of the 
attached questaonnaire. 

2. Principals, teachers, and central staff personnel will 
all fill out the Teacher Form of the PPDS. 

J. All scoring will be done by the researcher. 

4. Pleas e do not sign your name on any materials. 

5. When assigning ratings to each of the 64 items, base 
your ratings solely on your experiences within the PISD. 
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TEACHER 
FORM 

RINCIPAl 
ERFORMANCE 
ESCRIPTION 
URVEY 
Chid 0. Ellett. Ph 0 . 
David A. Payne. Ph 0. 
Colleat of Educat1on 
Ul'llvtrsity of Georaia 

ProJect R.O.M E. : A Leadership and School Appra.sal Systttm 



The Principal Performance Description Survey (PPDS) - Teacher Fornt is dn 
instrument designed to assess teachers• opinions of the degree to which they 
feel their principal perfonns specific job-related tasks in their school. The 
instrument was developed over a four-year period (1973-1977) through Project 
R.O.M.E. (Results Oriented Management in Education) at the University of 
Georgia with the cooperation of the Georgia State Department 9f Education, the 
Thomas County School System, Thomasville, Georgia, and Valdosta State College 
Valdosta, Georgia. Support for the R.O.M.E. project has been provided through 
E.S.E.A. Title III and IV-C funds. 

Individual items on the PPOS-Teacher Form were developed through a large 
scale field test with approximately 500 principals, 4,500 teachers, 18,000 
elementary and secondary students, and numerous central office personnel in 
120 public schools . Information about processes used in the development and 
field-testing of the instrument has been described in a series of R.O.M.E. 
project reports and research papers produced from 1g74 to 1g11. A separate 
technical manual describing the reliability and validity of the instrument is 
also available.* 

The instrument provides information that can be readily used in a school 
needs assessment plan, on-the-job appraisal of principals' performances, and 
in staff development and inservice activities centered on leadership and 
organizational improvement. The instrument was not designed as an evaluation 
device, and considered alone can not tell a "good" principal from a "mediocre" 
or "poor .. one. It has, however~ been successfully used in helping principals 
plan school and self-improvement activities and in evaluating inservice train
ing program objectives. 

*Project reports and technical manuals may be obtained by contacting Or. Chad 
Ellett, Director of Assessment, Project R.O.M.E., 228 Fain Hall, University 
of Georgia, Athens, Georgia 30602. Those interested in using the instrument 
should contact either Or. Ellett or John R. Clark, Director E.S.E.A. Title Ill, 
Thomas County Schools, P.O. Box 440, Thomasville, Georgia 31792. 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR TEACHERS 

Taking the Instrument 

The Principal Perfonnance Description Survey (PPOS) - Teacher Fot,ll i~ Jn 
instrument designed to collect your opinion of how often and how well you be
lieve your principal performs selected activities in your school . Rules for 
administering the i nstrument are understood by your principal and you will not 
be identified by name. There are 64 items on the instrument called performance 
statements. and these are grouped by four Functional Areas of Administrative 
Responsibility: Curriculum and Instruction. Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel. 
and System-wide Policies and Operations. Enclosed in this packet you will 
find two things: a Performance Statement Sheet listing the 64 items, and an 
Answer and Scoring Sheet on which all answers are to be recorded. You may 
use either pencil or pen. though pencil is suggested in case you need to erase. 
Hake no marks on the performance statement sheet or the booklet. only on the 
answer and scoring sheet. 

The task simply involves reading each statement on the perfonmdnce state
ment sheet and making two judgements about it using the response scales pro
vided: FREQUENCY WITH WHICH PRINCIPAL PERFORMS TASK. and EFFECTIVENESS WITH 
WHICH PRINCIPAL PERFORMS TASK. For example. read the first stat~nent under 
Curriculum and Instruction on the performance statement sheet. Now, . using the 
FREQUENCY scale at the top of the page, select a number from 1--NEVER to 5-
VERY OFTEN that best fits your opinion of how often your principal "Evaluates 
the instructional cl imate by observing in the classroom." Write this number 
(either a 1. 2, 3, 4. or 5) in the blank next to item 1 under Curriculum and 
Instruction for the F(frequency rating) cohrnn on the answer and scoring sheet 
provided. Next, using the EFFECTIVENESS to 5--VERY EFFECTIVE that best fits 
your opinion of how we l l your principal performs this task. Write this number 
under the E (effectiveness rating) column for item 1 in Curriculum and Instruc
tion on the answer and scoring sheet . Then. repeat this process for the remain
ing 63 statements recording your frequency and effectiveness ratings in the 
appropriate place on the answer and scoring sheet. Then, repeat this process 
for the remaining 63 statements recording your frequency and effectiveness 
ratings 1n the appropriate place on the answer and scoring sheet. 

One special instruction applies to the two ratings you are making for each 
statement. For any item you give a frequency rating of 1--NEVER, leave the 
correspondi ng effectiveness rating blank. If you judge your principal as NEVER 
carrying out a given performance, then he can be neither effective nor ineffec
tive at it. 

In mak i ng your judgements from item to item, try to make them honestly and 
independently . Consider each i ndividual item on the basis of its own content 
before answeri ng, not in relationsh ip ~o ratings you have given previous items . 
Since 1nd1v1dual teacher opinions are important 1n taking the instrument, do not 
ask other teachers for their opin ions or help. You should be able to complete 
all i tems on the instrument in approx imately 30 mi nutes. After you have re
sponded to each i tem and recorded your answers, read the instructions for scoring 
the instrument . 
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PERfORMANCE STATEMENT SHEET 

RA T1 NG SCALE 

Frequency With Which Principal 
Performs Task 

Effectiveness With Which 
Principal Performs Task 

1 z 3 
NEVER 

4 5 
VERY 

OFTEN 

1 z 
INEFFECTIVE 

CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION 

3 4 5 
VERY 

EFFECTIVE 

1. Evaludtes the instructional climate by observing in the classroom. 

2. Works with teachers in formulating grading practices and procedures. 

3. Encourages teachers to consider individual differences when ~valuating 
student performance and progress. 

4. Discusses changes in the educational program with teachers. 

5. Encourages teachers to work together in planning and modifying the 
curriculum. 

6. Informs teachers of general teaching practices and skills for which 
they are responsible. 

7. Encourages teachers to try new and innovative teaching methods in 
helping the consistently failing student. 

8. Discusses problems of consistently failing students with teachers. 

9. Discusses classroom goals and procedures with teachers. 

10. Works with teachers in understanding and using results of the school 
testing program. 

11. Plans a variety of instructional programs to meet individual learner 
needs. 

12. · Works with curriculum corrmittees to establish educational goals of the 
school. 

13. Works with faculty committees to review curriculum content and organization. 

14. Works with teachers in establishing student performance standards. 

15. Works with teachers in evaluating the classroom instructional climate. 
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RA 11 N(i '\CALl 

~rc·quenc.:y Hi th ~~~ 1 ch I'd nc i pa 1 
Perfonns T aslr. 

Effec.:tiveness With Wh1ch 
Principal Performs Task 

1 2 3 
NEVER 

4 5 
VERY 

OFTEN 

1 2 3 
INEFFECTl VE 

4 5 
VERY 

EFFECTIVE 

16. Discusses with teachers the importance of individual student differences. 

17. Works with teachers in designing and using instruments to evaluate the 
instructional program. 

18. Works with teachers in evaluating the instructional objective$ of the 
school. 

19. Observes student/teacher interactions in the classroom. 

20. · Works with teachers in identifying students in need of special diagnostic 
testing . 

21. Encoura9es teachers to generate new curriculum ideas. 

22. Discusses curriculum content and modifications at faculty meetings. 

23. Organizes teacher committees to evaluate curriculum content. 

24. Works with teachers in designing classroom environments conducive to 
learning. 

25. Encourages teachers to plan individualized instructional programs. 

26. Discusses classroom instructional objectives with individual teachers. 

27. Encourages teachers to use a variety of methods to reward student 
achievements. 

28. Informs teachers of available instructional materials and equipment needs. 

29. Works ~lith staff in prioritizing instructional materials and equipment 
needs. 

30. Informs teachers of budgetary allocations for instructional materials and 
equipment. 
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RATING SCALE 

Frequency With Which Principal 
Performs Task 

Effectiveness With Which 
Principal Performs Task 

1 2 3 
NEVER 

4 5 
VERY 

OFTEN 

1 2 
INEFFECTIVE 

STAFF PERSONNEL 

3 4 5 
VERY 

EFFECTIVE 

31. Develops a system allowing teachers to work cooperatively in educational 
planning. 

32. Communicates to staff the importance of their participation in school 
poli~ and decision-making. 

33. ~~ets with teachers to discuss individual student needs. 

34. Encourages teachers to be •object1veM in using information in students' 
permanent records. 

35. Informs teachers of policies and guidelines to be followed in including 
and using information in students' permanent records. 

36. Participates in professional development and improvement activities with 
teachers. 

37. Discusses duties and responsibilities with staff prior to assignment. 

38. Assesses the needs of professional education staff in the school. 

39. Meets with staff members on a regular basis to discuss and evaluate staff 
_assignments. 

40. Delegates authority for classroom operation to teachers. 

41. Encourages teacher •feedback" concerning the school's policies and 
operation. 

42. Discusses the results of classroom observations with teachers. 

43. Discusses the results of s~ff evaluations with individual staff members. 

44. Works with teachers in understanding and using information in student 
cumulative records. 
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RATING SCALE 

~t·t!4uen~y W ilh Wh h.; h Pr i nd pal 
Performs Task 

iffe<.Hvt!IIC~~ With Whh:h 
Principal Pprforms Ta5k 

l 2 3 
NEVER 

4 5 
VERY 

OFTEN 

1 2 3 
INEFFECTIVE 

4 ~ 
VERY 

EFFECTIVE 

45. Discusses with teachers the importance of maintaining confidentiality 
of information in student records. 

46. Collects information about teaching practices by observing teachers in 
the classroom. 

47. Publicly recognizes and commends teachers for their professional 
accomplishments. 

48~ Encourages teachers to inform parents about school programs and act;vities 
· through students. 

49. Collects information on staffing and personnel needs from school staff. 

PUPIL PERSONNEL 

50. Discusses responsibilities for collecting student information with staff. 

51. Provides supervisory assistance at school activities. 

52. Makes school rules and regulations available to students and teachers. 

53. Discusses students' classroon• behavior problems with students and teachers. 

54. ·works with teachers in defining student discipline problems. 

55. Arranges for student/parent/teacher conferences to discuss student behavior 
and discipline problems. 

56. Discusses with teachers the importance of being consistent in disciplinary 
actions taken. 

57. Attends scheduled inter and intra-school activities. 
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RATING SCALE 

Frequency With Which Principal 
Performs Task 

Effectiveness With Which 
Principal Performs Task 

1 2 3 
NEVER 

4 5 
VERY 

OFTEN 

1 2 
INEFFECTIVE 

SYSTEM-WIDE POLICIES AND OPERATIONS 

3 4 5 
VERY 

EFFECTIVE 

58. Informs teachers ·of all school board policies and policy changes. 

59. Identifies and defines school policy problems by working with school 
staff. 

60. Collects suggestions from staff on needed physical facility .improvements. 

61. Works with staff in designing effective means for implementing board of 
education recommendations. 

62. Discusses system-wide goals with school staff. 

63. Discusses t~e services provided by system-wide subject matter specialist~ 
w1 th teachers. 

64. Obtains information from school" staff helpful in designing system-wide goals. 
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April 25, 1982 

Mrs. Joan Heiting 
Fifth Grade Team Leader 
Saigling Elementary School 
3600 Matterhorn 
Plano, Texas 75075 

Dear Mrs. Heiting: 

I am in receipt of your letter of April 19, 1982, requesting 
written permission to use the Principal Performance Description 
Survey--Teacher Form as the survey instrument for your master's 
paper. I recall that I talked with you April 18 by telephone 
at which time I gave you oral permission to use the Principal 
Performance Description Survey. 

Please accept this letter as written verification that permission 
was granted. Those of us involved with the R.O.M.E. Project do 
ask, of course , that you give full credit in the study for 
development of the instrument to the Project. 

a;~rs, 

Dr. Chad D. Ellett 
Director of Assessment, Project R.O.M.E. 
120 Orchard Knob Lane 
Athens, Georgia 30605 
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PERCENTAGES COMPARING MEAN SCORES AND TOTAL POSSIBLE SCORES 

FOR PRINCIPALS', TEACHERS' , AND CENTRAL STAFF PERSONNELS' 

PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPAL PERFORMANCE 

Administrative Principal Teacher Central Staff 
Area Personnel 

Curriculum f 79% 69% 66% 
and 

Instruction e 79% 69% 65% 
(150) 

Staff f 83% 77% 71% 
Personn*l 

(95) e 85% 76% 72% 

Pupil f 91% 82% 80% 
Personn~l 

92% 81% (40) e 79% 

System-Wide f 83% 77% 69% 
Policies and 
Operati~ns e 85% 77% 70% 

(35) 

* Total possible score in each administrative area 
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