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ABSTRAC T 

Th e p r ob le m o f t h i s fie l d study wa s t o o bta in , o r ganiz e 

a nd pre sent data fr om el emen t a r y te ac hers and pr inc i pal s in 

Ch eat ham Co un t y in o rde r t o d e term i ~e what th e r o le o f the 

ele mentary pri nc i pal i s pe r c ei ved t o be by t h i s gr ou p a s 

c om pa re d t o how it i s a ctua l ly be ing c a rrie d ou t i n Ch eatham 

Co unty . 

The pur po se o f t he study was t o ans wer t he qu esti on 

" \-!r1a t is th e r o l e o f the elem e ntary pri nci pa l : 

t i cn a l le ad er sh i p o r manage ment? " 

ins t ruc -

The me thod us ed t o o bt ain t h i s da ta was by t he use o f 

2 q uest i onnai re wh i ch co nt a i ned a n ex p l anati o n of t he 

p ur poses and quest i on s t o be answe r ed , a se t of d ire c ti on s , 

s e ven i tems o f pe r son al data , a nd a li st o f thi r t y tasks o f 

t r. e e l em e nta r y pri nc i pal . Ha l f o f t he s e were ma nage ment 

t a sk s a nd ha lf i nst r uc ti onal lea de rs h i p tas ks wh i ch we r e 

l i st e d r ar.d oml y . Pa rti c i pants were a s ked to ra nk e ach i t e m 

o n t he f o l l owi ng rating s c a l e : ( 1 ) h i ghest pr i o rit y , 

I 2 J ve":' y i mpo r ta n t , ( 3 ) so me i mpo rta nc e, and ( !.+ ) no t 

im oo rta n t . Sa c h item wa s t o be r a n ked ac c ord i ng to its 

i Qpo r t a nc e i d e a l l y a nd a cco r d i ng t o t he ac t ua l prio r i t y 

g i ,, e n i t in t he scho o l s . The r e s po ns e s we r e t a bulated and 

comp a ~ed t ~ de ter mi r. e wh at t he i d e a l r ~le o f t he e l e menta r y 

pri nc i pa l wa s pe r ce iv e d t o be by this g roup 2 nd ho w it 

comp are d t o t te ac t ua l r o le o f t he ele men t a r y p r i nc i pal in 
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Ch e atham Coun t y . 

I n a dd iti o n t o th e questi o nn a i r e , pri ncipals were 

gi ve n a se l f - stud y fo r m al ong with a l e tt er of e xpl a nati on . 

The s elf - study i nvol ve d kee pi ng a l og of tasks per f o r me d 

each da y f o r a pe ri od of fi v e da ys i n orde r t o det e r mi ne 

ho w pr i nc i pa l s sp e nd t hei r t im e , and whe t her mo r e t i me was 

s pent o n inst r uc t iona l l e ad ers hip o r manag e me nt ta sk s . 

Afte r the r e su lt s of t he s el f - study wer e ta bulat ed , the se 

we r e c o mp are d t o th e a ctu a l r o le o f t he ele me nt ar y pri nci pa l 

in Cheat h2m Co un t y a cco r d i ng t o t he pe r c e pti ons o f t he 

re s earch g r oup . 

It e ms of per sona l da t a we r e tabulat e d a nd comparis ons 

we r e made be t we en the per c eived ideal a nd real r o l e o f t he 

pri ~c ipal i n instructi o nal lea ders h i p a nd i n mana ge me nt 

a mong t h e f o l l owing g r oups : 

1 . Pr inc i pa l s a nd t e ac hers ; 

2 . Lev el o f exp eri ence (0 - 5 yea r s , 6 - 12 yea rs, 

13 o r more yea r s ) ; 

3 . Gr ad e le vel as si gnments ( K- 2 , 3 - 4 , 5 - 6 ) ; 

4 . Le vel o f degre e s he l d ; and 

S . Size o f sc hoo l . 

There were s li gh t d i ff er e nces i n the pe r cept i o ns o f 

t he ·o le among pri nc ipa l s a nd tea ch e r s , le ve l s o f exp e r i -

P,nc e , ~ra de l ev el a ssig nm e n ts , an d size o f s choo l . Ther e 

was no :iot i ceaj l e d iffer enc e i n t he way t he r o le was 

per c e i ve d jy t hose ~old i ng t he ma s t er of ar ts o r hig he r 

d~gr ee ar.d t hose wi t h on ly a ba ch el o r o f s c ien c e o r 
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ba ch e l c r o f ar ts deg r ee . 

Th e ma jo r co nclus i on d raw n fr om the s t udy wa s t hat 

there wa s no d iff e rence i n the pr i ori ty plac e d o n mana ge -

men t o r i nst r ucti onal leadership . I t was s omewhat 

su r prising t hat t hese areas o f r esponsi bili ty were 

cons i dere d t o be o f eq ua l impo r tance . Ho we ve r, t he r e was 

a s l igh t d ifference bet ween the per c ei ve d ideal r o le and 

the pe r c ei v ed a ctual r o l e o f t he e l ementary pr inci pal in 

Ch ea th a m Co unty . This perce pti o n wa s in ag r eeme nt wi th 

re su l t s of the self - s tudy co nducted by t he pri nci pals . 

This study showe d mo re ti me bei ng s pent on manageme n t t han 

o n ~nst r uc t i onal l eade r sh i p a s t he perc ei ve d ac t ual r o le 

ha d ind i c ated . 
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CHAPTER 1 

Introdu c ti o n 

The r o le o f the elementar y prin c i pal is not c le a rl y 

de fi ne d . Th erefo re, a c lear desc ri pti o n o f pri o r ities 

co nc erning t he role o r ta sk s i s l e ft largely t o c hance . 

Even th o ug h it is ge nerall y assumed t he principal is t o 

be in vo l v e d wit h t he i ns tr uc ti ona l pr ogram , wit h pu pil 

pe rs o nnel , staff pers onn el, s choo l - co mmu n it y relati on s , 

t u i l d i ~g mai n te nan c e , stud e nt discip l in e , s choo l f i nan c e, 

t r ans~o r tat i on , a nd anyth i ng else which affects t he schoo l 

p r o 5 r am , t h e r e a r e n o g u i d e 1 i n e s t o d e t e r m i n e !10 w mu c h t i me 

is t o be s pen t i n each a r ea of responsib i lity . 

With t he p r esent c riti c i sm of public educa ti o n a nd the 

tendency t o put ~os t of the blame on pr incipals , i t see ms 

wo rt hwh il e t o e xam i ne the r ole of thee e men t a r y pri nc i pal 

acco r ding t o the l it er ature , 2 nd co~pa r e the f i nd i ngs with 

the way t~e r o le is perceived by elementary teache r s a nd 

p r i ncipa l s . Th e pe r ce i ved ~ol e may be fu r th er compa r ed t o 

the way i t i s actu3lly bein~ car r ied out i n Cheat~am 

County . 

Statement of the Pr oblem 

The o r oblem unde r taken i n this f i eld st dy was to 

o b t a i n , o r s 2 r. i = e , a n d p r e s e n t d a t a g a t '.1 e r e d f r o m t h e 
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elementary principals and teachers in Cheatham Coun ty so as 

to determine what the role of the elementary pri ncipal was 

pe r ceived to be by this g r oup . Pe r cep ti ons of the i deal 

role were t hen compa re d to the way the role is actually 

being ca rri ed out acco r ding to the views of the same g r oup . 

The question which was to be answered thr ou gh this 

field study was , " Which tasks should take first pri o rit y in 

the r ole of the elementary principal : instruct i onal lea de r ­

sr-:i.ip o r management tasks? " Afte r the collection of data, 

an attempt was made to define t he actual r ol e of t he 

elementary p r incipal in Cheatham Coun ty . 

Limit ations 

This study was limite d in that it included only 

elementary teachers and principals . It did not include 

sec on da r y teachers and principals , o ther administrators , o r 

superviso r s . 

The study was furt her li~ited geographically, since it 

only included elementary teachers and principals in Cheatham 

County . It did not include educators fro a y of the 

sur r ounding c o unties . 

Purp ose of the Study 

The purpose o f the study was t o pri o ritize the 

nume r ous tasks and responsibilities o f t he ele menta ry sch oo l 

p ri ncipal s o as t o determine ~hat the role is perceived to 

be as compared t o how it is actually being car rie d ou t i n 

Cheatham Co unty . 



It is fu r ther hoped that the re sul ts of t he stu dy will 

s er v e t o poin t out a c lear defi n iti on o f t he r o le o f the 

e l em e nt ar y pri ncipal a nd will be used in planning and 

evaluating pri ncipal effectiveness . 

Methods and Pr oc edures 

This study dealt wi~h per cep tions o f elementary 

pri ncipals and teache r s in Ch eat ham Coun ty for the pu r po se 

o f de f ining t he r ole of the elementary principal , and 

compa ri ng the i deal r o le and t he act ua l r o le as it is being 

ca rr ied out i n Cheatham Coun t y . 

Wi t h the help of the comp ter epa r tmen in the Au stin 

Pea y Sta~e Unive r sity lib r ary , a computer search was made 

for the pu r pose of l ocat i ng cur rent liter~t re on the r ol e 

of the elementary principal . 

After studying the literature , it was discove red that 

cne of t he main problems wi t. the job of he elementa r y 

p r incipal is r o le ambiguity . The r ole has been primarily 

considered on e of instructi onal leaders hi~ , b t t he many 

demands attached to the job today are administrative o r 

management tasks which , n many cases , leave little time 

fer inst r uctional leaders h ip . 

A qLestionnaire was devised listing thirty tasks of 

the elementary principal , and all principals a nd te a che r s 

in Cheatham Coun t y were asked to rate the ta s ks in a 

pri o rity c rder according to the following scale : 

( 1) highest prio ri ty , ( 2 ) very im;J o rtant, ( J ) some 
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importance , and ( 4 ) not important . Then , using t he s ame 

scale , they were asked t o rate each t ask a cco rd ing t o the 

priority they felt it re ce i ve d in their schools . 

4 

The questionnaire, along wit h a consent f o r m and 

explana ti on of t he purposes of t he study , a nd seven items 

of pe r sonal data was sent t o the ele mentary t e a che r s in the 

six elementa r y schools in Ch eatham County . One teacher in 

each sc hoo l had been contacted in advance and asked t o 

col le ct the completed questi o nnaires , detach t he cons e n t 

forms to insu r e anonymit y , and r etu rn t he m t o the 

r esearche r . 

In add iti on to t he questi on nai r e , principals we r e sent 

a form f o r a self - stu dy . It was accom~anied by a lette r of 

ex~lanation . A l og was to be kept o f tasks performed each 

day and the time re co r ded which was spent on ea ch task . 

This wa s t o be kept f o r a period of five days :n o r de r to 

determine whether the r ole of the elementary pri nc ipal in 

Chea~ham Cou nty is inv o lved more with management o r with 

instru c ti ona l leadership , and how this compa res with the 

pe rc e pti o r1s of the rese arch gr ou p . 

?rincipals mailed the questionnaires and self - study 

f o rms tc the r esea r che r in a stamped, self - addressed 

envelope which had been sent with t he questio~nai re . 

After data had been collected , se r vices o f t he computer 

department at Cheatham County ~igh School were secu r ed to 

assist in tabulating the re sults of the stucy . 



Organizati on 

The first chapter presents an intr oducti o n to the 

stu d y , a statement of the prob l em , the limitati ons of the 

study , and methods and procedures by which the study was 

conducte d . 

The sec o nd chapter gives a review o f c urrent 

literature o n the role o f the principal , how t he role 

evolved , . o w it has changed , and how it is expected to 

change in the future . 

Chapte r 3 desc r ibes the instrument used in the study , 

the research group , an d the ex pected o utc o me of the study . 

Ch apter 4 pr esents by t he means o f tables and 

c o mp a risons , the findin gs related t o t he st ud y . 

Chapter 5 gives a summar y o f t he resuJ.ts o f the study , 

the co nclusi o ns and recommen dati o ns f o r furt her use o f the 

study . 

5 



CHA PTE R 2 

A Review o f Relate d Litera t ure 

Since the r o le of the ele mentary principal is no t 

c lear ly defi ne d , a stud y o f t he literature c oul d pr ove t o 

be be nefi c ial in an effort t o determine just what t he r o le 

s ho ul d be . Many elementar y prin c ipals enter t he field 

without a job description, and without actually knowing 

why they were selected f o r t he j o b (Manasse, 1982 ) . 

Ambiguity con c erning t he rol e has existed f o r many 

years . It has been assume d by t he publi c t hat t he chief 

resp onsibility of the ele me ntar y prin c i pal is t hat o f 

instructional leaders h ip . On the other hand, it is evident 

that management tasks take a large po r ti on o f the 

pr incipal ' s time . It is the intent of t h is researc h to 

determine how the r o le is viewed i n t he literature and 

whether the r ole should be instructi onal leadershi p , 

management , o r a c ombination of bo th . 

Hist o r y o f t he Pr inc i pal sh i p 

In a n effo rt t o defi ne t h e job o f t he princi pal, 

c o nsi derati on may be given t o what principals i n t he past 

ha ve do ne , and how j ob expectati ons hav e c hange d wit h ti me . 

In t h is c ountry t he prin c i palshi p e vo l ve d wit h t he 

gr owth o f c itie s a nd t he esta b l ishm en t of gra d e d schools . 

The f i r s t schoo l t o hav e a f u ll - ti me super v isi ng pr incipal 
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may have been the Ouincy School in Boston in 1847 . At that 

time duties of the pr inci pal were l argely clerical i n 

natu r e , including such things as keep i ng attendance 

re co r ds , repo r ting en r ollment and attendance t o the cent r a l 

o ffice , and accounting fo r all school funds and suppl i es 

( Faber , 1970 ) . 

As scho o ls became large r , t he managerial aspects of 

t he job began to assume importance . The principa l had to 

classify pup i ls by grade, assign pupils and teache r s to 

r coms , and c oo rdinate the efforts o f several teache r s . I t 

was t owa r d the e nd of t he nineteenth centu r y that t he 

~r~ncipa l began t o assume responsibility for s up e r visi on 

a:1d imp:-- oveme nt of instr uction ( Faber, 1970 ) . 

Afte r the f o r mation of the Depar t ment of Elementary 

School Principals of t he Nat i ona l Educ ati on Association, 

several images of the principal began t o emerge . These 

included t he kindly , sympathetic principal who took an 

inte r est in eac h child, t he " headmaste r" who knows mo re 

about an y subje c t matter t han an yone e se, a nd t he 

" adm in is tra t i ve mechanic " who wo r ked l o ng hours on paper 

work and had no time t o get t o know pupi ls or t o wo r k ~ith 

teac he r s in a meaningfu l way . Then in t he 1960 ' s , t he 

pr incipal as a " change age nt " became a new concept with 

emphasis on inn ova ti on . 

The principal as a leader is no t a ne w idea . No one 

will argue that the principal should not lead . The on ly 

difficulty arises when one tries to attach a precise 
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meaning t o this value - laden wo r d ( Faber, 1970 : 2 1 1 ) . 

Ro le of the Principal 

" Princi pal s are the key to success ": t his is a 

recurring theme which keeps appearing i n research on 

cu rr i c ulum chang e, deseg regati o n , 

and especially effective schools . 

pr ogram implementation , 

All o f the factors 

c onsistently identified as characte ri stics o f an effect i ve 

school are either direct l y or indire c tly related to the 

effectiveness of the principal . Yet , few studies prov ide 

info r mati o n as t o what principals do o r what diffe re ntiates 

effective princi pals fr om t heir less suc c essful colleagues 

( ;v1 anasse , 1982 ) . 

'1 o le Ambiguity 

Despite hund r eds o f articles, studies, and textbooks 

on educational administrati o n, until recently almost no 

research has even described what principals actually do 

during a typical work da y . Local scho o l d istricts have not 

been articulate i n defining what the y expect princ:pals to 

do , o r in specifying c r iteria f o r selecting and evaluating 

principals . Principals, themselves , often do not know why 

they were selected for the position , and thus feel no clear 

mandate for any parti c ular style o f leaders .ip ( Manasse, 

19 82 l • 
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The principal ' s r o le has be en described as resijual , 

consisting o f what no one else is assigned t o do . DeBev o ise 

( 1984 ) stated that t he leaders h i p r o le o f t he principal has 



?ather , it has evolved e ver 

: he yea r s a ~ an accumulation cf tasks that teac~ers wer e 

either unable o r unwilling t o perfo r n . If the co rcept o f 

inst ru c ti on al leadership i s t o be taken se r iousl; , t he 

residu3l r o le m st be de fi ned . To accomplish this , researc h 

needs t o move be;ond an examinati o n o f how a principal 

benaves , ~o an understanding o f ~hat the rin c ipal can do 

t o fa c ilitate t he job o f tea ch i ng and encourage s tudent 

learning . In a ddit i o n , it i s impo r tant t o kno w what 

f u r c ti on s are es ential i n diverse con texts ( De3evo ise , 

Ambig uity over th e ori~ c ipal ' s r o le is the main reas on 

f o r the re cu rring debate ove r whet her ori c ipals are ro r 

s~ou ld be ) manage r s or in tr c tional eaders , a debate 

spa r ~e~ by the ev o l ti o n of the pri ncipal ' s rc~e from he a 

tea c~ er t o manage r o f a c o mple x o rga. izati or: . _tis no 

wo nder , then , hat orin c ipals cons ider ambiguity about r o le 

e x e c t2:i o ns t o be t he ~a ·e r so r c e o f fr~stratio~ :onc ern -

ing their jots ( ~anasse , 982 l . 

Select i on an d placemert 2 f personnel is a~ in.portant 

r es~ons ibility o . ~e pri nci;nl . 

is pe r haps the mos i mpo rta nt step t o be ta ke . i~ a c t al 

i~plementati on o f the c urri cu lum 1Pe er sa~ , 1 966' . 

r esponsibility must be de t er mine: . All te ach er s s~ould 



have s o me res ponsibi lit y in t he continuous study and 

improvement o f the cu rri culum a nd educati onal programs 

of the sc hoo l . Ce rtai n pe rs on nel sh o uld ha ve more 

responsibi li ty than othe r s . However , it is up t o the 

pr inc i pal to discharge t h is r espon sibilit y (Grieder, 7969) . 

This dele gation o f resp onsib ilit ies not on l y frees t he 

pri ncipal to give attenti on to oth er tasks but als o gives 

staff members mo re auth o r ity and helps the m f eel mo re 

fulfilled ( Gm e l ch , 7980) . 

Wh ile teachers are ce rtain ly t he pi vot a l fi gu res in 

the educational pr oc ess 1 their effo rts are s ometi mes 

li mited, subverted, o r nullified by poo r admi n istrat o rs . 

When the s chool leader ( the pri ncipa l ) is frightened , 

unce r ta in , dominee r ing , i ncomp etent , o r irrespo nsible , the 

teac he rs and t he school refle c t these traits . No t on l y is 

the 2 c tual function of a le ade r imp o rtant , but also the 

gr oup members ' perception of what he / she is doing is of 

equal i mpo r tan ce . 

As ci t ed by Sh ultz ( 1977 ) , Ho llande r concentrated 

l ar g el y on goa l ac co mplis hme nts in his 1961 studies . The 

two mo st impo r ta n t characte ri st i cs o f the leader ar e 

{ 1 ) compe tence in the gr oup ' s central jo b as "t ask 

comp etence " and ( 2 ) acti ve membe r ship in the g r oup as 

pe rcei ved by othe r members . 

A study w .ich has cont r ibuted t o t he understanding o f 

the princip 2ls h ip is t he 1978 Rand Change Agent St udy 

i: ? iner c , 1982} . In t heir research on fact o r s affecting 
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inn c vative pr oc ess and its ou tc omes , t he autho rs emphasize d 

t he r o le played by the principa l . The imp ortance o f the 

pr i nc ipal to both sho r t an d long - r un outcomes of i nnovative 

proj ects can hardly be overstated . Th r ee spec if ic ways 

were i dentified in whic h principals suppo r ted new pr ojects : 

( 1 ) pr ov i ded active support , ( 2 ) gave mo r al suppo r t to the 

s t a ff , and ( ])c reated a stimu l ating o rgan i zational c li mate . 

Fu r t her conf i rmati on o f the principal ' s i nf l uence i n 

management a r eas as found in the r esu l ts of Johnson ' s 

study , as cited by Pinero ( 1982 ) , is the impac t o f t e a cher 

unions in t he day - to - da y ope rati on s of sc hoo ls . These 

stud ies s ho wed that l abo r relati o ns practices va ried 

g reatl y fr o m one s choo l t o t he next i n t he same district . 

These variati o ns seemed t o hinge on differences i n expecta ­

tions o f princi pals and building representati ves . 

Frincipa l s who we r e effective in manag i ng l ab o r relations 

were neither aut oc r at i c nor had t hey abdi cate d their 

res ronsib ilit i es t o teachers . Teac hers wanted pri nc ipal s 

to hono r their contracts , but the y also all ow ed f o r flexi ­

bi li t y , a mend ment , and mistakes wh e n the princ i pal ' s 

motives were believed to be i n t he be st interest o f the 

schoo l (P ine r o, 1982) . 

Sup er v is o r y Roles 

Among the many ch anges i n t he concept o f s choo l 

l eade rs hip is t he spec i fi c cha nge i n the c oncept of the 

pri nc ipal ' s r o le in the ar ea o f supervi s ion o f teach ers . 
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The or e vailing op i n i on a mong administrators seems to be 

t hat pri nc i pals ought t o spend much of t hei r time in 

i~structi onal supervisi on . As a matter o f fact, it was 

re po rted i n a study by Trask ( 1964) that three - f o ur ths 

o f t he principals studied perceived their superintendents 

as believing that supervision was the most important dut y 

of princ ipals , and they should spend at least sixty pe r c e n t 

of t heir time supervising teachers . Trask went on to say 

t ha t principals cannot do this, but t hey feel guilty 

because they rec ogn ize the wide gap betw een " what is " and 

" what ough t to be ." 

The pro ces s o f e va luati on is a part of the task o f 

supervision . Program e val uati on as well as evaluati on o f 

teacher performance ta kes high pr i o rity in t he responsi -

bilities o f the principal . Eval uat i on s s ho uld be f oc used 

o n outcom es . When a program o r plan fails, it s hou ld be 

determined why it failed . When a plan is s ucc essful, t he 

good administrato r does not c onc lude t hat its effective ­

ness has been proven , but rat her studies the essential 

cond itions for t he success and uses t h is f o r furt her 

i mp r ov e:ne nt ( Cron back , 1982) . 

Ch 3nses i~ the Role of the Pri ncipal 

Federal educati on pr ograms of t he sixties spawned 

its ow n bureaucra cy ; the principal ' s aut onomy and poss i ­

bilities for leaders h i p were greatly re duced , while the 

time r equ ired f o r coo r dinating programs and res pond ing t o 
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t heir re q u i re me n t s grew . Principals trained f o r the 

tra d iti onal settin~ , whe r e little outside i n terference was 

expected, were c aught unp re pa r ed for the increased demands 

and complexities of the r ole . As a r e sult , t he y found it 

easier t o c oncent rate on their abundant manageme n t 

res po ns ibilities , where they felt mo r e com f o rta ble , t ha n on 

their instructi onal r oles . 

In t he eighties , as fe deral cutba ck s re duc e res ources 

a nd bl ock grants bri ng c ontr o l c l oser to t he l ocal level , 

t he prir.cipal ' s r ole i s likel y t o be affe c te d ( Pi ner o , 

193 2 ) . 

Effective ness Stud i e s 

' 
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In an attempt t o ela bo rat e on how pr incipa l s con tri bu te 

t o effective nes.s , Duc kwo rt h and Car . . in e , a s cited by 

De Be vo i s e ( 1984 ) , wr o te on t he i mpo r tance o f pr ovid i ng 

cons iste n t stan dards a nd ex pectat i ons fo r teach er s . Des pite 

th e nee d and desire f o r a u t onomy , tea ch er s ~eed th e backbcn e 

o f o rganizati o nal po lic y t o s s ta in t he ir effo r ts wi t ne w 

s tr2te g ie s . S taff meeti ngs , s t a f f d e ve l opm e nt ac iv ities , 

a nd observation o f and c on s ult a ti on wi th i nd i vidu al te a ch ers 

pr ov ide o p po rtunities f o r t he pr: nc i pa l to e . cou r ag e a nd 

re cog ni z e good wo r k , and stri ve t o re me dy sl acK tea ch i ng 

i De Be vc ise , 198 4 ) . 

I n an attem pt t o a nswer t he qu est ion a s t o wh at :nak es 

scm e pri nc ipals eff ec ti ve , s ome be ha ~i o r pa tt e rns of 

e f :e c ti,, e pri ncipal s ma y be e xam i ne d . Ef ~e c t iv e pri nc i pal s 



ha ve a vi si on o f t he kind o f sc hoo l the y want; t hey set 

go al s , th e y do no t st o p wi t h limited resources, and t he y 

pl a n co ntinuousl y f o r improvement . They spend much time 

o bserving classes , and discuss i ng instructional pr oblems in 

a manner regarded by teachers as helpful . The difference 

betwe e n effe c t~ve principals and o thers seems to lie in 

the ir knowledge of quality instructi on, and this drives 

t heir judgment on how t o spend t heir time (Cawelti , 7984) . 

The quest for a clearer understanding of what makes 

c ertain pr incipals more effe c ti ve t han o t hers has spanned 

sever a l decades . Many able resear chers have already traced 

t he e vo lution of this inquir y . Cawelti (7984) cited the 

research o f Gr eenfield , Rutherf o rd, Ho rd , and Huling on the 

subject of princ i pal effectiveness . These reviews add to 
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the liter~tu r e on the principal ' s r o le as instructional 

leader, and evaluates what is kn own , what is not known , and 

what sho uld be kn own a bo ut the r o le . Cawelti further 

refer~ed t o studies c o nducted by Bassett, Dwyer , and others 

which have deve l oped a framework f o r examining instructional 

m~nagement in schools that consider c ontext as well as 

pers onal char-acteristi c s as funct io ns. 

Ef f e c t i ve principals will begin t o communicate their 

ideas in a way pe o ple can understan d . A good leader does 

~o t have t o be articulate but must possess a knack for 

co mmu n i c ati ng with o t hers a nd mu st be c ommitted and 

per s i s t ent ( Ben nis, 1983 ) . Ac c o rd i ng t o Kanter ( 19 79) , 

e ffec t i v e leaders s ho ul d als o be ab l e t o insulate t hemselves 



to a de gree, fr om t he r ou tine ope rati ons of the o rgani ­

zation in o rder t o develop and exercise powe r. 

Taking ove r what subo rdinates s hould do can cause the 

le a de r t o get so much dumped on his desk that it hinders 

h is effectiveness . At the same time, this style of 

l eadership can isola te the leader to the extent that lack 

o f information becomes a pr o blem (Kante r, 197 9 ) . The 

prin c ipal, then , must be careful to balance the delegati on 

of res ponsibi lit y with h is /h er actual involvement i n 

r ou tine tasks . 

Miskel ( 1977 ) noted that principal effectiveness is a 

multidimensional c onc e pt that includes three components : 

( 1) in novat ive effort, ( 2 ) perceptua l evaluati on by 

s ub o rdinates , and ( 3 ) pe r c eptual evaluation by super -

o r d inates. This definition is complicated by t he potential 

influence of situational fact o rs, since a pri ncipal ' s 

perf o rmance apparently is contingent on various charac -

teristics of the sc ho ol ' s en v iro nment . In o t he r words , 

effective ness is not an a bs o lute concept; it varies with 

di fferi ng require ments as scho o l cond iti ons change . Two 

situational variables which great l y influence performance 

are the interpers o nal climate i n the sch oo l building and 

t he techn o l ogy le vel o f the schoo l dist ri ct . 

These fact o rs mak e it i mpo ssi ble f o r t he principal to 

be able t o spend more time on tasks which he / s he feels 

shou l d take first pri o rit y . The effecti ve pri nc i pa l must 

dete r mi ne h is /h er own priorities a nd strive t o balance 
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t he s e wi th o t her variables in o rder t o meet t he goals o f 

t he s c hoo l . 

A g ood leader will guide and develop i ndividuals to 

o rganize goals which they share . As a result, vita l 

resources are tapped, morale enhanced, human energies are 

co mbined to c reate harmony and enthusiasm, and ine rtia is 

translate d into initiative . These are all evidences of 

good leadership ( Tead, 1935) . 

Scho o l Climate 

Even though effective principal leadership may be 

diffi c ult to define, an effe c ti ve principal usually is not 

diffi c ult t o spot because t he gauge o f princ ipal effe c tive ­

ness is the school itself . An effecti ve sc hool is seen as 

an optimum learning envir o nment , o ne t hat nurtures the 

cognitive , affective, social , and aest hetic devel o pment o f 

its students . The goal o f the principal should be to 

develop such an environment. The role of t he principal 

ericompasses a ll the functions essential to achie v ing this 

goal ( Nash, 1977 ) . 

The princ i pal i s believed to set t he t one o f the 

s c r. oo l. Cr itics who believe teachers are t oo satisfied with 

t he status quo, and do not want to improve teaching 

pr oc edures, belie ve they can be changed by the rig h t s c hool 

c li ma t e c reated by the prin c ipal . This atmosphere can only 

be c re a t ed when t he principal inv o lves teachers in de c isi o n 

ma king , goal setting , a nd e valuating. I n itiating and 
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nu r tu ri ng such processes will do more t o impr ove the quality 

o f education than any of the a ttacks made on schools . Of 

co urse, the principal must cons tantly reinforce the 

imp o r tance of moving on from less th r eatening matters of 

students ' playground behavior , lack of mate r ials, tardiness 

and the like, to placing the real business of education at 

the t op of their agendas . On e must not underestimate the 

power o f the principal to turn teache r s ' attention to 

students ' lea r ning processes ( Good lad , 1983) . 

In o r de r to meet t he diverse needs of students in a 

ch anging s ociety , psychol ogical needs of t he staff must 

first be met . I t is of utmost im po rta nce for the principal 

t o wo rk toward establis hing an atmosphere o f trust among 

staff members whe r e weaknesses can be admitted without fear 

of r ec rimination . 

En couragement and support s ho uld be given to staff 

members . This attitude and atmosphere can be honestly 

related t o students who rarely achieve success . Thus , the 

" domino the o r:1 " is applied . The pri nc ipal ' s attitudes and 

a pp r oaches determine, to a great extent, the teachers ' 

attitudes which largel y determine attitudes of students 

( Able r , 798 7 ) . 

Acco rding to Evelyn Ca rswell ( 1973 ) , " The principal is 

in the posjt i on t o make a difference ." She suggested t hat 

one should take a l ook at the schoo l's organizati onal 

pattern a nd answer t he se questions : 

1 . · d f o r adm1·n1·strative convenience? I s it o rg anize 
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2 . Does the action epitomize the philosophy that the 

pri~ar y responsibility of the schoo l i·s to d ~ · 
~ e uca~e a unique 

co llection of indi v iduals successfully? 

The principal, then, may create a c limat e of success 

o r failu re . Without a positive c reati ve atmosphere, t he 

school r esembles a j ail, a place where g r owth is sacrifi c ed 

fo r confo r :nity . 

If a pos iti ve climate is to exist , good human relations 

must pre·1ail . The pri ncipa l serves as the key pe rs on and 

must have the desire t o see t he group li ve and wo rk in 

ha rmony . ~i les ( 1967 ) c onclu ded t he principa l must be 

guided in h is acti o ns by h i s faith in staff membe rs and by 

a conc ern for the feelings and desires of othe r s . 

Public Rela ti ons 

Much has been said about the pri nc i pal's responsibility 

in es t abl is h ing good sc hool commun ity relat ions . Experts 

in the field sta te again and agai~ that the ke y public 

relati o ~s person is the pri ncipa l. But little if anything 

is e·1er done t o pr ovide the principal with funds t o attend 

public relati o ns o rganizati on s . In addition, few pri nc ipals 

are trair,ed in public relati ons , since few school systems 

provide the means for inse r vice t r aining in this area . Yet, 

o ne cannot minimi ze the imp ortance of good public r elations 

(Goldstein, 1977 ) . 

Robe rt Olds , vice presi dent of the Schoo l Management 

Institute in Santa Ba rbara, Ca l ifornia stated that the 
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principal who puts publ ic relations at t he bo tt om of his 

prio rit y list i s shortsighted and should expect his school ' s 

eventual br eakdown ( Cr onback, 1982) . 

Du ri ng the 1960 ' s and 1970 ' s a version of th e neighbor -

hood school once again became pr om inent. It was rec ognized 

that the commun it y s c hool ' s cu rri culum develops from the 

life of t he commun ity a nd is di r ected toward im pr oving 

corr.munity life (Coo k and Do ll, 1973) . 

The princ ipal should be aware of this and work with 

the commun ity f o rces i n orde r t o dete rmine o r change the 

cu rri cu lum. But t he question is : How much t i me should be 

devoted t o this area of re sponsibility? 

As community inv olvement i n the schoo l has i nc rea sed , 

o ne of the most active groups which has emerged is the 

pa ren t advisory co un ci l. Tod a y , i n public schools , 

approximately a million pa rents and l oc al cit i zens ser ve 

on some sixty - thousand advis o ry councils . Many fact o rs 

help det er mine the effectivenes s o f a counc il, but the most 

critical on e , accordi ng to r esearch , is the at t itude o f t he 

principal (Fo ster, 1984 ) . 

So me princi pals may l ack th e backg r ound o r leisurely 

contemp la t ion t o see the s choo l as a soc ial insti tution 

capable o f solidifying a co mmunity . Instead , their minds 

a re on having en ou g h s oc ial studies books , handing out 

r ecognition ~o hono r students , a nd keeping graffiti off 

restr oom wa lls . They are lee r y of educational theo r ists 

who dem 3 nd that schools f oster socia l change wh ile teaching 
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a c a de mi c s kills . 

Up until now, parent and citizen participati on in 

schoo l g overnance has brought about little change at the 

l ocal level. However , if those who influence and shape 

publi c po licy continue to want some mechanism for citizen 

parti c ipat io n , it must be r ealized that the mechanism is 

already i n place . The success or failure lies with the 

attitude of the principal ( f oster, 1984 ) . 

In a Chic ag o study of what princ i pa l s do and why they 

do it (Manasse , 19 8 2) , it was discovered that principa ls 

o ften see themselves as having little authority or 

discretion o f their own , and caught in the middle between 

district regulations and constraints and t he needs of 

students and staff . However , studies have found that the 

auLh o rity of the p r inc ipal ' s off i ce depends heavily on the 

decision - making oppo rt uniti es that do exist . 

According to the study ' s basic findings, much of the 

pr oc edural policy of the sch ool system was l oose and 

flexible . Principals used their disc re t i on to adapt 

o rganizational policies to the needs and interests of the 

l ocal c oQmunity , balancing the need t o observe bureaucratic 

c hains of command against the need to dilute the dehumaniz ­

ing effects of impersonal decisi o n - making . 

Pra c ti c es of sho rt - circuiti ng the bureauc ra c y included 

f inding l oopho les in rules t o s o l ve staffing problems, 

inventing po licy statements on an ad hoc basis to s o lve 

s ite - le vel pr o ble ms , and using a n " o l d c r on y" net wo rk t o 
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i den tif y goo d teachers o r tra c k down hard - to - find supplies . 

These extra bu rea ucratic maneuvers he lped to keep the 

educational program o f the school o perating and to use t hi s 

o rga nizat i on al apparatus to adequately serve the ultimate 

c lient : the student . This po ints out how principals are 

fr ee largely t o shape their own j obs to their own image . 

The Ch icag o study team f o und that as much as eighty pe r cent 

of a pr inc ipal ' s work day was spent on instituti onal 

man agemen t; in contrast , instruct i onal c oncerns occupied 

on l y abo ut one - fifth of the managerial day . This informa ­

tion leads back to the r ecurring debate over whether 

pri nc ipals a re primaril y managers o r instructi ona l leaders . 

~ow can good principals re conc il e the many f uncti ons s o 

they can be e ffective at both (Manasse, 1982)? 

Th e school principal pe rfo rms a key r o le in bringi ng 

huma n 2 nd materia l resour c es fr om t he larger envir onment to 

bear upon inprovement o f the ultimate c lient syste m to be 

served : t he l ocal school . As an educati onal li nkage 

ag 0 nt· th~ pri·nci· pal is pos iti oned at the critical con --- ' ..., 

fluence of the interorganizational and extraorganizati ona l 

forces which either f oster or impede educational change and 

i :np r ovement . Although much ha s been written about t he 

manage rial aspects o f the administrator ' s r ole , less has 

been said abo ut the r o le o f the administrat o r i n f ostering 

t Stl·11 less is known about the educational i mp r ovenen . 

unique l inking functions of the s chool adminiS t rator 

( i\/ a s h and Cu 1 b e r t on , 1 9 7 7 ) • 
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:he educational linkage pr ocess makes available the 

co nceptual , technical 
' human, and mate r ial r esources 

req u ired for i mp r oving pe rfo r mance . Th ese res ources may 

come fr om ins i de as well as outside the school or ganization . 

The school administrato r serves as a li nk i ng agent i n pr o ­

,,idi ng leade rs hip to the pr ocess of implement i ng educati onal 

i mp r ov ement i n the local school (N ash and Cu l be r ton , 1977) . 

Concepts of Leaders hip 

Leade rship re presents a c ri t i cal e le ment i n the 

curriculum development pr ocess . Without strong leadership 

in instructiona l improvement , values and goals are not 

cla rifi ed , pl an s ar e not dra wn, and activities are not 

implemented . Leader ship is the intangib l e dri ving fo r ce in 

planned educationa l change . Despite its importan c e, 

leadership re mains one of the least understood concepts in 

educati onal pr ogram deve l opm ent . 

The question o f what makes a good leader has interested 

s ocial sci er.tists f o r many yea r s . During this century , 

there have be e n numer ous attempts to anal yz e and define 

leadership . 

o f i nqu iry : 

Such st dies hav e ev olved through th re e stages 

( 1) a study of leadershi p traits , ( 2 ) a 

situati onal o r envir onmen tal analysis , a nd 13 ) a study of 

exchange o r transaction . In earl y studies , t here was an 

~ characte r1·s tics or t r aits which we r e attempt to identi1y -

unique t o leaders . Alth ou gh many t r aits were studie and 

res earch stil l continues t oday on lea de rs hip traits, there 



is little evidence that traits o r abilities assu re success . 

In a 1948 study by Stogdill, an impo rta nt turni ng po int in 

researc h on leaders h ip f oc used on th e situati on . St ogdill 

conc e ptualized leadership as a r elat i onship that exists 

betwee n a person and a gr oup in a social situati on rather 

than a s i ngu lar quality of a n indi v idual as a leader (Wi les 

and Bondi , 1979 ) . 

As much o f the res earch shows , it is difficult to 

arrive at a specific pre scription for effe c tive pri nc i pa l -

ing . However, t he evide nce indicates that effective 
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principals te nd t o be actively involved in their schools ' 

instruct i ona l pr og r am in seve r al ways . Specifically , they : 

1 . Become kn owledgeable about instruction , especially 

in r e lati on to basic skills; 

2 . Set clear goal s f o r the school ' s instructional 

prog ra m and ann ounc e these goals to students , faculty , and 

commun ity ; 

] . Set h igh expectati ons for the behavior and achieve -

ment of students; 

4 . Emphasize the importance o f basic skills; 

5 . Set e xpectations f o r collegiality and continuous 

improvemen t and model desired behavio r; 

r o . 

7 . 

8 . 

9 . 

Participate wit h teachers i n inservice activities ; 

Use sancti ons advisedly to further sc hoo l goals ; 

Bu ffer the faculty fr om undue pr essures ; 

Insist on giving prio rit y to instr uc ti ona l 

concerns by , for example , concent rati ng time and effort on 
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ir.s~ructional matters and del egating as many non -

instructiona l tasks as possible; and 

10 . Mak e instructi on and its im pr ovement the central 

concern o f the school . 

Principals need to return t o the task of instructi ona l 

leadership that gave bi rt h to the pr ofession , but that has 

been obscu red by increases in size and compl exit y ( Pinero , 

982 l . 

Leadership Goals 

The complexities will not go away, a nd administrative 

ta0ks will continue to occupy some of the prin c i pal ' s time , 

but e;fective s choo l administration req uires that t hose 

tasks be perfo r med in support of ra ther than impediments 

to instructional services . Responsibilities for scheduling, 

rec o rd - keeping , testing , and tea cher inservice -- to name a 

few --al l need t o be fulfilled . Howere r, they are li kely 

to be done differently if the principal begins by asking 

how this activity can further the school ' s instructiona l 

goals . 

This cal l f o r an emphasis on instruction has always 

been a part o f the r heto ri c surrounding the principal ' s 

role , but it has seldom beer. supported in practice . 

Resea r ch evidence now lends legitimacy t o the importa nce of 

i~structio~a l leadership in pr omoting school effectiveness 

and f o rcing a new lo o k at the way in which administrators 

are p r epa red t o ass me that resp onsibility ( Pinero , 7982 ) . 



Th e f o rces f o r change in educati onal lea dershi in t he 

past two decades have roots in diverse and multiple social 

and en vironmental conditions . Educational leaders hip 
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theory and systematic applied r esea r ch , togethe r wi th new 

met ho ds and technologies of inquiry , communications , and 

instruc ti o n have influenced a new perspective o f edu cati onal 

leadership (Gr anger , 1971 ) . 

To some extent, the distinction between management and 

instruc tiona l le ade r ship may be artificial . Effective 

prin c ipals , by identif y ing t he strengths and potentials in 

t heir staffs, may provide o pport unities a nd devel o pme ntal 

ex periences fo r staff members while , at the same time , move 

the o perati o n of the school f o rward and free themselves t o 

c oncentrate o n high priority a c tivities . Effective princi ­

pals influence the ove r all instructional pr ogram and the 

s pe c ific learning obje c ti ves o f students an d staff by 

keepi ng their vision always befo re them and integrating as 

man y o f thei r activities as possible with t heir goals . 

Th is br oader concepti o n of instructi onal leadership 

is especia l ly impo r tant with advancing instructional 

t ech no l o g y and curri c ular c hanges . Principals c a nno t 

a c quire the t e chnical expert i se in all subject areas t o 

pe rsonally provide instructional support . But , if the 

prin c i pal kn ows t he issues , identifies the appr o pria t e 

ex pe rtise and res our c es , pr ovi des necessar y ince nti ves , a nd 

o rc hestrates t he pr ocesses f o r bringi ng re sou rces t o t he 



st aff an d putting them to use , then effective leadership 

do es no t always require the pri nc ipal to intervene dir ectl y 

and personally in instructi ona l matters . Educational 

research suggests that a vision of the change process may 

be ne c essary for princi pa ls to act on a daily bas i s and 

assess t he effe c tiveness of various actions . 

As t he c hang ing role of the elementary principal has 

been examined , it may be worthwhile to look at the poss i ­

bility of a chang ing r o le for the futu re . 

Educational Leader of the Future 

The educational leader of t he future will be an 

integrated generalist as well as a competent specialist . 

He / she will possess ri ch experiences and sound theo r etical 

kno wle dge in addition t o a hea l thy self - confidenc e and 

ind ep endence and a sincere human interest and conce r n . 

Pa rti cipa t o r y pr ofess i ona l l eadersh i p will focus on the 

individual uniqueness of client problems and needs . He / s he 

wi ll wo r k to achieve an opt imum balance of service , mutual 

benefit, and management effi c ien cy . Human interpers onal 

relati onships in future schools wi ll emphasize equality and 

inte r depend ence rather than dependence and structural 

hierarchy . They will be productively open , not bureau -

cratically c l osed . 

Ultimate l y , info r med educati onal leaders wi ll realize 

that human be i ngs and s ocieties can and must imp r ove , no t 

only t heir am oral systems o f natu r a l science , deduct i ve 
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~hought , 2nd st a r.d0 rdizing tec hno l ogy , but also t he ir 

inductive socia l and aesthetic systems of be l ief , ide o l ogy , 

and ethical human r esponsib ili ty and conce r n (Gr ange r, 

1 9 7 1 ) . 

Summar y 

As evidenced by a study of the histo r y o f t he r o le o f 

the elementa r y pri ncipal , the r ole has ch anged d r asti c all y 

as ed uc at i ona l changes have taken place . Th e r o l e which 

was o nce on e o f r eco r d - keeping and making pupil and staff 

assignments has expanded to inc l ude n~me r ous supervis o r y 

and management r esponsibilities . 

The main pr oblem wh i ch elementary principals fa ce is 

t ha t o f r ole a mb igu ity . In most cases, the pr incipal is 

given no c l e a r job desc ri ption and does not know what is 

expected of h i m/ he r. The y do , howeve r , realize t hat t he 

success of the inst r uctiona l program , al ong wit h a dm inis ­

trative resp onsibilities , an d publi c relati on 3 bec omes t hei r 

r esponsib ilit y . The pr o blem li es in finding a way t o 

bala nc e ti me a nd eff or t t o link t hese r esponsibi l i t ies in 

or der t o serve t he needs of t he school . 

Nu mer o us studies have been conducted to determine wh at 

makes some sch oo ls mo r e effective than oth e r s . Conclusions 

are t hat effective sch oo ls are t hos e in which a favorable 

c limate exists . Mo st st ud ies are i n agreement t hat t he 

principa l is t he key to a good school c limate , a nd the 

qualities o f the pr incipal seem t o make the difference . 
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Sinc e no one fa c t o r c a n determine t he suc cess o f a s choo l , 

t he prin c ipal must be aware of his/her r o le as a linking 

agent t o bring human and materi al res ources t ogether to 

serve the needs of the school . 

It becomes evident t hat the principal of t oday ~ust be 

a n effe c tive manage r as well as an instruc ti onal leader . 

It is up t o the unique qualities and ex pertise o f the 

individual pr incipal to decide how to manage time and 

r es ources to i nsure the effective ope ra ti on of the sc hool . 

28 

As the r o le of t he element a r y principal changes in the 

fut u re , t he r o le will take on a new perspe c tive as suggested 

by the literature . The admi n istrator of t he future will be 

l oo ked to not only fo r educational leadership in the 

traditi onal sense , but also f or leaders hip in redefining a nd 

restructuring the r o les and resp on sibilities wit h in his / her 

own sch ool ( Bean a nd Clemes , 19 78 ) . 



CHAPTER 3 

Design and Procedure 

The re v iew of the literature 1 d revea e the importance 

o f finding a clear definition and description of the r ole 

of the school principal, especially t he elementary 

princi pa l . Since there seems to be no c lear mandate for 

any parti c ula r job description, principa ls have been left 

to decide their own styles o f leadership and t o set their 

cw n pri ori t ies as far as essential tasks are concerned, 

sometimes without mu ch feeling of satisfaction . 

Based on these find ings , it was decided that a st udy 

cou ld be co ndocted t o dete rmine how elementary principals 

and tea che rs in Cheatham Cou nty perceive the r o le o f the 

elementary pr incipal and how this perception compa r es to 

the way the r o le is actually being ca rri ed out . 

An in strument in t he fo r m o f a questionnair e was sent 

t o t he six elementary pr incipals and t he elementar y 

teache rs. In a ddition, t he pri ncipals received a self-

study instrument . The questionnaire was accompanied by a 

consent fo rm to be signed by eac h person pa rticipat ing . The 

questi onnai re, itself, consist e d o f a l ett er o f explanation , 

seven ite ms of pers onal data , and a list of thirty r oles o r 

tasks of the ele me ntar y princ i pal . Fifteen of these we re 

man agement ta sks and fifteen ~ere instructi onal leadership 
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tasks , which we r e listed ra ndomly . Teachers and principals 

were asked t o ra nk each task acc or ding t o the pr i o rity 

t he y felt it should be given on a scale o f 1 - 4 , with 

as highes t pr io r ity . Us ing the same sca l e , each individual 

then ranked the same tasks acco r ding t o t he pr i o r ity that 

is being plac ed on t hem i n their individual schools . 

In addition t o t he questionnaire , pri ncipals were as ked 

t o ~ake a se l f - stud y of tasks they perform . A l og was t o 

be kept f o r a peri od of five days . The comp leted st udy was 

t o be turned i n with the questionnaire f o r the purpose o f 

helping t o determin e what t he r o le of the elementary princi ­

pa l actuall y is in Ch eatha m County . 

Results of a stud y conduct ed by Southe r n States 

Coope rati ve Pr og r am i n Educati onal Administ rati on (S SCPEA ) 

( Fabe r, 7970 : 212 ) were used as a model f o r listi ng specific 

tasks wh i ch the pri nc i pa l does . Tasks listed fall into t he 

f ol l owi ng areas : 

1 . 

2 . 

3 . 

4 . 

5 . 

6 . 

7 . 

8 . 

Inst r ucti onal cu rri culum development ; 

Pupil pers onn el; 

Communit y - school lea ders hip ; 

Sta ff pers onnel ; 

School plant ; 

Organizati on and str uctu re; 

Schoo l fina nce and business manag e ment; and 

Transpo r tati on . 

th eig h t areas we r e not li sted in The th irt y tasks fr om .e 

ha lf Of t hem fell int o the catego r y of orde r, but 
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ir.st r ct i onal leade r s h ip and half in the ar ea o f management . 

Par t i c i pants i n the study ranked t he items on a rati ng sc al e 

begi nn in g with on e as "highest pri ority" and rangi ng t hr ough 

f ou r as " no t i mpo rtant . " Then t hey ran ked the tasks 

ac co r ding t o the pri ori t y t hey recei ve in their schools 

( s e e App e ndix B ) . 



CHAP TER 4 

Pre sent a tion of Da ta 

A to t a l of s i x t y- s i x questionnair e s wa s r eceived . 

The six elementa r y pri ncipals r esponded and a t o tal of 

sixty teachers f r om the g r oup of one hund r ed responded . 

This resulted i n sixty - two percent of the gr oup partici ­

pating in th e r esea r ch . 

When th e da ta wer e collected , the th ir ty roles or tasks 

were se pa r a t ed i nto fifteen instructional leaders h ip tasks 

and fifteen management tasks . Differences between ideal 

and rea l pe r cep t ions of individual tasks were st ud ied . In 

t he area of inst r ucti onal l eadership , t here was a noticeable 

difference between ideal and real percepti ons in the f o ll ow­

i ng three items : 

1 
I • 

Item 7 , gives assista nce t o new teac hers, was given 

a difference of 0 . 7 between what is perceived to be ideal 

and what is r eal . 

2 . Item 8 , eva l uates teacher performance, was given 

a difference of 0 . 9 . 

3 . Ite m 15 , supe r vises instructi onal pr og ra m, was 

given 3 difference o f 0 . 7 between ideal a nd real . Manage ­

~en t tasks showed less difference between ideal a nd re a l 

pe rcepti on s o f the g r oup . On l y on e item , provides counseling 

· di. ffere nce o f 0 . 7 betwee n ideal and f or students, was given a 
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real . 

Results of the study showed no difference in the ideal 

pri orit y of in s tructi ona l leadership o r management tasks 

as perceive d by the group . The a ve rage mean f or both g r oups 

was 1 . 9 . howeve r, perceptions of the actual pri ority as 

c ompared to ideal showed a difference of 0 . 4 in instruc ­

tional leadership and a difference of 0 . 2 in management 

tasks . See Tables 1 and 2 for presentation of this data . 



Table 1 

Mean Ideal and Real Perceptions of I nst r uctional 
Leadership by Total Gr oup 

Instructional Leadership Ideal Real Diff 

1 . 

2 . 

3 . 

4 . 

s . 

7 . 

8 . 

9 . 

1 0 . 

1 1 • 

1 2 . 

1 J . 

i 4 . 

1 5 . 

Fo r mu l ates cu rr iculum objectives 

Determines cu r ricul um c on tent 
and o r ganizati on 

Re l ates desi r ed curriculum to 
time , f ac il ities , personnel 

Develops pr ocedures f o r assessing 
and evaluating pu pil pr og r ess 

Provides i nservice f o r personnel 

Teache s a class when needed 

Gives a ssistance t o ne w teachers 

Evaluat es teacher pe rf o rmance 

Deve l op s methods fo r evaluating 
new methods a nd materials 

Provides f o r professional growth 
of personn e l 

Dete r mines educati onal se r vice 
r ende r ed by school and how 
a ffected by community fo r ces 

Develops staff or ganization in 
imp lementing educati onal 
o bjectives 

Or ga n i ze s l ay groups for 
pa r t i c i pation in educational 
obj ectives 
Pr ovides materials , resou r ces , 
and eq uipment fo r inst ru c tional 
p r og ra ms 
Supervises instructional pr ograms 

Average Mean 

Numbe r Responding : 66 

1 • 7 

1 . 8 

1 . 8 

2 . 4 

7. 9 
2 . 2 

1 . 4 

1 . 6 

2 . 2 

2 . 0 

2 . 1 

1 . 8 

2 . 3 

1 • 5 

1 • 5 

7.9 

2 . 3 

2 . 2 

2 . 1 

2 . 7 

2 . 0 

2 . 6 

2 . 1 

2 . 5 

2 . 6 

2 . 5 

2 . 4 

2 . 1 

2 . 7 

1 • 6 

2 . 2 

2 . 3 

0 . 6 

0 . 4 

0 . 3 

0 . 3 

0 . 1 

0.4 

0 . 7 

0 . 9 

0 . 4 

0 . 5 

0 . 3 

0 . 1 

0 . 4 

0 . 1 

0 .7 

0 . 4 
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Table 2 

Mean Ideal and Real Perceptions of Managemen t 
by Total Group 

Man agement I Ideal \Real \Diff . 

1 . Institutes measures for 
o rientation of kindergarten 
pup ils 1 . 9 2 . 2 0 . 3 

2 . P~ovides health services 
for pupi l s 2 . 4 2 . 7 0 . 3 

3 . Establishes methods f or dealing 
with pupi l absences 2 . 1 2 . 5 0 . 4 

4 . Sets guidelines for student 
discipli~e 1 . 5 2 . 0 o . 5 

5 . Selects and assigns staff 
personnel 1 . 4 1 . 6 0 . 2 

6 . Develops system for staf f 
personne l r ecords 2 . 3 2 . 7 0 . 4 

7 . Develops and imp l ements plans 
fo r improvement of community 
life 2 . 6 2.7 0 . 1 

8 . Pr omotes schoo l-community 
relations 1 . 6 1 . 9 0 . 3 

9 . Develops program f or ope rati on 
and maintenance of physical 
plant 

1 . 6 1 . 9 0 . 3 

1 0 . Pr ovides fo r safety o f pupi ls 

and personnel 2 . 1 2 . 4 0 . 3 

1 1 . Pr epares school budget 1 . 6 2 . 1 o . 5 

1 2 . A.ccounts f o r all school monies 1 . 7 1 . 8 0 . 1 

1 J . Accounts f o r all sch oo l property 1 . 7 1 . 9 0 . 2 

1 4 . Manag e s school r eco r ds to insure 

accur3.cy and safety 1 . 9 2.6 0 . 7 

15 . Provides counseling f o r 
1 . 9 2 . 6 0 . 7 

students 

1 . 9 2. 1 0 . 2 
Average Mean 

Number Responding : 66 



Results of the se l f - study conducted by t he e l ementary 

principals in Cheatham County showed an ave r age of 65 . 8% 

o f a typical work week to be spent on man a ge ment tasks . In 

contrast, only 34 . 2% of the time was being spent on 

inst ructi onal leade r ship tasks . Ta ble 3 presents the 

results o f this study . 

Table 3 

Pri nc ipals ' Self - Study : Time Devoted to I nst r uc tional 
Le a dership and Ma nagement by School Size 

Hours and Percent o f Time 
Spent by Pr incipals Du ring 

Grade Level 40 - Hou r Week i n Ea ch Role 
And Numbe r 
of Schoo l s Number of 
Involved i n Teachers I ns tructi onal 
Principals ' Pe r Sch oo l Leaders h ip Manag e ment 
Self - Study 
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11 - 20 Ove r 20 Hou rs Percent Hou rs Percent 

-

K- 4 X 18 45 . 0 22 55 . 0 

K- 4 X 1 0 25 . 0 30 75 . 0 

r<: - 6 X 1 0 25 . 0 30 75 . o 

K- 6 X 1 0 25 . 0 30 75 . o 

K- 6 X 15 62 . 5 25 37 . 5 

X 19 47 . 5 21 52 . 5 ,r ' 
~\~ - o 

65 . 8 
Average 34 . 2 

. . ls ' self - st udy seem to conflict 
Resu l ts o f the principa 

f t he g r oup and t he exte nt t o which 
with t he perc~pt i ons o 

. · tized in th eir indi v idual 
t hey feel t he tasks are pri or i 



sc hoo ls . nowever, the disc re pa ncy may be explained in that 

t he study reveals time actually spent on tasks i n t hese 

areas and the research que sti onna i re present s data con ­

cerned with perceptions of the group . 

37 

After tabulati on o f the mean ideal and real perceptions 

o f the g r oup as a whole, the mea n ideal and real perceptions 

o f principa ls and teac he r s were tabulated separately and 

results compa r ed t o t hose o f t he group . Resu lts show that 

pri ncipa ls rated i nst ructi ona l leadersh i p tasks with a mean 

o f 1 . 6 ideal and 2 . 0 real wit h a difference of 0 . 4 . Man age ­

ment tasks were perceived as actual and ideal pri orit ies 

being ab out the same . They saw little diffe r ence in the way 

both managem ent and instructi onal leadership were being 

t re ated and the way they felt they should be treated , 

i deally . 

Certain indi v i dual tasks , however, s ho wed a greater 

diffe r ence between what is id eal and r eal . Fo r instance, in 

the area of instructional leadership, Item 1 , formulates 

curricu l um obj e ctives , showed a difference of 1 . 2 between 

ideal and real perceptions by princi pals . Also , Item 2 , 

determines cu rri culum content and or ganization , s ho wed a 

diffe re nce of 0 . 9 bet ween ideal a nd real . Item 4 , develops 

pr ocedu res for assessing and eva luati ng pup il prog ress, 

~ho wed a differe nce of o . 7 , a cco rdi ng t o views of pri ncipa ls . 

It was interesting that teachers ' views were no t in 

b t en ideal and real in agreement with the differences ewe 



t hese pa rt icu lar tasks . 
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The conclusion was that princi pals 

feel they are no t giving the se tasks the pr i or ity they 

sh ould r eceiv e . This is in a g r eement wi th th e literatu re 

which st ates " pri nc i pals fee l guilty bec a use th e y recognize 

the wide gap betwe e n what is and wha t ough t to be" (Tra sk , 

196 4 ) . 

Teacher s v i e we d tw o tasks in t he area o f management 

wi t h a wi de r differ ence between ideal and rea l than did 

principa ls . Item 4 , se t s gu i delin e s fo r student di s cip l in e, 

showed a d iffere nc e of 0 . 6 be t ween idea l and r eal . Also , 

Item 74 , ma nages s choo l r ec or ds t o insu r e accu r acy a nd 

sa fety , s ho we d a d i ffe r ence o f 0 . 9 . These two items s ho wed 

t eac hers ' pe r c e pti ons t o indicate that pr i ncipals are not 

g i ving t hes e tas ks the pr io r ity th e y should r eceive , ideal ly . 

See Tab l es 4 a nd 5 fo r this data . 

Respon ses mad e by ex perience levels were compared . 

Av e r age mean pe r c e pt io ns o f instructi onal leade:ship an d 

ma na gem ent showed ve r y l i ttle difference . However , s o~e 

indi v idua l i t ems s how ed a not i ceable difference among 

educ at o rs o f d ifferent exper i ence l evels as fa r as ~hat 

"s hou l d be " and " what is . " Fo r instan c e , Item 3 listed in 

instructional lea ders h ip, r elates desired cu rr iculum t o 

time , faci l it i es , a nd pers onn e l , sh owed a diffe r ence of 0 . 9 

between r eal a nd ideal acc or ding to percepti on s o f ed uc at o r s 

with 6 - 12 yea rs experience . 

3 Or o y·ears experience showed a The g:r oup with 1 o r . ""'" 

· d 1 ar.d re~1 tha n d i d t he othe r g r oup s wider g ap betwee n 1 ea - 0 
• 



Table 4 

Mean Ideal a nd Real Perceptions o f I ns tructi ona l 
Leadership by Principals and Teac hers 

b Principalsa Teac hers 
Ins tructi ona l 

Leadership 

1 . Formulates curriculum 
obj ectives 

2 . Determines curriculum 
content and o rganizati on 

3 . Relates desired 

Ideal 

1 • 3 

1 . 3 

curriculum t o time, 
facilities , and personnel 1 . 7 

4 . Develops procedures f o r 
assessing and evaluating 
pupil progress 

5 . Provides inservice f o r 
persor.nel 

6 . Teaches a class when 
needed 

7 . Giv es assistance to new 
t2achers 

8 . Evaluates teacher 
pe rformance 

9 . 

7 0 . 

1 1 . 

2 . 

13 . 

De velops methods f o r 
evaluating new meth od s 
and materials 

Provides for professio nal 
growth o f personnel 

Determines educational 
service r endered by 
school and how c ondu cted 
by community forces 

Develops staff 
o r ganizati on in 
implementation of sc hool 
o bjectives 
o r ~anizes lay g r oup s for 

:::, . . 
pa rtici pation in . 
educational objec tives 

1 • 5 

1 • 5 

1 • 7 

2 . 3 

7 • 3 

1 . 2 

1 . 8 

7 • 8 

2 . 2 

1 . 7 

Real Ideal Real 

2 . 5 1 . 8 2 . 2 

2 . 2 1 . 8 2 . 3 

1 • 5 1 . 8 2 . 2 

2.2 1 . 9 2. 7 

1 • 5 7 • 5 7 • 9 

1 . 8 2 . 0 2 . 7 

2 . 3 2 . 2 2 . 6 

1 . 8 7 . 4 2. 7 

1 . 3 7 • 6 7 • 9 

2 . 3 2 . 2 2 . 6 

1 . 8 2 . 1 2 . 4 

2 . 7 2 . 0 2 . 4 

. 7 1 • 8 2 . 2 
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Ta bl e 4 (cont inued ) 

Pr incipals a Teachers b 
Ins tr uc t io na l 

Le a de r s hip Ideal Rea l Ideal Real 

7L, . Pr ovides materials , 
r e s ou rces, an d e qu i pm e n t 
fo r inst r ucti onal 
pr ogram 2 . 0 2 . 3 2 . 3 2 . 7 

1 5 . Supervises instruc ti onal 
prog ram 1 . 3 1 . 7 1 . 5 2 . 1 

Ave r age Mean 1 . 6 2 . 0 1 . 9 2 . 3 

a Numbe r of Prin c i pal s Re s pond i ng: 6 

bNumbe r of Teachers Resp ondi ng : 60 
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Table S 

~ean Ideal and Real Pe rce pt1·ons o f Man agement 
by Principals and Teache rs 

Principals a Teachers b 

Management Idea l Real Ideal Re al 

1 . Institutes meas ures f o r 
orie n tation o f 
k indergarten pupils 2 . 0 2 . 2 1 . 9 2 . 4 

2 . Provi des healt h services 
fo r students 2 . 2 2 . 3 2 . 4 2 . 8 

3 . Estab lishes methods f or 
de aling with pupil 
absen ces 2 . 0 2 . 2 2 . 1 2 . 6 

4 . Sets gui deli nes f o r 
studen t discipline 1 . 5 1 . S 1 . S 2 . 1 

s . Selects and assigns 
s taff personne l 1 . 3 1. 5 1 . 4 1 . 6 

I' De vel op s system for staff o . 
pers onnel rec o rds 1 . 8 2 . 0 2 . 3 2 . 4 

7 . Devel op s and impleme n ts 
pla ns f o r improve ment of 
community life 2 . 7 3 . 2 2 . 6 2 . 7 

8 . Promotes sch oo l -
com mu n ity relati ons 1 . 3 1 . 5 1. 5 1 . 9 

9 . Develops programs fo r 
op erati on and 
maint e nar.ce of physica l 
p lant 2 . 0 1 . 8 2 . 1 2 . 4 

1 0 . Provide s f o r safet y of 

pup ils and pers onne l 1.7 1 . 7 1 . 6 2 . 0 

1 1 . Prepa res sch oo l budget 1 . 7 2 . 0 1 . 6 1 . 8 

1 2 . Accoun ts f o r all 1 . 7 2 . 0 
schoo l monies 1 . 5 1 . 2 

1 3 . Jl.ccounts f o r all 1 . 5 1 . 7 1 . 9 
school property 1 . 8 

14 . tv! anages sc hool reco r ds 

t o ins ure accuracy 1 . 6 1 . 7 2 . 6 
an d saf e ty 

1 . 7 



Tab l e 5 ( c ontinued ) 

Principals a 

~l anagemen t Ideal 

15 . Pr ovides counseli ng 
f o r s t ude n ts 2 . 2 

Av erage Mean 1 . 8 

a Number o f Princi pals Res pond i ng : 

bNumber o f Teachers Res pond i ng : 

Real 

1 . 7 

1 . 9 

6 

60 

4 2 

Tea c hers b 

Ideal Real 

1 . 9 2 . 3 

1 . 9 2 . 2 

i n It e m 7 , gives assi s ta nce t o new teac hers . The y v iewed 

t h i s item a s 2 . 0 ideal a nd 2 . 9 real wi th a differenc e o f 0 . 9 

i n co n tra s t t o a diff e re nc e o f 0 . 5 f or t he gr oup wit h 0 - 5 

ye ~r s e xp erience an d 0 . 6 f or t he g r oup wit h 6 - 12 years 

ex per ien c e . 

Th e on l y outstanding differe nc e i n opi n i on s a mon g 

expe r ie nce l ev el gr oups was f ound i n Ite m 2 . This tas k was 

rat e d 2 . 5 ideal a nd 3 . 0 real by t he gr ou p wit h 6 - 12 yea r s 

experience, a wider difference than perceived by o t her groups . 

Ho we ,, er , i t d i d not see m t o be rated as a h i g h pr i or i t y i t em 

b y any of the g r oups . See Tables 6 a nd 7 f or t h is data . 

Res u lt s o f t he st udy were co mpared by g r a de - le vel 

assign~e n ts . The y were di v ide d int o t hree gr oups o f e duca -

t o rs : ~ 2 G d 3 4 d Gr ad es 5 6 These gr ou ps d i d no t 
='- - , r a es - , a n - . 

v iew ei t he r r o le wit h no t ic ea b le d i ffe re nce . 



Table 6 

~ean Ideal and Real Percepti ons of Instructional 
Leadership by Experience Levels 
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0- 5 yrs . a 6 - 72 yrs . b 1 3 + yr s . C 

Instructi onal 

...,ea dership Ideal Rea l Ideal Rea l Ideal Real 

1 . Formulates 
cu rric ulum 
o bjectives 1.9 2 . 2 1 . 7 2 . 3 1 . 6 2 . 2 

2 . De termines 
curriculum 
content a nd 
organ ization 2 . 1 2 . 3 1 . 8 2 . 3 1 . 6 2 . 2 

3 . Rel ates 
desi red 
cu rr icu lum t o 
time , 
facilities , 

2 . 8 1 . 5 1 . 6 
and pers onnel 1 . 7 1 . 6 1. 9 

4 . Dev el op s 
procedures f o r 
assessing a nd 
evaluating 

2 . 0 2 . 4 1 . 4 1 . 8 
pupil pr ogress 1 . 9 1 . 0 

5 . Pr ov ides 
inservice for 

1 . 6 1 . 3 1 . 6 
pe r son nel 1 . 8 1 . 8 2 . 0 

6 . Teaches a 
c l ass whe n 

2 . 1 2 . 1 1 . 7 1 . 8 
needed 2 . 3 2 . 3 

7 . Gives 
assistance to 

2 . 2 2 . 8 2 . 0 2 . 9 
new teachers 1 . 9 2 . 4 

8 . Ev al uates 
teacher 1 . 8 1 . 5 2 . 3 1 . 2 2 . 0 
pe r fo r mance 1 . 2 

9 , Deve l ops 
methods f o r 
evaluating new 
rr.ethod s and 1 . 8 2 . 1 1 . 3 . 8 
mate r ials 1 . 4 1 . 8 



44 

Table 6 (continued 

0 - 5 yrs . a 6 - 12 b yrs . 13 + yrs . C 

I ns tr uc ti o nal 

Leaders h i p Ideal Rea l Idea l Rea l Ideal Real 

) . ?:' ovides for 
~r o fessi onal 
gr owtr. of 
pers onne l . 5 2 . 0 2 . 2 2 . 9 1 . 9 2 . 2 

1 1 . Determines 
educa ti onal 
se r vic e 
rende r ed by 
sch oo l a nd how 
c onduc ted by 
c o mmun it y 
fo r c es 1 . 6 1.9 2 . 1 2 . 1 1. 9 2 . 1 

1 2 . De ve l o ps staff 
o r gan izati on 
impl e menting 
educati o na l 
o bject ives 2 . 1 2 . 1 1 . 9 2 . 1 2 . 2 2 . 5 

1 3 . Or gan izes lay 
g r oups f o r 
pa rti cipati on 
in 
educational 
obj e ct i ves 1 . 7 1 . 9 1 . 8 2 . 3 1 . 7 1 . 8 

1 4 . Pro v ides 
mate rials, 
r es our c es , an d 
equi pm ent f o r 
instructional 
pr og ram 2 . 1 2 . 1 2 . 4 2 . 8 2 . 3 2 . 6 

7 5 . Sup ervises 
inst r uctional 
pr og ra m 1 . 5 1 . 8 1 . 5 2 . 2 1 . 1 1 . 8 

Ave r age Mean 1 . 7 1 . 8 1 . 6 2 . 2 1 . 5 1 . 9 

a cJumbe r Respond i ng: 10 

b Nu rr. ber Responding : 33 

C Mu mber Resp onding : 23 



Tab l e 7 

Mean Ideal and Real Percepti ons o f Ma nage e n t 
by Exp er ience Leve ls 

0- 5 a 
6 - 12 

b 1 3 y rs . yr s . + 

Ma na gement Ideal Real Ideal Real Ide al 

Insti t utes 
meas u r es f o r 
o r ie n tati on 
o f 
kind e r garte n 
pupi ls 1 . 8 1 . 9 2 . 2 2 . 8 . 7 

2 . Pr ovi des 
hea lth 
se r vi ce s f o r 
studen ts 2 . 2 2 . 4 2 . 5 3 . 2 . 1 

3 . Es t ab lishes 
met ho ds f o r 
de al ing wi t h 
pupi l 

2 . 3 2 . 2 . 8 . 8 
abse nce s 2 . 2 

4 . Sets guid e -
l i nes f o r 
st udent 1 . 5 2 . 2 . 3 
d i sc i p l ine . 4 1 . 7 

5 . Se l ec t s a nd 
as signs staff 

1 . 6 . 3 . 3 
pe rs on nel 1 . 4 1 . 4 

6 . Dev e l op s 
s yste m f o r 
sta f f 
pe r s o n!1el 

1 . 8 2 . 2 . 3 2 . 6 2 . 2 
r ec o r ds 

7 . De v e l op s and 
imp le men t s 
plan s f o r 
i mp r ove me n t o f 2 . 2 . 2 . 
c ommu n ity life 2 . 7 2 . 7 

8 . Pr o mo tes 
sc hoo l -
co mmunit y . 8 . 7 . 4 
r e lati o ns 1 . 4 1 . ' 

45 

C yr s . 

Re a l 

2 . 1 

2 . 

2 . 2 

. 8 

. 7 

2 . 6 

2 . 6 

. 7 
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Table 7 (continu ed ) 

0 - 5 
a 

6 - 12 b C 
yrs . yrs . 13 + yrs . 

Management Ideal Real Ideal Real Ideal Real 

9 . Develop s 
prog ra ms fo r 
ope rati on and 
mainten ance 
of pr1ys ical 
pl ant 1 . 6 2 . 3 2 . 1 2 . 6 1 . 3 2 . 0 

1 0 . Provides f or 
safety o f 
pupil s an d 
pe rs onnel 1 . 2 1 . 5 1 . 7 2 . 2 1 . 6 1 . 8 

1 1 . Prepares 
school 
budget 2 . 0 2 . 0 1.9 2 . 0 1 . 4 1 . 5 

12 . Accoun ts fo r 
all school 
mon ies 2 . 0 2 . 1 1 . 9 2 . 3 1 . 3 1 . 3 

13 . Accounts f o r 
all school 
property 2 . 2 2 . 0 1 . 9 2 . 3 1 . 3 1 . 4 

7 4 . Manages 
school 
re cc rds t o 
insu r e 
accur a cy and 
safety 2 . 7 2 . 4 7 . 6 2 . 2 1 . 3 7 . 4 

7 5 . Provides 
counseling 7 . 9 2 . 3 2 . 7 2 . 4 
for students 1 . 7 7 . 8 

Ave rage Mean 1 . 7 2 . 0 2 . 0 2 . 5 7 . 7 7 . 9 

a umber Responding : 70 

b Numbe r Respond ing : 33 

C ~,lumber Responding : 23 
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\ either shou l d ta ke priority O t' ver ne other , according 

t o the views of the g r oup . See T bl 8 d f 
~ a es an 9 o r t h is data . 

Participants in particular g r oups , howeve r, did view 

some individual item s with a wi de r r ange of di f ference 

between ideal and r ea l than did othe rs . Fo r instance, in 

the area o f i nst r uctional leade r shi p , Item 1 , formulates 

cur ri cu lum objectives , was viewed as 2 . 0 idea an d 1 . 2 real , 

indicating th a t t his task is r eceiving higher pr i ority than 

it shou l d i dea l l y , according to the views o f th os e in g r ades 

J - 4 . Likew ise, Item 5 , pr oviding inservice fo r personnel , 

was given 2 . 1 i deal and 1 . 6 r eal by the 5- 6 group . Item 7 , 

gives assis ta nc e t o new teachers , was viewed by the] ­

g r oup and th e 5 - 6 g r oup as having a difference of 0 . 7 

betwe en idea l and real . The two groups were in agreement 

that the t a sk is not being treated with enough importance . 

Item 8 eval uat es teacher performance , was viewed by all , -

g r 0ups as not r eceiving the priority it should, ideally . 

Item 15 , sup er vises the inst r uctional program , was view e d 

by the J - 4 g r oup and the 5- 6 g r oup as not being treated as 

it sho~ld , id e a l ly . However , the K- 2 group was not n 

agreement . 

The on l y i tem in ma nagem e nt which showed 2 w· de gap 

and What Shou l d be was Item J , dealing with between wha t i s 

pupi l absences . All g r oups felt t his s hould be given highe r 

pri ority . See Table 9 f o r results . 



Tab le 8 

Mean I deal and Re a l Pe r cepti ons o f I nst r ucti ona l 
Lea de rs hip by Gra de Le vel 

K- 2a 3- 4b 5- 6c 
I ns t ru c ti onal 

Leaders h ip Ideal Real I deal Real Ideal Real 

1 . Fo rmulates 
c urri c u l um 
ob ject i v e s 2 . 0 2 . 3 2 . 0 1 . 2 ; . 7 1 . 9 

2 . Determ i nes 
c ur r icu l um 
con tent , 
o rganizat i on 1 . 8 2 . 2 2 . 0 2 . 4 2 . 3 2 . 6 

3 . Relates 
de sired 
cu rr ic ul um 
to time , 
fa c ilitie s , 

2 . 4 1 . 7 2 . 3 pers onnel 1 . 7 2 . 0 2 . 1 

4 . Deve l o ps 
pr oc e du r es 
f o r 
a sse ss i ng , 
e v a l uat ing 
pu pi l 

1 . 4 1 . 9 2 . 2 . 5 1 . 9 2 . 2 
pr og ress 

s . Pro v ide s 
i nserv ice 
f o r 1 . 5 2 . 0 2 . 1 1 . 6 
pe r so nnel 1 . 5 1 . 5 

6 . Teache s a 
clas s whe n 2 . 3 2 . 3 2 . ' 2 . 1 
nee de d 1 . 9 2 . 0 

7 . Give s 
a s sistanc e 
to new 

2 . 6 2 . 1 2 . 8 2 . 2 2 . 9 
te a chers 2 . 2 

e . Eval ua te s 
teach er 2 . 1 . 5 2 . 3 1 . 3 1 . 9 
pe r f o r ma nce 1 . 3 

48 
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Tabl e 8 (continued) 

K- 2a 3- 4b 5- 6c 
Inst r uc ti o na l 

Leadership I de a l Rea l I de a l Real Ide a l Real 

9 . Deve l ops 
methods fo r 
eva l ua ti ng 
new me th od s , 
ma te ria l s 1 . 7 2 . 0 1 . 6 2 . 2 1 . 6 2 . 4 

10 . Prov ides f or 
pr o f e ssi onal 
g r owt h o f 
pe r son nel 2 . 2 2 . 7 2 . 4 2 . 9 2 . 2 2 . 5 

1 1 . De term i ne s 
educ a t i onal 
se r vic es o f 
school ; ho w 
affec t ed by 
commun i ty 2 . 6 1 . 9 2 . 5 
forces 2 . 0 2 . 2 2 . 0 

1 2 . Deve l ops 
staff 
o r gani zation 
in 
imp l ementing 
educationa l 2 . 2 2 . 5 2 . 1 2 . 7 
object i ves 2 . 0 2 . 1 

1 3 . Or gan i ze s 
lay g!:"OUpS 
fo r 
p2 r ticipation 
in 
educati onal 2 . 2 2 . 1 2 . 4 1 . 6 2 . 0 
obj ect i ve s 1 . 7 

1 4 . Pr ov i des 
materials , 
r esou r ces , and 
equipment for 
instructional 2 . 5 2 . 4 2 . 9 2 . 5 2 . 9 

prog r ams 2 . 3 
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Ta ble 8 (c onti nu e d ) 

K- 2a 3- 4b 5- 6c 
Ins tr uc ti o nal 

Lead e r s h ip I deal Rea l Ideal Real I deal Real 

1 5 . Su per v ise s 
i nstruc -
ti ona l 
p r og r a m 2 . 3 2 . 1 1 . 7 2 . 4 1 . 2 1 . 8 

Av erag e Mean 1 . 9 2 . 2 2 . 0 2 . 4 1 . 9 2 . 3 

a Nu mb er Res po nd i ng : 23 

bNumber Re s pond i ng : 16 

cN umbe r Re sp ond i ng : 18 



Ta ble 9 

Me a n I de a l a nd Real Per c e pti ons of Ma nag e ment 
by Grade Le vel 

5 1 

K- 2a 3- 4b 5 - 6c 

Man a gement I deal Re a l I deal Real I deal Real 

1 . Ins titutes 
me as u r es f o r 
orientati on 
o f 
k in d e r ga r ten 
pup il s 1 . 8 2 . 3 1 . 9 2 . 4 2 . 2 2 . 5 

2 . Pr ovi des 
h -2 al t h 
se r v i c es 
fo r stude n ts 2 . 3 2 . 4 2 . 4 2 . 4 2 . 6 2 . 9 

3 . Est a b l i s hes 
me t ho d s f o r 
dea l i ng wit h 
pup il 
ab se nce s 2 . 0 2 . 7 2 . 3 3 . 3 2 . 2 2 . 7 

4 . Se ts up 
gu i de li ne s f o r 1 . 2 2 . 3 
discip lin e 2 . 4 2 . 1 1 . 7 2 . 1 

5 . Se l ects a nd 
ass i gns 
s taff 1 . 6 1 . 7 1 . 5 . 7 
personnel 1 . 4 1 . 5 

6 . De vel o ps 
sy stem f o r 
s taff 
oer sonnel 

2 . 4 2 . 3 2 . 5 2 . 8 2 . 9 
re co r d s 2 . 1 

'7 De vel o ps a nd 
I • 

i mp l ements 
p l ans fo r 
imp r oving 
communit y 2 . 4 3 . 0 2 . 8 2 . 6 2 . 8 

li fe 2 . 5 
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Table 9 (conti ued ) 

K- 2a 3- 4b 5- 6c 

Management Ideal Re al Ideal Rea l Ideal Real 

2 . Promotes 
school -
commun ity 
relations 1 . 5 1 . 8 1 . 8 2.0 1 . 6 1.9 

9 . De velops 
pr og ram o f 
op eration, 
main te nance 
o f physical 
p lant 1.9 2 . 5 2 . 3 2 . 4 2 . 2 2 .5 

1 0 . Pr ov ides f o r 
safety o f 
pupils and 1 . 8 
personnel 1 . 5 2 . 0 1. 9 2 . 1 1 . 4 

1 1 . Pre pares 
school 

1 . 8 2 . 1 1 . 4 1 . 8 
budget 1 . 5 2 . 1 

1 2 . Accounts f o r 
all school 

2 . 2 2 . 3 1 . 7 1 . 8 
monies 1 . 4 1 . 8 

13 . Accounts f o r 
all school 2 . 1 2 . 3 2 . 1 1 . 8 
property 1 . 5 1 . 8 

1 4 . Manages 
school 
records t o 
insure 
accuracy , 

1 . 9 1. 9 2 . 1 1 . 9 1 . 8 
safety 1 . 4 
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Table 13 (con ti nue d ) 

11 - 20a over 20b 

Mana g ement Ideal Real Ideal Real 

1 4 . 

1 5 . 

Manages school r ec or ds 
t o insure accu ra cy 
and safety 1 . 7 2 . 0 1 . 8 2 . 4 
Provides counse li ng 
f o r students 1.9 2 . 3 1 . 8 2 . 6 

Ave r age Mean 1 . 6 2 . 0 1 . 8 2 . 2 

aS c hool Size by Number o f Tea ch er s . Res pond e nts : 4 

bScho o l Size by Number o f Teache rs . Respondents : 26 

There is no wide difference o f opini on as t o whi ch is 

more i mpo rtant in the r ole o f the pri nc i pa l , i nstr uc ti on al 

l ea ders h ip or manageme n t . See Tables 12 a nd 13 f or data . 



Table 70 

Mean Ideal and R 1 p L d ea . ercepti on s o f Instructi ona l 
ea e r sh1p by Degrees Held 

B. S . 
Instructional 

Leaders h ip Ideal 

1 . Formulates cur ri culum 
o bjectives 1 . 8 

2 . Dete r mines cur r iculum 
co ntent , organization 1 . 7 

3 . Relat e s de si r ed cu rr iculum 
to tim e, facilities , a nd 
personnel 7 . 7 

4 Develops pr ocedures f or 
assess i ng and evaluati ng 
pupil p r ogress 7 . 8 

5 . Provides i nservice f or 
pe r s onnel 1 . 5 

6 . Teaches a c l ass when 
needed 1 . 9 

7 . Gives ass i stance t o new 
teachers 2 . 1 

8 . Evaluates teacher 
perfo r mance 7 . 3 

9 . Devel op s methods f o r 
evaluating new methods 
a nd m2terials 1 . 5 

10 . Prov i des fo r professi on al 
growth o f pers on nel 2 . 2 

1~ . Determines educati onal 
service rendered by sc hoo ~ 
and how affected by 
community f o rces 2 . 0 

12 . Devel ops staff o r ganization 
in impleme n ti ng educati ona l 
objec ti ves 2 . 2 

13 . Or ganizes la y g r oups f or 
partici pat i on in 
educati onal obj ectives 

1 . 9 

Ed . a 

Real 

2 . J 

2 . 1 

1 . 7 

2 . 1 

1 . 7 

2 . 1 

2 . 6 

2 . 2 

2 . 0 

2 . 6 

2 . 3 

2 . 4 

2 . 2 

M. A. 

Ideal 

1 . 6 

1 . 8 

1 . 7 

1 . 7 

1 . 6 

1 . 9 

2 . 3 

1 . 4 

o r 

1 . 5 

2 . 2 

2 . 0 

2 . 1 

1 . 6 
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b M. S . 

Real 

2 . 3 

2 . 4 

. 9 

2 . 2 

1 . 5 

2 . 0 

2 . 6 

2 . 

1 . 9 

2 . 7 

2 . 2 

2 . 3 

1 . 9 



Table 10 (contin ued ) 

Ir. s t r uc ti onal 

Lea ders h i p 

1 4 . 

15 . 

Pr ovides materials, 
res our ces , and equipment 
f o r instructional pr og ra ms 

Supe rvises instruct i onal 
pr ograms 

Average Me a n 

a Numbe r Responding : 40 

bNumber Responding : 26 

B. S . 

Ideal 

2 . 4 

1 . 5 

1 . 8 
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Ed . a M.A . M. S . b o r 

Re al Ideal Real 

2 . 7 2 . 1 2 . 6 

2 . 0 1 . 8 2 . 0 

2 . 2 1 . 8 2 . 2 
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Table 11 

Mean Ideal and Real Perceptions o f 
Management by Degrees Held 

S . S . Ed . a 

Management Ideal Real 

1 . Institutes measu r es f o r 
o rientation of kinder -
garten pupils 2 . 0 2 . 3 

2 . Pr ov ides health se r vices 
f o r students 2 . 5 2 . 8 

3 . Establishe s methods fo r 
dealing with pupil 
absences 2 . 1 2 . 7 

4 . Set s guidelines for 
discip li ne 1 . 3 2 . 0 

5 . Se lects an d a ssigns st a ff 
personnel 1 . 5 1 . 5 

6 . Develop s system fo r s taff 
personnel rec o r ds 2 . 2 2 . 4 

7 . Deve l op s and implements 
plans for imp r oving 
community life 2 . 8 2 . 8 

8 . Pr omot es school - community 
relations 1 . 3 1 . 9 

9 . Deve l ops p r ogram of 
operation and maintenance 
of physical plant 2 . 1 2 . 3 

1 0 . Provides for safety of 

pupils and personnel 1 . 6 2 . 1 

1 1 . Prepares school budget 1 . 6 1 . 8 

1 2 . Accounts fo r a ll schoo l 
1 . 6 1 . 9 

monies 

13 . Accounts for all school 
2 . 1 1 . 8 

property 

1 4 . Manages sch oo l rec o rds to 
and safety 2 . 1 1 . 8 

insure accuracy 

56 

M. A. b or M. S . 

Ideal Real 

2 . 0 2 . 4 

2 . 4 2 . 6 

2 . 2 2 . 4 

1 . 7 2 . 1 

1 . 6 1 . 5 

2 . 3 2 . 5 

2 . 5 2 . 8 

1 . 7 1 . 7 

2 . 0 2 . 4 

1 . 7 2 . 0 

1 . 8 1 . 8 

1 . 8 1 . 8 

1 . 8 1 . 9 

1 . 8 1 . 9 



Table 11 (contin ued ) 

Management 

1 5 . Pr ovides counseling fo r 
students 

Average Mean 

a Nu mbe r Responding : 40 
b Nu mbe r Responding : 26 

B. S . 

Ideal 

1 • 9 

1 . 9 

57 

Ed . a M. A. b or M. S . 

Rea l Ideal Real 

2 . 4 1 • 8 1 . 9 

2 . 2 1 • 9 2 . 1 

with a B. S . degree . Item 10 , pr ovides f o r pr ofessional growth 

o f pe rs onne l, was als o rated a l ow priorit y item , but parti ­

c ipants with a master ' s degree viewed it as having a wider 

gap between ideal and real than did those with a B. S . degree 

as in Item 7 , Item 74, provides materials , res ou rces, and 

equipment f o r t he instructiona l pr og ram, was ra nked as l ow 

pr i o r ity , both i deally and r eal . It is ass umed that t he group 

felt this should be the re sponsibility o f s omeone other t han 

t~e pr i ncipa l , rat he r than t o pe r ceive it as unimporta t . 

In the area of ma nagement , tw o items were rated as low 

pri o rity items . 
Ite m 2 , pr ovides health services for 

students , was given 2 . 5 ideal and 2 . 8 real by those with only 

a B. S . cegree . 
Participants with a master ' s degree rated it 

2 . 4 ideal and 2 .6 real . 
Ite m 7, develops and implements 

1 f 
· commun1·ty life, was p_ercei ved as a low 

Pans o r impr ov ing 

11 d r eal The 
0
ar oups were almost 

prio r ity item , both idea Yan - · 



in compl ete agree ment on the unimp o r tance o f t his item in 
the ro le o f the pri ncipal . See Table 1 1 fo r t h is data . 

f ina lly a comparis on was made of gr oup pe r ceptions 
acco r ding t o sch oo l size . The groups studied we r e t ho se 

in schoo ls o f 11 - 20 teachers and th os e in schools of ove r 

20 teachers . 

The con clusi on was that there was not much di fferen ce 

in pe r cep t ion s of the importance o f instru c ti ona l leader ­

ship or ma nagement according t o sch oo l size . 

Some items in the area o f inst r uctional leadership d "d 

show a wide r ra nge of dif ference be tween ideal a .d rea l 

acco r ding t o the views o f t hos e in schools wit h over 20 

tea ch e rs . These wer e Item 1 , f or mulates cur ric ulum obj ec -

58 

tives , Item 2 , determi nes cu r riculu m content and or ganization , 

Item 8 , eva luates t eache r pe rfo rma nce , and Ite m 1 , pr ov · des 

f o r pr o fessional g r owt h o f perso nnel . The se ra ng e d f r om a 

diffe rence o f 0 . 7 t o 0 . 9 . Th is dif f e re nce was ~eflected in 

the ave rage me an of pe r ceptions of those i n sc hools with ov er 

20 teac hers . Th e ave r a ge ideal mean f or this g r oup was 1 . 9 

d . ff o f O 6 Se e Ta bl e 2 f or this a nd 2 . 5 r eal wi th a 1 e r ence • • 

data . 

It was sur pr ising that t he se sa me tasks ha d s hown wide 

diffe ren c es between ideal a nd real in s ome o f t he 0ther 

gro u ps . 

t 1. ndividual tas.·s may be viewed It may be concl ded tha 

othe r s by s ome gr oups, ar.d s ome groups 
as mo r e impo r tant than 

pri ori ty gi ·,e:-i .. ese tasks . 
pe r ceptions o: l, 

diffe r ed n their 



Table 12 

Mean Ideal and Real Perception of Instructi onal 
Leadership by Size of School 

Instructi onal 

Leade rship 

1 . 

2 . 

3 . 

4 . 

5 . 

6 . 

3 . 

9 , 

10 . 

7 7 • 

Formulates cu r riculum 
o bjectiv e s 

Determines cu r riculum 
cont ent and organization 

Relates desired curriculum 
t o time , facilities , a nd 
personnel 

Develops pr oc edures for 
assessing and evaluating 
pupil pr ogress 

Provides i nservice f o r 
personnel 

Teachers a class when 
needed 

Gives assistance t o new 
teac he rs 

Evaluates teac her 
performance 

Devel op s methods f o r 
evaluating new methods 
and materials 

Prov i des for professi onal 
growt h o f pers onnel 

Dete rmi nes educati onal 
service rendered by 
school and how affected 
by community 

11 - 20a Ov er 

Ideal Real Ideal 

7 • 6 2 . 3 7 • 7 

1 . 7 2 . 1 1 • 9 

1 • 7 2 . 0 2 . 0 

1 • 7 2 . 0 7 • 9 

1 . 6 1 . 9 1 . 4 

1 . 9 2 . 0 2 . 1 

1 • 5 1 . 8 2 . 7 

1 . 3 2 . 4 . 6 

1 . 2 1 • 8 1 . 6 

2 . 1 2 . 5 1 . 9 

2 . 0 2 . 4 . 9 

59 

20b 

Real 

2 . 5 

2 . 7 

2 . 4 

2 . 4 

1 . 3 

2 . 3 

3 . 3 

] . 3 

2 . 2 

2 . 8 

2 . 5 
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Table 12 (continued ) 

Inst r ucti ona l I 11 - 20 a Over 20b 

Leadership Ideal Re al I deal Real 

12 . De ve lops staff 
o r ganizati o n in 
implementing 
educat i onal objectives 

73 . Or ganizes lay groups f o r 
pa r t i c i pation in 
educational objec t ives 

74 . Provides mate r ials, 
resou r ces , and equipme nt 
f o r instruct i onal prog r am 

15 . Sup ervises instructional 
prog rams 

Ave rage Mean 

2 . 0 2 . 2 

1 . 7 1 • 9 

2 . 1 2 . 5 

1 . 3 2 . 0 

1 • 7 2 . 1 

aSch oo l Size by Numbe r of Tea ch ers . 

bSc hoo l Size by Numbe r o f Teachers . 

2 . 3 

2 . 0 2 . 3 

2 . 3 2 . 7 

1 • 7 2 . 4 

1 . 9 2 . 5 

Re s pondents : 40 

Respondent s : 26 
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Table 73 

~ean Id ea l a nd Real Pe r c ept i·on s of Ma nageme nt 
by Size o f Schoo l 

ll - 20 a Ov er 20 b 

Ma na g e ment I deal Real Id eal Real 

: . Inst it u tes measu re s fo r 
o r ien tat ion of 
kinde r garte n pupi l s 2 . 0 2 . 3 1. 9 2 . 5 

2 . Pr ov ides h eal t h services 
fo r st ude nt s 2 . 5 2 . 8 2 . 3 2 . 4 

3 . Establi sh e s me thods fo r 
dea l in g wi th pupi l 
abs e nce s 2 . 0 2 . 5 2 . 0 2 . 7 

4 . Set s gui deli ne s f o r 
d isc i pli ne 1 . 5 2 . 0 1 . 3 1 . 8 

5 . Se l ects a nd as s i gns 
staff pers onne l 1. 5 1 . 6 1 . 8 7 . 8 

(' De ve l o ps sy stem f o r o . 
s taff pers onnel re c or ds 2 . 5 1 . 9 2 . 7 3 . 4 

7 . De vel op s and i mp le ments 
p la n s f o r i mpr oving 
c ommunity l i f e 1. 5 1 . 8 1 . 6 1. 9 

8 . Pr omotes scho o l -
co mmu n it y rel a ti ons 2 . 1 2 . 2 1 . 8 2 . 5 

9 . De vel o ps pr og r am fo r 
o pera tio n a nd 
ma in t e nanc e o f 2 . 0 
physic a l plant 1 . 7 1 . 9 1 . 7 

1 0 . Pr ovid es fo r sa f e ty of 

pup il s a nd pers onn el 1 • 6 2 . 0 1 . 5 2 . 0 

1 1 . Pr epa r e s s c hoo l budg e t 1 . 6 1 . 6 1 . 5 1 . 8 

12 . Acc o u n t s f o r a ll s c hoo l 
1 . 5 1 . 5 1 . 7 2 . 0 

mon i e s 

1 3 . Acc ounts f o r a l l sc hoo l 
1 . 7 1 . 8 1 . 6 1 . 9 

p r op e r t y 
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Table 13 (con tinued ) 

11 - 20a over 20b 

Man agement Ideal Real Ideal Real 

1 4 . 

15 . 

Manages schoo l r eco r ds 
to i nsu re accuracy 
a nd safety 1 . 7 2 . 0 1 . 8 2 . 4 
Provide s counse ling 
f o r students 1.9 2 . 3 1 . 8 2 . 6 

Ave r age Mean 1 . 6 2 . 0 1 . 8 2 . 2 

aSch oo l Size by Nu mber of Tea ch er s . Respond e nts : 4 

bSchoo l Size by Nu mb e r of Tea che rs. Respondents : 26 

The re is no wide difference of opini on as to which is 

more impo rt an t in the r ole o f t he pri nc i pal , ·nst r uctional 

leadership o r manageme n t . See Ta bles 12 and 13 f o r data . 



CHAPTER 5 

Summa r y and Recommendations 

Results of the study show the r e is no g r eat d ifference 

in the way pr incipals and t eache r s in Cheatham Co unty 

pe rceive the r o l e o f the eleme nta r y pr incipal as far as 

priority of t a sks r e l ated to i nst r uctional leade r ship o r 

management is co nce r ned . This study leads to t he conclusion 

that nei t he r i s deem e d mo r e i mpo r tant ; in fact, both areas 

of responsi bili ty are essent i al in the effective operation 

of the eleme ntar y school . 

It i s f u r ther concluded that the r e is no clear - cut 

divi sion betwee n i ns tructiona l leade r ship and management 

tasks . Some tasks definite l y fall int o the area o f manage ­

ment , but a l so di r ectly affect the instructi onal pr og ra 

for instance , superv i sion of the instructional pr og r am .ay 

be thought o f as management , but certainly it is a res pon si ­

~ility o f th e i nst r uct i ona l l eader . Evaluati on o f teacher 

pe r fo r ma nce may be co nside r ed managemen or leadership, 

si nc e the main responsibility o f the teacher is that of he 

inst r uctional pr og ra m. 

This study may have been beneficial in that it gave 

Oppo r tunity to evaluate their elementary pr incipals an 

the self - study for · a peri od r o les as t hey participated in 

of five d2ys . After studying how ti~e was being se eac ' 



day , the group may have become aware of th . 
e importance of 

managing their time wisely . T' 
- ney may have seen the 

imp ortance o f delegating responsibilities where feasible 

i n or der t o pr ovide the best possible instructional leader ­

s hip . 

The main problem in making use f k 1 o . now edge gained from 

the study lies i n t he fact tha t personnel is li~ited in the 

elementary schoo l s . Principals may , of necessity , spend 

more time on ta sks which they do not give first pr iority 

just because t he r e is no one else to do the job . Ce rtainly , 

if guidance counse l o r s we r e in the elementary schools , an 

maintenance sta f f and clerical personnel were adequate , mo re 

time could be sp e nt in the area o f instru c ti onal lea de rs hip . 

In the futu r e , as a r eview of the litera tu re suggests, 

principals may become prog r am coordinators, pr oviding both 

instructional leade r ship and management fo r a more dive rsi ­

fied staff . 

This can on l y be a ccomplis he d thr ough s ome reforms in 

educational pla~ning , especiall y in the area o f pe rs onnel . 

t b t h t r end at the present ti . e . ~aweve r, this seems o e e 
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Ce rtainly , if adequate staffing is provided and pri cipals 

accept the pos i t i on with a clear j o b description communicated 

he best to them , t hey wi l l be in a better position to make 

possible use of thei r time , and to put as their firS t 

priority the task of serving the needs of st udents . 
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APP END I X A. Rese arc h Consen t Form 

Austin Pea y State Unive r sity 

Dear Co ll e ague: 

I r equ est you r assistance in conducting a s t udy to 
meet ce rtain degree r equi rements at Austin Peay State 
Unive rsit y . Participation is vo luntary and any infor mat i on 
you supply will be held stri c tly confidential . No names 
wi ll be used in the written rep o r t and t he rep ort will be 
a va ila ble for your re v iew . 

No risks are involved but potent ial benefits ma y be 
der i ved through better instruct i ona l or management 
techniq ues. Local sch oo l officia ls are awa re of this 
effort and have given me permission to conduct the researc h . 

Title of Research : 'The Ro le of t he Elementary Sc hool 
Principal in Cheatham Cou nty" 

Student Conduct ing Resea r ch : Elizabeth Ann Ferrell 

Subjects I nvo lved: The six elementary principals an d 
te achers in Ch eatham County 

University Su pervis o r : Dr . Donal d Lambert 

Co nsent 

l·n the resear ch pr oject explained I agree to participa t e 
above . 

Signature , · d 
(Subject o r Legally Autnor1ze 
Representative ) 

Date ___________ _ 



APPE ND I X B. Questi onnai re 

The Ro le of th e Elementary Sc hoo l Princi pal in Ch eat ha m 
coun ty 
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T~ i~ study is being conducted for the pur po se of 
determining the r o ~e o f t he elemen ta r y pri ncipal in Ch eatha m 
Cou~ty . The questio~ t o be _an~wered t hr ough the st udy is, 
"Which shou ld take first pri ori ty i n t he r o le o f t he 
elementa r y pri ncipa l: management or instruct i onal leade r ­
shi9? " 

In o r de r to determine t h i s , the six ele menta r y 
orincipa l s in Ch eatham Count y and the teachers in these 
schoo ls are asked to rank the tasks liste d on the fo ll owing 
ques ti onnaire according to t he pri orit y you feel s ho ul d be 
given each . Then ra nk the same list of tasks ac co rding t o 
the pri ority you feel is being given t hem i n you r school . 

When responses are tabulated , a conclusi on can be ma de 
as t o whethe r t he pe r ceived r ol e of t he elementary pri ncipa l 
in Ch eatham County a nd t he actual are the same , and which 
take s first pri orit y : management tasks or instructional 
lea ders h ip . 

General Da ta 

Directions : 
gr oup . 

Please check t he appr opriate blank in each 

1 . Deg ree ( s) 
a. B. S . / Education ---
b . M . A . o r M . S . ---

2 . Present Positi o n 
a . Elementary teacher __ _ 
b . Elementary principal __ _ 

3 . Grade level assignment at prese nt 
a . K- 2 ---:--
b . Gr . 3 - 4 ---c . Gr. 5- 6 __ _ 

4 . Experience in Educati on 
a . 0- 5 yea rs __ _ 
b . 6 - 12 yea r s __ ~ 
c . 73 y rs . o r over __ _ 

5 . Sex 
a . Male ---b . Female ---



APPE NDI X B. 

6 . Typ e o f sc hool 
a . K - 4 ---
b . K - 6 ---c . Other ---

7 . Size of Faculty 

Ouesti onnaire (c ontinued ) 

a . 70 teachers o r less 
b . 11- 20 teache r s ---
c . Ove r 20 t eache rs 

Principals' Ro les and Tasks 

Direc ti ons : Please c ir c le your r esponse t o each item 
acco r d ing to the following r at i ng sca le : 

1 . Highest Prio r ity 
2 . Ve r y Important 
3 . So me Imp o rtance 
4 . Not Impo r tant 

8 . Pr ov i des for the formu -
lation of curriculum 
objectives 

9 . Prov ides for the deter -
minat i o n of curriculum 
cont en t and o r gan iza -
ti o n 

1 0 . I nst itutes measures for 

the o rientati on o f 
kinde r ga rt en and new 
pup ils 

7 1 . Relat es desired 
cu rri cu lum t o avail -
able ti me, phys i cal 
faci lities and 
pe rs o nnel 

12 . Provides health ser -
v i ces for students 

Pr i ority this 
task should 
receive 
ideally 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

Pri ority 
actually 
given this 
task 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 
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APP ENDIX B. 
uestionna ir e (co nt i nue d) 

Arrangement o f sys -

' r I J . 

16 . 

tematic procedu r es f o r 
continual ass ess me nt 
and interpretati on of 
pupil grow t h 

Provides mate r ials , 
res o r ces , a nd equ i p­
ment f o r th e i ns tr uc ­
tional pr og ra m 

Provides fo r i nse rvi ce 
educa t ion o f in s truc ­
t i o nal pers onnel 

Te a ch es a class whe n 
there is a need 

17 . Gives assista nce t o ne w 
teache rs o r others t o 
imp r ov e the instruc ­
t ional pr og r am 

18 . Ev alua t es teac her 
perfo rman c e 

19 . De vises a meth od f o r 
the e va luati o n o f new 
met hods an d materials 

20 . Esta blishes a means of 
dea l i ng wit h exc e ssive 
pupil a bsences 

21 . Set.s up s pe c ific guide ­
lines fo r student 
discipline 

22 . Selecti o n ar.d assign ­
ment o f staff pers onnel 

23 . Dev el op me n t o f a s y s ­
tem o f s taff pers onnel 
r eco r d s 

24 . Pr ovi des opport unities 
f o r pr ofess i onal 
g r ow t h o f per so nnel 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 
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2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 
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APPENDIX B. Ouestionnaire (co ntinued ) 

25 . De termines the educa -
tional se r vices the 
school r ende r s and how 
such se r vices a r e 
conditioned by commun -
ity forces 2 3 4 2 3 4 

26 . Helps develop and 
implement plans f o r 
improvement of commun -
ity life 2 3 4 2 3 4 

27 . Pr omotes a good school -
communi ty relati onship 2 3 2 3 

28 . Deve l o pment of an 
efficient pr og r am of 
ope rat i on and mainte -
nance of physical plant 2 3 4 2 3 

29 . Provide s f o r safety of 
pupils and pers onnel 2 3 4 2 3 

30 . Developmen t of a staff 
o rganization as a means 
o f implementing t he 
educa ti onal objectives 
of t he school pr og r am 2 3 4 2 3 

3 1 . Organizati o n of lay and 
pr ofe ssi ona l groups for 
pa rti c ipati o n in educa -
tional objecti ves of 
t he school pr og ra 2 3 2 3 

3 2 . Prepares the schoo l 
budget 2 3 4 2 3 

33 . Accoun1:.s for al_ 
2 J school monies 2 3 4 

3 4 . Acc ounts for all 
2 3 4 

school pr operty 2 3 4 

J 5 . Man ag es school re co r ds 
in o r de r to assure that 
they are filled in 
accurately and kept 

3 4 3 4 
safely 2 
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~??S::JI~< 
...., es ti onnaire (c ontinued ) ;:) . 

36 - ?ro·1 i ,.:: es co ns e ling 
se r ·,ices f o r s t udent s 2 3 4 2 3 4 

') '7 Su pe r '1 is e s t he inst r u -
.) I 

t ional pr og ra m 2 3 4 2 3 4 



APPENDIX C. Letter t o Pri ncipal 

February 28 , 1984 

Dear Fell ow Principal : 

I am conducting a fiel d st udy entitled "T he Role of 

t he Elementary Principal in Cheatham County" as pa rti a l 

requirements for the Education Specialist Deg ree . 

The pu rpose of t he study is t o determine whe ther the 

r o le of the e lementary principal is inv o l ved mo re with 

manage ment o r with instructional leadership . 

I would appreciate your help by as king you to res pond 

t o t he enc l ose d questi onnaire. 

I am also enc l osing a form for a self - study of the 

tasks perfo rmed by t he princ i pa l each day . I would li ke 
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for you to fill th i s in for a pe ri od of five days and r etu r n 

it wit h the questionnaire . This wil l help me t o make my 

conclusi o n as to what the a ct u2l r o le of the elementary 

pri ncipal in Chea tha m County in vo l ves . 

Thank you f o r your help with this pr ojec t . 

Sincerel y , 

Elizabeth Fer rell 
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AP PENDI X D. Fo rm f o r Principals ' Self - Stu dy 

no le a nd Resp on sibilities of the Elementary Principal 

Date Name 

Ti me Mo nda y Tuesday 'tJednesda y Thursda y Frida y 
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