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This study was conducted to gauge the perceptions of 

various groups regarding the elementary principal1s role in 

the public schools. The hypotheses for the study were the 

following. 

1. There will be no significant difference between the 

role perception ratings given by the elementary school 

principal and the business representative regarding their 

perception of the role of the elementary principal. 

2. There will be no significant difference between 

the role perception ratings given by elementary principals 

and public school board members regarding their perception 

of the role of the elementary principal. 

3. There will be no significant difference between 

the role perception ratings given by business representatives 

and public school board members regarding their perception 

of the role of the elementary principal. 

4. There will be no significant difference between the 

role perception ratings of elementary principals, business 



representatives, and public school board members regarding 

their perception of the role of the elementary principal 

relative to the age of the respondent, the sex of the 

respondent, number of years in present position, number of 

years residing in district, and educational level of the 

respondent. 

5. There will be no significant difference among the 

role perception ratings of elementary principals regarding 

their perception of their role relative to sex of the 

respondent, number of years in the present school district, 

and number of years as an elementary principal. 

Through the utilization of a Likert-type instrument, 

it was determined that school principals and business 

representatives differ in their perceptions. It was also 

determined that people who have maintained their current 

position for seven to twelve years differ in their percep-

tions from others surveyed. Another finding was that female 

elementary principals differ significantly in their percep-

tions of the role of the elementary principal from their 

male counterparts. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The duties of the elementary principal have been 

scrutinized by researchers for many years. Principals have 

served in various capacities, and Krajewsky suggests that 

some of the roles have not been totally within the academic 

or instructional realm (14). Krajewski further indicates 

that the elementary principal, more often than not, feels 

almost overwhelmed by the duties he or she is asked to 

perform. The purposes of this study are designed to focus 

upon the virtually-unexplored concept of the role of the 

elementary school principal as seen through the eyes of the 

business community (34) as well as through the eyes of the 

local school board members (8). These two areas are compared 

and contrasted with the view the principal maintains of his 

or her daily duties. 

Since, according to Barraclough, even the most talented 

principal may find his or her job unmanageable at times, it 

appears to be warranted that a study of this nature be done 

to ascertain the perceptions that certain members of the 

community have toward the role of the elementary principal 

(1). One of the primary purposes of this study is to attempt 

to clarify the role expectations of a given community and 



provide a more manageable framework from which to view the 

job of an elementary school administrator. Crow suggests 

that principals often deal with conflicting interests of 

their superiors and their subordinates, thus creating an 

uncomfortable situation for the elementary school adminis-

trator (6) . 

A commonly perceived role of the elementary school 

administrator, as stated by Smith, may be that of a change 

agent, thereby establishing a climate that is conducive to the 

facilitation of change within a given school (28). Brown 

adds that the elementary principalship has been looked upon 

by some as being a waiting room for retirement, while others 

see the elementary principal's job as being that of an 

instructional leader coupled with ancillary duties quite 

equitable to those of a leader of a large business (4). 

According to Stewart, a good prinicipal is one who was 

a good teacher. He or she is one who is good at planning and 

carrying out plans and is adept in the areas of public and 

parental relations. He or she is a loyal professional who is 

cooperative and has done more than was required. Stewart 

further contends that the elementary principal, generally, 

is a person of integrity, morality, and stability who accepts 

the responsibilities of good citizenship (30). With this 

picture of the elementary principal in mind, it may appear 

that it would be a virtual impossibility to find a person 

who fits these qualifications. 



The role of the elementary principal has been clearly 

defined by state statute. According to the Texas Education 

Code 21.913, the role of the school principal specifies 

responsibility for (1) assuming administrative responsibili-

ties for instructional leadership, under the supervision of 

the superintendent, for discipline and the planning, opera 

tion, supervision, and evaluation of the educational program 

of the membership area in which he is assigned; (2) submitting 

recommendations to the superintendent concerning assignment, 

evaluation, promotion, and dismissal of all personnel assigned 

to the membership center; and (3) performing any other duties 

assigned by the superintendent pursuant to school board 

policy. Additional boundaries of the elementary principal-

ship have been further indicated in legislation leading to 

the development of the Education Reform Act of 1984, as 

adopted by the Texas Legislature. 

Section 13.353 of House Bill 72, as adopted by the Texas 

Legislature during the sixty-eighth legislative session, 

indicates that specific training be given to district 

administrators, including superintendents and principals, 

in the area of management skills and practices, as well as 

instructional leadership training. Additionally the legisla-

ture stipulated that each administrator involved in the 

evaluation of instructional personnel become certified as an 

instructional appraiser through the successful completion of 



a training program offered through the Regional Education 

Service Centers. 

Recent measures were also taken to assure the literacy 

of Texas teachers and administrators as they have been asked 

to successfully complete an examination that, in the eyes of 

the legislature, would determine if current teachers and 

administrators are literate enough to offer a viable instruc-

tional program to the students of Texas. It may be readily 

discovered that governmental agencies and legislatures are 

becoming more active in the definition of the role of the 

elementary principal. Even though state statute has clearly 

specified the duties of the elementary principal, Foskett 

indicates that there has been limited measurement of the 

perception of various members of the community regarding 

their thoughts concerning the role of the elementary princi-

pal (7) . 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study is to ascertain the relation-

ship of the perceptions of public school elementary principals, 

public school board members, and business representatives 

regarding the role of the elementary principal. It is to 

this purpose that this study is focused. Members of thousands 

of communities served by elementary principals may harbor an 

antiquated perception of the role and function of the 

elementary principalship (7). It is also the contention of 



Foskett that individual school board members may hold 

divergent views regarding the function and duties of the 

elementary principal. This study is designed to explore 

the perceptions of these groups along with the perceptions 

of the elementary principals in order to further understand 

the changing role of elementary administration. 

Purposes of the Study 

In an effort to more adequately understand the role of 

the elementary principal regarding the perception of various 

groups of people within selected communities, a study of this 

nature appears to be warranted. According to Tyron, a 

noticeable paucity of relevant research in the areas of 

community perceptions of the role of the elementary principal 

with regard to community relations, statutory responsibility, 

fiscal management, and instructional leadership indicates a 

possible trend toward a marginal understanding of the duties 

of the elementary administrator rather than a functional 

knowledge of this position (34). 

The results of this study may prove to be viable for 

school board members as they endeavor to explore ways to 

enhance the instructional program in their district by 

taking into consideration the community perceptions of 

elementary school leadership in hiring persons for this 

position. Concomitant with this may be the interests of 

the business communities as they attempt to understand the 
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ever-changing role of public education and the manner in 

which it effects their taxes, their communities, and the 

remunerative packages offered to many educators. 

One of the purposes of this study was to determine if 

there is a significant difference between the role percep-

tions of the elementary school principal and the public 

school board member, regarding the nature of the elementary 

school principalship. Another contrasting purpose of this 

research endeavor was to determine the degree of significance, 

if any, associated with the perceptions of business respre-

sentatives versus elementary principals regarding the role of 

the elementary administrator. 

This study seeks to further delineate the degree of 

significance associated with the perception of the elementary 

principal's role as perceived by business representatives 

versus public school board members. A determination has 

been made as to the degree of significance indicated within 

the three aforementioned subgroups relative to their percep-

tions of the role of the elementary school principal as they 

relate to the potential respondents' age, sex, number of 

years in present occupation, and number of years residency 

in their respective school district. 

Among school board members and business representatives 

the degree of significance of their perceptions of the role 

of the elementary school principal has been determined, con-

sidering the educational background of the respondents. The 



degree of significance within the group of elementary school 

principals regarding their perceptions of their role is 

determined relative to the number of years each has worked 

in his or her present district and the total number of years 

experience that each one has attained in the position of 

elementary principal. 

Further implications and indications enveloping a study 

of this scope evolve around the principal s perception of 

his or her day-to-day function within the framework of a 

given school district. This study attempts to resolve a 

sometimes ambiguous perception of what is expected of a 

principal by his or her community. It is further desired 

that this study add to the bank of knowledge that current 

state and national principals' organizations now possess. 

It may be that data generated from this research add new 

dimensions of understanding to the role of the elementary 

principal as perceived by the Texas Education Agency as well 

as the State Board of Education. 

A further thrust of this study is to gauge the percep-

tions of the corporate world in an attempt to determine if 

their recent involvement in education reform encompasses a 

realistic expectation of a principal's daily duties. A 

determination has been made as to the manner in which 

business representatives view the elementary principalship 

and to what extent their perceptions differ from school 

board members' and elementary principals'. 



It is hoped that, through this study, these subgroups 

gain more than mere tacit understanding of the position of 

the elementary principal. Each subgroup, hopefully, has been 

made aware of new dimensions of responsibility commensurate 

with the myriad changes within the role of the elementary 

principal. 

Hypotheses 

1. There will be no significant difference between 

the role perception ratings given by the elementary school 

principals and the business representatives regarding their 

perceptions of the role of the elementary principal. 

2. There will be no significant difference between 

the perception ratings given by elementary principals and 

public school board members regarding their perceptions of 

the role of the elementary principal. 

3. There will be no significant difference between 

the role perceptions ratings given by business representatives 

and public school board members regarding their perceptions of 

the role of the elementary school principal. 

4. There will be no significant differences between 

the role perception ratings of elementary principals, business 

representatives, and public school board members regarding 

their perceptions of the role of the elementary principal 

relative to (a) age of the respondent, (b) sex of the respon-

dent, (c) number of years in present position, (d) number 



of years residing in district, and (e) educational level of 

the respondent. 

5. There will be no significant difference among the 

role perceptions of elementary school principals regarding 

(a) sex of the respondent, (b) number of years in their 

present school district, and (c) number of years experience 

as an elementary principal. 

Background and Significance 

McClure suggests that history has revealed that the 

elementary principalship has been an evolutionary process 

(18). If so, the evolution may not be complete. For years 

elementary principals have struggled with their role in the 

public school. Inbar indicates that principals are victims 

of multi-discrepencies in role perceptions (10). Their 

duties appear to change along with societal changes that 

effect each segment of a given community. While it is true 

that elementary principal's duties are determined to a great 

extent by statute, Schall suggests that there are many non-

statutory role expectations that are subject to the whims 

of societal and political change (27). 

According to Wayson, one of the most glaring difficulties 

surrounding the definition and description of the duties of 

the principal is to, first of all, decide upon the basic 

functions of the principalship (35). Crow suggests that one 

of the reasons principals find themselves in an ever-changing 
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situation regarding their role is because they deal with 

conflicting interests of their superiors and their sub-

ordinates (6). Barraclough discovered that elementary 

principals perform a great many undefined roles which can 

lead to low morale and ineffective performance (1)• This 

perceived ambivalence may transcend educational communities 

and filter into the general public as well. Foskett deter-

mined that the general public and the elementary principal 

may hold conflicting views concerning the principal's role 

(7). Research by Blumberg has also revealed that the 

elementary principal's role consists of loneliness, dullness, 

and conflict stemming from having to solve complex educa-

tional and organizational problems with extremely limited 

resources (2). Brown asserts that there appears to be a 

swing in the pendulum of education toward making the elemen-

tary principal a true instructional leader (4). It has been 

discovered that the principal no longer has the instructional 

edge over a given teacher. According to Boyan, many teachers 

today are better prepared to teach than is the principal (3). 

This study has added significance to school administration in 

that administrators may now be informed of what may be 

expected of them by business representatives in light of 

recent education reform mandates that have been implemented. 

Since Gehring has determined that role congruency will 

increase the efficient operation of a school (8), it appears 
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prudent to adequately address the principal's role in order 

to further determine its limitations and boundaries. Although 

Hencely has discovered that the role of the elementary princi-

pal is ambiguous and complex (9), as Jarvis indicates, it 

would appear to be in the best interests of the educational 

community to further explore the prinicpal's role as perceived 

by others in order to remove the ambiguity and instill in it 

the versatility and inventiveness necessary to provide for 

quality leadership in public schools (11). 

In today's society, change has become second nature to 

many people. Toffler adds that in managerial arenas reorgani-

zation must continue on a daily basis in order to avoid the 

trauma of a single, conceivably disastrous, change and 

restructuring (33). Within the realm of education, according 

to Rutherford, the principal establishes the conditions which 

facilitate or inhibit change (25). 

Along with the changes made to accommodate a sound 

instructional environment for students, Hencely suggests that 

the general public has forced many changes within the role of 

the elementary school principal (9). According to Rubin, 

leadership roles in the elementary schools are in need of 

redefinition in light of the changing requirements of, and 

the increasing public pressure upon, school systems (24). 

According to Gehring, "role expectations are not limited to 

job descriptions as given by the Office of Personnel. Rather 

they are influenced by members of the organizational 
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hierarchy, the social climate, etc." (8, p. 187). With 

this in mind, it becomes increasingly important to deter-

mine the nature of the perceptions of the organizational 

hierarchy, in order to gauge the difference in what is 

expected versus what is actually being done in public school 

administration. 

One attempt of this study was to measure a segment of 

society that previously may have eluded the gauge of the 

social scientist, that being, business representatives of 

randomly selected communities. In order to fully understand 

the scope of the role of the elementary principal, Tyron 

suggests that one must attempt to harness the opinions of 

the public regarding their perceptions of the changing role 

(34) . 

Weldy asserts that, although many people feel that they 

know the basic parameters of the role of the principal, there 

appears to be some dissonance among perceptions (36). He 

further indicates that principals are perceived as authority 

figures, educational experts, community leaders, school 

managers, problem solvers, and decision makers. However, 

a realistic perception of the day-to-day duties of the 

principal remains elusive. 

Human resource management has been determined to be a 

primary function of educational leaders (31). Sweeney and 

Pinckney indicate that motivation, novel instruction, and 
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assisting teachers to maximize their use of their human 

potential are integral behaviors that are seemingly inate 

with the effective school administrator. 

Manning suggests that the middle-management mentality 

of recent years be abandoned with regard to the traditional 

concept of the principal being caught in the middle between 

the central office and his or her own desire for a quality 

educational facility. He states that principals must be 

recognized as top-level managers and treated accordingly 

(17) . 

Researchers feel that effective principals must estab-

lish clear goals and priorities, achieve a concerted balance 

between task considerations and personal relationships, 

serve as role models, communicate high expectations, provide 

support and direction for change, and gain support of the 

community and higher administration (12, 28). 

Pharis supports the primary contention that principals 

are not average people with regard to the duties they 

perform. He maintains that the typical elementary princial 

has been one for ten years. Before becoming a principal at 

age thirty—three, the typical principal had seven years 

experience as a classroom teacher. He relies on other 

principals and teachers as a main source of ideas. In 1978, 

he earned 21,500 dollars for an eleven-month work year and 

belonged to one or more professional organizations. Other 
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area.s of typicality addressed by Pharis center around the 

principal's every-day duties, which, on the average, take 

approximately forty-five hours per week to accomplish. 

Pharis indicates that the general trend is toward the 

principal's being in charge of smaller groups of students. 

He predicts, however, that in the early 1990s it may be 

quite likely that the typical elementary school principal 

may be presiding over more than one school at a time (2 0). 

In light of recent research findings regarding the chameleonic 

nature of the modern elementary principalship (1, 9, 22, 27), 

a study of this type appears to be indicated. Data from this 

study may add new dimensions of understanding to the existing 

bank of knowledge relative to the public perception of the 

roles of the elementary principal. 

Additional significance appears to be concomitant within 

the framework of a better understanding of what is expected 

of elementary principals by their peers. This understanding 

may serve to ameliorate the many misconceptions that abound 

regarding the role of the elementary principal. Additional 

indications for the significance of this study are centered 

around the elementary principal's professional organizations, 

as well as state boards of education and schools of higher 

learning, as each of these entities strives for a more 

functional knowledge of the elementary administrator. As 

an indication of the interests evident within the Texas 
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Elementary Principals and Supervisors Association, a letter 

of support has been enclosed from this association indicat-

ing a philosophical support for research of this type 

(Appendix A). It is through role revealing research of this 

type that the way for a more universal understanding of the 

role of the elementary school principal will be enhanced (8). 

In his book, The Principalship, Roe states, "The old 

ground rules that fashioned our American schools into such 

similar and unquestioned molds are now largely obsolete an 

obsolescence that has left the principal, in too many cases, 

without an acceptable mode of administrative behavior" (22, 

p.34). If indeed the ground rules are changing, it is 

incumbent upon the present day elementary school principal 

to familiarize not only himself but the entire professional 

and paraprofessional community with whom he works, with the 

ever-changing structure of present day elementary school 

administration (19) . 

Definition of Terms 

For the purposes of this study the following definitions 

of terms apply. 

Elementary school is any school within the selected 

area, listed in the Texas Education Agency School Personnel 

Directory as being an elementary school. It is understood 

that according to the parameters of an elementary school as 

described by the Texas Education Agency, any given elementary 



16 

school any one of a number of combinations of grades from 

prekindergarten up to and including grade six. 

Elementary principal is the chief administrator of a 

given elementary school within the selected area. 

Public school board member is any duly elected trustee 

of a public school district, within the selected area, as 

indicated in the Texas Education Agency School Personnel 

Directory. 

Business representative is any individual within the 

selected area that belongs to his or her area chamber of 

commerce and owns or operates a business. 

Elementary Principal Role Norm Inventory (EPRNI) is 

a forty-five question Likert-type instrument developed at 

the University of Oregon by John M. Foskett. This instru-

ment was designed to measure the perceptions of the role of 

the elementary principal by various subgroups such as 

elementary principals, school board presidents, public school 

teachers, parents of public school children and community 

leaders. The research findings reported by Foskett were 

based upon a study conducted as part of a research program 

at the Center for the Advanced Study of Educational Adminis-

tration (CASEA). CASEA is a national research and develop-

ment center which was established in 1964, at the University 

of Oregon, under the provisions of the cooperative research 

program of the United States Office of Education. 
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Elementary Principal Role Norm Inventory"Modified 

(EPRNI-M) is a modification of Foskett's original instrument 

designed to more adequately reflect the vocabulary of present 

day professional literature as well as to update the instru-

ment to include a more current depiction of the duties of the 

elementary school principal. 

Limitations of the Study 

This study is limited in that data herein are not 

universally generalizable. They are limited in their'scope 

as they describe the population under study. Generalizations 

may be made relative to similar settings. 

An additional limitation is evident in that it is 

assumed that all responses are candid and truthful. Also, 

recent research on the role of the elementary principal has 

not been available, therefore, the studies cited may appear 

to be somewhat dated. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

It has become apparent that the elementary principalship 

has undergone several types of changes throughout the last 

100 years. According to McCurdy, in the nineteenth century, 

when public schools began to thrive in America, the principal 

assumed the responsibilities of the "head teacher. The 

local school boards assumed most of the administrative duties 

and allowed the principal to perform routine clerical chores. 

He usually took over only in the absence of the school board 

(28). When the school board, or a majority of the members 

were away, the school principal got the opportunity to serve 

in somewhat of a managerial capacity. This was the only time, 

according to McCurdy, that the school principal was allowed 

to assume the role, as it is now seen, of chief school 

administrator. Soon schools became larger and school boards 

began to turn the functions of the school over to the princi-

pal as directing manager. "By the early twentieth century, 

the job of the principal, as school manager and instructional 

supervisor had been developed as we know it today (28, p. 12) 

The competencies that have been requisite to the 

elementary principal's job have changed dramatically from 

those required in earlier times (17). According to Hay, the 
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five most important competencies for principals in the 1980s 

center around the principal's ability to manage, to develop 

skills in human relations, to develop knowledge-setting 

objectives for curriculum development, to develop skill in 

evaluating programs and personnel, and understand legal 

eights and responsibilities of parents, teachers, and 

students. 

Research by Burgess has revealed that the competent 

elementary administrator demonstrates a genuine personal 

interest in children, provides adequate support to staff 

with parents and students, and displays consideration of 

others (5). While it may appear that a considerable amount 

of research has been done over the last several years with 

regard to the elementary principalship, Cuban asserts that 

it still remains ominous to the practitioner that the role 

of the elementary administrator lacks appropriate definition. 

One may be knowledgeable about the principal's salary and 

even know what degrees have been earned by a given individual, 

where he was born, what his hobbies are, and even what he 

considers to be the greatest foods, but according to Cuban, 

very little is known about what principals, as executives, 

do each day (9). 

Others have indicated that more is actually known about 

what principals do rather than why they behave in certain 

ways or what consequences follow from their behaviors (3). 
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Blumberg suggests that research on principals has tended not 

to be guided by major questions of policy or theory; rather 

it has been guided by idealized conceptions of what principals 

should be like rather than perceptions grounded in observa-

tions of actual behavior on the job. He further adds that 

there is a growing need for research of the observational 

manner. It is through research of this type that a more 

concrete perception of the day-to-day duties of the school 

principal may be realized. He cautions against a heavy 

reliance upon the theoretical constructs of the principals' 

behavior and adds that a more adequate picture of the duties 

of the school principal may be gleaned from daily observations 

of the actual duties therein (3). 

Any delusive beliefs that the principal must be a master 

teacher have been eradicated by DeBevoise, who indicates that 

"the principal is today an administrator who may have a very 

limited knowledge of the technology of teaching" (11, p. 2). 

He further stipulates that the principal is, in fact, spend-

ing an insubstantial amount of time attending to instructional 

duties. It is clear to DeBevoise that, "the type of leader 

ship being exercised by most principals is not being exercised 

in the classroom" (11, p. 2). He further indicates that even 

if principals had the time to closely supervise teachers, 

doubts exist concerning the positive effect of such super-

vision . 
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In a recent study, Graham found that there was no 

significant relationship between students' achievement and 

the principals' allocation of instructional leadership time 

(15). This particular study appears to detract somewhat 

from studies done by Benjamin which stipulate that principals 

of effective schools hold themselves personally accountable 

for student achievement in basic skills (2). He further adds 

that the principal of an effective school will take a strong 

initiative in identifying and articulating goals, understand-

ing educational programs, being highly visible in the class-

rooms and hallways of the school. Another finding of 

Benjamin's research indicates that the effective principal 

cares more about the school's academic progress than human 

relations or informal collegial relationships with staff 

members. Benjamin adds that a careful balance needs to 

exist in this area. He indicates that the learning climate 

can become damaged by too little reliance upon collegial 

relationships but, at the same time, a total avoidance of 

these relationships can also hinder the learning environ-

ment. Other researchers agree with Benjamin but Hord adds 

another dimension. She reveals that although the principal 

manages the school, the principal is much more than a manager, 

Along with managerial skills, instructional skills, financial 

prowess and facilities coordination the principal may find 

himself undertrained for the myriad jobs that must be done. 
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Hord further adds that there appear to be few preparation 

programs for principals that include the knowledge, under-

standing, skill development, and practice that the role 

requires for school leaders. She asserts that a heavy 

reliance upon practicality is needed in the training of 

school administrators. She hints that many colleges and 

universities need to reevaluate existing programs in order 

to meet the growing needs of the building principal (18). 

It appears that a great deal of pressure is being put 

on principals to know and understand the curriculum in their 

schools (20). The Texas Legislature has recently passed laws 

that mandate a principal to spend at least forty-five minutes 

in a teacher's classroom before the teacher is appraised. 

Howell has discovered that principals spend only 14 percent 

of their time on activities related to instruction and cur-

riculum (19). With this apparent dissonance it may become 

more confusing to the general populace as to what the 

principal is actually doing during the workday. According 

to Huling and others, the principal's workday is usually 

very busy and very unpredictable. Principals are respons-

sible for virtually anything that goes on in their building 

and many times the managerial aspects of the job tend to 

circumvent the principal's primary responsibility of super-

vising instruction (20). According to Peterson, principals 

spend most of their time working with students who are 
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discipline problems and with tea.ch.exs who have noninstruc 

tional needs. It would appear that this noninstructional 

behavior, according to Peterson, dilutes the ability of the 

school principal to act as an instructional leader (31). 

Perhaps Pitner puts forth a rather definitive descrip-

tion of the tasks of the elementary principal when she 

mentions, in her study, that the structure of administrative 

work is characterized by a low degree of self-initiated tasks. 

This leads one to surmise that there are a number of people 

waiting to give the principal his daily chores. The princi-

pal 's duties often consist of many activities of a short 

duration, discountinuity caused by interruptions, the super-

ceeding of prior plans by the needs of others, and a hectic 

and unpredictable flow of work. Along with these duties the 

principal may face numerous unimportant decisions and trivial 

agendas that consume a great deal of his time. As mentioned 

by Pitner, the public school administrator must assume an 

eclectic mind set that, in many cases, precludes the 

establishment of instructional leadership. She indicates 

that an effective principal should guard against the elements 

that appear to rob him of time and make him less of an instruc-

tional leader and more of a manager (33)• Pitner comes to the 

conclusion that principals do not get involved with the 

technical core issues of schools. She adds that the general 

conclusion is that instructional leadership is not the 
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central focus for most individuals occupying the role of 

the principal. 

One may ask the question as to why administrators, in 

the eyes of many researchers like Jacobsen, have not been in 

the role of instructional leadership when there is much 

evidence to support the fact that principals should be 

instructional leaders (21). Tye puts forth the response 

that the main reason principals have not been instructional 

leaders is that they have been trained as administrators 

(40). Wolcott suggests that most principals cannot function 

as instructional leaders because of their training and the 

copious demands placed on them (41). He further suggests 

that the daily routine of the principal falls into one of 

three categories. First the principal receives requests and 

handles problems. Second, he conducts orientation and 

greeting sessions for parents, teachers, and students. 

Third, he is taking care of building maintenance requests 

and problems. Wolcott asserts that instructional leader 

ship is not a central focus of the real-life practices of 

principals. He found that 65 percent of the principal s 

day was spent in face-to-face interaction with teachers, 

parents, central office staff and others (41). 

Hay has indicated that the competencies needed to be a 

school principal have changed dramatically in the last 

twenty years. He states that the principal's authority has 
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declined and his responsibilities have increased (17). 

According to Rosenberg, it may well be put forth that the 

dissonance relative to the role of the elementary principal 

can create anxiety among those people who are in charge of 

elementary schools. Rosenberg writes, "The most recent 

research findings indicate serious role conflicts, often 

caused by increased management responsibilities of the 

elementary principal and other outside pressures which have 

negatively affected their leadership role in curriculum 

development" (35, p. 439). Rosenberg's statement tends to 

lend credence to the assertion that the role of the elemen-

tary principal remains in considerable dispute among profes-

sional people. 

Another social scientist, Leithwood, suggests that fewer 

than 50 percent of elementary school principals actively work 

toward instructional or programmatic improvement in their 

schools. He further asserts that the principal's role is 

inherently ambiguous and complex. The resultant ambiguity 

manifests itself as a lack of clear expectations for the role 

and conflict regarding responsibilities. In relation to the 

everyday duties of the elementary principal, there is 

frequently no viable rationale for the duties assigned and 

no defensible criteria for assessing the principal s per 

formance. Leithwood continues by saying that some principals 

might view their role as one of school leadership. Central 
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administrators frequently look upon the principals as 

middle managers and assess performance according to the 

principal's success in implementing routine policies and 

procedures. All of the paper work, filing, reports, and 

other managerial types of work coupled with the ever—present 

mind-set that the principal is supposed to be the instruc-

tional leader of the school, lead to a sense of overload 

and a scarcity of time for attending to desired tasks (25). 

It has been discovered that principals feel a sense of 

futility when it comes to dealing with the various aspects 

of their role. Marmion found that the elementary principal's 

ideal instructional leadership expectations are significantly 

higher than their actual instructional leadership role per-

ceptions. From this he indicates that principals do want to 

become instructional leaders but the regiments of the job do 

not necessarily lend themselves to the instructional leader-

ship mode (27) . But Morris contends that instructional 

leadership is not the central focus of the principalship. 

He observed twenty-four building-level principals over a 

three year period of time. He thus determined that the 

principal's day is not conducive to ordered decision making. 

He indicated that "most of it is spent on the run" (29, 

p. 690). Morris further maintains that "school administration 

at the building level requires an ability to handle rapid-fire 

burts of interpersonal communication. Also required is the 
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capacity to retain many small bits of information gathered 

on the run throughout the work day" (29, p. 692). 

Much of the research found in today's literature 

regarding the role of the elementary principal is shrouded 

within the confines of effective schools research. Cross 

mentions that effectiveness in schools is a false construct 

that always represents someone's values, attitudes, and 

beliefs regarding the education process. He states that 

principals should have their own ideas about effectiveness 

(10). According to Persell and Cookson, the effective or 

good principal displays nine characteristics. They say that 

the effective principal should demonstrate a commitment to 

academic goals so that he is constantly aware of instructional 

trends within his building. They further indicate that the 

effective principal should maintain high expectations for the 

students as well as the teachers. Along with being an 

instructional leader, they feel that the effective school 

principal should be forceful and dynamic, consulting effec-

tively with others while creating order and discipline. 

Finally, they feel that the good school administrator 

prudently marshalls the necessary resources to achieve the 

instructional goals of the school while using his time well 

and carefully evaluating the results of the educational 

programs offered in the school (30). 

Cotton contends that the role of the effective principal 

should include frequent observations and participation in 
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classroom interaction. He adds that these behaviors tend 

to lend themselves to the development of the principal as an 

instructional leader. It is also felt that the effective 

principal should communicate clearly to his staff what is 

expected of them. He makes decisions regarding the instruc 

tional program and coordinates it to take advantage of 

optimal learning time. The principal should be actively 

involved in planning and evaluating the instructional pro 

gram and communicate high expectations for the instructional 

program. Cotton further contends that principals who are 

effective instructional leaders are also effective adminis 

trative managers. But he adds that the balance required to 

maintain both roles can become cumbersome and somewhat 

difficult for the principal to maintain (8). 

Another researcher geared to determine the effectiveness 

of a given principal, Benjamin, indicates that a measure of 

effectiveness is evident in the principal taking strong 

initiative in identifying and articulating goals. Once the 

goals are identified the principal and his staff hold them-

selves personally accountable for student achievement. This 

requires a thorough understanding of standardized achievement 

test scores and their concomitant effect upon the teaching 

and learning situation as well as a working knowledge of the 

grading procedures in the school district. Benjamin adds 

that the effective principal thoroughly understands 
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educational programs and is highly visible in the hallways 

and classrooms of the school. Another aspect of effective-

ness, according to Benjamin, is that the effective principal 

attempts to hand pick his staff (2). 

Cohen discovered that effective principals tend to 

coordinate, discuss, and advise on instructional matters 

while ineffective principals do none of these (7). If, 

according to Rutherford, principals are commonly viewed as 

the key people to facilitate change, then the implementation 

of Cohen's statement may be a way to make the necessary 

changes within the instructional program (37). 

Rutherford adds further commentary on the role of the 

principal by saying that principals generally exhibit 

initiative, confidence, security in themselves as persons, 

a. high tolerance for ambiguity, and analytical ability. He 

closes by saying that there has been no full scale attempt to 

study the principal as a person, but the one recurring theme 

of recent research appears to be that the principal should 

be the instructional leader of the school (37). 

Kerr suggests that one reason principals may not be 

viewed as instructional leaders in their buildings is that 

persons other than principals often influence the instruc-

tional process. Often times central office administrators, 

consultants, and curriculum specialists are added to the 

instructional scenario to add more expertise and a variety 
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of viewpoints. Kerr suggests that this practice, although 

thought to be highly credible, may be one of the most con-

tributory factors to the demise of the principal as the 

instructional leader (23). 

Burgess and Durmott add a human element to what they 

feel an elementary principal should be. They feel that the 

elementary principal should demonstrate a genuine personal 

interest in children, provide support to staff, parents, and 

children, and display consideration of others (5). This mode 

of thought has been eluded to only in a few instances as 

effectivity regarding schooling does not lend itself to very 

many aspects of the affective side of education (2, 8, 30). 

Burgess and Dermott indicate that affectivity must take 

precedence over effectivity if learning is to occur. 

It appears that the elementary school principal is a 

key figure to institute change on his campus. According to 

Terrell Bell, former Secretary of Education, "It is clear 

that while other school employees can offer encouragement to 

students, they can never replace the interest on the part of 

the executive who has the final responsibility" (1, n.p.). 

The school principal, as indicated by Lipham, does indeed 

appear to have an increasing amount of authority on the 

individual campus (26). But, according to Griffiths, there 

are those who contend that the elementary school principal 

has very little to do with system-wide changes that can 
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ostensibly affect each student of the school district. 

Griffiths suggests that elementary principals seldom, if 

ever, initiate new ideas into the system and the changes 

that are made are often the result of a committee decision 

that is grossly underrepresented by members of the elementary 

administrative team. The reasons for this lack of repre 

sentation on behalf of the elementary principals is unclear. 

Griffiths indicates that perhaps the elementary administrators 

are in some ways less vocal about their desires to formulate 

instructional change whereas secondary principals are not as 

hesitant to voice their opinions. Another reason that 

district-wide change has not been implemented as readily as 

many may have thought, on behalf of the elementary principals, 

is that there are often several district curriculum special-

ists and consultants that offer their expertise to implement 

changes they feel are necessary (16). 

Ganz maintains that change is more likely to occur for 

administrators who have been hired from outside the district 

rather than those hired from within the district. He 

maintains that people may be more responsive to the requests 

of those from outside of the organization and therefore 

implement change more readily and perhaps with less scrutiny 

(12) . 

Benjamin suggests that one role of the elementary 

principal may be to affect school climate. Research on 



36 

effective schools has indicated that a positive learning 

climate is extremely conducive to effectivity (2). The 

maintenance of a high degree of teacher and student morale 

may be a key role in which the elementary school principal 

finds himself. It is through a high degree of morale-

building activities, according to Smith, that the effective 

elementary school principal builds the necessary ingredients 

for increasing student learning and teacher cohesivity. 

Although these collegial relationships have been disdained 

by many researchers (2, 8, 30), Smith contends that the inter-

personal relationships established between the principal and 

the teachers and students can produce the means whereby 

instructional effectivity may result (38). According to 

McCurdy, research on the principal is still in its early 

stages; however, it has been discovered that principals are 

important to the development of knowledge and practices 

useful in enhancing the conditions of learning and improving 

the consequences of teaching. The conditions of learning 

often stem from the learning climate and the manner in which 

the teachers work under that particular climate. The con-

sequences of teaching are also reflected in the learning 

climate and general mood of the school (28). 

McCurdy also stipulates that a principal needs to exhibit 

several personal characteristics in order to be an effective 

administrator. He puts forth that the principal should be a 
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high achiever in college, have a high degree of inter-

personal skill, have a motivation for public service, and 

a commitment of off-duty time to the job. These things 

appear to work in concert and provide the principal with 

many of the skills necessary to perform his duties appro-

priately (28) . 

While it is often mentioned in the literature that the 

principal should be the instructional leader of the school 

(21, 26, 39, 40), Graham has determined that it is a matter 

of little significance as to the amount of time the princi-

pal spends in the instructional leadership mode. He main-

tains that there is no significant relationship between 

student achievement and the amount of time the principal 

spends in the classroom, working with teachers on instruc-

tionally related matter, and performing administrative duties 

that directly reflect instructional outcomes (15). 

Conversely, Cohen mentions that effective principals 

were found to coordinate, discuss, and advise on instruc-

tionally related matters while ineffective principals did 

little or none of the aforementioned. She stated that the 

effective principal, in order to maintain a closer relation-

ship to the curriculum, approximates himself as closely to 

the instructional program as is feasible in order to become 

conversant with and responsive to the instructional needs of 

the students (7). 
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If principals are to be considered key facilitators of 

change, Hord outlines several facets of behavior that are 

concommitant with successful programmatic change: (1) the 

principal must agree that change is necessary, (2) the 

principal must take an active and positive role in the 

project, (3) during development and implementation the 

principal must remain interested and ready to help solve 

problems that might arise, and (4) the principal must have a 

continuing commitment and ability to provide the resources 

for the continuation of the project (18). 

The research has revealed a myriad of responses as to 

what the principal should be doing. It has been determined 

that the principal's workday is usually very busy and quite 

unpredictable (20) . It has also been mentioned that the 

principal should be the instructional leader of the school 

(2, 8, 23, 26, 34, 47). And, according to Rutherford, the 

principal is commonly viewed as the key to bringing about 

educational change within schools. He also mentions that 

the elementary principal is usually a white male who has 

completed study beyond the master's degree and is between 

the ages of forty-five and fifty-four (37). 

Perhaps Struther sums up the quests that researchers 

have been engaged in regarding a formal description of the 

role of the elementary school principal when she states that 

"surprisingly little was known until recently about the job 
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of being a principal" (39, p. 239). She further adds that 

only in the past few years have researchers been able to 

come up with serious field research that allows, for the 

first time, a glimpse at solid data on the principal's 

daily work (39). 

The principal's role has changed dramatically over the 

past twenty years, according to Hay. He mentions that one 

major reason for change in the role of the elementary princi 

pal is "the new social climate created by the decline of 

public trust in schools" (17, p. 27). He also mentions 

that other changes have resulted from unprecedented growth 

in the principal's responsibilities along with increased 

demands for accountability (17). Rosenberg adds credence 

to the aforementioned by indicating that recent research 

findings have indicated serious role conflicts resultant 

from increased management responsibilities and outside 

pressures which have negatively effected the principal s 

leadership role (35). 

It may be evident that the role of the principal is 

laced with complexities that have eluded the measure of many 

researchers. Rowan and others indicate that a thorough 

understanding of the role of the principal is exceedingly 

complex. A consideration must prevail regarding the nature 

of the instructional organization, school climate, various 

management actions, and instructional context in order to 
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determine the various factions at work with regard to the 

role of the elementary school principal. Rowan continues 

by stating that "unfortunately current: research and 

practice have not identified clear relationships between 

what a principal does and the concrete learning experiences 

children have in school" (36, p. 34). 

Peterson adds that principals often engage in activities 

that are far removed from the area of instructional leader-

ship. He indicates that the school administrator spends a 

disproportionate amount of time working with students who are 

discipline problems. This, according to Peterson, distracts 

the principal away from the duties of instructional leader-

ship. He further asserts that principals engage in non-

instructional leadership many times when teachers request 

assistance in helping with various duties that have little 

or nothing to do with instruction. Peterson suggests that 

teachers utilize the expertise of the building principal to 

offer suggestions in solving problems with pupil transporta-

tion, lunchroom protocol, cleanliness of the building, and 

the provision of art supplies, as well as other areas of 

instructional support. He primarily contends that principals 

engage in predominately service, advisory, and auditing rela-

tionships. They neither become directly involved in the work 

flow at the classroom level, nor do they seek change or 

improvement through innovative or stabilizing relationships 

(31) . 
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It would appear that, according to Struther, surpris-

ingly little was known until recently about the job of being 

principal. She suggests that the literature is replete with 

statements regarding what a principal ought to be doing. But 

only in the past few years has there been serious field 

research that allows, perhaps for the first time, insight 

into the various daily chores regarding the elementary 

principalship. She further adds that many people feel that 

they have a good indication of what principals do during any 

given work day. However, her research has suggested that 

perceptions regarding what a principal does and the reality 

of the administrative duties as they exist are, in many cases, 

worlds apart. She further adds that principals become effec-

tive as a result of an ongoing process of growth. According 

to Struther, there is growing evidence to support the con-

tention that principals are becoming the benefactors of new 

training methods that will increase their instructional 

effectiveness. She states that, 

a principal's job consists primarily of talking. Every 
principal is expected to keep the lid on, managing his 
or her school so that problems do not ricochet up to 
the next level of control. A skillful principal strikes 
a balance between stabilizing the school environment 
and introducing new elements into it (39, p. 293). 

It has been discussed that principals operate as agents 

of change within a given school district (12). Wolcott, 

however, adds that principals are not prone to advocate or 

implement change within the system. He stipulates that 
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building principals are pawns of a rather curious paradox. 

They are ideally touted as agents for change and improvement 

in the social and educational realms but they actually 

operate as forces for conservatism and stability. He adds 

that their efforts actually seek to manage, control, and 

limit change within the educational and social areas (42). 

Wolcott adds, from a prior study, that the principal's 

power and authority to do what he feels is instructionally 

effective is somewhat hindered by his precarious position 

within the hierarchical structure of the administration. He 

suggests that principals exercise their power and authority 

only in ways in which it is parcelled out to them by members 

of the central administrative team, school board, and com-

munity. Wolcott adds that the principal's freedom is "to 

make no serious mistakes" (41, p. 306). Wolcott continues 

by indicating that school principals find very early in 

their careers that argumentation and interpretation are very 

necessary to their organizational role. He suggests that the 

effective principal may not alter the course of administrative 

decisions; however, his statements regarding their efficacy, 

practicality, and instructional integrity may be given at 

least tacit considerations by members of the central adminis-

tration (35) . 

Gersten's research, unlike that of Wolcott, supports 

the primary contention that the principal is the likely agent 
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to facilitate change within the system. He indicates that 

the past few years have seen a growing emphasis on the 

pivotal role of site administrators in maintaining and 

effecting many types of innovative practices. He adds that 

through visible and clear support the principal can signifi-

cantly affect the implementation and institutionalization of 

educational change. The reason, according to Gersten, that 

change is not concomitant with every school principal's 

perceived duties is that in schools where principals actively 

support changes there is a much higher likelihood that innova-

tion will withstand the test of time. He suggests that often 

principals can be the key facilitator of change or the chief 

inhibitor of innovation within their buildings (13). 

In partial agreement with Gersten, Pharis adds that 

eight out of ten principals agree that the authority given 

them to run their schools is commensurate with the degree to 

which they are held responsible when things go wrong on their 

campus. He adds that principals have more responsibility to 

improve instructional programs than they did ten years ago. 

And he feels that they are listened to more when they 

initiate input into innovative plans to improve instruction. 

He does, however, indicate that the role of the principal is 

changing to meet society's benchmark, "principals are 

discovering that the rules of the game are changing rapidly. 

Declining enrollments, staff reductions, tighter budgets, 
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and growing militancy on the part of the teachers and 

administrators are redefining the part principals must play-

in the school systems' power struggle" (32, p. 49). 

Pharis continues by stipulating that the role of the 

principal is affected by many people outside of the princi-

pal's realm. He adds that many times state and federal 

legislators, central office personnel, and the community 

have presented the role of the principal with various new 

and, frequently, instructionally ineffective duties which 

serve to disassociate the principal from reality regarding 

the schooling process. Pharis concludes by saying that 

the effective use of power demands that principals define 

their own roles within "the context and constraints of 

the opportunities" they envision (32, p. 48). 

Kersten adds that during the past 100 years the role of 

the principal has evolved from predominately manager to 

predominately leader. He indicates that prior to the 1930s 

the school principal was more of a manager than a leader. 

He further states that principals of today, in order to 

succeed, need to remain open to change and willing to adjust 

to the changing expectations placed upon them by their many 

publics. According to Kersten it is the ability to change 

and adapt that will enable the successful principal to keep 

and maintain the balance between managerial tasks and 

instructional leadership. He adds that this management and 
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instructional leadership struggle has not been going for a 

long period of time but it is a struggle that consumes a 

great deal of time on behalf of the principal. Many princi-

pals feel overwhelmed by managerial tasks and therefore have 

little time left for instructional leadership. According 

to Kersten, the effective principal tends to delegate more 

of the managerial tasks and become more involved in the role 

of instructional leadership (24). 

Gorton's research reveals that the role of the elementary 

school principal as a change agent is of relatively recent 

origin. He adds that there are six change agent behaviors 

of the principal: (1) diagnosing the need for change, (2) 

developing or selecting an innovation, (3) orienting the 

target group to the desired change, (4) anticipating problems 

and resistance, (5) developing a plan that introduces change 

with a minimum disturbance, and (6) evaluating the innova-

tion. 

Gorton cautions against principals changing "for the 

sake of changing" (14, p. 71). But he states that the 

situation is far more apt to occur that change is needed 

and nothing is done to promote its facilitation. His 

research reveals that it is incumbent upon the effective 

principal to gauge the climate in which he is working in 

order to determine if change is needed and to begin to map 

ways to promote the needed innovation. He indicates that it 
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is all too easy for the principal to gloss over the need for 

change in the instructional realm while attempting to promote 

managerial changes. It would appear, according to Gorton, 

that the prudent school administrator should carefully balance 

his time in order to watch for needed change in both the 

instructional and managerial arenas (14) . 

Pitner asserts that principals do not get involved with 

the technical core issues of schools. She adds that school 

administrators have been victims of glaring inadequacies in 

their training that have promoted a skewed perception of the 

job of principal. She further indicates that principals 

should be trained as both managers and instructional leaders, 

the latter being the most commonly neglected area. It is the 

more prudent training institutions that are providing train-

ing in all areas of administration rather than a mere con-

centration on the managerial aspect of the job (33). 

There are a number of decisions that confront the 

principal on a daily basis. According to Brieschke these 

decisions create several dilemmas for the school administra-

tor. She indicates that these decisions help to create 

conflicting expectations and demands for the principal s 

time. She further states that the principal, as a result 

of this conflict, often times finds himself in an adversarial 

role. It is a further assertion of Brieschke that the 

interpretations of administrative policy that the principal 
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might render are often times not what the central office 

intended. This results in simultaneous duel interpretations 

of the goals of a school system (4). 

According to Caldwell, there is no other single position 

more important in a school district than that of the principal, 

Caldwell adds, "The role of the principal, as evidenced by 

his behavior, is acknowledged to be the single most important 

determiner of educational climate in any good school" (6, 

p. 76). He further indicates that the principal can alter 

the course of learning in his school by developing a leader-

ship style that is conducive to the mutual promotion of 

quality instruction and community support for the learning 

environment. He cautions against a predominately managerial 

perspective of the role of the principal and adds that the 

principal, in order to be an effective leader, must carefully 

weigh his duties to determine what is crucial to the learning 

environment and what is ancillary (6). 

In recent research by Keedy it was determined that the 

effective principal is able to interpret community expecta-

tions and translate these into norms thereby establishing 

the expectations as norms for his school. He adds that the 

effective principal engages in four norm-setting behaviors: 

(1) providing resources; (2) focusing on human relations; 

(3) using the authority of one's position; and (4) modeling 

behaviors that one expects, enabling the principal to inter-

act in a positive way. 
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The ability to interpret community expectations, accord-

ing to Keedy, is not easily obtained. He suggests that the 

effective principal carefully observes his community in 

various settings, such as church, civic affairs, clubs and 

organizations, youth groups, and senior citizen activities, 

in order to glean the community perceptions of what schooling 

is all about (22). 

Persell indicates in her research that the effective 

principal is one who exhibits a number of complex behaviors 

that may be interrelated in such a way as to cause confusion 

to the novice observer. She asserts that there are nine 

behaviors that are commonly exhibited by the effective princi 

pal: (1) demonstrates a commitment to academic goals, (2) 

creates a climate of high expectations, (3) functions as an 

instructional leader, (4) is a forceful and dynamic leader, 

(5) consults effectively with others, (6) creates order and 

discipline, (7) marshalls resources, (8) uses time well, and 

(9) evaluates results. 

She further indicates that, in doing all of the afore-

mentioned, one may be perceived as going in a number of 

directions. But she adds, the effective principal is one 

who can readily adapt to various situations at a moment's 

notice in order to promote the teaching and learning process 

(30) . 
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In summary, it has become evident that the role of the 

elementary school administrator is perceived as being one of 

change. The elementary principal has been called upon to 

perform many duties from the arenas of building management, 

instructional leadership, community and civic leadership, 

parental counseling, student discipline, professional and 

paraprofessional personnel functions as well as curriculum 

innovator. 

The overriding assumption herein is one of vocational 

dissonance for the elementary principal. He or she is 

forced to perform duties for one group that another group 

may consider inappropriate. It appears that the elementary 

principal is caught in a dilemma that can only serve to 

fragment the numerous responsibilities of the job. 
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CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES FOR THE COLLECTION OF DATA 

The problem of this study was to determine the role of 

the elementary principal as perceived by business representa-

tives, public school board members, and elementary school 

principals. The study attempts to further define and clarify 

the role of the elementary administrator and also suggests 

ways in which the elementary school principal might be spend-

ing the majority of his time. 

The following procedures were utilized to obtain the 

appropriate data for the study: (1) construction of the 

initial survey questionnaire; (2) selection of the panel of 

experts for the validation of the questionnaire; (3) valida-

tion of the questionnaire; (4) construction of the final 

questionnaire; (5) selection of the sample and description 

of the population; (6) administration of the final question-

naire; and (7) analysis, treatment, and reporting of the 

data. 

Construction of the Initial 
Survey Questionnaire 

In order to determine the role of the elementary school 

principal, a modification of the Elementary Principal Role 

Norm Inventory was utilized. This instrument was developed 

54 
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by William Foskett and was used as a sociological tool for 

determining role perceptions within a given community. It 

is a Likert-type instrument that asks for responses from one 

to five based on whether the respondent agrees or disagrees 

with a particular question. 

Foskett utilized as his subject population 22 full-time 

elementary principals, 367 elementary school teachers, 750 

adults from within the community, and 56 community leaders 

along with 7 members of the local school board. In compiling 

the questions for the role norm inventory, Foskett utilized 

an extensive list of role norms found in the literature from 

previous studies, suggestions from teachers and other com-

munity members, and suggestions from his research team. From 

the original list of several hundred role norms, 75 items were 

selected by the research team on the basis of a specified set 

of criteria. Excluded were statements pertaining to entrance 

requirements for the position, attributes of occupants of the 

position, statements pertaining to the functions or goals of 

the position, statements so broad or general that the specific 

form of behavior could not be identified, statements that 

were vague or ambiguous, and statements that were so technical 

or professional that they would have no meaning to the lay 

populations (1). 

The instrument utilizes as its agreement score a 

measure of cumulative relative frequency distribution 
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developed by Robert Leik of the University of Washington. 

The theoretical range for this score is from -1.0 where 50 

percent of the responses are in each of the extreme categories, 

through 0.0 where 20 percent are in each category, to +1.0 

where all responses are in one category (2). Leik also 

indicates that measures of ordinal consensus are frequently 

utilized in sociological research consisting of a question 

or statement and subsequently providing a series of ordered 

options from which the respondent chooses the most appropriate 

for his or her response. 

A second basic measure is a mean response score designed 

to provide an indication as to the prevailing or average 

response from definitely should to definitely should not. 

This measure is calculated by assigning the values of one 

to five to each of the response categories beginning with 

definitely should, and then determining the mean value of all 

responses. 

Whenever the principal role norm inventory was broken 

down by Foskett into the four different roles, there was some 

variation in the levels of agreement from one role to another 

and some variation in the amount of agreement from one popula-

tion to another for each role. Table I indicates the mean 

agreement scores (cumulative relative frequency distribution) 

that Foskett obtained in his original research. 
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TABLE I 

CUMULATIVE RELATIVE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION 
OF PRINCIPALS' VIEWS VERSUS VIEWS OF 

OTHER PARTICIPANTS* 

Data Categories 
Lowest 
Agreement 

Highest 
Agreement 

Mean 
Agreement 

Score 
All Norms 

Data Categories 

Score Norm Score Norm 

Mean 
Agreement 

Score 
All Norms 

Principals' own view .053 24 .811 17 .457 

Principals' perceptions 34 

of the views of: 

Citizens .203 24 .811 37&43 .519 
Parents .168 24 .697 38 .466 
Community leaders .203 34 .848 8 .501 
Teachers .128 5 .773 2 .433 
School board .168 24 .811 38 .508 
Superintendent .053 24 .773 37 .453 

Elementary School Principal, Eugene, Oregon, University of 
Oregon, 1967. 

As a result of the instrument selected, two changes were 

necessary. First the instrument itself was written in such a 

way as to refer to the principal solely in the male gender. 

Therefore changes were needed in the instrument to more 

adequately address the literature of today in reference to 

gender. It was also determined that the instrument lacked a 

certain degree of depth in regard to the modernization of the 

educational system and its concomitant effect upon the 

various roles within the system. Therefore several questions 

were added to more adequately reflect current trends in 

elementary administration as well as current schools of 
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thought with regard to legislatively mandated changes within 

the role of the elementary principal. 

Selection of the Panel of Experts 

In order to determine if the changes made within the 

instrument presented a distraction from the original instru-

mentation as put forth by Foskett, a copy of both the 

original instrument as well as the modified instrument 

(Appendix B), along with a letter of explanation (Appendix 

C), were sent to a panel of nine members. Three members 

were university professors, three were public school board 

members, and three were elementary school principals. 

Each panel member was asked to compare and contrast both 

the original and the modified instrument and determine if the 

changes that were made represented a significant deviation 

from that which Foskett had originally intended. The instru-

ment was mailed to each panel member two times. The first 

time was to determine if the gender changes were within the 

realm of acceptability (Appendix G); the second mailing was 

to determine if the added questions were representative of 

the types of inquisition reflective of present-day thought 

regarding the role of the elementary principal (Appendix D). 

Panel members, in both cases, were to make suggestions 

or recommendations regarding any phase of the instrument 

that, in their opinion, could be modified. The panel members 
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were also instructed to suggest ways in which the original 

questions might be further clarified. 

Validation of the Questionnaire 

The unanimous decision of the panel of experts was that 

the modifications made to the instrument did not represent 

any significant deviations from the original instrument. The 

panel agreed that the changes made added to the clarity of 

the instrument and brought into focus the added responsibili-

ties commensurate with the role of the elementary principal 

as recent legislation has dictated. 

Construction of the Final Questionnaire 

The questionnaire was adopted as submitted to the panel 

of experts. The changes that were made within the instrument 

did not, in any significant way, detract from the original 

intent of the author. 

Selection of the Sample and Description 
of the Population 

Due to similarities in size, instructional offerings, 

community support of education, as well as likeness within 

the realm of business support groups, the sample was selected 

from North Central Texas School Districts with three or more 

elementary schools within a seventy-five-mile radius of a 

major metropolitan North Central Texas city (Appendix E). 

An equal number of elementary principals, school board 
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members, and business representatives were randomly chosen 

from the selected area. The total population of this study 

was comprised of all public school elementary principals, 

all public school board members, and all business representa-

tives listed with their local chamber of commerce within the 

selected geographical boundaries. 

The sample populations from within the elementary 

principals' category, as well as the category involving the 

public school trustees, was determined through a random 

sampling from the selected sample of the North Central Texas 

school districts. The potential respondents from the business 

arena were chosen through a random sampling of the selected 

area using lists of chamber of commerce members available 

either through a directory service of area chambers of 

commerce or through what is known as a "Newcomers Buyers 

Guide." This is a listing of business entities within a 

community, all of whom are members of local chambers of 

commerce. The "Newcomers Buyers Guide" was utilized in the 

event that a directory was not available. An equal number 

of surveys were randomly sent to potential respondents within 

each subgroup. 

The randomly selected sample, comprising the geographi-

cal boundaries of thirty North Central Texas school districts, 

represented 27 percent of the total population of 302 possible 

elementary school principals; 43 percent of the total popula-

tion of 210 possible school board members; and approximately 



61 

10 percent of the total estimated population of over 900 

business representatives. 

The reason for the numerical disparity between the 

percentage of the total number of potential respondents 

represented in the business community as compared with the 

elementary principals and the school board members, is 

evident in the fact in that the categories dealing with 

principals and board members there is a finite number from 

which to select. Chambers of commerce publish a list of 

members annually. This list, however, is subject to much 

fluctuation relative to the amount of commercial growth at 

any given time within the communities in question. The 

finite categories of elementary principals and school board 

members may be more significant relative to the selected 

sample, due to their lack of numerical fluctuation. 

Within the thirty selected school districts, ninety 

school board members were randomly selected through the 

utilization of a table of random numbers to participate in 

the study. The school board members were selected from the 

listing in the Texas Education Agency School Personnel 

Directory, 1986 edition. Length of service on the school 

board was not a determining factor in their selection. 

School board members were randomly chosen from school 

districts within the selected North Central Texas Area. 

The elementary principals selected for this study were 

chosen in a random process utilizing a table of random 
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numbers. Ninety elementary principals were randomly chosen 

from districts within the selected area for participation in 

this study. 

The random selection of ninety business representatives 

from within the selected area entailed the use of a table of 

random numbers coupled with a listing of members of chambers 

of commerce from within the selected area. A modified 

version of the Elementary Principals Role Norm Inventory was 

sent to the randomly selected respondents in each subgroup 

along with a letter of explanation (Appendix F). 

Administration of the Final Questionnaire 

A total of 270 questionnaires were mailed to the follow-

ing groups of individuals; 90 were mailed to elementary 

principals, 90 were mailed to business representatives, and 

90 were mailed to public school board members. Within 14 

days of the initial mailing 58 percent of the public school 

board members had responded and 54 percent of the business 

representatives had responded. At this time less than 70 

percent of the elementary principals had responded; there-

fore, a follow-up letter and questionnaire (Appendix G) were 

mailed to each originally selected elementary principal. 

Within 14 days of the second mailing to the elementary 

principals, a total of 74 percent had responded to the survey, 

The collection of data was terminated at this point. 
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Treatment of the Data 

All hypotheses were tested using either a one-way or 

two-way analysis of variance. Hypotheses one through three 

were tested utilizing a one-way analysis of variance. 

Hypotheses four and five were measured using a two-way 

analysis of variance. All hypotheses were tested for 

significance at the .05 level. 

The response return rate for the elementary principals 

group was greater than 70 percent. The rate of return from 

the school board members studied was greater than 45 percent 

as was the rate of return for members of the business com-

munity that were selected for participation in this study. 

Anonymity was assured by sending a return envelope with 

no codified markings to determine the name of the respondent. 

If less than a desired number of responses was received from 

any of the subgroups under study, an additional mailing was 

sent to the entire group with a letter stipulating that if 

they had already responded they were to discard the letter 

and the instrument. 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA AND FINDINGS 

The results of this study to determine the perceptions 

that elementary principals, school board members, and 

business representatives have about the role of the elementary 

school principal are presented in this chapter. All data 

submitted were utilized in the statistical analysis. None 

of the data were judged to be unusable for the purposes of 

this study. 

The data generated from this study were obtained in a 

random fashion from three groupings. There were ninety 

possible participants in each of the three groups. Elemen-

tary principals were chosen randomly from a list of all 

elementary principals within a seventy-five-mile radius of 

a major metropolitan North Central Texas City. Public school 

board members were likewise chosen from school districts 

within the same geographical boundaries. Business repre-

sentatives were chosen from lists supplied by area chambers 

of commerce from within the previously stated geographical 

boundaries. 

The randomly selected sample represented 27 percent of 

the total population of 302 possible elementary school 

principals; 43 percent of the total population of 210 
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possible school board members; and approximately 10 percent 

of the total estimated population of over 900 business 

representatives. 

Each participant received a questionnaire. The items on 

the questionnaire were designed to provide data that would be 

used to either reject or retain the null hypotheses. 

The instrument utilized to determine the role of the 

elementary school principal was the ^ 

Norm inventory. This instrument was developed by William 

Foskett and was utilzied as a sociological tool for deter-

mining role perception in a given _ i t y . It is a LiK.rt-

* asks for responses from one to five 
type instrument that asks tor L p 

r̂,+- =nrpes or disagrees with a 
based upon whether the respondent agrees 

particular question (2). 

T he instrument uses as its agreement score a measure o 

cumulative relative frequency developed by Hobert Lei*, of 

the University of Washington. The theoretical range 

score is from -1.0 where 50 percent of the responses are in 

each of the extreme categories, through 0.0 where 20 percent 

+1 0 where all responses are in one 
are in each category, to +1.0 where a 

category (3). 
1986 a total of 270 questionnaires 

During the Summer of 1986, a tot 

was mailed to respondents in each of the aforementioned 

categories. Within fourteen days of the initial mailing 58 

percent of the public school board members had responded and 

54 percent of the business representatives had responded. 
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Less than 70 percent of the elementary principals had 

responded by this time; therefore, a follow-up letter and 

questionnaire (Appendix G) were mailed to each originally 

selected elementary principal. Within fourteen days of 

the second mailing to the elementary principals a total of 

74 percent had responded to the survey. At this point the 

collection of data was terminated. 

The data were then tabulated and analyzed by computer. 

Tables presented in this study were formulated from the 

computer generated statistical analysis. The primary 

statistical analysis utilized was either a one-way or a two-

way analysis of variance dependent upon the hypothesis under 

test. According to Ferguson, the analysis of variance is 

used to test the significance of the differences between the 

means of a number of different populations (1). 

Hypotheses one, two, and three were tested using 

way analysis of variance. Hypotheses four and five were 

analyzed using a two-way analysis of variance. 

Hypotheses 

1. There will be no significant difference between the 

role perception ratings given by the elementary school 

principal and the business representatives regarding their 

perceptions of the role of the elementary school principal. 

2. There will be no significant difference between the 

role perception ratings given by elementary principals and 
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public school board members regarding their preceptions of 

the role of the elementary principal. 

3. There will be no significant difference between the 

role perception ratings given by business representatives 

and public school board members regarding their perception 

of the role of the elementary principal. 

4. There will be no significant difference between the 

role perception ratings of elementary principals, business 

representatives, and public school board members regarding 

their perceptions of the role of the elementary principal 

relative to (a) age of the respondent, (b) sex of the respon-

dent, (c) number of years in present position, (d) number of 

years residing in district, and (e) educational level of the 

respondent. 

5. There will be no significant difference among the 

role perception ratings of elementary principals regarding 

their perception of their role relative to (a) sex of the 

respondent, (b) number of years in present school district, 

and (c) number of years of experience as an elementary 

principal. 

The data were analyzed by clustering the respondents' 

scores into the four categories within the instrument. They 

are: Role 1—how the principal responds regarding teachers 

(questions 1-18), Role 2-how the principal responds regard-

ing pupils and parents (questions 19-30) , Role 3—how the 
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principal responds regarding the profession (questions 31-41), 

and Role 4-how the principal responds regarding the com-

munity (questions 42-51). 

The questionnaire was composed of fifty-one Likert-type 

questions. Each question was prefaced by the statement, "The 

principal." An answer of five indicated that the principal 

definitely should engage in the behavior in question. An 

answer of one indicated that the respondent felt that the 

principal definitely should not engage in the behavior m 

question. An answer of five indicated that the respondent 

felt that the principal should be more involved with the 

area in question while an answer of one indicated less 

involvement on behalf of the principal. Table II shows 

the raw scores of the differences in perceptions of the role 

of the elementary school principal that were found among 

school board members, business representatives, and elemen-

tary principals. 

Hypothesis One 

There will be no significant difference between the role 

perception ratings given by the elementary school principals 

and business representatives regarding their perception of 

the role of the elementary principal. 

Hypothesis one was tested using a one way analysis o 

variance to determine if there was significant effect for 

difference in perception of the role of elementary principals 
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TABLE II 

paw qCORE DATA OF CELL MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
R E G A R D I N G DIFFERENCE IN ROLE PERCEPTION BASED ON 
REGARDING^IF^CE I N E O L E I N THE COMMUNITY 

Subgroups Mean 
Standard 

Deviation N 

Role 1—Regarding teachers 
School Board 
Business 
principal 

Total 

3.572 
3.534 
3.547 
3.551 

.470 

.311 

.433 

.412 

53 
49 
64 
166 

Role 2—Regarding pupils 
and parents 

School Board 
Business 
Principal 

Total 

3.546 
3.372 
3.470 
3.465 

.500 

.479 

.393 

.458 

53 
49 
64 
166 

Role 3—Regarding 
profession 

School Board 
Business 
Principal 

Total 

3.352 
3.317 
3.155 
3.266 

.364 

.356 

.381 

.377 

53 
49 
64 
166 

Role 4—Regarding 
community 

School Board 
Business 
principal 

Total 

3.468 
3.406 
3.398 
3.423 

.365 

.356 

.481 

.410 

53 
49 
64 
166 

between business representatives and principals. The 

multivariate test with the four role perceptions scores as 

dependent variables resulted in a value of F = 2.564, P = .042. 

The probability of this effect was less than .05, thus the 

null hypothesis of differences between the role perceptions 

of business representatives and principals was rejected. The 
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univariate follow-up tests were performed to determine which 

of the role perception scores contributed to the significant 

difference. The results of the univariate tests are given in 

Table III. As Table III indicates, there was a significant 

(P = .023) between the two groups of respondents based on 

their third role perception score regarding questions related 

to the profession indicating the degree to which the elementary 

principal is involved with professional organizations, adminis-

trative routines, securing supervisory input into administra-

tive decisions, and supervising the curriculum. Reference to 

Table III shows that business representatives felt that the 

elementary principals should be more involved with profes-

sional relationships than did the principals. 

Hypothesis Two 

There will be no significant difference between the role 

perception ratings given by elementary principals and school 

board members regarding their perceptions of the role of the 

elementary principal. 

Hypothesis two was tested using a one-way analysis of 

variance to determine if there was a significant effect for 

difference in the perception of the role of the elementary 

principal between school board members and elementary princi-

pals. The multivariate test with the four role perception 

scores as variables resulted in a value of F = 2.025, P 

.096. The probability of this effect was greater than .05. 



72 

CO 

< 

H 

fa 
A 
PQ < 
Eh 

U 
1ZJ 
H 
PCS 
CM 

fa 
fa 
s 
EH 
fa 
CQ 

25 
O 
H 
Eh 
04 
fa 
U 

M 

CM 
H 
U 
53 
H 
ps 
CM 

w 
S3 
Eh 

O 
53 

P 
13 

< 
53 
O 
H 
CA 
CD 
fa 
fa CO 
O CM 

M ^ H 

S cm a 
CO 

- a 
Eh O 
£ H 
W Eh 
< 

fa J 

o 
PS 

13 
H 

fa 
u 
53 
w 
ps 
w 
fa 
fa 
H 
P 

fa > 
H 
EH < 

EH 
53 
fa 
CO 
fa 
ft 
CM 
w & 

CO 
CO 
w 
13 

ft 
h3 >H 
H EH 
CM H 
D 53 
CM 13 

a 
- a 

& o 
w o 
as 
u < 
w 
Eh 

^ § w 

-O 
fa 

P 

o 
P4 

CD 
O 
fi 

fd 
o fa 

•H 
m MH 
•H 0 
£ 
tn 

•H 
CO 

fa 

U 
° s u ^ 

fa 

CO 
H 
0) 
CD 

-P 
O 
CM 
> i 
S3 

w 
•H 
CQ 
CD 
£3 
-P 
O 
CM 
> i 
S3 

CO 
cn 

CD 
rH 
A 
fd 

•H 
Jh 
fd > 

* 

1—1 r - ro m CN 
VD ro CN CN 
00 CN o <y» O 
• • • • • 

CM 
o 

rO 
o 

<T> 
LO 

o 
o 

CN 
00 
00 
r-H 

VD 
V£> 

CO 
CO • 

LO 

00 
CO 

CM 

i n 
I—I 
CM 
CO 
r -

tn 
a 

•H 
T5 
M 
fd 
tJ» 
CD W 
ps JH 
I CD 
I 

rH O 
fd 

CD CD 
rH -P 
O 
P4 

w 
-P 
C 

t n CD 
C3 H 

• h fd 
T5 CM 
M 
f d * 3 
t n £ 
CD fd 
ft 
I 03 
I r-H 

(N -H 
a. 

CD 3 
rH 0-i 
o 
ft 

o 
00 
00 
o 
o 

00 o CN ro 

<T\ o i—1 CN ro 
r - r - KD 
00 ro 00 LO 

i—I i—1 rH i—1 i—1 
• • • • • 

<T\ 00 LO CN 
LO ro i—1 CN 

CN rH V£> 
O *sD ro O 
O CN r - O LO 
• • • • • 

CN rH 
rH LO 00 O r -
VD KD 00 CN 
CN LO rH r - <T\ 

r - CN ro 

# 
• • • • 

o LO o 00 
i—1 CN i—1 CN 1—1 

kO 

o 
o 

o 
CO 

VD 
LO • 

CN 

CN 
CN 

LO 

t7» CP CD 
c: c +J 

•H •H fd 
•rH 

}H U u 
fd d fd fd i—i 
t n o > i > fd 
CD *H CD -P •rH -P 
PH W & -H -P 0 
1 w 1 £ r-H Eh 
1 CD 1 ^ 2 

ro m ^ g a 
0 § 

CD U CD 0 
rH CM rH O 
0 0 
p^ P^ 

a) 
> 

CD 

LO 
O 

-P 
fd 

U3 £ 
fd 

•H 
MH 
•H 
G 

I ^ 
•H 
CO 
-X 



73 

Therefore the null hypothesis regarding differences between 

role perception ratings of elementary principals and school 

board members was retained. However, univariate follow-up 

tests were performed to determine if any of the role percep-

tion scores individually would reveal a significant differ-

ence. The results of the univariate tests are given in 

Table IV, along with multivariate totals. As indicated in 

Table IV, there was a significant difference (P = .005) 

between the two groups of respondents based on their third 

role perception score regarding the principals professional 

relationships in the community, with superordinate personnel, 

parents, and community organizations. Reference to Table IV 

indicates that school board members felt that elementary 

principals should be more involved in the profession than did 

the principals themselves. 

Hypothesis Three 

There will be no significant difference between the role 

perception ratings given by business representatives and 

public school board members regarding their perceptions of 

the role of the elementary principal. 

Hypothesis three was tested using a one-way analysis of 

variance to determine if there was a significant effect for 

difference in the perception of the role of elementary 

principals between school board members and business 

representatives. As depicted in Table V, the multivariate 
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test with the four role perception scores as dependent 

variables, resulted in a value of F = .844, P = .500. The 

probability of this effect was greater than .05. Therefore 

the null hypothesis regarding differences in role perception 

between school board members and business representatives 

was retained. Univariate follow-up tests were performed to 

determine if any of the role perception scores individually 

would yield a significant difference. The results of the 

univariate tests are given in Table V. As Table V indicates, 

there were no significant differences between the two groups 

of respondents based on any of the role perception scores. 

Thus the null hypothesis for hypothesis three was retained. 

Hypothesis Four 

There will be no significant differences between the 

role perception ratings of elementary principals, business 

representatives, and public school board members regarding 

their perception of the role of the elementary principal 

relative to (a) age of the respondent, (b) sex of the 

respondent, (c) number of years in present position, (d) 

number of years residing in district, and (e) educational 

level of the respondent. 

In testing hypothesis four, a multivariate tests was 

used to determine if a difference in role perceptions based 

on the age of the respondent was evident. The multivariate 

test yielded an F score of 1.2235 (P = .285). As illustrated 
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in Table VI, no difference in role perceptions was found 

based on difference in age of the respondent. Therefore the 

null hypothesis was retained in hypothesis four (a). Table 

VII shows the means and standard deviations of role percep-

tion scores based on age. 

Another subcategory of hypothesis four was the sex of 

the respondent and the differences, if any, that were evident 

in the responses. The multivariate test of differences based 

on sex of the respondent revealed that F = .4227 (P = .792). 

As illustrated in Table VIII, no difference was found in 

perceptions of role based on sex of all respondents. There-

fore the null hypothesis was retained regarding hypothesis 

four (b). Table IX presents the cell means and standard 

deviations of all respondents based on sex. 

Another subcategory of hypothesis four was the number 

of years a person has spent in their present position. As 

illustrated in Table X, the multivariate analysis of 

variance for differences in numbers of years in a current 

position yielded an F score of 2.0555 (P = .040). Thus a 

difference was found between role perceptions of the 

respondents based on years in their present position. 

Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected regarding hypoth-

esis four (c) . 

Univariate follow-up tests revealed that the overall 

difference in perception was based on a difference m 
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TABLE VII 

RAW SCORE DATA OF CELL MEANS AND STANDARD 
DEVIATIONS REGARDING ROLE PERCEPTION 

BASED ON AGE OF RESPONDENTS 

79 

Age of Respondents Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Cases 

Role 1—Regarding 
teachers 

25-34 years 
35-44 years 
45 years or older 

Total 

3.5799 
3.4781 
3.6201 
3.5512 

.2897 

.4768 

.3488 

.4117 

16 
76 
74 
166 

Role 2—Regarding 
pupils and parents 

25-34 years 
35-44 years 
4 5 years or older 

Total 

3.5625 
3.3871 
3.5248 
3.4654 

.4265 

.4822 

.4300 

.4576 

16 
76 
74 
166 

Role 3—Regarding 
profession 

25-34 years 
35-44 years 
45 years or older 

Total 

3.3580 
3.2380 
3.2740 
3.2656 

.2996 

.3756 

.3934 

.3768 

16 
76 
74 
166 

Role 4—Regarding 
community 

25-34 years 
35-44 years 
45 years or older 

Total 

3.4750 
3.3737 
3.4622 
3.4229 

.4344 

.4080 

.4070 

.4101 

16 
76 
74 
166 
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TABLE IX 

RAW SCORE DATA OF CELL MEANS AND STANDARD 
DEVIATIONS REGARDING ROLE PERCEPTION 

BASED ON SEX OF THE RESPONDENT 

Sex of Respondents Mean 
Standard 

Deviation 
Cases 

Role 1—Regarding 
teachers 
Male 
Female 

Total 

3.5364 
3.5828 
3.5512 

.4143 

.4080 

.4117 

113 
53 

166 

Role 2—Regarding 
pupils and parents 
Male 
Female 

Total 

3.4565 
3.4843 
3.4654 

.4644 

.4464 

.4576 

113 
53 
166 

Role 3—Regarding 
profession 
Male 
Female 

Total 

3.2414 
3.3173 
3.2656 

.3810 

.3657 

.3768 

113 
53 
166 

Role 4—Regarding 
community 
Male 
Female 

Total 

3.4301 
3.4075 
3.4229 

.4151 

.4028 

.4101 

113 
53 
166 

perception of role two which was revelatory of how principals 

act regarding parents and pupils. Table X shows the 

results of the univariate F tests along with the multivariate 

totals. 

Table XI shows the raw score data regarding difference 

in role perceptions based on years in current position. 
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TABLE XI 

RAW SCORE DATA OF CELL MEANS AND STANDARD 
DEVIATIONS REGARDING ROLE PERCEPTION 
BASED ON NUMBER OF YEARS RESPONDENT 

HELD CURRENT POSITION 

83 

Years in Current Position Mean 
Standard 

Deviation 
Cases 

Role 1—Regarding 
teachers 

0-6 years 
7-12 years 
13 or more years 

Total 

3.5868 
3.6190 
3.5079 
3.5512 

.4358 

.3637 

.4225 

.4117 

32 
42 
92 

166 

Role 2—Regarding 
pupils and parents 

0-6 years 
7-12 years 
13 or more years 

Total 

3.4193 
3.6349 
3.4040 
3.4654 

.4013 

.4979 

.4418 

.4576 

32 
42 
92 
166 

Role 3—Regarding 
profession 

0-6 years 
7-12 years 
13 or more years 

Total 

3.2244 
3.3571 
3.2381 
3.2656 

.4019 

.3952 

.3560 

.3768 

32 
42 
92 

166 

Role 4—Regarding 
community 

0-6 years 
7-12 years 
13 or more years 

Total 

3.4000 
3.4310 
3.4272 

.4166 

.3679 

.4297 

32 
42 

166 

Multiple comparison tests on role two indicated that 

persons in their present position for seven to twelve years 

had expectations of greater involvement by the elementary 

principal with parents and pupils than did persons with more 
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or less years of experience in their positions. The reason 

for this difference may be that persons with seven to twelve 

years experience in their respective jobs may have a larger 

number of children in public schools than perhaps any of the 

other groups. Persons with zero to six years of experience 

did not differ significantly from persons with thirteen or 

more years in their current position. 

Another subcategory of hypothesis four was the number 

of years an individual has lived in their present school 

district. The multivariate analysis of variance for differ-

ence in role perception based on differences in number of 

years in the district yielded a value of F = 1.3638 (P = 

.212). As shown in Table XII, no difference was found in 

role perception based on years in the district. Therefore 

the null hypothesis was retained in hypothesis four (d). 

Table XIII shows the raw score data relative to the 

role perceptions based on the number of years the respondent 

has lived in the current district. 

The amount of formal education held by the respondent 

was another subcategory of hypothesis four. A multivariate 

analysis of variance for differences in role perceptions 

based on differences in education was conducted. Since all 

principals had graduate education, only business representa-

tives and school board members were included in this 

analysis. As Table XIV illustrates, the tests yielded a 
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TABLE XIII 

RAW SCORE DATA OF CELL MEANS AND STANDARD 
DEVIATIONS REGARDING ROLE PERCEPTION 
BASED ON NUMBER OF YEARS RESPONDENT 

RESIDED IN DISTRICT 

Years in District Mean Standard 
Deviation Cases 

Role 1—Regarding 
teachers 

0-6 years 3.4886 .3195 34 
7-12 years 3.6065 .3123 48 
13 or more years 3.5450 .4875 84 

Total 3.5512 .4117 166 

Role 2—Regarding 
pupils and parents 

0-6 years 3.4755 .4426 34 
7-12 years 3.5087 .3887 48 
13 or more years 3.4365 .5008 84 

Total 3.4654 .4576 166 

Role 3—Regarding 
profession 

0-6 years 3.2193 .3497 34 
7-12 years 3.3049 .3218 48 
13 or more years 3.2619 .4161 84 

Total 3.2656 .3768 166 

Role 4—Regarding 
community 

0-6 years 3.3941 .3984 34 
7-12 years 3.3917 .3154 48 
13 or more years 3.4524 .4617 84 

Total 3.4229 .4101 166 

value of F = .7317 (P = .720). Thus no differences in 

perception were found based on differences in education. 

Therefore the null hypothesis was retained regarding 

hypothesis four (e). Table XV presents the raw score data 
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on school board members and business representatives 

relative to educational level. 

TABLE XV 

RAW SCORE DATA OF CELL MEANS AND STANDARD 
DEVIATIONS REGARDING ROLE PERCEPTION 

BASED ON EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF 
SCHOOL BOARD MEMBERS AND 
BUSINESS REPRESENTATIVES 

Educational Level Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Cases 

Role 1—Regarding 
teachers 
Senior High 3.6429 .3001 14 
Two-Year College 3.4722 .2622 14 
Four-Year College 3.6250 .3520 36 
Graduate School 3.4839 .4986 38 

Total 3.5539 .4001 102 

Role 2—Regarding 
pupils and parents 

.3512 14 Senior High 3.3929 .3512 14 
Two-Year College 3.3393 .5245 14 
Four-Year College 3.5278 .5445 36 
Graduate School 3.4715 .4879 38 

Total 3.4624 .4955 102 

Role 3—Regarding 
profession 

.3934 14 Senior High 3.3182 .3934 14 
Two-Year College 3.3052 .2408 14 
Four-Year College 3.4091 .3729 36 
Graduate School 3.2823 .3689 38 

Total 3.3351 .3589 102 

Role 4—Regarding 
community 

.2987 14 Senior High 3.6000 .2987 14 
Two-Year College 3.3857 .3759 14 
Four-Year College 3.4000 .3513 36 
Graduate School 3.4342 .3794 38 

Total 3.4382 .3602 102 
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Hypothesis Five 

There will be no significant difference among the role 

perception scores of elementary principals regarding their 

perception of their role relative to (a) sex of the respon-

dent, (b) number of years in their present school district, 

and (c) number of years experience as an elementary princi-

pal . 

Hypothesis five considered differences among the group 

of elementary principals studied. The multivariate analysis 

of variance test was conducted to determine the difference 

in role perception among elementary principals based upon 

the sex of the respondent. The results revealed an F score 

of 2.7038 (P = .039). Thus a difference was found in the 

perceptions of male and female principals. Therefore the 

null hypothesis was rejected with regard to hypothesis five 

(a). Univariate F tests revealed that the difference in 

perception was due to a difference in the perception of 

role three, which was the perception of how the principal 

should act regarding the profession. Results are presented 

in Table XVI. 

Table XVI indicates that female principals perceive the 

role of the elementary principal to be more involved with 

the profession than their male counterparts. This appears 

to support the literature regarding effective schools 

research and the role of the female administrator (4). Raw 

score data are presented in Table XVII. 
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TABLE XVII 

RAW SCORE DATA OF CELL MEANS AND STANDARD 
DEVIATIONS REGARDING DIFFERENCE IN ROLE 
PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS BASED ON SEX 

DATA FOR PRINCIPALS 
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Sex of Respondents Mean Standard 
Deviation N 

Role 1—Regarding 
teachers 
Male 3.532 .434 40 
Female 3.572 .439 24 

Total 3.547 .433 64 

Role 2—Regarding 
pupils and parents 
Male 3.433 .369 40 
Female 3.531 .431 24 

Total 3.470 .393 64 

Role 3—Regarding 
profession 
Male 3.059 .380 40 
Female 3.314 .332 24 

Total 3.155 .381 64 

Role 4—Regarding 
community 
Male 3.440 .474 40 
Female 3.329 .496 24 

Total 3.398 .481 64 

Another subcategory of hypothesis five was the number 

of years the respondent has been a principal. As indicated 

in Table XVIII, the multivariate analysis of variance for 

differences among principals based upon number of years 

experience as a principal yielded a value of F = .9985 

(P = .441). Thus no difference was found in perceptions 
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of principals based on number of years as a principal and 

the null hypothesis regarding hypothesis five (b) was 

retained. Table XIX shows the raw score data for this test. 

TABLE XIX 

RAW SCORE DATA OF CELL MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
REGARDING PERCEPTIONS OF ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS 
BASED ON NUMBER OF YEARS THE PRINCIPALS HAVE 

SERVED IN THEIR CURRENT POSITION 

Years in Current 
Position 

Mean Standard 
Deviation N 

Role 1—Regarding 
teachers 

0-6 years 3.719 .364 15 
7-12 years 3.509 .436 19 
13 or more years 3.485 .452 30 

Total 3.547 .433 64 

Role 2—Regarding 
pupils and parents 

0-6 years 3.533 .292 15 
7-12 years 3.434 .494 19 
13 or more years 3.461 .374 30 

Total 3.470 .393 64 

Role 3—Regarding 
profession 

0-6 years 3.206 .341 15 
7-12 years 3.230 .397 19 
13 or more years 3.082 .388 30 

Total 3.155 .381 64 

Role 4—Regarding 
community 

0-6 years 3.340 .484 15 
7-12 years 3.389 .465 19 
13 or more years 3.433 .503 30 

Total 3.398 .481 64 
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Another subcategory of hypothesis five was the number 

of years the principal has lived in his or her district. 

The multivariate analysis of variance for differences among 

principals in perception of the role of the elementary 

principal regarding the number of years each has resided 

in their current district revealed an F score of .9114 

(P = .510). As illustrated in Table XX, no difference was 

found based upon number of years in the district. There-

fore the null hypothesis regarding hypothesis five (c) was 

retained. Table XX shows the data relative to years in 

the district. 

Raw score data for this portion of hypothesis five 

are contained in Table XXI. 

Summary 

This chapter attempts to indicate by either a rejec-

tion or a retention of the null hypotheses whether signifi-

cant differences exist in the role perception of elementary 

school principals, school board members, and business 

representatives regarding their perception of the role of 

the elementary school principal. Five hypotheses were 

tested using either a one-way or a two-way analysis of 

variance. Two of the hypotheses had several subcategories 

dealing with demographic data. 

A significant difference was found in hypothesis one 

regarding the role perception of the elementary 
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TABLE XXI 

RAW SCORE DATA OF CELL MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
REGARDING DIFFERENCES IN PERCEPTION OF ELEMENTARY 

PRINCIPALS BASED ON NUMBER OF YEARS THEY 
RESIDED IN THE DISTRICT 

Years Resided in 
District Mean Standard 

Deviation N 

Role 1—Regarding 
teachers 

0-6 years 3. 426 .367 12 
7-12 years 3.652 .319 19 
13 or more years 3.530 .503 33 

Total 3.547 .433 64 

Role 2—Regarding 
pupils and parents 

0-6 years 3.493 .300 12 
7-12 years 3.535 .380 19 
13 or more years 3.424 .433 33 

Total 3.470 .393 64 

Role 3—Regarding 
profession 

0-6 years 3.159 .362 12 
7-12 years 3.254 .287 19 
13 or more years 3.096 .430 33 

Total 3.155 .381 64 

Role 4—Regarding 
community 

0-6 years 3.317 .497 12 
7-12 years 3.353 . 421 19 
13 or more years 3.455 .514 33 

Total 3.398 .481 64 

principalship as perceived by business representatives versus 

school principals. Hypothesis two revealed no significant 

difference in role perception scores; however, univariate 

follow-up tests revealed a difference in one of the roles 
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under study. The null hypothesis was retained in hypothesis 

three, resulting in no significant differences in the role 

perception scores of business representatives and school 

board members. 

The null hypothesis was retained in every part of 

hypothesis four with the exception of (c) number of years 

in present position. It was determined that respondents who 

have worked in their present position for seven to twelve 

years felt that principals should be more responsive to the 

needs of parents and students than did the principals. 

Hypothesis five contained three subcategories that 

dealt with an intragroup measurement of elementary princi-

pals regarding their perceptions of their role. The null 

hypothesis was retained in all but one category. It was 

found that female principals desired a more active role in 

the area of professional relationships than did the male 

respondents. 

Table XXII indicates percentage data regarding how 

business representatives and elementary principals differ 

in their perceptions of the professional role of the 

elementary principal. Utilizing the fourth and fifth 

Likert—type category to determine the amount of involvement 

desired by the respondents, it was found that 67 percent of 

the business representatives felt that the elementary 

principal should be more involved with the profession, 

while only 36 percent of the principals felt likewise. 
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TABLE XXII 

PERCENTAGE DATA OF PRINCIPALS' AND BUSINESS REPRESENTATIVES1 

PERCEPTIONS OF THE PROFESSIONAL ROLE OF THE ELEMENTARY 
PRINCIPAL 

Percentage Scores by Likert Categories 

Respondent Least 
1 2 3 4* 

Most 
5* 

Business 
Representatives 2 11 20 42 25 

Principals 11 14 39 27 9 

*Areas used for percentage summaries 

Table XXIII reveals percentage data of all subgroups 

tested relative to this perception of the degree of involve-

ment of the elementary principal with parents and students 

according to the number of years the respondents have 

maintained their current position. Utilizing the fourth 

and fifth Likert-type categories to determine the amount of 

involvement, it was found that 69 percent of those persons 

maintaining their current position for seven to twelve years 

felt that more involvement by the principal was necessary, 

while only 34 percent of those in the zero to six years and 

thirteen or more years categories felt similarly. 

Table XXIV lists percentage data regarding male and 

female principals' perceptions of their professional role. 

Utilizing the fourth and fifth Likert-type categories to 

determine the amount of professional involvement desired by 
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TABLE XXIII 

PERCENTAGE DATA OF SCHOOL BOARD MEMBERS, BUSINESS 
REPRESENTATIVES, AND ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS 
MAINTAINING THE SAME POSITION FOR SEVEN 
TO TWELVE YEARS AS COMPARED TO OTHER 
YEARS OF RESIDENCE RELATIVE TO THE 

PRINCIPALS' INVOLVEMENT WITH 
PARENTS AND PUPILS 

Percentage Scores by Likert Categories 
Years in 
Position Least 

1 2 3 4* 
Most 

5* 

0-6 years 2 11 53 25 9 

7-12 years 1 5 25 48 21 

13 or more years 2 15 49 27 7 

*Areas used for percentage summaries 

the respondents, it was determined that 63 percent of the 

females felt a need for more professional involvement on 

behalf of the elementary principal, while only 36 percent 

of the male elementary principals felt accordingly. 

TABLE XXIV 

PERCENTAGE DATA OF MALE AND FEMALE PRINCIPALS' PERCEPTIONS 
OF THE PROFESSIONAL ROLE OF THE ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL 

Percentage Scores by Likert Categories 
Respondent Least 

1 2 3 4* 
Most 

5* 
Male 4 7 53 19 17 

Female 2 10 25 31 32 

*Areas used for percentage calculation. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A summary, findings, and conclusions of this study are 

found in this chapter. Recommendations for further research 

are also indicated. 

Summary 

This study was conducted to investigate the role of the 

elementary principal as perceived by elementary school 

principals, public school board members, and business 

representatives. A Likert-like instrument called the 

Elementary Principal Role Norm Inventory was utilized to 

measure the differences, if any, in the role perceptions of 

the three aforementioned subgroups relative to the role of 

the elementary school principal. The instrument was divided 

into four categories of principal role behavior. The 

categories concerned how the principal behaves regarding: 

Role 1—teachers, Role 2—pupils and parents, Role 3—the 

profession, and Role 4—the community. The instrument was 

developed by William Foskett of the University of Oregon as 

a sociological tool for measuring role perceptions. 

101 
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The instrument was changed to add several questions 

more revelatory of current trends in education as well as to 

address several grammatical inadequacies inherent within the 

instrument regarding the gender of the modern-day elementary 

school principal. In order to determine if the changes 

represented a significant distraction from the original 

instrument a panel of experts was utilized. The nine-member 

panel consisted of three university professors, three public 

school board members, as well as three elementary school 

principals. Each panel member was asked to compare and 

contrast the original instrument with the modified instrument 

to determine if the changes made represented a significant 

distraction from what Foskett had originally intended. 

The unanimous decision of the panel of experts was that 

the modifications made in the instrument did not represent 

any significant deviations from what the original instrument 

intended. The panel agreed that the changes made, added to 

the clarity of the instrument and made it more functional as 

to the purpose for which this study was intended. 

The sample for this study was selected from North 

Central Texas school districts with three or more elementary 

schools within a seventy-five mile radius of a major 

metropolitan North Central Texas city. An equal number of 

elementary principals, school board members, and business 

representatives were chosen from within the aforementioned 
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geographical boundaries. The total population for this 

study was comprised of all public school elementary princi-

pals, all public school board members, and all representa-

tives from the business community within the selected 

geographical boundaries that were listed with their chamber 

of commerce. 

Participants for the study were randomly selected to 

formulate the sample population for this study. Ninety 

elementary school principals as well as ninety public school 

board members and ninety business representatives were 

randomly chosen for participation in this study. This 

sampling comprised 27 percent of the total population of 

elementary principals; 43 percent of the total population of 

public school board members; and approximately 10 percent of 

the total population of business representatives within the 

selected area. 

The selected geographical area comprised thirty school 

districts. All participants were either living in the 

school districts or had businesses in the school districts. 

A total of 270 questionnaires was mailed to the 3 

aforementioned subgroups. A response return rate of 58 

percent of the total possible respondents from the public 

school board members was received. A return rate of 54 

percent of the business representatives was noted, and a 

response return rate of 74 percent was indicated from the 

elementary principals. 
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There were five hypotheses tested in this study. All 

were stated in the null form. Each was tested using a one-

way or a two-way analysis of variance testing for significant 

effect at the .05 level. All hypotheses were written so as 

to determine inter- or intra-group relationships within the 

subgroup populations being surveyed. Hypothesis one revealed 

a significant difference between the role perception scores 

of the elementary principal and business representatives. 

Hypothesis two revealed no significant differences in role 

perception scores between elementary principals and school 

board members. Hypothesis three revealed no significant 

differences in role perception scores between business 

representatives and school board members. The null 

hypothesis was retained in every part of hypothesis four 

with the exception of part four (c). Hypothesis five 

revealed that the null was retained in all but one area, 

part (a). 

Hypotheses 

1. There will be no significant difference between the 

role perception ratings given by the elementary school 

principal and the business representatives regarding their 

perceptions of the role of the elementary school principal. 

2. There will be no significant difference between 

the role perception ratings given by elementary principals 
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and public school board members regarding their perception 

of the role of the elementary school principal. 

3. There will be no significant difference between the 

role perception ratings given by business representatives 

and public school board members regarding their perception 

of the role of the elementary principal. 

4. There will be no significant difference between the 

role perception ratings of elementary principals, business 

representatives, and public school board members regarding 

their perceptions of the role of the elementary principal 

relative to (a) age of the respondent, (b) sex of the 

respondent, (c) number of years in present position, (d) 

number of years residing in district, and (e) educational 

level of the respondent. 

5. There will be no significant difference among the 

role perception ratings of elementary principals regarding 

their perception of their role relative to (a) sex of the 

respondent, (b) number of years in present school district, 

and (c) number of years experience as an elementary school 

principal. 

Findings 

1. A significant difference was found between the role 

perception ratings given by elementary school principals and 

business representatives (F = 2.564, P = .042). The result 
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was significant at the .05 level. The null hypothesis for 

hypothesis one was rejected. 

2. No significant difference was found between the role 

perception ratings of the elementary principals and school 

board members regarding their perception of the role of the 

elementary principal (F = 2.025, P = .096). The null 

hypothesis for hypothesis two was retained. 

3. No significant difference was found between the 

role perception ratings given by business representatives 

and school board members regarding their perception of the 

role of the elementary principal (F = .844, P = .500). The 

null hypothesis for hypothesis three was retained. 

4. No significant difference was found between the 

role perception ratings of elementary principals, business 

representatives, and public school board members regarding 

their perception of the role of the elementary principal 

relative to the age of the respondent (F = 1.2235, P = .285). 

The null hypothesis for hypothesis four (a) was retained. 

No significant difference was found between the role percep-

tion ratings of elementary principals, business representa-

tives, and public school board members regarding their 

perception of the role of the elementary principal relative 

to the sex of the respondent (F = .4227, P = .792). The 

null hypothesis for hypothesis four (b) was retained. 

A significant difference was found between the role 

perception ratings of elementary principals, business 
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representatives, and public school board members regarding 

their perception of the role of the elementary principal 

relative to the number of years the respondent has spent in 

their present position (F = 2.0555, P = .040). The null 

hypothesis was rejected in hypothesis four (c). 

No significant difference was found between the role 

perception ratings of elementary principals, school board 

members, and business representatives regarding their 

perception of the role of the elementary principal relative 

to the number of years an individual has lived in their 

present school district (F = 1.3638, P = .212). The null 

hypothesis for hypothesis four (d) was retained. 

No significant difference was found between the role 

perception ratings of elementary principals, school board 

members, and business representatives regarding their per-

ception of the role of the elementary principal relative to 

the amount of formal education held by the respondent 

(F = .7317, P = .720). The null hypothesis for hypothesis 

four (e) was retained. 

5. A significant difference was found between the role 

perception ratings of male and female principals regarding 

their perception of the role of the elementary principal 

(F = 2.7038, P = .039). The null hypothesis for hypothesis 

five (a) was rejected. 

No significant difference was found between the role 

perception ratings of elementary principals regarding their 
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perception of the role of the elementary principal relative 

to the number of years the respondent has been a principal 

(F = .9985, P = .441). The null hypothesis for hypothesis 

five (b) was retained. 

No significant difference was found between the role 

perception ratings of elementary principals regarding their 

perception of the role of the elementary principal relative 

to the number of years the respondent has lived in the 

district (F = .9114, P = .510). The null hypothesis for 

hypothesis five (c) was retained. 

Additional Findings 

Using the fourth and fifth Likert-type categories to 

determine the amount of desired involvement in a percentage 

basis, the following additional findings are submitted. 

1. It was determined that 67 percent of the business 

representatives felt that the principal should be more 

involved with the profession, while only 36 percent of the 

principals felt the need to be more involved professionally. 

2. Sixty-nine percent of the persons holding their 

current position from seven to twelve years felt that the 

principal should be more involved with parents and pupils. 

Only 34 percent of those holding their position from zero 

to six years or thirteen or more years felt likewise. 

3. Sixty-three percent of the female elementary princi-

pals felt a need to be more involved with the profession, 

while only 36 percent of their male counterparts felt likewise 
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Conclusions 

The following conclusions were based upon the findings 

of the study. The conclusions are references to the 

subjects of the study. Therefore, any generalization 

regarding these conclusions should be reflective of the 

population under study and findings from similar populations 

in other geographical areas. 

1. Business representatives feel that elementary 

school principals need to be more involved with their 

profession in the areas of (a) professional relations, 

(b) knowledge of curriculum, (c) professional organizations, 

and (d) current trends in education. This may be a result 

of the increased demand placed upon educators by business 

representatives for a more marketable graduate to compete 

in the business world. 

2. Elementary principals and school board members do 

not differ significantly in their perceptions of the role 

of the elementary principal. This may result from a broader 

understanding on behalf of many board members of the goals 

and objectives of their given educational setting relative 

to the duties of the elementary principal. 

3. Business representatives and school board members 

do not differ in their perception of the role of the elemen-

tary principal. They, therefore, have commensurate views of 

the day-to-day functions of elementary administration 

regarding professional and community relations. This 
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conclusion may stem from the fact that many school board 

members come from the business arena. 

4. Business representatives, school board members, and 

elementary school principals do not differ in their percep-

tions of the role of the elementary school principal based 

on the respondents' age, sex, the number of years they have 

lived in their present school district, or their number of 

years of formal education. It was found that the three 

subgroups did differ in their perception of the role of 

the elementary principal with regard to the number of years 

each respondent has held his or her current position. 

People who had maintained their current positions from 

seven to twelve years had expectations of greater involve 

ment by the elementary principal with parents and pupils. 

This may result from the observation that many people who 

have maintained their current position from seven to twelve 

years appear to have more interest in school activities 

because they may be more likely to have school-aged chil-

dren than others. 

5. Male and female elementary principals differ in 

their perception of the role of the elementary principal. 

There is no difference in the principals' perceptions of 

their role relative to the number of years each has served 

as a principal. There is no significant difference in the 

role perception among elementary principals relative to the 
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number of years each has lived in their present school 

district. The difference noted between male and female 

principals was in the area of professional responsibilities. 

Female principals indicated that elementary principals 

should be more involved in the professional areas of cur-

riculum, instructional leadership, and professional 

organizations than did their male counterparts. 

Recommendations 

Specific recommendations for the population studied are 

enumerated in this section. 

1. The principals of the school districts under study 

should recognize that there are differing perceptions of 

their responsibilities throughout the community. They can 

work within the various groups that comprise the community 

to formulate a broader understanding of what is expected of 

the elementary principal. 

2. The school districts under study should formulate 

a plan whereby members of the community could be involved 

in a participative framework to address the differences m 

their role perceptions of the elementary principal. A com-

munication network comprised of citizens throughout the 

district would work toward a more global perspective of the 

duties of the elementary principal. 

3. Elementary principals should actively pursue a 

universal understanding of their role so as to eliminate 
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misinformation regarding their specific duties as outlined 

in school board policy and state legislation. This may be 

achieved by taking a more active role in local, state, and 

national politics and by actively voicing their concern 

relative to their duties. 

4. School districts should work to educate their 

public through a broad-based communications network that 

involves citizen input, public forums, open house activities, 

information regarding legislative reform, school board 

policies, and instructional innovations utilized in the 

district, in order to further clarify the role of the 

elementary principal. 

Recommendations for Further 
Research 

Based on the findings and conclusions of this study, 

the following recommendations for further research are 

submitted. 

1. The study should be replicated with other popula-

tions to add confirmation to the findings and conclusions. 

Specifically the study should be broadened to include parent 

groups, private school principals, central office personnel, 

professors of education, state education agency officials, 

and classroom teachers. 

2. Additional research is indicated to determine the 

reasons behind the differences in perceptions of male and 

female principals regarding their role. 
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3. Further research is indicated regarding the manner 

in which the principal behaves relative to the instructional 

program, curriculum innovations, instructional methodology, 

teacher appraisal, and building management. 

4. Additional research is also indicated to specify 

the manner in which elementary principals should pursue 

training to meet the challenges of their varied public's 

perceptions of their role. 
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Appendix B 

THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPAL ROLE 
NORM INVENTORY-MODIFIED 

by John M. Foskett, University of Oregon, 1967 

In the space provided please circle the number that 
most adequately reflects your opinion of the statement as 
it relates to the duties of the elementary principal. 

5 = definitely should 
4 = preferably should 
3 = may or may not 
2 = preferably should not 
1 = definitely should not 

Role li_ Acting toward Teachers 

1. Prepare lists of professional reading 
materials for his or her teachers 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Review with each teacher any written 
evaluation he or she makes of that 
teacher's work 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Require teachers in his or her school 
to attend PTA meetings 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Consult teacher in working out schedules 
of supervisory duties such as lunchroom 
and playground supervision 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Share in the extra duties around the 
school, such as lunchroom and playground 
supervision 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Evaluate teachers solely on the basis of 
observations of their classroom teaching. . 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Review all report cards before they are 
sent home to parents 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Express an interest in the personal life 
and problems of teachers 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Permit a teacher to have his or her 
classroom unattended 1 2 3 4 5 
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10. Permit teachers to make or receive 
routine personal telephone calls 
while at school 

11. Require teachers to check with the 
office before leaving school at 
the end of the day 

12. Check teacher performance 
periodically by unannounced 
classroom visits 

13. Require teachers to submit 
weekly lesson plans to him 
or her 

14. Insist that teachers of the same 
grade level follow an identical 
program of studies 

15. Periodically request his or her 
teachers to evaluate his or her 
progress as a principal 

Role 2: Acting Toward Pupils and Parents 

16. Learn the name of every child 
in the school 

17. Encourage parents to visit their 
children's classrooms at any time. 

18. Discourage parents from telephon-
ing him or her at his or her home. 

19. Allow parents to see any school 
records which the school has, 
concerning their own children. 

20. Take the side of the teacher 
when a conflict arises with 
parents 

21. Visit the homes of all children 
who have adjustment problems. . . 

22. Be available to parents at any 
time during the school day 
without an appointment. . . . • • 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 4 

3 4 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 
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2 3 

2 3 

3 4 5 

23. Send children home if they 
misbehave seriously (if 
parents are home) 

24. Assume primary responsibility 
for keeping the PTA or parent 
group active 

25. Request the advice of committees 
of parents in planning the 1 9 - 3 4 
educational program of the school. 

Role 3: Acting Toward Profession 

26. Secure the approval of the 
superintendent on all decisions 
regarding changes in the 
operation of the school 

27. Refuse to make decisions when no 
guiding policy has been provided. . . 

28. Be present at the school at all - 1 0 - 5 4 5 
times pupils are in class 

29. Spend time evenings and weekends 1 9 - 3 4 5 
working on school matters 

30. Make frequent visits to other 1 0 1 4 5 
elementary schools 

31. Discuss school matters informally 
with school board members 1 1 5 

32. Contribute articles to publica-
tions which are read by other -1 0 1 4 5 
educators 1 

33. Attend all regular school board 1 0 1 4 5 
meetings 

34. Send to the superintendent a 
copy of all formal written 1 0 1 4 5 
communications to parents 1 

35. participate in the meetings of 
teacher organizations in which 1 0 1 4 5 
teachers discuss their problems. . . 
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Role 4: Acting Toward Community 

36. Develop an educational program 
designed to meet the needs of 
the pupils in his or her school 
rather than adopt a standard 

1 2 3 4 b program 

37. Attend church regularly 1 2 3 4 5 

38. Take an active part in 1 9 ^ 4 5 
community organizations 1 

39. Live within the school 
n • j_ • J. . 1 2 3 4 3 district 

40. Conform to stricter standards 
in his or her private life than 
most other people in the 1 0 ^ 4 5 
community 

41. Devote a major portion of his 
time to public relations for 
his or her school 1 1 

42. Freely express, in the community, 
his or her views regarding 
controversial issues 1 

43. Patronize a cocktail lounge. 1 2 3 4 5 

44. Serve alcoholic beverages in 
his or her home 1 

45. Make speeches in support of 
political parties 1 
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Demographic Data Sheet 

Occupation Number of Years 

Sex Age (circle appropriate group) 

25-34 35-44 45-up 

Number of years you have lived in your present school district, 

0-6 7-12 13-up 

Highest educational attainment: 

Junior High School 

High School 

Two-Year College 

Four-Year University 

Graduate School 
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Appendix C 

Letter to Panel of Experts 

Dear 

Thank you for agreeing to assist me in the validation 
of an instrument that I will be using for my doctoral dis-
sertation. I am working under the direction of Dr. Gary 
Anderson of North Texas State University. X would like to 
ask you to compare the original instrument as developed by 
sociologist John M. Foskett in 1967, with the revised 
instrument that I will submit to randomly selected respon 
dents. All additions, deletions and revisions have been 
highlighted for your convenience. 

The purpose of your comparison should be to determine 
if the changes present a distraction from the original 
instrument to the extent that it makes the statement unclear, 
ambigous, or misleading. It is_ not necessary for you to 
complete the instrument. On the space provided after each 
question on~the modified instrument, please indicate if you 
feel that the modifications significantly affect the intent 
of the instrument. If you do not feel that the modifications 
are significant, no written response is necessary other than 
the completion of~the response form that I would ask you to 
fill out and send back to me in the seIf-addressed stamped 
envelope. 

I will be more than happy to share the results of my 
research with you, upon the completion of my studies. Thank 
you again for assisting me in this crucial phase of research 
planning. 

Sincerely, 

Paul Jennings 

Dr. Gary Anderson 
Professor of Education 
North Texas State University 
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Appendix D 

Letter to Panel of Experts Indicating Changes 

Several weeks ago I sent you a copy of the Elementary 
Principal Role Norm Inventory along with a request that you 
read the instrument to determine if the changes that I made 
in the original document represented any significant devia-
tions from what was originally intended. Since that time I 
have made additional changes in the instrument. I have 
added several questions to further update the instrument. 
These questions are highlighted in the enclosed document. 

Please read the additional questions to determine if 
they detract in a significant way from the original instru-
ment. Also, I would like for you to fill out the form 
below and mail it in the self-addressed, stamped envelope 
provided. 

Thank you for your time and effort. If you would like 
further information regarding the study, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

Paul Jennings 

The changes made do not represent any significant deviations, 

The changes do reflect significant deviations from the 
original document. 

Name 
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Appendix F 

North Central Texas School Districts with Three or More 
Elementary Schools within Seventy-Five Miles of a 

Major Metropolitan North Central Texas City 

1. McKinney 
2. Piano 
3. Gainesville 
4. Carrolton-Farmers Branch 
5. Grand Prairie 
6. Highland Park 
7. Irving 
8. Garland 
9. Mesquite 
10. Richardson 
11. Denton 
12. Lewisville 
13. Birdville 
14. Arlington 
15. Grapevine-Colleyville 
16. Keller 
17. H.E.B. 
18. Weatherford 
19. Burleson 
20. Sherman 
21. Duncanville 
22. De Soto 
23. Lancaster 
24. Wilmer-Hutchins 
25. Everman 
26. Crowley 
27. Azle 
28. Mansfield 
29. Eagle Mt.-Saginaw 
30. White Settlement 
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Appendix F 

Letter to Respondents 

Dear 

As a part of my doctoral program at North Texas State 
University I am writing a dissertation, under the direction 
of Dr. Gary Anderson, regarding the perceptions of the role 
of the elementary principal. You have been selected to 
participate in this important study. 

I am requesting that you respond to the enclosed ques-
tionnaire as soon as possible and return it to me in the 
self-addressed stamped envelope provided. 

A high response rate is crucial to the success of this 
study. Your participation can make the difference. The 
replies of all respondents will be anonymous. 

I realize that you are a very busy person and I 
appreciate very much your taking time to complete and return 
the questionnaire. The results of my research will be made 
available upon request. Again thank you for your time and 
participation. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Gary Anderson Paul Jennings 
College of Education Grapevine-Colleyville ISD 
North Texas State (817) 481-5575 School 
University (214) 481-5575 School 

(817) 488-9015 Home 
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Appendix G 

Follow-Up Letter to Respondents 

Dear 

Two weeks ago you were mailed a copy of the Elementary 
Principal's Role Norm Inventory along with a letter asking 
for your assistance regarding research in the area of the 
role of the elementary principal. If you have responded to 
the request, I sincerely thank you. 

If you have yet to complete the questionnaire, please 
take a few moments to do so and return it in the enclosed 
self-addressed, stamped envelope. I realize you are very 
busy, but I feel that you may benefit from the results of 
the study. Thank you for your support. 

Sincerely, 

Paul Jennings 
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