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CHAPTER l 

INTRODUCTION 

One of the threads woven through much of the contempo

rary literature and research in educational administration 

has concerned the largely unmet continuing professional edu

cation needs of public school principals. Davies, while 

serving in the u.s. Office of Education, described the state 

of inservice education for teachers as" ... the slum of 

American education --- disadvantaged, poverty-stricken, 

neglected, psychologically isolated , riddled with exploita

tion, broken promises, and conflict" (cited in St. John & 

:R.unkel, 1977, p. 66). Commenting more recently, St. lJohn 

and Runkel (1977) suggested that if the Davies contention 

was correct, then professional development for principals 

must surely be one of the worst slums of all. 

The central message of the Davies/St. John-Runkel 

indictments is by no means singular or unfamiliar. In a 

survey of inservice education availability throughout the 

United States, Lutz and Ferrante (1972) concluded that most 

programs were built by merely rearranging ineffectively the 

best practices of one or two decades ago. They maintained 

that continuing professional education for administrators 

1 



2 

bore little resemblance to even the beginning stages of a 

science and that truly innovative programs were practically 

non-existent. They alluded to a "sea of indifference" 

between research related to administrator inservice educa

tion and actual practice. 

Higley (1974) reported in his review of professional 

development opportunities for administrators that no new 

delivery systems had been developed in at least five years. 

He further opined that because existing institutions were 

too fundamentally inflexible to devise innovative, effective 

inservice programs, the prospects for the future were not 

bright. 

Paul Houts (1979), Director of Publications for the 

National Association of Elementary School Principals, char

acterized the state of continuing professional education for 

principals as a "wasteland." Houts regretted the dearth of 

locally-developed and ongoing programs where colleagues 

could work together to solve common problems. He also 

reported that his office constantly received complaints from 

National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP) 

members who were disillusioned by what they considered to be 

a basic lack of concern on the part of universities and 

public school systems which should be addressing principals' 

needs. 
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Hoban (1973 ) s i mp ly d ismi ssed t he i ssue of inservic e 

education by judging principal s to be f undamentally inflex

ible, authoritarian figures committe d to the status quo 

whose positions should be el iminated altogether f r om the 

school hie rarchy. Gallo (1 970 ) , on the other hand, hoped 

that the profession would respond t o the need to identify 

and implement timely and innovat ive progra ms and that ther e

by they could forestall what he considered to be a very real 

movement to circumvent or abolish the principalship. 

Support for the cont entions of inservice education's 

critics might be illu s tra t e d by recounting a fairly recent 

and typical occurr ence. Some 500 educators representing 21 

state s a t t e nded t he first annual meeting of the National 

Council o f States on I nservice Education in New Orleans, 

Louisian a in 1976. The conferees represented a broad base 

of teac hers , administrators, state agency personnel, univer

sity prof essors , and delegat es from professional associa

tion s. The c ounci l c onc erne d itself almost exclusively with 

teacher inservice education . Amo ng over 40 options listed 

on the program, on l y one topic dealt with continuing profes

sional education for administrators (NCSIE, 1976). 

A number of factors have contr i bu ted to the scarcity 

and poor quality of continuing professional education for 

principals. For too many years these building administra

tors themselves often felt unmotivated or even threatened by 
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the prospect of additional training. Some principals, 

according to Lutz and Ferrante (1972), clung persistently 

to the theory that principals were really ~~teachers of 

teachers, 11 and that it was their staffs, and not they, who 

needed further edufication . Others wanted to be updated 

but lacked information concerning where to find worthwhile 

programs, while a few refrained from articulating their need 

for fear that their honesty would be interpreted as a sign 

of weakness. Those who expressed a need in studies like 

those of Cutright (1978), Vann (1978), and Warzybok (1977) 

then often complained that there was simply no time in their 

hectic schedules for self-renewal. 

Goldhammer (U.C.E.A. Task Force Seminar, 1966) argued 

that the governmental isolation of school districts had 

created an unhealthy independence among professional educa

tors. Administrators performed as 11 dukes 11 within their own 

11 duchies, 11 he said . Their primary concern was to maintain 

acceptability in the local political arena rather than to 

provide progressive educational leadership. Because they 

were removed from much of the competitive struggle which 

characterizes the entrepreneurial professionals, they did 

not have to demonstrate their expertise in order to keep 

their clients. Thus, it was much less dangerous to pre

serve the status guo than to search for newer and better 

ways of operating their schools. 
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Public school administrators in central offices have 

also seldom considered continuing professional education for 

principals as a high priority item. Rarely have their com

mitments been continuous or truly substantial (Cowden, 1970; 

Renfro, 1970). Lutz and Ferrante (1972) found that districts 

with more than 1% to 3% of their total budgets allocated to 

staff development were the exception, while many American 

businesses were expending 10 times that amount on research 

and development. 

When school district leaders did make serious efforts 

to offer inservice programs for principals, they often erred 

during the planning stages. Kaminski (1978) reported that 

goals of the programs were fr equently imposed from external 

sources with little or no input from principals. The result 

was the identification of "needs" which were actually per

ceived as irrelevant by the principals. Another common 

practice, according to Edelfelt and Lawrence (1975), was to 

plan single sessions with no provision for additional experi

ences or evaluation. In essence, then, continuing profes

sional education for administrators was viewed as undesirable 

or non-essential by many professionals, while others gave it 

only token support (Kaminski, 1978; Lutz & Ferrante, 1972). 

There are currently, however, some strong indications 

of a fundamental change with regard to the whole concept of 

principal inservice education. The stimuli for this change 
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are perhaps more numerous and c ompelling than those which 

undergirded the old philosophy. 

Edelfelt (1974) contended that growing interest in pro

fessional development is the result of two interrelated 

factors. The first is the reduction in both teacher and 

student turnover. The increased stability has given many 

local districts their first ootimistic cost-benefit proj e c

tions if they mount ongoing programs. Moreover, the dec l in

ing undergraduate enrollment in colleges of education is 

influencing universities t o look to the inservice education 

market in order to utilize and retain the i r present facul

ties. 

Accountability demands are also significant pressures 

in the continuing professional education movement. Carter 

(1974), Orrange and Van Ryn (1975), and Wilen and Kindsvatter 

(1978) were persuaded that the public is no longer willing 

to accept tax levies without assurances of a viable, meas

urable product. Goldhammer (1966) warned over a decade ago 

that the time had passed when administrators could survive 

on the basis of experience, rule of thumb, or anecdotes from 

successful p ractitioners. Instead, he forecast that prin

cipals would be increasingly expected to predict the conse

quences of their actions and policies, to perform as profes

sionals and not as politicians, and to deliver to the public 

what they believe they have paid for in terms of educational 
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outcomes. The 10,000 responden t s to a recent survey, for 

example, showed no timidity when asked for their views of 

modern education. Although most expres sed general confi

dence in the American system , 34% said the quality of educa

tion was declining in this country, and a convincing 94% 

felt schools should place a decidedly increased emphasis on 

"fundamental skills" (Better Homes and Gardens, 1978). 

Educational administrator s and university personnel in 

growing numbers have also come to realize that preservice 

programs cannot be viewed as final preparation programs for 

school principals. Cross (1969) found in a follow-up study 

of preservice trainees that their preservice in-basket per

formances as students of educational administration bore no 

relationship to their success or failure in the principal

ship. Orrange and Van Ryn (1975) summarized the issue quite 

clearly with their comment that " ... no preservice program, 

no matter how well conceptualized, designed, and implemented, 

can prepare school personnel who over time will not become 

obsolete" (p. 51 ). 

Mcintyre (1975) noted at least three important dimen

sions with regard to the adequacy of professional training 

programs for principals. In the first place, preservice 

programs may not be attracting high quali t y administrative 

candidates. The 1970 edition of the Miller Analogies Test 

revealed that students in educational administration 
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achieved the lowest mean scores of any of the graduate and 

professional groups for which norms were reported. Also, 

according to Mcintyre (1975) , too many Texas colleges with 

inadequate resources have been approved to train principals. 

Their panic over declining enrollments has been paralleled 

by an unfortunate lowering of standards. Finally, because 

principals in the field are dissatisfied with both preserv

ice and inservice programs which they feel are too theoret

ical and impractical, they are pressuring their professional 

associations to fill the void. In the past 10 years, the 

national associations for both elementary and secondary 

principals as well as many state organizations have begun 

to offer skills workshops for their members. 

The specter of professional obsolescence has also been 

a factor in bringing many professionals to an awareness of 

the need for continuous study. According to Goldhammer 

(1966), the career of the school administrator is likely to 

span 25 - 30 years, dur ing which time the knowledge base, 

the practicing technology, and the fundamental practices of 

the field are almost certain to undergo significant altera

tion. Especially during times of rapid change, the begin

ning inadequacies of people tend to be compounded many times 

and the advantages gained from experience are quickly lost. 

Such critics as Dill, Crowston, and Elton (1965) and Howsam 

(1966} have pointed out that the administrator with 10 - 15 
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yea r s in the pro f e s sion c annot expec t to exploit present 

knowledge and skills t hroughou t his care e r . Pharis and 

Zakariya (1979) reported in the National Association of 

Elementary School Princ i pals' recent study that 58% of elem

tary administrators consider t he pr i ncipalship as a final 

career goal. If the figures ho l d t rue, it wou ld appear 

especially critical that the se persons who at least plan to 

spend their working live s in the profession take time for 

re-educ at i on and re-or ien t ation lest they become obsolescent 

and lose their e ffectiveness. 

Finally, many pr i ncipals have themselves concluded that 

continuing professional education is essential if they are 

to main t a i n their leadership roles and their credibility 

with the ir faculties. Becker (1971) pointed out that good 

s chools do not "just happen" but emerge through effective 

lea dershi p. 'ihile leadership studies have resulted in a 

myr i ad of de f initi ons of the term , Knezevich (1962) repre

sented the fi e ld when he said that leadership essentially 

involves init i a t ing action among p eople, guiding and main

tain ing activit i es, and un i fying efforts toward common 

goa ls. Goldhammer and Becker (19 7 0) maintained 10 years ago 

that the nation's elementary schools were in a leadership 

crisis. Among the factors which t hey believed were respon

sible for the crisis were principals who were deficient in 

skills, who avoided the management role, and who were 
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professionally obso l e s c ent . 

Wills (1974) suggested that l eade rs who wi sh t o "endure " 

are characterized by flexibi l ity , group ori e ntation, emo

tional maturity, knowledge o f t h e fi eld, a nd the a b ili t y to 

err without feeling disgraced . Al len (1 9 74) maintained that 

authority tends to be establi s hed by c ompetenc e rather than 

by position, status, or pres t ige . Speaking at a leadership 

symposium, Estes echoed the sentiments of many of his con 

temporaries when h e said: 

Where is the scho ol administrator to seek power? 

From expertise ! Demonstrated , professional abil

ity is the adminis trat or•s power base. It is his 

knowledge, t raining, and expe rtise, i n the 

abs t r ac t, whi ch make the educator•s opinions 

about educ a tion worth more than the opinion of 

a ny other citizen chosen at random. (cit e d in 

Da venpor t, 19 76, p. 53 ) 

Summary 

Cont inu i ng professional educa tion for principals over 

the p a st two d e cade s has been infr e quent ly available on an 

o ngo ing bas i s and of generally poor quality. Indifference, 

infl e xib i li t y, abse nce of public pres s ure , failure to commit 

r e sources , and excess i v e reliance on preservice preparation 

have all caused local districts and other potential suppliers 

of inservice training to assume only minimal responsibilities 
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for meeting what should have been viewed as a very basic 

need. Numerous indications, however, point to the emergence 

of a changing philosophy. College professors need clients, 

and local districts are finding it economically feasible to 

make an inservice education investment. School systems are 

faced with accountability demands but have administrative 

staffs whose preservice training did not adequately prepare 

them to respond to the queries of an impatient public. 

Principals themselves see the necessity for maintaining 

their credibility as leaders in the school setting, and 

they know they can become professionally outdated almost 

overnight. 

Statement of the Problem 

Perhaps educational practitioners have come to share 

the sentiments expressed by Lewis Carroll's Queen when she 

talked with Alice: 

"~7ell, in our country," said Alice, still panting 

a little, "you'd generally get to somewhere else 

-- if you ran very fast for a long time as we've 

been doing." 

"A slow sort of country!" said the Queen. "Now, 

here, you see, it takes all the running you can 

do to keep in the same place. If you want to get 

somewhere else, you must run at least twice as 

fast as that~~ · (Carroll, 1962, p. 30). 
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Educational planners in the Garland, Texas, Independent 

School District are running twice as fast as they ever have 

before and hope they are not staying in the same place. 

They have concluded that assiduous attention to the improve

ment of professional development for principals is essential. 

A management academy for building principals is, therefore, 

proposed for the Garland Independent School District, to 

begin in the 1980-81 school year. The academy, which will 

be called the Garland Academy for Hanagement Education 

(GAME) , will be under the immediate direction of the dis

trict's Department of Planning, Research and Evaluation, 

headed by Dr. William L . McKinney, who serves also as 

Assistant to the Superintendent of Schools. The academy 

will b e designed to provide a systematically-planned, data

based, ongoing program of professional education for 45 

elementary and secondary school principals. Because the 

school system will simultaneously implement an internship 

program for prospective elementary principals, it is prob

able that these teacher-interns will participate in many, 

if not all, of the academy's activities. Also, students 

from The University of Texas at Austin who frequently are 

temporarily employed by the district as administrative 

interns wi ll a lso be invited to attend. 

The decision to initiate an ongoing inservice program 

for Garland principals rests upon several assumptions, all 
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of which have received support in mo nographs and research 

studies. These assumptions are: 

1. Despite the fact that principals all over the 

nation have articulated a need fo r c ontinuing professional 

education, programs have been i nfrequently available and of 

generally inferior quality (Barta, 197 6 ; Carey , 197~; Cowden, 

1970; Davis, 1976; Enderle, 1969; Gre ear , 197n; McCleary & 

Thomson, 1979; Orrange & Van Ryn, 1975; Randall, 1977; 

Savage, 1967~ Turkington, 1977). In the specific case of 

Garland principals, inservice opportunities have been large

ly limited t .o summer workshops or single-session activities 

with little follow-up. 

2. Evidenc e suggests t hat preservice training does not 

sufficiently prepare persons for the principalship (Cross, 

1969; Houts, Koerner, & Krajewski, 1979; Lutz & Ferrante, 

1977; Mazzarella, 1976; Mook, 1979; Orrange & Van Ryn, 1975). 

Eve n if it did, the rate at which society is changing today 

would render even the best-prepared preincipal obsolescent 

in a short time. With the world' s accumulated knowledge 

doubling every few years, principals must become active 

change agents or qu i ckly lose credibility with teachers, 

s tudents, and parents (McCleary & Thomson, 1979; McNally , 

Summing Up, 1974; Reich, 1968; Shuster & Stewart, 1973; 

St. John & Runkel, 1977; Warzybok, 1977). 
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3. For better or worse, the principal more than any 

other person determines the overal l school climate. Open 

climates and atmospheres conducive to learning are most 

likely to be achieved where principals are skilled in human 

relations, instructional processes, and management tech

niques (Goldhammer, Becker, Withycombe, Doyel, Miller, 

Morgan, De Loretto, & Aldridge , 1971; Mitchell, 1979; 

Senate Select Committee, 1972). 

4. Because the principal sets the tone for the school, 

teachers are prone to maintain high standards for themselves 

if there is evidence that their principals are likewise 

goal-oriented (Campbell, 1978; Cogan, 1973; Goldhammer 

et al., 1971 ; Huge , 1977). As Albert Schweitzer once 

remarked, "Example is not the main thing . . . it is the 

only thing" (quoted in McFarland, Graves, & Graves, 1966, 

p. xix). Principal involvement in inservice education is a 

visible manifestation that continuing growth and improve

ment are essential for all professional educators (Edelfelt 

& Lawrence, 1975; Orrange & VanRyn, 1975). 

5. Taxpayers in growing numbers believe schools should 

be accountable for improved pupil performance (Carter, 1974; 

Orrange & Van Ryn, 1975; Wilen & Kindsvatter, 1978). 

Because principals are the nominal leaders of their schools, 

they often become the victims of public wrath when programs 

fail or even receive public acclaim when they notably 
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succeed. It is critical that principals be able to inter

pret the school's goals and programs to the patrons whose 

support is central to the continued maintenance of a system 

of public education (CFK Ltd., 1970; Chase, 197 7-·78). 

6. Recent research has indicated that four of five 

elementary school principals with teaching experience at 

the elementary level place a ''high" value on said experi

ence as preparation for their current roles (Pharis & 

Zakariya, 1979). Over 50% of Garland's elementary school 

principals have never taught elementary students on a full

time basis. These persons therefore need specialized train

ing which they probably did not receive as secondary-school 

teachers or secondary-school assistant principals. 

7. Locally-based programs are a preferred delivery 

mode for participants in continuing professional education. 

Because principals are provided convenient access to activ

ities based on needs of the local district, the success 

record of such programs is considerably above average 

(Anderson, 1964; Davenport, 1971; Edelfelt & Lawrence, 1975; 

Houts, Koerner, & Krajewski, 1979; Jaquith, 1973; Lutz & 

Ferrante, 1972; Mattox, 1968; Pharis & Zakariya, 1979; 

Randall, 1977). 

During the time that Dr. ~1cKinney and his staff became 

involved in preliminary planning for GAME, this investiga

tor, as a member of the district's Research Committee, met 
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with him to discuss the information which would be required 

in order for the academy to begin on a solid foundation. 

Dr. McKinney indicated the need for a search of the litera

ture relevant to continuing professional education for 

principals. He also suggested that principals• perceived 

inservice needs should be carefully assessed. This inves

tigator subsequently determined that a study of principal 

performance in the Garland system could provide a partial 

solution to the problem at hand. 

Specifically, the review of the literature which pre

ceded the study itself has hopefully lent support to the 

administration•s rationale for establishment of the local 

academy. Also, the study involved principals in assessing 

their performance, thereby providing a vehicle for giving 

them advance notice about GAME and hopefully making them 

feel they have a vested interest in the academy•s success 

from the very beginning. Finally, the results of the 

study will shortly be used to construct a model for GAME•s 

incorporation as an important component of the local 

school system. 

Statement of Purpose 

The primary purposes of the study were: ( 1) to 

assess principals• perceptions of the frequency and effec

tiveness with which they perform certain competencies or 
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job-related tasks, (2) to determine if competency indica

tors classified within functional administrative categories 

are performed more frequently or more effectively in one 

area than in another, (3) to detect possible disparities 

among principals' perceptions of their performance and 

their performance as perceived by teachers and central 

administrators, and (4) to draw inferences based on the 

data analysis regarding the continuing professional educa

tion needs of principals in the Garland Independent School 

District of Garland, Texas. 

In addition to its primary purposes, the study focused 

on three secondary objectives: (1) to compare the assess

ments of elementary principals and seconda ry-school prin

cipals in order to determine if these two sub-groups differ 

significantly in perceptions of their own performance, (2) 

to compare the assessments of elementary teachers and 

secondary-school teachers in order to detect any signif

icant disparities in their perceptions of principal per

formance, and (3) to compare the assessments of inexperi

enced teachers and experienced teachers in order to detect 

significant differences in their perceptions of principal 

performance. 
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Rationale for the Study 

Duri ng the process of interviewing a large number of 

elementary school principals concerning how their jobs have 

changed in recent years, one principal replied simply, 

''It's harder now" {quoted in Brown, 1974, p. 20). 

The purpose of the Garland Academy for Management Edu

cation will be to make the job of the building principal 

not so hard and decidedly more effective. If the 

academy's objective is to be accomplished, various types 

of hard data should be collected and analyzed in order to 

determine the types of continuing professional education 

programs from which principals can derive the greatest 

benefit. The study was therefore concerned with the col

lection and analysis of said data. 

Perhaps the most important information needed by GAME 

planners (or planners of any local program) relates to the 

perceived needs of the principals themselves. While the 

study did not ask principals specifically to prioritize 

needs, they were asked to evaluate their own performance 

in terms of competency indicators. The indicators were 

classified into functional administrative categories in 

order to expand upon the body of research to date which 

suggests that principals feel more effective in some job 

task areas than in others (Barta, 1976; Cutright, 1978; 
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Mattox, 1978; McNally, "The Principalship," 1974; Mook, 

1978; Warzybok, 1977). The combined results of the princi 

pals' evaluations then formed the basis for drawing infer

ences about principals' inservice education needs. 

The philosophy that continuing professional education 

for principals should be based on assessed needs is well

established (Brainard, 1975; Culbertson, Henson, & Morrison, 

1974; Dillon, 1974; La Violette, 1976; Roth, 1977; Witkin, 

1975). It has been pointed out, however, that needs as sess

ments are too often deductively conducted. According to 

the "deductive model, 11 school distr icts establish inservice 

goals at the outset and then measure discrepancies between 

existing conditions and these goals. Programs are thereby 

administratively predetemined but may then be considered 

irrelevant by principals. Several needs assessment spe

cialists instead advocate the "inductive model" which calls 

for existing conditions to be evaluated prior to goal 

development in order that subsequently developed programs 

may be better received by participants (Kaufman & Harsh: 

1969; Kaminski, 1978). The findings in this study might 

facilitate the administration's use of the inductive 

approach in establishing the Garland academy. GM1E's 

specific programs and objectives will not be predeter-

mined but will be formulated only after perceived needs 

have been assessed. 
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In addition to knowing how principals rate their own 

performance and how they assess their needs, it is also 

important to learn if teachers and central administrators 

agree with the principals' evaluations (Barta, 1975). It 

seems unlikely that programs can be ultimately beneficial 

if they address only those areas where principals perceive 

themselves as being deficient (Lovell & Phelps, 1977) . If 

teachers and central administrators believe that princi 

pals' priorities are in the wrong place, or if they think 

principals are weak in functi onal administrative areas 

where principals feel they are strong, it obviously becomes 

inadvisable to base program offerings solely on principals' 

subjective perceptions (Dellinger, 1973). The research to 

date is very inconclusive. Some studies have shown prin

cipals and their teachers to be in agreement (Foskett, 1967; 

Krajewski, 1979; Thomspon, 1978; Traugott, 1977). Other 

studies, on the other hand, have reflected significant dis

agreement (Campbell, 1978; Carruthers, 1978; Lovell & 

Phelps, 1977; Marmion, 1978 ; Marquit, 1968; Riley, 1976; 

Thoms, 1977). Similarly, investigations involving central 

administrators have been inconsistent with regard to 

whether that group shares the same priorities as principals 

and/or · teachers . Again, some researchers have found con

sensus (Anderson, 1965; Enderle, 1970; Hoffman, 1971; 

Turkington, 1977); others have not (Foskett, 1967; Hosmer, 
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1977; Jurs, 1976; Thompson , 1978; Traugott, 1977). Several 

studies have contained recommendations that add i tional 

studies be undertaken to determine whether, in fact, prin

cipals' perceptions of their performance needs are consist

ent with the opinions held by their subordinates and by 

their superiors (Angius, 1975; Barta, 1975; Dellinger, 

1973; Traugott, 197 7). 

Information gained from the analysis of the study's 

secondary variables should also be helpful in program plan -

ning for the Garland management academy. If, for example, 

elementary and secondary principals do disagree signifi 

cantly in perceptions of their own performance, the inserv

ice education needs of the two sub-groups may also be dif

ferent (Anderson, 1965). G.A.M.E. planners will then want 

to consider setting up separate programs for the two job 

assignment levels. This researcher was able to locate only 

two major studies done in the past 15 years which involved 

comparisons between elementary and secondary principals on 

variables relevant to their inservice training needs. Both 

of these studie s indicated disagreement between the sub

gro ups (Jurs, 19 76; Riley, 1976). Most.research has dealt 

with either e lementary or secondary principals, but not 

both. It was possible, however, to compare findings in 

these types of studies and to conclude that there is 

enough evidence suggesting significant disagreement to 
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render the variable in need of c onsiderable investigation. 

A related secondary purpose of the study was to com

pare elementary and secondary teachers in their percep

tions of principal performance. The few researchers who 

have examined t hi s factor have all reported differences 

between the two sub-groups (Dellinger , 1973; Jurs , 1976; 

Riley, 1976; Tryon, 1979). The total number of studies 

done, however, has been so limited that additional research 

was needed to clarify thei r findings. If this study had 

resulted in the discovery of appreciable variations in the 

opinions of the two sub-groups, the implications for con

tinuing professional education for the principal group 

might have been significantly modified - - especially if 

similar differences had been simultaneously detected 

between the perceptions of the elementary and secondary

school principal sub-group. 

The final objective of secondary interest in the study 

involved comparing the perceptions of teachers based on the 

experience variable. Numerous investigators have found 

that experienced teachers do not view the role, the perform

ance, or t he inservice training needs of the principal in 

the same way as teachers with less experience (Bumbarger, 

1966; Carruthers, 1978; Nakornski, 1978; Tryon, 1979). The 

research r eflects an apparent tendency for experienced 

teachers to have more positive attitudes about the potential 
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benefits of inserv i ce programs. They are also frequently 

more generous in t heir asses s men t s of pr i ncipal perform

ance. In Garland , slight l y over 4 2% of all teachers have 

been employed by the di s tr i ct f ewer than three years, and 

the great major i ty o f th is group have fewer than three years 

total teaching e xperience. It therefore became important 

to know if this large numbe r of teachers expect more or 

less from their pr i ncipals than do the district's more 

expe r ienced teachers. Wh i le GAME organizers cannot realis 

tically expect to plan activities which will be viewed as 

productive by all referent groups in this study, it is 

important tha t the earliest efforts of the acedemy receive 

s upport fr om as many quarters as possible. 

There are at least two other ways in which this study 

can have beneficial and worthwhile results. The first of 

these i s r elated to the increasing importance of spending 

educationa l tax dollars wisely. School districts in many 

parts of the nation, Garland included, are being affected 

by stabili zed or declining student enrollments coupled 

with shr i nking revenues . At least one educational futurist 

has noted that inflation is responsible for a 14% annual 

reduction i n what tax dollars will buy, with only 7% being 

recouped by additional or higher levies or other funding 

sources (Dede, 1979) ~ Educational planners and adminis-

trators should therefore embark upon new spending programs 
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only when the prognosis for success can be documented in 

advance. Even then, other programs may have to be cut 

back or discontinued to provide monies for new ven t ures. 

If the Garland Independent School District is going to make 

a substantial financial commitment to a management academy 

for principals, then the academy must be e xtremely we ll

planned to ensure success. The result s of thi s study will 

form much of the basis for such a systematic planning 

effort. 

Finally, it is likely that suburban school district s 

with demographic characteristics similar to those of the 

Garland system will fi nd some of the conclusions in this 

study applicable to their own situations. While they would 

not want to imp lement continuing professional education 

programs without first conducting local needs assessments, 

the design, findings, and recommendations of t his study can 

provide helpful guidelines and suggested a venues for their 

own research. 

Quest i on s to be Answered 

This study is intended to provide answers for the fol

lowing questions: 

1 . Do principals cons ider themselves more effective 

with r egard to some competency indicators than to others? 
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2. Do principals assign higher self-assessment 

ratings to some functional administrative areas than to 

others? 

3. Do principals, teachers, and central administra

tors differ in their perceptions of principal performance 

measured in terms of itemized competency indicators? 

4. Do principals, teachers, and central administra

tors differ in their perceptions of principal performance 

measured in terms of functional administrative areas? Will 

any differences which may exist among the three job 

assignments be alike across all the administrative areas? 

5. Do elementary principals and secondary principals 

differ in perceptions of their own performance measured in 

terms of itemized competency indicators? 

6. Do elementary principals and secondary principals 

differ in perceptions of their own performance measured in 

terms of functional administrative areas? Will any differ

ences which may exist between the ratings by the two groups 

of principals be alike across all of the administrative 

areas? 

7. Do elementary teachers and secondary teachers dif

fer in their perceptions of principal performance measured 

in terms of itemized competency indicators? 

8. Do elementary teachers and secondary teachers dif

fer in their perceptions of principal performance measured 
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in terms of functional administrative categories? Will any 

differences which may exist between the ratings by the two 

groups of teachers be the same across all of the adminis

trative areas? 

9. Do inexperienced teachers and experienced teachers 

differ in their perceptions of principal performance meas

ured in terms of functional administrative categories? 

10. Will inexperienced teachers and experienced teach

ers differ in their perceptions of principal performance 

measured in terms of functional administrative categories? 

Will any differences which may exist between the two groups 

of teachers be the same across all of the administrative 

areas? 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1: 

a. There will be no significant differences in 

the frequency ratings which principals assign 

to their own performance on each of 64 com

petency indicators. 

b. There will be no significant differences in 

the effectiveness ratings which principals 

assign to their own performance on each of 64 

competency indicators. 
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Hypothesis 2: 

a. There will be no significant differences in 

the frequency ratings which principals assign 

to their own performance in the four func

tional administrative areas of Curriculum and 

Instruction, Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel, 

and System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

b. There will be no significant differences in 

the effectiveness ratings which principals 

assign to their own performance in the four 

fu nctional administrative areas of Curriculum 

and Instruction, Staff Personnel, Pupil Per

sonnel, and System-Wide Policies and Opera

tions. 

Hypothesis 3: 

a . There will be no significant differences 

among principals, teachers, and central 

admi ni strators on the frequency ratings which 

they assign to principal performance on each 

of 64 competency indicators. 

b. There will be no significant differences 

among principals, teachers, and central 

administrators on the effectiveness ratings 

which they assign to principal performance 

on each of 64 competency indicators. 
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Hypothesis 4: 

a. There wi ll be no significant differences 

among pr incipals, teachers, and central admin

istrators on the f requency ratings which they 

assign to princ i pa l performance in the four 

functional administrative areas of Curriculum 

and Instruc t ion, Staff Personnel, Pupil Per

sonnel, and System-Wide Polic i es and Opera 

tions. 

b. There will be no significant differences 

among the four functional administrative 

areas of Curriculum and Instruction, Staff 

Personnel, Pupil Personnel, and System-Wide 

Policies and Operations on the frequency 

rati ngs assigned to principal performance by 

principals, teachers, and central administra

tors. 

c. There will be no significant interaction 

between job ass i gnment and functional admin

istrativ e area with regard to the frequency 

ratings assigned to principal performance. 

d. There will be no significant differences 

among principals, teachers, and central 

admi nistrators on the effectiveness ratings 
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which they assign to principal performance in 

the four functional administrative areas of 

Curriculum and Instruction, Staff Personnel, 

Pupil Personnel, and System-Wide Policies and 

Operations. 

e. There will be no significant differences 

among the four functional administrative 

areas of Curriculum and Instruction, Staff 

Personnel, Pupil Personnel, and System-Wide 

Policies and Operations on the effectiveness 

ratings assigned to principal performance by 

principals, teachers, and central adminis

trators. 

f. There will be no significant interaction 

between job assignment and functional admin

istrative area with regard to the effective

ness ratings assigned to principal perform

ance. 

Hypothesis 5: 

a. There will be no significant differences 

between elementary principals and secondary 

principals in the frequency ratings which 

they assign to their own performance on each 

of 64 competency indicators. 
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b. There will be no significant differences 

between elementary principal s and secondary 

principals in the effectiveness ratings which 

they assign to their own performance on each 

of 64 competency indicators. 

Hypothesis 6: 

a. There will be no significant differences 

betwe e n elementary principals and secondary 

principals on the frequency ratings which 

they assign to their own performance i n four 

functi onal administrative areas of Curriculum 

and Instruction, Staff Personnel, Pupil Per

sonnel, and System-Wide Policies and Opera

tions. 

b. There wil l be no significant differences 

among the four functional administrative 

areas of Curriculum and Instruction, Staff 

Personnel, Pupil Personnel, and System-Wide 

Policies and Operations on the frequency 

rati ngs assigned to their own performance by 

elementary principals and secondary princi

pals. 

c. There will be no significant interaction 

between principals' level of job assignment 

and functional administrative area with 
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regard to the frequency ratings assigned to 

principal performance. 

d. There will be no signif i cant d ifferences 

between elementary principals and secondary 

principals on the effectivene ss ratings which 

they assign to their own performance in four 

functional administrative areas of Curriculum 

and Instruction, Staff Personnel, Pupil Per

sonnel , and System- Wide Policies and Opera 

tions. 

e . There will be no significant differences 

among the four functional administrative 

area s of Curriculum and Instruction, Staff 

Personnel, Pupil Personnel, and System-Wide 

Policies and Operations on the effectiveness 

ratings assigned to their own performance by 

elementary principals and secondary princi

pals. 

f. There will be no significant interaction 

between pr i ncipals• level of job assignment 

and functional administrative area with 

regard to the effectiveness ratings assigned 

to principal performance . 
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Hypothesis 7: 

a. There will be no significant differences 

between elementary teachers and secondary 

teachers on t he frequency ratings which they 

assign to principal performance on each of 64 

competency indicators. 

b. There wil l be no signif icant differences 

between elementary teachers and secondary 

teachers on the effectiveness ratings which 

t hey assign to principal performance on each 

of 64 competency indicators. 

Hypothesis 8: 

a. There will be no significant differences 

between elementary teachers and secondary 

teachers on the frequency ratings which they 

assign to principal performance in the four 

functional administrative areas of Curriculum 

and Instruction, Staff Personnel, Pupil Per

sonnel, and System-Wide Pol ic ies and Opera

tions. 

b . The re will be no significant differences 

among the four functional administrative 

areas of Curriculum and Instruction, Staff 

Personnel, Pupil Personnel, and System- Wide 

Policies and Operations on the frequency 
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ratings assigned to principal performance by 

elementary teachers and secondary teachers. 

c. There will be no significant interaction 

between level of teaching as signmen t and 

functional administrative area with regard to 

the frequency ratings assigned to principal 

performance. 

d. There will be no significant differences 

between elementary teachers and secondary 

teachers on the effectiveness ratings which 

they assign to principal performance in the 

four functional administrative areas of Cur

riculum and Instruction, Staff Personnel, 

Pupil Personnel, and System-Wide Policies and 

Operations. 

e. There will be no significant differences 

among the four functional administrative 

areas of Curriculum and Instruction, Staff 

Personnel, Pupil Personnel, and System-Wide 

Policies and Operations on the performance 

ratings assigned to principal performance by 

elementary teachers a nd secondary teachers. 

f. There wil l be no significant interaction 

between level of teaching assignment and 

functional administrative area with regard 
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to the effectiveness ratings assigned to 

principal performance. 

Hypothes i s 9: 

a. There will be no significant differences 

between inexperienced teachers and experi

enced t e achers on the frequency ratings which 

they assign to principal performance on each 

of 64 competency indicators. 

b. There will be no significant differences 

between inexperienced teachers and experi

enced teachers on the effectiveness ratings 

which they assign to principal performance 

on each of 64 competency indicators. 

Hypothesis 10: 

a. There will be no significant differences 

between inexperienced teachers and experi

enced teachers on the frequency ratings which 

they assign to principal performance in the 

four administrative areas of Curriculum and 

Instruction, Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel, 

and System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

b. There will be no significant differences 

among the four functional administrative 

areas of Curriculum and Instruction, Staff 

Personnel, Pupil Personnel, and System-Wide 
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Policies and Operations on the frequency 

ratings assigned to principal performance by 

inexperienced teachers and experienced teach

ers. 

c. There will be no signi fi cant interaction 

between level of teaching experience and 

functional administrative area with regard to 

the frequency ratings assigned to princ ipal 

performance. 

d. There will be no significant differences 

between inexperienced teachers and experi

enced teachers on the effectiveness ratings 

which they assign to principal performance 

in the four functional administrative areas 

of Curriculum and Instruction, Staff Person

nel, Pupil Personnel, and System-Wide Pol 

icies and Operations. 

e. There will be no significant dif ferences 

among the four functional administrative 

areas of Curriculum and Instruction, Staff 

Personnel, Pupil Personnel, and System-Wide 

Policies and Operations on the effectiveness 

ratings assigned to principal performance by 

inexperienced teachers and experienced teach

ers. 
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f. There will be no significant interaction 

between level of teaching experience and 

functional administrative area with regard to 

the effectiveness ratings assigned to prin

cipal performance. 

Assumptions 

1. The study was based on the assumption that the 64 

competency i ndicators which comprise the questionnaire are 

as valid for Texas principals as for Georgia principals 

(McCleary, 1979). 

2. The study was based on the assumption that the 

frequency and effectiveness with which principals perform 

job tasks are two valid measures of their job performance 

(Ellett & Payne, User's Guide, 1978). 

3. The study was based on the assumption that assist

ant middle school and assistant high school principals have 

responsibilities which are similar enough to those of prin

cipals to justify their inclusion in the sample. The phi

losophy of the Garland Independent School District is that 

assi stant principals should be involved in all aspects of 

the school program. Because this position is viewed to a 

considerable extent as a training ground for higher admin

istrative responsibility, assistant principals are expected 

to be both competent and functional in the areas of curric

ulum and instruction, staff personnel, pupil personnel, and 
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system-wide polic ies and operations (Job Descriptions Man

ual, 19 7 8 ) . 

4. The study was based on the assumption that contin

uing professional education needs can be inferred f rom 

measures of principal performance (Ellett & Payne, User's 

Guide, 1978; Lovell & Phelps , 1977; McCleary, 1979; Mook! 

1979; Wilbur, 1974). 

Limitations 

1. The study was limited by the fact that the popula

tion was restricted entirely to educators within the Gar

land Independent School District, and generalization to any 

larger population was thereby precluded. 

2. The study was limited by the fact that truly com

prehensive evaluations of principal performance require 

many different kinds of information from numerous sources. 

3. The study was limited by the fact that the data 

yielded by the instrument are restricted by the instrument 

items themselves. Individual total and sub-scale scores and 

group means were based solely on the 64 indicators in the 

questionnaire. The 64 items were selected after rigorous 

field testing; nonetheless, they constitute only a sample of 

possible competency indicators (Ellett & Payne, User's Guide, 

1978). Great caution is therefore called for in making any 

definitive judgments about the overall "quality" of princi -
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pal performance in Garland. Data from this study will be 

used as a basis for planning for professional development. 

Da ta also indicat e areas to be considered for study and 

improvement . 

4. The study was limited by the fact that the sec

ondary school principal group was not large enough to 

permit division into middle and high school sub-groups. It 

was therefore impossible to determine whether perceptions 

of and about these two sub-groups are significantly dif f er

ent. 

5. The study was limited by the fact that the prin

cipal group's size and characteristics were such that it 

could not be divided into sub-groups based on years of 

experience in the principalship. The bulk of research to 

date, however, has indicated that experience of principals 

is usual ly a nonsignificant variable in studies similar to 

the one at hand (Barta, 1976; Marquit, 1968; Mattox, 1978; 

Mook, 1979; Vann, 1978). The local experience of the prin

cipal group is reported, however, in order that readers of 

the study may have a more complete description of the sam

ple (see Appendix G). 

De finiti on of Terms 

1. Continuing professional education - exten sion of 

an opportunity to upgrade and improve by appropriate means 
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the knowledge , skills, and attitudes of educators while on 

the job; inservice education; staff development; profes

sional development 

2. Compe tency - a concept, skill, or attitude which 

can be considered requisite for adequate performance in 

one's job assignment 

3. Competency indicator - a specific action which can 

be viewed as verification of proficiency with regard to a 

particular job task or competency 

4. Principals - professional educators who serve as 

administrative heads and immediate assistants of schools at 

the local building level 

5. Elementary principals - administrators with build

ing level responsibility for schools incorporating grades 

kindergarten through five 

6. Secondary principals - administrators with build

ing level responsibility for schools incorporating grades 

six through twelve 

7. Principal performance - actual accomplishment of 

principals as distinguished from their potential ability 

8. Regular classroom teachers - certificated profes

siona ls who plan and guide the learning experiences of 

pupils in regular classroom situations, excluding special 

education teachers, librarians, elementary music teachers, 

or any other professional personnel who do not routinely 
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function in typical classroom settings 

9. Elementary teachers - classroom teachers whose 

assignments are at the kindergarten through fifth grade 

level 

10. Secondary teachers - classroom teachers whose 

assignments are at the sixth through twelfth grade level 

11. Inexperi enc e d teachers - classroom teachers with 

fewer than three years of local teaching experience 

12. Experienced teachers - classroom teachers with 

three or more years of local teaching experience 

13. Central administrators - superintendents, assist

ant superintendents, directors, consultants, coordinators , 

or other special ists whose particular job responsibilities 

are broader than the local building or classroom levels 

14. Frequency dimension - measurement of how often a 

task is performed 

15. Effectiveness dimension -measurement of how well 

a task is performed 

16. Functional administrative area - a classification 

or major division of principal responsibility; the four 

categories of Curriculum and Instruction, Staff Personnel, 

Pupil Personnel, and System-Wide Polic ie s and Ope rations 

each containing job tasks or competency indicators which 

are conceptually s imilar 
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17 . J ob as s i gnment - the location on t he school di s 

trict•s organiza tional chart to which an employee i s 

assigned 

18. Divis i on , divisional level - a department of 

administrative r esponsibi lity (e.g., Pe rsonnel, Budge t , 

Communicati o ns , Vocational Education, e tc.) headed by a 

person whose immed i a te superior is an ass i stant supe rin

tendent 

19. Pr e servi ce training - the academic, professional, 

and experient i al preparation which an educator receives 

prior to full employment 



CHAPTER 2 

A REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

AND RESEARCH 

Over the past two decades, scholars have produced a 

voluminous amount of writing . and research which has impli

cations for the continuing professional education of public 

school principals . The major topics for comment and inquiry 

have included the perceived role of the principal and the 

competencies required for the job; the priorities of the 

principal; the principal and time management; the leader

ship behavior and decision-making ability of the principal; 

time management and the principal; the principal as the 

school's instructional leader; and the present and antici

pated future status of the principal. While researchers in 

these areas have not necessarily dealt directly with pro

fessional development for principals, their findings have 

had very defi nite applications in the area of principal 

inservice training. Also, a number of researchers have con

cerned themselves primarily with assessing the continuing 

professional education needs of principals as perceived by 

various referent groups. 

42 
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This review of related literature and research will 

include both those studies which have indirect implications 

for principals' in-service education and those which have 

direct application. Because there appear to be some defi

nite trends in research findings depending on the educator 

groups whose views were solicited, the review is presented 

in six major parts: (1) Perceptions of Principal Perform-

ance by Principals, (2) Perceptions of Principal Performance 

by Teachers, (3) Perceptions of Principal Performance by 

Central Administrators, (4) Perceptions of Principal Per

formance by Principals and Teachers, (5) Perceptions of 

Princ ipal Performance by Principals and Central Administra

tors, and (6) Perceptions of Principal Performance by Prin

cipals, Teachers , and Central Administrators. 

Perceptions of Principal Performance by Principals 

One of the most common types of investigations in which 

only principals' views are assessed is the study which deals 

with how the principal spends his or her time on the job. 

Many of the studies have asked principals to compare "ideal" 

time management with "actual" or "real" time management. 

Bowman (1977) surveyed K-12 principals in Michigan to 

determine how they spent their time as compared with the 

tasks they deemed most important. He divided the princi

pal' s role into four classifications: school manager, 
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instructional leader, personnel leader, and community leader. 

The subjects reported the role of school manager as most 

11 time-consumi ng• • but considered the function of instruc

tiona l leader as ••most valuable. •• The researcher pointed 

out, however , that the manager's function took more time 

because of the larger number of tasks related to the role, 

not because the individual tasks required large portions of 

time. Nine of the 10 most highly valued tasks were equal to 

9 to 10 of the most time-consuming tasks. Bowman thus con

cluded tha t principals were devoting most of their time to 

the areas they believed most critical. He further reported 

that principals were devoting larger proportions of their 

time to improving the instructional proces s than was typical 

a few years earlier. 

Pitts (1977) reported similar findings in a study of 

real versus ideal emphasis placed by urban principals on six 

administrative areas. The categories included instruction 

and curriculum development; staff personnel; pupil personnel; 

finance and business management; school plant and services; 

and school-community relations. Pr inc ipal s wanted to spend 

most of their time in the areas of instruction and curric

ulum devel opment and school-community relations. Moreover, 

Pitts detected no significant differences in the urban pr in

cipals' perceptions of real versus ideal e mphasis; the prin

c .ip~J l s f c 1 t t rH.: y were s pend i nq t heir t J.rne on what wa ::> most 
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important. 

While Bowman and Pitts found no major discrepancies 

between how principals wanted to spend their time and did 

spend their time, other researchers have concluded differ

ently. Cutright (1978) examined the perceptions of Ohio 

high school principals with regard to time spent in currie-

ulum development . Some 77% of the principals spent less 

than 20% of their time on curriculum-related activities. 

They reported very limited involvement as facilitators for 

teachers and as agents to receive community input on curric 

ulum matters. The principals felt that more time ideally 

should be spent on curriculum development but that 11 insuf

ficient time available 11 was the major deterrent. 

Warzybok (1977) asked urban elementary principals to 

identify the most preferred, the most time-consuming, and 

the most effectively discharged of their administrative 

functions. While the principals reported staff development, 

curriculum development, and supervision as most preferred, 

most of their time was spent on discipline and paperwork. 

When asked to name the areas where they considered them

selves most effective, curriculum ranked in the bottom half 

of a prepared list. The researcher recomnended inservice 

workshops to train principals in how to delegate lesser 

administrative functions to subordinates and how then to 

perform more effectively as instructional leaders. 
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Vann (1978) studied the relationship between the amount 

of time New York elementary principals spent on curriculum 

development and the selected variables of experience in the 

principalship, school size, sex, degree of principal auton

omy, size of support staff, type of graduate training of the 

principal, and perceived expectations of superiors. Some 

86% of the principals were dissatisfied with how they spent 

their time and reported barriers to being as involved as 

they would like to be in curriculum development. Only two 

of the variables were significant. Principals with graduate 

hours in curriculum coursework spent more time on instruc

tion. Also, Vann found that principals' actual time allo

cations for curricular functions had a high positive corre

lation with expectations of their central administrators' 

priorities. 

McNally ("Chatauqua," 1974) summed up what his research 

indicated to be the majority opinion of educators concerning 

time management and the role of the elementary principal. 

He wrote that principals felt they were not exercising to 

any important degree the instructional leadership function 

which was widely agreed to be their most important responsi

bility. He listed five impediments to increased time allo

cation to curricular activities: role ambiguity of the 

principal; a "web" of contraining forces; "administrativia"; 

management-orientation as opposed to instruction-orientation; 
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and dominance of the principalship by men. 

In studies dealing with how principals spend their time 

as compared with what they perceive to be important, then, 

the curriculum development or instructional leadership role 

comes to t he forefront. The primacy of the function is 

recognized both by those principals who are satisfied with 

the amount of time they devote to instruction and those who 

are not satisfied. The same emphasis is apparent in recent 

studies which have not dealt with time management per se but 

which were aimed at assessing principals~ perceptions of 

their inservice education needs. 

Wil bur (1974) used a modified Delphi technique to gen

erate and evaluate a list of competency statements and 

training needs for secondary principals. Principals were 

then placed in a workshop setting and asked to formulate 

performance indicators as companions to the competencies. 

Thos e competencies rated as most important were instruc

tiona l leadership, change management, community relations, 

and curriculum evaluation. The indicators which received 

priority called for expertise in the areas of inservice 

programming , goal-setting, curriculum planning, communicat

ing, shared decision-making, due process, and program eval

uation. 

The training needs of Kansas high school principals 

were examined by Mook (1979). The research instrument 
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divided the principal's responsibilities into the three 

area s of instructional leadership, curriculum development, 

and management. The respondents indicated that preservice 

t r aining in ins t ructional leadership had been inadequate arid 

that i n s ervice training programs aimed at remediating the 

defi c i e ncy would receive principal support. The experience 

a nd t r ai n i ng levels of principals did not significantly 

a ffect their perceived need for additional on-the-job train-· 

ing. 

Self (1965) likewise reported that principals needed 

and wanted continuing professional education in instructional 

leadership . He found that very few Alabama principals par

t i c ipated in programs aimed at organized i mprovement of 

i nstruction. Most principals either joined teacher groups 

in their inservice activities or participated not at all. 

Rarely were they considered responsible for planning, lead

ing, or even attending programs for their own improvement . 

Sel f ma i nta i ned that because principals' needs differ from 

tea c her needs, inservice opportunities for the two groups 

s houl d be separate. He concluded that program needs were 

most acute in the area of instruct i onal leadership and that 

s chool s uperintendents would have to take the lead in pro 

moting and providing such programs. 

Renfro (1970), Clayback (1978), and Cowden (1970) a lso 

found very limited participation of pr i ncipals in professional 
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development activities. Renfro reported that one-fourth of 

Indiana elementary principals were involved in no organized 

inservice programs at all, while 18% participated in only 

one activity per year. Clayback used the critical incident 

technique to classify behaviors of elementary principals in 

helping teachers to solve instructional problems. Although 

the principals were aware of teacher needs for their help, 

only 12% of Clayback•s subjects felt inservice education 

would upgrade their skills as instructional facilitators. 

Cowden assessed the actual and expected inservice participa

tion of high school principals in six north-central states. 

He found very limited involvement in programs of generally 

inferior quality. Less than one-third of school districts 

had programs designed specifically for principals, and less 

than one-half of school districts expected principals to 

lead those programs which did exist. Moreover, programs 

were seldom evaluated to determine their effectiveness or 

utility for future use. 

Davis (1976) surveyed principals to determine not only 

their perceived need for inservice education in general, but 

also their preferences in terms of specific topics and 

delivery systems. Some 37% of the subjects indicated high 

interest in inservice training, and 54% revealed moderate 

interest. Some 54% said they had not attended as many 

lnservice workshops the previous year as they would have 
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liked. The most preferred topic dealt with evaluating 

instructiona l staff, and they professed to know the least 

about computer-assisted instruction. Three-fourths of the 

sample wanted progra ms led by school administrators. The 

least-favored deli ver y modes were role-playing, independent 

study, and lectures by university professors. While 80% 

wanted programs conducted during the school day, 37% reported 

that thei r poor participation in the past was largely due to 

the fact that they could not leave their buildings unattended . 

Barta (19 76 ) assessed the perceived inservice education 

needs of secondary principals in Nebraska and six contiguous 

states . While principals felt their greatest needs to be in 

the areas of human relations skills and technical skills, 

they professed a desire for inservice opportunities in all 

the competency categories included in the instrument. The 

variables of school size, degree held , and age exhibited 

minimal effects on general response patterns. Barta called 

for further re search to determine if the perceived profes

sional development needs of principals were consistent with 

the perceptions of need held by their various audiences for 

them . 

Cont inuing professional education needs as perceived by 

Illinoi s public school elementary principals were surveyed 

by Mattox (1 978). High priority ne e ds were reported in the 

areas of s upervision and eval uation o f staff, instructional 
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improvement, and curriculum development. Principals per

ceived low priority needs in the areas related to such ••rou

tine administrative functions•• as student accounting proce

dures, attendance problems, inventory procedures, and pupil 

discipline. The variables of level of training, experience, 

age, size of enrollment, and type of school district did not 

significantly affect principals • perceptions of their needs. 

The respondents also indicated a decided preference for 

experiences designed, organized, and delivered by local dis

tricts. They were not enthusiastic about non-credit, 

university-based activities or about programs sponsored by 

business or industrial firms. 

La Violette (1976) analyzed the perceived continuing 

professio nal education needs of elementary principals in 

Massachusetts. Selected variables included school system 

size, experience of the principal, and per pupil expendi

tures. Principals at all levels of experience chose staff 

evaluation as their greatest area of need. Next in order of 

priority were curriculum development, curriculum evaluation, 

leadership, staff development, and school law. Local study 

groups dealing with local problems received top ranking as 

the preferred approach or delivery system, with information 

bu lletins and local workshops ranke d second and third 

respectively. The researcher concluded that all meaningful 

inservice education must begin by thoroughly assessing the 
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needs of its recipients. 

Contemporary research findings on how principals spend 

their time, what they perceive to be important, the extent 

to which they are involved in professional development, and 

the nature of their perceived inservice education needs 

received amplification and support from the two major decen

nial studies recently published by the National Association 

of Elementary School Principals (NAESP) and the National 

Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) . NAESP 

has conducted such a study every ten years since 1928 with 

the exception of the depression era of the 1930's. NASSP 

has more recently decided to adopt the same time frame 

between publications. Both reports compared findings with 

those of a decade ago. 

In the NAESP study, Pharis and Zakariya (1979) received 

responses on a 98-item questionnaire from 1,712 elementary 

principals. The data were summarized by region of the coun

try, sex, age, years of experience in the principalship, and 

several other variables. 

Generally speaking, the elementary principals were 

pleased with their roles. They ~ perceived their working 

relationships with teachers, superintendents, and school 

board members to be quite positive, with over 80% assigning 

"good" or "very good 11 ratings to the relationships. Favor 

able ratings were highest in the southwest region (including 
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Texas), where the frequency of high ratings exceeded 90%. 

From a list of 33 problem areas, the elementary princi

pa ls selected the top five to be dismissing incompetent staff 

members, managing student behavior , declining enrollments, 

staff reductions, and evaluation of teachers. Over 80% 

reported no major difficulties with censorship of learning 

mat e rials, drugs, alcohol, or school gangs. Some two-thirds 

of the principals worked with teachers whose contracts were 

negotiated, and one-third wanted to have their own salaries 

de t e rmined by collective bargaining. Four of five princi

pals felt their authority to be cormnensurate with their 

responsibilities. 

Subjects in the elementary study reported increased 

responsibility for supervision of curriculum and instruction. 

In the 1968 study, 75% of the principals perceived instruc

tional leadership to be their primary function, but by 1978 

the figure had increased to 86% . The researchers, however, 

reported an increased interest in moving into positions that 

are administrative in nature and a corresponding decline in 

those jobs dealing almost entirely with curriculum and 

i nstruction. 

While the study did not specifically address the p e r

ceived continu i ng professional educa t ion ne e ds of e Jcment ~try 

pr incipal s , Pharis a nd Zakariya conclude d the NASSP pu bli ca 

tion with a chapter on the 11 future of the pr i ncipalship. 11 
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Their remarks in this chapter had obvious implications for 

anyone concerned about inservice education for principals. 

Specifically, the authors implied that principals of the 

future would need help in dealing with what the principals 

had reported as their ma in problem sources. Further, they 

could benefit from continuing education programs dealing 

with the instructional function which 86% perceived as their 

chief responsibility. 

The NASSP study, prepared by McCleary and Thomson 

(1979), was conducted in two phases. In 1977 some 1,131 

high school principals were surveyed and their responses 

compared with those in the 1965 study. The principals of 

1977 had quite different belief patterns f rom their earlier 

counterparts. They had reached consensus that schools 

require too little academic work, that job training should 

be provided, and that hostile or disintere sted students 

should not be required to attend s chool. These philosophies 

were rejected by principals in 1965. 

The high school principals had also modified consider

ably their views about the types of course work or training 

which should be essential for effective school administra-

tion. In 1965 the only knowledge area considered essential 

by over 50% of those surveyed was supervision of instruction. 

By 1977 the knowledge areas of curriculum and program devel 

opment, management, supervision o f i nstruct i on, school law, 
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and human relations were all deemed essential by over 70% of 

the principals. 

When asked to identify pressing problem areas, the 

principals li sted growing administrative detail, lack of 

time, apathetic parents and s tudents, and variations in 

teacher competency. Like many of the subjects in studies of 

more limited scope, they reported most of their time spent 

on management activities, whereas they preferred it spent on 

program development. 

The second phase of the NASSP report concerned an in

depth study of 60 high school principals who had been iden

tified by the educational leaders of their respective states 

as being "highly effective." This select group was rated 

high in such areas as curriculum development; problem

solving and decision-making; change management; task initia

tive; delegat i ng responsibility; and staf f, parent, and 

overall human relations. There were several areas where the 

performance of the "effectives" was superior to the princi

pals in the larger national sample. They excelled in time 

management; community involvement in goal-setting; member

sh ip and participation in professional organizations; and 

establishing priorities. They were characterized by a vari

ety of leadership styles, were instruction-oriented, and 

were prone to refer their teachers to professional litera

ture and res earch. 
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Like its NAESP counterpart, the NASSP study did not ask 

principals to prioritize their continuing professional edu

cation needs. McCleary and Thomson did report, however, that 

from a list of nine ways in which high school principals 

spend their time, both the random sample subjects and the 

effe ctive principals assigned professional development to 

the ninth spot. When the "regulars" and the "effectiveS 11 

were asked how they should allocate their time among the 

nine areas, the two groups assigned respective rankings of 

seventh and sixth to professional development. 

Also like Pharis and Zakariya, McCleary and Thomson 

concluded their report with a chapter on 11 future for ceS 11 

affecting the principalship. Unlike the NAESP authors, they 

based their conclusions on a survey of pr incipals and con

gressmen who were asked what the principalship would be like 

in 10 years. The projections were generally optimistic and 

once again had clear messages for designers of professional 

development programs. Public education 1 S survival was pre

dicted but with fundamental changes brought about by 

increasingly sophisticated technology, modified public 

attitudes about educational outcomes, and altered funding 

systems. It was predicted that schools will have to adjust 

their curricula continually to meet societal needs. McCleary 

and Thomson viewed the principal as the key p erson in the 

change proce ss, and they implied that extensive and ongoing 
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continuing education programs are essential for principals 

who expect to be adequately armed for the educational chal

lenges ahead. 

Perceptions of Principal Performance by Teachers 

Studies involving teachers as the only referent group, 

not unlike those involving only principals, have often dealt 

with teacher perceptions of the principal's role and the 

effectiveness with which the role has been discharged. A 

quite common characteristic in the research has been the 

division of the sample teacher group into sub-groups on the 

basis of selected variables. 

Muth (1972), Balderson (1975), and McNally ( 11 The Prin

cipalship, 11 1974) were all interested in the so-called 

11 authority 11 of the principal. Muth found that newer teachers 

view their principals as more coercive and authoritarian and 

also perceive more conflict than do experienced teachers. 

Balderson's survey of teachers in 46 Canadian schools indi

cated that teacher acquiescence to principal demands was more 

related to their perceptions of principal expertise than to 

anticipation of punishment or reward. The survey results 

implied that principals cannot control others through status 

or power but must rely on skill to influence and gain sup

port from teachers. McNally likewise stressed that princi

pals must depend more heavily on authority willingly given 
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by the staff than on that conferred by the superintendent or 

school board. 

Chesler, Schmuck, and Lippitt (1963) focused on the im

portance of principal attitudes and staff norms in jointly 

influencing creative teaching. They found teachers to be 

more innovative in schools where teachers perceived princi

pal and staff encouragement for creative efforts. Principals 

with innovative staffs were "professionally-oriented, •• while 

those with more traditional staffs were ••administratively

or iented. •• 

Horsink (1970) found a significant difference between 

staff perceptions of men and women principals. The Ohio State 

Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire Form XII was used 

in the study. Men principals were viewed by teachers as mani

festing higher Tolerance for Freedom. Women principals, how

ever, were rated higher in Representation, Persuasiveness, 

Production Emphasis, and Superior Orientation. Part of the 

rationale for Morsink•s study had stemmed from a concern 

that the number of women assigned to the principalship has 

declined in recent years. She therefore concluded that if 

teacher perceptions of principal performance can be assumed 

to have reasonable validity, the decline cannot be attributed 

as a reaction to inferior performance by women principals. 

Nakornski (1978) assessed Texas teachers• perceptions 

of the role behavior and administrative performance of their 



59 

principals. He made comparisons in the four areas of 

administrative decision-making, communications, general 

administrative behavior, and educational leadership. He 

concluded that principals in general were most effective in 

educational leadership , although women principals received 

higher marks in the latter category than men. Teachers with 

fewerthan five years experience viewed principal behavior as 

more nomothetic, but teacher experience was nonsignificant 

in their perceptions of general administrative behavior. 

Mitchell (1979) examined the relationships between 

organizational climate and teacher perceptions of the effec

tiveness of the elementary principals in a Maryland school 

system. Both inexperienced and experienced teachers con

sidered both male and female principals to have closed school 

climates. Men teachers rated experienced principals higher 

in use of funds, capacity of work, and accomplishment; female 

teachers rated inexperienced principals higher in the same 

areas. The researcher recommended that local school dis

tricts organize inservice programs for principals to help 

them establish more open school climates. 

Prascher (1975) investigated the administrative behav

ior and perceived effectiveness of Colorado high school 

principals. The pattern of teacher responses indicated that 

effective principals stay in their buildings but out of 

their offices and in classrooms. They are educated in 
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public speaking, child psychology , contemporary administra 

t ive techniques , effici e nt time management, learning prob

lems of students, and superv i sion of instruction. Te achers 

felt t hem to b e hone s t , support i ve, empathetic , decisive 

but f lexible, and calm in time of crisis. They were char

acteri zed as good listeners, good discipli narians, and good 

public relations agents. Their less effective contempora

r i es , on the other hand, were considered weak in the areas 

o f d e cision-making, classroom observation and teacher eval

uati on techniques, discipline, and i n structional leadership. 

Perceptions of Principal Performance by Central Administra

t ors 

Studies of principal per f ormance where central admin

istrators comprise the total sample have rarely been pub

lished. Apparently only two major inve s t i gations have been 

conducted since 1960, and both of these studies dealt with 

superintendents' perceptions of those qualities which are 

most desirable in a building principal. 

Lipham (1960) identified personal variables which 

s c h ool superintendents associ a t e d with ef fe c tive principals. 

It was found that principals who manifested such traits as 

ambition, confidence, energy, a desire to improve perform

ance, and the ability to relate well to people were con

sidered mos t effective by supe rintendents. The factors of 
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age, sex, and experience did not differentiate the effective 

from the ineffective. 

Thomas (1972) conducted the only fairly recent research 

dealing solely with central administrators' perceptions. He 

asked superintendents in California and Illinois to priori

tize the qualities most sought after in hiring principals as 

well as other administrators . The four choice categories 

were management skill, political expertise, instructional 

leadership, and information science. California superintend

ents professed a preference for candidates with strong back

grounds in management training, while Illinois superintend

ents were influenced equally by political prowess and man

agement abilities. 

Perceptions of Principal Performance by Principals and 

Teachers 

In addition to those studies relating to principal per

formance which have involved only one referent group, there 

have appeared a relatively large number of comparative 

studies involving two or more job levels. Some of these 

studies have compared the perceptions of principals and 

teachers. Some have been directly concerned with principals' 

continuing professional education needs, but most have not. 

Many of the studies, however, have produced findings rele 

vant to the inservice training of public school principal s. 
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Principal/teacher comparative research, like that 

involving only principals, has pointed to the perceived 

primacy of the instructional leadership role. Whether the 

research has initially centered on role expectations, per

formance effectiveness, or essential competencies, the theme 

has been the same: the principal should be the instruction

al leader of the school. These studies, moreover, have 

usually reflected varying degrees of disagreement between 

the principal and teacher groups as to how extensively or 

how well the principal is fulfilling this instructional role. 

Studies done a number of years ago by Merkley (1965) 

and Marquit (1968) indicate that the principal's curricular 

function is not a new matter of concern. Merkley surveyed 

elementary principals and teachers from 61 school systems 

in 43 states regarding the availability of inservice educa

tion for principals. Some 83% of the districts had programs 

specifically for principals, with 65% of them earmarking 

funds for the activities. The figures were high because 

many districts labeled routine principals' meetings as staff 

development. Both the teachers and the principals in the 

survey reported a trend for delegating more responsibility 

for "amelioration of instruction'' to the building principal 

and for providing opportunities for principals to improve 

the quality of their instructional leadership. 
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Marquit (1968) queried principals and teachers in New 

York State to assess the perceived ability of principals to 

improve instruction within their schools. Principals rated 

their abilities consistently higher than did teachers. 

Experienced teachers and male teachers gave principals more 

favorable marks than did inexperienced teachers and female 

teachers. The experience of the principals did not signif

icantly affect their own or their teachers 1 perceptions. 

In a similar but more recent study, Carruthers (1978) 

compared the views of principals and teachers in schools 

accredited by the Southern Association of Colleges and 

Schools with regard to the principal's instructional leader

ship role. Again, the principals considered themselves more 

effective than did their teachers. Also as in the earlier 

Marquit (1968) study, years of experience in the principal

ship was a nonsignificant variable. Teachers 1 experience, 

however, was a factor in determining their measurements of 

principal performance in the area of curriculum and instruc

tion. 

Campbell (1978) also tried to determine if both princi

pals and teachers perceived the principal as the school's 

instructional leader. Principals were viewed positively by 

both groups in several areas: budgeting and allocating for 

instruction; sharing instruction-related decision-making 

with teachers; promoting instructional leadership within the 
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teaching staff; and encouraging curriculum change and inno

vation. Principals rated themselves significantly higher 

than their teachers rated them in other areas: coordinating 

and supervising the instructional program; observing classes; 

evaluating teacher competence; maintaining awareness of cur

r i cul um trends; and influencing the development of helpful 

i nservice programs for teachers. Insufficient time, lack of 

expertise in instructional areas, budget restrictions, nego

tiate d agreements, and conflicts with central office and 

board policies were cited as the predominant constraints on 

the principal's instructional leadership. 

Lopardi (1978) asked secondary principals and teachers 

for their views on the role of the principal in assisting 

teachers with curriculum planning. While the researcher 

concluded that principals did possess the leadership skills 

necessary to help teachers plan instruction, several areas 

of weakness were noted. Principals were generally deficient 

in facilitating the writing of instructional objectives, in 

concept development, and in working with teachers to locate 

a nd evaluate instructional materials. 

An instruction-related study by Jaquith (1973) was 

aimed at identifying competencies required to teach adoles

cents. Teachers and principals in Michigan, Minnesota, and 

Wisconsin we r e asked to prioritize competency indicators 

within four categorie s labeled diagnostic, objective 
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planning, teaching strategies, and evaluation. Teachers pro

fessed the greatest need for inservice training related to 

teaching strategies, while principals felt both they and 

their teachers needed additional instruction in diagnosing 

student learner needs. Both groups preferred locally-based 

staff development programs. 

Krajewsk i (1979) assessed the views of elementary prin

cipals in Texas and Tennessee as to ideal and real rol e pri

orities of principals. The questionnaire listed 10 role 

functions. Principals and teachers agreed that instruction

al supervision should receive top priority, but that admin

istrative duties were actually first in terms of time con

sumpti on. Both groups, however, assigned administrative 

duties a high priority. Discipline was last on the princi

pals • list in ideal rankings, but ranked second in their 

real rankings. Evaluation of teachers was last on the 

teachers• ideal list, and Krajewski suggested that the low 

ranking indicated that teachers feel very threatened by the 

evaluat ion process. 

Perceptions of Principal Performance by Principals and Cen

tral Administrators 

Research involving principals with central administra

tors as the second referent group has differed from studies 

utilizing teachers as the second group in at least two major 
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respects. First, the studies have not been characterized by 

the almost uniform emphasis on curriculum and instruction 

that is so prevalent in the principal/teacher studies. Per

haps the explanation lies in the fact that the survey instru

ments used in these studie s have not frequently lent them

selves to a curricular interpretation. To state the matter 

differently, researchers who have analyzed the opinions of 

principals and central administrators have not often 

designed their studies for the primary purpose of measuring 

the principal's performance in an instructional leadership 

capacity. Second, while principals and teachers have tended 

to disagree to one extent or another, studies involving 

principals and central administrators have reflected conse n

sus perhaps more often than not. Again, the design s of the 

studies provide partial explanation, because in some cases 

researchers have merely summarized the combined opinions of 

the two groups without actually testing for differences 

between them. 

Liftin (1975) Crawford (1975), and Burnham (1979) found 

substantial agreement between principals and central admin

istrators in studies related to competencies needed in the 

principalship. Liftin asked thr Re diff e r e nt groups tn 

identify lcadc!rship qualitie s whi ch were looked f or in 

assessing the potential for success of prospective princi

pals. The three groups wer e : the choosers, or 
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a dmini strators r esponsible for selecting principals; the 

chosen , or practicing principals; and the aspirants, or 

c andidates seeking the principalship. Because the groups 

agreed on almost all points in the study, the researcher 

c oncluded that perceptions o f desirable administrative 

behavior wer e not related to employement status. She did, 

however , recommend that local districts design programs 

s pec i f ically to prepare persons for building admini s trative 

a ssignments. 

Rural Missouri principals and superintendents were 

asked by Crawford (1975) for their views on present and 

fut ure competency needs of principals. There was consensus 

on t he demand for present competence in s u c h areas as 

decis ion-making, learning theories, problem-solving, active 

listening, evaluating teachers, and delegating authority. 

It was also agreed that future skills would be required in 

implementing management by objectives, applying educational 

research findings, improving community re lations , evaluating 

e ducational programs, fusing career education with the reg

ular curriculum , conserving energy, educating the disadvan

t aged, and incorporating computer-assisted instruction. 

Levels of agreement were higher among more experienced than 

among less experienced principals and superintendents. 

Burnham (1979) wanted to know if principals, superin 

tend e nts, and school board pres idents in Louisiana we re in 
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agreement on the relative importance of the functions of 

high school principals. The functions were classified into 

six categories: curriculum and instructional leadership, 

personnel guidance, school-community relations, administra

tive responsibility, evaluation responsibility, and profes

sional improvement. Both groups plus the board presidents 

ranked evaluation responsibility and personnel guidance as 

numbers 1 and 2 respectively. While there was moderate dis

agreement on the remaining four areas, the overall rankings 

placed administrative responsibility third, professional 

improvement fourth, curriculum and instructional leadership 

fifth, and school-community relations sixth. The findings 

in this study were therefore inconsistent with other 

research which showed principals to be concerned about cur

riculum and superintendents to be concerned about school

community relations (Jurs, 1976; Turkington, 1977). 

Anderson (1965), Hoffman (1971), and Enderle (1970) all 

reported administrator agreement in studi es dealing with 

perceived inservice education needs. Anderson collected 

data from urban principals and central administrators in 

f ive states as well as from officials of such organizations 

as the National Education Association, the Association for 

Supervision and Curriculum Development, the American Asso 

ciation of Elementary School Principals, and the National 

Association of Secondary School Principals . The r esponde nts 
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suggested that effective staff development should be built 

on such factors as participant readiness, meaningful goals, 

suitable resources, and active participation. Anderson con

cluded that the best programs were based on needs of the 

local school system. He furthe r suggested that districts 

employing more than 10 principals should schedule several 

different offerings simultaneously in order to accommodate 

varying needs of individual principals. 

Hoffman (1971) related administrators• perceptions of 

their need for and benefit derived from specific inservice 

topics to the frequency with which the topics were offered. 

While both principals and administrators perceived a major

ity of the topics as beneficial, those most frequently 

available were not in the areas of greatest perceived need. 

In fact, the correlation between topics offered and topics 

needed was only .164. The three topics offered most fre

quently we re educational management, integration, and super

visory techniques. The three topics most needed were long

range planning, educational finance, and curriculum. 

Hoffman made no comparisons between the perceptions of prin

cipals and other administrators but reported their senti

ments as one group. 

In a similar e ffort to identify high priority inservi c e 

topics, Enderle (1970) surveyed urban high school principal s, 

assistant superintendents, and superintendents in Indiana 
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and Ohio. He found unity within and among all three groups 

on over 90% of all topics submitted for their consideration. 

The principals agreed with their superintendents and assist

ant superintendents in giving the category "administrative 

processes" top priority. 

Jurs (1976) and Hosmer (1977) conducted comparative 

research which revealed substantial disagreement between 

principals and their central administrators. Jurs asked 

elementary principals, junior high principals, high school 

principals, and superintendents to prioritize competencies 

required by effective administrators. There was consider

able unity within groups but marked disagreement between 

groups. Building level administrators ranked competencies 

quite differently than superintendents and assistant super

intendents. The superintendent groups placed greater impor

tance on community involvement by principals and public 

relations tasks, while the principals were more student

oriented in their priorities. 

In a similar study, Hosmer (1977) compared principals' 

and superintendents' perceptions of ideal versus real roles 

of mid-management personnel. There was much agreement on 

ideal expectations. A difference of opinion was detected, 

however, in the two groups• perceptions of the degree to 

which mid-management personnel actually exert leadership, 

make decisions, and communicate effectively. The principals 
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considered themselves more effective in these areas than 

their superintendent s felt them to be . 

Perceptions of Principal Performance by Principals, Teachers, 

and Central Administrators 

Over the past 15 years, researchers have compared the 

three levels of pr incipal, teacher, and central administra

tor for a variety o f purposes. Numerous stud ies have dealt 

directly with principals• continuing professional education 

needs as perceived by the three groups. Other researchers, 

like this investigator, chose to approach the issue by 

assessing the three groups• views of principal performance 

and then drawing conclusions about inservice training needs. 

In approximately half of the studies, the principal group 

was comprised of either elementary or secondary principals, 

but not both . In the other half which did involve K-12 

principals, researchers almost never compared the two sub

groups. The teacher groups almost always matched the prin

cipal groups with regard to level of as signment. Central 

administrators may have included a variety of actual admin

istrative assignments, but researchers have not seemed 

interested to date in sub-dividing this group. 

Wilson (1969) compared the perceptions of principals, 

t eachers, and superintendents in 20 Arkansas school dis

tricts concerning which of the problems regularly faced by 
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elementary principals were most critical and which were 

hardest to resolve. There was agreement on the most serious 

problems. Men and women principals were perceived as having 

equal difficulty in such areas as staff personnel, disci

pline, accountability demands, and curricular innovation. 

Less experienced principals and principals with advanced 

degrees reported greater difficulty in solving problems than 

did their counterparts. The researcher suggested that per

ceived problem areas would become topics for continuing pro

fessional education for principals. 

The future inservice education needs of Massachusetts 

principals and the competencies required for the principal's 

role were assessed by Carey (1973). Although the sample 

included principals, teachers, superintendents, and school 

board members, no comparisons were made between the groups. 

Instead, the researcher reported the collective preferences 

of the respondents for inservice education topics. The par

ticipants in the study predicted that principals of the 

coming decade would need special skills in human relations 

and group dynamics. They would have to be knowledgeable 

about contemporary curricular trends as well as the specific 

curriculum within their respective schools. No need was 

foreseen for principals to be personnally adept in classroom 

teaching techniques or to have expertise in particular sub

ject matter disciplines. When asked about the preferred 
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delivery modes of continuing professional education, the 

principals favored sensitivity training sessions and visits 

to other schools. Low ratings were given to study groups 

and professional reading programs, indicating perhaps a 

preference for practical human involvement over theoretical 

pursuit s. 

Principals, teachers, and superintendents in British 

Columbia were surveyed by Turkington (1977) in order to 

identify competencies considered requisite for the junior 

high school principalship. Five categories of curriculum 

and instruction, management, personnel, student personnel, 

and school-community relations were utilized to classify 

121 competencies. A high level of skill in the personnel 

category was important to all three groups, with teacher 

principal interaction competencies most valued. Non

personal, task-oriented competencies were regarded as least 

important by all respondent levels. The only significant 

dispute concerned the relative merits of school-community 

relations, with superintendents placing greater emphasis on 

this category than principals. 

A number of studies have reflected disagreement of 

various types among principals, teachers, and central admin

istrators. Pollock (1969) r eported significant differences 

in what the three groups perceived as major contemporary 

educational issues. Not all groups considered professional 
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organizations, professional negotiations, corporal punish

ment of students, and effectiveness of faculty meetings to 

be major issues. 11 Considerable 11 disagreement was reported 

in the areas of teacher evaluation by principals, teacher 

unions I and ability grouping of students. The 11 least II var

iations were in merit pay for teachers, integration, sex 

education, control of the school, tenu re laws, and salary 

schedules: all three groups considered these to be major 

educational issues. 

Both Bumbarger (1966) and Thompson (1978) conducted 

research which revealed disagreement about decision-making 

in the public schools. Bumbarger questioned principals, 

teachers, and central administrators from five Oregon school 

districts concerning the locus for decision-making. Five 

11 decision categories·~ in the questionnaire included auxil

iary services, business and buildings, curriculum and 

instruction, information and advice, and personnel. 

Bumbarger found much higher agreement between principals and 

central administrators than between teachers and the admin

istrator groups on both the perceived proper locus and the 

perceived actual locus for decisions. Younger teachers dis-

played considerable misinformation about the realities of 

decision-making practices. In fact, teachers as a group 

assigned actual decision-making responsibility lower on the 

hierarchical scale than did either principals or central 
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administrators. The teachers believed that the principals 

made many decisions which were actually made by central 

administrators. The more experienced teachers differed most 

from principals and administrators about where decisions 

should be made. This disagreement was marked in the area of 

curriculum and instruction with teachers believing that more 

curricular decisions should occur at the building level. 

Thompson (1978) also found differences of opinion among 

principals, teachers, and central office supervisors in West 

Virginia a bout decision-making. In his study, however, 

principals tended to agree with teachers rather than with 

central staff. The principals and teachers both emphasized 

decision-making at the building level. Both teachers and 

central administrators placed a higher priority on classroom 

observation by supervisory personnel than did principals. 

The three groups concurred on the importance of the super

visor's role in evaluating curriculum and instruction. 

Foskett (1967), Traugott (1977), and Riley (1976) did 

comparative studies of the principal's perceived role and 

perceived priorities in that role. Each of the researchers 

also found generally more agreement between principals and 

teachers than between principals and central administrators. 

Foskett analyzed the views of elementary principals, teach

ers, superintendents, school board me mbers, and community 

leaders. Principals disagree d among themselves on over 50% 
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of all the role f unctions in the ques tionnaire. They d i s

agreed l ea st on how to act toward c ommunity leade rs and most 

on how to act toward teachers. The teacher/superintendent 

and superintendent/community l eader comparisons reflected 

the greatest between-group disagreement. Principal s were 

fairly accurate in perceiving t h e ir teachers• opinion s o f 

them but very inaccurate in perceiving how the i r s uperin-

tendents felt about the m. Foskett concluded t hat princ ipals 

t ended to identify more with teachers and with communit y 

groups than with their administrative superiors. 

Traugott (1977) similarly determined that principals 

and teachers disagree with their mutual superiors with 

regard to principals• real and ideal priorities. In per-

formance areas including communications, curriculum and 

instr uction, discipline, finance, evaluation , and personal 

i mprovement, the researcher reported that principals and 

teachers were more curriculum and student oriented in their 

ideal expectations than were central administrators. 

Substantial disagreement was also reported by Riley 

(1976) in res earch comparing principals•, teachers•, and 

central administrators• perceptions of the real and ideal 

priorities of building administrators in providing support 

services. Wh i le principals and central staff disagreed mor e 

than principals and teacher s , the two latt e r groups wer e at 

odd s o n 30% of the support services itemized in the s urve y 
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instrument. Disagreement was more marked, moreover, between 

secondary teachers and principals. Principals placed higher 

priority on administrative support services, pupil personnel 

services, and school-community relations than did high 

school teachers. Junior high teachers questioned the qual

ity of principal support in curriculum and staff development 

activities, while elementary teachers and principals dis

agreed on the emphasis which principals believed they placed 

on personnel practices. 

Lovell and Phelps (1977), Tryon (1979), and Marmion 

(1 978) all conducted comparative research related to the 

principal's instructional leadership role. Findings were 

similar to those reported in studies involving only teacher 

perceptions and in studies including teachers and principals 

(Campbel l, 1978; Carruthers, 1978; Lopardi, 1978; Marquit, 

1968; Nakornski, 1978). In general, principals were not 

perceived as demonstrating adequate leadership in curricular 

matters. Lovell and Phelps (1977) asked Tennessee teachers 

and principals if principals were meeting teachers' instruc

tional supervision needs. While the teachers reported their 

principals to be basically supportive, they believed them 

particularly deficient in classroom observation techniques 

and in conducting principal-teacher conferences relative to 

the instructional process. The researchers recommended that 

these two skill ar eas become targets for remediation in 
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p rof c;:; ~:; ionaJ d c ve lopm(~ nt prorJrams for principals. 

The principal's rol e as v iewed by e leme ntary principals, 

t eachers, sup erintendents, and school board presidents was 

the subjec t of Tryon's (1 979) study. The three groups had 

similar perceptions in the categories of school-community 

relat ions, administrative responsibili ties, and profes siona l 

improvement. There was significant di sagreement about the 

principal's functi on in curriculum and instruction, per son

nel guidance, and evaluation o f teachers. Tryon conc luded 

tha t the current ideal role o f the elementary principal is 

perceived to be more of an instructional leader than a 

school manager. 

Marmion (1978) compared the ideal and actual instruc 

tional l eadership roles of urban fringe elementary princi

pals as viewed by principals, teachers, and superintendents. 

The principals' aspirations in the instructional arena were 

highe r tha n their actual involvement as perceived by them

s elves, their t eachers , o r their superintendents. While 

wanting to do more , the pr inc ipal s did consider themselves 

already mo r e active a nd proficient than their t eachers 

beli eved them to be. Nonetheless, the principals reported 

tha t instructional leadership was inadequate because too 

much of their time was consumed by less important adminis 

trative and office management duties. 
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Summary 

Studies of principal performance as perceived by prin

cipals , teachers, and central administrators have been num

erous enough over the past decade and a half for several 

trends to emerge. Undoubt edly, the theme which has recurred 

with the greatest frequency is that the principal should be 

the instructional leader of the school. Principals and 

teachers alike have acknowledged the primacy of the curric

ular function. Neither group, however, has been satisfied 

with the amount of time allocated or the level of skill 

evidenced by the principal in the instructional area. Prin

cipals, while admitting their deficiencies, have tended to 

assign higher ratings to their performance than their 

teachers were willing to give them. The experience variable 

has usually been nonsignificant in affecting principals~ 

perceptions, but experienced teachers have often been more 

positive than inexperienced teachers in their assessments 

of principal performance. The few studies which have com

pared the views of elementary and secondary teachers have 

reflected disagreement, and research comparing the opinions 

of elementary and secondary principals has been extremely 

rare. 
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Research dealing d irectly with principals ' perceived 

inservice education needs has also stressed the instruc

tional role of the principal. While principa ls have seldom 

planned , led, or even participated widely in professional 

development programs, they have professed a need for addi-

tional training. In additi on to thei r de s ire for hel p with 

curriculum and instruction, they have also assigned priority 

to such areas as staff eva l uation, personnel guidance, school 

law, and student discipline. 

Central administrator s' views of the principal's role 

seem to have differed in varying degrees from both principals 

and teachers. Instructional leadership has not received the 

same emphasis from central administrators that has been so 

apparent in principal/teacher studies. Administrators have 

stressed the need for principals to be skilled in school

community relations and management techniques. While the 

r esearch findings involving the central administrators have 

been inconsis tent, there have been strong indicat i ons of 

greater agreement between principals and teachers than 

between either principals and administrators or teachers 

and administrators . 

Al though central administrators and teachers have often 

differed on the skills need ed by the pr incipal, they have 

shared a common concern for the principal's p ersonal quali -

ties. Both groups have been impressed with principals who 
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are energe tic, ambitious, industrious, and innovative. They 

likewise have perceived the ideal principal as one who is 

decisive but flexible, supportive, empathetic, and honest in 

day-to-day relations with students, parents, and fellow 

educators. 



CHAPTER 3 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

Description of the Population 

The population under study consisted of the principa l s 

and assistant principals, the regular classroom teachers, 

and the central administrators o f t he Garland Independent 

School District, Garland, Texas. At the time the study 

began in April, 1980 , the three groups included 64 princi

pals and assistant p rincipals, 1,373 regular classroom 

teachers , and 56 central administrators for a total popula

tion size of 1,4 93 educators. 

Development of the Sample 

The sample was selected as follows: 

l. All elementary principals and all secondary prin-· 

cipals and assistant principals were included in one group. 

There were 32 pr incipals in an elementary sub-group, all of 

whom administer schools housing grades 1 through 5. There 

were 32 principals in a secondary sub-group. Included we re 

10 middle school principals and 10 assistant principals who 

admin ister schoo ls accommodating grades 6 through 8. Als o 

included were 4 high school principals and 8 assistant 

principals whose s tudent enrollment is in grades 9 thr ough 

82 
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12. Total size of the principal group therefore numbered 

64 persons. 

2. A second group wa s comprised of 160 classroom 

teachers. One half (80) of the teachers formed a sub-group 

with years of teaching experience in the Garland district 

ranging from 0 - 2 years prior to 1979-80. The second half 

(80) of the teachers comprised a sub-group with years of 

local experience numbering 3 or more years. Each of the 2 

sub-groups was s tratified according to elementary and sec 

ondary level teaching assignments. Because 46.1% of Gar

land's 1,373 teachers are in elementary schools, 37 of the 

80 inexperienced teachers and 37 of the 80 experienced 

teachers were selected from the elementary level for a 

total of 74 persons in this sub-group. Because 22% of Gar

land's teachers are in middle schools and 31.5% are in high 

schools, the secondary sub-group was comprised of 18 inex

perienced middle school teachers, 18 experienced middle 

school teachers, 25 i nexperienced high school teachers, and 

25 experienced high school teachers for a total of 86 per

sons in this sub-group. 

Stratification of the group according to level of 

teaching assignment was intended to ensure that the opinions 

of all teachers in the district were fairly and proportion

ately represented. The stratification also enabled the 

investigator to compare the perceptions of elementary and 
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secondary teachers. Division of the group into inexperi

en c ed and experienced s u b - groups allowed for within group 

comparisons on the basis of the experience variabl e . More

over, bec ause local rather than total years of experience 

was the criterion, t he re was t he a ssuranc e that teachers 

were able to base their "inexp e rienced" or "experienced" 

judgments on what they have seen, felt, or learned while 

working in Garland. This f actor was significant, since 

the investigator ' s inferences about principals' continuing 

professional education ne e ds are intended primarily for 

application in the Garland school system. 

The actual formation of the teachers into the two dif

f erent sub-groups was accomplished by using a computer 

printout which lis ted all teachers in the district by job 

location and years of local experience. Once all teachers 

on the printout were placed within a sub-set based on 

experienc e and a stratum based on teaching level, a table 

of random numbers was used to make the selection of spe

cific s ubj ects t o be included in the study. 

3. All cent ral administrators who se job assignments 

place them in direct and regular contact with principals 

were included i n the third group. At the time the study 

began, 36 of the distr ict's 56 central administrators were 

ide ntified for inclusion in the sample. 
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The 3 groups in t he sample, in summary, included 64 

principals, 160 teachers, and 36 central administrators for 

a total sample size of 260 persons. 

Pilot Study 

A pilot study was conducted. The sample was c omposed 

of 24 principals, 42 teachers, and 9 central admin istrators 

for a total of 75 professional educators in the Carro llton

Farmers Branch Independent School District of Carrollton, 

Texas and Farmer s Branch, Texas. 

The purposes of the pilot study were: (1) to detect 

any major flaws which existed in the procedures for con 

ducting the study, (2) to evaluate clarity of the instruc

tions for completing both the demographic data form and the 

questionnaire, and (3) to enable the investigator t o gain 

practice in scoring the instruments and recording the data. 

Two procedural changes were adopted in the Garland 

study as a result of having conducted the pilot study. 

First, it became appa rent that the cover letter and supple

mental instructions attached were too lengthy and that the 

length frustrated participants. Consequently, the letter 

and accompanying instructions wer e shortened by about 40 % 

before being distributed to t he Garland subjects. 

A second modification was made possible when the Human 

Subjects Review Committee of Texas Woman's University 
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changed its policy for gaining informed consent prior to 

beginning the Garland study. When the Carrollton-Farmers 

Branch pilot study was planned, it was necessary to ask 

each subject to sign a consent form. Subjects were there-

fore instructed to return to the investigator two different 

envelopes : one containing only the signed consent form, 

and the second containing the unsigned demographic data 

sheet and completed questionnaire. Six respondents, or 8% 

of the pilot sample, did not follow directions and failed 

to enclose the demographic information in the same envelope 

as the questionnaire . These subjects were therefore lost 

to the data analysis d ue to inability to assign them to the 

proper group. When the researcher learned that the Human 

Subjects Review Committee now permits informed consent to 

be obtained by at t aching the appropriate statements to the 

questionnaire itself, thereby eliminating the necessity for 

a separate signed form, the new procedure was applied in 

the Garland study. Since respondents had only one envelope 

to work with, s ubject los s due to failure to follow direc

tions diminished to on l y three Garland teachers. 

Procedures Used 

The study proceeded as follows: 

1. Permission to conduct research invo lving human 

subjects was requested and received from the Human Subjects 
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Review Committee of the Texa s Woman ' s University in Denton, 

Texas (see Appendix A). 

2. An "Application to Conduct a Researc h Study" was 

submitt ed to Dr. Willi am L. McKinney, Assistant to the 

Superintendent in the Garland Independent School District. 

In addition to hi s other duties, Dr. McKinney heads the 

district's Department of Planning, Research, and Evaluation. 

He has re sponsibility for approving all requests to do 

research within t h e school system and for continuing profes 

siona l education programs for the district's certified 

employees. Permission to conduct the study was received 

(see Appendix B). 

3. An appointment was scheduled with Dr. Eli Douglas, 

Superintendent of Schools, and the purposes and procedures 

o f the study were reviewed for him. 

4. A joint presentation was made by Dr. McKinney and 

the investigator at a regularly-scheduled staff meeting. 

These meetings are attended by all principals in the dis

trict and by central administrators at the level of direc 

tor and above. Dr. McKinney first advised those present of 

the administration's intent to establish the Garland Acad

emy for Management Education. He also attempted to allay 

principals' fears by stressing that the intent of the study 

at hand was not to distinguish between "good'' and "bad" 

principals. Rather, it was explained that the data 
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generated by the study would be used in part to assure that 

GAME's continuing educat ion programs would be based on felt 

needs. The investigator distributed the survey materials 

a nd requested participati on by the educator s who were pres-

ent. Principals were also asked to permit the investigator 

to contact teachers assigned to their buildings in order to 

solicit their involvement. 

5. Teachers were sent a memorandum through inter - s chool 

mai l informing them of thei r selection as potential subj ects . 

They received essentially the same information in writing 

which principals rece ived orally. An offer was made to 

answer any questions which teachers might have about the 

study. Some four t e achers subsequently contacted the 

researcher t o inquire either about procedural matters or 

about h ow the study's results would be made known. 

6. Elev en of the 36 central administrators in the sam

p le were in a ttendance at the staff meeting to receive mate

rials and instructi ons. The remaining 25 were contacted on 

an individual basis. 

7. Only one middle school principal was absent from 

the staff meeting, and he was contacted by the researcher. 

8 . Each subject received a packet including the fol

lowing : (a) a cover letter detailing the purpose of the 

study and e ss ential instructions (see Appendix C), (b) a 

demographic data sheet (see Appendix D), (c) a copy of the 
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questionna ire (see Append ix E), (d) a supplemental color

code d answer sheet, and (e) a sel f -addressed e nvelope for 

each subject's use in r eturn inq materials to the investiga

tor. 

9. Because the study's results have applicat ion pri

mar ily at the l o cal leve l and specifically within the 

Garland school district, all s ubjects were instructed to 

assign ratings using only local experience as a frame of 

reference. 

10 . Subj e cts were asked to return the demographic data 

sheets and questionnaire answer sheets to the office of the 

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

fourth day, a memorandum was sent to all central administra

tor subjects reminding them to turn in their surveys if they 

had not already done so. The princ ipals of the 45 schools 

in the district were contacted by telephone and asked to 

convey a simi lar reminder to teachers in their buildings. 

Collection of Data 

The Questionna ire 

A . Background of Questionnaire Development 

The questionnaire (see Appendix B) used in the study 

was the Principal Performance Description Survey (PPDS) - 

Teache r Form . The instrument was formulated over a four

year p e riod (197 3-1977 ) through Project R . 0. M. E. (Results-
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Or iented Management in Education) at the University of 

Georgia with the c ooperation of the Georgia State Department 

of Education. Support for the project was received through 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act Title III and IV-C 

funds. 

The 64 items on the PPDS -- Teacher Form were d evel oped 

through l arge-sca l e field tests involving approximately 500 

pr incipals and school administrators, 4,500 teachers, 18 , 000 

elementary and secondary students, and central office per

sonnel in 120 schools and 25 school systems, and individua l s 

a t the Georgia State Department of Education, the University 

of Georgia, and Valdosta State College in Georgia (Ellett & 

Payne , 1978). 

The major steps involved in the four-year study were as 

follows: 

1. In 1974 Project R. 0. M. E. personnel began work on 

the Georgia Principal Assessment System (GPAS) , of which the 

PPDS was an eventual product. After an extensive review of 

the literature and several workshops involving principals 

across the state, a set of 306 compte ncy statements relative 

to principals' on-the-job performance was drafted and class

i fied into categories. A s tatewide content verification 

study was then unde rtaken, and principals narrowed the 306 

items to 80 high priority competencies. Next, 30 - 35 

principals in a work s hop setting produced 885 indicators for 
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the 80 competencies (Ellett & Payne, User's Guide, 1978). 

2. A second statewide verification study involving 

300 principals was undertaken in 1974-75 in order to reduce 

the 885 indicators to a manageable number. Principals were 

asked to identify the indicators most essential for school 

operation, with the result that the list was narrowed to 338 

items. Several forms of the PPDS were drafted and the n 

field tested in 45 schools in order to provide data for the 

validation of the c ompetencies and for instrument revision 

(Ellett & Payne , User's Guide, 1978). 

3. A second major field test involving 60 schools was 

conducted in 19 76 after further narrowing the competency 

indicator list to 273 items. 

4. Following the two field tests of the various forms 

of the PPDS, final items were selected in 1977 based on at 

least three main considerations. Items were selected that 

past R. 0. M. E. research had demonstrated to be related to 

other factors of importance in the school setting (e.g., 

t eacher morale, school attendance, pupil achievement, etc.). 

Also , priority was given to the it e ms which the principals 

themselves had considered most important for effective 

school operation. Finally, instrument length was a prac

tical consideration. Thus, the PPDS instrument contains 

statements of principal performance (competencies) that have 

been validated through large - scale research (Ellett & Payne, 
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User's Guide, 1978). 

McCleary (1979) described the PPDS questionnaires as 

11 the only car e fully construct e d and validated standardized 

ins truments available for the evaluation of school princi

pa ls that are on the market today'' (p. 48). McCleary main

taine d that the instruments c ould be used to fulfill a vari

ety of school assessment needs. He stressed item validity 

in the PPDS. He also pointed out that information generated 

by use of the instruments has been employed effectively by 

school district s in targeting areas for improvement. Onc e 

distr icts have identified performance defects, the defects 

have been remediated. McCleary consequently recommended us e 

of the PPDS to school systems who were serious about evalu

ation and improvement of principal performance. 

B. Rationale for Use of the Teacher Form of the 

Instrument and Description of the Instrument 

Project R. 0. M. E. and the Georgia Principal Assess

ment System eventually led to four forms of the PPDS. These 

inc luded a pri ncipal form, a teacher form, an external 

observer form, and a superintendent form. Before determin

ing which form or forms to employ in this study, the 

r esearcher wrote and then consulted by telephone with Dr. 

Chad D. Ellett, Proj e ct R. 0. M. E. Director at the Univer 

sity of Georgia. After hearing a description of the 

res e archer ' s proposed study, Dr. Ellett suggested that the 
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Teacher Form of the PPDS be administered to al l subjects. 

The 64 items on the Teache r Fo rm a r c ident ical to the first 

64 i ndicators on the longer Pri ncipal Form. Also, Dr. Ellett 

stated that the R . 0 . M. E. staff was least pleased with the 

Superintendent Form in terms of validity and reliability. 

Finally, he stated that of the four instruments compri sing 

the GPAS, the PPDS Teacher Form ha s been demonstrated 

through field test i ng to yield the most valid scores. The 

investigator subsequently sought and obtained Dr. Ellett's 

written permission to use the PPDS -- Teacher Form in the 

study (s ee Appendix F). 

In order to obta in scores on the instrument, subjects 

assess principal performance in two dimensions. The first 

of these is a frequency dimension, or "how often" a princi

pal is viewed as performing an activity. The second dimen

sion i s effectiveness, or "how well " the principal is viewed 

a s performing an activity. Subjects assign ratings on a 

Likert scale ranging fr om 1 -- Never, to 5 -- Very Often on 

the frequency dimension and 1 -- Ineffective, to 5 - - Very 

Effective on the ef fective ness dimension. The 64 items are 

divided into f our fun ctional areas of administrative respon 

sibility: Curriculum and Instructiont Staff Personnel, 

Pupil Pe rsonn e l, and System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

In addition to a total score on the frequency and effective

ness dimensions, scores can also be obtained within 
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categories for purposes of comparison. 

C. Suggested Uses of the PPDS Instrument 

Ellett and Payne (1978) suggested a n umber of possible 

uses of the various PPDS f orms in their User's Guide. The 

instruments were designed primarily to yield a general per

formance appraisal of practicing principals. Results ob

tai ned have uti li ty for local school systems on either a 

district-wide or an indiv i dual basis . Data summaries can be 

tota led for all principals within a school system in order 

to assess needs and identify performance priorities. Spe-

cific staff development or training goals and action plans 

can then be developed to establish or add relevance to an 

ongoing locally-based continuing professional education p r o

gram for principals. Moreover, division of the items into 

functional categories enables those planning inservice pro

grams to focus on any of the general performance areas where 

the deficits a ppear greatest. Ellett and Payne stressed 

that the R. 0 . M. E. staff deliberatel y omitted from their 

project the development of structured action plans to be 

adopted in toto by school systems. Rather, they stressed 

tha t local districts should assess information in view of 

their own system needs and staff development objectives. 

Because this study wi l l hopefully provide a data bas e for a 

continuing education program for principals in the Garland 

Independent School District, the researcher selected the 
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PPDS inst rume n t par t ia l ly becaus e of it s particular applica

bility to the loca l se tting. 

Scores on the PPDS c a n also be uti liz e d b y i ndi vi d ual 

p rincipa l s as a f o rm of s elf-assessment. Principals i n this 

study were given the option of scoring their own ins t rumen ts 

before returning them t o the researcher. Each also received 

an extra a nswer s heet wh i ch gave him or her the opt i on o f 

later c ompari ng t heir i ndividual perceptions of performance 

with sys t em-wi de norms. 

Percentag e of Return s 

The q uestionna ire s we r e distributed to 260 professional 

educato r s in the Garland Independent School District. 

Included we re 64 principals and assistant principals, 160 

r egular c lass room teachers, and 36 central administrators. 

Completed answer s heets with accompany ing demographic 

data we r e r eceived from 61 of the 64 principa l s for a 

respon s e r at e o f 95 . 3% from this group. Al l 32 of the ele 

mentary princ ipa ls , or 100% , responded. In the secondary 

sub-group , 29 o f 32 subjects, or 90.6%, responded: the 

three persons who f a il e d to return their que s tionnaires wer e 

a ll middl e s cho ol a ssistant principal s. 

Completed a n s we r sheets with ac c ompanyi ng demographic 

data we r e r e c e ive d from 147 of 160 teachers for a respons e 

r ate of 91.9 % from this group. Sixty-nine of 74 elementary 
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teache rs, or 93 . 2%, r es ponded; 78 or 86 secondary t each e rs, 

or 90 .7 %, responded. Of the 80 inexperienced el e mentary and 

secondary teachers who comprised half of the total teacher 

group , 70 teachers, or 87.5%, returned their questionnaires. 

Thirty-four of 37 j nexperienced elementary teachers , or 

91. 9 %, responded; 36 of 43 inexperienced secondary teachers, 

o r 83.7%, responded. Of the 80 experienced elementary and 

secondary teachers who comprised the other half of the total 

teacher group, 77 teachers, or 96.3%, returned their ques 

tionnaires. Thirty-five of 37 experienced elementary 

teachers, or 94 .6 %, responded; 42 of 43 experienced sec

ondary teachers, or 97.7%, responded. 

Completed answer sheets with accompanying demographic 

data were received from 35 of 36 central administrators. 

The response rate for this group was therefore 97.2%. 

Response percentages for the three main groups in the 

study , then, were 95.3% for principals, 91.9% for teachers, 

and 97 .2% for central administrators. Of the 260 subjects 

in t he total sample, 243 returned their questionnaires to 

the investigator for an overall response rate of 93.5% for 

the study. 
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Statistical Tools 

Five statistical tools were employed to test the hypoth

eses in the study. The tools were: (1) one-sample t-tests, 

(2) one-way analyses of variance, (3) two-way analyses of 

variance, (4) independent t-tests, and (5) Fisher's modified 

Least Significant Difference (LSD) tests for multiple com

parisons. 

The one-sample t-test was used to test for significant 

differences when an hypothesized mean of 3.00 had been pre 

determined. The test, often called a test of hypothesis 

about a mean, assumes that the sampling distribution of the 

mean is normal. The assumption holds true for samples of 

any size from normal populations. If departures from nor

mality are moderate, a sample size of 30 is usually adequate 

(Roscoe, 1975). 

The one-way analysis of variance was used to test for 

significant differences among group means when there were 

three or more levels of the independent variable. Group 

sizes in the one - way ANOVAs were not equal (Glass & 

Stanley, 1970). 

The two-way analysis of variance was used to test for 

significant differences among group means when there were 

two independent variables with two or more levels of each 

variable. Group sizes in the two-way ANOVAs were not 
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equal (Biomed ical Computer Programs, 1977). 

The independent t-test was used to test for significant 

differences between group means when there was one independ

ent variable with two levels. Group sizes were no t equal 

(Huck, Cormier, & Bounds, 1974). 

Fi sher's modified Least Significant Difference (LSD) 

t est for multiple comparisons was used to make pairwise com

pari sons of means fr om ANOVA's with significant F - ratios. 

The LSD i s appropriate for disparate group sizes. It con

trols well for comparisonwise Type I Errors and for all 

Type II Errors. The test is susceptible to an inflated 

expe rimentwise error rate in cases involving numerous levels 

o f the independent variable. Because the number of pairwise 

comparisons in this study did not exceed six on any single 

analysis of variance test, however, the inflation did not 

reach critical levels (Carmer & Swanson, 1973). 

It should be noted that two mathematical procedures 

wer e appropriate prior to beginning any of the data analysis. 

First, all zero ratings assigned by subjects to any items in 

the effectiveness dimension were removed. Second, subjects' 

scores within functional administrative categories were 

normalized to accommodate for different numbers of question

naire items within each of the categories. 
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Analytical Procedures 

The analytical procedures used to t es t e a ch of the 

hypotheses and sub-hypotheses in the study were: 

Hypothesis 1: 

a. One-sample t-tests were performed to test for 

significant differences in principals' per

ceptions of t he frequency with which they per

form each of the 64 competency indicators. 

b. One-sample t-tests were performed to test for 

significant differences in principals' percep

tions of the effectiveness with which they per

form each of the 64 competency indicators. 

The hypothesized mean on each item for both the 

frequency and effectiveness dimensions was 3.00. 

The tests therefore determined which indicators 

are performed more or less frequently or more or 

less ef f ect ively than the degree indicated on the 

scale by the number 3.00. 

Hypothesis 2: 

a. A one-way analysis of variance was employed to 

test for significant differences in the fre

que ncy ratings which principals assigned to 

their performance in the areas of Curriculum 

and Instruction, Staff Personnel, Pupil 
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Person nel, and System-Wide Policies and Opera

tions. 

b. A one-way analysis of v ar iance wa s employed to 

test for significant differences in t he effec

tiveness ratings which principals assigned to 

their performance in the areas of Curri culum 

and Instruction, Staff Personnel , Pupil Per

sonnel, and System-Wide Policies and Opera 

tions. 

Modified LSD multiple comparison tests were us ed 

as follow-up procedures to significant F-ratios. 

The dependent variables were frequency of perform

ance in the first test and effectiveness of p e r

f o rmance in the second test. In both tests the 

independent variable was functional administrative 

area with f our levels. 

Hypothesis 3: 

a . One-way ana lyses of variance were performed to 

test for significant differences among princi 

pals, teachers, and central administrators in 

their perceptions of the frequency with which 

principals p e rform each of t he 64 competency 

i ndicators. 
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b. One-way analyses of variance were performe d to 

test for significant differences among princi 

pals, teachers, and central administrators in 

their perceptions of the effectiveness with 

which principals perform each of the 64 compe

t e ncy i ndi cators. 

Modified LSD multiple comparisons tests we r e u sed as 

follow-up procedures to significant F-ratios. 

The dependent variables were frequency of perform

anc e in the first 64 tests and effectiveness of 

performance in the second 64 tests. The independ 

ent variable in all 128 tests was job assignment 

with three levels. 

Hypothesis 4: 

a,b,c. A two-way analysis of variance was used to 

test for significant differences among princi

pals, teachers, and central administrators on 

the frequency ratings which they assigned to 

pri ncipal performance in the areas of Curric

ulum and Instruction, Staff Personnel, Pupil 

Pe rsonnel, and System-Wide Policies and Opera -

tions. In addition to testing for the signif -

icant main effects of job assignment and func 

tional administrative area, the ANOVA also 
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tested for significant int e raction between the 

two independent variables. 

d , e ,f. A two-way analysis of variance was used to 

test for significant differences among princi

pals, teachers, and central administrators on 

the effectiveness ratings which they ass i gned 

to principal performance in the areas of Cur

riculum and Instruction, Staff Personnel, 

Pupil Personnel , and System-Wide Policies a nd 

Operations. In addition to testing for the 

significant main effects of job assignment 

and functional administrative area, the ANOVA 

also tested for significant interaction between 

the two independent variables. 

Modified LSD multiple comparisons tests were used 

as follow-up procedures to significant F-ratios. 

The dependent variables were frequency of perform

ance in the first 3 X 4 ANOVA and effectiveness of 

p e rformance in the second. In both tests the two 

independent variables were job assignment with 

three levels and functional administrative area 

with four levels. 
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Hypothesis 5: 

a. Independent t-tests were used to test for 

significant differences between elementary and 

secondary principals on the frequency dimen

sion o f each of the questionnaire's 64 items. 

b. Inde pendent t-tests were used to test for sig

nificant differences between elementary and 

secondary principals on the effectiveness 

dimension of each of the questionnaire's 64 

items. 

The dependent variables were frequency of perform

ance in the first 64 tests and effectiveness of 

performance in the second 64 tests. The independ

ent variable in all 128 tests was job assignment 

with two levels. 

Hypothesis 6: 

a,b,c. A two-way analysis of variance was used to 

t est for significant differences between ele

mentary principals and secondary principals on 

the frequency dimension o f their performance 

in the areas of Curriculum and Instruction, 

Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel, and System-

Wide Policies and Operations. In addition to 

t es ting for the significant main effects of 

level of job assignment and functional 
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administrative area, the ANOVA also tested for 

significant interaction between the two inde

pendent variables. 

d,e,f. A two-way analysis of variance was used to 

test for significant differences between 

elementary principals and secondary principals 

on the effectiveness dimension of their per

formance in the areas of Curriculum and 

Instruction, Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel, 

and System-Wide Policies and Operations. In 

addition to testing for the significant main 

effects of level of job assignment and func

tional administrative category, the ANOVA also 

tested for significant interaction between the 

two independent variables. 

Modified LSD multiple comparisons tests were used 

as follow-up procedures to significant F-ratios. 

The dependent variables were frequency of perform

ance in the first 2 X 4 ANOVA and effectiveness of 

performance in the second. In both tests the two 

independent variables were job assignment with two 

levels and functional administrative area with 

four levels. 
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Hypothe s is 7: 

a. Ind ependent t-tests were performed to test for 

s ign i f i cant differences between elementary and 

s econdary teachers in their perception s of the 

fr equenc y of principal performance on each of 

t he 6 4 competency indicators. 

b . Independent t-tests were performed to test f or 

s i gnificant differences between elementary and 

secondary teachers in their perceptions of the 

e f f ect i vene s s of principal performance on each 

of the 64 competency indicators. 

The dependent variables were frequency of perform

ance in the first 64 tests and effectiveness of 

performance in the second 64 tests. The independ

ent variable in all 128 tests was job assignment 

with two levels. 

Hypothesis 8: 

a,b,c. A two-way analysis of variance was used to 

test for significant differences between ele

mentary teachers and secondary teachers on the 

frequency dimension of principal performance 

in the areas of Curriculum and Instruction, 

Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel, and System

Wide Policies and Operations. In addition to 

testing for the significant main effects of 
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level of teaching assignment and functional 

admin istrative area, the ANOVA also tested for 

significant interaction between the two inde 

pendent variables. 

d,e,f . A two-way analysis of variance was used to 

test fo r significant differences between ele 

mentary teachers and secondary teachers on the 

effectiveness dimension of principal perform

ance in the areas of Curriculum and Instruc

tion, Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel , a nd 

System-Wide Policies and Operations. In addi -

tion to testing for the significant main 

effects of level of teaching assignment and 

functional administrative area, the ANOVA also 

tested for significant interaction between the 

two independent variables. 

Modified LSD multiple comparisons tests were used 

as follow - up procedures to significant F-ratios. 

The dependent variables were frequency of perform

ance in the first 2 X 4 ANOVA and effectiveness of 

performance in the second. In both tests, the 

independent variables were teaching assignment 

with two levels and functional administrative 

area with four levels. 
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Hypothesis 9: 

a. Independent t-tests were performed to test fo r 

significant differences between inexperienced 

teachers and experienced teachers in their 

perceptions of the frequency of principal per

formance on each of the 64 competency indica

tors. 

b. Independent t-tests were performed to test for 

significant differences between inexperienced 

teachers and experienced teachers in their 

perceptions of the effectiveness of principal 

performance on each of the 64 competency 

indicators. 

The dependent variables were frequency of perform

ance in the first 64 tests and effectiveness of 

performance in the second 64 tests. The independ

ent variable in all 128 tests was years of local 

teaching experience with two levels. 

Hypothesis 10: 

a,b,c . A two-way analysis of variance was used to 

test for significant differences between 

inexperienced teachers and experienced teach

ers on the frequency dimension of principal 

performance in the areas of Curriculum and 

Instruction , Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel, 
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and System-Wide Policies and Operations. In 

addition to testing for the significant main 

effects of level of local teaching experience 

and functional administrative area, the ANOVA 

also tested for significant interaction 

between the two independent variables. 

Modified LSD multiple comparisons tests were used 

as follow-up procedures to significant F-ratios . 

The dependent variables were frequency of perform

ance in the first 2 X 4 ANOVA and effectiveness of 

performance in the second. In both tests, the 

independent variables were local teaching experi

ence with two levels and functional administrative 

area with four levels. 



CHAPT ER 4 

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS 

At the outset of this study, 10 hypotheses were formu

lated with regard to comparing the perceptions of principals, 

t eache rs, and c e ntral administrators about the job perform

a n c es of public school principals. Each of these hypotheses 

was two-dimensional, one dimension dealing with frequenc y o f 

p erformance and the other with effectiveness of performa nce . 

The purpose of this chapter is to report the results of the 

stat istical analyses which were performed in order to test 

each of the study ' s hypotheses and accompanying sub

hypotheses. 

Hypothesis 1: 

a. Frequency 

Sub-hypothesis (a) stated that there would be no 

significant differences in the frequency ratings 

assigned by principals to their own performance on 

each of 64 competency indicators. 

One-sample t-tests were performed at the .05 level 

of significance in order to analyze the responses of 

the 61 principals to each of the questionnaire's 64 

items. Principals assigned ratings ranging from a low 

109 
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of 1 (Never) to a high of 5 (Very Often) on the fre

quency dimension. Based upon a hypothesized mean of 

3.00 for each item, participants assigned significantly 

higher ratings to 50 of the 64 items. Mean ratings 

significantly lower than 3.00 were found on 5 items. 

Means did not differ significantly from 3.00 on 9 

items. A summary of means and standard deviations for 

the principals' group is presented in Appendix H. 

Means of 4.50 or greater were found on only 2 items, 

both of which were in the area of Pupil Personnel. 

Means of 4.00 - 4.49 were found on 12 items, including 

2 in Curriculum and Instruction, 4 in Staff Personnel, 

5 in Pupil Personnel, and 1 in System-Wide Policies and 

Operations. Means of 2.50 - 2.99 were found on 6 items, 

all of which were in Curriculum and Instruction. The 

remaining 42 means, or 65.63% of the total, fell between 

3.00 and 3.99, including 20 in Curriculum and Instruc

tion, 15 in Staff Personnel, 1 in Pupil Personnel, and 

6 in System-Wide Policies and Operations. Appendix I 

presents a summary of principals' mean per-item 

responses in two forms: (1) Group means are classified 

in descending order in terms of the number of questions 

in each functional administrative area which revealed 

certain categorical ratings. (2) Other figures indi-

cate the actual percentage of the questions in each 
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administrative area which received the designated 

categorical rat ings. 

Because principals did assign ratings significantly 

d ifferent from 3.00 to the frequency of their perform

ances on 55 of 64 c ompetency indicators, therefore , the 

null hypothesis was rejected in 55 of 64 instances . 

The null hypothesis failed to be rejected in the 

remaining 9 instances. 

b . Effectiveness 

Sub-hypothesis (b) stated that there would be no 

significant differences in the effectiveness ratings 

assigned by principals to their own performance on 

each of 64 competency indicators. 

One-sample t-tests were performed at the .05 level 

of significance to analyze the responses of the 61 

principals to each of the questionnaire's 64 items on 

the effectiveness dimension. Based upon a hypothesized 

mean of 3.00 on the, 1.00 - 5.00 Li kert scale, partici 

pants assigned signif icantly higher ratings to 53 of 64 

items. Mean ratings significantly lower than 3.00 were 

found on 3 items . Means did not differ significantly 

from 3.00 on 8 items . Means and standard deviations 

for the principals' group are presented in Appendix H. 

Means of 4.50 or greater were found on only 2 

items, both of which were in the area of Pupil 
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Personnel. Means of 4.00 - 4.49 were found on 13 items, 

including 2 in Curriculum and Instruction, 6 in Staff 

Personnel, and 5 in Pupil Personnel. There were 4 

Curriculum and Instruction items with means in the 

2.50 - 2.99 range. No means were found below 2.50. 

The remaining 45 means, or 70.31% of the total, fell 

between 3.00 and 3.99, including 24 in Curriculum a nd 

Instruction, 13 in Staff Personnel, 1 in Pupil Person

nel, and 7 in System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

Appendix I summarizes principals' responses on the 

effectiveness dimension in the same format as they were 

presented on the frequency variable. 

Because principals did assign ratings significantly 

different from 3.00 to the effectiveness of their per

formances on 56 of 64 competency indicators, therefore, 

the null hypothesis was rejected in 56 of 64 instances. 

The null hypothesis failed to be rejected in the 

remaining 8 instances. 

Hypothesis 2: 

a. Frequency 

Sub-hypothesis (a) stated that there would be no 

significant differences in the frequency ratings 

assigned by principals to their own performance in the 

4 functional administrative areas of Curriculum and 

Instruction, Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel, and 
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System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

A one-way analysis of variance was performed at the 

.05 level of signifi cance to test the null hypothesis. 

The 61 principals assigned mean frequency ratings of 

3.306 to Curri culum and Instruction items, 3e757 to 

Staff Personnel items, 4.260 to Pupil Personnel items, 

and 3 .5 57 to System-Wide Policies and Operations items. 

The means, together with standard deviations for par-

ticipants 1 r esponses within each administrative cate-

gory, are summarized in Appendix J. The one -way ANOVA 

yielded a significant F-ratio of 21.12 . A summary o f 

the data analysis is presented in Table 1. 

Table 1 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR PRINCIPALS 1 PERFORMANCE 

FREQUENCY ACROSS FOUR FUNCTIONAL 

ADMIN ISTRATIVE AREAS 

Source df n=61a MS F 

Admini strative area 3 29.954 9.985 21.12* 

Within groups 240 11 3 .4 23 .473 

Total 243 143.377 

aMean ratings were computed for each of the 61 princi
pals in 4 admi ni strative areas. 

*J2.< .05 
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The modified LSD test was performed to identify the 

specific functional areas about which the 61 responding 

principals significantly differed. As presented in 

Appendix K, the test revealed that principals' ratings 

for the area of Pupil Personnel differed from each of 

the 3 other categories. Differences between mean 

ratings for Curriculum and Instruction and System-Wide 

Policies and Operations were nonsignificant, as were 

differences between Staff Personnel and System-Wide 

Policies and Operations. Means also differed signif

icantly between Curriculum and Instruction and Staff 

Personnel. In essence, principals evaluated their per

formance highest in Pupil Personnel. While the lowest 

ratings were in Curriculum and Instruction, the mean 

score for the category was only .251 below the mean 

score for System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

b. Effectiveness 

Sub-hypothesis (b) stated that there would be no 

significant differences in the effectiveness ratings 

assigned by principals to their own performance in the 

4 functional administrative areas of Curriculum and 

Instruction, Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel, and 

System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

A one-way analysis of variance was performed at the 

.05 level of significance to test the null hypothesis. 
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The 6 1 principals assigned mean effectiveness ratings 

of 3.296 to Curriculum and Instruction items, 3.588 t o 

Staff Personnel items, 4.219 to Pupil Personnel items, 

and 3.714 to System-Wide Policies and Operations items. 

The means, together with standard deviation s for p a r -

ticipants' responses within each administrative area, 

are summarized in Appendix J. The one-way ANOVA 

yielded a significant F-ratio of 17.44. A s ummary of 

the data analysis is presented in Table 2. 

Table 2 

ANALYS IS OF VARIANC E FOR PRINCIPALS' PERFORMANCE 

EFFECTIVENESS ACROSS FOUR FUNCTIONAL 

ADHINISTRATIVE AREAS 

Source df n=61a ss MS F 

Adminis trative area 3 27 . 172 9.057 17.44* 

Within groups 240 124.631 .519 

Total 243 151.803 

aMean rat ings were computed for each of the 61 princi
pals in 4 administrative areas. 

*Q<.05 

The modified LSD test for multiple c omparison s was 

performed to identify the specific functional areas 

about which the 61 responding pr i ncipals significantly 

differed. As presented in Appendix K, the test 
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revealed that principals' ratings for the area of 

Pupil Personnel differed from each of the other 3 

categories. Differences between mean ratings of Cur

riculum and Instruction and Staff Personnel were non

significant , as were differences between Staff Person

nel and System-Wide Poli cies and Operations . Means 

also differed significantly between Curriculum and 

Instruction and System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

In essence, princ i pals evaluated their performance 

highestin Pupil Personnel. While the lowest rat i ng s 

were in Curriculum and Instruction, the mean score for 

the category was only .292 below the mean score for 

Staff Personnel. 

Because principals did assign significantly differ

ent mean ratings to the effectiveness of their perform

anc e in the 4 functional administrative areas, there

fore , the null hypothesis was rejected. 

Hypothesis 3: 

a. Frequency 

Sub-hypothesis (a) stated that there would be no 

significant d i fferences among principals, teachers , and 

central administrators on the frequency ratings assigned 

to princ i pal performance on each of 64 competency indi

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

.05 level of s ignificance to analyze the responses of 

the 61 principals, the 147 teachers, and the 35 central 

administrators to e ach of the questionnaire 's 64 i tems 

on the frequency dimension. Significant differences 

among the 3 groups were found on 43 of the 64 items, 

including 15 in Curriculum and Instruction, 16 in 

Staff Personnel, 7 in Pupil Personnel, and 5 in System

Wide Policies and Operations. Results of the one-way 

ANOVAs are summarized in Appendix L. 

The principals assigned mean ratings of 4.50 or 

greater to 2 Pupil Personnel items. Means of 4.00 -

4.49 were found on 11 items, including 1 in Curriculum 

and Instruction, 4 in Staff Personnel, 5 in Pupil Per

sonnel, and 1 in System-Wide Policies and Operations . 

There were 7 Curriculum and Instruction items with 

means from 2.50 - 2.99 and 2 Curriculum and Instruction 

items with means from 2.00 2.49 . The remaining 42 

means, or 65.63% of the total, ranged from 3.00 - 3~99, 

including 20 in Curriculum and Instruction, 15 in Staff 

Personnel, 1 in Pupil Personnel, and 6 in System-Wide 

Policies and Operations. 

The classroom teachers assigned mean ratings of 

4.50 or great e r to the frequency of principal perform

ance only to 2 Pupil Personnel items. Means of 4.00 -
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4.4 9 were found on 6 jtems, including 1 in Curriculum 

and Instruction, 2 in Staff Personnel, 2 in Pupil Per

sonnel, and 1 in System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

Means of 2.50 - 2 . 99 were obtained on 22 items, includ

ing 16 in Curriculum and Instruction, 4 in Staff Per

sonnel, and 2 in System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

There were 2 Curriculum and Instruction items with 

means falling between 2.00 and 2.49. The remaining 32 

means, or 50% of the total, ranged from 3.00 - 3.99 , 

including 11 in Curriculum and Instruction, 13 in Staff 

Personnel, 4 in Pupil Personnel, and 4 in System-Wide 

Policies and Operations. 

No means of 4.50 or higher were obtained for the 

central administrators. Means of 4.00 - 4.49 were 

found on 4. items, including 1 in Staff Personnel and 3 

in Pupil Personnel. Means of 2.50 - 2.99 were obtained 

for 28 items, including 19 in Curriculum and Instruc

tion, 8 in Staff Personnel, and 1 in System-Wide Poli

cies and Operations. There were 7 items with means 

from 2.00 - 2.49, 6 of which were in Curriculum and 

Instruction and 1 in Staff Personnel. The remaining 

25 means, or 39.06% of the total, ranged from 3.00 -

3.99, including 5 jn Curriculum and Instruction, 9 in 

Staff Personnel, 5 in Pupil Personnel, and 6 in System

Wide Policies and Operations. 
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Appendix M presents a ranked summary of principals •, 

teachers•, and central administrators • mean responses 

in two forms: (1) Group means are classified in 

descending order according to the number of questions 

in each functional administrative area which received 

certain categorical ratings. (2) Other figures indi-

cate the actual percentage of the questions in each 

administrative area which received the designated cate

gorical ratings. 

The modified LSD multiple comparisons test was per

formed in each of the 43 instances where significant 

F-ratios had been obtained. Results are presented in 

App endix N, and patterns revealed by the tests are 

narratively summarized herewith: 

1. Principals• per-item group means differed from 

teachers' and central administrators• per-item 

group means on 18 tests, with the differences 

between the 2 latter groups nonsignificant in these 

18 cases. Significant differences were found on 10 

items in the area of Curriculum and Instruction, 

with 6 others in Staff Personnel and 2 in Pupil 

Personnel. In each of the 18 tests, however, the 

principals assigned higher measures to their own 

performance than did either the teachers or the 

central administrators. 
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2. Principals• group means were s imilar to those 

of the teachers• group but significantly different 

from the central administrators• group on 10 items. 

The teachers and central administrators assigned 

similar ratings on the same 10 items . This trend 

was found on 3 items in the Curriculum and Instruc

tion category, 4 in Staff Personnel, 1 in Pupil 

Personnel, and 2 in System-Wide Policies and Opera-

tions. In all 10 instances, moreover, the highest 

means were found for the principals and the lowest 

for the central administrators. 

3. Principals• group means approximated those of 

the central administrators• group but were unlike 

those of the teachers• group on 7 items. The teach

ers and central administrators assigned similar 

ratings to these same 7 items. This pattern was 

found on 3 items in the Staff Personnel category, 2 

in Pupil Personnel, and 2 in System-Wide Policies 

and Operations. In each of the 7 instances, more

over, the highest means were found for the princi

pals and the lowest for the teachers. 

4. Principals• group means were similar to those 

of teachers on 3 questionnaire items, with central 

administrators differing significantly from both 

principals and teachers. This pattern was found on 
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2 Staff Personnel items and on 1 Pupil Personnel 

ite m. In every instance, moreover, the highe s t 

me an s wer e found for the principals and the lowest 

for the c e ntral administrators. 

5. Princ i pals ' group means were similar t o those 

of both t e ache rs and central admin i strators on 3 

ques t ionnaire items. This pattern was found on 1 

item in each of the categories of Curriculum and 

Instruction, Staff Personnel, and Pupil Personnel . 

In each of the 3 instances, moreover , the highest 

ra t ings we re found for the teachers and the lowest 

for the central administrators. 

6. There was 1 item in the System-Wide Policies 

and Operationscategory where the mean for teachers, 

while highest, was still similar to the mean for 

principals. The mean for central administrators 

was, therefore, lowest on this item. 

7. Principals', teachers', and central administra 

tors' group means a ll differed significantly from 

one another on 1 item in the Curriculum and Instruc

tion category. The principals assigned the highest 

mean rating and the central administrators the 

lowest on this item. 

An examination of all means, both significant 

and nonsignificant, obtained for the 3 referent 
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groups on the questionnaire•s 64 items revealed 

that principals rated themselves higher than did 

eithe r teachers or central administrators on 54 of 

the 64 items. Central administrators, on the 

other hand, gave principals the lowest ratings of 

the 3 groups on 53 of the 64 items. 

Because principals, teachers, and central 

administrators did assign significantly different 

ratings to the frequency dimension of principal 

performances on 44 of 64 questionnaire items, 

therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected in 

these 44 instances. The null hypothesis failed to 

be rejected in the remaining 20 cases. 

b. Effectiveness 

Sub-hypothesis (b) stated that there would be no 

significant differences among principals, teachers, and 

central administrators on the effectiveness ratings 

assigned to principal performance on each of 64 compe

tency indicators. 

One-way analyses of variance were performed at the 

.05 level of significance to analyze the responses of 

the questionnaire•s 64 items on the effectiveness 

dimension. Significant differences among the 3 groups 

were found on 55 of the 64 items, including 28 in 

Curriculum and Instruction, 17 in Staff Personnel, 6 
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in Pupil Personnel, and 4 in System-Wide Policies and 

Operations. Differences were nonsignificant on 9 

items, including 2 in Curriculum and Instruction, 2 in 

Staff Personnel , 2 in Pupil Personnel, and 3 in System

Wide Policie s and Operations. Results of the one-way 

ANOVAs are summarized i n Appendix 0. 

The principals assigned mean ratings of 4.50 or 

higher to 2 Pupil Personnel items. Means of 4.00 - 4.49 

were obtained on 13 jtems, including 2 in Curriculum and 

Instruction, 6 in Staff Personnel, and 5 in Pupil Per

sonnel. There were 4 Curriculum and Instruction items 

with means from 2.50 - 2.99, but no means fell below 

2.50. The remaining 45 means, or 70.3]% of the total, 

ranged from 3.00 - 3.99, including 24 in Curriculum 

and Instruction , 13 in Staff Personnel, 1 in Pupil 

Personnel, and 7 in System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

The classroom teachers assigned no mean ratings of 

4.50 or higher. Means of 4.00 - 4.49 were obtained on 

9 items , including 1 in Curriculum and Instruction, 2 

in Staff Personnel, 5 in Pupi l Personnel, and 1 in 

Sys tem- Wide Policies and Operations. No means fell 

below 3.00. Means for the remaining 5 5 items, or 

85 .94 % of the total, ranged rom 3.00 - 3.99, including 

29 in Curriculum and Instruction, 17 jn Staff Personnel, 

3 jn Pupil Personnel, and 6 in System-Wide Policies and 
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Operations. 

The central administrators ass igned no mean s above 

4.50, and only 1 Pupil Pers onne l item had a mean in the 

4.00 - 4.4 9 range. There were 29 items with means from 

2.50 - 2.99, incl ud ing 20 in Curriculum and Instruction , 

7 in Staff Personnel, and 2 in System-Wide Policies and 

Operations. Means of 2.0 0 - 2.49 were found for 5 Cur 

riculum and Instruction items and 1 Staff Personne l 

item for a total of 6 items in this range. The remain 

ing 28 means, or 43.75% of the total, fell between 3.00 

and 3.99, including 5 in Curriculum and Instruction, 11 

in Staff Person nel, 7 in Pupil Personnel, and 5 in 

System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

Appendix P presents a ranked summary of the 3 edu

cator groups' mean responses on the effectiveness 

dimension. Format for the appendix i s identical to 

that for the f reque ncy dimension. 

The modi fied LSD multiple comparisons test was per 

fo rmed in each of the 55 instances wh e re significant 

F-ratios had been obtained. Results are presented in 

Appendix Q, and patterns revealed by the tests are 

narrative l y summarized herewith: 

1. There were no instances in wh i ch the mean for 

the pr i ncipals' group was significantly higher or 
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significantly lowe r than mea n s f or bo t h o f t l1 c 

o L hc ~ r groups . 

2 . Pr i ncipa ls' gr oup me ans we re s imilar to thos e 

of the teachers ' group but significantly d i ffer e nt 

from the central administrators' group on 20 items. 

The teachers and central administrators also var i ed 

on these indicators. This pattern was found f or 1 0 

items in t he Curriculum and Instruction category, 

6 in Staff Personnel, 3 in Pupil Personnel, and 1 

in System-Wide Policies and Operations. In each 

ins t ance, the mean for the principals' group was 

higher, but not significantly so, than the mean for 

the teachers' group. The mean assigned by the cen 

tral administrators' group was lowest on each of 

these 20 items. 

3. There were 15 other items for which the group 

means for principals and teachers were like one 

another but unlike administrators' ratings. In 

these 15 cases, the mean obtained for the teachers 

was slight l y, though not significantly, higher than 

that for principal s . Once again, the mean obtained 

for the central administrators ' group was lowest on 

each item . This pattern was foun d for 8 Curriculum 

and Instruction items, 5 Staff Personnel items , and 

2 System-Wide Policies and Operations items. 
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4. In 8 instances, means for teac hers and princi

pals were similar, while means for the principals 

and central administrators were also similar. In 

each instance, the mean found for teachers was 

highest a nd the mean for central administrators 

lowest. For these 8 items , the mean for principals 

was in the intermediate position but was not sig

ni ficant ly different from either of the other 2 

groups, although these 2 groups were different 

fr om one another. This pattern was found for 5 

Curriculum and Instruction items, 2 Staff Personnel 

items, and 1 Pupil Personnel item. 

5. There were 6 other cases in which principals 

assigned ratings similar to those of teachers, 

while the teachers' ratings were similar to those 

of central administrators. In these instances, 

however , the teachers' means were in the inter

mediate position. The mean for principals was 

highest and the mean for central administrators 

lowest, but neither group differed significantly 

from the teachers. Such was the pattern for 4 

Staff Personnel items and 2 Pupil Personnel items. 

6. There were 4 items, all of them in the Curric

ulum and Instruction category, for which the 

teachers' group means were significantly highest 
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among the 3 groups. While central administrators' 

me an s o n t he 4 ite ms were lowest, they did not 

v a r y signi ficantly from the means obtained for 

the p r inc ipals' group. 

7. There was only 1 item in the questionnaire for 

whic h t he mean assigned by the principals was low

est of the 3 groups. On this Curriculum and 

Instruc t i on item, the mean for teachers was highest. 

The mean f or c e ntral administrators, while in t he 

intermediate position, did not vary significantl y 

from either of the other groups. 

8. There was only 1 item in the questionnaire ' s 

System-Wide Policies and Operations section in 

which the mean for all 3 groups differed signifi

cantly from one another. 

An examination of the differences among means 

for all items, whether significant or nonsignifi

cant, r e vealed that principals rated themselves 

higher than either teachers or central administra

tors on 34 of the questionnaire's 64 items. The 

highest means were found for the teachers' group on 

3 0 items. There were no items which received the 

highest mean rating from central administrators; in 

fact, evaluations assigned by this group were low

est on 63 of the 64 items in the questionnaire. 
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Because principals, teachers, and central 

a dminis t rators did assign significantly different 

rati ng s to the effectiveness dimension of principal 

p e rformance on 55 o f the questionnaire's 64 items, 

t he r e fore, the null hypothesis wa s rejected in 

t he s e 55 i nstances . The null hypothesis fai led to 

b e r e jected in the remaining 9 ca s es. 

Hypothesis 4: 

a. Frequency 

Sub- hypothesis (a) stated that there would be no 

significant differences among principals, teachers, and 

central administrators on the frequency ratings 

assigned to principal performances in the 4 functional 

administrative areas of Curriculum and Instruction, 

Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel, and System-Wide Pol

icies and Operations. Sub- hypothesis (b) stated that 

there would also be no significant differences for the 

main effect of administrative area. Sub-hypothesis (c) 

stated that there would be no significant interaction 

between job assignment and functional administrative 

area. 

A two-way analysis of variance was performed at the 

.05 level of significance to test the null hypotheses. 

As reported in the discussion of Hypothesis 2, Sub

hypothesis (a), the 61 princ i pals assigned mean 
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frequency ratings of 3.307 to Curriculum and Instruc-

tion, 3.756 to Staff Personnel, 4.263 to Pupil Person-

nel, and 3.557 to System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

Group means for the 147 teachers were 3.012 for Currie-

ulum and Instruction, 3.337 for Staff Personnel, 4.024 

for Pupil Personnel, and 3.351 for System-Wide Policies 

and Operations. The 35 central staff members gave mean 

evaluations of 2.735 to Curriculum and Instruction, 

3.112 to Staff Personnel, 3.789 to Pupil Personnel, and 

3.033 to System-Wide Policies and Operations. Cate-

gorical means for each of the educator groups are pre-

sented in Appendix R. The 3 X 4 ANOVA revealed a sig-

nificant F-ratio of 20.54 for the main effect of job 

assignment. A significant F-ratio of 60.64 was also 

obtained for the main effect of functional administra-

tive area. The F-ratio of .29 for interaction was non-

significant. Results of the two-way ANOVA are summa-

rized in Table 3. 

The modified LSD procedure was used first to deter-

mine specifically where the differences lay among the 

3 educator groups. The analysis revealed mean frequency 

scores across all 64 items in the 4 administrative 

categories of 3.720 for principals, 3 . 430 for teachers, 

and 3.167 for central administrators. All 3 groups 

were significantly different from each other, with 
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Table 3 

ANALYSIS OF VAR IANCE FOR PRINCIPALS', TEACHERS', 

AND CE NTRAL ADMINISTRATORS' PERCEPTIONS OF 

PRINCIPALS' PERFORMANCE FREQUENCY ACROSS 

FOUR FUNCTIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS 

Source df n=243a ss MS F 

Job assignment (A) 2 29.049 14.524 20 . 5 4* 

Admini strative area (b) 3 128.644 42.881 60. 64* 

Interaction (A & B) 6 1.224 .2 04 . 29 

Error 960 673.892 . 707 

Total 971 832 .8 09 

aMean ratings were computed for each of the 243 educa
tors in 4 administrative areas. 

*12_< .05 

principals giving the highest evaluations to principal 

performance and central administrators the lowest. 

Results of the modified LSD are shown by use of the 

underlining method in Appendix S. 

The modified LSD test was also applied to determine 

how the 4 administrative categories differed. The 243 

e ducators ass i gned mean frequency ratings of 3.046 to 

Curriculum and I nstruction, 3.410 to Staff Personnel, 

4.047 to Pupil Personnel, and 3.357 to System-Wide 
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Policies and Operations. The mean for Curriculum and 

Instruction, lowest of the 4, differed significantly 

from the other 3 categories. The mean for Pupil Per

sonnel, highest of the 4, also differed significantly 

from all other categories. Differences between the 

functional administrative areas of Staff Personnel and 

System-Wide Policies and Operations were nonsignificant. 

Results of the modified LSD are shown by use of the 

underlining method in Appendix S. 

Because principals, teachers, and central adminis

trators did assign significantly different frequency 

ratings to the 4 specified areas, therefore, the null 

hypothesis for the main effect of job assignment was 

rejected. Because there were also significant varia

tions within the 4 categories, the null hypothesis for 

the main effect of functional administrative area was 

rejected. The null hypothesis for interaction between 

the 2 independent variables failed to be rejected. 

b. Effectiveness 

Sub-hypothesis (d) stated that there would be no 

significant differences among teachers, principals, and 

central administrators on the effectiveness ratings 

assigned to principal performances in the 4 functional 

administrative areas of Curriculum and Instruction, 

Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel, and System-Wide 
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Policies and Operations . Sub-hypothesis (e) stated 

that there would also be no signif icant differences 

for the main effect of administrative area . Sub-

hypothesis (f) stated that the r e would be no signif

icant interaction between job a ssignment and func t ional 

administrative area. 

A two-way analysis of variance was performed at the 

.05 level of significance to test the null hypotheses. 

As repor t ed i n the discussion of Hypothesis 2, Sub

hypothesis (b) , the 61 principals assigned mean effec

tiveness ratings of 3.296 to Curriculum and Instruction, 

3.588 to Staff Personnel, 4.219 to Pupil Personnel, and 

3.714 to System-Wide Policies and Operations. Group 

means for the 147 teachers were 3.041 for Curriculum 

and Instruction, 3.231 for Staff Personnel, 4.014 for 

Pupil Personnel , and 3.498 for System-Wide Policies and 

Operations. The 35 central administrators gave mean 

eva luations of 2 . 531 to Curriculum and Instruction, 

2 . 854 to Staff Personnel, 3.565 to Pupil Personnel, and 

3.166 to System-Wide Policies and Operation s . Catego

rical means for each of the educator groups are pre

sented in Appendix R. The 3 X 4 ANOVA revealed a sig

nifi cant F - ratio of 21 .5 5 for the main effect of job 

assignment. A significant F-ratio of 44.33 was also 

obtained for the main effect of functional 
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administrative area. The F-ratio of .21 for inter-

action was nonsignificant. Results of the two-way 

ANOVA are summarized in Table 4. 

Table 4 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR PRINCIPALS 1
, TEACHERS 1

, 

AND CENTRAL ADMINISTRATORS 1 PERCEPTIONS OF 

PRINCIPALS 1 PERFORMANCE EFFECTIVENESS 

ACROSS FOUR FUNCTIONAL 

ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS 

Source df n=243a MS F 

Job assignment (A) 2 40.579 20.290 21.55* 

Administrative area (B) 3 125.234 41.745 44.33* 

Interaction (A & B) 6 1.170 .195 .21 

Error 960 904.019 .942 

Total 971 1,071.002 

aMean ratings were computed for each of the 243 educa
tors in 4 administrative areas. 

*2_<.05 

The modified LSD multiple comparisons procedure was 

first used to determine specifically where the differ-

ences existed among the 3 educator groups. The anal-

ysis revealed mean scores across all 64 items in the 4 

administrative categories of 3.704 for principals, 

3.446 for teachers, and 3.029 for central administrators. 
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The 3 groups were each different from the other, with 

principals giving the highest evaluations to principal 

performance and central administrators the lowest. 

The modified LSD test was also applied to deter

mine how the 4 administrative categories differed. The 

243 educators assigned mean effectiveness ratings of 

3.032 to Curriculum and Instruction, 3.266 to Staff 

Personnel, 4.001 to Pupil Personnel, and 3.505 to 

System-Wide Policies and Operations. \ lthough the mean 

for Curriculum and Instruction was the lowest, it did 

not differ significantly from the mean for Staff Per

sonnel. The highest mean for Pupil Personnel differed 

significantly from the other 3, as did the mean for 

System-Wide Policies and Operations. Results of the 

modified LSD are shown by use of the underlining method 

in Appendix S. 

Because principals, teachers, and central adminis

trators did assign significantly different effective

ness ratings to the 4 specified administrative areas, 

therefore, the null hypothesis for the main effect of 

job assignment was rejected. Because there were also 

significant variations within the 4 categories, the 

null hypothesis for the main effect of functional 

administrative area was rejected. The null hypothesis 

for interaction between the 2 independent variables 
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fa i l e d to be rejec ted. 

Hypothes i s 5: 

a . Frequency 

Sub-hypothe sis (a) stated that the re would be no 

significant differences between elementary principals 

a nd s eco ndary principals in the freque ncy ratings 

assigned to their own performance on each of 64 compe 

tency indicators. 

Independent t-tests were performed at the .05 level 

of significance to analyze the responses of the 32 e le 

mentary principals and the 29 secondary principals to 

each of the questionnaire's 64 items on the frequency 

dimension. Significant differences were found between 

the 2 groups on 14 of the 64 items, including 10 in 

Curriculum and Instruction, 2 in Staff Personnel, and 

2 in System-Wide Policies and Operations. Differences 

were nonsignificant on 50 items, including 20 in Cur

riculum and Instruction, 17 in Staff Personnel, 8 in 

Pupil Personnel, and 5 in System-Wide Policies and 

Operations. Means, standard deviations, and t-test 

results for both elementary and secondary principals 

ar e presented in Appendix T. 

The elementary principals assigned means of 4.50 

or greater to the frequency of their performances on 

only 2 items, including 1 in Staff Personnel and 1 in 
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Pupil Personnel . Means of 4.00 - 4.49 were found on 

23 items, including 7 in Curr i culum and Instruction, 8 

in Staff Personnel, 6 in Pupil Personnel and 2 in 

System-Wide Policies and Operations. Means of 2.50 -

2.99 were found on 4 items, all in the area of Curric

ulum and Instruction . One mean in the Curriculum and 

Instruction category fell between 2.00 and 2.49. The 

remaining 34 means , or 53.13% of the total, ranged 

between 3.00 and 3.99, including 18 in Curriculum and 

Instruction, 10 in Staff Personnel, 1 in Pupil Personnel, 

and 5 in System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

The secondary principals assigned means of 4.50 or 

greater to the frequency of their performance on only 

2 items, both of which were in the area of Pupil Per

sonnel. Means of 4.00 - 4.49 were found on 11 items, 

including 1 in Curriculum and Instruction, 4 in Staff 

Personnel, 5 in Pupil Personnel, and 1 in System-Wide 

Policies and Operations. Means of 2.50-2.99 were found 

on 8 items, including 6 in Curriculum and Instruction 

and 2 in Staf f Personnel. Means of 2.00 - 2.49 were 

obtained on 4 items, all of which were in Curriculum 

and Instruction. The remaining 39 means, or 60.94% of 

the total, fell between 3.00 and 3.99, including 19 in 

Curriculum and Instruction, 13 in Staff Personnel, 1 in 

Pupil Personnel, and 6 in System-Wide Policies and 
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Operations. Appendix U presents a ranked summary of 

both elementary and secondary principals ' mean per-item 

responses in 2 forms: (1) Group means are classified 

in descending order according to the number of ques

tions in each functional administrative area which 

received certain categorical ratings. (2) Other fig-

ures indicate the actual percentage of the questions 

in each administrative area which received the desig

nated categorical ratings. 

In each of the 14 cases where the group means of 

elementary and secondary principals significantly dif

fered on the frequency dimension, the mean rating 

assigned by the elementary principals' group was higher 

than the mean rating assigned by the secondary princi

pals' group. 

Because the elementary and secondary principals did 

assign significantly different ratings to the frequency 

dimension of principal performance on 14 of 64 ques

tionnaire items, therefore, the null hypothesis was 

rejected in these 14 instances. The null hypothesis 

failed to be rejected in the remaining 50 cases. 

b. Effectiveness 

Sub-hypothesis (b) stated that there would be no 

significant differences between elementary principals 

and secondary principals in the effectiveness ratings 
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assigned to their own performance on each of 64 compe

t e ncy indi c ators. 

Ind ependent t-tests were performe d at the . 05 level 

of significance to analyze the responses of the 32 ele

mentary principals and the 29 secondary principals to 

e ach of the que stionnaire's 64 items on the effect i ve

ne ss dime nsion. Significant differences were found 

between the 2 groups on 14 of the 64 items, including 

11 in Curriculum and Instruction and 3 in Staff Per son

nel. Differences were nonsignificant on 50 items, 

including 19 in Curriculum and Instruction, 16 in Staff 

Personnel, 8 in Pupil Personnel, and 7 in System-Wide 

Policies and Operations. Means, standard deviations, 

and t-test results for both elementary and secondary 

principals are presented in Appendix U. 

The e lementary principals assigned means of 4.50 or 

greater to the effectiveness of their performances on 

1 item in the area of Pupil Personnel. Means of 4.00 -

4.49 were found on 18 items, with 2 in Curriculum and 

Instruct i on, 9 in Staff Personnel, 6 in Pupil Personnel, 

and 1 in System-Wide Policies and Operations. Means of 

2.50 - 2.99 were found in 3 items, all of which were in 

Curriculum and Instruction. There were no means in the 

2.00 - 2.49 range. The remaining 42 means, or 65 . 63% 

of the total, fell between 3.00 and 3.99, including 25 
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in Curriculum and Instruction, 10 in Staff Personnel, 

1 in Pupil Personnel, and 6 in System-Wide Policies and 

Operations. 

The secondary principals assigned means of 4.50 or 

greater to the effectiveness of their performances on 

only 1 item in the area of Pupil Personnel. Means of 

4.00 - 4.49 were found on 11 items, with 1 in Curric

ulum and Instruction, 4 in Staff Personnel, and 6 in 

Pupil Personnel. Means of 2.50 - 2.99 were found on 3 

items, all of which were in Curriculum and Instruction. 

Means of 2.00 - 2.49 were also found on 3 items related 

to Curriculum and Instruction. The remaining 46 means, 

or 71.88% of the total, fell between 3.00 and 3.99, 

including 23 in Curriculum and Instruction, 15 in Staff 

Personnel, 1 in Pupil Personnel, and 7 in System-Wide 

Policies and Operations. Appendix V presents a ranked 

summary of both elementary and secondary principals ' 

mean per-item responses on the effectiveness dimension. 

The appendix is set up in the same format as Appendix 

u. 

In each of the 14 cases where the group means of 

elementary and secondary principals significantly dif 

fered on the effect iveness dimension, the mean rating 

assigned by the elementary principals' group was higher 

than the mean assigned by the secondary principals' 
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group. 

Because elementary and secondary principals did 

assign significantly different ratings to the frequency 

dimension of principal performance on 14 of 64 ques

tionnaire items, therefore, the null hypothesis was 

rejected in t hese 14 instances. The null hypothesis 

f ailed to be rejected in the remaining 50 cases. 

Hypothes is 6: 

a. Frequency 

Sub-hypothesis (a) stated that there would be no 

significant differences between elementary principals 

and secondary principals on the frequency ratings 

assigned to their own performances in the 4 functional 

administrative areas of Curriculum and Instruction, 

Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel, and System-Wide Pol

icies and Operations. Sub-hypothesis (b) stated that 

there would also be no significant differences for the 

main effect of administrative area. Sub-hypothesis 

(c) stated that there would be no significant inter

action between job assignment and functional adminis

trative category. 

A two-way analysis of variance was performed at 

the .05 level of significance to test the null hypoth

eses. The 32 elementary principals assigned mean 

frequ e ncy ratings of 3.490 to Curriculum and 
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Instruction, 3.865 to Staff Personnel, 4.225 to Pupil 

Personnel, and 3.723 to System-Wide Policies and Oper

ations. The 29 secondary principals assigned mean 

frequency ratings of 3.105 to Curriculum and Instruc

tion, 3.636 to Staff Personnel, 4.304 to Pupil Person

nel, and 3.374 to System-Wide Policies and Operation s. 

Categorical means for both groups of principals are 

presented in Appendix W. The 2 X 4 ANOVA revealed a 

significant F-ratio of 6.47 for the main effect of 

level of job assignment. A significant F-ratio of 

21.72 was also obtained for the main effect of func

tional administrative area. The F-ratio of 1.48 for 

interaction was non-significant. Results of the two

way ANOVA are summarized in Table 5. 

No follow-up procedure was necessary to analyze 

differences between the elementary and secondary prin

cipals. The mean ratings assigned by the elementary 

group were higher than those of the secondary group in 

every category except Pupil Personnel, and the varia

tion here was less than one-tenth of a point higher 

for the secondary principals. 

The modified LSD procedure was used to specify 

differences across the 4 administrative categories. 

As previously reported in the discussion of Hypotheses 

2 and 4, the 61 principals assigned mean frequency 
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Table 5 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS' AND 

SECONDARY PRINCIPALS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' 

PERFORMANCE FREQUENCY ACROSS FOUR FUNCTIONAL 

ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS 

Source df n=243a ss MS F 

Job level (A) 1 2.972 2.972 6. 47* 

Administ rative area (B) 3 29.954 9.985 21.7 2* 

Interaction (A & B) 3 2.034 .678 1. 48 

Error 236 108.467 .460 

Total 243 143.426 

aMean ratings were computed for each of the 61 princi
pals in 4 administrative areas. 

*.Q.<.05 

ratings of 3.306 to Curriculum and Instruction, 3.757 

to Staff Personnel, 4.260 to Pupil Personnel , and 

3.557 to System-Wide Policies and Operations. The mean 

for Pupil Personnel, highest of the 4, differed sig-

nificantly from all others. Although the mean for 

Curriculum and Instruction was the lowest, it did not 

vary s ignificantly from the mean for System-Wide Pol-

icies and Operations. The mean for Staff Personnel 

was similar to that of System-Wide Policies and 
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Operations but different from both Curriculum and 

Instruction and Pupil Personnel. Results of the mod

ified LSD test are presented in Appendix X. 

Because elementary principals and secondary prin

cipals did assign significantly different frequency 

ratings to the 4 specified administrative areas, 

therefore, the null hypothesis for the main effect of 

level of job assignment was rejected. Because there 

were also significant variations within the 4 cate

gories, the null hypothesis for the main effect of 

functional administrative area was rejected. The null 

hypothesis for interaction between the 2 independent 

variables failed to be rejected. 

b. Effectiveness 

Sub-hypothesis (d) stated that there would be no 

significant differences between elementary principals 

and secondary principals on the effectiveness ratings 

assigned to their own performances in the 4 functional 

administrative areas of Curriculum and Instruction, 

Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel, and System-Wide Pol

icies and Operations. Sub-hypothesis (e) stated that 

there would also be no significant differences for the 

main effect of administrative area. Sub-hypothesis 

(f) stated that there would be no significant inter

action between level of job assignment and functional 
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administrative category. 

A two-way ana lysis of variance was performed at 

the .05 level o f significance to test the null hypoth

eses . The 32 e lementary principals assigned mean 

effectiveness ratings of 3.545 to Curriculum and 

Instruction, 3.716 to Staff Personnel, 4.227 to Pupil 

Personnel, a nd 3.888 to System-Wide Policies and Opera

t ions. The 29 secondary principals assigned mean fre

quency ratings of 3.021 to Curriculum and Instruction, 

3 .4 46 to Staff Personnel, 4.211 to Pupil Personnel, 

and 3.524 to System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

Categorical means for both groups of principals are 

presented in Appendix W. The 2 X 4 ANOVA revealed a 

significant F-ratio of 10.50 for the main effect of 

level of job assignment. A significant F-ratio of 

18.22 was obtained for the main effect of functional 

administrative area. The F-ratio of 1.39 for inter

action was nonsignificant. Results of the two-way 

ANOVA are summarized in Table 6. 

No follow-up procedure was necessary to analyze 

differences between the elementary and secondary prin

cipals. The mean effectiveness ratings assigned by 

the elementary principals were higher than those of 

the secondary group in every administrative category. 
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Table 6 

ANALYSIS OF VAR I ANCE FOR ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS' AND 

SECONDARY PRINCIPALS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' 

PERF ORMANCE EFFECTIVENESS ACROSS FOUR 

FUNCTIONAL ADNINISTRATIVE AREAS 

Source df n=243a ss MS F 

Job level (A) 1 5.220 5.220 10.5 0* 

Adminis trative area (B) 3 27.172 9.057 18. 22* 

Interaction (A & B) 3 2.074 .691 1.3 9 

Error 236 117.337 .497 

Total 243 151.803 

aMean ratings were computed for each of the 61 princi-
pals in 4 administratj_ ve areas. 

*.Q.<.05 

The modified LSD procedure was us e d to pinpoint 

differences across the 4 administrative categories. 

As previously reported in the discussion of Hypotheses 

2 and 4, the 61 principals assigned mean effectiveness 

rat ings of 3. 296 to Curriculum and Instruction, 3.588 

to Staff Personnel, 4.219 to Pupil Personnel, and 

3 .714 to System-Wide Policies and Operations. The 

mean for Pupil Pe rsonnel, highest of the 4, differed 

significantly from all others. Although the mean for 
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Curriculum and Instruction was lowest of the 4, it did 

not vary significantly from the mean for Staff Person

nel. The mean for Staff Personnel approximated that 

of System-Wide Policies and Operations but was differ

ent from both Cur riculum and Instruction and Pupil 

Personnel. The mean for System-Wide Policies and 

Operations differed signif icantly from that of all 

areas except Staff Personnel. Results of the modifi ed 

LSD test are presented in Appendix X. 

Because elementary principals and secondary princi

pals did assign significantly different effectiveness 

ratings to the 4 specified administrative areas, 

therefore, the null hypothesis for the main effect of 

level of job ass ignment was rejected. Because there 

were also s ignificant variations within the 4 catego

ries, the null hypothesis for the main effect of func

tional administrative area was rejected. The null 

hypothesis for interaction between the 2 independent 

variables failed to be rejected. 

Hypothes is 7: 

a. Frequency 

Sub-hypothesis (a) stated that there would be no 

signi ficant differences between elementary teachers 

and secondary teachers on the frequency ratings 

assigned t6 principal performance on each of 64 
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competency indicators. 

Independent t-tests were performed at the .05 

level of significance to analyze the responses of the 

69 elementary teachers and the 78 secondary teachers 

to each of the 64 items in the questionnaire on the 

frequency dimension . Significant differences were 

found between the two groups on 51 of the 64 items, 

including 28 in Curriculum and Instruction, 15 in 

Staff Personnel, 2 in Pupil Personnel, and 6 in System

Wide Policies and Operations. Differences were non 

significant on 13 items, including 2 in Curriculum and 

Instruction, 4 in Staff Personnel, 6 in Pupil Person

nel, and 1 in System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

Means, standard deviations, and t-test results for both 

elementary and secondary teachers are presented in 

Append ix Y. 

The elementary teachers assigned a mean of 4.50 or 

greater to the frequency of principal performances on 

only 1 item in the Pupil Personnel area. Means of 

4.00 - 4.49 were found on 11 items, including 1 in 

Curriculum and Instruction, 4 in Staff Personnel, 4 in 

Pupil Personnel, and 2 in System-Wide Policies and 

Operations. Means of 2.50 - 2.99 wer e found on 3 

items, all in the area of Curriculum and Instruction. 

No means fell below 2.50 on the frequency dimension. · 
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The remaining 49 means, or 76.66% of the total, ranged 

between 3.00 and 3.99, including 26 in Curriculum and 

Instruction, 15 in Staff Personnel, 3 in Pupil Person

nel, and 5 in Sys tem-Wide Policies and Operations. 

The secondary teachers also assigned a mean o f 

4 . 50 or greater to only 1 i tem in the Pupil Personnel 

area. Means of 4.00 - 4.49 were found on 6 items, 

including 1 in Curriculum and Instruction, 1 in Staff 

Personnel, 3 in Pupil Personnel, and 1 in System-Wide 

Policies and Operations. Means of 2.50 - 2.99 wer e 

found on 25 items, including 16 in Curriculum and 

Instruction, 5 in Staff Personnel, 1 in Pupil Person

nel, a nd 3 in System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

Means of 2.00 - 2.49 were found on 11 items, including 

7 in Curriculum and Instruction, 3 in Staff Personnel, 

and 1 in System-Wide Policies and Operations. One mean 

in the Curriculum and Instruction category fell below 

2.00 . The remaining 20 means, or 31.25% of the total, 

ranged between 3.00 and 3.99, including 5 in Curric

ulum and Instruction, 10 in Staff Personnel, 3 in 

Pupil Personnel, and 2 in System-Wide Policies and 

Operations. Appendix Z present s a ranked summary of 

both elementary and secondary teachers ' mean per-item 

responses in 2 forms: (1) Group means are classified 

in descending order in terms of the number of 
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questions in each functional admini st rative ar ea 

which recei ved certain categorical ratings. {2) Other 

figures indicate the actual percentage of the questions 

in each administrative area which received the desig 

nated categorical ratings. 

In each of the 51 cases where the group means of 

elementary and secondary teachers significantly dif

fered on the frequency dimension, the mean rating 

assigned by the elementary teachers' group was higher 

than the mean assigned by the secondary teachers ' 

group. 

Because the elementary and secondary teachers did 

assign significantly different ratings to 51 of 64 

questionnaire items, therefore, the null hypothesis 

was r ejected in these 51 instances. The null hypoth

esis failed to be rejected in the remaining 13 cases. 

b. Effectiveness 

Sub-hypothesis (b) stated that there would be no 

significant differences between elementary teachers 

and secondary teachers on the effectiveness ratings 

assigned to principal performance on each of the 64 

competency indicators. 

Independent t - tests were performed at the .05 

level of significance to analyze the responses of the 

69 elementary teachers and the 78 secondary teachers 
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to each of the 64 items in the questionna i re on the 

frequency dimension. Signifi cant differences were 

found between the two groups o n 45 of the 64 items, 

including 26 in Curriculum and Instruction, 13 in 

Staff Personnel, 1 in Pupil Pe rsonnel, and 5 in System

Wide Policies and Operations. Differences were no n

significant on 19 items, including 4 in Curriculum a nd 

Instruction , 6 in Staff Personnel, 7 in Pupil Person

nel, and 2 in System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

Means , standard devia tions, and t-test results for 

both elementary and secondary teachers are presented 

in Appendix Y. 

The elementary teachers assigned means of 4.50 or 

greater to 3 items, including 2 in Pupil Personnel and 

1 in Staff Personnel. Means of 4.00 - 4.49 were found 

on 14 items, including 2 in Curriculum and Instruction, 

5 in Staff Personnel, 5 in Pupil Personnel and 2 in 

System-Wide Policies and Operations. No means fell 

below 3.00. Thus, the remaining 47 means, or 73.44% 

of the total, ranged between 3 .0 0 and 3.99, including 

28 in Curriculum and Instruction, 13 in Staff Person

nel , 1 in Pupil Personnel, and 5 in System-Wide Pol

icies a nd Operations. 

The secondary teachers did not assign means of 

4.50 or greater to any items in the questionnaire. 
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Means of 4.00 - 4.49 were found on 8 items, including 

1 in Curriculum and Instruction, 1 in Staff Personnel, 

5 in Pupil Personnel, and 1 in System-Wide Policies 

and Operations. Means of 2.50 - 2.99 were found on 10 

items, including 8 in Curriculum and Instruction and 2 

in Staff Personnel. No item had a mean of less than 

2.50. The remaining 46 means, or 71.88% of the total, 

fell between 3.00 and 3.99, including 21 in Curriculum 

and Instruction, 16 in Staff Personnel, 3 in Pupil 

Personnel, and 6 in System-Wide Policies and Opera

tions. Appendix AA presents a ranked summary of the 

elementary and secondary teachers' mean per-item 

responses. The appendix displays the means for the 

effectiveness dimension in the same format as they 

were presented for the frequency dimension. 

In each of the 45 cases where the group means of 

elementary and secondary teachers significantly dif

fered on the effectiveness scale, the mean rating 

assigned by the elementary teachers' group was higher 

than the mean assigned by the secondary teachers' 

group. 

Because the elementary and secondary teachers did 

assign significantly different ratings to the effec

tiveness of principal performances on 45 of 64 ques

tionnaire items, the null hypothesis was rejected in 
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these 45 instances. The null hypothesis failed to be 

rej e cte d in the remaining 19 cases. 

Hypothes is 8: 

a. Freque ncy 

Sub - hypothes is (a) stated that there would be no 

s ignificant d i ff e rences between elementary teachers 

and secondary teachers on the frequency ratings 

assigned to principal performance in the 4 functional 

administrat i ve areas of Curriculum and Instruction, 

Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel, and System-Wide Pol 

i cies and Operations. Sub-hypothesis (b) stated that 

there would also be no significant differences for the 

main effect of administrative area. Sub-hypothesis 

(c) stated that there would be no significant inter

a ction between level of teaching assignment and func

tional administrative category with regard to fre

quency ratings. 

A two-way analysis of variance was performed at 

the .05 level of significance to test the null hypoth

eses. The 69 elementary teachers assigned mean 

ratings of 3.404 to Curriculum and Instruction, 3.685 

to Staff Personnel, 4.130 to Pupil Personnel, and 

3.743 to System-Wide Policies and Operations. The 78 

secondary teachers assigned mean ratings of 2.665 to 

Curriculum and Instruction, 3.030 to Staff Personnel, 
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3.929 to Pupil Personnel, and 3.004 to System-Wide 

Policies and Operations. Categorical means for both 

group s of t e achers are presented in Appendix BB. The 

2 X 4 ANOVA r e vealed a significant F-ratio of 66.59 

for the main effect of level of teaching assignment. 

A significa nt F-ratio of 35.23 was also obtained for 

the main effect of functional administrative area. 

The F-ratio of 3.24 for interaction was likewise sig

nificant. Results of the two-way ANOVA are summari z ed 

in Table 7. 

No follow-up procedure was necessary to analyze 

differences between the elementary and secondary 

teachers on the frequency dimension. The mean ratings 

assigned by the elementary teachers were higher than 

those of the secondary group in every administrative 

area. 

The modified LSD procedure was used to detect spe

cific differences across the 4 administrative cate

gories. The 147 teachers assigned mean frequency 

ratings of 3.012 to Curriculum and Instruction, 3.337 

to Staff Personnel, 4.021 to Pupil Personnel, and 

3.351 to System-Wide Policies and Operations. The 

mean for Pupil Personnel, highest of the 4, signifi

cantly differed from all others. The mean for Curric

ulum and Instruction, lowest of the 4, also varied 
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Table 7 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR ELEMENTARY TEACHERS 1 AND 

SECONDARY TEACHERS 1 PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS 1 

PERFORMANCE FREQUENCY ACROSS FOUR 

FUNCTIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS 

Source df n=147a ss MS F 

Teaching assignment (A) 1 49.935 49.935 66.59* 

Administrative area (B) 3 79.257 26.419 35 .2 3* 

Interaction (A & B) 3 7.279 2.426 3.2 4* 

Error 580 434.918 .750 

Total 587 571.389 

aMean ratings were computed for each of the 147 teach
ers in 4 administrative areas. 

*£<.05 

significantly from all others. There was no signifi-

c ant difference between the means for Staff Personnel 

and System-Wide Policies and Operations . Results of 

the modified LSD procedure are presented in Appendix 

DD. 

There was a significant disordinal interaction 

between the independent variables of level of teaching 

assignment and functional administrative category. 

The ratings assigned by secondary teachers, although 

lower across all categories than those for eleme ntary 
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teachers, showed a more marked acceleration in the 

Pupil Personnel area than was true for the elementary 

group. The interaction is displayed graphically in 

Appendi x CC. 

Because elementary teachers and secondary teachers 

did assign significantly different frequency ratings 

to the 4 specified administrative areas, therefore, 

the null hypothesis for the main effect of level of 

teaching assignment was rejected. Because there wer e 

significant variations within the 4 categories, the 

null effect for the main effect of functional adminis

trative area was also rejected. Finally, the null 

hypothesis for interaction between the 2 independent 

variables was rejected. 

b. Effectiveness 

Sub-hypothesis (d) stated that there would be no 

significant differences between elementary teachers 

and secondary teachers on the effectiveness ratings 

assigned to principal performances in the 4 functional 

administrative areas of Curriculum and Instruction, 

Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel, and System-Wide Pol

icies and Operations. Sub-hypothesis (e) stated that 

there would also be no significant differences for 

the main effect of administrative area. Sub-hypothesis 

{f) stated that there would be no significant 
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interaction between level of teaching assignment and 

functional admin istrative area with regard to effec

tiveness ratings. 

A two-way analysis of variance was performed at the 

.05 level of significance to test the null hypotheses. 

The 69 elementary teachers assigned me an ratings of 

3.534 to Curriculum and Instruction, 3.601 to Staff 

Personnel, 4.126 to Pupil Personnel, and 3.908 to 

System-Wide Policies and Operations. The 78 secondary 

teachers assigned mean ratings of 2.605 to Curricu lum 

and Instruction, 2.904 to Staff Personnel, 3.915 to 

Pupil Personne l , and 3.136 to System-Wide Policies and 

Operations. Categorical means for both groups of 

teachers are presented in Appendix BB. The 2 X 4 ANOVA 

revealed a significant F-ratio of 58.73 for the main 

effect of level of teaching assignment. A significant 

F-ratio of 24.73 was also found for the main effect of 

func t ional administrative area. The F-ratio of 3.30 

for interaction was likewise significant. Results of 

the two-way ANOVA are summariz ed in Table 8. 

No follow-up procedure was necessary to analyze 

differences between the elementary and secondary teach

ers on the effectiveness dimension. The mean ratings 

assigned by the elementary teachers were higher than 

those of the secondary group in every administrative 
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Table 8 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR ELEMENTARY TEAC HERS 1 AND 

SECONDARY TEACHERS 1 PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS 1 

PERFOR~ANCE EFFECTIVENESS ACROSS FOUR 

FUNCTIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS 

Source df n=147a ss MS F 

Teaching assignment (A) 1 62.354 62 . 354 58. 73 * 

Admini strative area (B) 3 78.757 26.252 24.7 3* 

Interaction (A & B) 3 10.523 3.508 3.30* 

Error 580 615 . 753 .062 

Total 587 767.387 

aMean ratings were computed for each of the 147 teach
ers in 4 administrative areas. 

*Q<.05 

area. 

The modified LSD procedure was used to detect sig-

nificant difference s across the 4 administrative cate-

gories. The 147 teachers assigned mean effectiveness 

ratings of 3.041 to Curriculum and Instruction, 3.231 

to Staff Personnel, 4.014 to Pupil Personnel , and 3.498 

to System-Wide Policies and Operations. The mean for 

Pupil Personnel, highest of the 4, differed signifi-

cantly from the mean for Staff Personnel. The disparity 
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between the means for Staff Personnel and System-Wide 

Policies and Operations was likewise nonsignificant. 

Result s of the modified LSD procedure are presented in 

Appendix DD. 

There was a significant disordinal interaction 

between the independent variables of level of teaching 

assignment and functional administrative category . The 

ratings by secondary teachers, although lower across 

all categories than those for elementary teachers, 

showed a more marked acceleration in the Pupil Person

nel area than was the case for the elementary group. 

The interaction is displayed graphically in Appendix 

EE. 

Because elementary teachers and secondary teachers 

did assign significantly different effectiveness 

ratings to the 4 specified administrative areas, there

fore, the null hypothesis for the main effect of level 

of teaching assignment was rejected. Because there 

were significant variations within the 4 categories, 

the null hypothesis for the main effect of functional 

administrative area was also rejected. Finally, the 

null hypothesis for interaction between the 2 independ

ent variables was rejected. 
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Hypothesis 9: 

a. Frequency 

Sub-hypothesis (a) stated that there would be no 

significant differences between inexperienced teachers 

and experienced teachers on the frequency ratings 

assigned to principal performance on each of the 64 

competency indicators. 

Independent t-tests were performed at the .05 level 

of significance to analyze the responses of the 70 

inexperienced teachers and the 77 experienced teachers 

to each of the questionnaire's 64 items on the fre

quency dimension. Significant differences were found 

between the two groups on 8 of the 64 items, including 

1 in Curriculum and Instruction, 6 in Staff Personnel, 

and 1 in System-Wide Policies and Operations. Differ

ences were nonsignificant on 56 items, including 29 in 

Curriculum and Instruction, 13 in Staff Personnel, 8 

in Pupil Personnel, and 6 in System-Wide Policies and 

Operations. Means, standard deviations, and t-test 

results for both inexperienced and experienced teachers 

are presented in Appendix FF. 

The inexperienced teachers assigned no mean ratings 

of 4.50 or greater to the frequency dimension of their 

principals' performances. Means of 4.00 - 4.49 were 

found on 7 items, including 2 in Staff Personnel, 4 in 
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Pupil Personnel, and 1 in System-Wide Policies and 

Operations. Means of 2.50 - 2.99 were found oh 24 

items, including 15 in Curriculum and Instruction, 6 

in Staff Personnel, and 3 in System-Wide Policies and 

Operations. There were 4 items, 3 in Curriculum and 

Instruction and 1 in Staff Personnel, which had means 

falling between 2.00 and 2.49. The remaining 29 means, 

or 45.31% of the total, ranged from 3.00 - 3.99, inc lud 

ing 12 in Curriculum and Instruction, 10 in Staff Pe r

sonnel, 4 in Pupil Personnel, and 3 in System-Wide 

Policies and Operations. 

The experienced teachers assigned mean ratings of 

4.50 or greater to 2 items in the Pupil Personnel area. 

Means of 4.00 - 4.49 were found on 7 items, including 

1 in Curriculum and Instruction, 2 in Staff Personnel, 

3 in Pupil Personnel, and 1 in System-Wide Policies and 

Operations. Means of 2.50 - 2.99 were found on 19 

items, including 14 in Curriculum and Instruction, 4 

in Staff Personnel, and 1 in System-Wide Policies and 

Operations. One mean in the Curriculum and Instruction 

category fell between 2.00 and 2.49. The remaining 35 

means, or 54.69% of the total, ranged from 3.00 - 3.99, 

including 14 in Curriculum and Instruction, 13 in Staff 

Personnel, 3 in Pupil Personnel, and 5 in System-Wide 

Policies and Operations. Appendix GG presents a ranked 
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summary of both inexperienced and experienced teachers' 

mean per-item responses in two forms: (1) Group means 

are classified in descending order in terms of the num

ber of questions in each functional administrative area 

which received certain categorical ratings. (2) Other 

figures ind icate the actual percentage of the questions 

in each administrative area which received the desig

nated categorical ratings. 

In each of the 8 cases where the group means of 

inexperienced and experienced teachers significantly 

differed on the frequency dimension, the mean rating 

assigned by the inexperienced teachers' group was lower 

than the mean rating assigned by the experienced teach

ers' group. 

Because the inexperienced teachers and the experi

enced teachers did assign significantly different 

ratings to the frequency dimension of principal per

formance on 8 of 64 questionnaire items, the null 

hypothesis was rejected in these 8 instances. The null 

hypothesis failed to be rejected in the remaining 56 

cases. 

b. Effectiveness 

Sub-hypothesis (b) stated that there would be no 

significant differences between inexperienced teachers 

and experienced teachers on the effectiveness ratings 
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assigned to principal performance on each of 64 compe

t ency i nd icators. 

Independent t-tests were performed at the .05 level 

of signifi c ance to analyze the responses of the 70 

inexpe rienced teachers and the 77 experienced teachers 

t o eac h of t he questionnaire ' s 64 items on the e ffec 

tiveness dimension. A significant difference was found 

between the 2 groups on only 1 item, which was in t he 

area of Curriculum and Instruction. Differences were 

nonsignificant on 63 items , including 29 in Curricul um 

and Instruction, 19 in Staff Personnel, 8 in Pupil Per 

sonnel, and 7 in System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

Means, standard deviations, and t-test results for both 

inexperienced and experienced teachers are presented in 

Appendix FF. 

The inexperienced teachers assigned no mean ratings 

of 4.50 or greater to their principals' performance 

on the effectiveness dimension. Means of 4.00 - 4.49 

were found on 10 items, including 1 in Curriculum and 

Instruction , 2 in Staff Personnel, 6 in Pupil Personnel, 

and 1 in System-Wide Policies and Operations. One mean 

in the Curriculum and Instruction category fell between 

2.50 and 2.99, and no means were below 2.50. The 

remaining 53 means, or82.81% of the total, ranged 

between 3.00 and 3.99, including 28 in Curriculum and 
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Instruction, 17 in Staff Personnel, 2 in Pupil Person

nel, and 6 in System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

The experienced teachers assigned a mean rating of 

4.50 or greater to 1 item in the area of Pupil Person

nel. Means of 4.00 - 4.49 were found on 9 items, 

including 1 in Curriculum and Instruction, 3 in Staff 

Personnel, 4 in Pupil Personnel, and 1 in System-Wide 

Policies and Operations. No means fell below 3.00. 

The remaining 54 means, or 84.38% of the total, ranged 

between 3.00 and 3.99, including 29 in Curriculum and 

Instruction, 16 in Staff Personnel, 3 in Pupil Person

nel, and 6 in System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

Appendix HH presents a ranked summary of the inexperi

enced and experienced teachers' mean per-item 

responses. The appendix displays the means for the 

effectiveness dimension in the same format as they 

were presented for the frequency dimension. 

Because inexperienced teachers and experienced 

teachers did assign a significantly different effec

tiveness rating to 1 questionnaire item, therefore, 

the null hypothesis was rejected in this 1 instance. 

The null hypothesis failed to be rejected in the 

remaining 63 cases. 
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Hypothesis 10: 

a. Frequency 

Sub-hypothesis (a) stated that there would be no 

significant differences between inexperienced teachers 

and experienced teachers on the frequency ratings 

assigned to principal performance in the 4 functional 

administrative areas of Curriculum and Instruction, 

Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel, and System-Wide 

Policies and Operations. Sub-hypothesis (b) held that 

there would also be no significant differences for the 

main effect of administrative area. Sub-hypothesis 

(c) stated that there would be no significant inter

action between level of teaching experience and func

tional administrative area. 

A two-way analysis of variance was performed at 

the .05 level of significance to test the null hypoth

eses. The 70 inexperienced teachers assigned mean 

frequency ratings of 2.966 to Curriculum and Instruc

tion, 3.210 to Staff Per sonnel, 3.947 to Pupil Person

nel, and 3.221 to System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

The 77 experienced teachers assigned mean frequency 

ratings of 3.054 to Curriculum and Instruction, 3.453 

to Staff Personnel, 4.093 to Pupil Personnel, and 3.469 

to System-Wide Policies and Operations. Categorical 

means for both groups of teachers are presented in 
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Appendix II. The 2 X 4 ANOVA revealed a significant 

F-ratio of 5.74 for the main effect of level of 

teachi ng experience. A significant F-ratio of 31 . 49 

was also found for the main effect of functional 

administrative area. The F-ratio of .27 for inter-

action was nonsignificant. Results of the two-way 

ANOVA are summarized in Table 9. 

Table 9 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR INEXPERIENCED TEACHERS' AND 

EXPERIENCED TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' 

PERFORMANCE FREQUENCY ACROSS FOUR 

FUNCTIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS 

Source df n=147a ss MS F 

Teaching experience (A) 1 4.814 4.814 5.74* 

Administrative area (B) 3 79.257 26.419 31.49* 

Interaction (A & B) 3 .671 .224 .27 

Error 580 486.647 .839 

Total 587 571.389 

aMean ratings were computed for each of the 147 teach
ers in 4 administrative areas. 

*Q< .OS 

No follow-up procedure was necessary to analyze 

differences between the inexperienced teachers and 
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expe rienced teachers on the frequency dimension. The 

mean ratings assigned by the inexperienced teachers 

were lower than those of the experienced group in 

every adminis t rative area. 

The modified LSD procedure was not performed 

b ecause find ings relative to specific difference s 

across the 4 administrative categories would have been 

i denti c al t o the results obtained for the frequency 

d imension i n Hypothesis 8. For purposes of clarity , 

however, the results are repeated in Appendix JJ. 

b. Effectiveness 

Sub-hypothesis (d) stated that there would be no 

significant differences between inexperienced teachers 

and experienced teachers on the effectiveness ratings 

assigned to principal performance in the 4 functional 

administrative areas of Curriculum and Instruction, 

Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel, and System-Wide Pol

icies and Operations. Sub-hypothesis (e) stated that 

there would be no significant differences for the main 

effect of administrative area. Sub-hypothesis (f) 

stated that there would be no significant interaction 

between level of teaching experience and functional 

administrative area. 

A two-way analysis of variance was performed at 

the .05 level of significance to test the null 
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hypotheses. The 70 inexperienced teachers assigned 

mean effectiveness ratings of 2.991 to Curriculum and 

Instruction, 3.123 to Staff Personnel, 3.944 to Pupil 

Personnel, and 3.362 to System-Wide Policies and Opera

tions. The 77 experienced teachers assigned mean 

effectiveness ratings of 3.087 to Curriculum and 

Instruction, 3.329 to Staff Personnel, 4.077 to Pupi l 

Personnel , and 3.622 to System-Wide Policies and 

Operations. Categorical means for both groups of 

teachers are presented in Appendix II. The 2 X 4 

ANOVA revealed a nonsignificant F-ratio of 3.75 for 

the main effect of level of teaching experience. A 

significant F-ratio of 22.27 was found for the main 

effect of functional administrative area. The F-ratio 

of .17 for interaction was nonsignificant. Results of 

the two-way ANOVA are summarized in Table 10. 

It was unnecessary for 2 reasons actually to per

form the modified LSD procedure. First, although 

inexperienced teachers assigned slightly lower ratings 

than experienced teachers to all 4 administrative 

areas, the differences were nonsignificant. Second, 

while differences within the 4 administrative cate

gories were significant, results of the LSD procedure 

would have been identical to those obtained for the 

effectiveness dimension in Hypothesis 8. For purposes 
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Table 10 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR INEXPERIENCED TEACHERS' AND 

EXPERIENCED TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' 

PERFORMANCE EFFECTIVENESS ACROSS FOUR 

FUNCTIONAL AD~1INISTRATIVE AREAS 

Source df n=147a ss MS F 

Teaching experience (A) 1 4.424 4.424 3.75 

Administrative area (B) 3 78.757 26.252 22. 27* 

Interaction (A & B) 3 .592 .197 . 17 

Error 580 683.615 1.179 

Total 587 767.387 

aMean ratings were computed for each of the 14 7 
teachers in 4 administrative areas. 

*Q<.05 

of clarity , however, the findings are repeated in 

Appendix JJ. 

Table 11 presents a summary of the decisions with 

regard to each of the hypotheses in the study. Find-

ings are listed for both the frequency and the effec-

tiveness dimensions of each hypothesis. 



Hypothesis 

Hypothesis 1 

Frequency 

Effectiveness 

Hypothesis 2 

Frequency 

Effectiveness 

Hypothesis 3 

Frequency 

Effect iveness 

Hypothesis 4 

Frequency 

Effectiveness 

Hypothesis 5 

Frequency 

Effectiveness 

Table 11 

SUMMARY OF DECISIONS WITH REGARD TO EACH OF 

THE HYPOTHESES IN THE STUDY 

Decis ion 

Rejected 55, Failed to Reject 9 

Rejected 56 , Failed to Reject 8 

Rejected 1 

Rejected 1 

Rejected 43, Failed to Rejec t 21 

Rejected 55, Failed to Rejec t 9 

Rejected for both main effects, 
Failed to Rej ect for interaction 

Rejected for both main effects, 
Failed to Reject for interaction 

Rejected 14, Failed to Reject 50 

Rejected 14, Failed to Reject 50 

!-> 
0'1 
\.() 



Hypothesis 

Hypothesis 6 

Frequency 

Effectiveness 

Hypothesis 7 

Freq uency 

Effectiveness 

Hypothesis 8 

Frequency 

Effectiveness 

Hypothesis 9 

Frequency 

Effectiveness 

Hypothesis 10 

Frequency 

Effectiveness 

• 

Table 11 (continued) 

Decision 

Rejected for both main effects, 
Failed to Reject for interaction 

Rejected for both main effects, 
Failed to Reject for interaction 

Rejected 51, Failed to Reject 13 

Rejected 45, Failed to Reject 19 

Rejected for both main effects and interaction 

Rejected for both main effects and interaction 

Rejected 8, Failed to Reject 56 

Rejected 1, Failed to Reject 63 

Rejected for both main effects, 
Failed to Reject for interaction 

Rejected for one main effect, Failed to 
Reject for one main effect and for interaction 

1--' 
..._] 

0 



CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this chapter of the study is to inter

pret the statistical results which were reported in the 

previous chapter, to draw conclusions about what the 

results imply, and to apply the findi ngs in a way that will 

be meaningful in establishing the Garland Academy for Man

agement Education. Accordingly, the discussion is divided 

into five major chapter sections: (1) Findings of the 

Investigation, (2) Conclusions, (3) Comparisons with Pre

vious Research Studies, (4) Implications, and (5) Recom

mendations . 

Findings of the Investigation 

The interpretation and discussion of the findings of 

the investigation are presented in the form of answers to 

the research questions posed in Chapter 1. Each question is 

addressed in terms of both the frequency and the effective

ness of the principal performance. 

Question 1: Do principals consider themselves more 

effective with regard to some competency 

indicators than to others? 

171 
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a . F' reque nc y 

Assumi ng a hypothe si zed me a n of 3 .00 to be an 

a verage rat ing on t he 1.00 - 5. 00 Likert scal e , 

princ i pal s considered themselve s t o be signifi

cantl y above average on 50, or 78 .13%, o f the 

quest ionnaire' s 64 competency indica t ors. The 2 

items r eceivi ng the highest mean ratings were 

"Pr ovide s supe r visory assistance at schoo l ac t i v

it ie s " and "Makes school rules and r egu lations 

a vai l a bl e to students and teachers, '' both of whi ch 

were in the Pupil Personnel category. In fact , 

mea ns of 4.00 or greater were found on 87.50% of 

all items related to Pupil Personnel . Mean 

ratings , while still significantly above 3 .00 in 

most instances, were somewhat lower on items in 

the categories of Staff Personnel and System-Wide 

Policies and Operations. Principals obviously 

feel that they spend somewhat l e ss time i n the 

performance of tasks related to staffing a nd to 

system- wide goals and pol i c i e s t ha n they s p e nd i n 

matters which are directly student-rela ted. 

The principals rated t hemse l ves significantly 

below 3.00 on only 5 items, or 7.81 % of t h e total 

number contained in the instrume nt. All of thes e 

items were in the area of Curriculum and 
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Instruction . Receiving the lowest mean ratings 

were "Organ izes teacher committees to eva luate 

curriculum content,'' "Works with teachers in 

designing and using instruments to evaluate the 

instructional program," "Wor k s with faculty com

mittees to review curriculum content and o rganiza

tion," and "Works with curriculum committees to 

esta blish educat ional goals of the school. " Prin

cipals apparently perceive that they do not fr e

quently play a major role in influenc i ng the cur

riculum as active participants in committee or 

group endeavors. While principals do acknowledge 

some deficiencies in the area of curriculum and 

instruction, however, the more significant inter

pretation of the data is that they feel they are 

average or above on the vast majority of all fre

quency indicators in the questionnaire , including 

two-thirds of the items in Curriculum and Instruc

tion. 

b. Effectiveness 

Results of principals' itemized evaluations of 

their effectiveness were quit e similar to the eval

uations on the frequency dimension. The same 2 

items in the Pupil Personnel category which 

received mean ratings of 4.50 or greater in terms 
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of frequency were found to have equally high 

ratings on the effectiveness scale. Means of 4.00 

or greater were obtained on the same 7 items in 

the Pupil Personnel area. Also, t he 4 quest i on s 

in Curriculum and Instruction which received the 

lowest mean frequency ratings were a t the bottom 

in terms of effectiveness. As a matter of fact, 

frequency and effectiveness ratings were so simi

lar that a differential of .20 or more points was 

fo und on only 13 of the 64 items; in 10 cases, 

the effectiveness rating was above the frequency 

rating, while in 3 cases the frequency rating was 

the higher. 

One f actor has interpretative import with 

regard to most of the questions posed in the 

study . The PPDS instrument instructed subjects 

that any item to which they gave a '' 1" on the 

frequency dimension should automatically receive 

a "0" on the effect i veness scale. The rationale 

was that it would be illogical to measure effec

tiveness with regard to a task that was "never'' 

performed. Con s equently , the O's have been 

removed from the analysis of the effectiveness 

dimension throughout this study. The obvious 

implication is that means are deceptively high for 
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some items which received a 0 rating from a sig

nificant number of subjects. While the researcher 

did not necessarily reject the rationale for 

scoring of the PPDS, an effort will be made 

throughout this chapter to point out those areas 

where O's could have made a measureable difference. 

There were, for example, 5 items in the Curricul um 

and Instruction category which received 0 effec

tiveness ratings from 11 or more principals. The 

items were all related to working with faculty 

groups and curriculum committees to establish 

instructional goals and content. Since 4 o£ the 

5 it ems had means below 3.00 with the O's dis

counted, they obviously would have been even lower 

had the O' s been accounted for in the divisor. 

Despite the admitted deficiencies in the area 

of Curriculum and Instruction on a few items, the 

data overwhelmi ngly suggest that principals per

ceive themselves to be effective in executing 

approximately 90% o f their job tasks. Principals 

do, then, consider themselves more effective in 

some areas than others, b ut they are apparent ly 

dissatisfied with their performance with regard to 

only a few curricular functions. 
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Question 2: Do principals assign higher self-

assessment ratings to some functional 

administrative areas than to others? 

a. Frequency 

As could have been anticipated from the item

by-item analysis of their self-evaluations in 

Hypothesis 1, the 61 principals profess to perform 

most frequently the kinds of job tasks which are 

classified in the Pupil Personnel category. The 

8 individual items contained in this sect ion 

of the questionnaire relate primarily to matters 

of student discipline and sponsorship of the 

extracurricular program. The principals spend 

the least time on curricular functions, although 

the difference between Curriculum and Instruction 

and System-Wide Policies and Operations is not 

appreciable. Thus, principals do not perceive 

themselves as spending much more time on system

wide goal setting and interpretation of board 

policy than they do on the instructional program. 

Rather, their efforts are apparently concentrated 

on dealing with students on non-instructional 

matters and to a lesser degree on such staffing 

concerns as teaching assignments and evaluation 

procedures. Nonetheless, the principals appear 
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to be reasonably well-sat isfied with the frequency 

dimension of their performa nce in all areas. 

b. Effectiveness 

The trends for the principals• group on the 

effectiveness dimension were much like those for 

frequency d imensi on. Means were highest to a 

significant degree for Pupil Personnel and lowest 

to a nonsignificant degree for Curriculum and 

Instruction. Again, differences between Curri c

ulum and Instruction and Staff Personnel might 

have been significant were it not for having di s

counted 0 ratings. While the mean for Staff Per

sonnel was second highest on the frequency scale, 

it ranked third on the effectiveness scale. It 

thus appears that principals believe that, while 

tasks related to the school system as a whole 

consume less of their time than staffing matters, 

they are slightly, though not significantly, more 

effective in the former area. It is quite clear 

that they perceive themselves as most effective 

in areas of student personnel. 

Question 3: Do principals, teachers, and central 

administrators differ in their perceptions 

of principal performance measured in terms 

of itemized competency indicators? 
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a. Frequency 

Principals, teachers, and central administra

tors were in significant disagreement regarding 

the frequency of pr i ncipal performance on 43 of 

64 competency indicators, or 67.19% of the items 

in the questionnaire. The percentage of items 

within each functional administrative area about 

which there was disagreement was lowest in the 

Curriculum and Instruction category, with the 

3 groups differing on 50% of the items; the per

centages of items which reflected disagreement 

in the other 3 areas were 84.21% for Staff Per

sonnel, 87.50% for Pupil Personnel, and 71.43% 

for System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

There was a very marked tendency for princi

pals to evaluate their performance higher than 

either of the 2 other groups. In fact, princi

pals assigned the highest mean ratings to 54, or 

84.38%, of the questionnaire's 64 items, even 

though these high ratings were nonsignificant in 

15 of the 54 cases. The 4 job tasks about which 

there was the greatest disagreement among groups 

were "Evaluates the instructional climate by 

observing in the classroom," "Discusses with 

teachers the importance of individual student 
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differences, '' "Observes student/teacher interac

tions in the classroom ," and "Collects information 

about teaching practices by observi ng teachers in 

the classroom." Since principals ' self-evaluations 

on the se items were significantly higher than t he 

below-averag e asse ssments of teachers and admin

istrators, it is apparent that the latter groups 

perceive principals as deficient in frequent 

classroom observation. On the whole, the higher 

assessments by principals were more marked in the 

areas of Curriculum and Instruction and Staff 

Personnel than in Pupil Personnel or System-Wide 

Policies and Operations. 

There was also a definite trend for the low

est frequency ratings to be assigned by central 

administrators. The central staff gave principals 

the lowest score on 53, or 82.81% , of the ques-

tionnaire ' s 64 items. In fact, there were no 

items at all for which the highest mean was 

obtained for the central administrators' group. 

Although in most individual instances the evalua

tions of the central administrators were not 

significantly lower than those of the teachers, 

it is nonetheless clear that the former group has 

the least generally positive impression of the 
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frequency with which principals perform their 

duties. 

An examination of the means for all items 

revealed consensus between teachers and central 

administrators on 87.50% of all competency indi

cators. In 35 of the 56 instances where such 

agreement was noted,the principals were in s i g

nificant agreement with both other groups. 

Principals were in agreement with teachers on 

59.38% of all indicators, with 17 of the 38 mea n 

ratings significantly higher than the means for 

the central administrators. Central administra

tors and principals were in agreement on only 

24, or 37.50%, of the 64 items, and in 21 of the 

24 cases the means for teachers also did not vary 

significantly. 

It is thus clear that principals often per

ceive their performance frequency more favorably 

than it is perceived by either teachers or cen

tral administrators. When there is agreement 

between the principals and one of the other edu

cator groups, that agreement is considerably more 

likely to involve teachers than central staff . 

Central administrators, on the whole, view the 

frequency of principal performance less favorably 
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than do either the principals themselves or their 

teachers . 

b. Effectiveness 

Principals, teachers, and central administra

tors were in significant disagreement regarding 

the effectiveness of principal performance on 55 

of 64 competency indicators, 85.94% of the items 

in the questionnaire. The percentage of items 

within each administrative category reflecting 

disagreement was highest in Curriculum and 

Instruction at 93.3 3% and lowest in System-Wide 

Policies and Operations at 57.14%. 

Although principals tended to assign the 

highest ratings to over four-fifths of all items 

on the frequency dimension, this pattern was much 

less evident on the effectiveness scale. In fact, 

teachers were almost as likely to assign the 

highest rating to an item as were principals. 

Highest means were found for the principals' 

group on 34 of 64 items, or 53.13%, but their 

differences were not significantly greater than 

the teachers' ratings in all 34 instances. High

est means were found for the teachers' group on 

30 of 64 items, or 46.88%, but the differences 

were not significantly higher than the principals' 
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ratings in 26 of the 30 instances. 

As was the case for the frequency dimension, 

central administrators were least complimentary 

about principal effectiveness. On 63 of the 64 

items, the lowest mean was found for the central 

administrators• group; moreover, on 35 of the 63 

items, the ratings were significantly lower than 

the mean for either teachers or principals. 

The 4 items reflecting greatest disagreement 

among the 3 educator groups were 11 Informs teachers 

of all school board policy and policy changes, 11 

11 Works with faculty committees to review curric

ul urn content and organization, •• "Encourages teach

ers to inform parents about school programs and 

activities through students, •• and 11 Discusses with 

teachers the importance of individual student 

differences. •• Teachers gave the highest assess

ments and central administrators the lowest to 

each of these items. 

Greater consensus was f ound between princi

pals and teachers than for any other pairing of 

the educator groups. The principals and teachers 

gave similar assessments to 58 items, and in 49 

of the 58 cases their ratings were significantly 

higher than those of central staff members. 
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Principals and central administrators were in 

agre eme nt on 22 items, 13 of which were signi f i

c antl y l ower than the ratings assigned b y teach

e r s. Mos t of this agreement related to tasks i n 

the Curriculum and Instruction category. It is 

therefo r e not eworthy that, while principal s t e nd 

to ra t e t heir frequency of performance in the 

cur r icular area higher than do teachers and c en 

tral administrators, the effectiveness of thei r 

performance is, more often than not , rated higher 

by teachers than principals. Teachers apparentl y 

believe that, while principals do not spend a 

large percentage of their workday dealing with 

instruction, they are average in terms of effec

tiveness when they do devote time to the area. 

Teachers and central administrators agreed on 

only 16 of the 64 items, or one-fourth of the job 

t asks contained in the questionnaire. In 9 of 

the 16 instances, the 2 groups were also in 

agreement with principals. Thus, central admin

istrators are likely to disagree with both groups 

and assign generally lower effectiveness ratings 

to principal performance. 

Further comparisons between the frequency and 

effectiveness ratings assigned by the 3 groups 
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revealed some differences. There was, of course, 

disagreement on more items relati ve to effective-

ness than to frequency. Spe ci fically, there was 

a greater tendency for the groups to disagree 

about Curriculum and Instruction with regard to 

effectiveness and a somewhat slighter tendency 

for them to disagree about System-Wide Policies 

and Operations with regard to effectiveness. 

There were also fewer instances on the effec

tiveness dimension where the highest mean rating 

was significantly higher than the other 2 

ratings. In other words, the top 2 ratings were 

usually assigned by teachers and principals; 

often the lowest ratings by central staff dif

fered significantly from the other groups' 

ratings. Thus, central staff are not much more 

impressed with principal effectiveness than they 

were with principal frequency of performance. 

It should again be noted that conclusions 

drawn from comparing the 3 educator groups 

could have varied considerably if O's had not 

been removed from the analysis. It is partic

ularly likely that the agreement which was found 

between principals and teachers on 38 frequency 

responses and 58 effectiveness responses would 
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have disappeared on several items if the O's 

assigned by teachers had been included in the 

analysis. 

Question 4: Do principals, teachers, and central 

administrators differ in perceptions of 

principal performance measured in t e rms 

of functional administrative areas? 

a. Frequency 

The two-way ANOVA used to compare the percep

tions of the 3 educator groups across the 4 

administrative categories served to clarify and 

expand the findings obtained when one-way ANOVAs 

were performed on each of the 64 items. Specif

ically, it became apparent that the 3 groups 

were each different from the other. The princi

pals gave the highest overall ratings to the 

frequency with which they execute certain job 

tasks, while the central administrators gave the 

lowest overall ratings. The means for all 3 

groups, while significantly different, nonetheless 

fell in the "average" performance range of 3.00 -

3.99. Had O's not been discounted, the mean 

for central administrators would surely have 

fallen to "below average." Thus, it seems obvious 

that principals perceive themselves as performing 



186 

most tasks more frequently than their teachers or 

administrators concur. Undoubted ly, the least 

favorable perceptions are held by central admin

istrators. 

The 3 educator groups do agree that princi

pals perform most often those tasks related to 

Pupil Personnel and least often those tasks 

related to Curriculum and Instruction. Differ

ences between the frequency of performance with 

regard to Staff Personnel and System-Wide Poli

cies and Operations were not appreciable. Prin

cipals apparently spend much of each school day 

or evening in disciplinary and extracurricular 

activities, with the result that less time is 

devoted to instructional concerns. 

b. Effectiveness 

The 3 educator groups also differed signif

icantly from one another on the effectiveness 

scale, with principals giving the highest overall 

ratings and central administrators the lowest. 

Means for all 3 groups once again fell into 

the 11 average 11 range, although O's probably would 

have changed the picture for the central adminis

trator group and possibly the teacher group. The 

overall means for effectiveness varied very little 
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from the frequency means; however, the principals 

and teachers gave slightly higher evaluations to 

effectiveness, while the reverse was true for the 

central administrators. 

Principals, teachers, and central administra

tors all believe that principals are most effec

tive in those student-related tasks which they 

perform most often. Although the effective-

ness ratings were lowest in Curriculum and 

Instruction, the mean here did not vary signif i

cantly from the mean for Staff Personnel. Since 

the Staff Personnel frequency rating was second 

highest, it appears that principal effectiveness 

in this area is not commensurate with the time 

spent on staff matters. 

Question 5: Do elementary principals and secondary 

principals differ in perceptions of their 

own performance measured in terms of 

itemized competency indicators? 

a. Frequency 

Significant differences between the two groups 

of principals were found on only 14 items, or 

21.88% of the total number of indicators in the 

questionnaire. Nonetheless, there was a distinct 

and relevant pattern to the form which those 
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differences took. Of the significant variations, 

10 of 14 were found in the Curriculum and Instruc

tion area. To state the matter d i fferently, ele

mentary principals rated their own performance 

significantly higher than did their counterparts 

on one-third of all items in the Curriculum and 

Instruction section. Only 1 mean exceeded 4.00 

for the secondary group in the category of Cur

riculum and Instruction; the elementary group , 

on the other hand, assigned mean ratings of 4.0 0 

or greater to 7 items, or 23.33% of the total in 

the category. In particular, elementary princi

pals perceive themselves as working with teachers 

to evaluate individual differences among students , 

to diagnose student needs through testing, to 

plan individualized instructional programs, and 

to select instructional materials and equipment 

more frequently than secondary principals per

ceive themselves to be involved in these kinds 

of endeavors. 

The secondary principals assigned over twice 

as many mean scores below 3.00 as did the elemen

tary principals, although on only 2 of these 

scores was the differential between the groups 

statistically significant. Evaluations by the 
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secondary principals were below 3. 00 on one-third 

of all Curriculum and Instruction items and on 

10 % of all Staff Personnel items. The elementary 

principals, by contrast, evaluated the frequency 

of their performance at less than 3.00 on o n ly 

10.50%of all items in the questionnaire. 

Principals at both levels gave the highe s t 

frequency ratings to Pupil Personnel items. For 

both groups, means of 4.00 or higher were found 

for 7 of 8, or 87.50% of the indicators in thi s 

section of the questionnaire. In 4 instances, 

the mean for secondary principals exceeded that 

for elementary principals. The highest of 64 

means for the elementary principals was "Provides 

supervisory assistance at school activities;" for 

the secondary principals, the highest mean was 

for "Attends scheduled inter and intra-school 

activities." 

Although differences were nonsignificant in 

most cases, elementary principals assigned higher 

frequency ratings than secondary principals to 

52, or 81.25% of the questionnaire's items. On 

only 4 items, however, was the discrepancy .60 

points or more, and in each case the mean for 

elementary teachers was higher. These items were , 
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"Encourages teachers to work together in modify

ing and planning the curriculum, " "Plans a variety 

of instructional programs to meet individual 

learner needs, II "Encourages teachers to plan 

individualized instructional programs," and 

"~1eets with teachers to discuss individual student 

needs. " 

Because, however, differences between elemen

tary and secondary principals were nonsignificant 

on 78.13% of the questionnaire items, and because 

the great preponderance of means of both groups 

exceeded 3.00, it appears that the 2 groups 

agree in most instances that they are performing 

well in terms of frequently executing their job 

tasks. Elementary principals do have somewhat 

more positive perceptions of their overall per

formance in most cases despite the fact that the 

per-item variations were nonsignificant in over 

three-fourths of the individual analyses performed. 

b. Effectiveness 

Response patterns of the 2 groups of prin

cipals for the effectiveness dimension were, on 

the whole, not unlike those for the frequency 

dimension. Differences were again significant 

for 14, or 21.88%, of the items; 8 of the 14 were 
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the same as those which varied on the frequency 

scale. Over 70% of the disparities were again 

found in items related to Curriculum and Instruc

tion , with the secondary principals assigning the 

lower ratings in every instance. As a matter of 

fact, secondary principals gave only 1 Curriculum 

and Instruction item a mean rating above 4.00; 

elementary principals rated only 2 items above 

4.00, despite the generally higher trend for that 

group's scale. It might also be noted that on 

6 different Curriculum and Instruction items, O's 

were assigned by 5 or more secondary principals. 

In 4 of the 6 cases, the items also received O's 

from elementary principals . The acceleration of 

the mean here had an equal effect on both groups. 

In the 2 cases, however, of "Plans a variety of 

instructional programs to meet individual learner 

needs," and "Discusses curriculum content and 

modification at faculty meetings , " most of the 

O's were given only by secondary principals. 

Thus, the secondary group may perceive themselves 

as less effective in these areas than the respec

tive mean ratings of 2.875 and 3.182 imply. 

As was true for the frequency dimension, 

secondary principals assigned over twice as many 
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means below 3.00 as did the elementary principals. 

Nonetheless, only 9.38% of the mean s computed for 

all items fell below 3.00 for the secondary group; 

the figure was an even lowe r 4.69 % for the elemen 

tary group. 

Pupil Personnel items r e ceived the highest 

e ffectiveness ratings from both principal groups. 

Means of 4.00 or higher were found for 87.50 % of 

all indicators i~l th~s category, a percentage 

figure which is exactly equivalent to findings 

for the frequency dimension. Once again, the 

items receiving the highest assessments from the 

elementary group relate to supervising student 

activities. Secondary pri~ci~als consider them

selves most effective in informing students and 

teachers about school rules and regulations. 

As was the case for the frequency dimension , 

elementary principals gave slightly higher ratings 

to most items than did seco~dary principals, with 

means for the elementary group higher on 55, or 

85%, of all items . Discrepancies between the 2 

groups were considerably smaller for effectiveness 

items than they were for frequency items. Only 

2 items showed a differential of .60 or greater. 

Elementary principals perceive themselves as 
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considerably more effective on the indicator s of 

"Works with faculty commit tees to review curric

ul urn content and organizations , 11 and 11 Encourages 

teachers tu plan individualized instructional 

programs." 

The PPDS was not designed as a needs discrep

ancy instrument; no actual statistical tests were 

performed to compare frequency and effectiveness 

measures. Nevertheless, the researcher routinely 

examined the means for both dimensions in an 

effort to discern any relevant patterns. In the 

case of the 2 principal groups, there was no 

meaningful trend with regard to whether items 

received higher ratings on frequency or effective

ness. Elementary principals gave higher effec

tiveness than frequency ratings to 48% of all 

items, while for secondary principals the figure 

was 53%. Thus, both groups were almost equally 

divided in assigni ng higher ratings to one dimen

sion or the other. 

Because differences between elementary and 

secondary principals were nonsignificant for 

78.13% of all questionnaire items, and because 

means were 3 .0 0 or higher for both groups on over 

80% of all items, it appears that the 2 
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principal groups are reasonably confident about 

the effectiveness of their job performance. As 

in the case for frequency of performance , elemen

tary principals do appear to be slightly more 

pleased than secondary principals with their o n

the-job effectiveness. 

Question 6: Do elementary principals and secondary 

principals differ in perceptions of their 

own performance measured in terms of func

tional administrative areas? 

a. Frequency 

Garland's 32 elementary principals and 29 

secondary principals who responded to the survey 

had slightly different evaluations of the fre

quency of their performance in the 4 adminis

trative areas. Although differences for most 

individual items were nonsignificant in the anal

ysis for Hypothesis 5, the differences which did 

exist were great enough overall to produce signif

icance in the analysis of variance test. Cate

gorical means for the eleme ntary principals were 

higher in all administrative areas except Pupil 

Personnel. The difference was greatest in the 

area of Curriculum and Instruction, where the 

elementary group mean rating was 3.490 compared 
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to 3.105 for the secondary group. Both groups of 

principals also indicated that they perform l east 

freqently those tasks r elated to instruction, 

although tasks related to the school di strict 

policies and ope rations occupy very littl e more 

time. Categorical differences between the 2 

groups were the lowest on Pupil Personnel items, 

and both groups gave themselves the highest com

parative marks in this area. The data thus ind i

cate that elementary principals do, on the whole , 

perform job tasks related to instruction, staff

ing, and district policy more frequently than do 

their secondary counterparts. The secondary 

group, however, apparently allocate a greater 

proportion of regular school days to questions of 

behavior management and extracurricular activi

ties. 

b. Effectiveness 

Comparisons between the 2 groups of princi

pals on the effectiveness dimension were much 

like comparisons on the frequency dimension. 

Principals at both levels feel decidedly more 

effective in Pupil Personnel matt e rs than in any 

other administrative area. The y feel less con

fident about their performances in instructional 
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matters. Had O's not bee n r e moved from the anal 

ysis, moreover, it is possible that the lower mean 

rat i ng for Curriculum and Instruction would have 

been significantly different statistical l y f rom 

the mean for Staff Personnel. Effectivene ss 

me ans were higher across the board for the el e me n 

tary principals, but the differential between t h e 

2 groups was most noticeable in Curriculum and 

Instruction and only minimal in Pupil Personnel. 

Analys i s of the staff-evaluation scores t hu s i ndi

cates that elementary and secondary principals d o 

differ, though not to an extreme, in perceptions 

of the frequency and effectiveness of their job 

performance. 

Question 7: Do elementary teachers and secondary 

teachers differ in their perceptions of 

principal performance measured in terms 

of itemized competency indicators? 

a. Frequency 

Frequency ratings assig ned by the 69 Garland 

elementary teachers were significantly higher than 

those assigned by the 78 s e condary teachers on 

79.69% of all items in the questionnaire. The 

differences were greatest in the area of Curr i c 

ulum and Instruction, with the elementary teachers 
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viewing thei r principals' p e rformance more favor

ably on 93.33% of the indicators . Differences 

were only slightly less pronounced in the areas 

of System-Wide Policies and Operations and Staff 

Personnel, where elementary teachers gave higher 

assessments to 85.71% and 78.95 % of the items 

within the respective categories. By far the 

least differential was found on Pupil Personne l 

indicators, with differences on only one-fourth 

of the items. 

Assuming 3.00 to be an "average" rating, ele

mentary teachers evaluated the frequency of their 

principals' performance as average or above on 

61 of 64, or 95.31%, of their job tasks. By con

trast, the secondary teachers assigned average 

or higher ratings to only 42.19% of the compet e ncy 

indicators, a fact which implies a less than 

enthusiastic endorsement of their principals' per 

formance. 

An examination of the individual items which 

received the highest ratings from the 2 teacher 

groups revealed agreement on 5 of the top 6 

despite the somewhat lower assessments in e ach 

case by the secondary teachers. Principals at 

both levels are perceived by their faculty member s 
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as giving quite frequent attention to supervising 

student activities, managing student behavior, 

informing persons about school regulations and 

school board policy changes, and del egating 

authority to teachers for classroom operation. 

Consensus on an item-by-item basis was less 

marked with regard to the job tasks receiving the 

lowest ratings from the 2 groups of teachers ~ 

Neither group indicated that principals spend 

much time in helping teachers to design evalua

tion instruments for the instructional program, 

in discussing classroom objectives with individual 

teachers, or in organizing teacher committees to 

evaluate curriculum content. Secondary teachers, 

on the other hand, gave principals very low 

ratings on ~~works with teachers in understanding 

and using information in student cumulative 

records" and on "Discusses curriculum content and 

modification at faculty meetings," while elemen

tary principals received average marks on the 

same items. 

b. Effectiveness 

A comparison of the perceptions of principal 

effectiveness held by Garland's elementary and 

secondary teachers revealed at least 3 
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r e l e vant patterns. First, differences between 

t h e two groups were significant o n 70.31 % of the 

questionnaire's items. The disparities, however , 

were not equally spread across all admi nis t rative 

areas. Instead, differences were found for 86.67% 

of the Curriculum and I nstruction indicators, 

71.43% of System-Wide Policies and Operations 

items, and 68.42 % of Staff Personnel items. I n 

marked contrast , discrepancies were significant 

for only 1 i tem, or 12.50%, in the Pupil Person -

nel category. In all 45 cases which were signi f-

icant the means assigned by elementary teacher s 

were higher; yet , i n the Pupil Personnel category 

the variation between the elementary and secondary 

teachers was les s than .20 points o n 6 of 8 items . 

The obvious implication is that elementary t each

ers have more positive perceptions of their prin

cipals' performance than do secondary teachers 

in every area except Pupil Personnel. 

A second observation is that elementary 

teachers' evaluations were average or above on 

all 64 questionnaire items, and secondary teach

ers' ratings fell below 3.00 on only 10 indicators, 

8 of which were in Curriculum a nd Instruction. 



200 

There were, however, 10 questionnaire items in 

the Curriculum and Instruction and Staff Personnel 

categories to which 20 or more secondary teachers 

assigned a rating of 0. Had these O' s not been 

discounted, there would have been a two-fold 

effect: overall means for the secondary group 

would have declined markedly, and variations 

between the perceptions of elementary and seco nd

ary teachers in the 2 functional administrative 

areas would have been more pronounced. It thus 

appears that secondary teachers may be quite a 

bit less impressed with principal effectiveness 

than are elementary teachers where instructional 

and staffing concerns are involved. 

Finally, a comparison of frequency means 

with effectiveness means showed the latter to be 

higher for both teacher groups on over 85% of all 

competency indicators. Both elementary and sec

ondary teachers believe their principals are 

quite effective in Pupil Personnel matters. In 

fact, the teachers were prone to assign equal or 

even higher effectiveness than frequency ratings 

to the Pupil Personnel area alone. Again, had 

O's been allowed to affect means , effectiveness 

ratings for many Curriculum and Instruction and 



201 

Pupil Personnel items might well have dropped 

b e low frequency ratings. 

Elementary and secondary teachers do, there 

fore, differ on an item-by-item basis in their 

perceptions of the frequency and effective ness of 

their princ ipals ' performance. There is, h owever , 

a notable exception to this generalization in the 

area of Pupil Pe rsonnel. 

Qu e stion 8: Do elementary teachers and secondary 

t e achers differ in their perceptions o f 

principal performance measured in terms 

of functional administrative categories? 

a. Frequency 

The full import of how Garland's el ementary 

and secondary teachers differ in their assess

ments of the frequency dimension of principal 

performance became apparent only a f ter the 2 

groups had been compared across the 4 adminis

trative categories in the two-way analysis of 

variance test. Since a significant interaction 

was found between the independent variables of 

level of teaching assignment and functional 

administrative area, it became essential to qual

ify the interpretation of having also obtaine d 

significant results for both main effects (Huck, 
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Cormier, & Bounds, 1974; Linton & Gallo, 1975). 

In other words, it became misleading to infer 

without qualification that elementary teachers are 

more positive about principal performance than 

secondary teachers. It would also have been too 

simplistic to conclude that the pattern of dif

ferences across the 4 categories was the same 

for both groups of teachers. Instead , the mean s 

for the 2 independent variables were plotted in 

order to obtain a graphic representation of how 

the effect of one variable was dependent on the 

level of the second variable. As indicated by the 

graph in Appendix cc, the means assigned by 

elementary teachers were higher in all categories 

than those assigned by secondary teachers. When 

the categorical means were compared within each 

teacher group , however , it became readily appar

ent that secondary teachers are far more generous 

in their evaluations for the area of Pupil Person

nel than for the other 3 administrative areas. 

While elementary teachers feel principal perform

ance is also somewhat more frequent in Pupil Per

sonnel matters, the difference between that area 

and the others is not nearly so marked. 
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By comparison with elementary teachers, 

secondary teachers have considerably less posit ive 

perceptions of the frequency of principal perform

ance in every area except Pupil Personnel . In 

that 1 exceptional case, they believe thei r prin

cipals are doing a very commendable job. 

b. Effectiveness 

Elementary and secondary teachers• feelings 

about the effectiveness of principal performance 

do not differ greatly from their perceptions o f 

performance frequency. The statistical analys is 

yielded similar results in terms of significance 

for both main effects and for interaction between 

level of teaching assignment and functional 

administrative area. The interaction graph once 

again indicated that elementary teachers are con

siderably more impressed than secondary teachers 

with their principals• effectiveness in every 

administrative area except Pupil Personnel (see 

Appendix EE) . While secondary teachers do not 

rate their principals high in the areas of Cur

riculum and Instruction and Staff Personnel and 

give them only an average score in System-Wide 

Policies and Operations, they do believe that 

Pupil Personnel matters are being handled much 
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mor e e ff ec tive ly. 

One additional comparison betwee n the f r e 

quency and effectiveness ratings assigned by the 

teachers is relevant. On both dimension s, the 

teachers gave the highest mean assessments to 

Pupil Per sonnel and the lowest to Curricu l um and 

Instruction. On the frequency scale , eva l uati on s 

for Staff Personnel were significantly higher 

than those for Curriculum and Instruction; on t he 

effectiveness scale, the differential was non

sig nificant. It might thus be inferred that 

teachers believe that, while their principals are 

appreciably more frequent in their performance of 

duties relating to faculty and staff than in 

their tasks relating to curriculum, they are not 

significantly more effective in the former area. 

Question 9 : Do inexperienced teachers and experienced 

teachers differ in their perceptions of 

principal performance measured in terms 

of itemized compe t ency indicators? 

a. Frequency 

Teachers with 2 or fewer years of teaching 

experience in Garland schools differed signifi 

cantly from locally experienced teachers on only 

12 . 50% of all items in the questionnaire. However, 
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6 of the 8 item disparities were in the Staff 

Personnel category. In each case the mean ratings 

for the inexperienced group were lower than those 

for the experienced group. The experienced 

teachers view their principals as meeting more f~e 

quently with teachers to discuss individual stu

dent needs and encouraging teacher "feedback '' 

concerning the school's policies and operation . 

The experienced teachers also gave higher asses s

ments to 4 items relating to the frequency with 

which their principals provide guidance and 

assistance to faculty members in the interpreta

tion and use of students' permanent records. 

An examination of the individual question

naire items which received the highest ratings 

revealed that 3 of the 5 highest means for the 

inexperienced teachers were also in the top 5 for 

the experienced teachers: all 3 were Pupil Per

sonnel items dealing with student activities and 

school rules. Experienced teachers, however, 

gave principals significantly higher marks on the 

i tern ''Informs teachers of budgetary allocations 

for instructional materials and equipment.'' 

Further agreement was found on 4 of 5 items 

receiving the lowest ratings from the 2 teacher 
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groups. The 4 were all in the area of Curriculum 

a nd In s t r uction and were concerned wi t h designing 

instructional programs to meet individual n e e d s, 

disc u ss ing wit h teachers the classroom i mp l ementa

tion of the programs, and then using committe es 

and evaluation in s trume nts to monitor progres s. 

b . Ef f ect ive n e ss 

Sign if icant variations between inexper i enced 

a nd experi e nced teachers' perceptions of princ i

p a l e ff e ct i v e ness were practically non-existent . 

S i gn i f icance was found for only 1 Curriculum and 

Instruction ite m, 11 Informs teachers of budgetary 

allocations for instructional materials and 

e quipment. I I Of course , it could be argued that, 

wi t h t e sts having been performed at the .05 alpha 

l evel, significance for only 1 of 64 tests is no 

s i g n i f i cance at all, since Type I Errors could be 

exp e c ted f or at least 3 tests. Because the same 

item wa s also significant on the frequency dimen

sio n, howe v e r, the d i ffer e nce deserves analysis. 

The r e i s , in fact, a qui te plausible explanation 

for inexp erienced and e xperienc e d teachers' 

evidencing di ffe r ent p e rc e ptions about principal 

teacher interaction on school mone y matters . 

Garland ' s secondary p r incip a l s routine ly handl e 
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many budgetary concerns through departmental 

chai rmen, the vast majority of whom have senior

ity in the district. Very few, if any, of the 70 

inexperienced teachers who responded to the sur

vey are likely to have had much direct involve

me nt with their principals in expending monies 

for materials and equipment. It is thus not 

surprising that their perceptions might be less 

favorable than those of the experienced teachers. 

As was the case for the frequency dimension, 

the inexperienced and experienced teachers 

assigned their highest and lowest ratings to much 

the same group of effectiveness i tems. At the 

high end of the scale, there was consensus on 3 

of 5 Pupil Personnel items--the same 3 items 

r e lating to student discipline and extracurricular 

activiti e s that received superior frequency 

ratings. At the lower end of the scale, there 

was consensus on 4 of 5 items--and 2 of the 4 

we r e the same items relating to instruction that 

r e c e ived comparably low frequency ratings. It is 

noteworthy, howe ver, that only 1 of the 128 means 

computed for th 2 groups fell below the 3.00 

"av rage." Once again, the results would have 

been different had 0 1 S been left in the analysis. 
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Regardless of how the O's ar e interpreted, 

the effectiveness ratings were higher overall 

than t h e frequency ratings on a per-i tem basis . 

Specifically, the inexperienced teachers gave 

the higher evaluation to effectiveness on 59 of 

the 64 items; the e xperienced t eachers were more 

positive about ef fectiveness than frequency on 

61 of the 64 items. In 7 of the 8 exceptions 

for the 2 groups, the higher frequency ratings 

were on Pupil Personnel indicators. Teachers at 

both local experience levels obviously believe 

that principals spend a great deal of their time 

handling non-instructional student-related mat

ters--and that the matters are dealt with com

petently. The teachers perceive that less time 

is spent in the other 3 administrative areas. They 

believe that those job tasks which are performed 

less often also s uffer somewha t in terms of the 

effectivenes s with which they are executed. Had 

the same stat istical r esul ts been obtained with 

O's included in the analysis, it would also be 

obvious that teachers believe that principal 

e ffectiveness compensates partially for r e lative 

infr eque ncy of performance in areas other than 

Pupil Personnel . The awareness , however, that 



209 

numerous O's were assigned by both groups to the 

Curriculum and Instruction category and that par

ticularly the inexperienced group assigned many 

O's to Staff Personnel it ems rend e rs such a gen

era lization very tenuous at best. 

Que stion 10: Do inexp e ri enced teacher s and experienced 

teachers d iffer in their percept ions of 

principal performance measured in terms 

of functional administrative categories ? 

a. Frequency 

The item-by-item comparison of the percept ions 

of inexperienced and experienced teachers yielded 

only 8 significant t-statistics. Although over

all differences between the 2 groups were 

therefore quite limited, the powerful analysis of 

variance test was sensitive to these differences. 

First, the i nexperienced teachers assigned 

lower categorical means to each of the 4 

administrative areas . The ar i thmeti c differen

tial between the 2 groups of teachers did not 

reach a level of .25 in any case, however. 

second , both teacher groups indicated their 

principals spend significantly more time dealing 

with Pupil Personnel and significantly less time 

in d ealing with Curriculum and Instruction than 
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is the case f or either Staff Personnel or System

Wide Policies and Operations. This interpreta

tion of the results of t h e modified LSD as applied 

to the main effect of functional adminis trative 

area is, of course, identical to the interpreta

tion fo r Que stion 8 . Since interaction was found 

to be nonsignificant, those differences which 

exist for each main effect are consistent acros s 

the levels of the second independent variable. 

It can therefore be i nf e rred that experienced 

teachers have slightly more positive attitudes 

overall than inexperienced teachers about princi 

pal performance frequency. Both teacher groups 

feel that the pr incipals' time is not equally 

divided among administrative functions and that 

instruction receives less attention from princi

pa ls whose time is being spent enforcing school 

policy and supervising student activities. 

b . Effectiveness 

Having fo und a significant difference between 

the inexperienced and exper ienced teachers on only 

1 of 64 items, it wa s altogether expected that the 

analysis of variance test would not show signif 

icance for the main effect of level of teaching 

exp erience . Consequently, it appears that there 
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i s no substantial variation in pe rceptions of pr in

cipal e ff ectiveness held by the 2 teacher groups. 

In other words, overall effectiveness evaluations 

are neither appr ec iably higher nor lower for one 

group than f or the other. 

A s ignificant F-ratio was obtained, however, for 

the main effect o f functional admin istrative area . 

Again, the interpretation of the modifi e d LSD 

f ollow- up test is the same for the effectiveness 

dimension of Quest ion 10 as for Question 8. Both 

inexp er ienc e d a nd experienced teachers view their 

principals as considerably more effective in deal

ing with Pupil Personnel matters than with other 

types of admi n istrative duties. Principals are 

vi e wed as least effective in Curriculum and Instruc 

tion, but their performance in the instructional 

area does not actually vary to a significant degree 

from their slightly better performance in the staff 

ing area . Al so , their effectiv e ness in areas of 

system-wi de concern is a ppreciably better than 

th ir ef f e ctiveness in dealing with instruction but 

not with sta ffing. 

A compari son of the r esult s of the LSD t e sts 

used t o analyze both freq uency and effectiveness 

indica es hat whe n teachers c ompare the time 
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principals spe nd on instruction wi th the time 

spent on other administrative dut ies, the y per

ceive a greater disparity than when they compare 

principal effectiveness in the instructional 

arena with effect iveness in the othe r a dminis tra

tive areas . 

Conclusions 

Data analysis and interpretation of the results lead 

to the following general conc l us i ons about the study: 

1. Princ ipals believe that, on the whole, they are 

performing at average or above levels in frequently and 

effectively executing their job tasks. They perceive them

selves as most active and proficient in dealing with matters 

of Pupil Personnel . They perceive themselves as least 

active and proficient in dealing with matters of Curriculum 

and Instruction . While they spend considerable time with 

Staff Personnel concerns, they do not profess to be as 

effective in this area as i n either Pupil Personnel or 

System-Wide Policies and Operations. 

2 . Principals e valuate themselves higher in t erms of 

both frequency and e ffectiveness than they are rated by 

either teachers or central administrators. Whil e teachers 

and central administr ators concur wi th principals tha t the 

best job is being done in Pupil Personnel and the weakest 



213 

job in Curriculum and Instruction, they are less satisfied 

with principal performance across all admini s t r ative areas 

than are the principals themselve s . 

3 . By and large , those tasks which the 3 educator 

groups perceive as being performed most often are also 

those perceived as being performed most effectively. The 

area of Staff Personne l, however, is an e xception. Pri nci 

pals, teachers and c e ntral administrators all give princi

pals higher r elat ive scores on frequency than on effect ive

ness in this category, a fact which implies that pr incipals 

may need to look for ways to improve their interpersonal 

dealings with teachers and other staff members. 

4. Elementary principals are somewhat more pleased 

than secondary principals with their job performance in 

every area e xc e pt Pupil Personnel, where both groups profess 

to be most effective . Although the disparity between the 2 

principal groups is not great on an item-by-item basis, 

it is most noticeable in t he Curriculum and Instruction 

category . It is evide nt that secondary principals feel 

moderately deficient in terms of instruction-related job 

tasks . It is, of cour se , unclear a s to whether the weak

nesses are a result of spend ing too little time in the 

instruc ional area, or whether principals fail to allocate 

time because t hey feel limited in their capabilities. 
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5. Elementary teachers are considerably more positive 

than secondary teachers in their assessments of principal 

performance in every area except Pupil Personnel. In fact, 

secondary teachers believe their principals to be "below 

average" in terms of frequency on a majority of all job 

tasks. The lower evaluations by the secondary teachers are 

most obvious in the area of Curriculum and Instruction and 

to a somewhat lesser degree in Staff Personnel. It thu s 

appears that elementary principals are more intimately 

involved with students as learners and teachers as educa

tors than are secondary principals. Secondary principal s 

seem to be spending the preponderance of their time doing 

a good job in handling disciplinary matters and in sponsor

ing the extracurricular program. 

Both teacher groups gave higher overall marks to prin

cipal effectiveness than to frequency. They may therefore 

believ e that some of their principals! time constraints 

are unavoidable and that principals often compensate for 

infrequency of task performance by executing the job fairly 

we ll. 

6. Inexperienced teachers and experienced teachers 

vary onl y to a v e ry limited degree in their perceptions of 

principa l p e rformance. Those discrepancies which do exist 

are in the freque ncy dimension. Inexperienced teachers 

made assessments which we re only slightly below those of 
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the experienced teachers in all 4 administrative catego

ries. There is an indication, however, that inexperienced 

teachers do not believe their principals spend as much time 

on Staff Personnel as is thought by experienced teachers. 

It is therefore possible that principals are not devoting 

as much attention to providing assistance to inexperienced 

teachers as is desirable. Teachers who are either new to 

the local school system or to the teaching ranks need prin

cipals who serve as resource persons in areas of instruc

tion , testing, record-analysis, and district policy. Yet , 

there is some indication in this study that principals 

are not giving these professionals as much guidance as they 

need and want. 

Inexperienced and experienced teachers do not differ 

in terms of their perceptions of principal effectiveness. 

Both groups believe their principals are performing well 

above average in Pupil Personnel matters. The greatest 

weaknesses are in Curricul um and Instruction, although 

expertise in the area of Staff Personnel is viewed only 

slightly more positively . 

Comparisons with Previous Research Studies 

The major findings of this investigation can be com

par d as follows with work accomplished by other research

ers : 
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1. The results obtained in this study relative to 

principals' perception s of their own performance are, in 

the main , consistent with previously-cited research studies. 

Bowman (1977) fo u nd the principal's most time-consuming 

role to be that of the school manager. McNally ("Sununing 

Up," 1974) alluded to princ ipals' complaints about "admin

istrivia." Warz y bok (1977) said principals expend most of 

their energies on discipline a nd paperwork and neglect cur

ricular matters. The 1978 NAESP study and the 1979 NASSP 

study stressed the amount of time spent on management to 

the detriment of the more critical need to focus on 

instruction. The Garl a nd principals were not asked to 

compare "actual" situation s in terms of either frequency 

or effectiveness with " ideal." While it is therefore 

impossible to make a judgment as to whether principals are 

using their time as they prefer, it is obvious that it is 

being spent in ways similar to their cont emporaries across 

the nation. 

2. The comparisons in this study involving the prin 

cipals', teachers' I and central administrators' perception s 

of principal performance yielded results similar to what 

other investigators have discovered . Marquit (1968) 1 

Carruthers (1978), and Campbell (1978 ) all reported that 

principals rated their instructional leadership a b ilities 

higher than did h e ir teachers. Similarly, Lovell and 
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Phe lps (1 977), Tryon (1979), and Marmion (1977) said that 

teache r s do not b e lieve t hei r principal s are meeting their 

instructional needs. Foskett (1967), Traugott (1977), and 

Riley (1 9 76) each found more agreement between principals 

and teachers than between principals and central adminis

trators on questions relating to the role of the principal 

and his or her perceived priorities in that role. While 

some studies have reflected consensus between principals 

and central administrators, these studies have usually 

focused only on what the principal's role should be and 

not how well or how inadequately that role is being ful

filled . Thus, the findings in the present study support 

earlier research comparing the principals and teachers; the 

findings relative to central administrators' views are not 

inconsistent because they involve questions about principal 

performance about which the central administrators have 

seldom been asked in a rese arch setting. 

3 , Since research comparing the perceptions of ele

mentary and secondary principals regarding their own job 

performance has been rarely conducted, the results of this 

study may be come a relevant addition to the literature of 

both continuing professional education and educational 

admi ni s tration. It is impo ssible to draw conclusions about 

how the s tudy compares with earli er research unless these 

conc lu s ions ar e ba s ed on simply c omparing the results of 
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stud ie s involving only el e mentary principals with studies 

invol v i ng only secondary principals. In the NAESP project 

(1979) , for example, elementary principals cited as major 

prob lems the areas of staff evaluation and staff assign

ments ; they further agreed that instructional leadership 

shou ld be the principal's major function . The NASSP s tudy 

(1 979 ) reported that secondary principals were concerned 

that growing administrative detail and time constraint s 

were impinging upon the curricular role. While Garland 's 

elementary and secondary principals therefore share the 

concerns of principals across the country, it is not possi 

ble on the basis of the evidence at hand to judge how well 

they are handling these concerns by comparison with their 

contemporaries in other school districts and state s . 

4. Previous research comparing the views o f e lementary 

and secondary teachers regarding principal performance has 

likewise been so rare that comparisons betwee n the findings 

of this study and earlier investigations have little mean

ing. Riley's (1976) research was unique in reporting mor e 

marked disagreement about principal performanc e between 

secondary teachers and their principals than between eleme n

tary teachers and their principals. That portion of the 

Riley study which indicated that secondary teachers question 

the degree of principals ' support they receive in the 

instructional area is consistent with the findings in this 
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study. 

5. The limited findings to date comparing the views 

of inexperienced and experienced teachers' attitudes toward 

principal performance are very inconclusive. Marquit (1968) 

and Carruthers (1978), for example, both reported that 

experienced teachers have the greater faith in their prin

cipals' abilities to improve instruction. Bumbarger (1966), 

on the other hand , found that experienced teachers were more 

likely than inexperienced teachers to disagree with the i r 

principals about the proper locus for decision-making in a 

school system. The fact that this study detected minor 

variations with regard to the effectiveness of principal 

performance merely emphasizes the uncertainty which sur

rounds the question as to how educators' views are affected 

by their years of experience in the profession. 

Implications 

A major purpose of this investigation was to gain 

information which could form the base for the establishment 

of an ongoing professional development program for Garland 

principals. Implications for the implementation of such a 

project are as follows: 

1. The Garland Academy for Management Education should 

adopt as its first priority the development of an ongoing 

professional development program aimed at equipping 
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principals to assume proactive positions as the schools' 

instructional leaders. 

While there are some curricular areas where the need 

for improvement appears to be equal for elementary and sec

ondary principals, there are still other facets of the 

instructional process where the needs of the 2 groups are 

somewhat different. Both elementary and secondary princi

pals, for example, could benefit from inservice activities 

dealing with goal-setting, working with faculty committees 

on curriculum development, assisting teachers in designing 

evaluation instruments, and in assessing the strengths and 

weaknesses of the instructional program. Secondary prin-

cipals appear, however, to have the greater need for up

grading skills in accommodating curricula to students• 

individual differences, in encouraging teachers to use 

innovative methods to help consistently failing students, 

and in making recommendations to teachers regarding the 

selection and purchase of appropriate instructional mate

rials and equipment. GAME organizers should therefore 

give consideration to structuring the academy's offerings 

so that all principals can jointly participate in some 

activities, while other topics of study should be tailored 

to address separately the priority needs of either the 

elementary or the secondary principals. 
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2. The Garland Academy for Management Education should 

adopt as its second major goal the development of a contin

uing program to refine the skills of principals at both 

levels in the area of Staff Personnel. 

The 2 principals• groups did not differ to a statis

tically significant degree in their assessments of most 

individual Staff Personnel items. Elementary teachers, on 

the other hand, did give their principals slightly highe r 

evaluations on a majority of the indicators in this cate 

gory. Although elementary principals seem to be doing a 

somewhat better overall job in dealing with staff members, 

2 other considerations appear more important with regard 

to implementing a professional development program. First, 

those items in the Staff Personnel category which received 

comparatively low ratings from elementary principals also 

received low scores from secondary principals. Thus, the 

2 groups concur on the locus of their weaknesses. Secondly, 

neither group considers itself or is considered by teachers 

as being as effective in Staff Personnel matters as might 

be hoped in view of the time which those matters consume. 

Consequently, GAME planners could expect both elementary 

and secondary principals to benefit from attending the same 

sessions devoted to Staff Personnel. Specifically, the 

greatest topical needs are for inservice activities dealing 

with staff evaluation procedures, with helping teachers to 
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understand and properly use information in students' cumu

lative records, and with upgrading classroom observation 

techniques. 

3. Those persons responsible for determining the dir

ection of GAME's activities should make efforts to impress 

principals with the importance of giving teache rs new to 

the district and/or the profession the kind of special 

attention and guidance which novices in almost any field of 

work require. The evidence in this study indicates that , 

while principals are not falling short of the mark to an 

appreciable degree, there is room for improvement in the 

frequency with which they share their expertise with inex-

perienced teachers. It can be agreed, of course, that 

research has sometimes shown new teache rs to be more ideal

istic about principal performance and less tolerant of their 

superiors' shortcomings than experienced teachers. Such 

evidence, however, does not diminish the need for principal s 

to strive to create open, productive, encouraging climates 

of mutual understanding with this group of " newcomers. " 

4. All principals could no doubt profit professionally 

from a continuing education activity d e aling with time man

agement. It is clear that principals are doing the best 

job in the area where they are spending the most time--

Pupil Personnel. It is also clear that they are least 

effective where they spend the least time--Curriculum and 
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Instruction. It is, of course, unwise to assume a cause 

and effect relationship. As previously stated, the ques 

tionnaire utilized in this study did not lend itself to an 

analysis of why principals spend more time in some func -

tional administrative areas than othe rs. Perhaps they 

allocate time where the immediacy of c erta in situations 

dictates; e.g., student discipline and extracurricular 

activities. Perhaps, on the other hand, they unconscious ly 

avoid curricular concerns because they feel inadequate in 

dealing with them. Perhaps both of these explanations have 

some merit. Whatever the case, however , time management 

techniques can be used by principals to ~ake opportuniti es 

to work with teachers on instruction. If principals devel-

op additional strategies for working with the curriculum at 

the same time that they are learning to better allocate 

their limited time, significant improve ments could become 

quickly apparent in the school setting. 

5. It was in no way the intent of this study to draw 

conclusions about the inserv ice education needs of any 

educator group except principals. Nonet h e less, the study's 

results have raised questions as to why central administra

tors invariably assigned the lowest evaluations to princ i

pal performance in all administrative categories. For some 

yet undefined reason, central staff members are often sig

nificantly less impressed with the job being done by 
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principals than are those who actively work closest with 

the principals--the classroom teachers. Perhaps central 

administrators need to be placed more regularly in situa

tions where they have direct building contact with the 

professionals in the field. It should be unsettl ing at 

the very least that central administrators disagree to a 

significant degree with both principals and teachers about 

principal effectiveness. At a time in American history 

when the educational process is being subjected to all 

sorts of questions, criticisms, and demands for accounta 

bility, it would seem that credible answe rs could best be 

formulated by educators who work together as a team and 

have reasonably accurate perceptions about each other's 

roles. 

Recommendations 

The results of this investigation ar e limit ed or 

inconclusive in several respects. The following recommen-

dations are therefore mad e regarding the need for further 

research: 

1. It was conceded at the outset that one limitation 

of this study is that the population was limited to educa

tors in the Garland Independent School District, thereby 

precluding generalization of the results to any larger 

group. The study should therefore be replicated in other 
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school districts with both similar and dissimilar demo

graphic characteristics in order to determine whether or 

not the views of Garland educators regarding principal 

performance are shared by professionals in other school 

districts. 

2. Future research might also involve principal and 

teacher groups large enough to permit statistical compari

sons across elementary, middle, and high school l e v e ls. 

Because of the uniqueness of the middle school concept and 

the fact that middle schools serve approximat e ly one-fourth 

of all school children, it is important to know wh e the r 

perceptions of and about middle school principals differ 

in measureable ways from perceptions of and about elemen

tary and high school principals. 

3. The results of this study have not resolved to any 

appreciable extent the question as to whether the experi

ence variable is a significant determinant of teacher atti

tudes toward principal performance. The limited amount of 

investigation completed prior to this study suggested that 

experienced teachers are often more positive in their 

assessments than inexperienced teachers. This study lends 

only very limited, qualified support to the earlier 

research. Further investigation is therefore much needed 

to provide some sort of definitive answer to an important 

question. 
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4. Th e bulk of research to dat e ha s indicat e d that 

time con s tr a int~ form the major obstacle to principals 1 

becoming instructional leaders in their buildings. Wh ile 

this study did not seek out principals 1 rationales for 

their behavior, it did at least corroborate earlier f ind

ings to the effect that principals do not regul a rly devote 

large blocks of their time to curricular concerns. Further

more, teachers agree with their principals in this regard. 

It is quite possible that a great deal could be learned from 

a comparison of teachers 1 and principals 1 perceptions as to 

why certain instructional duties are not performed oft en or 

effectively enough. In other words, it may be as important 

to know what teachers see as constraint s on principal effec

tiveness as it is to know what the principals thems elve s 

perceive as limiting factors. 

5. This investigator conducted an exhaustive search 

before finally discovering and d ec iding to utilize the Prin

cipal Performance Description Survey--Teacher Form. Care 

fully constructed, validated instruments for evaluating prin

cipal performance are, as report ed by Mc Cl eary (1979), 

quite rare. While the PPDS was largely satisfactory for 

use in this study, the instructions calling for 0 evalua

tions to be eliminated from statistical analyses are cer

tain to be questioned in some quarters. There is conse

quently a significant need for the development, validation, 
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and standardization of additional instruments for evaluating 

the performance of public school principals. 

Summary 

The study's finding s indicat e tha t principal s , cl a ss 

room teachers, and c e ntra l administrators diff e r in their 

perceptions of the performance of publ i c school p ri ncip als . 

The 3 groups of educators are in f undame ntal conse n s u s 

about those functional administrat i v e are as where p ri nc i pa ls 

execute their tasks most adequately and l e ast ad e qua tel y . 

They do not agree, however, on the d e gree of performa nc e 

adequacy or inadequacy in the various job categori e s. Pr in -

cipals have generally mor e positive perce ptions than do 

either teachers or central staff, the r e by implying tha t job 

assignment is a significant d e t ermina nt o f ed uca t or s ' a t t i

tudes about principal p e rformanc e . Leve l o f as signme nt 

also determines to some e xt e n t pr inc i pals' sel f - perce ptions, 

with elementary principals expr e s s ing more confid e nce in 

all areas than secondary p r incipals. Ther e are mor e marked 

differences overall between eleme ntary and s econdary teach

ers than between elementary and s e condary principals, and 

the higher assessments are given by the elementary group. 

Experienced teachers give principals sligh tly higher eval 

uations than inexperienced t e achers in terms of the fre

quency with which some job tasks are executed, but the 
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experience variable does not seem to affect teachers• atti

tudes significantly about the effectiveness with which 

their principals perform those same job tasks. 

The greatest continuing professional e ducation needs 

for all principals appear to be in the ar e a of curriculum 

and instruction. To a somewhat lesser extent, principal s 

may also be able to upgrade their job p e rformance by becom

ing involved in inservice activities related to the ar ea 

of staff personnel. There are, therefore, strong indica

tors to support the establishment of a management academy 

for principals aimed at remediating performance weaknesses 

and maximizing job strengths. 
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TEXAS WOMAN 'S U NIVERSITY 
Box 22-tll7 , TWU STATiol'i 

o~:NTilN . TnAs 762().1 

~J~i_l_l~S_h~u~g~ar_t~-----------------Center: Dent on 

Address: 2410 Sylvan Drive Date: February 25, 1980 

Garland, TX 75040 

!'car _ Ji 11 S.h.;..;u~g~a=r"-'t"--------------

Your study entitled Perceived Performance of Public School Principals, With 

Implications for Their Continuing Professional Education 

has been reviewed by a committee of the Human Resea rch Review Committee 

3nd it appears to meet our requirements in regard t o protection of the 

i ndividual's rights. 

P l ease be reminded that both the University a nd t he Depa r t men t 

o f Hea l th, Education, and We l fare regul a t ions require that written 

consents must be obtained from all human subjects i n your studies. 
filed with the Human Subjects Rev i ew Commi ttee . 

Th e se f orms must be :Mpbllllla•~·ioyl~eo. 

Furthermore, should your pro j ect change, ano ther r eview by t he 

~~onunittee is required, according to DHEW regulations. 

Pl e as e add the following statement to your I n fo rmeJ Conse n t Form: 

"No medical service or compensation is provided to subject s by the 

University as a result of injury from participa tion i n rese a rch. ·• 

Sincere l y, 

Chairman, Human Researc h 
Review Committee 

at ~nton 
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Wm . L. McKINNEY, Ph.D. 
Assistant to the Superintendent 

April 25. 1C180 

Ms. Jill Shugart 
2410 Sylvan Dr. 
Garland, Texas 75040 

Dear Ms . Shugart: 
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It is with great pleasure that I inform you that the research council 
has approved your application to conduct a research study . Your study, 
11 Perceived Performance of Public School Principals. With Imp li cat ions 
for Their Continuing Professional Education, 11 should be imp leme nted 
during our spring, 1980, school term . 

You are commended for your hi gh quality prospectus and application. 
The Garland Independent School District looks forward t o working with 
you in this research endeavor . If I may be of assi s t ance in any 
manner , please call on me. 

Sincerel.Y yours, / 

~?_£ .. ~//;/~ 
Wm. L. McK i nney/ / {I 
WLM/da 
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Date : Ap ril 15, 1980 

To: Se lected Central Administrators 
Elementary and Secondary Principals 
Assistant Principals 

From : Jill Shugart, Director of Communications 

Re : Research Study 

I am currently involved in a dissertation study which will compare the perceptions 
of Garland ' s 63 principals and assistant principals, 160 classroom teachers, and 
56 central administrators with regard to principal performance. The findings will 
be used as the basis for the establishment of a local ma nagement academy (ongoing 
inse rvice education program) for Gar land principal s . 

If you are willing to participate, please take no te of the foll ow in g inst ructions 
in addition to those in the questionnaire itself: 

l. Teachers , administrators, and principal s will all fill out t he same questionnaire. 
2. TvJO answer sheets are provided . I need returned to me only the colored sheet 

and the co mp leted demographic data shee t . You make keep the questionnaire 
booklet and attached white answer sheet i f you wis h. 

3. I will be gla d to total all scores . 
4. All responses are anonymous. Do not put your name anywhere on the en velope , 

the answe r sheet, or the demographic data sheet. 
5. Be aware that you have a right to choose not to participate in th e study . 
6. If you are a building principal , pleas e hand deliver to the ass i stant 

principal(s) and/or teachers in your building t he questionnaires which will 
be given to you in this meeting. Since I am worki ng within definite time 
constraints, pl ease ask them to return thei r envelopes to me in inter-school 
mail no la ter than Wednesday, April 30, 1980. 

want to thank you for your time and profess ional assi stance . From a personal 
s tandpoint, a 95% or better return of the questionnai res will help to guarantee 
the validity of th is study which has occupied much of my ti me for the past year . 
Moreover, I believe that the study ' s results can enable the district to esta bli sh 
inservice programs for princ ipals based on ge nuine , local needs and i nterests . 

If yo u have any questions, please ca ll me at 8485 or at home at 495 -434 5. 

Tha nks aga in. 

RE TUR IJ IN A SEALED Er~VELOPE THE FOLLO\H . ~G: 
1. A DnlOGRAPH IC DATA SHEET 
2. !', COLORE~ A ~Sl·IE R SHEET 
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Date: April 15, 1980 

To: Selected El ementary and Secondary Teachers, Garland ISO 

From : Jill Sh uga rt, Director of Communications 

Re: Research Study 

I am currently involved in a research/dissertation study as the final requirement 
of my doctoral program at Texas Woman's University. The purpos e of the study is to 
compare the percep tions of Garland's 63 principals and assistant principals , 160 
clas sroom teachers , and 56 central administrators with regard to principal performance . 
The findings will be used as a basis for the estab lishment of a local management 
academy (ongoing inservice education program) for Garland principals. 

You were selected by a ra ndomiza t i on process. Approximately half of the teachers 
will have 2 or less years local experience, and the other half will have 3 or more 
years local experience. 

I ho pe very muc h you will take 15 or 20 min utes to read the attached materials and 
comple t e the questionna ire. In addit ion to the instructions in the instrument, 
please take note of the following: 

1. 
2. 

3. 

4. 

5 . 

6 . 
7. 

Teac hers, pri nci pal s , and administrators wi ll all fill out the same questionnaire . 
Please base you r assessments on perceptions of your principals and assistant 
princi pals ~ Garland~· 
Yo u will note that two answer sheets are provided. Return to me only the colo red 
sheet. Yo u may fill out a second white answer sheet and keep both it and the 
quest ionnaire booklet if you wis h. 
It is not essential that you total your scores on the answer sheet . will 
do this part of the analysis if you like. 
Pl ease be assured tha t you r response will remain absolutely anonymous. Do 
not put you r name anywhere on the colored answer sheet, the demographic da a 
shee t, or the return envelope. 
Also be aware that you have the right to refuse to participate in this study . 
If you are wil ling to partici pate , you should return to me in the attached 
en velope the follow i ng: (a ) a demographic da ta sheet whi ch you have fil l ed 
out , and (b) a completed copy of the answer sheet on colored paper. In order 
for me to mee t my deadlines at the university, I need all envelopes returned 
to me no la ter th an FIVE DAYS from your receipt of the materials. 

want to thank you for your professional assistance. From a personal standpoi nt, 
a 90~ or better retu rn of your answer sheets will help guarantee the validity o 
th is study whi ch ha s occupied muc h of my ti me for the past year. Moreover, I 
bel ieve that th e study ' s results can enable the district to establish inservice 
programs for princ ipal s based on gen uine, local needs and interests. 

If yo u have any ques tions at all regarding the study or the questionnaire, please 
feel free to call 111e at work at 8485 or at lwme at 495-4345. 
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DEMOGRAPHIC DATA AND INSTRUCTIONS 

A. DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

Plea se pl ace an~ beside the appropriate answer for edch item. 

l. What is your current position in the Garland Independent School 
District? 

a. 
- -b. 

c. 
- -d. 

e. 

Elementary school teacher 
Middle or high school teacher 
Elementary school principal 
Middle or high school principal or as sis tant principal 
Central administrator 

2. If you are a teacher, how many years of teaching expe rience have 
you had ~ Garland ~? 

a. 
--b. 

0-2 years 
3 or more years 

3. If you are a principal or assistant principal, please give the 
number of years of your local experience in the principalship. 

a. 
--b. 

B. INSTRUCTIONS 

No. of years as assistant principal 
No. of years as principal 

Please read the instructions which are a part of the attached question
naire. Principals, teachers, and central administrators will all fill 
out the Teacher Form of the PPOS. All scor ing wi ll be done by the 
researcher unless principals wish to use and retai n the optional scoring 
sheets which are included with their questionnaires. Plea se do not sign 
your name on either the quest ionnaire or this sheet. In addition to the 
directions included in the questionna ire, it is requested that you take 
note of the following : 

1. When assigning ratings to each of the 64 items, ba se your ratings 
so l ely on your experie nces within the Garland Independent School 
Dis trict. 

2. If you are a mi ddle or high schoo l t eacher, base your responses 
on the performance of your principa l (s) and assistant principals 
(s ) as an administrative team. 

3. If you are a middle or high schoo l pri ncipa l or assistant principal, 
ba se your responses on your own performance as part of an adminis
trative tea rn . 
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The Principal Performance Description Survey (PPDS) - Teacher Fonn is on 
instrun~nt designed to assess teachers' opinions of the degree to whic h they 
feel their principal performs specific job-related tasks in their school. The 
instrument was developed over a four -year period (1973- 1977) through Projec t 
R.O.M.E . (Results Oriented Management in Education) at the Uni versity of 
Georgia with the cooperation of the Georgia State Department of Educa tion , the 
Thomas County School System, Thomasville, Georgia, and Valdosta State College 
Valdosta, Georgia. Support fo r the R.O.M.E. project has been provided th rough 
E.S.E.A. Title III and IV-C funds. 

Individual items on the PPDS-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. Infonnation about processes used in the development and 
fi eld-testing of the instrument has been described in a series of R.O.M.E. 
project reports and research papers produced from 1974 to 1977. A separate 
technical manual descr ibing the reliability and validity of the instrument is 
also available. * 

The instrument provides infonnation 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, Universi ty 
of Georgia, Athens, Georgia 30602. Those interested in using the instrument 
should contact either Dr. Ellett or John R. Clark, Director E.S.E.A. Title III, 
Thomas County Schools, P.O. Box 440, Thomasville, Georgia 31792 . 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR TEACHERS 

The Principal Perfonnan ce Des cription Survey (PPlJS) - Teacher Fo nn 1 ~ Jn 
instrument designed to collect your o~inion of how often and how well you be
lieve your principal performs selected activities in your school . Rules for 
administering the instrument are understood by your principal and you will not 
be identified by name. There are 64 i tems 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. 
Make 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 perfo nndnce state
ment sheet and making two judgements dbout it using the response scales pro 
vided : FREQUENCY WITH WHICH PRI NC IPAL PERFORMS TASK, and EFFECTIVENESS WI TH 
WHICH PRINCIPAL PERFORMS TASK. For example, read the first statement under 
Curriculum and Instruct ion 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 climate 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) column on the answer and scoring sheet 
provided. Next, using the EFFECTIVENESS to 5- -VERY EFFECTIVE that best fits 
your opinion of how well your principal performs th is task. Write this number 
under the E (effectiveness rati ng ) column for item 1 in Curriculum and Instruc
tion on the answer and scoring sheet . Then, repeat thi s process for the remain
ing 63 statements recording your frequen cy 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 in 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 making your judgements from item to item, try to make them honestly and 
independently. Consider each individual item on the basis of its own content 
before answering, not in relationship to ratings you have given previous i tems . 
Since individual teacher opinions are important in taking the instrument, do not 
ask other teachers for thei r opi nion s or help. You should be able to complete 
all items on the instrument in approximately 30 minutes. After you have re
sponded to each item and recorded your answers, read the instructions for scoring 
the 1 ns trument. 
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PERF ORMANCE STATEMENT SHE ET 

RATING SCALE 

--- - - - ----- ---- -- - --- -- --- - ------------- - ---, 
Frequency Wit h Whi ch Principal Effectiveness Wit h \olh1c h 1 

Performs Task Principal Performs Task 

1 2 3 
NEVER 

4 5 
VERY 

OFTEN 

1 2 
INEFFECTIVE 

CU RR ICULUM ANO INSTRU CT ION 

3 4 5 
VERY 

EFFECTIVE 

1. Evaluates the instructional li111ate by obser vin g in the c lass room. 

2. Works wi th teachers in formulating grading practi ces and ~rocedures. 

3. Encourages teachers to consider individual dif ferences when evaluat ing 
student per formance and progres s. 

4. Discusses changes in the educational program with teachers . 

5. Encourages teachers to work together in pl an ning 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 cons isten tly fa iling 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 wi th curr ic ul um committees to establish educa tional goals of the 
school. 

13. Works with faculty committees to revi ew curriculum con tent and organizat ion. 

14 . Works with teachers in establishing student performance standards . 

15. Works with teachers in evaluating the classroom instructional climate. 
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RATING \C ALl 

I I'Pquency \~ i t h ',./ Il l el l l' t·i nc i f)a 1 
Pe rforms T as~ 

Llll'C!.lvene<;,~ W1U1 Hl11 cll 
Principal Perfo rm s Task 

1 2 3 
NEVER 

4 5 
VERY 

OFTEN 

1 2 3 
INEFFECTIVE 

4 5 
VERY 

EF FECTI VE 

16. Discusses with tea chers the impo rtance of individual student differences . 

17. Works with teache rs in des igning and using instrume nts to evaluate the 
instructional program . 

18 . Wo rks with teachers in evalua ti ng the instructional objectives of the 
school . 

19 . Observes s t udent / teacher interactions in the classroom. 

20. Works with teacher s in identifying student s in need of special di agnosti c 
test ing. 

21. Encouraqes teachers to genera te new curri culur:t ideas. 

22. Disc us ses curriculum content and modifications at fa culty mee t1ngs . 

23. Organizes teacher committees to evaluate curriculum content. 

24. Works wi th teachers in designing classroom environments conducive to 
learning. 

25. Encourages teachers to plan i ndividualized instruct i onal programs. 

26 . Discusses classroom instructional objecti ves with individual tea chers . 

27. Encourages teachers to use a va ri ety of method s to reward student 
achievements. 

28. Informs teachers of availabl e ins tructiona l ma te ri al s and equipment need~ . 

29 . Works wi th staff in prioriti zi ng i nstruct ional mater ials and equipment 
needs. 

30. Informs teache rs of budgetary allocat ions for ins tructional materials and 
equipment . 
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RATING SCALE 

Frequency With Which Principal 
Performs Task 

Ef fe ct i vene ss With Whi ch 
Pri nc i pal Pe r forms Task 

1 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
NEVER VERY INEFFECTIVE VERY 

O~TEN -- -- - ----·- -- _ ______________ E_F~-~C-~~-V_E_j 

STAFF PE RSONNEL 

31 . Develops a system allowing teachers to work cooperative ly i n educati onal 
planni ng. 

32. Communicates to staff the importance of the i r parti cipa tion in school 
policy and decision-making. 

33. Meets with teachers to discuss individual studen t needs . 

34. Encou rages t eachers to be 11 0bjective u in us i ng information in students · 
permanent records. 

35. Informs teachers of policies and guide li nes to be followed in i ncluding 
and usi ng information in students' permanen t records . 

36 . Part i ci pates in professional development and improvement act ivi ti es wi t h 
teachers. 

37. Discusses duties and responsibilities with staff prior t o as sig nn~ nt . 

38. Assesses the needs of professional education staff i n the schoo l. 

39. Meets with staff members on a regular basis to discuss and eval uate s taf f 
assignments . 

40. Delegates authority for classroom operation to teachers . 

41 . Encourages teacher .. feedbac k" concern i ng t he school 's pol i cies and 
operation. 

42. Discusses the results of classroom observations wi th teachers. 

43 . Discusses the results of s t af f evaluations with indi vidual staff members . 

44. Works with teachers in understandi ng and usi ng informat ion in s t udent 
cumu l ative records. 
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RATING SCALE 

lre4uency W1th Wh1d1 Principal 
Performs Task 

ltt ert lvelle S) W1t ll Wlll LII 
Pr incipal PPrfonns T~ ~ k 

1 2 3 
NEVER 

4 5 
VERY 

OFTEN 

1 2 3 
IN EFFECTIVE 

4 ~ 

VERY 
EFFECTIVE 

45. Discusses with teachers the importance of maintai ni ng confident iality 
of information in student records. 

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

47 . Publicly recognizes and commends teachers for the ir professional 
accomplishments. 

48. Encourages teachers to infonn parents about school programs and ac tiv i t ies 
through students. 

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

PUPIL PERSONNEL 

50. Discusses responsibilities for collecti ng student information with s ta f 

Sl. Provides supervisory assistance at school activities. 

52. Makes school rules and regulations available to students and t eachers. 

53. Discusses students 1 classroom behavior problems with students and t eachers . 

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 di sc i plinary 
actions taken. 

57. Attends scheduled inter and intra-schoo l activ i t ies. 
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RATING SCALE 

Frequency With Which Principal 
Perfonns Task 

1 2 3 4 5 

Effectiveness With Which 
Principal Performs Ta sk 

2 3 4 5 
NEVER VERY 

OFTEN 

1 
INEFFECTIVE VERY 

EFFECT 1 VE I 

SYSTEM-WIDE POLICIES AND OPERATIONS 

58. Informs teachers · of all school board polic ies and poli cy changes. 

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

-j 

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 the services provided by system-wide subject matter specialists 
with teachers . 

64. Obtains information from school staff helpful in designing system-wide goa ls. 
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June 10, 1980 

Ms. Jill Shugart 
Director of Communications 
Garland Independent School District 
720 Stadium Dr ive 
Garland, Texas 75040 

Dear Ms. Shugart: 

I am in receipt of your letter of June 4, 1980, requesting written 
permission to use the Principal Performance Descript ion Survey-
Teacher Form as the survey instrument for your doctoral dissertation. 
I recall that I talked with you last January by telephone at wh ich 
time I gave you oral permission to use the Principal Performance 
Description Survey . 

Please accept this letter as written verification that permi ssi on 
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 develop
ment of the instrument to the Project. 

?J? 
Dr. Chad D. Ellett 
Director of Assessment, Project R.O .M.E. 
University of Georgia 
Athens , Georgia 30602 
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Appendix G 

LOCAL EXPERIENCE OF PRINCIPALS AND ASSISTANT 

PRINCIPALS IN THE GARLAND INDEPENDENT 

SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Years of Experienc e in the Principalship 

Current Job 
0-2 3- 5 As signment 6-10 11-15 16 or 

Elementary 
Principa l a 6 6 9 7 4 

Secondary 
Principalb 4 4 5 1 

aThere were 32 elementary principals in the sample . 

b There were 4 high school pr i ncipals and 10 middle 
s chool principals in the sample. 

Year s of Experience in 
the Assistant Principalship 

mor e 

Current Job 
Ass ignment 0-2 3-5 6-10 11-15 16 or more 

Elementary 
Principal 

Secondary 
Principa l 

Secondary 
Ass istant 
Pr incipalc 

6 

4 

6 

6 

2 4 

7 2 

cThere were 18 secondary ass istant principals in the 
sample; 8 high school assistant principals and 7 middle 
school assistant principals r esponded to the survey . 
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Appendix H 

MEANS ASSIGNED BY PRINCIPALS TO THEIR OWN 

PERFORMANCES IN TERMS OF BOTH FREQUENCY 

AND EFFECTIVENESS 

Frequency Eff e ct iveness 

Que s t ion Number 
SD x SD and Category .!l !l X 

Curriculum and 
Ins truction: 

1 61 .793 3 . 344* 61 . 827 3 . 443* 

2 61 .84 3 3 . 08 2* 60 . 841 3 . 267* 

3 61 .856 4.033* 60 . 914 3 . 667* 

4 61 . 867 3.45 9* 61 . 937 3 . 295* 

5 61 . 955 3 . 410* 60 . 962 3 . 4 17* 

6 61 . 949 3 . 361* 6 0 . 8 1 0 3 . 433* 

7 61 .976 3.47 5* 60 . 890 3 . 233* 

8 61 .903 3.4 26* 60 .7 85 3 . 400* 

9 61 .891 3 .148 60 . 769 3 . 1 33 

10 61 1.103 3.131 59 . 968 3 . 169 

11 61 .985 2. 885 56 . 834 3 . 179 

12 61 1.009 2.689* 53 . 904 2 . 906 

13 61 .942 2. 508 * 53 . 897 2.755* 

14 61 1.063 2.934 55 . 803 3 . 145 

15 61 .854 3. 262* 60 . 8 1 0 3 . 433 * 

16 61 .958 3 . 820* 60 . 823 3 . 633* 

17 61 1 . 041 2 .44 3* 51 . 879 2 . 706 * 

18 61 .975 2. 98 4 57 . 8 1 3 3 . 0 18 

19 61 . 827 3.6 89* 61 . 9 1 5 3 . 721 * 

20 61 . 907 3.7 54* 59 . 83 6 3 . 695 * 



276 

Appendix H (continue d) 

Frequency Effectiveness 

Quest ion Number x a nd Category .!l SD .!l SD X 

Curr iculum and 
Instruction: 

21 61 .986 3.377* 60 . 833 3 . 317* 

22 61 1. 0 54 2.705 * 52 . 886 3.135 

23 61 .823 2 . 295* 52 . 789 2.654* 

24 61 1.055 3 . 590* 60 1.005 3.650* 

25 61 .968 3.7 21 * 58 . 922 3.517* 

26 61 .946 3 . 148 60 . 880 3.150 

27 61 1 . 009 3.5 57* 58 .777 3 . 466* 

28 61 .928 3. 803 * 60 . 968 3.667* 

29 61 .961 3. 9 02* 60 . 823 4 . 000* 

30 61 1.164 4. 246* 58 . 8 17 4 . 414* 

Staff Personnel: 

31 61 1.070 3 .410* 58 . 903 3 . 517* 

3 2 61 .886 3.6 89 * 60 . 766 3 . 700* 

33 61 . 975 3 .8 20* 61 . 957 3 . 869* 

34 61 1 . 079 3 . 738* 60 . 917 3.650* 

35 61 1.00 5 3 . 918* 59 . 870 4 . 034* 

36 61 .797 3 . 639* 61 . 867 3 . 541* 

37 61 . 928 4.1 48 * 61 .943 4. 098* 

38 61 .986 3.62 3* 61 . 993 3 . 525* 

39 61 1 . 062 3 .1 97 58 . 937 3.414* 

40 61 .837 4. 361* 61 . 777 4 . 213* 

41 61 .975 3. 984* 60 . 889 3 . 917* 

42 61 .924 3 . 492* 61 1 . 074 3 . 541* 

43 61 1.247 3.7 54* 57 1 . 009 3 . 982* 

44 60 1.059 3.217 58 . 912 3 . 362* 

45 61 1.056 3. 869* 60 . 882 4 . 033* 
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Appendix H (continued 

Frequency Effectiveness 

Questi o n Number 
and Ca t ego r y .!2 SD X .!2 SD X 

St aff Personnel: 

46 60 .982 3 . 467 * 61 . 879 3 .623* 

47 61 .87 3 4. 0 66* 61 . 733 4 . 115* 

4 8 61 .731 4 . 36 1* 61 .846 4 . 131* 

49 61 1.109 3 . 738* 58 .868 3 . 810* 

PUQi l Personnel: 

50 61 .947 3 . 738* 6 1 . 929 3.738* 

5 1 61 .766 4.5 08* 61 . 788 4 . 525* 

5 2 61 . 809 4 . 5 08 * 60 . 566 4 . 533* 

53 61 . 919 4. 29 5* 59 . 623 4 . 305* 

54 61 . 811 4.328* 61 . 741 4.131* 

55 61 . 957 4.131* 6 0 . 777 4 . 200* 

5 6 61 .835 4. 26 2* 61 .922 4 . 131* 

5 7 61 .867 4. 31 1* 61 . 963 4 . 197* 

System-It-Tide 
Polic ies and 
OQerat ions: 

58 61 .916 4.164* 6 1 . 922 3 . 984 

59 61 .892 3. 93 4* 60 . 777 3.850* 

60 60 .8 85 3. 883* 61 . 840 3.836* 

61 61 1.162 3.4 43* 58 . 957 3 . 569* 

62 61 1.072 3 . 574* 58 . 859 3 . 586* 

63 61 1.044 3. 328* 58 . 882 3.448* 

64 61 1.098 3 . 377* 56 . 934 3 . 500* 

*.Q< .05 
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MEANS ASSIGNED BY PRINCIPALS TO THEIR OWN PERFORMANCE 

Administrative 
Area 

Curriculum & 
Instruction 

Staff Personnel 

Pupil Personnel 

System-Wide 
Polici es & 
Operations 

Administrative 
Area 

Curriculum & 
Instruction 

Staff Personne l 

Pupil Personnel 

System-Wide 
Polices & 
Operations 

IN TERMS OF BOTH FREQUENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS 

4.50-4.99 
No. (%) 

2(25% ) 

4.50-4.99 

Frequency 

Mean Ratinqs 
4.00-4.49 3.00-3.99 2 .5 0-2.99 2.0 0-2.49 

No. (%) No . (%) No. (%) No. (%) 

2(6.7%) 20(66.7 %) 6(20%) 2(6.7%) 

4 (21.1%) 15(78.9%) 

5 (62.5%) 1 (12.5%) 

1 (14 . 3%) 6(85.7%) 

Effectiveness 

Mean Ratings 
4.00-4.49 3.00-3.99 2.50-2.99 2.00-2.49 

No . ( % ) No . ( % ) No . ( % ) _ ~_Q ~- _ (_~} . No . (% ) 

2 (25%) 

2(6 . 7%) 

6(31 . 6%) 

5(62 . 5 %) 

24 (80%) 

13 (68.4%) 

1 (12.5 %) 

7(1 0 0 %) 

4 (13.3%) 

N 
-....] 

\..0 
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Appendix J 

MEANS ASSIGNED BY PRINCIPALS TO THE FREQUENCY 

AND EFFECTIVENESS OF THEIR OWN PERFORMANCE 

WITHIN FUNCTIONAL ADMINISTRAT IVE AREAS 

Frequency Effectiveness 

Functional Admin
istrative Area 

Curriculum and 
Instruction 

Staff Personnel 

Pupil Personnel 

System-Wide 
Policies and 
Operations 

SD 

61 .615 

61 . 644 

61 . 613 

61 . 850 

X SD 

3 . 306 61 .71 8 3 . 296 

3 . 757 61 . 635 3 . 588 

4 . 260 61 . 610 4 . 219 

3 . 557 61 . 887 3 .7 14 
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Appendix K 

MODIFIED LEAST SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE (L SD ) MULTIPLE 

COMPARISONS TESTS FOR THE FR EQUENCY AND 

EFFECTIVENESS OF PRINCIPAL PERFORMANCE 

IN FUNCTIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE ~REAS 

Pupil 
Personnel 

4.260 

Pupil 
Personnel 

4.219 

AS PERCEIVED BY PRINCIPAL S 

Frequency 

Functional Administrative Area 

Staff 
Personnel 

3 . 757 

System.-:- Wide 
Polici es & 
Operations 

3.557 

Effectiveness 

Functional Administrative Area 

System-V.Tide 
Policies & 
Operations 

3.714 

Staff 
Personnel 

3 . 588 

Curriculum & 
Instruction 

3 . 306 

Curriculum & 
Instruction 

3 . 296 



APPENDIX L 



285 

Appendix L 

ANALYSI S OF VARIANCE SUMMARIES FOR THE FREQU ENCY 

OF PRINCIPAL PERFORMANCE AS PERCEIVED BY 

PRINCIPALS , TEACHERS , AND 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATORS 

Question Number Sourc e 
a nd Category Between Within 
Curriculum and 
Instruction: 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

23.063 

6.386 

15 .47 9 

2 . 306 

4.328 

7.218 

15.280 

9 . 405 

3 .16 3 

7 .51 6 

5 . 003 

3.014 

5.968 

3.417 

9 . 67 2 

35.901 

1 . 321 

4.647 

35 .6 67 

26 . 830 

1 1 .66 4 

.316 

3.172 

218.995 

270.133 

251 . 690 

295.4 55 

311.23 6 

281 . 70 4 

329.7 66 

311 . 781 

260 . 83 7 

360. 27 1 

304.6 59 

306 . 402 

299. 695 

28 3 . 702 

27 0. 995 

31 6 . 181 

303 . 642 

315. 139 

277 . 7 41 

34 4 . 426 

33 2 . 29 5 

331 . 7 58 

317.347 

Proba bil i ty 

. 000 

. 06 1 

. 001 

. 393 

. 191 

. 048 

. 004 

. 028 

. 235 

. 084 

. 142 

.309 

. 094 

. 238 

. 015 

. 000 

. 594 

. 173 

. 000 

.000 

. 016 

. 892 

. 303 

F 

12.64* 

2 . 84 

7 . 38* 

0.94 

1. 67 

3 . 08* 

5 . 56* 

3 . 62* 

1 . 46 

2 . 50 

1 . 97 

1 . 18 

2 . 39 

1 . 45 

4 . 28* 

13.63* 

0.52 

1 . 77 

15 . 41* 

9.31* 

4 . 21* 

0 . 11 

1.20 
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Appendix L (continued) 

Questi on Number Source Probability F 
and Category Between Within 
Curriculum and 
Instruction: 

24 26.556 321.946 . 000 9 . 90* 

25 30.418 349.582 . 000 10 . 44* 

26 22.401 300.265 . 000 8.95* 

27 16.472 355.585 .004 5 .56* 

28 20.716 315.041 .001 7 . 86* 

29 22.145 319.962 .000 8 . 31 * 

30 2 . 874 262 . 517 . 271 1 . 31 

Staff Personnel: 

31 9.562 278 . 841 . 018 4.12* 

32 13.99 5 272.655 . 003 6 . 16* 

33 26.649 320.018 . 000 9 . 99* 

34 8.008 331 .482 . 05 7 2 . 90 

35 11 .9 89 358.176 . 020 4 . 00* 

36 15 . 679 314.972 . 003 5 . 97* 

37 11 . 441 275.950 .0 08 4.98* 

38 10 . 290 254 . 377 . 009 4 . 85* 

39 9 . 045 338.469 .042 3 . 21* 

40 2.576 225.037 . 255 1.37 

41 19.145 324.855 .001 7.04* 

42 27.137 337.809 . 000 9 . 64* 

43 4.671 367.726 .221 1.52 

44 17.25 9 311.86 5 . 002 6 . 61* 

45 13.506 375.16 0 . 014 4. 32* 

46 32 . 310 322.33 5 . 000 11.98* 

47 21.016 284. 004 . 000 8 . 88* 

48 14.137 196 . 637 . 000 8 . 63* 

49 10.374 337.033 . 026 3 .6 9* 
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Appendix L (continued) 

Question Number Source Probability F 
and Category Between Within 
PU}2il Personnel: 

50 11.386 323.281 . 016 4 . 23* 

51 4.819 174.819 .038 3 . 31* 

52 3.331 158.966 . 083 2 . 51 

53 8.550 218.865 . 010 4 . 69* 

54 13 . 227 225 . 769 .001 7.03* 

55 9.330 305 . 78 9 . 027 3.66* 

56 17 . 040 296.870 . 00 1 6 . 89* 

57 6.605 173 . 675 . 011 4. 56* 

System-vJide 
Policies and 
OJ2erations: 

58 13.558 231.18 2 . 001 7 . 04* 

59 7.051 278.562 .050 3 . 04* 

60 10.76 2 319.536 . 019 4 . 03* 

61 3.636 343 . 993 . 283 1.27 

62 4.548 320.719 .1 85 1.70 

63 10.378 319.6 06 . 022 3.90* 

64 8 . 516 311.493 . 039 3 . 28* 

*Q< .05 
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SUMMARY OF MEAN RATINGS FOR PRINCIPALS', TEACHERS', AND CENTRAL ADMINISTRATORS' 

PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' PERFORMANCE FREQUENCY ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF 

Admin. 
Area 

C&Ia 

SPb 

ppC 

SWP&Od 

Admin. 
Area 

C&I 

SP 

pp 

SWP&O 

RESPONSES AND PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES WITHIN 

FUNCTIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS 

Principals 

Mean Ratinqs 
4.50-4.99 4.00-4.49 3.00-3.99 2.50-2.99 2.00-2.49 

No. ~ _ No. (%) No. (%) No . (%) No. _(_%) 

1 ( 3 . 3%) 20(66.7 %) 7(23.3%) 2(6.7%) 

4(21.1%) 15(78 . 9%) 

2 (25%) 5(62 . 5%) 1 (12.5 %) 

1(14.3%) 6(85.7 %) 

Teachers 

Mean Ratings 
4 . 50 -4. 99 4 . 00-4 . 49 3 . 00-3 . 99 2 . 50-2.99 2.00-2.49 

No • ( 5 ) No . __ (% L No • ( % ) No • ( % ) No . ( % ) 

1(3 . 3%) 11(36.7 %) 16 (53.3%) 2(6.7%) 

2 (10 . 5%) 13(68 . 4%) 4(21.1%) 

2(25%) 2 (25%) 4 (50%) 

1(14.3%) 4(57 . 1%) 2 (28.6%) 

N 
co 
\.0 
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Appendix M (continued) 

Central Administrators 

Mean Ratings 
4.00-4.49 3.00-3.99 2.50-2.99 2.00-2.49 Admin. 

Area No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) 

C&I 

SP 
pp 

SWP&O 

1(5.3%) 

3(37 . 5%) 

5(16.7%) 

9(47.3%) 

5(62.5 %) 

6(85.7%) 

bStaff Personnel 

19 (63.3%) 

8(42.1%) 

1 (14.3%) 

6(20%) 

1(5.3%) 

acurriculum and Instruction 
Cpupil Personnel dsystem-Wide Policies and Operations 

tv 
-D 
0 
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Appendix N 

MODIF IED LEAST SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE (L SD) MULTIPLE 

COMPARISONS TESTS FOR PRINCIPALS' PERFORMANCE 

FREQUENCY AS PERCEIVED BY PRINCIPALS, 

TEACHERS, AND CENTRAL ADM INISTRATORS 

Question Number 

Curriculum and 
Instruction: 

1 

3 

16 

19 

20 

24 

26 

27 

28 

29 

Staff Personnel: 

33 

41 

42 

46 

47 

Principals Teachers 

3.3 44 2.735 

4.033 3.531 

3.820 2 . 993 

3.689 2.891 

3.754 3 .034 

3.590 2 .9 18 

3.148 2.483 

3.557 3 . 088 

3 .. 803 3.177 

3.902 3.381 

3.820 3 . 109 

3.984 3.466 

3.492 2 . 796 

3.467 2 . 701 

4.066 3 . 476 

Central 
Administrators 

2 .4 29 

3.286 

2.771 

2 . 600 

2 . 857 

2.629 

2.343 

2.743 

3.000 

2 . 943 

2 . 914 

3.114 

2.543 

2 . 429 

3.200 
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Appendix N (continued) 

Question Number Principals Teachers Central 
Administrators 

PUQil Personnel: 

54 4.328 3.959 3.571 

56 4.262 3.667 3 . 600 

Question Number Principals Teachers Central 
Administrators 

Curriculum and 
Instruction: 

7 3.475 3.095 2 . 657 

15 3.26 2 2.918 2 . 629 

21 3.377 3.163 2 . 657 

Staff Personnel: 

32 3 . 689 3. 29 9 2 . 914 

37 4.148 3.776 3.457 

38 3.623 3.367 2.943 

39 3.197 2 . 891 2 . 571 

PUQil Personnel: 

51 4.508 4.415 4.057 

System-Wide 
Policies and 
OQerations: 

59 3.934 3 .7 35 3 .3 71 

63 3.328 2.918 2 . 714 
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Appendix N (continued) 

Question Number Principals Central Teachers 
Administrators 

Staff Personnel: 

35 3.918 3.471 3 . 39 5 

45 3.869 3.686 3 .333 

49 3.738 3 . 314 3.252 

Pu}2il Personnel: 

50 3.738 3 . 343 3.225 

55 4.131 3.771 3.667 

System-Wide 
Policies and 
0}2erations: 

60 3.883 3.543 3.381 

64 3.377 3.200 2.946 

Question Number Principals Teachers Central 
Administrators 

Staff Personnel: 

36 3.639 3. 347 2 . 800 

48 4.361 4.143 3.571 

PU}2il Personnel: 

53 4.29 5 4.218 3.714 

Question Number Teachers Principal s Central 
Administrat ors 

System-Wide 
Policies and 
0}2erations: 

58 4.2 93 4 . 164 3.6 00 



Ques tion Number 

Curriculum and 
Instruct io n : 

6 

Staff Personnel: 

31 

Pupil Personnel: 

57 

Ques tion Number 

Curriculum and 
Instruction: 

25 

Que stion Number 

Staff Personnel: 

44 

295 

Appendix N (continued) 

Teachers 

3. 476 

3.463 

4 . 517 

Principals 

3.721 

Principals 

3.217 

Principals 

3.361 

3.41 0 

4.312 

Teacher s 

3.170 

Central 
Admini strators 

2.629 

Central 
Administrators 

2.971 

2.886 

4.057 

Central 
Administrators 

2 . 571 

Teachers 

2.592 
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Appendix 0 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARIES FOR THE EFFECTIVENESS 

OF PRINCIPAL PERFORMANCE AS PERCEIVED BY PRINCIPALS, 

TEACHERS, AND CENTRAL ADMINISTRATORS 

Ques tion Number Source 
and Category Between Within 
Curriculum and 
Instruction: 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

21.667 

5.909 

11.357 

19.898 

16.505 

20.7 9 5 

20.724 

18.606 

11.626 

12.807 

18.309 

16.738 

31.069 

15.407 

17.356 

27.076 

8.616 

16.053 

32.811 

9.272 

19.185 

14.530 

15.371 

208.543 

235.233 

234.933 

233.585 

228.235 

248.744 

244.015 

207.101 

237.141 

221.548 

185.28 3 

218.710 

183.069 

185.025 

204.354 

205.269 

164.893 

203 . 258 

261.942 

212.186 

215.458 

212.866 

199.624 

Probability 

.000 

.070 

.004 

. 000 

.000 

. 000 

.000 

. 000 

.005 

. 003 

. 000 

.000 

. 000 

. 000 

.000 

.000 

.011 

. 000 

.000 

. 011 

.000 

.002 

. 001 

F 

11.48* 

2 . 7 0 

5 . 58 * 

9.67* 

8 .1 0* 

9.66* 

9 . 30* 

9.70* 

5 .4 9* 

5 . 87* 

9 .7 8* 

8 . 00* 

16 . 97* 

8.74* 

9.26* 

14.31* 

4.60* 

8.14* 

13.78* 

4 . 61* 

9.57* 

6 .7 2* 

7.16* 
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Appendix 0 (continued) 

Question Number Source Probability F 
and Category Between Within 
Curriculum and 
Instruction: 

24 26.301 215.932 .0 00 12 . 91* 

25 27 . 839 255.017 . 000 11.57* 

26 13.500 183.051 .0 01 7.12 * 

27 11.545 246 . 93 9 .008 4 . 96* 

28 6.315 241 . 794 .061 2 . 83 

29 18.409 229. 5 24 . 00 0 8 . 94* 

30 9.834 181.851 . 002 6.27* 

Staff Personnel: 

31 16.013 211.97 0 . 00 0 8 . 65* 

32 21.377 214.106 . 000 11.33 * 

33 25.639 252.023 . 000 11. 29* 

34 11.873 213.808 . 002 6 . 19* 

35 3.894 187.511 .1 05 2 . 27 

36 22.911 219.51 5 . 000 11 . 38* 

37 16.700 238.849 . 000 8 . 11* 

38 6.355 235.386 . 048 3 . 08* 

39 8.616 251.976 . 029 3 . 59* 

40 8.348 204. 288 . 009 4 . 82* 

41 13.234 282.1 8 1 . 006 5.30* 

42 19.695 267.602 . 001 7 . 69* 

43 7.698 271.48 3 . 04 4 3.18* 

44 7.232 206.88 6 . 032 3 . 50* 

45 2.477 218.519 . 28 6 1 . 26 

46 30.650 238.63 1 . 00 0 13.29* 

47 14.752 242.205 . 001 7 . 04* 

48 27.301 196.282 .000 16 . 48* 

49 7.105 211.801 . 027 3 . 67* 
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Appendix 0 (cont inued ) 

Question Number Source Probability F 
and Category Between Within 
PUQil Personnel: 

50 2 .416 217 .5 84 .294 1.23 

51 9.9 76 176.4 14 .001 6.73* 

52 6.379 183.214 .017 4.14* 

53 8.650 223.400 .012 4.53* 

54 14.626 264.558 .0 02 6.55* 

55 4.781 227.488 .093 2 .4 0 

56 12.087 210.179 .002 6.5 3* 

57 9.017 179.083 .003 5.99* 

System-Wide 
Policies and 
OQerations: 

58 30 .108 197.064 . 000 18.03* 

59 13.675 244.449 .002 6.46* 

60 2.958 228.480 . 238 1.44 

61 3.493 210. 10 8 .169 1.79 

62 14.015 208.6 37 .001 7.32* 

63 23.366 214.728 .000 11.48* 

64 3.098 222.736 .230 1.48 

*Q<.05 
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Appendix P 

SUMMARY OF MEAN RATINGS FOR PRINCIPALS', TEACHERS', AND CENTRAL ADMINI STRATORS ' 

PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS ' PERFORMANCE EFFECTIVENESS ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF 

Admin. 
Area 

C&Ia 

spb 

ppc 

SWP&O 

Admin . 
Area 

C&I 

SP 

pp 

SWP&O 

RESPONSES AND PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES WITHIN 

FUNCTIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS 

Principals 

Mean Ratinos 
4.50-4.99 4.00-4.49 3.00-3.99 2.50-2.99 2.00-2.49 

No . t~ L No . (% ) No . ( % ) No . ( % ) _No . ( % ) 

2( 6.7 %) 24(80%) 4 (13.3%) 

6(31.6%) 13 (68 .4 %) 

2(25%) 5(62 . 5%) 1 (12.5%) 

7 (100%) 

Teachers 

Mean Ratings 
4.50-4.99 4.00-4.49 3.00-3.99 2.50-2.99 2.00-2.49 

No . ( % ) No . ( % ) No . ( % ) No . ( % ) No . (% ) 

1 (3.3 %) 

2(10.5%) 

5 (62.5%) 

1 (14.3%) 

29(96.7%) 

17(89.5%) 

3(37.5%) 

6(85 . 7 %) 

w 
0 
I--! 



Appendix P (continued) 

Central Administrators 

Mean Ratinas 
4.50-4.99 4.00-4.49 3.00-3.99 2.50 - 2.99 2.00-2.49 Admin. 

Area No. ( % ) N 0 • ( % ) N 0 • ( % ) NQU. --- (~J__ N 0 • ( % ) 

C&Ia 

SPb 

SWP&O 

1(12.5%) 

b 

5(16.7%) 

7(87.5%) 

5 (71.4%) 

Staf f Personnel 

20(66.7%) 5 ( 16 . 7 ~~ ) 

2(28.6%) 

aCurriculum and Instruction 
cPupil Personnel dsystem-Wide Policies and Operations 

w 
0 
N 
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Appendix Q 

MODIFIED LEAST SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE (LSD) MULTIPLE 

COMPARISONS TESTS FOR PRINCIPALS 1 PERFORMANCE 

EFFECTIVENESS AS PERCEIVED BY PRINCIPALS, 

TEACHERS, AND CENTRAL ADMINISTRATORS 

Question Number Principals Teachers Central 
Administrators 

Staff Personnel: 

41 3.917 3.556 3.147 

43 3 . 983 3.735 3.382 

44 3.362 3.228 2.774 

49 3. 810 3 . 615 3.235 

PUQil Personnel : 

52 4 . 533 4.377 4.000 

53 4.305 4.055 3.667 

Question Number Principals Teachers Central 
Administrators 

Curriculum and 
Instruction: 

1 3.443 3.233 2.471 

3 3.667 3.600 3.000 

15 3 . 433 3.367 2.606 

16 3 . 633 3.430 2.531 

19 3.721 3.352 2 . 500 

20 3 . 695 3.548 3.032 
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Appendix Q (c ontinued) 

Question Number Principals Teachers Central 
Administrators 

Curriculum and 
Instruction: 

24 3.650 3.447 2.563 

25 3.517 3.438 2.414 

29 4.000 3.709 3.063 

30 4.414 4.294 3.765 

Staff Personnel: 

32 3.700 3.577 2.758 

33 3.869 3.595 2.788 

37 4.098 3.964 3.265 

42 3.541 3.538 2.688 

46 3.623 3.348 2.419 

47 4.115 3.791 3.294 

PUI;2il Personnel: 

51 4.52 5 4.425 3.882 

54 4.131 3.924 3.324 

56 4.131 3.993 3.412 

System-Wide 
Policies and 
02erations: 

59 3.8 50 3.849 3.171 

Question Number Teachers Principals Central 
Administrators 

Curricul um and 
Instruction: 

6 3.607 3.433 2.735 

7 3.403 3.233 2.515 
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Appendix Q (continued ) 

Question Number Teachers Principals Central 
Administrators 

Curriculum and 
Instruction: 

8 3.432 3.40 0 2.618 

11 3.259 3.179 2.379 

14 3.176 3.146 2.424 

21 3.550 3.317 2.655 

26 3.293 3.150 2.533 
---

27 3.544 3.466 2.875 

Staff Personnel: 

31 3.653 3.517 2.879 

34 3.780 3.650 3.118 

36 3.758 3.541 2.81 3 

40 4.250 4.213 3.706 

48 4.201 4.131 3.229 

System-Wide 
Policies and 
OQerations: 

62 3.690 3.586 2.971 

63 3 . 545 3.448 2.606 

Question Number Teachers Principals Central 
Administrators 

Curriculum and 
Instruction: 

5 3.476 3.361 2.971 

9 3.269 3.133 2.606 

10 3.336 3.170 2.613 
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Appendix Q (continued) 

Question Number Teachers Principals Central 
Administrators 

Curriculum and 
Instruction: 

17 3.039 2.706 2.462 

22 3.376 3.135 2.61 3 

Staff Personnel: 

38 3.577 3.525 3.091 

39 3.447 3.414 2.875 

PUQil Personnel: 

57 4.486 4.197 3.971 

Question Number Teachers Principals Central 
Administrators 

Curriculum and 
Instruction: 

4 3.741 3.295 2.971 

12 3.441 2.906 2.813 

13 3 .462 2.755 2.548 

18 3 .4 34 3~018 2.700 

Question Number Teache rs Principals Central 
Administrators 

System-Wide 
Policies and 
OQerations: 

58 4.347 3.984 3.324 

Question Number Teachers Central Principals 
Administrators 

Curriculum and 
Instruction: 

23 3.236 2 .667 2.654 
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Appe ndix E 

MEANS ASSIGNED BY PRINCIPALS, TEACHER S , AND CENTRAL 

ADMINISTRATORS TO THE FREQUENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS 

OF PRINCIPAL PERFORMANCE IN FOUR FUNCTIONAL 

ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS 

Frequency 

Functional Administrative Area 

Job Curriculum & Staff Pupil System-Wi de 
Assignment Instruction Personnel Personnel Policie s & 

Operations 

Principals 3.307 3.756 4.263 3.557 

Teachers 3.012 3.337 4.024 3.351 

Central 
Administrators 2.735 3.112 3.789 3.033 

Effectiveness 

Functional Administrative Area 

Job Curriculum & Staff Pupil System-Wide 
Assignment Instruction Personnel Personnel Policies & 

Operations 

Principals 3.296 3 . 588 4.219 3.715 

Teachers 3.041 3.231 4.014 3 . 498 

Central 
Administrators 2.531 2.854 3.565 3.166 
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Appendix S 

MODIFIED LEAST SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE (LSD) MULTIPLE 

COMPARISON TESTS FOR THE FREQUENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS 

OF PRINCIPAL PERFORMANCE AS PERCEIVED BY PRINCIPALS, 

TEACHERS , AND CENTRAL ADMINISTRATORS 

Frequency 

Job Assignment 

Principals Teachers Central 
Administrators 

3.720 3.430 3.167 

Functional Administrative Area 

Pupil Staff System-Wide Curriculum 
Personnel Personnel Policies & Instruction 

Operations 

4.047 3 . 410 3.357 3.046 

Effectiveness 

Job Assignment 

Principals Teachers Central 
Administrators 

3.704 3.446 3.029 

Functional Administrative Area 

Pupil System-Wide Staff Curriculum 
Personnel Policies & Personnel Instruction 

O:Qerations 

4.001 3.505 3.266 3.031 

& 

& 
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Appendix T 

SUMMARY OF INDEPENDENT T-TESTS FOR ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS' AND SECONDARY 

PRINCIPALS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' PERFORMANCE FREQUENCY 

AND PERFOR~~NCE EFFECTIVENESS 

Question/ Frequency 
I 

Effect iveness 
Job Level n .sJ2 X n n sn X 
Curriculum & 
Instruction: 

1 
E 32 .793 3.625 32 .793 3.625 

s 29 .680 3 . 035 .003* 29 .830 3.241 .071 
w 

2 ........ 

E 32 .906 3.219 31 .807 3.419 w 

s 29 .753 2.931 . 181 29 .860 3.103 .148 

3 E 32 .659 4.219 

I 
32 .914 3.938 

s 29 1. 022 3.828 .081 28 .826 3.357 .012* 

4 E 32 .8 01 3 . 438 

I 
32 .840 3. 438 

s 29 .94 9 3.483 .8 42 29 1.026 3 .138 .220 

4 E 32 .851 3.719 

I 
32 .946 3.594 

s 29 . 961 3.069 .007* 28 .95 7 3.214 .129 

6 E 32 .870 3 . 219 

I 
32 .842 3.469 

s 29 1.022 3.5 17 . 227 28 .786 3.393 .719 

7 E 32 .851 3.719 

I 
32 o914 3.438 

s 29 1.048 3 . 207 .042* 
28 .816 3. 000 .0 5 5 



Appendix T (continued) 

Question/ Frequency 
I 

Effectiveness 
Job Level .tl .s.I2 X D. n .sn X 
Curriculum & 
Instruction: 

8 
E 32 .798 3.594 

I 
32 .803 3.531 

s 29 .988 3.241 .134 28 .752 3.250 .167 

9 E 32 .689 3.094 

I 
32 .792 3.219 

s 29 1.082 3.207 .632 28 .744 3.036 .360 

10 E 32 1 . 077 3.469 32 1 . 04 3 3.406 

s 29 1.023 2.759 .011* 27 .801 2.889 .036* w .._. 
~ 

11 E 32 .880 3.250 32 .756 3.406 

s 29 .949 2.483 .002* 24 .850 2.875 .019* 

12 E 32 .998 2.688 

I 
29 .872 2.759 

s 29 1.039 2.690 .993 24 .929 3.083 .199 

13 E 32 1.030 2.688 

I 
29 .981 3.035 

s 29 .806 2.310 .115 24 .654 2 . 417 .009* 

14 E 32 .995 3.094 

I 
30 .858 3.233 

s 29 1.123 2.759 .225 25 .735 3.040 .372 

15 E 32 . 759 3.438 

I 
32 .693 3 . 688 

s 29 .923 3.070 .096 28 .848 3 .143 .009* 



Appendix T (continued) 

Question/ Frequency 
I 

Effectiveness 
Job Level n SD X 12. n SD X 12. 
Curriculum & 
Instruction: 

16 E 32 .777 4.094 

I 
32 .759 3.938 

s 29 1.056 3.517 .020* 28 .763 3.286 .002* 

17 
E 32 1.148 2.688 

I 
27 .958 2.926 

s 29 .848 2.172 .050 24 .721 2.456 .053 

18 
E 32 .931 3.188 31 .773 3.258 

s 29 .988 2.759 .087 26 .778 2.731 .013* w 
........ 
Ul 

19 
E 32 .767 3.844 32 .871 3.875 

s 29 .871 3.517 .127 29 .948 3 . 552 .172 

20 
E 32 .622 4.000 

I 
32 .777 3.907 

s 29 1.090 3.483 .030* 27 .847 3.444 .035* 

21 E 32 .948 3.563 

I 
32 .803 3.500 

s 29 1.002 3.172 .125 28 .832 3.107 .069 

22 E 32 .906 2.781 

I 
30 .960 3.100 

s 29 1.208 2.621 .563 22 .795 3.182 a879 

23 E 32 .915 2.46 9 

I 
28 .7 23 2c821 

s 29 .673 2.103 
.079 24 .833 2.459 . 103 



Appendix T (continued) 

Question/ Frequency Effectiveness 
Job Level .si2. X n SD. X p 
Curriculum & 
Instruction: 

24 
E 32 .941 3.781 

I 
32 .954 3.844 

s 29 1.147 3.380 .143 28 1.034 3.429 
.113 

25 
E 32 .7 80 4.188 

I 
31 .860 3.839 

s 29 .902 3.207 
.000* 27 .864 3.148 

.004* 

26 
E 32 . 958 3.281 32 .924 3.281 

s 29 .926 3 .0 00 .249 28 .816 3.000 
.2 16 

w 
f--' 

27 ~ 

E 32 1.030 3.813 31 .693 3.710 

s 29 .922 3.276 .036* 27 .786 3.185 .010* 

28 
E 32 .840 4.063 

I 
32 .801 3.938 

s 29 .949 3.517 .021* 28 1.062 3.357 .022* 

29 
E 32 .818 4.094 

I 
32 .847 4.156 

s 29 1.072 3.690 .107 28 .772 3.821 .115 

30 
E 32 .976 4.375 

I 
32 .665 4.406 

s 29 1.345 4.103 
.375 26 .987 4.423 .941 

Staff Personnel: 

31 
E 32 1.160 3.594 

I 
30 .952 3.700 

s 29 .940 3.207 .156 28 .819 3.321 .109 
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Question/ Frequency 
I 

Effectiveness 
Job Level D SI2 X p n 
Staff Personnel: 

32 E 32 1.004 3.656 

I 
31 .762 3.774 

29 .751 3.724 .765 29 .775 3.621 
.443 

s 
33 

E .808 4.156 

I 
32 .897 4.031 

32 
1.021 3.448 

.004 * 29 1.004 3.690 
.168 

s 29 
34 

E 32 1 .06 2 3.969 32 .976 3.875 

s 29 1.056 3.483 .079 28 .786 3.393 
.038* 

w 
35 

E 
I--' 

32 .999 4.031 32 .982 4.063 ........] 

s 29 1.013 3 . 793 
.360 27 .734 4.000 

.781 

36 
E 

I 
32 .751 3.625 32 .837 3.594 

s 29 .857 3.655 .885 29 .911 3.483 .623 

37 
E 

I 
32 .821 4.188 32 .808 4.156 

s 29 1.047 4.103 .730 29 1.085 4.035 .624 

38 
E 

I 
32 .96 5 3.688 32 .821 3.688 

s 29 1.021 3.552 
.596 28 1.143 3.345 .188 

39 E 

I 
32 .979 3.406 32 .915 3.531 

s 29 1.117 2.966 .109 26 .962 3.270 .297 

40 
E 

I 
32 .833 4.375 32 .756 4.219 

s 29 .857 4.345 .890 29 .819 4.207 
.953 



Appendix T (co ntinued) 

Question/ Frequency 
I 

Effectiveness 
Job Level n SD X Q n SD x Q 

Staff Personnel: 

41 E 32 . 822 4.031 

I 
32 .842 4 .000 

s 29 1.132 3.931 .697 28 .945 3.821 .446 

42 
E 32 .914 3.438 

I 
32 .983 3.531 

s 29 .948 3.552 .634 29 1.183 3.551 .942 

43 
E 32 1.134 3.938 31 .948 4.032 

s 29 1.352 3.552 .235 2f> 1.093 3.923 .692 
w 

44 1--' 

E 31 1.028 3 .452 32 1.047 3.531 (X) 

s 29 1-.052 2.966 .076 26 .675 3.154 . 103 

45 
E 32 .907 4 . 125 

I 
32 .718 4.250 

s 29 1.150 3 . 587 .049* 28 .995 3.786 .046 * 

46 
E 32 1 .047 3.531 

I 
32 .865 3 . 656 

s 28 .9 16 3.393 .587 29 .907 3.586 .75 9 

47 E 32 .928 4.094 

I 
32 .689 4.094 

s 29 .823 4.035 .792 29 .789 4.138 .8 18 

48 
E 32 .622 4.500 

I 
32 .787 4.3 44 

s 29 .819 4.207 .1 2 4 29 .86 0 3 . 897 . 0 39 * 

49 
E 32 1.016 3.750 

I 
31 .833 3 .8 07 

s 29 1.222 3.724 . 929 27 .921 3.815 .971 



Appendix T (continued) 

Question/ Frequency 
I 

Effectiveness 
Job Level n SD X Q n SD x .2 
Pupil Personnel: 

50 E 32 .998 3.813 

I 
31 1.039 3.781 

s 29 .897 3.655 .519 29 .806 3.690 .701 

51 
E 32 .718 4.531 

I 
32 .716 4.563 

s 29 .829 4.483 .809 29 .871 4.483 .699 

52 
E 32 .793 4.375 32 .621 4.469 

s 29 .814 4.655 .179 28 .497 4.607 .342 

w 
53 

E 32 1.040 4.125 30 .563 4.400 
!---> 
•.,!) 

s 29 .738 4.483 .124 29 .675 4.207 .239 

54 
E 32 .707 4.375 

I 
32 .693 4.188 

s 29 .922 4.276 .642 29 .799 4.070 .540 

55 
E 32 .880 4.250 

I 
32 .808 4.156 

s 29 1.035 4.000 . 316 28 .752 4.250 .643 

56 
E 32 .896 4.188 

I 
32 .931 4.188 

s 29 .769 4.345 .464 29 .923 4.070 .620 

57 
E 32 .907 4.125 

I 
32 1.031 4.031 

s 29 .785 4.517 .075 29 .862 4.380 .157 



Appendix T (continued) 

Question/ Frequency 
I 

Effectiveness 
Job Level n SD X Q n SD x Q 

System-Wide 
Policies & 
QQerations: 

58 
E 32 .780 4.313 

I 
32 .707 4.125 

s 29 1.035 4.000 .192 29 1.104 3. 828 .222 

59 
E 32 .801 4.063 

I 
32 . 707 3.875 

s 29 .978 3.793 .247 28 .863 3.821 .795 

60 
E 32 . 907 3.875 

I 
32 .793 3.875 w 

.938 .709 N 
s 28 .875 3.893 29 .902 3.793 0 

61 
E 32 1.164 3.531 

I 
31 .985 3.645 

s 29 1.173 3.345 .536 27 .935 3.482 .519 

62 
E 32 .907 3.875 

I 
32 .931 3.688 

s 29 1.154 3.241 
.022* 26 .761 3.462 .313 

63 
E 32 .979 3.594 

I 
32 .878 3.563 

s 29 1.052 3.035 
.036* 

26 .884 3.308 
.278 

64 
E 32 .950 3.531 

I 
31 .851 3.516 

s 29 1.236 3.207 
.259 

25 1.046 3.480 
.890 

aElementary bsecondary 
*n<.05 
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Appendix U 

SU~~RY OF MEAN RATINGS FOR ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS ' AND SECONDARY PRINCIPALS' 

PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCI PALS ' PERFORMANCE FREQUENCY ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF 

Admin. 
Area 

C&Ia 

spb 

ppC 

SWP&Od 

Admin. 
Area 

C&I 

SP 

pp 

SWP&O 

RESPONSES AND PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES WITHIN 

4.50-4.99 

FUNCTIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS 

Elementary Principals 

Mean Ratinqs 
4.00-4.49 3.00-3.99 2.5 0-2.99 2 .00-2.49 

No. {_%)_ No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) . __ Jlo~.__j%) 

7 (23.3%) 18 (60%) 4(13.3%) 1(3.4%) 

1(5.3%) 8(42 . 1%) 10(52.6%) 

1 (12.5%) 6(75%) 1(12.5%) 

2 (28.6%) 5 (71.4%) 

Secondary Principals 

Mean Ratings 
4.5 0-4.99 4.00-4.49 3.00 -3 . 99 2.50 -2.99 2.00-2.49 

No . ( % ) No . ( % ) No . ( % ) No_. ( %) _N.Q _. __ ( % ) 

2(25 %) 

1 (3.4 %) 

4(21.1%) 

5(62 .5 %) 

1(14. 3%) 

19(63.3 %) 

13(68.4%) 

1 (12 .5%) 

6( 85.7%) 

6(20%) 4(13.3%) 

2 (10.5%) 

acurriculum and Instruct ion 
Cpupil Personnel 

bStaff Per son n e l 
dsystem-Wide Po li cies and Operations 

w 
tv 
tv 
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Appendix V 

SUMMARY OF MEAN RATINGS FOR ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS' AND SECONDARY PRINCIPALS' 

PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' PERFORMANCE EFFECTIVENESS ACCORDING TO NUMBER 

Admin. 
Area 

C&Ia 

spb 

ppC 

SWP&Od 

Admin. 
Area 

C&I 

SP 

pp 

SWP&O 

OF RESPONSES AND PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES WITHIN FUNCTIONAL 

4.50-4.99 

ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS 

Elementary Principals 

Mean Ratinqs 
4.00-4.49 3.00-3.99 2.50-2.99 2 . 00-2.49 

No. tKL No.(%) No. U~) No.(%) No_. __ (~) 

2(6.7%) 25(83.3%) 3(10%) 

9(47.4%) 10(52.6%) 

1 (12.5%) 6(25%) 1 (12.5%) 

1 (14.3%) 6(85.7%) 

Secondary Principals 

Mean Ratings 
4.50-4.99 4.00-4.49 3.00-3.99 2.50-2.99 2.00-2.49 

No . (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No . (%) 

1 (12.5%) 

1 (3.4%) 

4(21.1%) 

6 (75%) 

23 (76.6%) 

15 (78. 9%) 

1 (12.5%) 

7(100 %) 

3 (10%) 3 (10 %) 

acurriculum and Instruction 
cPupil Personnel 

bstaff Personne l 
dsystem-Wide Policies and Operations 

w 
N 
~ 
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Appendix W 

MEANS ASSIGNED BY ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS AND 

SECONDARY PRINCIPALS TO THE FREQUENCY AND 

EFFECTIVENESS OF PRINCIPAL PERFORMANCE 

IN FOUR FUNCTIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS 

Frequency 

Functional Administrative Area 

Job Level Curriculum & Staff Pupil System-Wid e 
Instruction Personnel Personnel Policies & 

Operations 

Elementary 
Principals 3.490 3.865 4.225 3.723 

Secondary 
Principals 3.105 3.636 4.304 3.374 

Effectiveness 

Functional Administrative Area 

Job Level Curriculum & Staff Pupil System- Wide 
Instruction Personnel Personnel Policies & 

Operations 

Elementary 
3.716 4.227 3.888 Principals 3.545 

Secondary 
3.446 4.211 3.524 Principals 3.021 
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Appendix X 

MODIFIED LEAST SIGNIFICANT DIFF ERENCE (LSD) MULTIPLE 

COMPARISON TESTS FOR THE FREQUENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS 

OF PRINCIPAL PERFORMANCE AS PERCEIVED BY ELEMENTARY 

PRINCIPALS AND SECONDARY PRINCIPALS 

Frequency 

Functional Administrative Area 

Pupil Staff System-Wide Curriculum & 
Personnel Personnel Policies & Instruction 

Operations 

4.260 3.757 3.557 3.306 

Effectiveness 

Functional Administrative Area 

Pupil System-Wide staff Curriculum & 

Personnel Policies & Personnel Instruction 
Operations 

4.219 3.714 3.588 3.296 
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Appendix Y 

SUMMARY OF INDEPENDENT T-TESTS FOR ELEMENTARY TEACHERS' AND SECONDARY 

TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALSl PERFORMANCE FREQUENCY 

AND PERFORMANCE EFFECTIVENESS 

Question/ Frequency 
I 

Effectiveness 
Assignment n SD X Q n SD X" 12. 
Level 
Curriculum & 
Instruction: 

1 Ea 69 1.047 3.145 64 1.053 3.547 
sb .000* .001* w 

78 .955 2.372 65 .989 2.923 w 
0 

2 E 69 1.242 3.044 61 1.163 3 .5 25 

s 78 1.000 2.423 .001* 65 1.084 2.831 .001* 

3 E 69 1.093 3.841 67 1.020 3.925 

s 78 1.050 3.256 .001* 73 .982 3.301 .000* 

4 E 69 1.088 3.855 65 .966 4.062 

s 78 1.228 3.154 .000* 70 1.072 3.443 . 001* 

5 
E 69 1.175 3.826 

I 
65 1.053 3.985 

78 1.133 3.039 
.000* 

7 0 .970 3.414 
.001* s 

6 E 69 .998 3.725 

I 
68 1.035 3.868 

78 1.221 3.256 .012* 7 2 1 .09 2 3.361 
. 006* 

s 



Appendix Y (continued) 

Question/ Frequency 
I 

Effectiveness 
Assignment n SD X 12. n SD X" 12. 
Level 
Curriculum & 
Instruction: 

7 
E 69 1.277 3.420 62 1.108 3.774 

s 78 1.249 2.808 .004* 67 1.127 3.060 .000* 

8 
E 69 1.024 3.333 67 1.050 3.522 

s 78 1.375 2.654 .001* 58 1.130 3.328 .323 

9 E 69 1.118 3.319 64 1.072 3.656 
.001* .000* w 

s 78 1.021 2.705 70 1.113 2.914 w 
I--' 

10 
E 69 1.175 3.362 64 1.065 3.594 

s 78 1.309 2.359 .000* 52 1.093 3 . 019 . 005* 

11 
E 69 1.223 2.942 

I 
60 1.031 3.567 

s 78 1.082 2.372 .003* 56 .970 2.929 .001 * 

12 E 69 1.123 3.130 

I 
64 1.065 3.594 

s 78 1.263 2.744 .051 63 1 .099 3.286 .111 

13 
E 69 1.210 3.087 

I 
60 .917 3.650 

s 78 1.2 0 3 2.539 
.007* 59 1 .064 3.271 

.040* 

14 
E 69 1.123 3.130 

I 
63 . 963 3.444 

s 78 1.114 2.513 
.001* 6 2 . 970 2.903 

.002* 



Appendix Y (co ntinued) 

Quest i on/ Freque ncy 
I 

Effectivene ss 
Assignment n SD X Q n SD X 2 
Level 
Curriculum & 
Instruc tion: 

15 E 69 1.130 3.246 64 . 97 9 3.6 56 

s 78 1 .106 2.628 . 001* 64 1.044 3.07 8 .0 0 2* 

16 E 69 1.28 8 3.4 20 61 1 . 0 08 3 . 82 0 

s 78 1 .0 96 2.61 5 . 00 0* 67 . 95 8 3.0 7 5 .000* 

17 E 69 1 .2 44 2.73 9 55 .9 6 6 3. 346 
.00 0* . 001* 

w 

s 78 1 .038 1.987 4 7 . 935 2. 681 
w 
1'0 

18 
E 69 1. 247 3 .2 75 61 1 . 051 3. 7 21 

s 78 1.146 2 .5 64 . 0 00* 6 1 1.046 3. 1 48 .003 * 

19 
E 69 1.082 3 . 348 66 1.147 3.621 

s 78 1.137 2.487 . 000* 62 1.172 3.065 .008* 

2 0 
E 69 1.242 3 . 580 

I 
65 1.126 3 .831 

s 77 1.220 2.546 . 000* 59 .935 3 .2 37 .002* 

21 
E 69 1.243 3.551 

I 
65 1.06 1 3.754 

s 78 1.203 2.821 
.000* 

64 1.072 3.34 4 
. 031 * 

22 E 69 1.091 3 . 319 

I 
64 1.057 3.656 

78 1.189 2 . 256 .000* 5 3 1.091 3.038 . 0 02* s 



Appendix Y (continued) 

Question/ Frequency 
I 

Effectiveness 
Assignment n SD X Q n SD X Q 
Level 
Curriculum & 
Instruction: 

23 
E 69 1.276 2.928 58 1.080 3.517 

s 78 1.194 2.231 .001* 52 1.169 2.923 .007* 

24 
E 69 1.146 3.261 64 1.019 3.594 

s 78 1.240 2.615 .001* 59 .966 3.288 .090 

25 
E 69 1.174 3.783 66 1.209 3.788 w 

s 78 1.186 2.628 .000* 62 1.038 3.065 .000* w 
w 

26 
E 69 1.188 3.000 60 .928 3.550 

s 78 1.081 2.026 .000 * 46 1.053 2.957 .003* 

27 
E 69 1.171 3.739 

I 
66 1.141 3.924 

s 78 1.235 2. 513 
.000* 59 1.161 3.119 

.000* 

28 
E 69 1.069 3.783 

I 
67 1.083 3.910 

s 78 1.139 2.641 .000* 61 .972 3.295 .001* 

29 
E 69 1.186 3.652 

I 
65 1.075 3.969 

78 1.266 3.141 
.013* 

69 1.079 3.464 
.008* s 

30 
E 69 .902 4.333 

I 
68 .905 4.324 

78 1.123 4.103 
.170 75 . 935 4.267 .712 s 



Appendix Y (continued) 

Quest i on/ Frequency 
I 

Effectiveness 
Assignment n SD X .2 n SD X .2 
Level 
Staff Personnel: 

31 E 69 1 .109 3.652 67 1.095 3 .791 

s 78 1.129 3.295 .055 74 .98 2 3.527 .136 

32 
E 69 1e 11 9 3.522 65 .927 3. 78 5 

s 78 1.146 3.103 .027* 72 1.193 3.389 .031* 

33 
E 69 1.18 9 3.6 23 65 1.089 3.969 

s 78 1.115 2.654 .000* 66 1.020 3.227 .000* w 
w 
~ 

34 
E 69 1.073 3.768 67 .984 3.970 

s 78 1.274 2.962 
.000* 65 .983 3.585 .026* 

35 
E 69 1.132 3 .7 97 

I 
65 .861 4.092 

s 78 1.353 3.039 .000* 65 1.027 3.708 .022* 

36 
E 69 1.135 3.652 

I 
64 1.054 3.969 

s 78 1.365 3.077 
. 006* 64 1.097 3.547 .028* 

37 
E 69 1.091 4.015 

I 
66 1.034 4.091 

s 78 1.158 3.564 .016* 74 1.081 3.851 .183 

38 E 69 .950 3.667 

I 
67 .962 3 .7 91 

s 78 1.088 3.103 .001* 70 ] . 0 7 9 3.371 .018* 



Appendix Y (continued) 

Question/ Frequency 
I 

Effectiveness 
Assignment n SD X 12_ n SD X 12_ 

Level 
Staff Personnel: 

39 E 69 1.220 3.203 I 64 1.191 3.594 

s 78 1.292 2.615 .005* I 59 1.190 3.288 .158 

40 
E 69 .927 4.391 

I 
68 .879 4.368 

s 78 1.106 4.192 .237 76 1.067 4.145 .172 

41 
E 69 1.246 3.652 65 1.221 3.708 

s 77 1.309 3.299 .097 70 1.257 3 . 414 .171 w 
w 

42 
U1 

E 69 1.212 3.174 63 1.087 3.698 

s 78 1.326 2.462 .001* 56 1.299 3.357 .126 

43 
E 69 1.200 3.826 

I 
67 1.167 3.970 

s 77 1.260 3.065 .000* 69 1.158 3.507 .022* 

44 
E 69 1.244 3.159 

I 
61 1.131 3.59 0 

s 78 .942 2.090 .000* 53 .942 2.811 . 0 0 0 * 

45 
E 69 1.137 4.029 

I 
67 .966 4.224 

s 78 1.1 9 4 2.718 .000* 64 1 ft 008 3.484 . 000* 

46 
E 69 1.253 3.246 

I 
6 2 1.139 3.6 94 

s 78 1.077 2.218 
.000* 56 1. 095 2.964 .0 0 1* 



Appendix Y (continued) 

Question/ Frequency I Effectiveness 
Assignment n SD X Q n SD X Q 

Level 
Staff Personnel: 

47 
E 69 1.242 3.565 65 1.075 4.031 

s 78 1.121 3.397 .394 74 1 . 159 3.581 .019* 

48 E 69 .8 66 4.435 68 .678 4.559 

s 78 1.019 3.885 .001* 7 6 1.032 3.882 .000* 

49 
E 69 1.137 3.63 8 65 .927 3.877 

s 78 1.281 2.910 
.000* 

65 1.110 3.354 
.004* w 

w 
0' 

Pupil Personnel: 

50 E 69 1 . 132 3.551 

I 
65 .947 3.908 

s 78 1.352 2.936 .003* 64 1.069 3.484 .019* 

51 
E 69 .868 4 .478 

I 
68 .820 4.500 

s 78 .789 4.359 .387 78 .868 4.359 .315 

52 
E 69 .878 4.391 

I 
68 .996 4.309 

s 78 .727 4.603 . 117 78 .948 4.436 .433 

53 
E 69 .94 2 4.232 

I 
68 1.124 4.074 

s 78 .998 4 . 205 .8 67 77 1.094 4.039 .852 

54 E 69 .966 4.087 

I 
68 1.170 4.059 

s 78 1.094 3.846 .159 77 1.170 3.805 .195 



Appendix Y (continued) 

Question/ Frequency 
I 

Effectiveness 
Assignment n SD X ]2_ n SD X ]2_ 

Level 
Pupil Personnel: 

55 E 6 9 1.179 3.812 I 66 1.129 4.046 

78 1.276 3.539 .180 71 1.002 4.099 . 772 s I 

56 
E 69 1.105 3.884 

I 
65 .861 4. 092 

s 78 1.287 3.474 
.040* 70 1.038 3.900 . 24 2 

57 
E 69 .828 4. 594 68 .719 4.574 

s 78 .714 4.449 .25 9 78 .829 4.410 .204 w 
w 
-.....] 

System-Wide 
Policies & 
O.Qerations: 

58 
E 69 .929 4.406 

I 
6 7 .8 04 4.478 

s 78 1.033 4.192 .18 9 77 .985 4.234 .104 

59 E 69 1.014 4.029 

I 
67 .977 4.119 

s 78 1.246 3.474 .0 03* 72 1.122 3.597 
.004* 

60 
E 69 1.119 3.797 

I 
66 .976 3.970 

s 7 8 1.284 3.013 
. 000* 65 1 . 120 3.492 

.010* 

61 E 69 1.1 58 3.478 

I 
63 .991 3.778 

s 78 1.271 2.910 .005* 64 1. 02 4 3.500 .123 



Appendix Y (continued) 

Question/ Frequency 
I 

Effectiveness 
Assignment n SD X 12. n SD X 12. 
Level 
System-Wide 
Policies & 
QQerations: 

62 E 69 1.031 3.768 66 . 920 3.985 

s 78 1.299 2.885 .000* 63 1.099 3.381 .001* 

63 E 69 1.218 3.435 63 1.065 3.794 

s 78 1.101 2.462 .000 * 60 1.010 3.283 .0 07* 

64 

I 
w 

E 69 1.182 3.319 63 1.050 3.651 w 
. 000* .003* 00 

s 78 1.142 2.615 I 63 1.052 3.079 

a Elementary 
bsecondary 
*p < . 05 
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Appendix Z 

SUMMARY OF MEAN RATINGS FOR ELEMENTARY TEACHERS' AND SECONDARY TEACHERS' 

PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' PERFORMANCE FREQUENCY ACCORDING TO NUMBER 

OF RESPONSES AND PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES WITHIN 

FUNCTIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS 

Elementary Teachers 

Mean Ratinqs 
Admin. 4.50-4.99 4.00-4.49 3 . 00-3.99 2.50-2.99 2.00-2.49 1.50-1.99 
Area No . ( % ) __ _No • ( % ) No . ( % ) No • ( % ) No . ( % ) No . ( % ) 

C&Ia 

spb 

ppC 

SWP&od 

1 (12.5%) 

4.50-4.99 

1 (3.3%) 

4(21.1 %) 

4(50%) 

2(28.6%) 

4.00-4.49 

26(86.7%) 3 (10%) 

15(78.9%) 

3(37.5%) 

5 (71.4 %) 

Secondary Teachers 

Mean Ratings 
3.00-3.99 2.50-2.99 2.00-2.49 1.50-1.99 Admin. 

Area No. (%) No. (%) No. (%_) No. ___ (~o_) ______ NQ~ j_~_}_ _ _No_. _ lraJ 
C&I 

SP 

pp 

SWP&O 

1(12.5%) 

1 (3.4%) 

1 (5.3 %) 

3(37.5 %) 

1(14.3%) 

acurriculum and Instruction 
cPupil Personnel 

5 (16.6%) 16(53.3%) 7 (23.3%) 1 (3 .4%) 

10(52.6%) 5(26.3%) 3 (15.8%) 

3(37.5%) 1(12.5 %) 

2(28.6%) 3 (42. 8%) 1(14.3%) 

bstaff Personne l 
dsystem-Wide Po l ic i es and Operations 

w 
~ 

0 
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Appendix AA 

SUMMARY OF MEAN RATINGS FOR ELEMENTARY TEACHERS' AND SECONDARY TEACHERS' 

PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' PERFORMANCE EFF ECTIVENESS ACCORDING TO NUMBER 

Admin. 
Area 

C&Ia 

SPb 

ppC 

SWP&Od 

Admin. 
Area 

C&I 

SP 

pp 

SWP&O 

OF RESPONSES AND PERCENTAGES OF RESPONSES WITHIN 

4.50-4.99 

FUNCTIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS 

Elementary Teachers 

Mean Ratinqs 
4.00-4.49 3.00-3.99 2.50-2.9 9 2.00-2.49 

No. (%) No . .. (%) . No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) 

1(5.3 %) 

2 (25%) 

4.5 0-4.99 

2(6.7%) 28(93.3%) 

5 (26.3%) 13(68.4%) 

5 (62.5%) 1(12.5 %) 

2(28.6%) 5(71.4%) 

Secondary Teachers 

Mean Ratinos 
4.00-4.49 3.00-3.99 2.50-2.99 2.00-2.49 

No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) 

1 (3.4%) 21 (70%) 8(26.6%) 

1(5.3%) 16(84.2 %) 2(10 .5% ) 

5(62.5%) 3(37.5 %) 

1 (14.3%) 6(85.7 %) 

acurriculum and Instruction 
cPupil Personnel 

b dstaff Personnel 
System-Wide Policies and Operations 

_0 

.A 
N 
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Appendix BB 

MEANS ASSIGNED BY EL EMENTARY TEACHERS AND SECONDARY 

TEACHERS TO THE FREQUENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS 

OF PRINCIPALS 1 PERFORMANCE IN FOUR 

FUNCTIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS 

Frequency 

Functional Administrativ e Area 

Teaching Curriculum & Staff Pupil System-Wi d e 
Assignment Instruction Personnel Personnel Policie s & 

Operations 

Elementary 
Teachers 3 . 4 04 3.685 4.130 3.743 

Secondary 
Teachers 2 . 665 3.030 3.929 3 . 00 4 

Effectiveness 

Functional Admin istrat ive Area 

Teaching Curricu lum & Staff Pupil System-Wide 
Assignment Instruction Personnel Personnel Policies & 

Operations 

Elementary 
Teachers 3 . 534 3 .60 1 4.126 3.908 

Secondary 
Teachers 2 . 605 2.904 3.915 3.1 36 
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Appendix CC 

INTERACTION BETWEEN LEVEL OF TEACHirTG ASSIGNMENT 

3. 

3 . 

3. 

2. 

AND FUNCTIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE CATEGORY WITH 

REGARD TO PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' 

PERFORMANCE FREQUENCY 

/ 
• 

• • 

/ 

/ 

/ 
/ 

• 

Staff 
Personne l 

Pu p1l 
Personnel 

Fu nctional Adm in i strativ e Area 

Elementary 
Teachers 

Syst~m-~!i de 
Policies and 
Operations 
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Appendix DD 

MODIFIED LEAST SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE (LSD) MULTIPLE 

COMPARISON TESTS FOR THE FREQUENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS 

OF PRINCIPAL PERFORMANCE AS PERCEIVED BY ELEMENTARY 

TEACHERS AND SECONDARY TEACHERS 

Frequency 

Functional Administrative Area 

Pupil Staff System-Wide Curriculum & 
Personnel Personnel Policies & Instruction 

Operations 

4.021 3.351 3.337 3.012 

Effectiveness 

Functional Administrative Area 

Pupil Staff System-Wide Curriculum & 

Personnel Personnel Policies & Instruction 
Operations 

4.014 3.498 3.231 3.041 
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Appendix EE 

INTERACTION BETWEEN LEVEL OF TEACHING ASSIGNMENT 

AND FUNCTIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE CATEGORY WITH 

REGARD TO PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' 

PERFORMANCE EFFECTIVENESS 

4.6 

4.4 

4.2 

4.0 /·- --/ --.. 
/ ' 3.8 / Elementary 

/ Teachers 
3.6 -. 

(/) -c .-
tO 3.4 Q) 

:;:::: 

3.2 

3.0 Secondary 
Teachers 

2.8 

2.6 

2.4 

Curriculum Staff Pu pi 1 System-t,Jide 
and Personnel Personnel Policies and 

Instruction Operations 

Functional Administrative Area 
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Appendix FF 

SUMMARY OF INDEPENDENT T-TESTS FOR INEXPERIENCED TEACHERS• AND 

EXPERIENCED TEACHERS• PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS• PERFORMANCE 

FREQUENCY AND PERFORMANCE EFFECTIVENESS 

Question/ Frequency 
I 

Effectiveness 
Experience n SD X 2. n SD X 2. 
Level 
Curriculum & 
Instruction: 

1 I a 70 1.073 2.743 63 1.107 3.254 
Eb 77 1.072 2.727 .930 66 1.031 3.212 .825 w 

lJl 

2 
[\,.) 

I 70 1.117 2.643 61 1.284 3 . 016 

E 77 1.199 2.779 .476 65 1.045 3.308 .167 

3 I 70 1.126 3 .529 66 1.052 3.591 

E 77 1.095 3.533 .983 74 1.044 3.608 .923 

4 I 70 1.163 3.457 65 1.101 3.769 

E 77 1.263 3.507 .806 70 1.038 3.714 .766 

5 I 70 1.267 3.300 62 1.028 3.629 

E 77 1.166 3.507 .307 73 1.068 3 .74 0 .541 

6 I 70 1.057 3.571 

I 
68 1. 0 37 3.706 

E 77 1.216 3.390 .3 34 7 2 1 .1 3 8 3.514 .298 



Appendix FF (continued) 

Question/ Frequency 
I 

Effectiveness 
Experience n SD X 2_ n SD X Q 
Level 
Curriculum & 
Instruction: 

7 I 70 1.414 3.171 

I 
59 1.237 3.475 

E 77 1.181 3.026 .502 70 1.115 3.343 .530 

8 I 70 1.328 3.057 

I 
59 1.135 3.525 

E 77 1.209 2.896 .445 66 1.045 3.349 .368 

9 I 70 1.070 2.986 64 1.195 3.250 w 
.938 

E 77 1.147 3.000 70 1.118 3.286 .85 9 U1 
w 

10 I 70 1.332 2 .771 56 1.148 3.250 

E 77 1.357 2.883 .616 60 1.078 3.417 .423 

11 I 70 1.126 2.500 

I 
54 1.063 3.241 

E 77 1.224 2.766 .172 62 1.043 3.274 .865 

12 
I 70 1.128 2.871 

I 
62 1.086 3.339 

E 77 1.287 2.974 .607 65 1.091 3.539 .303 

13 I 70 1.185 2.757 

I 
57 .961 3.404 

E 77 1.281 2.831 
.716 

62 1.052 3.516 
.543 

14 
I 70 1.142 2.829 

I 
61 .992 3.180 

E 77 1.177 2.779 .797 64 1. 0 17 3.172 .963 



Appendix FF (continued) 

Question/ Frequency I Effectivenes s 
Experience n SD X £ n SD X Q 

Level 
Curriculum & 
Instruction: 

15 I 70 1.123 2.886 

I 
61 1.111 3.361 

E 77 1.191 2.948 .745 67 .998 3.373 .94 7 

16 I 70 1.273 2.943 

I 
59 .971 3.475 

E 77 1.240 3.039 .644 69 1.114 3.391 .652 

17 I 70 1.139 2.329 50 .92 5 2.960 
.911 .436 

w 

E 77 1.254 2.351 52 1. 078 3.115 Ul 
~ 

18 I 70 1.212 2.743 55 1.029 3.40 0 

E 77 1.261 3.039 .149 67 1.133 3.463 
.. 7 5 0 

19 I 70 1.116 3.000 

I 
64 1.215 3.281 

E 77 1.250 2.792 .289 64 1.106 3.422 .505 

20 I 70 1.328 2.943 

I 
58 1.096 3 .500 

E 76 1.336 3.118 .428 66 1.067 3. 591 .642 

21 I 70 1.321 3.229 

I 
61 1.19 0 3.574 

E 77 1.231 3.104 
.556 

68 .985 3.529 
.819 

22 I 70 1.25 2 2.643 

I 
53 1 . 1 0 0 3.415 

E 77 1.264 2.857 .304 6 4 1.1 3 0 3. 344 .7 31 



Appendix FF (continued) 

Question/ Frequency 

I 
Effectiveness 

Experience n SD X £ n SD X Q 
Level 
Curriculum & 
Instruction: 

23 I 70 1.260 2.486 51 1.132 3.196 

E 77 1.298 2.623 .515 59 1.187 3.271 .735 

24 I 70 1.199 2.843 58 1.027 3.414 

E 77 1.272 2.987 .481 65 .986 3.477 .729 

25 
I 70 1.408 3.043 57 1.281 3.421 

E 77 1.212 3.286 .267 71 1.106 3.451 .890 w 
U1 
U1 

26 I 70 1.195 2.386 49 1.041 3.286 

E 77 1.261 2.571 .361 57 1.017 3.298 .950 

27 I 70 1.313 2.957 58 1.217 3.466 

E 77 1.380 3.208 .261 67 1.218 3.612 .504 

28 I 70 1.269 3.114 60 1.097 3.517 

E 77 1.224 3.234 .563 68 1.052 3.706 .323 

29 I 70 1.196 3.300 

I 
64 1.093 3.609 

E 77 1.303 3.455 
.455 

70 1.111 3.800 
.319 

30 I 70 1.083 3.957 

I 
67 .981 4.090 

E 77 .925 4.442 
.004* 76 .8 24 4.474 .013* 



Appendix FF (continued) 

Question/ Frequency 
I 

Effectiveness 
Experience n SD X .2 n SD X Q 

Level 
Staff Personnel: 

31 
I 70 1.169 3.371 66 1.049 3.621 

E 77 1.095 3.546 .355 75 1.042 3.680 .740 

32 
I 70 1.124 3.200 64 1.036 3.578 

E 77 1.172 3.390 .318 73 1.142 3.575 .988 

33 
I 70 1.187 2.843 60 1.138 3.400 

E 77 1.254 3.351 .013* 71 1.075 3.761 . 066 w 
U1 

34 
(]'\ 

I 70 1.291 2.986 58 1.057 3.621 

E 77 1.119 3.662 .001* 74 .939 3.905 .110 

35 
I 70 1.420 3.114 56 .967 3.786 

E 77 1.144 3.649 .014* 74 .958 3.987 .242 

36 
I 70 1.365 3.143 57 1.090 3.754 

E 77 1.199 3.533 .069 71 1.101 3.761 .975 

37 
I 70 1.153 3.657 67 1.114 3.821 

E 77 1.135 3.883 .234 73 1.002 4.096 .128 

38 
I 70 .999 3.400 67 1.048 3.567 

E 77 1.119 3.338 .722 
70 1. 0 42 3.586 .917 



Appendix FF (continued) 

Question/ Frequency 

I 
Effectiveness 

Experience n SD X 12. n SD X 12. 
Level 
Staff Personnel: 

39 
I 70 1.222 2.886 61 1.313 3.328 

E 77 1.353 2.896 .961 62 1.065 3.565 .275 

40 
I 70 1.210 4.114 67 1.118 4.149 

E 77 .803 4.442 .058 77 .852 4.338 .263 

41 
I 69 1.319 3.232 63 1.346 3.349 

E 77 1.229 3.675 .038* 72 1.126 3.736 .075 w 
lJl 

42 
-.J 

I 70 1.203 2.786 59 1.233 3.593 

E 77 1.424 2.805 .929 60 1.172 3.483 .619 

43 
I 70 1.200 3.257 63 1.197 3.619 

E 76 1.349 3.579 .129 73 1.167 3.836 .289 

44 
I 70 1.195 2.386 51 1.106 3.235 

E 77 1.210 2.779 .049* 63 1.128 3.222 .95 1 

45 
I 70 1.388 2.986 57 1.074 3.754 

E 77 1.211 3.649 .003* 74 1.032 3.946 .305 

46 
I 70 1.311 2.814 

I 
58 1.271 3.414 

E 77 1.228 2.597 .304 60 1. 0 7 5 3.283 .549 



Appendix FF (continued) 

Question/ Frequency 
I 

Effectiveness 
Experience n SD X £ n SD X £ 
Level 
Staff Personnel: 

47 
I 70 1.113 3.471 

I 
67 1.127 3.821 

E 77 1.242 3.481 .963 72 1.157 3.764 .769 

48 
I 70 .906 4.186 69 .974 4.188 

E 77 1.059 4.104 .614 75 .920 4.213 .875 

49 
I 70 1.215 3.214 62 1.049 3.581 

E 77 1.316 3.286 .733 68 1.062 3.647 .721 
w 
U1 

Pupil Personnel: a:::; 

50 
I 70 1.279 3.043 58 1.006 3.621 

E 77 1.279 3.390 .103 71 1.048 3.761 .442 

51 
I 70 .772 4.429 70 .856 4.386 

E 77 .877 4.403 .849 76 .840 4.461 .595 

52 
I 70 .829 4.471 70 .966 4.371 

E 77 .788 4.533 .649 76 .979 4.382 .950 

53 
I 70 1.016 4.157 69 1.110 4.058 

E 77 .927 4.273 
.474 76 1.106 4.053 .977 

54 
I 70 1.079 3.900 69 1.197 3.913 

E 77 1.006 4.013 .514 76 1.159 3.934 .914 



Appendix FF (continued) 

Question/ Frequency 
I 

Effectiveness 
Experience n SD X Q n SD x 12. 
Level 
P'!dJ2il Personnel: 

55 
I 70 1.312 3.600 62 1.079 4.129 

E 77 1.166 3.727 .537 75 1.052 4.029 .577 

56 
I 70 1.303 3.571 61 .921 4.049 

E 77 1.137 3.753 .371 74 .992 3.946 .532 

57 
I 70 .839 4.386 69 .840 4.362 

E 77 .687 4.636 .051 77 .712 4.597 .072 

I 
w 
lJ1 

System-Wide \.0 

Policies & 
Q2erations: 

58 
I 70 1.098 4.200 68 .986 4.206 

E 77 . 874 4.377 . 286 76 .824 4.474 . .081 

59 
I 70 1.144 3.629 65 1.090 3.754 

E 77 1.197 3.831 .296 I 74 1.077 3.932 .334 

60 
I 70 1 . 248 3.329 

I 
62 1.105 3.62 9 

E 77 1.292 3.429 .634 6 9 1.043 3 . 82 6 .29 7 
I 

61 
I 70 1.185 2.957 

I 
58 .941 3.53 5 

77 1.278 3.377 .041* 6 9 1 . 069 3.72 5 
.2 8 9 

E 



Appendix FF (continued) 

Question/ Frequency 
I 

Effectiveness 
Experience n SD X Q n SD X Q 
Level 
System-Wide 
Policies & 
Q}2erations: 

62 I 70 1.200 3.257 

I 
61 1.025 3.557 

E 77 1.314 3.338 .698 68 1.069 3.809 .175 

63 I 70 1.269 2.886 

I 
58 1.111 3.448 

E 77 1.245 2.948 .764 65 1.024 3.631 .347 

64 w 
I 70 1.174 2.886 61 1.101 3.295 ()\ 

.568 .486 0 

E 77 1.246 3.000 65 1.075 3.431 

a Inexperienced 
bExperienced 

*p<.OS 
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Appendix GG 

SUMMARY OF MEAN RATINGS FOR INEXPERIENCED TEACHERS' AND EXPERIENCED TEACHERS' 

PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' PERFORMANCE FREQUENCY ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF 

Admin. 
Area 

C&Ia 

spb 

ppc 

SWP&Od 

Admin. 
Area 

C&I 

SP 
pp 

SWP&O 

RESPONSES AND PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES WITHIN 

4.50-4.99 

FUNCT IONAL ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS 

Inexperienced Teachers 

Mean Ratinqs 
4.00-4.49 3.00-3.99 2.50-2.99 2.00-2.49 

No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) 

12 (40%) 15(50%) 3 (10%) 

2(10.5%) 10(52.6%) 6(31.6%) 1 (5.3%) 

4 (50%) 4(50%) 

1 (14.3 %) 3(42.8% ) 3(42.8%) 

Experienced Teachers 

Mean Ratings 
4.50-4.99 4.00-4.49 3.00-3.99 2.50-2.99 2.00-2.49 

No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. ( %) N_o_. __ (%) 

2(25%) 

1 (3.3%) 

2(10 .5 %) 

3(37.5%) 

1(14.3%) 

14(46.7%) 

13 (68.4%) 

3(37.5%) 

5 (71.4%) 

14(46.7%) 

4(21.1 %) 

1 (14.3 %) 

1 (3.3%) 

acurriculum and Instruction 
cPupil Personnel 

bstaff Personne l 
dsystem-Wide Policies and Operations 

w 
0" 
N 
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Appendix HH 

SUMMARY OF MEAN RATINGS FOR INEXPERIENCED TEACHERS' AND EXPERIENCED TEACHERS' 

PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' PERFORMANCE EFFECTIVENESS ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF 

Admin. 
Area 

C&Ia 

SPb 

ppC 

SWP&Od 

Admin. 
Area 

C&I 

SP 
pp 

SWP&O 

RESPONSES AND PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES WITHIN 

4.50-4.99 

FUNCTIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS 

Inexperienced Teachers 

Mean Ratinqs 
4.00-4.49 3.00-3.99 2.50-2.99 2.00-2.49 

No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) 

1 ( 3. 3 ~n 28(93.4%) 1 (3.3%) 

2 (10.5%) 17(89.5%) 

6(75%) 2(25%) 

1 (14.3%) 6(85.7%) 

Experienced Teachers 

Mean Ratings 
4.50-4.99 4.00-4.49 3.00-3.99 2.50-2.99 2.00-2.49 

No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) 

1 (12.5%) 

1(3.3%) 

3 (15.8%) 

4 (50%) 

1(14.3%) 

29(96.7%) 

16(84.2%) 

3(37.5%) 

6(85.7%) 

acurriculum and Instruction 
Cpupil Personnel 

b Staff Personnel 
dSystem-Wide Policies and Operations 

w 
0'1 
~ 
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Appendix II 

MEANS ASSIGNED BY INEXPERIENCED TEACHERS AND 

EXPERIENCED TEACHERS TO THE FREQUENCY AND 

EFFECTIVENESS OF PRINCIPALS' PERFORMANCE 

IN FOUR FUNCTIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS 

Frequency 

Functional Administrative Area 

Teaching Curriculum & Staff Pupil System-Wide 
Experience Instruction Personnel Personnel Policies & 

Qp_erati ons 

Inexperienced 
Teachers 2.966 3.210 3.947 3.221 

Experienced 
Teachers 3.054 3.453 4.093 3.469 

Effectiveness 

Functional Administrative Area 

Teaching Curriculum & Staff Pupil System-Wide 
Experience Instruction Personne l Personnel Policies & 

Operations 

Inexperienced 
Teachers 2.991 3.123 3.944 3.362 

Experienced 
Teachers 3.087 3.329 4.077 3.622 
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Appendix JJ 

MODIFIED LEAST SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE (LSD) MULTIPLE 

COMPARISON TESTS FOR THE FREQUENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS 

OF PRINCIPAL PERFORMANCE AS PERCEIVED BY 

INEXPERIENCED TEACHERS AND EXPERIENCED 

Pupil 
Personnel 

4.021 

Pupil 
Personnel 

4.014 

TEACHERS 

Frequency 

Functional Administrative Area 

System-Wide 
Policies & 
Operations 

3.351 

Staff 
Personnel 

3.337 

Effectiveness 

Functional Administrative Area 

System-Wide 
Policies & 
Operations 

3.498 

Staff 
Personnel 

3.231 

Curriculum & 
Instruction 

3.012 

Curriculum & 
Instruction 

3.041 
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