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ABSTRACT 

For a variety of reasons the responsibilities facing principals are expanding and evolving 

simultaneously. This study identifies and investigates expectations held by school community 

constituents in relation to work tasks and domains of principal control associated with the 

responsibilities of the principalship. Constituent perceptions of contextual factors which may 

impinge upon and modify principal performance are also investigated. 

The opinions of departmental officers, parents, principals, students and teachers provided data 

to determine the relative importance of forty principal work tasks, various associated 

influencing factors, and the extent of the relationship existing amongst the respondent groups 

concerning their role expectations of primary school principals. Thirty departmental officers, 

forty-eight parents, twenty-six principals, ninety-six students and ninety-four teachers 

responded to a questionnaire. Twelve principals participated in semi-structured interviews. 

The analysis of the data involved two discrete phases and was facilitated by construction of an 

analytical framework. The findings furnished forty-one bases upon which the study's 

conclusions were established. 

All respondent groups attach considerable importance to the majority of principal work tasks. 

Adult constituent responses reflect a much higher discriminating ability and inter group 

consistency, than do student responses. A high level of accord regarding the domains of 

principal control exists amongst adult school community constituents. Respondents emphasise 

the educational leadership role of principals but do not regard the educational leadership role 

and the administrative role as mutually exclusive roles. Administrative and managerial work 

tasks which facilitate a school's educational program are accorded greater importance than 

administrative tasks which are perceived to be more general in nature. Factors such as 

devolution; School Council involvement in school decision making; external influences; and 

non-academic, student related issues are seen to be having an increasing influence on principal 

performance and their further professional development. It is within the external environment 
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that the greatest potential source for hindrance is to be located. Principals will need to take a 

proactive stance to neutralise perceived negative, external involvement. 

The potential and facilitating capacity of the personal and professional perfonnance of staff may 

be an unrecognised and under exploited source of assistance for principals. Principals spend 

the least amount of time doing what they enjoy most, and the greatest amount of time on those 

domains considered the least important by adult groups. Because of the intrinsically human 

nature of education, skills in aspects of Human Resource Management would be valuable to 

principals in the discharge of their duties. 

Suggestions derived from the study's findings, and relating to practices at school and system 

level are proposed. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

It is recognised that in the discharge of their duties, principals interact with different groups of 

people who have a legitimate involvement in the education process within schools (McGrath, 

1992). Consistently over the last decade, writers in the field of education (Bassett, Jacka & 

Logan, 1982; Beare, Caldwell & Millikan, 1989; Caidwell & Spinks, 1988; Marsh, 1988; 

Sergiovanni, 1990; Duignan, 1987; Stott, 1992) have focussed increasingly upon the nature 

and the style of involvement of students, parents, teachers, non-school based senior 

departmental officers (hereafter referred to as departmental officers) and principals as they 

interact in the educative process within particular school communities. 

Marsh (1988) identified seven "domains of controllsupervision" for which principals are 

responsible: Curriculum and instruction; academic performance of students; non-academic 

development of students; professional/personal performance of staff; 

administrationlorganisation; school facilities; and, external relations. Within these seven 

domains principals must address certain tasks which are the responsibilities of their office. In 

doing this they interact (to greater or lesser degree depending upon the nature of the task) with 

members of the above groups that constitute the school community. 

The advocation that students, parents, teachers, departmental officers and principals should 

combine in an educationally harmonious purpose is not a recent phenomenon. Peters (1976) 

and Bassett, Crane and Walker (1967) highlighted the desirability of this in their identification 

of the need for attention to matters such as discipline, curriculum, student development, clarity 

of purpose, involvement of the wider community in a closer school - community relationship, 

the professional development of staff, and school evaluation. 

Since the early 1980s catch phrases such as school effectiveness, school renewal, school 

improvement, and the pursuit of excellence, have been employed as a result of the research and 



writings of people such as Rutter (1979), Goodlad (1983), Peters and Waterman (1982), to 

encapsulate particular beliefs about the purpose, direction and responsibilities of education. 

While there are certain differences in educational emphasis embodied in the various phrases, 

e.g. the emphasis on measurable improvements in student achievement and excellence in 

student behaviour (school effectiveness) compared with the importance of school ethos (school 

improvement), all appear to represent the continuing emergence of educational thinking as an 

extension of, and logical progression from, the educational philosophies and writings of the 

preceding years. All have emerged with a commonality of intent. Contained within each is a 

concern for the improvement of the teaching learning process within schools. Impacting upon 

the achievement of an improved teaching - learning environment will be the interrelationships 

existing between and among those involved in the educational process within each school. i.e. 

students, parents, teachers, departmental officers and principals (Dunlap & Goldman,1991; 

Levine,1991; Lieberman & Miller, 1990; Sergiovanni, 1990; Short & Spencer, 1990; Beare, 

Caldwell & Millikan, 1989; Caidwell & Spinks, 1988; Marsh, 1988; Andrews, 1987; Bassett, 

Cullen & Logan, 1984). 

What has remained at the centre of the debate over the last two decades of educational literature 

is the pivotal role that principals are seen to occupy in the effort for schools to achieve the 

teaching learning places they might be (Fullan, 1991; Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982; Tye, 

1972; Lieberman & Miller, 1981; Simpkins, Thomas & Thomas, 1987). This critical 

leadership role of the school principal in the school and community has been highlighted 

extensively in educational literature dealing with school effectiveness/excellence/improvement. 

Marsh (1988, p.  62) has summarised the situation succinctly: 

There have been numerous commentaries in the professional literature about what a school 
principal should and shouldn't do. Only over recent years has specific information been 
published about the daily tasks, frustrations and achievements of school principals. The 
evidence tends to emphasis the importance of the school principal in all school improvement 
initiatives: they can be strong, active supporters, or conversely they can be vigorous, effective 
resisters. 

What is evident from the literature is that while principals may occupy the position at the top of 

the hierarchy within the school, they must interact with the representatives of legitimately 
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interested groups within a complexity of interacting and perhaps competing set of expectations. 

Each group, and in turn, individuals within the different groups, may hold particular opinions 

as to the degree of importance they are prepared to attach to principals' work tasks and how 

principals should allocate their priorities. 

Amongst other things, the literature (Marsh, 1988) suggests that: students may require their 

principal to be a familiar figure, aware of them as individuals, capable of addressing them by 

name, someone who is prepared to listen to their concerns and be a fair arbiter of justice when 

and as the need arises. Parents may expect the principal to involve them in decision making 

within the school, reflect a democratic approach to decision making and keep them informed 

through regular newsletters and reports as to the current situation within the school. Teachers 

might prefer the principal to be first and foremost someone who is visible within the school, a 

provider of strong support for them as classroom teachers and to offer curriculum leadership 

and advice. Departmental officers may require a principal to implement efficient and effective 

organisational and administrative procedures within the school, exercise diplomatic persuasion 

over the various groups within the school while at the same time implementing departmental 

policy and initiatives. Marsh (1988, pp.  62-63) voices the obvious concern that must be 

addressed if the above expectations are an accurate reflection of reality: 

In total, these beliefs about the role of the school principal contain obvious conflicts and 
ambiguities. Even if it were possible to rationalise some of these conflicting points of view, 
it is doubtful whether single individuals could embody all the demanding characteristics. It 
would seem that the beliefs are setting unattainable goals and these beliefs about the school 
principal might be dismissed jocularly, as yet a further example of educational idealism, were it 
not for the fact that any attempts at school improvement depend to a great extent on the school 
principal. 

Nadebaum (1990), considering the role of the principal in times of devolution, also contends 

that the role of the principal has become increasingly ambiguous and that one of the emerging 

implications for principals is that they will be faced with dual accountability - to the system and 

to the local community. 

Within the professional literature much is being expounded about the involvement of the 

various groups referred to above, in the educational purpose and direction of schools. One of 
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the aspects highlighted is the effect that their greater prominence is having, or likely to have 

upon principals in the discharge of their duties. However, as Morris, Crowson, Hurwitz and 

Portcr-Gehrie (1984, p.  110) point out: 

There has been little research on the dynamics of the school -community relationship from a 
managerial perspective. Although the local school is now recognized as the key point of 
contact between the school system and its surrounding environmenL evidence of important 
interaction between the principal and the local school clientele is in short supply. 

Chapman (1987) reports that principals are expressing concerns that they feel disempowered, 

isolated, disoriented, forced into consultative and consensus decision making modes not of 

their choosing, lacking operational parameters, pressured by outside agencies and unsure of 

what is expected of them in the discharge of their duties through the changing influences and 

expectations of the various groups with which they have to work. It may be, however, that this 

belief by principals is based on ungrounded fears or on their suppositions of what they believe 

may be expected of them by the groups. Perhaps principals are projecting their anticipated 

concerns onto their school situations and developing a scenario that may not truly reflect reality. 

There appears to have been little research undertaken to determine what these groups 

(departmental officers, parents, students and teachers) expect of their principals as they 

discharge their responsibilities. It may be that the principals concerns are groundless - that 

membership of the various groups is united in purpose and in agreement with principals 

concerning what is expected of principals as they discharge their responsibilities. 

The basis for pursuing this study is twofold. The professional literature (refer Chapter 2) has 

awarded prominence to the involvement of students, parents, teachers, departmental officers 

and principals, working together in a devolved framework of school organisation with the goal 

being an improved teaching learning process. Duignan and Macpherson (1991, p.  10) state the 

situation bluntly: "Educative leaders have to cope with many demands for change coming from 

such diverse sources as governments, government agencies, teachers, parents, and students." 

Second, as a result of devolution and because of the greater involvement of these groups within 

school governance, it is imperative that the principal, as the key actor (Nadehaum, 1990, p. 15; 

Bassett, Cullen & Logan,1984, p.  123) is aware of the expectations that each of the groups 

El 



holds for him or her. A more accurate and comprehensive picture of the expectations of the five 

identified groups is required if principals are to address the tasks of their office on the basis of 

explicit research, rather than on the basis of what they think, implicitly, the various groups 

might expect from them. 

This study examines the expectations that the major players within schools hold for the key 

player, i.e. the principal as the school system increasingly emphasises the collective importance 

of each of the groups to the functioning of the school community. If, as the professional 

literature suggests, the principal is central and crucial to orchestrating the input from these 

groups so as to guarantee the maximum educational output, then rationally it is crucial that 

principals understand what each group expects of their performance and is aware of differences 

in expectations which may exist between or amongst the various groups. 

Purpose of the Study 

So that the perspective of principals work tasks, held by each of these groups could be 

investigated, a research problem was formulated. 

Statement of the Problem 

The fundamental research problem was to determine the degree of importance attached by 

students, parents, teachers, departmental officers and principals, to forty particular work tasks 

of principals. 

Major Questions 

To provide procedural guidelines for the research and to provide a focus for data collection and 

analysis, four major questions were elicited from the literature: 

1. What degree of importance do students, parents, teachers, departmental officers and 

principals attach to the various tasks performed by principals in the discharge of their 
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duties? (Duignan, Marshall, Harrold, Phillipps, Thomas & Lane, 1985; Leithwood & 

Montgomery, 1982; Brandt, 1987; various NT Department of Education Duty 

Statements for principals) 

Do the various groups hold similar expectations concerning the role of primary school 

principals? (Duignan, Marshall, Harrold, Phillipps, Thomas & Lane, 1985; Leithwood 

& Montgomery, 1982; Brandt, 1987; various NT Department of Education Duty 

Statements for principals). 

Is there any particular priority order ascribed by the various groups to "domains of 

controL/supervision" within the tasks performed by principals (Marsh, 1988, p.73)? 

What qualifying factors (if any) which may have an effect upon the principals' achieving 

the stated tasks are recognised by any of the groups? e.g. change (Simpkins,Thomas, 

& Thomas, 1987), dual accountability (Nadehaum, 1990), use of community support 

personnel (Beare, Caidwell & Millikan, 1989), professional development and the 

establishment of priorities (Marsh, 1988; Duignan, 1982), devolutionary trends 

(Simpkins, 1982; NT Department of Education, 1991) 

Whilst the four questions provide individual lenses in their own right, they are intended, 

collectively, to offer a broader focus within the constructs of the problem, on the primary 

principal's role. 

Definition of Terms 

Generally, the terms used should he understood in the same sense that they are used in the 

Northern Territory education system - the context for the research. For the purposes of this 

study the following definitions were employed. 

Respondents are those people from whom data were gathered by way of questionnaire and 

interview. 

Student respondents are children attending Darwin urban primary schools in year 6 andlor 

year 7. 



Parent respondents are the elected members of the School Councils of those Darwin urban 

primary schools from which the student respondents were selected. 

Teacher respondents are members of the Northern Territory Teaching Service teaching in 

Darwin urban primary schools attended by the student respondents. Collectively they represent 

all teaching year levels from pre school to year 7, all teaching levels Band 1 to Band 3 and 

master teacher levels MT 1 to MT 2. 

Master Teacher is the professional title awarded by the Department of Education to those 

teachers who have demonstrated classroom related expertise and who have been assessed 

successfully against specified criteria by a number of their peers and an assessment panel that 

considers the report submitted by the teacher's peers. 

Band level refers to the promotional grading designations adopted by the Northern Territory 

Teaching Service for its teaching officers: Band 1- Classroom teacher; Band 2 - Senior teacher; 

Band 3 - Assistant principal. (A Band 3 officer may hold the position of principal depending 

upon the size of the school. However, in this report, any Band 3 officer within any of the six 

schools surveyed, and designated as teacher respondent, would have held the position of 

assistant principal). 

Non-school based senior departmental of respondents include: Education Officers (EO); 

Senior Education Officers (SEO); Principal Education Officers (PEO); Superintendents; 

Assistant Secretaries of Education; Deputy Secretaries of Education and the Secretary of 

Education. All these officers are Darwin based. 

Principal respondents are principals at the Band 3 and Band 4 levels and are principals of 

Darwin urban primary schools. 

Principals' tasks refer to those tasks commonly associated with the office of the principal, 

discernible from professional literature, andlor included in Northern Territory Department of 

Education Duty Statements for principals. 

School community refers to the immediate physical environment in which a school is located as 

well as to those members who have a legitimate interest in the educational purposes of a 

particular school. Departmental officers are regarded as members of a particular school 

community when and as there is a need for them to be involved in the school. In this sense 
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they are not regarded as members of the school community in the same manner as, for example, 

parents would he. 

The meaning of effective (within the context of the questionnaire) will depend to some degree 

on the perceptions of each of the respondents, seen in the light of the degree of importance 

attached to the various tasks associated with the principal's position. However, in the context 

of this study it is taken to mean the orderly attention to tasks in a manner which achieves or 

enhances the school's purposes. 

As above, the meaning of efficient (within the context of the questionnaire) will depend to some 

degree on the respondent's perceptions. However, in the context of this study it is taken to 

mean the achievement or enhancement of the school's purposes through a propitious usage of 

physical and human resources. 

Assumptions 

To delineate a perspective of the study, the assumptions underlying particular aspects of the 

study are provided 

The field survey and semi - structured interview are adequate means of gathering the 

data applicable to the study, and that, generally, the respondents interpreted the 

questions in a uniform manner and as intended by the researcher. 

Uniformity of interpretation between the adult and student field survey documents was 

not infringed by the difference in wording, or style of delivery, to the respective 

recipients. 

The answers provided by the respondents are honest, personal perceptions; accurately 

reflect their objective opinions; and as such offer a valid overview (by group) and 

(groups collectively) of the degree of importance of the work tasks performed by 

principals. 

The techniques used to analyse the data provide an accurate interpretation, and therefore 

reliable picture, of the respondents' perceptions 

M. 



The information obtained from the field survey and the interviews is accurately detailed 
and covers the areas of concern identified by the major questions posed by the study. 
The researcher's own perceptions did not impinge upon the data. 

Delimitations 

The scope and context of the study are defined within particular parameters whose delimitations are set by a number of factors. 

The data were collected from Darwin based respondents only, within the public 
education system. 

Because of the complexity of the concepts addressed by the study, and the involvement 
of primary students as respondents, two instruments identically formatted and 
embodying the same concepts, but in some instances employing different complexities 
of language, were designed and used for the same data gathering purpose. 
The student respondents were "walked" through the field survey by the researcher. 
Respondent groups were nominated by the researcher on the basis of the nature of the 
study. 

Respondents within each of the groups were nominated by the researcher to the 
following extent: students, parents and teachers were all members of the respective 
schools which were also selected by the researcher. Schools were selected on a 
representative basis to cover: size (large, medium, small) on the basis of student 
enrolment; gender of principal; geographic location (central, northern suburbs, "rural"). 
Year 6 / 7 students were selected on the basis of gender equity. Parents were selected 
on the basis that they had been elected as a school council member to represent their 
respective parent communities. Specific whole school communities (teacher, parents, 
students) were selected to enable the researcher to gauge if responses varied according 
to the type (size, senior staff distribution, number of master teachers) of school. 
Principals were all principals of Darwin urban primary schools. Departmental officers 



were selected on the basis of the uniqueness of their positions and/or as representatives 

of particular curriculum areas. 

The study was centred on the principals' work tasks which were selected by the 

researcher as representing the major work requirements. The selection was based upon: 

(i) the researcher's own experience as a principal for six years (ii) reference to 

professional literature (iii) reference to principals' duty statements (iv) consultation 

with teachers, principals, departmental officers and parents. 

The study did not include principals' personal work behaviours or styles as a focus. 

The study did not attempt to make a comparison of public and private school systems, 

nor did it attempt to compare the expectations of significant groups at different levels of 

schooling within the one system. 

No attempt has been made to examine interactional patterns which may exist among or 

between the school community groups. 

The primary areas of interest were those nominated in the field survey and the semi-

structured interview but responses to interview questions, open-ended questions and the 

invitation to respondents to comment if they wished, allowed for the possibility of other 

dimensions being introduced. 

Because of the ethnographic nature of the study no attempt has been made to imply 

causal relationships between principals' work practices and the degree of importance 

attributed to them by the various groups. 

The focus of interest was the degree of importance which members of the various 

nominated groups attributed to the work tasks of the principal but some of the work 

tasks may not have been included. 

Limitations 

On the basis of the assumptions and delimitations, the major limitations on the findings of the 

study are the following: 
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To the extent that the data is a reflection of the perceptions and opinions of the 

respondents, its usefulness as a measure of the variables is restricted (Miller & Cannell, 

1988; Schwartz, 1981). 

To the extent that the data collected reflected the perceptions of respondents at a 

particular period of time and the study was not longitudinal in nature, data obtained at 

another time from a similar study may be dissimilar. 

The instruments used in the data collection were limited in their preparation by the 

researcher's knowledge of the work practices of principals; the researcher's 

interpretation of "intent' of colleagues' written critical comment of draft instruments; 

and the availability of relevant research and theory in the specific area of study. 

The return rate of questionnaires imposes a limitation. 

It cannot he claimed with absolute confidence that all principals' work tasks were 

included in the field survey nor that all relevant situations were included in the questions 

and responses in the field survey and the semi-structured interview. 

There can he no certainty that the change of wording in the student instrument did not 

have an affect upon the concepts in the instrument nor that the process of "walking" the 

students through the instrument did not allow the inadvertent introduction of researcher 

bias. 

Only principals were interviewed and this restricts the degree of qualification of the 

responses and insight that might have been generated if representatives of other 

respondent groups had been interviewed. 

Other possible significant groups were not included and therefore other possible sources 

of relevant data were excluded. 

The methods used in analysing the data impose limitations. 

Although the instruments elicited the respondents' cognitive responses, a valuable 

source of data may have been an "in-field" observation by the researcher of the 

respondents' interactions with the principal. This additional dimension may have 

indicated, through their behaviours, the degree of importance they attributed to the 

principal's work tasks. 



11. As the data were gathered from specific groups, under certain circumstances in a 

particular location, the degree to which generalisations can he made to other educational 

locations and groups is dependent upon the similarity of location, groups and 

circumstances. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter briefly reviews the literature and research which focus upon the three domains of 

the primary school principal's role identified by Marsh (1988) - instructional leadership; 

administration and organisation; and human relations. These three domains subsume the seven 

areas which he terms the "principal's domains of control / supervision" (p. 73), i.e. curriculum 

and instruction, academic performance of students, non-academic performance of students. 

professional / personal performance of staff, administration I organisation, school facilities, and 

external relations. These three major areas will he reviewed, using as lenses the following 

aspects which impinge upon the role of the principal, to provide a perspective for the study's 

focus: the complexity and ambiguity of the role; change as a factor of influence; and the 

concepts of leadership, administration and management as they relate to primary schools. 

While these aspects are considered within this chapter as though each is discrete, the degree of 

overlap and interrelatedness will he apparent. 

The Complexity and Ambiguity of the Principal's Role 

Related Perceptions 

Reference to educational literature concerning the role of the school principal provides an 

indication as to the complexity and ambiguity of the principal's role, and identifies some of the 

issues and concerns that make it so. Leithwood and Montgomery (1982, p.  330), for example, 

ascribe considerable concern to both attributes: 

Both characteristics represent what might be the most significant set of problems faced by 
incumbents. Role ambiguity was identified by Blumberg and Greenfield (1980); Reinhardt, 
Arends, Burns. Kutz and Wyant (1979): Rosenblum and Jastrz.ab (n.d.); Lorzeau (1977); Houts 
(1975): Goldharnmer and Becker (1971): Wolcott (1978); and Dow and Whitehead (1980). 
Ambiguity manifests itself as a lack of clear expectations for the role and conflict about 
responsibilities: frequently, no viable rationale for the duties assigned to the role and no 
defensible criteria for assessing principals' performance are available. Whereas some might 
view the role as one of school leadership, central administrators frequently seem to view 
principals as middle managers and assess performance according to the principals success in 
implementing policies and procedures formulated at the district level (HouLs, 1975). 
Role complexity and role ambiguity are interdependent sets of problems. Complexity is a 
function of the number of different people with whom the principal must interact, each 
potentially the bearer of problems (Crowson & Porter-Gehrie, 1980b). 
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Associated with, and contributing to the complexity and ambiguity of the principals role, the 

authors identify four other areas of significant potential problems, which principals could he 

required to address. They relate to teachers (lack of knowledge of and skill in new practices, 

disincentives or lack of motivation to change); the role incumbents themselves (lack of 

knowledge, skill, and motivation; an inaccurate or restricted view of the wider educational 

system; an inability to handle the change process, or lack of general leadership skills); the 

district (the complex and hierarchical organisational system structure compared with the loosely 

coupled school structure (Glassman, 1973; Weick, 1976), the ambiguity and rigidity of system 

policies and priorities, insufficient resource provision to schools to support program 

improvement); and the community (the amount of parent interest, pressure groups), (Leithwood 

& Montgomery, 1982, pp.33  I-33). Hoyle (1988. p.  28). in considering the changing role of 

principals in recent years contends that the position has become 'overloaded with expectations" 

to the extent that principals attempting to meet them all would risk burn-out. He believes that 

one of the dilemmas facing principals "is to select from the range and diversity of expectations 

those to which they should give most time and attention." 

Heck (1991, p.  68) traces the role of school principals in the United States and notes its 

development over time, in scope and complexity. 

In the United States the principalship has evolved from "principal teacher" in the early New 
England schools (Boyer, 1983; Blank, 1987), to an increasing concern with managing the 
school (Glasman & Nevo, 1988), to today's diverse set of role descriptions. These current 
descriptions include origin and pawn [in decision making] (Bridges, 1970), gatekeeper (Hanson, 
1979), street-level bureaucrat (Crowson & Porter-Gehrie, 1980), broker (Crowson, Hurwitz, 
Morris & Porter-Gehrie, 1981), instructional leader (Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan & Lee, 1982) and 
educational leader (Blank, 1987). 

On completion of his seminal study of the role of the Australian principal, Duignan (1985, p.  7) 

concluded that the role is "inherently complex and ambiguous". He identified as sources of 

frustration for many principals, "external" pressures (e.g., societal demands and expectations), 

"internal" pressures (e.g., attempting to provide educationally viable programs for an 

increasingly diverse range of students and abilities whilst endeavouring to accommodate 

culTiculum change and innovation), and "problems of ambiguity" (e.g., lack of role definition 

and illusive operational parameters). Three important dilemmas facing principals, identified by 
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Duignan were: (1) administration vs. instructional leadership; (2) accessibility vs efficiency 

(i.e. being available to school clientele - students, parent and teachers); and (3) increasing 

responsibility vs decreasing authority. Beare (1988) notes the extreme pressure education is 

under, situated as it is at the "transition point from an industrial to a post-industrial economy" 

(p. 249). In considering the pivotal role schools are called upon to play in making the 

transition, he considers the possibility of operational changes that, if adopted, would alter the 

fundamental organisations of schools, and provide another potential addition to the already 

existing complexity, e.g. cooperative teams of teachers hiring themselves to schools; school 

management., represented by a "core staff", recruiting 'instructional services from subsidiaries, 

professional 'companies' of teachers; or schools functioning virtually as "autonomous units 

providing education to a client area or community for a contract price from the centre" (p.  254). 

The complexity and ambiguity facing principals, and the lack of dialogue between legitimate, 

interested parties in defining that role (Krajewski, Martin & Walden, 1983; Houts, 1974; Beyer 

& Smyth, 1989) may be understood, in part, in the light of explanation by Owens (1970, 

p. 72) concerning the "multiple role" expectations that a person may be called on to perform in 

an organisation. Owens explains that the roles performed by a person such as a principal, may 

be classified using the term manifest role to refer to the actual role being performed, and the 

term latent roles to include those roles which the principal is also called upon to perform. 

Owens writes, "confusion over role expectation and role perception is commonly observed". 

This may lead to role conflict, particularly where a school principal is confronted with situations 

as reported in Duignan's work. Owens regards role ambiguity as similar to role conflict but 

"significantly different", in that the role prescription, defined as "the relatively abstract idea of 

what the general norm in the culture is for the role" (p.  72), is contradictory or vague. He 

concludes that because of the "tensions and uncertainties" which arise out of the role conflicts 

and ambiguities which exist within schools, "rather elaborate and mutually understood 

avoidance patterns may exist [including] a studied avoidance of any discussion of the problem" 

(p. 73). 
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Peterson (1982, P.  3) sees that the complexity of the principal's role is due to "the variety of 

tasks and the diverse roles" inherent in the work, both of which are complicated by the 

fragmentary nature caused often by the fact that the "locus of task initiation" is outside the 

principal's control. Fullan (1991, p.  144), believes that "the role of the principal has in fact 

become dramatically more complex, overloaded, and unclear over the past decade." Though 

not as explicit, a similar message, none-the-less, may be implied from reference to terms such 

as the following, which are used by some of the various writers to encapsulate the essence of 

the principalship: transformer (Beare, 1989); visionary (Bennis & Nanus, 1985; Starrat, 1986; 

Sergiovanni, 1990) the entrepreneurial principal (Crowther & Calwell, 1991); futures gazer, 

business manager, new style priest, political analyst, mediator, rapid change agent (Donovan, 

1991); middle manager, chief executive (Nadehaum, 1990); innovator (Leithwood & 

Montgomery; 1981, 1982); initiator (Hall, Rutherford & Griffin, 1982); professional leader 

(Chesler, Schmuck & Lippitt, 1975); facilitator, mediator (Watkins, 1985); moralist 

(Macpherson, 1989); power broker (Sarros & Carruthers, 1990); and educative leader 

(Duignan & Macpherson. 1991). 

Heck (1991) drawing upon work by Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan and Lee (1982), Ellett and 

Walherg (1979), Duckworth (1983) and Pitner (1983) concludes that "recent theoretical 

formulations about the principal's role suggest, at best, a complex and indirect relationship 

exists among the situational context, administrative behaviour, and valued school outcomes" 

(p. 69). The complex nature of the role is extended in scope when consideration is given to the 

"complex network of agencies and individuals" (Glasman & Nevo, 1988) which interact with 

the position. Principals facing situations so described, could look to advice from French, Kast 

and Rosenzweig's (1985, p.  211) comments, which, although pertaining to leadership in 

administration in general, are still transferable to the educational context: 

The best leaders seem to have a tolerance for ambiguity and conceptual ability to cope with 
multidimensional situations. They emphasize support and interaction facilitation as well as 
goal emphasis and work facilitation: and they are both autocratic and participative, depending 
on the situation. 
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The Influence of Restructuring 

Chapman (1987), in considering the role of the principal from a human relations perspective, 

provides as a background, the transition process in which there were major shifts in decision 

making and responsibility from the central office of the Victorian Education Department in the 

period between 1968 and 1985, to principals and their school communities. The magnitude of 

the significance of such a shift may be gauged from the following statement made in 1967, one 

year earlier, by Bassett, Crane and Walker: "In the state centralized education system that one 

finds in Australia the scales are weighted against the headmaster who believes that one of his 

responsibilities is to bring the school and the community closer together" (p.  86). Chapman 

identifies, in tandem with significantly increased administrative functions for principals, a new 

structure which recognised 'the devolution of authority from the bureaucracy of the Education 

Department to the community of the school" (p.126). Given that 'the Education act of 1958 

was amended to provide that 'the school council shall determine the general education policy of 

the school within guidelines by the Minister", principals now faced the complex requirement 

that they relate to three authority levels - central office, regional office and school council. 

Principals were now operating within a "recently changed structure onto which had been 

grafted a new philosophy" (Chapman, 1987, p.  128). Chapman, in considering the matter of 

democratic decision-making and school council involvement went so far as to argue the need 

for a "Principals' Centre to help principals adjust to this severe reorientation" (Watkins, 1991, 

p. 31). 

The effects of such restructuring should not have caught educationalists totally unawares 

however. Vacchini (1977) wrote of the dramatic changes that would occur in school 

community relationship during the 1980s and 1990s, identifying aspects of professional and 

community reactions and attitudes which would cause barriers that would need to be overcome 

at the personal and school level. Similarly, Bassett, Jacka and Logan (1982) warned that a 

major revision of schools, emphasizing a balance of professional and lay opinion, would bring 

with it "uncertainty and hesitancy" from principals who were used to traditional frameworks of 

authority within schools which had been modelled on commercial and industrial institutions 
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(p. 195). Simpkins (1987, P.  87) sketches an invidious situation for principals, and presents 

an aspect which Bassett, Jacka and Logan may not have envisaged in 1982, by asking the 

question: "Do current changes in the direction of decentralisation enhance the capacity of school 

executives to take initiatives, or are they increasingly subject to the growing influence of 

external power elites while still answerable to internal traditional authority?". Sharpe's (1987, 

p. 13) consideration of the two main models for formal accountability in the Australian 

education system - local control and accountability or central control and accountability provides 

an answer. 

Both these models must recognise political structures within the society, with the associated 
funding responsibilities and sanctions. No community, irrespective of whether it be a local 
community or the people of the state, can accept a situation where schools and teachers are 
autonomous or subject to the direction of another non-accountable agency. 

Since this time other states and territories in Australia have followed the lead provided in 

Victoria, and it is to these schools that Sarros and Carruthers (1990, p.  4) are looking when 

they say, "This fundamental shift of power from school principal to school council or 

equivalent representative group is another example of bureaucratic manipulation of school life 

without fully understanding its impact'. In asking what can he learnt from the Victorian 

experience the authors identify the following aspects of devolution that they regard as impacting 

on the operational modes of schools: the number of school committees that they see 

mushrooming endlessly, requiring response "to the latest policy initiatives as quickly as 

possible, regardless of their practicability and relevance to education per se'; the increasing time 

spent on committees which are meeting "more often, for greater periods of time ... during and 

beyond school hours on a regular basis, and in response to a variety of matters"; the quality of 

committee membership, which requires "attention and monitoring"; and the changing role of the 

principal, together with the question concerning "the legal responsibility for what occurs in 

schools', initiated by the shift in power and authority as "the school council or board is 

empowered to recruit staff and direct policy" (p. 6). Watkins (1991), and Hughes (1990) in 

considering the theme of principals as representatives of their schools, both to their system 

authorities and to their community constituents, and Peterson (1982) in viewing the principal as 

a linking agent of the internal components of the school, the school and the external 
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environment, and the school and 'upper level units in the organization" (Peterson, p.  2), 

acknowledge the difficulties and complexities principals face, positioned as they are at the 

"interface between the institution and its external environment" (Hughes, p. 5), where they 

might he called upon to play the dual role of representative of the system view on the one hand 

(inward communication) and advocate the school community view on the other (outward 

communication). Hughes believes that the problem for the professional and executive 

credibility of principals in such a role is "more acute in many countries as more insistent 

demands for public accountability are matched by vigorous calls for more participation by staff 

and students" (p.  5). Payne's (1987) findings led him to conclude that the principal is 

perceived as the "person in the middle" (p.  229). Grassie (n.d.) offers the description, "the 

man in the firing line" (p.  9), while Beare, Cajdwell and Millikan (1989) describes principals as 

"gatekeepers at the intersection" (p.  93). Whatever their descriptions, the authors conclude that 

principals are expected to play a central, reconciling role, situated as they are at the intersecting 

zones of the educational interests of superordinates, teachers, parents and students. 

The ReconceptuaJisation of Power 

"Few sociological concepts are as elusive and ambiguous as that of power" (Angus & Rizvi 

(1989, p.  7). Drawing upon work by Burbules (1986) they argue that, in practice, authority 

and power are inseparable and that, "... from the standpoint of subordination in the social 

world, power and authority would more likely be viewed as dual structures, both 

simultaneously present, in subtle and continuous interaction" (Gouldner, 1971, p. 294). It is in 

this sense that the terms power and authority are used interchangeably within this chapter. 

In 1976 Peters identified influences such as controversial curriculum issues, knowledge of 

curriculum, social and welfare issues, and the democratic involvement of parents and their 

increasing levels of vociferousness, which meant that it was "no longer practicable for the head 

to exercise authority in a traditional paternalistic way" (p. 2). Coppell and Henry (1977, 

p. 145) noted that the 1976 annual meeting of the Federation of Parents' and Citizens' 

Associations recommended that principals, together with their staffs should he responsible for 
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initiating "positive actions" which would encourage parents to participate in the decision making 

processes within schools, involving them in areas such as financial allocation and expenditure 

of funds, after hours use of school facilities, and physical and educational needs of the school 

(p. 7). Gunn, Holdaway and Johnson (1988) argue that such a reconceptualisation of the 

power of the principalship is necessary in the light of recent moves which see greater autonomy 

being given to schools. They identify for principals "six bases of influence" extracted by 

Isherwood (1973): "traditional authority, legal authority, charismatic authority, authority of 

expertise, normative authority, and human relations skills", and from Treslan and Ryan (1986): 

administrative skills (hum an relations-plus-technical), deferent authority (based on staff norms 

of respect for the office of principal), legal-positional power, and charismatic authority" (p. 3). 

They contend that principals must critically examine the concept of power as it applies to the 

leadership role and clearly reject the traditional view of power as being derived from their 

"formally designated positions in bureaucratic organizations" (p.2), as being deficient because it 

fails to take into account other levels of power, exercised by individuals and groups, and which 

are available to them. They encourage principals to explore the intricate power bases, both 

actual and potential within their schools, as a means of redressing the situation which they see 

as one in which, "administrator's decisions are more readily questioned and criticized than ever 

before, and their decision making tasks, performed in uncertain educational environments and 

with interdependent consequences, grow progressively more complex (pp. 2-3). The authors 

believe that the question facing principals is: "If principals are losing the power previously 

assumed to be inherent in their positions of authority, how may they exert the direction that is 

expected of them as instructional and administrative leaders of schools" (p.  2)? 

Dunlap and Goldman (1991, p.  25), in addressing similar "educational reform movements 

stressing site-based management" in the United States, also consider the issue of power in 

schools. In their advocailon for principals to exercise "facilitative power" rather than vertically 

oriented, hierarchical, authoritative power, as a means of enhancing many aspects of schools' 

functioning, they also warn that, "the increased demands for facilitative power may have effects 

on school administrators, especially on principals, that are difficult to predict in this era of 

reform." Specifically, they raise issues in connection with principals' formal authority, the 
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perception of the principal as the key player, their ability to intervene in professional issues, and 

therefore the extent to which they can be held responsible for their school's performance. 

Glasser (1990, p.  431) raises an issue that adds another dimension that principals in both 

Chapman's (1987) and Dunlap and Goldman's (1991) scenarios would need to consider. 

While agreeing with Dunlap and Goldman that cooperation at the school-site between principal 

and constituents, and facilitation by the principal of educative endeavours is likely to be far 

more productive than top down measures, he identifies the need for principals to learn the 

necessary social and administrative skills to act as a "buffer" between the system and the 

teachers in the school. 

The Boundary Spanning Role 

Goidring (1990, p.  53) presents a much expanded and multi-directional notion of the concept of 

the principal as a buffer. She positions the principal in a "boundary spanning" (Scott, 1981) 

role which entails two main functions - buffering and bridging. 

In buffering the organisation from the environment, the boundary spanner attempts to attain 
relative certainty and stability for the internal functioning of the organisation by mediating 
between environmental disturbances which have an impact on the organisation, and the 
organisation proper, in an effort to seal off the organisation from unnecessary intrusion. ... In 
bridging between the organisation and its environment, the boundary spanner attempts to 
increase organisation-environment linkages in order to foster the interdependence which 
naturally exists between the two. 

Coulson (1976, p. 104) believes that principals should regard this as their most important 

responsibility. The complexity of such a role and the sensitivity required of its incumbent is 

apparent in the nature of the interactions between the school and its parents, e.g. community 

expectations (Hallinger & Murphy, 1986), participation in educational decision making 

(Lipham & Hoeh, 1974) and communication between parents and staff (Turner, 1983). 

Goldring's (1985) study of principal-parent relationships demonstrates the various facets of the 

relationships and the underlying motivation which determines their nature, e.e. in acting as 

"peace-keeper between parents and the school" it is apparent that principals interact with parents 

at two levels. At one level principals wish to prevent parents from "jeopardising their 

relationship with their superiors at central office" (a factor also acknowledged by House & 
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Lapan, 1978, p.  145) and at a second level they wish to 'prevent the parents from interfering 

with the smooth functioning of their schools' (p.  56). Goldring maintains that in addition to 

their moderating role between parents and the school, principals also recognise the need to 

develop "a supportive parent clientele" and so 'they emphasise and develop the public relations 

function of engaging with parents". Principals, then, are faced with a situation in which 

devolution is requiring school communities to accept greater responsibilities for making 

educational decisions affecting their operations. Accompanying this is a diffusion of decision 

making power which departs from the traditional hierarchical model, which is requiring 

principals to reconceptualise their leadership methods and roles, and placing a call upon them to 

develop interactional skills, or refine those already in existence, with their constituents. The 

potential strain upon principals resulting from such a requirement can be noted in the findings 

of a study by MacPherson (1985, p.  3). In his study of principal burnout. MacPherson 

concluded from his consideration of factors within the school system that "autonomy, role 

ambiguity, boundary spanning, teacher supervision" have an importance in that they relate 

significantly to burnout. Wolcott (1973), from his ethnographic study of the many dimensions 

of the principalship concluded that the principal was faced with a "network" of relationships 

between himself and the staff, parents, officials of the school system, and the children, and that 

in such a context the principal could be little other than a mediator; and certainly far removed 

from being an innovator or able to contribute, in any depth, to the school's educational process. 

Role Balance and Proactivity 

Duke's (1988, p.  310) consideration of the "dropout rate" amongst principals, led him to 

conclude, amongst other things, that there was a tendency for managerial concerns to be 

accorded priority over leadership requirements. Marsh (1988), in considering the role of the 

principal with regard to school improvement, draws upon studies at the primary school level by 

Chesler, Schmuck and Lippett (1975) and Wolcott (1978), and is supported by Glasman 

(1984), and Crowson and PorterGehrie (1980), in his suggestion that, whilst a principal might 

legitimately be expected to devote equal amounts of time to pedagogic tasks such as educational 

and instructional leadership, curriculum implementation and teacher support, and to 
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administrative tasks such as financial decisions, facilities maintenance and correspondence, the 

greater amount of principal time is devoted to administrative and organisational matters. Their 

objective in doing so, it is argued, is to achieve and maintain a smooth functioning 

organisation, (an argument supported by Grassie, 1978) the achievement of which might he 

hindered by curriculum changes and supervision of the professional performance of staff. 

Interaction with the wider school community is initiated on the occasions when it is felt 

necessary to secure support for some aspect of the school's functioning. Based on these 

studies, the conclusion is drawn by Marsh (1988, p.  72) that "it is the very rare principal who 

provides strong and balanced attention to such domains as instructional leadership, routine 

administration and human relations'. According to Leithwood and Montgomery (1982) who 

refer to Lorzeau's (1977) data, effective principals do strive to achieve a balance in these three 

areas. They conclude that "the extent to which balanced attention is possible, however, seems 

likely to depend on the competence and motivation of the school's teaching staff and the nature 

and extent of the gap between actual and desired student achievement" (p.  321). Murphy 

(1987, p.3) proffers another explanation for such an imbalance, looking to the areas of training 

and preparation for evidence of trends from which, he argues, certain results are predictable. 

Administrators tend to emphasise those skills and concentrate on those content areas in which 
they are best prepared and to avoid those areas with which they feel less comfortable. This 
pattern in turn reinforces the primacy of general management over instructional management 
activities. As time goes on, the few instructional skills that administrators do possess begin 
to atrophy. Given the large number of roles they are expected to fulfill and activities they 
must perform, added to the lack of direction from superiors to act otherwise, most principals 
become ensconced in their role as school managers, leaving issues of curriculum and 
instruction to others. 

Such a view of the imbalance in the principal's role is cause for concern in light of the statement 

by Caidwell and Crowther (1991, p.  96) that, in Australia, "there is good reason to be 

optimistic that our schools can lead the way in the revitalisation of our society and our culture", 

and Smith and Greene's (1990, p.  20) belief that dynamic leadership in elementary schools in 

the United States is required as they "face the pivotal role the schools have already begun to 

play in preserving the American ethos" and as they are "being asked to guide the national 

culture, almost single-handedly, through a storm of change while being confronted by the most 

diverse and challenging student population in American history". The depth of concern 
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increases when consideration is given to the necessary behaviours Smith and Greene would 

require of an effective principal: "the establishment and maintenance of an orderly atmosphere; 

emphasis on student achievement; ability to establish instructional strategies; frequent evaluation 

of student progress; coordination of instructional programs; and, willingness and ability to 

support teachers" (p.  21). On the basis of Murphy's argument alone, the principal would fail to 

be able to address five of the six points. 

Marsh's (1988) statement, however, implies that although only a very few principals are able to 

do so, principals, as a group, should strive to achieve a balance amongst the various tasks of 

their office. It further suggests that, in arriving at a decision to concentrate their attentions on 

particular aspects of the school's functioning, primarily in the administrationlorganisation 

category, principals do so as the result of conscious choice. Therefore a balance might be 

achieved through the exercise of deliberate decision making on behalf of principals. Marsh's 

statements hold the implication that principals are able to adopt a proactive stance, exercising 

conscious judgement as to where they will place their priorities, and so shape their own roles, 

rather than allowing their roles to be defined on their behalf. However, Marsh stops short of 

describing the part that principals play in the formulation of those tasks. If, as suggested by 

findings from research studies such as Edu-Con (1984), that principals have limited input to 

many of the tasks that they are required to address, or that independent, school based collegial 

decision-making takes place within a "bureaucratic-hierarchical structure" (MacNeill, 1985), 

proactive action in this sense is but a pale reflection of what could and should be and, in reality, 

still confines principals to a reactive position, responding to external initiatives which determine 

a role definition for them. The best they could hope to achieve would be to exercise choice and 

allocate priorities amongst the list of responsibilities, predetermined on their behalf by external 

agencies. 

This viewpoint is subscribed to by a number of writers. MacNeill (1985, p. 153) sees that 

principals are limited in their decision making by the "formal and informal parameters" set by 

Education Departments, parents, teachers and students. Krajewski. Martin and Walden (1983, 

p. 22) proffer the notion that whilst principals are the ones responsible for all that occurs at the 
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school, they are the ones who have least input into determining the principal's role. Fullan 

(1991) supports this idea, contending that "the role of principals in implementing innovations is 

more often than not a case of being on the end of externally initiated changes" (p. xi), and that 

studies confirm conditions of overload and fragmentation in the principal's role" (p.  148). 

He argues that principals are unable to establish a balanced view of their roles because of the 

need to address the multiplicity of additional tasks and the myriad interruptions which they 

experience in their work. Houts (1974, p.  7), in recognising the evolutionary nature of the 

principal's role advocates the proactive involvement of the principal in shaping the role: 

"Unless principals actively ... help add to, erase, enhance and reshape the myriad of functions 

that compose their role, the principalship will indeed be rewritten and unmistakenly diminished 

by others." Fifteen years later Beyer and Smyth (1989, p.  3) addressed the same theme, 

expanding their concerns to encompass teachers, parents and students. 

The common theme running through the proposed reforms of Australian education (and that of 
the Americans and the British from whom we slavishly take our lead), is that initiatives for 
change must be proposed by those 'outside' of schools, to be obediently followed by those 
'inside' of schools. Teachers, parents and students, all of whom stand to lose considerably from 
these alleged reforms, are actively excluded from the dialogue and debate about the formulation 
of these proposals and are only invited to participate as benign respondents once the policies 
have been formulated. 

Watkins (1985, p.  110), referring to Weher's (1958, p.  182) concept of an alien and 

impersonal form of bureaucratic administration as an "iron cage" states: "To escape this iron 

cage communities such as those centering on schools need to reassert their human agency. 

They need to regain control and involvement in those decisions which may have some affect on 

them." 

Achieving a balanced role (whether by proactive means or conscious choice from amongst 

externally determined responsibilities) appears to be a desirable end which the principal should 

seek. It is not, however, a new notion, as pointed out by Payne (1988, p.  13). 

The idea that achievement of balance is a major aspect of principals' work is not new since 
over 40 years ago Mort (Griffith, 1985), in the first major treatise on administrative theory in 
schools administration, stressed the need for the principal to exercise balanced judgement in 
order to resolve the contradictions in the list of principles he enunciated for good 
administration. 
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Yet, the various and contrasting role expectations such as those described by Krajewski, Martin 

& Walden (1983, PP.  2-3), e.g. "disciplinarians, teacher evaluators, building custodians, 

instructional leaders, team leaders, managers', suggest that the nature and complexity of the 

tasks of the office, rather than "administrative principles" present the concern, and that the 

desired balance may not be achieved so easily by the majority of principals. They contend that 

any investigation of the principals role will indicate an "overlap" of managerial and leadership 

functions but, they too conclude that, "although leadership expectancies are always present, 

managerial demands seem to prevail [and] many elementary principals feel they are drowning in 

a sea of duties" (pp.  2-3). 

Although the authors may be seeking to drive home their point by highlighting the obviously 

contrasting and demanding requirements of a principal's role, their claims are reinforced by 

other writers in the field of education, in countries additional to their own. In Australia, 

Nadehaum (1990, p. 15) believes that "with devolution of school systems, the role of the 

principal has become increasingly ambiguous". Duignan and Macpherson (1991, p. 15), while 

asserting that "the services of many [Australian] educational systems and institutions have been 

subjected to dramatic and traumatic restructures in recent years", contend that in curriculum 

matters, principals are faced with a situation where the "power over pedagogy" resides mostly 

with classroom practitioners who jealously guard their professional responsibilities to their 

students, and generally regard their classrooms as their professional domains. Lortie (1975) 

sees teachers as having their own zones of autonomy within their classrooms. Leithwood and 

Montgomery (1982, p.  332) reinforce this notion, asserting that it is the teachers' perceived 

needs and interests of their students that set the prime classroom agenda for them and it is only 

after this agenda has been set that they take note of "factors psychologically and physically 

more distant from the classroom". The result of such an attitude, they conclude, is that 

"typically, teachers perceive the principal to be one such distant factor". Southworth (1987, 

p. 131) states that English headteachers "experience wide-ranging and often conflicting 

demands" and that the problems confronting headteachers because of these demands are often 

compounded by the fact that "teachers, parents, governors, children and L.E.A. seldom want 

the same thing". In addition, "the head's responsibility for curriculum oversight is not matched 
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by the power to control how teachers think, and thus how teachers will act in the minutiae of 

daily classroom interactions which constitute the active curriculum". A fellow Englishman, 

Kent (1989, P.  9) believes that "the headteacher's job has changed almost beyond recognition 

over the last few years and is continuing to expand". He identifies the need for educators to 

understand newly introduced legislation, new methods of curriculum instruction, and "more 

accountability than any of us ever dreamed possible", as some of the contributing factors. In 

contrast however he adds that "the sheer scope of a headship can be one of its pleasures" and 

regards the requirement to undertake a diverse and often quite contrasting range of 

responsibilities as "a positive obligation" (p. 11). 

Conley and Barcharach (1990, p.  541), in the United States, in contrast to Southworth (1987), 

and Duignan and Macpherson (1991), actively advocate that "the primary control of 

pedagogical knowledge should be left to teachers" as a major means to the establishment of 

participatory school-site management. They do not, however, address the issue of 

responsibility for curriculum oversight, raised by Southworth, Duignan and Macpherson. 

Heck (1991, pp. 67-68), in considering future models of school-site leadership, does give 

consideration to such matters stating that "demands for accountability in the public schools of 

the United States have focused on the quality of instruction classroom teachers provide for their 

students, as well as the principal's role in the supervision of teachers and the school's 

instructional programme" (p. 67). Smyth (1980, p.  4) believes that for principals to provide 

"true professional leadership" in schools they must start with the classroom as their primary 

focus, concentrating on concerns and issues of importance to teachers and students, and 

providing objective, constructive feedback to teachers regarding the quality of their classroom 

performances. In considering the "proposed solutions for curing [the] educational ills" Heck 

(1991) offers unspecified support for Conley and Barcharach (1990), stating that "both the 

American and Australian contexts [have] favoured the redefinition of site-level decision-making 

authority towards the empowerment of teachers in these processes" (p.  68). However, Gronn 

(1984, p.  4) raises an important issue which would need to be addressed by advocates of such 

measures: "perhaps a democratic system's key dilemma is created by the need to delegate 

authority to individuals whilst simultaneously seeking to control them". 
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Change as a Factor of Influence - 

While the complexity and ambiguity of the role of principals is just as vexatious a problem for 

today's principals as it was for yesterday's, these two aspects are now underscored by the 

rapidity of the current change process, and the concern by some (Angus & Rizvi, 1989; 

Chapman, 1988; Watkins, 1985) as to the genuineness of the intentions contained in some 

change aspects. Watkins (1985, p.  105) proffers the opinion that, in Victoria at least, the move 

to participatory, democratic decision making in schools was underpinned by the "political 

rhetoric of our present society [and that] such a grassroots involvement in the decision-making 

process has been growing in Victoria since 1982". He goes on to note, citing in evidence, 

Carnoy and Shearer (1980); Edwards (1979); Levin (1980); and Zwerdling (1980): "however, 

such calls for the democratisation of the administration of educational organisations and 

institutions are not isolated but reflect a wider worldwide, growing interest in industrial 

democracy, worker control and participative administration' (p.  109). In 1991, six years later, 

his words reflecting the old adage, "the more things change, the more things remain the same", 

he writes, "at one level the rhetoric of administration of schools in Victoria is characterised by 

an impetus toward devolution, greater equality, participation and collaboration involving the 

school community", and on "another level the restructuring ... has meant greater centralisation 

through ... the consolidation of finance and resources into an extremely central position" 

(p. 24). Chapman (1988, p.  4) makes similar observations, reporting the growing concern 

amongst proponents of school improvement that the "rhetoric of greater devolution of 

responsibility to schools" is being used to mask the increased centralised control of schools. 

Angus and Rizvis (1989) examination of the change processes occurring in Victoria led them 

to conclude: "While the policies of participation and devolution promise alterations to long-

established power relationships, the practice does not always seem to indicate greater 

democracy" (p. 7), and that, "the pattern of power relationships in Victoria have not 

substantially altered, despite some superficial administrative arrangements" (p. 15). Much of 

the problem, as they see it, lies in the fact that devolution is characterised by a bureaucratic 

mode of thinking that attempts: 



to separate the fonnulation of policy (decided in the political realm by appropriate 
authorities) from the implementation of policy (executed by neutral administrators). Such a 
view implies that devolution is already defined at the central level: that people at the local level 
simply have to understand its nature and implement it.... As things stand ... various 
educational participants, including both policy makers and policy implementers, seem to have 
been searching for a uniform understanding of what devolution means (p. 17). 

Such a change process, afforded credibility, places principals between the policy formulation 

(in the creation of which they have had no involvement), and the implementation process (for 

which they are held responsible). 

Clearly, however, additional functional responsibilities and powers have been devolved to 

schools. Beare (1987, p.  99) notes that the "parliamentary mode" of operation rather than a 

"bureaucratic or hierarchical mode", occasioned by the introduction of school councils, together 

with the move for greater autonomy for schools, will require that principals display an 

increasing degree of managerial sophistication as school communities are bequeathed the 

"transactional and synoptic roles" (p.  110) from head office. He sees that as decision making 

powers across a wide range of functions are devolved increasingly to schools, not only will it 

'make educational administration more complicated for all concerned", the scope, level and 

degree of involvement by principals will increase. This will occur in areas such as: "financial 

management and planning; management of people; staff training (both lay and professional and 

para-professional; the management of buildings, plant and equipment; public relations; 

interfacing with the media; local politics; and legal matters" (p.  99). Gunn, Holdaway and 

Johnson (1988), reflecting none of the reservations of Angus and Rizvi (1989), Chapman 

(1988) and Watkins (1985) endorse the move from central to site-control, seeing the 

relinquishing of school system domination as freedom for change to be effected within schools. 

Duignan and Macpherson (1991, p.  1) suggest that the "radical changes in recent years after 

decades of incrementalisation ", in the school systems of Australia and New Zealand, have 

occurred because of what "appears to be an economic concern for efficiency." 

Holdaway and Ratsoy (1991, p.  1), in considering "the preparation of principals for their 

emerging roles" accept as a basic premise that the role of the school principal is complex in 

nature. While this complex role, they argue, has undergone changes that have altered 
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significantly the "related education and skill development needs" of principals in the United 

States, Canada and other western countries over the last forty years", many recent events have 

accelerated the rate of change". They identify societal, professional, and organizational changes 

(particularly the movement towards greater autonomy for schools) as three major ingredients in 

the change formula. Schools in Australia, England and Wales, New Zealand and Hawaii are 

being afforded greater autonomy which, the authors argue, is "increasing the responsibilities of 

principals and changing their roles'. Within Australia the authors focus upon educational 

innovation occurring in the states of Western Australia and New South Wales. 

The Western Australian Ministry of Education (1987) reached a decision to expand significantly 

the staff responsibilities of principals by making them responsible in such areas as supervision 

of all school-based personnel, adjudicating and determining the employment status of neophyte 

teachers, and determining how staff will be utilized. In New South Wales, The Management 

Review (Scott, 1989) identified resource control as a major factor in revitalising and reshaping 

for quality education within the state's schools. The report clearly indicated that within each 

school the principal was seen to be the person who would be at the vanguard of this move to 

"make all schools well managed, self-determining, self-renewing centres of educational quality" 

(p. 6), by providing them with a "greatly enhanced ability to shape their schools' future and the 

quality of teaching and learning through more direct control over vital resources" (p.  40). In 

the same year a separate Committee of Review of New South Wales Schools concurred with 

the recommendations of the Management Review, adding that principals should also be given 

the responsibility for teacher selection and appraisal but that "the principal should not be 

distracted from his or her central role as an educator' (p.  32). 

Possibly the change which impacted to the greatest extent on the role of the principal in the 

eighties occurred in New Zealand in 1989 when control of each government school was vested 

in its own board of trustees. In addition to becoming a member of the school board the 

principal was given additional responsibility for school operations, budgeting, and teacher 

evaluation (Lange, 1988). Macpherson (1989, p.  39) labels the administrative reforms in New 

Zealand as "radical", extracting from his contemplation of the Picot Report some new role 
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definitions for principals. His classification of the domains of responsibilities of principals in 

New Zealand, in the light of the Picot Report and Tomorrow's Schools, provides an interesting 

contrast with Marsh's (1988) categorisation. He sees that the role of the principals can be 

subdivided into four areas of performance in contrast to Marsh's three: "facilitating governance, 

corporate planning, educative leadership and management services" (p. 37). He believes that 

principals will have to become "politically astute" in their dealings with members of the school 

board and central office as they help "arrange bilateral, horizontal and vertical negotiations in a 

range of cultural modes." In providing "facilitative governance" he expects that they will 'need 

to be comfortable and competent debating in the abstract realm of ideas about complex 

situations and alternative policies", and they will also need to display analytical, evaluative and 

research skills to provide their trustees with the best possible policy advice. He concludes that 

principals will be expected to be "the leading professional of the school and to offer educative 

leadership that is demonstrably educative in intent and outcome", but that combined with the 

managerial, facilitative and corporate requirements, "the prospect could be daunting" (p. 42). 

In Australia at least, the complexity and ambiguity of this expanding role of principals is 

exacerbated by the fact that it is occurring at a time when school systems are now experiencing 

similar problems faced by American schools in the late 1970s - declining enrolments, reduction 

in staffing and school closures (Pharis & Zakariya, 1978, pp. xi-xii). 

The changing and expanding role being experienced by principals in Australia and New Zealand 

can be compared further with the role of principals in Canada in the mid 80s. Fullan (1991, 

p. 1) cites a study of 137 principals and vice-principals in the Toronto Board of Education. He 

states: 

In this work several measures indicated the problem of overload. Respondents were asked to 
rate Ii major expectations (e.g., new program demands, number of Board directives and 
priorities, number of directives from the Ministry, etc.) in terms of whether the expectation had 
increased, decreased, or remained the same in the last five years. On the average, across all 11 
dimensions, 90% of the principals/vice-principals reported an increase in demands, with only 
9% citing a decrease. 

In addition, other increases mentioned were, time demands in dealing with parent and 

community groups (92% believed there had been an increase), requests from trustees (91%), 
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administrative activities (88%), staff involvement and student services (81%), and Board 

initiatives (69%). These findings were confirmed by 'parents, trustees, consultants and 

teachers" who believed that there were "greater time and program demands on principals over 

the last five years". Contrasting with the expanding role of principals is the decreasing amount 

of time they spend on matters directly related to student learning. Fullan draws upon 

Leithwood and Montgomery's "principal profile" (1986) which concludes that less than 10% of 

the principals in Ontario are in the category of "problem solver", i.e., focussing on student 

learning and any matters which might prevent that occurring, to reinforce findings by Fullan, 

Anderson and Newton (1986) that in one Ontario school board "it was estimated that less than 

10% of the principals were functioning as highly effective curriculum leaders" (p.  2). Duignan 

and Macpherson (1991, p.  7) also identify the importance of principals adopting a problem 

solving approach if they are to help in determining what counts as an educative curriculum. 

Against this educational background of ambiguity, complexity, expansion, rapid change and 

calls for more effective schools, Fullan (1991, p.  3) places the principal at centre stage: 

"Accompanying the increased expectations for overall improvement, of course, has been a 

policy conclusion backed up by considerable research that the elementary school principal is the 

chief agent of change and improvement at the school level". Holdaway (1988) considers that in 

the pursuit of school effectiveness "the aspect of adaptability to changing circumstances seems 

to he particularly important, emphasizing a dynamic rather than static approach" (p. 1). Other 

writers (Drucker. 1985; Donovan, 1991; Hall, Hord & Griffin, 1980; Lieberman & Miller, 

1981; Macpherson, 1989; Tye, 1972) support Fullan's position, arguing that rather than being 

a responder to agents of change, principals should themselves become agents for change, 

taking control of their educational environments in a proactive manner and shaping their 

school's destinies, together with other members of the school community. Hoy and Miskel 

(1987) support their arguments, believing that principals should accept the challenge to "find 

methods to extend their influence over their professional staff beyond the narrow limits of 

formal positional authority" (p. 222). Sarason (1971) identifies the degree to which principals 

feel they, rather than external factors govern their course of action, as an important factor in 

their taking control of their role performance. Barth (1990, p.  516) argues that a principal 
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cannot he a "serious agent of change" at the school level while being responsible for the 

implementation of someone else's vision. It is only through the development of methods to 

"foster the elements of teachers' and principals' personal visions' that school improvement 

might occur. Hughes (1990, p.  4) maintains that in "a world of rapid and unpredictable 

change" it is necessary that principals, as "professionals-as-administrators", concern 

themselves with more than the maintenance of their school-site system while the teachers carry 

out the professional tasks of the school with little reference to either the principal or one 

another. She argues that a "more creative and dynamic role is required, preferably in a 

collaborative framework, which includes involvement in defining and re-assessing goals, 

facilitating change, motivating staff and students, and external representation" (p. 4). Watkins 

(1991, p.29) also focuses on the notion of"collahorative participation" on behalf of principals 

in his consideration of the changes to the functioning of schools, which has meant that 

principals, "socialised into an almost military form of administration, have had to adjust their 

outlook in a major way". Chapman (1985) suggests that the principal "is no longer able to see 

himlherself as the authority figure, 'the organisation [wo]man'  directed, supported and at times 

protected by departmental rules and regulations". Instead she ascribes a co-ordinating and 

representative role to the principal, working with various interests groups that have a legitimate 

educational interest in the school. 

Fullan (1991) however, identifies what he regards as an impediment to improvement, which is 

associated with the central position of the principal. He argues, as do Gunn and Holdaway 

(1986), that principals, as a group, show tendencies towards conservatism. He bases his 

argument upon work by Sarason (1982) and Lortie (1987) who are concerned that principals 

enter their leadership positions with an attenuated and conservative perspective brought about 

by a narrowness induced by their experiences during their classroom teaching days, usually in a 

restricted number of educational settings. Fullan concludes that, "Despite all the attention on 

the principal's leadership role in the 1980s, we appear to be losing ground, if we take as our 

measure of progress the presence of increasingly large numbers of highly effective, satisfied 

principals." In stating that "despite ten years of effort, principals as dynamic change agents are 

still empirically rare" (p.  7), he looks to shortcomings in the findings of educational research 
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which report on single innovations, and upon which new policies and expectations are based. 

His concern is that in reality "principals are not contending with individual innovations or even 

a series of innovations. They are in the business of attempting to manage multiple innovations" 

(p. 8). For these reasons he regards as restrictive the use of such studies as those carried out 

by Hall (1987), and Hord and Hall (1987) which describe three types of principals - "initiators, 

managers and responders", based as they are on a study of a single innovation. While 

acknowledging that Leithwood and Montgomery (1986), in "the principal profile" "have gone 

farthest of anyone in working out an elaborate, focussed, theoretical framework based on 

considerable research" (p. 8), he believes there is the danger that such a well developed profile, 

given credence by senior departmental officials and principals alike, may induce a sense of 

dependency in principals as they try to match themselves to the profile and the expectations of 

their superordinates. 

A further step in the problem of dependency occurs with the requirement at system level that 

schools adopt and implement certain initiatives, usually in a manner prescribed by the system. 

As Fullan states forthrightly: 

In addition to having to implement particular new policies, principals also have to follow the 
implementation procedures. Insult having been added to injury, principals now face a double 
innovation, for implementing the implementation plan is an innovation... They are procedures 
which are supposed to be followed and which can easily create a situation of dependency as 
principals strive to follow the plan (p 9). 

Fullan's words, provided in point form, serve as a concise summary of the situations many 

principals may be experiencing at the present time: 

Emphasizing innovation can be just as authoritarian and dependency-generating as 
emphasizing tradition; 
Expecting principals to lead the implementation of all official policies, when the task 
is clearly impossible, creates overload, confusion, powerlessness, and dependency or 
cynicism; 
Externally generated, top down procedures designed to help may backfire as they add 
to overload, and may establish another external standard which has the principal 
looking for the solution outside his or her own self and situation (p 10). 

His final step in concluding that the principal must take charge, (he proactive, empowered, self-

determining) is taken via the work of Patterson, Purkey and Parker (1986) who contend that 
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while the world may be considered by some to be nonrational, it is not a nonsensical one even 

though it might be "paradoxical and contradictory, but nevertheless understandable and 

amenable to influence" (p.  10). Patterson, Purkey and Parkers basic premise is that a 

multiplicity of factors, both educational and political combine and interplay to generate 

educational policies. While principals may regard the system that generates such policies as 

overly complicated and unreasonable, there is little point in constantly complaining about the 

fact and delaying action in the hope that reason will return. A far more positive outcome may 

be effected by reconsidering the role of the principal in a time of rapid change, complexity and 

ambiguity, with a view to its redefinition and reassessment of its associated operational 

methodology. At the same time, rather than waiting for the system to change or even trying to 

influence the system (a course of action that could not guarantee a positive outcome in a 

nonrational world) principals could heed the advice of Duignan and Macpherson (1991, p.  10) 

that "any educational change ... is fundamentaJly dependent on individuals changing", and start 

with that over which they can exercise some measure of control or influence - themselves, and 

the members of the school communities of which they are a part. 

An associated aspect which reinforces Fullan's assessment concerning the conservative nature 

of principals, and his assertion that for real educational change to occur, the initiative must 

come from within schools, is offered by Owens (1970). The ability of schools to react swiftly 

to change has not changed over the decades. Owens (1970, p.  140), in making the comment 

that 'it is a commonplace observation that actual change in schools - significant, meaningful, 

effective change - is even now proceeding in desultory fashion", was endorsing Mort's (1958) 

concern that it "took about 50 years for a newly invented practice or improvement to be 

generally diffused and accepted in schools throughout the country" (p. 141). Leithwood, 

Rutherford and van der Vegt (1987, p.  189), echoing these concerns and drawing upon recent 

educational history, provide educators with what they consider to be "a message with important 

implications for schoolleader [sic] training in the future". They contend that principal training 

has always responded to what has been occurring within the system, with the result that 

principals have lacked the skills and knowledge necessary to react to innovation and change 

when it occurred. Accordingly, unless there is a change in the approach, the authors believe 
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that the work of leaders and the training that they receive will continue to he a matter of 

responding to and catching up with the past'. Owen's (1970 p.  16) description of 

administrator training serves to illustrate their point: 'Courses in educational administration 

tended to he focused on practical 'how-to-do-it' problems, drawing on the past experience of 

practicing administrators". 

What Leithwood, Rutherford and van der Vegt advocate will require principals to adopt a clear 

leadership role within their schools. They will need to be future looking, capable of 

anticipating and shaping the future in conjunction with those legitimately involved in the 

education process, rather than only reacting to or innovating some other person's view of the 

future. In their opinion this may mean collaboration with their fellow principals to achieve what 

they term a "critical mass' so that "the impact of their views has enough weight to influence 

educational direction setting (p. 190)", and collaboration with teachers to 'initiate, develop and 

sustain shared leadership at a productive level" (p.  191). 

This view of the evolving leadership role expected of principals, emphasising as it does 

collegiality and orientation to the future, is afforded added credence when consideration is given 

to six special characteristics of leaders referred to by Lawson (1988. p.  5): 

They think 1oner term - beyond today's problems, beyond this year's budget or 
schedule, beyond the horizon. 
They look beyond the unit they are heading and grasp its relationship to larger 
realities - the larger organization of which they are part, issues external to the 
organization, global trends. 
They out heavy emphasis on the intangibles of vision, values and motivation; and 
they understand intuitively the non-rational and unconscious elements in the leader-
constituent interaction. 
They are outstanding managers and have the ability to set priorities and share them 
with their constituents. 
They have the necessary communication skills to cope with the conflicting 
requirements of multiple constituencies. 
They think in terms of renewal for the organization and its people. 

Macpherson (1989, p.  42) believes that research by Schon (1988) advocates an "educative 

leadership role" for school leaders at a time when educational institutions have to "radically 

accelerate incremental change". The enormity of such a task for principals is masked by the 

brevity of Macpherson's interpretation of Schon's work. "In essence, it means that individual 
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members have to set aside dynamic conservatism, allow a part of their professional self to die 

and he bereaved, as it were, and then negotiate a new and dimly perceived future in the 

emerging organisation". The statement by Wolcott (1973, p.  322) offers a more sobering 

perspective: 'Since their positions require them simultaneously to present the appearance of 

change and to provide the stabilizing effects of continuity, their response has been to become 

agents of the rhetoric of change rather than agents of change itself". Glatter (1986, p.  93), 

drawing upon work by Buckley (1985), Handy (1984) and Morgan, Hall and Mackay (1984), 

also acknowledges the dilemma facing principals as they are expected to manage the present 

efficiently and effectively so as to provide stability, while, at the same time, being encouraged 

to act as a change agent, faced with the strains caused by additional time demands and increased 

involvement with, and accountability to, the wider school community. In considering 

professional leadership and administration in this context he concludes pragmatically: "We now 

need to focus collective attention on how such a demanding set of requirements can be met, and 

on how the management of improvement and the management of current operations relate to 

one another, rather than regarding them as largely separate and unconnected activities" (p.  94). 

But perhaps the most sobering perspective of all is offered by Start (1988) whose cogent and 

salient arguments see the principal caught in a sea of rapid and educationally inconsequential 

change. He argues that any educational benefits to he gained from the rapid and ever changing 

innovations presently being experienced by schools can provide only minimal incremental 

benefits to students. The reason for this is that, basically, the present system of education has 

achieved the goal for which it was designed, namely, to bring the skills of literacy and 

numeracy to the masses and that we are now living in a post-literate society. Therefore, this 

having been achieved, the frenetic and continuous rounds of innovations and restructurings at 

both systems and school levels hold little potential to be more productive than the structure or 

innovation they are replacing. First, he concludes, a new purpose must be set for education as 

we approach the twenty-first century. He contends that the rapidity of change and the lack of 

opportunity to react is leading to "uncertainty, insecurity and lack of confidence" within the 

teaching profession, and that "such changes are essentially cosmetic [and] do not reflect any 

fundamental change in response to environmental demand - any change in goals" 

37 



(pp. 197-200). He refers to "the plague of 'innovative educational strategies" over he past 

thirty years as "testament to the realisation that something needs to he done" but believes that 

the changes have been no more than "administrative tinkering" and as effective as "a handaid 

for pneumonia" (p.  200). However from within this plethora of whirlwind changes and rapid 

innovation he does offer a focus for principals to enable them to make the complex clear and the 

ambiguous unequivocal. He states: "The administrative changes characteristic of State and 

Commonwealth Departments of Education will see little fundamental difference in what 

happens pedagogically in school, once teachers have had time for their breath to return in the 

face of the disorienting spate of whirlwind administrative change" (p. 201). It is to the 

pedagogical issues which remain fixed in the eye of the cyclone of change that principals might 

well look in determining a role definition for themselves. In determining that role they would 

need to understand the forces driving the winds of change and critically examine the different 

role concepts associated with the principalship. 

Leadership, Administration and Management 

While it is clear that writers in the field of educational literature are acknowledging the 

complexity and ambiguity of the principal's role, and the contribution that rapid societal, 

professional and organisational changes are making to its complexity and ambiguity, it can be 

deduced from the literature that it is in the area of leadership, administration and management 

that the complexity, ambiguity and change factors are having the greatest affect upon the role of 

the principal. What is emerging from the literature, e.g. Fullan (1991), Nadehaum (1990), 

Lewis (1988), Chapman (1987), Duignan (1987a), is the influencing nature of change which is 

forcing principals to examine their roles more closely to determine to what extent they are 

leaders, administrators and managers. In contrast Bucknall (1991, p. 49) claims "the debate 

about whether a principal should be an educational leader or a manager is over - the simple fact 

is that in the 1990s the successful principal will be in part a financial entrepreneur". However 

this assertion should not be accepted as axiomatic, as the second half of his statement does not 

provide sufficient evidence to support the claim put forward in the first half. At the very least it 
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would suggest the initiation of a new debate, or return to the old one, to determine what the 

'part' that is not a financial entrepreneur should he. 

Spinks (1991, P.  56) offers advice as to what that "part" might he as he reflects on the role of 

the school leader. While agreeing with Buckriall that "school administrators" should he moving 

from a "self-management mode to an entrepreneurial mode", he contends that "seventy-five 

percent of their time should be spent on matters that are focussed on teaching and learning". 

Nadehaum (1990, p.  14), while examining recent devolutionary practices in Australia, very 

clearly identifies principals with corporate and public sector managers, although 

acknowledging the possible dilemma for principals which such a role creates: 

For principals, like other public sector managers with professional or technical specialist 
training, this has meant a need to acquire generic management skills in financial management, 
human resource management, information technology management, negotiation and the like, 
as well as to become familiar with corporate planning processes, program management and 
performance indicators - jargon which, until recently, has characterised the corporate private 
sector rather than the government school system. Many principals have felt that this emphasis 
on management has been at the expense of emphasis on education and have resented it. 

In contrast, Bell (1988, p. 47) regards good leadership as a prerequisite for good management. 

and has no doubt in ascribing this as the chief role principals should play in their schools. 

While acknowledging the need for effective management functions within the school he 

identifies their prime purpose as "the administration and maintenance of the school". In arguing 

that the leadership role should dominate the managerial role he cites "change" as the reason, 

believing "primary schools are having to embrace change rather than stability and, therefore, 

they are required increasingly to adapt to new circumstances rather than being able to rely on 

what has gone before" (p.  47), (see also Duignan and Macpherson, 1991, p.  16). Owens 

(1970, p.  127) agrees that "administrators are properly concerned with maintaining the 

organization", and warns that, "an important source of role conflict for the principal is that he is 

expected to he both administrator and leader, although, by definition, the behaviors appropriate 

for each of these roles are mutually exclusive" (p.  126). Forceful support for this point of view 

is given by Lawson (1986, p. 5) who claims that while both roles are crucial to a school's 

operation, there exists between them a profound difference. He asserts that "Leaders are people 

who do the tight thing, managers are people who do things right"; (a comparison regarded as 
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"invidious" by Fullan, 1991) adding, 'in too many schools and districts, teachers are underled 

and overmanaged". 

This accords with the relationship between leadership, management and administration as seen 

by Krajewski, Martin and Walden (1983, p. 14). They define management as "working with 

and through people - both individually and in groups - to accomplish organizational goals, 

[and] consider management to be a subset of leadership". Principals, as people who work very 

closely with others, certainly fit this management description. In continuing to unravel the 

interconnecting roles of leader, manager and administrator Krajewski and his colleagues state 

that, "managerial functions include planning, organizing, motivating and controlling, and these 

functions remain relevant with respect to all organizations and all levels of management within 

the organization" (p.  14). If these functions are to be executed successfully then, they further 

argue, technical, human and conceptual skills are necessary. The extent to which "management 

personnel" have need to call upon a combination of these three skills determines where they 

should be placed on a management hierarchy - supervisory, middle or top. They argue that 

because principals draw heavily upon human skill ability they would fall within the 

classification of Middle Management which relies mainly upon this particular skill, and then to 

an equal degree, they rely upon technical and conceptual skills. This could be contrasted with 

Top Management, for example, which also draws equally upon human skill but utilizes 

conceptual skills to a greater degree and technical skills to a lesser degree than Middle 

Management. 

Administration is regarded by Krajewski and his colleagues as slightly more encompassing 

than management. While administration, like management, is concerned with accomplishing 

certain organisational objectives, administration is also concerned with "relating them to each 

other so that there is more unity throughout the organization toward goals and their 

achievements" (p.  16). The relationship which therefore exists is one in which management is 

a subset of administration which in turn is a subset of leadership. Hodgkinson (1983, in 

Walker, 1989, p.  16) levels criticism at this view of the interrelationship of these three facets. 

Like Fullan (1991), he equates leadership with administration arguing that leadership is "very 



loosely understood, as if it were a sort of increment of the administrative-management process 

which might or might not be present. 

In the opinion of Krajewski and his colleagues, Lipham (1974), in defining leadership as 

initiating a new structure or procedure for accomplishing an organizations goals and objectives 

or for changing an organization's goals or objectives, is placing emphasis on "new' and 

"changing" and that (in similar fashion to Bell, 1988), 'he emphatically differentiates between 

administration and leadership by saying that administration uses existing procedures and 

structures to achieve an organizational goal or objective" (p. 17). Leadership, therefore, carries 

with it a dynamism, a self renewing ability which brings with it the capacity for self growth and 

the fostering of growth in others. It incorporates what educators such as Sergiovanni (1990) 

and Caidwell and Spinks (1988) refer to as 'vision', and what Hoyle (1988, p.  41) refers to as 

"collective school mission". 

While educators may accept Krajewski, Martin and Walden's (1983) schema of the 

interrelationship of leadership, management and administration and the associated management 

skills required, they may feel that the leadership requirements of an educational institution do 

not readily lend themselves to such an overview. The words of Nadebaum (1990, p.  15), 

highlight the confusion that may exist: 'Is the principal a middle manager in the system, or a 

Chief Executive Officer of a unit [the school] or something in between?" While Fullan's 

(1991, p.  153) statement that "principals are middle managers", answers the question bluntly 

and unequivocally, greater clarity is offered by Southworth (1987, P.  2) who enumerates four 

points based on work by Handy (1984), and adds a further point of his own, in questioning, as 

do others such as Bassett, Cullen and Logan (1984), the appropriateness of management theory 

when applied to school settings. First, there is a lack of time for management in schools. The 

requirements of the school day demand the attention of the staff, and management must fit in 

when there is time. Second, compared with business or industry sectors "the aims of education 

are broad, imprecise, not always agreed on and difficult to measure". Third, staff within 

schools are required to move in and out of roles to suit different occasions, e.g. "authority 

figure in the classroom, adult among equals in the staffroom, subordinate in a meeting and 
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leader in a working party". Fourth, schools "are densely populated places" which cater for a 

diverse range of people - "schools are not simply faced with a lot of children, they cater for a 

lot of individual children". Fifth, 'primary schools are individually different". Lawson (1988, 

p. 4) agrees, offering an explanation for their complexity as organisations, attributing their 

complexity to "the multiple expectations laid upon them and because of the crucial place they 

have in our society. They struggle to reconcile many competing and other contradictory 

forces". 

These five differences between schools and other organisations contain certain management 

implications for schools which question the appropriateness of imposing a business model of 

management on schools. From the five differences between schools and other organisations 

Southworth (1987, p.  3) identifies four associated implications for schools. First, the school's 

context is an important factor - management of a small rural or settlement school would be 

significantly different from managing a large urban school. Second, the complexity of schools 

as organisations means that their management will be a complex task. The difference between 

schools and other organisations will require that management strategies are different. 

Education is inherently a very human activity and therefore school management is more than 

simply a matter of reaching administrative, and functionally precise decisions. Alexander 

(1984, p.  3) believes: 

School management is to do with defining and prioritizing the schools aims, the construction 
of a total pattern of education for children of all ages and abilities and the determining of a 
set of moral and behavioural norms for a variegated community of children and adults. These 
decisions require competencies which are essentially conceptual, judgmental and ethical. 

Third, while schools are considered to be "simple because they are small", they are not, in fact, 

"little hig-organisations" and there are inherent dangers in trying to fit workable management 

approaches from larger organisations to the school context. Fourth, any decisions made must 

be seen in relation to all other components within the school. Managerial decisions are not just 

made to address an issue as it arises. "Primary school management is a synthetic activity in the 

sense of keeping many things in view at any one time and being able to synthesize all the 

elements into a whole school" (Southworth, 1987, p.  4). 
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Further, this notion of "whole school" implies a shift from the traditional "top down" model of 

managementlleadership (Lieberman & Miller, 1990) to working collaboratively and in a 

collegial spirit with the school staff. Yeomans (1987, P.  129) while accepting the notions of 

leadership and management, questions the underlying intentions of management practice within 

schools. "Management' has become the key word, carrying with it all the overtones of 

shaping people as they ought to be rather than working with them as they are". He suggests 

that, in England, "school leaders have been given an inappropriate industrial model to copy" 

and that: 

the growth of large comprehensive schools brought the decline of the view that secondary 
schools could be run by gifted amateurs, who were simply ex-classroom teachers, and 
accelerated the rise of the professional headteacher manager.... National and local government 
economic policies from the late 1970s encouraged the belief in the equation efficiency = 

effectiveness and promoted the transfer of industrial management models from secondary to 
prmary schools (p  129). 

Yeomans rejects the concept of the principal as "line manager" with its hierarchical power 

structure and the dominance - compliance relationship between leader and followers. Poster 

(1987), on the other hand agrees with Everard and Marsden (1985) that "the whole history of 

educational administration and management is that it has been outside the tradition of 

management development and organisation development as practised in industry, commerce, 

and indeed the armed services' and that educationists. "from ignorance or perversity have cut 

themselves off from a whole range of skills and techniques, processes and management theory 

that would have contributed to school improvement" (p. 37). 

Bell's (1988, p.  46) regard of management of the primary school emphasizes a collaborative 

and collegial approach. He emphasises the recognition and sharing of the professional 

expertise and skills of colleagues, consulting with them and involving them as a team in an 

effort to achieve the common objectives of the school. In contrast to the terms collegiality and 

collaboration, the term management carries with it the connotation of a positive act upon 

inanimate objects or compliant workers who voluntarily forego a desire or willingness to be 

involved in the corporate endeavour. In Ball's (1988, p.  148) terms, "management theories as 

modes of objectification make human beings into subjects, to be managed". It implies a group 
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of people who are required merely to perform functions, or units of work, and not to contribute 

from the self, or on a basis of professional knowledge. Not to put too fine a semantic point on 

it, leadership, as opposed to management, therefore implies or requires in Whitaker's (1983, 

p. 28) words: "the influencing of group activity in determining what needs to he done, how it is 

done, and if it has been successful". This definition of leadership takes the principal beyond 

the role of manager, to concerning himself more with giving purpose and direction to the 

school, setting goals and examining methods of achieving them, and assessing the extent to 

which they are achieved. It would involve the principal in close discussion and negotiation 

with colleagues in setting, or helping to set, priorities concerning what needs to he done and 

what resources need to be allocated to various educational activities. Smyth (1983, p.  2) found 

that both principal and teachers emphasized smff participation in decisions which would affect 

them and which would require their commitment, and that such participation led to the 

enhancement of staff morale. Hughes (1990, p.  5) argues that whereas traditional management 

literature has tended to place "the task" and "the person" at the opposite ends of a continuum, 

the principal, acting within a collegiate framework, is ideally situated to achieve a balance 

between the task, the individual and the team. Walker (1989, p.  15) draws an analogy with 

composers, conductors or artists who cannot operate effectively, removed from those who give 

meaning to their work. He contends that leaders "depend on many people, both in the formal 

hierarchy and the informal networks, which cut across and link the hierarchies. In other words 

good leaders know when to lead and when to follow". 

Blase (1987, p.  608) concurs with such an operational framework for the principal. He 

stresses the importance of leadership qualities which he associates with working with people, in 

contrast to administrative competencies which he associates with technical aspects of work, 

e.g. finances and time-tabling. Personal qualities such as honesty, respect for others, and 

compassion; and competencies such as knowledge of curriculum, listening skills, feedback 

skills, and analytical and conceptual skills, which he identifies from his research, are essential 

to effective school leadership. He argues that this carries implications for tertiary institutions 

which, in his opinion, tend to emphasise knowledge and skill in the administrative dimensions, 

rather than in the leadership dimensions which accentuate skills and capabilities in "people- 



related competencies [such as] training in conflict management, and interpersonal and group 

dynamics, and training experiences designed to increase self-awareness of an individual's 

values, beliefs and behaviour." Maddocks' (1982, p.4) view of the role of the principal, while 

reflecting an industrial relations perspective, tends to support this point of view. He sees that 

the principal will be "a facilitator and negotiator, expert in examining and clarifying issues, 

resolving problems through frank discussions with opposing parties, leading to negotiated 

decision-making on matters affecting the work of students, teachers, parents and members of 

council". Payne (1989, pp.  3-7) in viewing the principal as a facilitator or "Chief Executive 

Officer" of the school council lists eight aspects of such a role, (some features of which 

attracted criticism from reviewers): implementing the policies adopted by council, acting as 

chief advisor on operational matters to the council, servicing the council, providing advice as to 

council powers and the limitations of those powers, managing the council, acting as the 

council's representative, providing leadership to and on behalf of the council, and providing 

accountability of the school's operation to the council. Glasser (1990, p.  431) also views the 

principal as a facilitator ensuring sufficient resources for the teachers to perform their teaching 

functions as well as establishing a noncoercive and cooperative environment in which to 

operate. 

Therefore, considered from this perspective, leadership requires the addition of a human 

dimension, the possession of which tends to enable a manager to transcend the managerial role 

and assume a leadership role. However, this is not to say that management should not be a part 

of the leadership role. As Waters (1979, p.  21) reminds principals, "Leadership without 

managerial skills can be both pointless and ineffectual, and do little for staff". Olembo (1991, 

p. 14) agrees but notes that "personnel and resources" are also an important part of the equation 

along with leadership and management. Bell (1988, pp.  48-49) succinctly encapsulates the 

blending of one aspect of the leadership role with the management role required in a principal 

when he says: 

Leadership activity is a combination of a concern for the tasks of the school, how they are 
identilied, implemented and evaluated, and a concern for the group of people involved in these 
processes. These two related concerns, the concern for the tasks of the organisation and the 
concern for the people, form the basis of many studies of leadership. In most studies concern 
for people refers to the establishing of wann relations between people within the organisation 
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while the concern for task refers to the successful accomplishment of whatever the 
organisational task might be from time to time. People in leadership positions will differ to 
the extent to which they emphasise each of these concerns. 

Owen's (1970) advice to principals is more to the point. He regards the administrative role as 

encompassing stability, goal clarilication and facilitation of practices to enable others to achieve 

those goals. He, like Fullan (1991), sees the leadership role emphasising change, utilising 

Lipham's (1964, p.  122) words to describe leaders as people who tend to be "disruptive of the 

existing state of affairs" (p.  127). He does, however, sound a warning, which in the light of 

concerns expressed by writers such as Leithwood, Rutherford and van der Vegt (1987) almost 

twenty years later, were warranted, but passed unheeded: 

Actually, school principals are expected to be both administrators and leaders. It would be 
unrealistic to expect a principal to spend all of his time in leadership behavior for he must 
devote careful attention to administrative matters. But the remarkable resistance that schools 
have shown toward change raises the question as to how effective principals can be as leaders 
(p. 127). 

Louis and Miles (1990), while drawing a distinction between leadership and management, 

stress that both are essential. They separate the two descriptions according to what each 

involves. Leadership, they contend, relates to mission. direction and inspiration. Management 

is concerned with the design and implementation of plans, getting things done and working 

effectively with people. Leavitt's (1986) work compares the two functions as 'pathfinder vs. 

implementer'. Fullan (1991, p.  158) agrees with Louis and Miles that both functions are 

essential, but add that there is little value in holding or presenting the dichotomous view of the 

role of principals as leaders or managers, which often arise from studies which take too shallow 

a view of the leadership and management functions and the context in which they occur. Too 

often the findings present images in which the functions of leaders and managers are compared 

"invidiously" in phrases such as "leaders set the course, managers follow it". Phrases of this 

nature imply that the two functions are sequential and carried out by separate persons and that 

the management function is of lower status and boring in nature. Fullan (1991, p.  158) 

believes a more productive approach would be to give deeper and more encompassing 

consideration to the role of the principal and the school as an organisation. He sees that both 

functions are carried out "simultaneously and iteratively" by successful principals. He refers to 
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research by Smith and Andrews (1989) who found in a study of twenty-one principals that 

those principals who were classified as strong instructional leaders spent an almost equal 

amount of time on "building management, operations and district relations" as those not in this 

category, which led to the conclusion that principals can be both strong instructional leaders and 

strong managers. Lawson's (1988) statement that "true leaders in contrast to good managers 

affect the culture; they are the social architects of their organizations and they create and 

maintain values" (p.  3), seen in this light, certainly incorporates the notion (though perhaps not 

intentionally) of the principal as being simultaneously, both leader and manager. 

Leadership Training Programs 

From a slightly different perspective, Leithwood, Rutherford and van der Vegt's (1987) 

examination of the state of principal training and education programs in Europe and North 

America reflects the influence of role ambiguity, complexity and change, as they affect the 

nature of the programs mounted, and provides a useful mirror to reflect upon and examine the 

role of the principal and its associated leadership, administrative and managerial 

responsibilities. Van der Perre and Vandenberghe (1987. p.  8), contributing to this 

examination, contend that in Europe, education programs for school leaders "clearly 

demonstrate an image of the role which transcends administrative-managerial contexts alone". 

They report that in France "the organization of a specialized training program for schoolleaders 

[sic] was considered to be essential because the task of a schoolleader sic] was believed to 

embrace more than purely administrative-bureaucratic work" (p.  9-10). Within this explicit 

context the program content focuses upon "a number of essential administrative skills" 

appropriate to the centralist nature of the French educational system and the middle management 

role of the principals; it "attempts to develop the knowledge and skills that are considered 

essential to tackle pedagogical, educational and human relations problems" (p. 10); and 

consideration is given to the affects that innovation and reform of the educational system have 

upon the principal's tasks. 
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In Germany expectations of school leaders has increased since the early seventies as a result of 

'an explosion of innovation and reform movements in education' (p. Ii). Van der Perre and 

Vandenberghe explain that within the states of Germany "some states aim at making 

schoolleaders [sic] the 'executors' of the instruction policies of the Ministry [while] in other 

states the aim is to develop leaders that are capable of facilitating effectively operating schools 

independent of central supervision" (p. 12). Authorities in Sweden focus one of the objectives 

of their leadership program directly on the role of the principal. The role is considered as 

comprising three segments - "democratic leadership, administrative leadership and educational 

leadership, that are closely interwoven and deserve equal attention" (p.  12). Norway 

concentrates its leadership programs upon the "promotion of the innovation process in the 

school (Curriculum Development) and the development of the principal in conjunction with 

another staff member to act as "change agents" with the view to stimulating "the innovation 

process" (p. 16). The corresponding program in the Netherlands concentrates on 

"organizational and other skills" (p.  18) which are based on an analysis of the tasks expected of 

school leaders. The tasks identified are: "the ability to give direction in drawing up plans; the 

facilitation of the change process; and the playing of a central role in different consultative 

situations" (p.  18). The ability to direct innovation is at the heart of leadership programs in 

Belgium. Accordingly, "the purpose of the training is the promotion and development of skills 

for implementation of innovation in each school" (p.  19) The skills specifically developed 

within the program are: "making an accurate analysis of a situation or problem; diagnosing on 

the basis of the information collected; decision making; planning; execution of the preconceived 

actions; and, finally, evaluation of the whole process" (p. 19). 

Whilst there has been a reticence in Great Britain in the past to acknowledge the contribution 

that business and commerce may have been able to offer educationists, Poster (1987, p.  47) 

believes that "gradually it is being recognized that schools are institutions as businesses are, that 

all institutions have to be managed and that principals of schools are key figures in their 

management". Within the context of school management, Poster reports (p. 49) that change 

has been identified as a factor which requires attention: 



In the past, education management courses have mainly focused on 'administration, or the 
management of the status quo, but as society becomes more turbulent, managers are 
increasingly expected to steer their organizations towards new goals. The capacity for 
managing change is less well developed than it is in parts of industry which have faced the need 
for major reconstruction as a result of market changes (Everard & Marsden, 1985). 

Consequently leadership training in the United Kingdom concentrates upon those skills that 

reinforce the concept of the principal as a person who is able to respond to the forces of change 

occurring in a society of which the school is a part. "Corporate or collegiate" management is 

seen as a method by which this might be achieved and embraces a similar notion to that of 

Norway, involving the deputy principal with the principal in educational programs (p. 50). In 

considering the nature of leadership programs offered in the United Kingdom, Poster (1987, 

p. 52) concludes: 

It is clear from a study of course proposals that the great majority are concerned primarily with 
competence training. Inevitably there will be occasions when certain skills and techniques can 
usefully be studied , but skills training is incidental to the main purpose of management 
training at principal level, since the main concern is to enable school leaders to respond to 
issues and situations as they occur. 

In addition to these comments by Poster, the nature of the educational programs on offer to 

educators in the European countries considered, may be placed further in perspective when 

consideration is given to the identification by the Association for Teacher Education in Europe 

of four processes: "the process of professionalisation; of democratic leadership; of social and 

technical change; and of increasing political pressure ... which provide the social context within 

which management training takes place" (p. 52). 

Pitner (1987, p.  91), in considering the revision of training programs for school administrators 

in the United States concludes, in part, that: 

Administrator work requires energy, cognitive and managerial skills, philosophical and cultural 
understandings, and a knowledge base in organizational theory, decision making, leadership, 
policy making and instructional program management (e.g., theories of teaching and learning, 
curriculum design, program and personal evaluation). 

In Canada Leithwood and Avery (1987, p.  132) link principal training with school 

improvement regarding it as "the most compelling single strategy for school improvement likely 

to be available in the decade ahead". Unlike Poster, in England, who advocates that educators 
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could well look to the business sector for leadership training strategies, Leithwood and Avery 

conclude that the school systems themselves 'appear to he uniquely well positioned to provide 

the kind of sustained, coordinated, long term professional development principals will require 

(p. 133). As part of a study which examined principal inservice programs offered by 

Canadian school systems Leithwood and Avery identified the goals and content for inservice 

education in 176 school systems in Canada in 1984-85. The 129 respondents to the study 

identified 365 specific topics within the inservice education programs conducted during the 

1984-85 school year. The researchers further classified these topics, collapsing them into 

thirteen categories of principal inservice topics and indicating the frequency with which they 

appeared. Given the comment by Leithwood and Avery (1987, p.  133) that "Canadian 

principals, for the most part, bring to the position a very narrow range of job experiences 

appropriate to the now widely advocated curriculum and instructional leadership image of the 

effective principal", it is not surprising that the inservice topics reflect this emphasis in terms of 

content and frequency, e.g., program planning (76, 2 1%), staff supervision and evaluation 

(66, 18%), leadership (45, 12%), interpersonal relations (30, 8%), effective schools (28, 8%), 

school-community relations (22, 6%), program implementation (21, 6%), program monitoring 

(15, 4%), effective communication with staff (9, 2%), providing support services (7, 1%), as 

against school administration procedures (21, 6%). 

Leadership 

Whilst writers have argued the interrelated nature of the leadership, administrative and 

managerial functions of school leaders, it is the leadership aspect which is given prominence in 

much of the current educational literature which considers the role of the principal. Numerous 

writers stress leadership as one of the important factors or properties of effective schools. 

Brookover, Beady, Flood, Schweitzer and Weisenhaker (1979); Edmonds and Fredericksen 

(1978); Rutter, Maugham, Ouston and Smith (1979); and Hord and Thurber (1987), 

acknowledge the growing body of literature (Berman & McLaughlin, 1978; Cotton & Savard, 

1980; Fege, 1980; Hall, Hord & Griffin, 1980; Huling, Hall & Hurd, 1982; Leithwood & 

Montgomery, 1982) which "affirms the image of the effective principal making a difference in 

50 



schools, facilitating school change and improvement". They contend that it is through the 

mediating influence of the teacher that principals are able to have an effect upon student 

achievement. Mortimore's (1988) comments on the findings of a four -year longitudinal study 

(the Junior School Project) carried out between 1980 and 1984 for the Inner London Education 

Authority, confirm these findings, asserting that in effective schools "the headteacher 

understood the needs of the school and was actively involved in the school's work, without 

exerting total control over the rest of the staff' (p.  118). Bassett, Crane and Walker (1967, 

p. 77) see that the principal has a double influence on students - once as it "percolates" through 

the teachers, and once through face-to-face, daily contact. Blase (1987), and Hord and Thurber 

(1987) argue the need for the principal to develop the interpersonal skills required to work 

closely with teachers, monitoring their practice and acting as facilitating agents of innovation for 

them. However, while Leithwood and Montgomery (1982, p.  309) cite an impressive range of 

programs, research, reviews of research, projects and investigations which "coalesce in support 

of the elementary school principal as a potentially critical determinant in the success of efforts to 

improve", they warn that "only a small proportion of those in the role seem to realize this 

potential". They conclude that: 

Available data suggest that about 50 percent of elementary principals actually attempt to assist 
the teacher in improving instructional programs (Berman & Pauly, 1975; Blumberg & 
Greenfield, 1980: Leithwood, Ross, Montgomery, & Maynes, 1978): those who would provide 
such assistance confront pervasive norms of teacher autonomy (Deal & Celloti, 1980: Dreeben, 
1973: Jackson & Belford, 1965: Lortie, 1975, Packard, 1976; Warren, 1975) and minimal 
direct control over those aspects of classroom life that teachers find most rewarding (p. 309). 

A number of additional studies has provided a beacon to illuminate a role path for principals to 

explore if they are interested in achieving some comfort within their own minds concerning 

their leadership and managerial responsibilities, and the degree of best fit that exists between the 

two roles. Each study has shown commonalities of outcomes that could provide a focus for 

principals considering an agenda for improved outcomes within their individual schools. For 

example, Wilson and Corcoran (1989) whose study of leadership styles found that while there 

was a difference of style displayed by the principals of schools considered to be effective, all of 

them focussed on active leadership, motivating staff, motivating students, reaching the 

community and continually improving the school. Smith and Andrews' (1989) examination of 
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instructional leadership (a term described as "an alleged but ephemeral attribute of effective 

principals" by Johnson and Holdaway (1990, p.  267) found that regardless of personalities all 

principals paid attention to resource provision, acting as an instructional resource, 

communication, and visible presence. Leithwood and Jantzi's (1990) attention to school 

improvement found that successful principals employed actions that strengthened their school's 

culture, fostered staff development, shared power and responsibility with others, and used 

symbols to express cultural values. Rosenholtz's (1989) study of collaborative work cultures 

emphasized the importance of the principal "working with teachers to shape the school as a 

workplace in relation to shared goals, teacher collaboration, teacher learning opportunities, 

teacher certainty, teacher commitment, and student learning" (Fullan, 1991, pp.  159-61). 

Rutherford (1985) reporting on his five year research study of the leadership skills of primary 

and secondary principals in the United States proffers five related and sequentially dependent 

tasks which are attended to by effective principals. Effective principals possess visions for 

their schools that concentrate on students and their needs. They translate these visions into 

goals for their schools and communicate their expectations of their teachers and students. They 

work towards ensuring the establishment of school climates that encourage progress towards 

these goals and expectations. Progress is monitored regularly by both formal and informal 

means and feedback provided. They are prepared to intervene in a positive and supportive 

manner when it is judged necessary to do so. Further advice is offered in the words of 

Rosenholtz (1989, p.  219): 

Great principals do not pluck their acumen and resourcefulness straight out of the air. In our 
data, successful schools weren't led by philosopher kings with supreme character and unerring 
method, but by a steady accumulation of common wisdom and hope distilled from vibrant, 
shared experience both with teacher leaders in schools and colleagues district wide. 

A similar message is offered by Silcox (1988): "ideas abound in a creative setting but 

perceptions and expectations change ... a leader needs to pluck out what is acceptable at the 

time" (p.  59), and Macpherson (1989), although the notion as presented by Rosenholtz is 

somewhat diluted by the corporate planning perspective: "The person who will he expected to 

identify all components of the school's body corporate, its stakeholders, to suggest structure 
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reform and to oversee many of the processes of collaborative planning will he the principal' 

(p. 40). 

Fuflan's (1991. p.  161) blunt advice concerning the prime responsibility of the principal is clear 

and leaves no room for uncertainty. The role of the principal is not in implementing 

innovations or even in instructional leadership for specific classrooms. There is a limit to how 

much time principals can spend in individual classrooms. The larger goal is in transforming 

the culture of the school". Beyer and Smyth (1989, p.  2), in considering educational reform 

stress the importance of "extending our view of what the school culture and teaching entails". 

Duignan and Macpherson (1991, p.  9) drawing upon research by Northfield, Duignan and 

Macpherson (1987), regard as a major challenge, in times of difficult circumstances, "that 

educative leaders take responsibility for creating organisational cultures that enhance the growth 

and development of all involved in teaching and learning'. Donovan (1991) reports in similar 

fashion that Peters and Waterman claim that "the best leaders in times of organisational and 

social turmoil are idiosyncratic people who deliberately build a culture and create symbols 

(p. 1). Lest principals be dismayed that this advice abrogates what many would see as their 

fundamental role, i.e. instructional leadership, Fullan (1991) makes reference to work by 

Dwyer (1984), Hallinger, Bickman and Davis (1989), Hallinger and Richardson (1988) who 

all found that "principals exercised instructional leadership through shaping the organization, 

climate, and resources of the school rather than by intensive, direct involvement in instruction" 

(p. 162). This viewpoint is further reinforced by Hughes (1990) who argues that while many 

principals attach a "symbolic significance" to the classroom teaching that they do, "the main 

contribution of the positional leader is likely to he indirect" (p.  4), and Andrews (1987, p.  15), 

whose research findings on instructional leadership emphasised the quality of relationships, 

being a visible presence, providing vision, facilitating the provision of resources, showing a 

keen understanding of curriculum and instruction, and demonstrating a capability for 

communicating in a variety of educational situations. The importance of school culture to 

school improvement, and the key role to he played by the principal in its development, 

maintenance and acceptance by all members of the school community is acknowledged by other 
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writers such as Deal and Kennedy (1983); Duignan (1988); Lipham (1981); Mackenzie (1983); 

Purkey and Smith (1983); Saphier and King (1985); and Willower (1984). 

Collegiality and Leadership 

Fullan (1991) sees the principal as the key to change and therefore improvement. He argues 

that for this to occur principals must he empowered. They must he confident that in all their 

dealings they are speaking with the full weight of their educational communities behind them 

and that they are accurately representing their communities' views. Similarly, Lawson (1988, 

p. 7) identifies empowerment as the medium which he believes is the "collective effect of 

leadership". He contends that empowerment is evident within an institution in four ways. 

First, "people feel significant'. People feel that what they do within the organisation 

contributes meaningfully and significantly to its success. Second, "learning and competence 

matter". Both leaders and group members recognise the value of learning and mastery. Third, 

"people are part of a community". A sense of teamship pervades and people identify with the 

organisation. Fourth, "working is exciting". The particular leadership style attracts rather than 

propels people towards the organisation's goals. It ensures a consultative style of leadership 

quite unlike the notion of consultation which is "more likely to ensure monologues from 

superiors to subordinates than dialogue between professionals" (Southworth,1987, p.  149). 

The leader generates an exciting vision, with which the members identify. It motivates through 

identification. Paradoxically, to gain this empowerment principals must first empower and 

unify the very educational communities that they lead and from whom they must seek the 

power. Foster (1985), concludes from his consideration of "transactional leadership" where 

follower's needs are satisfied in exchange for their support, and "transformational leadership" 

where engagement with followers provides a moral transformation of their values, that "the 

responsibility of leadership ... lies in critical education; using one's own power to empower 

to penetrate the conditions of our existence, and show us how we can act" (pp. 3-4). 

According to writers such as Bell (1988), Coulson (1976), Fullan (1991), Plowden (1967), 

and Watkins (1985), the most powerful means available to principals to achieve this is through 
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the emphasis of a collegiate approach to school leadership. Mercer (1985, p.  116) argues that 

for this to occur, conceptions of principals as "quasi-baronial figures in their own independent 

fiefdoms' (Bacon, 1978) would have to he replaced by more appropriate structures. A 

collegiate structure, he argues, would achieve this by placing the principal at the centre of a 

democratically organised institution rather than at the apex of a hierarchical organisational 

structure. In this manner the principal would empower staff, parents and perhaps to a lesser 

degree, the students, to become leaders in their own right so that they, together with the 

principal, might shape the direction of the school community according to the vision that they 

collectively hold for the school. Having achieved such a unified and empowered school 

community, the principal (on behalf of the school community) can take a proactive stance and 

determine the school's agenda according to internal, not external, priorities. Seeley (1989) 

argues that "the mutual accountability of staff, parents, and students working together for a 

common goal ... brings a power into the relationship that supersedes the power of bureaucratic 

control" (p.  48). Gunn, Holdaway and Johnson (1988, p.  3) hold a similar view. "By 

continuing to rely soley on conferred bureaucratic authority, principals can expect to remain 

pawns of other educational actors; by utilizing new avenues of organizational power they may 

become assertive leaders with a capacity for shaping school and school system outcomes. In 

Donovan's (1991, p.  1) words, the principal becomes "a thorn in the side of system 

bureaucracy", by "creating a school culture that is so integrated with cultural and community 

values that it actually becomes resistant, if not immune, to political and bureaucratic 

interference". 

Yeomans (1987, p.  130) endorses the notion of the principal working closely with staff in a 

spirit of collegiality, rejecting the concept of the "management team" as being part of an 

inappropriate model, borrowed from industry and not suited to the primary school setting. He 

believes that such an approach implies that the leader knows what is best and the job of the 

followers is to ensure its accomplishment. Rather, he sees the principal as a member of the 

staff group "sensitive to its dynamics and conscious of its needs and goals, personal and 

professional, internal and external" (p.  138). Bell (1988), in reflecting upon Good Teachers 

(DES, 1985h), also acknowledges the benefits to he gained from a collegiate approach, albeit 
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from a managerial point of view. Both points of view are supported by the Inner London 

Education Authority Junior School Project (1986) which believes that "purposeful leadership' 

occurs when the principal is totally conversant, immersed and influential in the schools work 

but does so in a manner that avoids domination and control of staff. Plowden (1967, para, 

1147) also adds weight to the argument that principals must embrace the concept of collegiality, 

allowing it to influence and permeate the structure of the role so that schools might develop 

where 'a free interchange of ideas exists between the head and his staff without his essential 

leadership being impaired". 

Lawson (1988, p.  6) argues that: 

true reform and renewal, according to John Goodlad and Peter Drucker, must begin with the 
strengths of each school - the teachers. They must be cultivated by and with principals to 
enable them to deal with their own problems, to make their own decisions if they are to be 
self-renewing. 

He suggests to principals that they might consider "turning the organizational chart upside 

down" so as to redefine their role to include the thought that their prime purpose, through those 

"above" them, is to provide a service to their clientele, customers, i.e. the students. Australian 

Business (1991) also offers this technique as part of its advice to chief executives concerned 

with establishing and maintaining vibrant, dynamic and successful businesses. 

Empowerment and collegiality, strength of leadership and administrative skills are essential 

ingredients underlying Bruining and van der Vegt's (1987, p.  157) belief that innovation is a 

permanent demand in the face of a continuously self-renewing change" which can be met 

positively and successfully, and produce the necessary developments to sustain self-renewal, 

"only when school leaders can initiate and direct educational innovations in the schools". Such 

a view complements Houts' (1974) call for principals to play a far more proactive part in 

determining their roles within their schools, and Beyer and Smith's (1989) urgings for 

initiatives, debate and dialogue to emanate from school sites rather than the opposite occurring, 

where schools allow themselves to be placed in the position of reacting to externally imposed 

initiatives. Bruining and van der Vegt (1987, p.  158), in considering the role of principal as 
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innovator (Leithwood & Montgomery; 1981, 1982), initiator (Hall, Rutherford & Griffin, 

1982) and professional leader (Chesler, Schmuck & Lippitt, 1975), conclude that the findings 

"converge", suggesting that, for the principal to fulfil the role of innovator, certain "knowledge, 

skills and attitudes" would need to he acquired. Specifically, the principal would he required to 

have: a very clear understanding of what constituted a "good school" and "good teaching" and 

he able to see with clarity the "nature, impact and goals" of the proposed change; the necessary 

skills and knowledge to "motivate and support staff participation and cooperation" at all stages 

of the change process; the necessary skills and knowledge to administrate the change process; 

and the underlying educational skills, within the context which Walker (1989, p.  16) describes 

as an "age of ambiguity and risk". 

Principal Profile 

An analysis of the literature suggests that today's principals must operate in a complex and 

ambiguous educational environment occasioned by rapid (and perhaps misguided) change, 

frequent innovation, a diverse set of role expectations, and a multiplicity of problems both 

external and internal to the school site, generated in association with those expectations. While 

attempting to fulfil the role requirements of the position the majority of principals acknowledge 

the primacy of the instructional leadership role that they should play in their schools yet, for a 

variety of reasons, it is the administrative and managerial roles that dominates. Nevertheless, 

while the educational literature acknowledges the importance of the administrative and 

management responsibilities of the principalship, it ascribes the dominant role to leadership. 

The literature further suggests that the most effective method for principals to discharge their 

leadership responsibilities is through a collaborative and collegial approach with the members of 

their school communities. However this must take place at a time when recent devolutionary 

moves are giving greater autonomy to schools; increased responsibility for decision making is 

being given to school councils; and the teachers within the schools are being seen as the 

educators who hold pedagogic sway, as the instructional skills and curriculum knowledge of 

principals gradually atrophy. Within this context a number of writers present the invidious 
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view of the principal, accountable to both the central authority and the school council, yet 

perhaps called upon, as the representative of each organisation, to represent conflicting points 

of view on any number of issues, from one group to the other. 

The implication emerging from the literature is that rather than waiting for the situation to 

become less complex and ambiguous, or setting directions according to the winds of change, or 

reacting to pressures from external agencies, principals should adopt a proactive stance. As a 

proactive school leader, empowered by the support of his or her school community, a principal 

could be a risk taker prepared to go beyond the boundaries of the traditional, conservative, 

reactive role of the principalship and, if necessary, refuse (drawing upon reasoned and 

professional argument) to accept that the systems priorities must also be his/her school's 

priorities. There is the implication that it is time for those involved directly in the education 

process to develop a role definition for the principal - to determine the prime responsibilities of 

the office and then, if practicable, fit the externally initiated changes and complexities to the role 

rather than fitting or modifying the role to accommodate new exigencies until the role has 

become so diluted, so all encompassing , that its occupant becomes lost in a sea of ever 

changing tasks. 

Research Implications 

The quantity of educational literature and research that concentrates on the principalship attests 

to the importance ascribed to the position by many of those involved in the field of education. 

Sarason (1971), for example, states: "the role of the principal may well be unique in the light it 

sheds both on the characteristics of the system and life in the classroom" (p. 111). In the 

opinion of Morris, Crowson, Hurwitz and Porter-Gehrie (1982, p. 689), "in view of its 

importance, the principalship should be the most thoroughly researched and best understood 

administrative position in education". Yet Duignan (1985) writes: "A review of the literature on 

the principal's role indicates the vagueness of research findings concerning that role" (p.  7). 
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Current literature suggests that in exploring the role of the principal not only is it necessary to 

define those aspects associated with the role which are to be researched, it is necessary to refine 

the field of focus and look carefully at those aspects within the context in which principals 

operate. According to Yeomans (1988, pp.  45-46), "Headteachers cannot be understood 

separately from their contexts, the most important aspect of which is the school". However 

Blase (1987) believes that although "research on principals has increased dramatically in recent 

years ... little attention has been given to the relationship between leadership and the school 

context variables" (p.  589). He argues that: "... the 'thick descriptions' necessary for 

understanding the complex nature of leadership in terms of its effect on teachers and the 

sociocultural context of the school are noticeably lacking [even though] the data are essential to 

building descriptions and substantive theories of school-based leadership ..." (p. 590). He 

concludes: "Other qualitative studies focusing on how students, parents, superintendents, and 

school board members perceive effective principals would be helpful" (p. 608). The 

perceptions of those with legitimate involvement in the educational process within the school 

community is given further support by other researchers studying the role of the principal, e.g. 

Hughes (1990), Johnson and Holdaway (1991), and Sergiovanni (1991). 

Holdaway (1988, p.  6), as well as advocating the importance of research into the role of the 

principal, considers that principals themselves should be considered part of that legitimate 

group upon which researchers could draw to gather data. In focussing upon principals' 

perceptions of their tasks and responsibilities, in Alberta schools, he states: "More research and 

discussion ... is recommended'. He reinforces his call for additional research by adding: 

"Support for continuing research on these matters can be found in the recently published 

Handbook of Research on Educational Administration (Boyan, 1988). Smyth (1980. p. 2) 

reinforces the importance of principals' perceptions of their roles as a valuable source of data in 

any study which gives consideration to the role of the principal: "The reality of the principals 

role is determined not only by what the principal does in the job, but also by personal views 

held as to the nature of the work process itself'. 
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The problem of the role of the principal in relation to the tasks and responsibilities associated 

with the position is, therefore, one of great importance and one which requires further research. 

Scope for such research is identified in Murphy's (1987, p.  4) unsubstantiated comment 

concerning the "wide variety of roles that principals are expected to fulfill in schools". He 

states: "... the importance attached to these various roles varies among the principal's different 

constituencies; that is, among teachers, students, district office personnel, parents, etc. 

Principals are expected to he all things to all people and there is often little consensus on which 

activities should receive priority". 

From reference to the literature, with particular attention to the seminal study of Australian 

school principals by Duignan (1985) and the work by Leithwood and Montgomery (1982), the 

researcher elicited four major questions to provide focus for data collection and analysis. The 

researcher also elicited a number of tasks and responsibilities associated with the principalship 

to develop two instruments - a questionnaire and an interview schedule - to investigate 

Murphy's (1987) assertion that there is little consensus amongst students, teachers, parents, 

departmental officers, and principals as to which aspects of principals' work should receive 

priority. 

WO 



CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

Wiersma (1969, p.83) contends that research design should assist in understanding and 

interpreting the results of the study undertaken. Cuba and Lincoln (1988, p. 83), writing about 

postural differences between the naturalistic and rationalistic paradigms, suggest that, "the 

naturalist is well-advised to specify as much in advance as possible, while the rationalist should 

seek to keep as many options open as possible'. Tate (1988, p.  98) sees that design should be 

concerned with, "anticipating and eliminating or minimizing important threats to validity within 

the constraints of available resources and time". 

In taking cognisance of these statements, this chapter outlines the design upon which the study 

is based. It comprises four major sections concerning (a) orientation, (b) nature and sources of 

data, (c) instrumentation, and (d) quality controls. The level of detail is an attempt to comply 

with the supervisor's concern that the research design will be used by other students. It should 

be, therefore, a learning instrument for others. 

Orientation 

Nature of the Research Design 

In their discussion of naturalistic and rationalistic enquiry, Cuba and Lincoln (1988,p. 83) 

point out that: 

while it is the distinction between quantitative and qualitative methods that is often mistakenly 
taken to be the chief mark of distinction between the two paradigms, the two dimensions are in 
fact orthogonal. Either methodology is appropriate to either paradigm, even though in practice 
there is a high correlation between quantitative and rationalistic, on the one hand, and 
qualitative and naturalistic on the other. 

In pursuing answers to the questions posed, this study draws upon both qualitative and 

quantitative perspectives and in this sense conforms with the contention of Miles and Huberman 
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(1984, P.  20), that "few researchers are not blending these two perspectives". Further support 

is offered by Rist (1977, p.  48) who believes that while the future does not hold a "grand 

synthesis" of quantitative and qualitative methodologies, "the resolution is not an 'either/or' but 

each answering a part of the question at hand". 

A mix of methods is employed in this study through the statistical processing of quantifiable 

data gathered through a questionnaire seeking people's opinions, and supplemented by semi - 

structured interviews. This is a legitimate process (Denzin, 1978 in Le Compte & Goetz, 1979, 

p. 35) as, "specifications of differences in overall design between experimental [rationalistic] 

and ethnographic [naturalistic] research do not preclude legitimate sharing of data collection 

strategies". Additionally, the approach conforms to Le Compte and Goetz' assertion that an 

"informal experiment" occurs when the naturalist researcher, "through deliberate manipulations, 

provokes other reactions from subjects", thereby supplementing naturalistic methods and 

providing "special data for a naturalistic study". The method of data collection by questionnaire 

conforms to a rationalistic preference as described by Guha and Lincoln (1988, 

P. 83) as having a "patina of objectivity" and enabling the data to be "systematically 

aggregated". The design of the instrument reflects the major questions underlying the study 

and is structured towards quantifiable outcomes. 

However, the major emphasis of this study is not to establish a "cause - effect relationship", 

which Guba and Lincoln (1988, p.  82) explain is "of prime importance for the rationalist", nor 

to generate a body of knowledge that transcends context, enabling predictions as to certain 

outcomes, given situations of a similar nature. Rather, the study's major intention, reflecting a 

naturalistic stance, is to consider "patterns of plausible influence" in which principals are 

enmeshed during their working days. Beyond formulating the scope of the study, the design of 

the data gathering instruments and the methods of analysis, it was not possible for the 

researcher to exercise "control" of the groups and situations involved in the study. Other 

variables such as perceptions of the researcher held by the respondents, his professional and 

personal standing in the eyes of his colleagues, and external events which may have impinged 

upon school communities to varying degrees, held sway once in the field. In addition, the 
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study utilises respondent opinion as data, and the qualitative nature of the data, gathered 
through interview, and open statements within the questionnaire. requires researcher 
interpretation. The admission of the subjective experiences of both respondents and researcher 
is regarded by Le Compte and Goctz (1969, p.  32) as a strength of the ethnographic approach 
to research, "providing a depth of understanding lacking in other approaches'. The 
paradigmatic position of the study is further clarified by Kerlinger's (1973, p.  379) definition 
of cx post facto research: "systematic, empirical inquiry in which the scientist does not have 
direct control of independent variables because their manifestations have already occurred or 
because they are inherently not manipulable". Therefore, though this study draws upon 
approaches and attitudes to he found in both paradigms, it aligns more closely with the 
naturalistic paradigm. 

Type of Study 

This study is explorative and descriptive. It draws upon data gathered from a questionnaire 
supplemented by a semi-structured interview of twelve principals, to provide a perspective, 
additional to the researcher's, regarding the aggregate data collected from the respondents. A 
preliminary search of the literature did not reveal any similar research which sought to establish 
the comparative degree of importance that students, parents, teachers, departmental officers and 
principals attach to the various tasks performed by principals in the course of their duties, or 
what priority they assign to the various "domains of control" within which those principal work 
tasks lie. In pursuing this line of study the researcher is adhering to advice from Marklund and 
Keeves (1988, p.195) in their support of Getzels (1980) who identified research into "the many 
meanings of the administrator - educational community relationship" as a priority research need. 

Focus of the Study 

This study focuses upon the expectations and preferences that students, parents, teachers, 
principals and departmental officers hold for principals as they discharge the responsibilities of 
their office. It will determine and compare the degree of importance that members of these 
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groups ascribe to the various work tasks which principals may address in the course of their 

duties. The import of the opinions, beliefs, expectations and perceptions of these educationally 

legitimate, significant groups, to principals, is highlighted in a study conducted by Payne 

(1987) who, through the perceptions of trustees, senior administrators, principals and teachers, 

in a large Catholic school district in Alberta, investigated the influence of parents on principal 

work behaviour, and the manner in which the school system encourages parental influence as a 

control factor on principal work behaviour. 

As stated in Chapter One, two further issues will be considered in the process of determining 

and comparing the groups' expectations. The data will be analysed to ascertain what priority 

order each group ascribes to the seven "domains of control" identified by Marsh (1988) and to 

identify any qualifying factors awarded recognition by the various groups, which might 

impinge upon the achievement of those tasks. 

As stated in the introductory chapter, greater autonomy for school communities is a reality 

which defines certain parameters within which students, parents, teachers, principals and 

departmental officers may interact. Answers to the four major questions addressed in the study 

may provide principals with a much more clearly focussed understanding of the various 

groups' expectations, and illuminate possible pathways for them as they attempt to fulfil their 

role of improving the teaching learning process within their schools. 

Nature and Sources of Data 

This section considers the nature of the data gathered in this study. Description of the data 

sources, and the rationale for their choice, is provided. 

Nature 

The researcher was constrained, because of the nature of the matter under study, to base the 

data gathering process upon the assumption that those involved in the education process within 
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individual schools, and the education system, hold certain opinions, beliefs, expectations, or 

perceptions about education. Therefore, by extension of this assumption, it was concluded that 

they would draw upon those opinions, beliefs, expectations and perceptions when asked to 

consider aspects of the role of certain key people within the educational arena, e.g principals. 

That not all those involved in the education process would have equal knowledge, or 

understanding of the myriad influences impacting upon principals in the discharge of their 

duties is acknowledged by the researcher. This statement contributes legitimacy to this study 

and links directly to the second of the major questions posed in Chapter One, i.e. 'Do the 

various groups hold similar expectations concerning the role of primary school principals?" It 

might be reasonably expected that this educationally divergent perceptual stance would be 

reflected in the nature of the groups involved. 

In considering opinions, beliefs, expectations or perceptions as the basis for data gathering, this 

study draws upon intricate interpretations of reality. Rationalists, for example, argue that 

reality is tangible, and capable of being segmented. They argue also that the independent 

variables and processes of each segment can be studied in isolation from the other segments 

until, through the continued process of observation of segments of the particular reality under 

study, that reality can eventually be explained. By contrast, naturalists, for example, contend 

that there are numerous realities; intangible because they exist in the minds of people. 

Responses received to statements made and questions asked in this study are a reflection of the 

opinions, beliefs, expectations and perceptions of the respondents (their individual realities) at 

the time of their involvement. In this sense this study's use of opinions, beliefs, expectations 

and perceptions as the basis for data gathering is in part accord with the naturalists' viewpoint 

as described by Guba and Lincoln (1988, p.  81): 

Naturalists argue that while the rationalist assumptions undoubtedly have validity in the hard 
and life sciences, naturalist assumptions are more meaningful in studying human behavior. 
Naturalists do not deny the reality of the objects, events or processes with which people 
interact, but suggest that it is the meanings given to or interpretations made of these objects, 
events or processes that constitute the arena of interest to investigators of social/behavioral 
phenomena. 
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When considering opinions, beliefs, expectations or the perceptions of the role of the principal 

as held by an individual, it follows logically that when someone is asked to express an opinion 

or state his or her expectations concerning the role of the principal, then that person would have 

an understanding (within his or her personal frame of reference) of what is required of a 

principal, and would therefore apply an individual interpretation when expressing that opinion, 

belief, expectation or perception. Odman's (1988) explanation of hermeneutics postulates that: 

to express an opinion would mean that (by way of hermeneutics) the person expressing the 

opinion would have at least partially understood the concept about which the opinion has been 

expressed. Andrews (1987) states it thus, 'researchers may mistrust perceptions, but in a 

sense the only reality is perceived reality" (p. 10). Wiersma (1986) argues that organisations 

such as schools are made up of cultures" (student cultures, parent cultures, teacher cultures, 

office staff cultures) and that the cultures in turn are made up of "parts" which supply coherence 

and consistency. These parts he identifies as "perspectives". He contends that: 

the coordinated set of ideas and actions utilized by an individual in dealing with a situation is 
the individual's perspective. Thus, perspectives are situation specific. A group perspective 
consists of ideas and actions developed by a group that faces a common problematic situation 
(p. 238). 

It is these opinions, beliefs, expectations and perspectives, of the participants that the researcher 

is drawing upon as the basis of the data. 

Sources 

Data sources, because of the focus of the study, coupled with practical limitations, were 

restricted to the Darwin urban area and were not chosen on a random basis. As this was an 

exploratory and descriptive study, data collection was restricted to pre-schools and primary 

schools. Secondary levels of schooling were not included because of the differences in 

structure, organisation, teaching programmes, curriculum approaches, staffing arrangements 

and organisational procedures which exist between the two levels. 

Through the analysis of the data gathered from representatives of the various groups under 

consideration, this study seeks to arrive at a more complete understanding of the expectations 
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that these groups hold for the role of the principal and the order in which they believe principals 
should he placing their priorities. Although the breadth of the study could not he expanded for 
practical reasons, the schools are representative of geographic location, size and gender of 
principal; all principals within the geographic area nominated were surveyed; and departmental 
officers were selected on the basis of their representativeness of curriculum areas or the 
uniqueness of their positions. In that the schools were representative of the geographic area 
nominated, so too were the students, teachers and parents within those schools. 

The manner in which the questionnaires were delivered to school Site respondent groups also 
meant that data sources had to he restricted. In order to establish rapport, explain the nature of 
the survey, arouse interest, encourage co-operation and in turn increase the likelihood of a 
favourable return rate within a restricted time frame for the study, personal contact was made 
with all school based respondent groups within the six schools, i.e. students, teachers and 
parents. 

The following participants were invited to be involved in the study by completing the 
questionnaire. 

Students Four girls and four boys from years 6 and 7 respectively, from each 
of the six primary schools. 

Parents The sixty-seven parents were the elected members of the School 
Councils of those schools from which the student respondents were 
selected. 

Teachers All taught at the six nominated primary schools. 
PriiicipaLs They were from the twenty-seven primary schools in the Darwin 

urban area. 

Departmental Qfficers The thirty-two officers represented various functions within the 
Education Department. 

Additional details of the respondents are included in the following chapter. Where returns were 
not received from parents, teachers, principals and departmental officers, a letter was forwarded 
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to determine if the reason for non-participation held any significance for the study (Borg & 

Gall, 1989). 

Semi-structured interviews were held with the principals of the six participating schools and 

with six principals, selected from the remaining principals on the basis of school size, 

geographical location and gender of the principal. The second group of principals was 

interviewed to introduce breadth of opinion to the interviews and to reduce the possibility of 

bias which may have intruded through the researcher's visits to the participating schools to 

work with students, speak with staff and parents and collect the returns. 

Instrumentation 

Two instruments were developed for the purpose of data collection - a questionnaire and an 

interview schedule. In this section aspects of each instrument are discussed and the instruments 

and construction details described. 

Questionnaire 

In view of the statement by de Vaus (1985, p.  81) that, "despite shortcomings questionnaires 

have the great advantage of generating a systematic variable by case matrix, of enabling 

coverage of a large, representative sample and of being relatively efficient", some shortcomings 

and advantages of questionnaire usage as a source of data collection will be considered briefly. 

Shortcomings 

Borg and Gall (1989) have identified two concerns that may arise from the use of a 

questionnaire as a data gathering instrument, but which may he eliminated by careful attention 

on behalf of the researcher. First, because of lack of careful attention to questionnaire 

construction by researchers, respondents may hold negative attitudes towards questionnaires 

and this may lead to the attitude being manifested in the data collected. Second, there is the 

potential that non-respondents may reflect a bias which is not detected by the researcher. In 
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supporting this contention, Travers (1969, p.  200) quotes a study by Wallace (1954) which 

identifies some characteristics of those who return direct-mail questionnaires and those who do 

not. Travers makes the point that, "insofar as these groups differ in relevant respects , the 

results achieved with direct-mail questionnaires are likely to be biased. With respect to the 

present study every effort was made to avoid the necessity of the direct-mail approach and the 

closest approximation was the use of the Northern Territory Education Department courier 

service in the case of two of the respondent groups - principals and departmental officers. The 

high return rate for these two groups (96.3% and 93.8% respectively) exceeds the response rate 

considered acceptable by authorities in this field of research and, therefore, would tend to 

minimise this particular concern. Gay (1981, p.  164) advises that if the "percentage of returns 

is not at least 70%", the validity of any conclusions will be weak. Wiersma (1986, p.  195) 

believes that "when surveying a professional population 70% is considered a minimum 

response rate". 

There is another aspect of the questionnaire as a data gathering instrument that requires even 

closer attention because of the complexity of its nature. There may be a difference between the 

meaning contained within items, as intended by the researcher, and the perception of those 

items, as seen by the respondent. The objective of questionnaire construction and interviewing, 

as explained by Miller and Cannell (1988, p.  457) can be regarded largely as, "the creation of 

'shared meaning' between respondent and interviewer [researcher]. Simply put, respondents 

will give accurate information in survey interviews [questionnaires] if they are willing and able 

to do so". Therefore, while researchers need to be mindful of Wolf s advice (1988, p.  479) 

that respondents cannot be expected to spend a great deal of time answering a questionnaire 

because of the possibility of respondent fatigue and respondent co-operation, they (researchers) 

must be aware also of the fact that attempts to contain complex concepts within sentences of 

constricted length are fraught with the possibility of misinterpretation. 

Advantages 

In addition to the comments made as an introduction to this section, and in a pragmatic sense, 

Walker and Burnhill (1988. p.  106) make the point that even a "small-scale one-off exploratory 



survey, requiring little in the way of resources, may he sufficient to stimulate hypothesis 

generation. From this it can he postulated that the questionnaire can he a comparatively 

economic instrument, in both terms of time and money, as a means of collecting data. Once 

collected the data is usually in a form which lends itself to ease of manipulation and analysis 

through the application of sophisticated survey research computer programs. From the point of 

view of researchers with limited resources (time and money) this allows access to a greater 

number of possible respondents. 

The nature of the anonymous questionnaire avoids the situation described by Travers 

(1969, pp.  194-95) who draws upon the work of Getzels (1954) to demonstrate that, in an 

interview situation, 'there would be a tendency for the respondent to reply to a question in such 

a way that his answer reflects what he perceives to be an appropriate response to that situation - 

that is to say he answers in a way that he believes is expected of him". The individual, 

responding anonymously to a questionnaire is not faced with the changing situations which 

may confront the respondent in an interview situation. Consideration of Getzel's model 

(Travers, 1969, pp.  194-95) clarifies the point. 

the asking of a question first produces an internal response, which is not verbalised. This 
immediate response is, in a sense, an answer to the question, and it is described as the personal 
hypothesis in this theory. Secondly, responses are made to various aspects of the situation in 
which the responses occurs [sic]. This is referred to as the stage in which the demands of the 
situation are sized up in terms of the individual's personal adjustment to that situation. Thirdly 
the individual formulates a response that will facilitate his adjustment to the total situation. 

This conforms with the views of Ary, Jacobs and Razavick (1985, p.  344) who contend that 

the questionnaire avoids the potential introduction of bias within the interview situation where 

interviewers may give an inkling of their own opinion or expectations by indications such as 

their tone of voice, the way in which they read the questions, or their appearance, mood, or 

conduct. 

Construction 

Construction of the questionnaire was an incremental and refining process which constituted a 

significant task. This was necessary because of the diverse perspectives and organisational 
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stances of the populations from whom data were being collected, and the exploratory and 

descriptive nature of the study. In determining the initial response items, the following sources 

were used: personal experience of the researcher, knowledge and understanding of the work 

tasks required of principals; review of relevant research and literature, e.g. Nadebaum (1990); 

Sergiovanni (1990); Beare, Caldwell and Millikan (1989); Marsh (1988); Andrews (1987); 

Duignan, Marshall, Harrold Phillipps, Thomas and Lane (1985); Leithwood and Montgomery 

(1982); Sudman and Bradburn (1982); Lieberman and Miller (1981); various duty statements of 

Northern Territory principals; and consultation with school and office based staff. Major and 

minor redrafts and alterations to the initial draft are described in the later section on field 

trialling. 

In designing the questionnaire cognisance was taken of the advice contained in the literature on 

questionnaire design. The matter was discussed extensively with two officers of the 

Evaluation, Research and Assessment section of the Northern Territory Department of 

Education. In considering the statements to be contained within the questionnaire direction was 

taken from Miller and Cannell (1988, p. 460). 

In the idea' case the survey question should provide the structure needed for the respondent to 
answer his or her own internal questionnaire. Each question should be specific enough to 
allow respondents to review thoroughly their own relevant experience and to arrive at an 
accurate and complete response. 

The items were "posed in the language of ordinary people" (Rosier, 1988, p.  108); "limited to 

variables of primary interest" which "related explicitly" to the major research question; guarded 

against time induced "respondent fatigue" and non-cooperation caused by the inclusion of too 

much questionnaire material to be addressed; and kept a "natural ordering or flow to the 

questions" (Wolf, 1988, p.  479). The appearance of the questionnaire was "attractive and 

interesting to the respondent" (photocopy, source unknown, p.  37). 

Additional advice was taken from de Vaus' (1985, pp.  71-94) and Sudman and Bradburn's 

(1982) detailed descriptions of questionnaire construction. The language was "simple without 

condescension". So as to avoid confusion and ambiguity, and assist ease of response, 

'a 



directions and statements were restricted in length; negatives and double negatives were 

excluded and double barrelled statements guarded against. Phrasing was screened to eliminate 

leading, emotive or value laden words that may have introduced bias or raised ohections. The 

statements and questions were grouped according to open and closed formats to facilitate ease 

of reading and to maintain the natural cohesion of the instrument. Use of a sophisticated, desk-

top publishing software computer programme (Ragtime Classic) provided an attractive 

questionnaire layout and facilitated ease of reading and (in the case of closed items) rating. 

Closed items were presented in a matrix format which remained consistent throughout the 

section. Respondents' opinions and preferences regarding each of the forty statements were 

rated on a Likert type scale. To ensure the appropriateness of the response options to the nature 

of the statements (Anderson, 1988) semantically modified response options of short descriptors 

rather than the traditional five response options ranging from "strongly agree" to "strongly 

disagree" were employed. 

Acting upon advice from a senior research officer in the Northern Territory Department of 

Education; a lecturer in Research Methodology at Northern Territory University; referral to a 

study conducted by Duignan, Marshall, Harrold Phillipps, Thomas and Lane (1985); and the 

statement by Anderson (1988, p.427) that 'the use of a smaller number of response options 

reflects the attempt to make the scale more appropriate for younger ... respondents', five 

response options were provided. Open-ended questions were accorded equal and sufficient 

space for respondent attention. Each of the three sections of the questionnaire was identified 

clearly, items and pages numbered, and procedural directions for respondents clearly stated. 

To aid in the flow, general instructions, section introductions and item instructions were 

included in or accompanied the instrument. In the final stage of construction a check was 

carried Out to ensure that the questionnaire was uncluttered. 

Because of the nature of the study, the researcher found it necessary to adopt "licence" in 

adhering to the guidelines offered by de Vaus (1985) concerning the order in which information 

should he sought. In following the advice that the initial questions should be "obviously 

relevant to the stated purpose of the survey" (in this case details necessary to construct a profile 
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of each of the live major groups) a conflict arose when considering the advice not to start with 

personal questions. Because of the relevance of the personal items to the study, the explanation 

of this fact to the respondents, the factual nature of the items and ease of responding (two 

further characteristics of initial questions identified by de Vaus) the researcher made the 

decision to seek this information at the outset. 

Absolute assurances of confidentiality and anonymity were given to respondents. The method 

of data collection further guaranteed respondents total anonymity. While the researcher was 

able to identify non-respondents for follow up purposes and could identify respondents in 

terms of group membership and personal details for comparison purposes, respondents could 

not be linked with individual returns. This was a conscious decision, taken in the initial stages 

of the research design. Consideration was given to the effect this might have upon the internal 

validity of the study. It was decided to proceed in this manner, and that in doing so, it would 

assist rather than hinder validity for two reasons. First, within the questionnaire design, the 

openness of the questions in section III was restricted so as to focus and channel respondent 

opinion, thereby minimising the necessity of contacting respondents to seek explanation of 

written comments. Second, because Darwin has a relatively small community of educators and 

many of the respondents were the researchers colleagues, it was felt that total anonymity 

would place respondents at ease and increase the reliability of the data. 

Description 

A copy of the questionnaire is in appendix A. The questionnaire consisted of three sections and 

was accompanied by a cover sheet which guaranteed confidentiality; explained the purpose of 

the study; outlined the relationship of each of the three sections to the purpose of the research; 

provided procedures to he followed in attending to the questionnaire; and thanked the 

respondents for their co - operation. Principal and departmental officer participants received, in 

addition, an accompanying letter inviting them to participate in the study. This was necessitated 

by the fact that principals and departmental officers, unlike the other participants who received 

their questionnaires from the researcher, received their questionnaires through the Departmental 

courier system. The individually addressed letters on Northern Territory University letterhead 
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explained the purpose and rationale of the study, briefly outlined the data collection methods, 

and sought constituent's involvement in the study. Copies of accompanying letters to 

principals and departmental officers are in Appendix C. 

Part 1 of the questionnaire sought personal details and contains four questions. 

Part 2 contains the directions specific to this section and forty statements relating to possible job 

tasks of principals. Responses for each of the forty items are solicited on a five point scale: 

1 = Of Minor Importance; 2 = Reasonably Important; 3 = Important; 4 = Very Important; 

5 = Extremely Important. A "non-significant" category was not included in the scale for two 

reasons. First, discussion and trialling during the construction phase indicated that each task 

included in the questionnaire was considered a legitimate principal work task, attracting some 

measure of importance. Therefore it was judged inappropriate to include a "non-significant" 

category. Second, the rating level by the respondent, for each of the statements, provided an 

indication of the measure of significance of each statement for the respondent. 

Part 3 includes an explanation of what is required of respondents in this section in relation to 

the two semi - open and seven open questions it contains. 

As mentioned previously the wording of parts 2 and 3 of the student questionnaire differ from 

the adult questionnaire but remain conceptually the same. 

Students, attending to the questionnaire in a group situation completed the questionnaire in 

approximately thirty minutes and adults, in the trial situation, completed the questionnaire in 

about twenty-five to forty-five minutes, depending upon the amount of detail supplied in 

response to the open items. 
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Semi - structured Interview 

In considering the advantages of questionnaire usage as a means of gathering data, earlier in 

this chapter, some comparisons were made with interviews as data gathering instruments. 

Commenting on the use of interviews in sample surveys, Miller and Cannell (1988, p.  457) 

state: 

Certainly, the gift of language permits information to be gathered from fellow humans by 
asking questions in surveys, and it is conceivable to believe that their answers reflect the actual 
conditions of their lives. At the same time, the vagaries of experience and language and the 
peculiar characteristics of formal interview " conversations " refute the idea of unproblematic 
data gathering. 

In view of this statement some disadvantages and advantages of interview usage as a source of 

data collection will be considered briefly. 

Disadvantages 

The potential always exists, and therefore needs to be guarded against, that respondents may 

reply in a manner that they believe is expected of them (Travers. 1969) or may be influenced by 

some action, manner or appearance of the interviewer (Ary, 1985). This concern has been 

highlighted by other authors. Miller and Cannell (1988, p.  458) contend that there are seven 

possible steps within the response process of an interview, and that there are several ways in 

which the process can go awry. Ideally, the respondent moves from step 1 following 

comprehension of the question to step 2, which involves the use of his/her cognitive processes. 

In step 3 the respondent evaluates the response in terms of its accuracy and then in step 4 

evaluates the response in terms of his/her other goals. Finally step 5 is reached where the 

respondent provides what he/she considers to be an accurate response, based on adequate 

processing. Alternatively, the respondent may deviate at any stage in steps 1 to 4 eventually 

passing through step 6 where the response is modified or based upon cues from the 

interviewer, the nature of the question, or the respondent's own beliefs, values, or attitudes. 

Finally, in step 7 an inaccurate or incomplete response is provided based on "conformity bias, 

desirability bias, acquiescence bias or other types of inadequacies". They conclude that: 
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Cognitive and motivational difficulties in answering questions are more common and more 
serious than is generally realized. Questions are often ambiguous in ways that can have 
important implications for interpreting research data. Questions may make excessive demands 
on the cognitive skills of respondents by making unrealistic demands on the respondent's 
memory or ability to process and integrate retrieved information. Finally, the psychological 
implication of providing responses that truly reflect the respondent's beliefs or experience may 
lead to suppressing the information or distorting it into a more acceptable response. 

Wiersma (1969, PP. 180-8 1), adds the practical concerns of the expensive and time-consuming 

nature of interviews and cautions the researcher to be aware that "personal or controversial 

information may not be readily forthcoming" 

Advantages 

As pointed out by Borg and Gall (1988) the principal advantage of the interview lies in its 

adaptability and in the opportunity it affords to follow up leads, gather more data, and seek 

clarification. Wiersma (1969, p.  179) notes that the interviewer is afforded the opportunity to 

"pursue the response with the individual and can ask for an elaboration or redefinition of the 

response if it appears incomplete or ambiguous". Additional potential advantages may be 

gained from the greater depth permitted by the interview situation compared with other methods 

of data collection; the willingness of interviewees (under favourable conditions) to yield more 

complete data; the preparedness of respondents to disclose relevant, though perhaps personal 

matters, that they would not be prepared to reveal in a questionnaire; the opportunity of 

developing rapport with the respondent, thereby sustaining interest and responsiveness 

throughout the interview; and the likelihood that there will not be any missing or unusable data 

(assuming the interviewer possesses adequate interview skills). 

In practical terms, the semi-structured interviews added a qualitative dimension to the data 

gathering process. Conducted as they were, after an initial analysis of the questionnaire data, 

they provided another perspective, in addition to the researcher's, in considering the 

implications of the responses provided by the various groups. 

In choosing the semi-structured interview mode, the advice of Borg and Gall (1989, p. 452) 

was heeded: "The semistructured interview is generally most appropriate for interview studies 
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in education. It provides a desirable combination of objectivity and depth and often permits 

gathering valuable data that could not be successfully obtained by any other approach". 

Construction 

One of the purposes of interviewing principals was to provide a perspective, additional to that 

of the researcher's, of the implications of the responses provided by the various groups. A 

second purpose was to determine what degree of importance principals attach to the perceptions 

held by the various groups with which they interact. A third purpose was to ascertain to what 

extent the study's findings (as revealed by initial analysis) accorded with their expectations. A 

fourth purpose was to determine what influence some of the phenomena arising in the course of 

the study might have upon the way principals continue to discharge the responsibilities of their 

position, e.g. devolution, School Council involvement, school leadership versus school 

management. 

The basic format of the interviews therefore, because of the complexity and sensitivity of these 

concepts, draws upon the advice of Borg and Gall (1989, p.  451) and utilizes "open-ended 

questions", couched in "wording familiar to the respondent" with the aim of maximising levels 

of responsiveness, spontaneity and reporting, and minimising response effects. This approach 

is enhanced by the belief held by Wiersma (1969, p.  179) that open-ended items may provide 

responses that "reveal factors or feelings the interviewer may choose to pursue and probe". In 

the final stages of the interview construction, the questions were reviewed by the researcher 

applying characteristics of question design and components of interviewing, as detailed by 

Miller and Cannell (1988, pp.  460-61) to determine if the questions "communicated some rules 

about the process of question answering"; if they "communicated a suggested process for 

respondents to use in reviewing their experience for relevant material, and for evaluating the 

adequacy of their intended response"; and if "cues and probes had been incorporated", as 

appropriate. 

The questions were based upon issues addressed in the questionnaire; possible implications of 

the study's findings; other related issues not addressed in the questionnaire but which emerged 
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following initial analysis of the data; events which occurred during the course of the study; or 

through additional reference to literature. 

Description 

A copy of the interview schedule is in Appendix B. The introduction to the schedule takes 

cognisance of the advice by Miller and Cannell (1988, pp.  460-61) that: 

The purposes of the introduction are to encourage the prospective respondent to agree to be 
interviewed and to accept the respondent role wholeheartedly. Essentially this means the 
interview must be perceived as worthwhile, the interviewer as legitimate and the undertaking as 
sufficiently valuable to make an effort to respond diligently. 

The format of the introduction provides for standardisation of approach across interviews and, 

in keeping with advise from Gay (1981) commences with general discussion gradually leading 

to the matter of the study, its progress, and finally to the interview and the manner of its 

conduct. The interview contains ten questions. For each question supplementary questions are 

provided. These questions were designed to be used where prompting or follow-up was 

considered necessary, or where some further aspect of a question was considered of interest. 

In carrying out the interviews the researcher did not dwell on the need to establish 'rapport" 

with the respondents, for two reasons. First, all interviewees were colleagues of the researcher 

and as such had experienced a collegiate relationship for a number of years. Second, the 

researcher was aware of the caution by Miller and Cannell (1988, pp.  460-6 1) that "rapport 

seeking is an ad hoc procedure" and that striving for such a factor could introduce 

inconsistencies which might cause error in the data collecting process. However, so as to 

establish a tone for the interviews, the researcher used as a guide the advice of Borg and Gall 

(1989, p.  461), i.e. "Effective communication between interviewer and respondent is facilitated 

if the respondent appreciates the purpose of each question that is asked". Care was taken 

during the interviews not to introduce bias via personal opinions or expectations, by 

appearance, tone of voice, or the manner of asking the questions. 
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Slavish adherence to the interview schedule was not pursued to the detriment of attention to 

spontaneity or unsolicited comment from the respondent. Miller and Cannell's (1988, 

pp. 460-6 1) definition of interviewing as 'the creation of shared meaning between respondent 

and interviewer" was not neglected. To ensure the validity of the interview schedule, opinion 

was sought from officers of the Evaluation, Research and Accreditation section of the Northern 

Territory Department of Education, and through trial testing with a number of principals. 

Criticisms and suggestions were noted and the instrument modified accordingly. 

Primarily so as to concentrate upon the responses from the interviewees, the interviews were 

tape recorded. Reference to argument from Best and Kahn (1989). Gay (1981) and Fox (1969) 

favours the use of cassette as a means of recording interviews. The interview is able to proceed 

at an even pace unlike manual recording which may tend to slow the interview while responses 

are recorded; it avoids the situation where interviewees may become nervous as they observe 

their responses being written down; mechanical recording accommodates the pace of the 

interview and is able to record in exact detail all that occurs; it permits the interviewer to 

concentrate on body language of the interviewee and manually note any relevant gestures, 

grimaces, hesitations, and shift in body position in response to particular questions; the tone of 

the respondent's voice and the degree of any emotive content are preserved by the tape; and, 

whilst interviewees may he aware initially of the cassette recorder's presence they tend to forget 

its presence, whereas they are constantly aware when their responses are being manually 

recorded. 

Quality Controls 

To ensure the quality and relevance of the data gathered, consideration was given to reliability, 

validity and triangulation, and the data gathering instruments were field trialled. Ethical 

standards, and requirements of the Northern Territory Department of Education, were observed 

carefully at all appropriate stages of the study - this latter requirement being a necessary 

parameter in order to conduct the study. 



Field Trialling 

Following the advice of authorities such as Wolf (1988); Wiersma (1969); Borg and Gall 

(1989); de Vaus (1985); Walker and Burnhill (1988) and Gay (1981) the data gathering 

instruments were field trialled (pilot tested) to "detect and remove ambiguities', "ascertain the 

range of possible responses, 'improve data collection routines', refine items, maximise 

content appropriateness and validity, and to ensure that "the items were yielding the information 

desired". A wide range of people (some with explicit knowledge and expertise in the area of 

questionnaire and interview construction) was involved, to greater or lesser degree according to 

the manner of their contribution, in the various stages of instrument construction, i.e. building 

the instruments, completing and critically assessing them, and offering suggestions for 

alterations and improvements. All participants (with the exception of a Master of Education 

student who volunteered to critically review the questionnaire) involved in any of the stages 

were approached personally by the researcher, and their co-operation and involvement sought. 

Reviewing, refinement and fine tuning" of the draft instruments continued following their 

respective major triallings with further advice being sought from colleagues, an officer of the 

Evaluation, Research and Accreditation section of the Northern Territory Department of 

Education, and the researchers supervisor. 

Questionnaire 

The first draft was submitted to the researcher's supervisor for review, and subsequently 

revised as a result of the constructive comments offered. The second draft was critiqued, 

independently, by two officers of the Evaluation, Research and Accreditation section of the 

Northern Territory Department of Education, both of whom had had extensive experience in 

questionnaire design and formatting. Further revisions were made to the questionnaire as a 

result of their comments and suggestions. The third draft was field trialled in a northern 

suburbs primary school. This involved the principal, thirteen teachers, fifteen parents who 

were elected members of the school council, and twenty-five year 6/7 students. 



It was explained to all participants that the major purpose for trialling the questionnaire was to 

determine if the instrument would yield the required information and if the statements and 

questions were able to he interpreted by the respondents in the manner intended by the 

researcher. Participants were asked to examine critically all aspects of the instrument and, 

where they felt it was appropriate, to comment on any of its features - layout, length, structure, 

grammar, relevance, comprehensiveness, readability, ambiguity, comprehendability, and 

intrusiveness. The principal was asked if, in addition to the above tasks, he would very 

critically examine the tasks listed, and offer his opinion as to their appropriateness, 

representativeness and completeness. 

As a result of the field trial a fourth draft was produced. The layout was reorganised. Some 

statements and questions were reworded. Some additional principal work tasks were included. 

Written comments were considered and, as appropriate acted upon. Some questions were 

removed, and the response options were reduced from seven to five. The comments were 

useful and of assistance. Following trialling of the questionnaire with the students they were 

invited to comment upon the difficulty experienced in completing the items. Although it was 

generally agreed that it was "easy', acting upon the suggestion from some of the students, a 

decision was made to "walk" the students from the participating schools through their 

questionnaires to ensure maximum understanding of each item. During the trialling process the 

researcher received numerous verbal comments from the adult participants commending the area 

of study, and two teachers commented in writing that they found the questionnaire appropriate 

and interesting. 

The fourth draft was critiqued by a superintendent, a principal with many years experience, a 

Master of Education student, a Master Teacher Level 1, and the researcher's supervisor. Prior 

to the questionnaire being finalised, as a result of comments received, five statements were 

reworded slightly to increase the clarity of their intention, the size of the response boxes in 

section three were equalised and some minor grammatical changes were made in the 

accompanying cover sheet. 
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Interview Schedule 

The first draft of the interview schedule was submitted to the researcher's supervisor for 

constructive criticism and subsequently revised as a result of the comments offered. The 

second draft was critiqued by an officer of the Evaluation, Research and Accreditation section 

of the Northern Territory Department of Education. The third draft was trialled on two 

principals who agreed to be involved. Their comments (positive and negative) on all aspects of 

the interview schedule were sought following the trialling. As a result of the comments 

received, a number of additional follow-up questions were added before the interview 

scheduled was finalised. The researcher, following an analysis of the responses received 

during the trialling, was able to refine his interviewing technique to ensure the respondent's 

replies reflected each question's focus. 

Reliability and Validity 

Le Compte and Goetz (1979, p.  31) state that: 

The value of scientific research is partially dependent on the ability of individual researchers to 
demonstrate the credibility of their findings. Regardless of the discipline or the methods used 
for data collection and analysis, all scientific ways of knowing strive for authentic results. In 
all fields that engage in scientific inquiry, reliability and validity of findings are important. 

Wiersma (1969, pp.  4-7) defines validity as "the extent to which the results can be accurately 

interpreted (internal validity) and the extent to which the results can be generalised to 

populations and conditions (external validity)". Reliability is referred to as, "the extent to 

which data collection, analysis, and interpretation are consistent given the same conditions 

(internal reliability)" and "whether or not independent researchers can replicate studies in the 

same or similar settings (external reliability)". Zeller (1988, p.  322) believes "an indicator of 

some abstract concept is valid to the extent that it measures what it purports to measure" but that 

it is 'immensely difficult to provide compelling evidence of the validity of measurements". Taft 

(1988, p. 61) sees reliability as "accuracy of observations" and validity as a "quality of the 

conclusions and the processes through which these were reached'. Commenting upon 

measures, Dc Vaus (1985, pp.  46-47) describes a valid measure as one which "measures what 



it is intended to measure", adding the rider that, 'it is not the measure that is valid or invalid but 

the use to which the measure is put". A reliable measurement he regards as, 'one where we 

obtain the same result on repeated occasions'. Dressel (1976, p.  120) believes "reliability 

refers to the reproducibility of a set of measurements. It has to do with consistency or stability 

of measures over time". 

In their discussion wherein they apply the tenets of external and internal validity and reliability 

as they are used in positivistic research traditions to work done by ethnographers, Le Compte 

and Goetz (1979, p.  33), identify three distinctive characteristics of research design which 

assist in determining the methodology of a study - formulation of the research problem, the 

nature of the research goals and the application of research results. Each of these hold 

implications for the way in which problems of reliability and validity are approached. In similar 

vein, Lincoln and Guba (1988, p.  84) employ the concepts of credibility, applicability (or 

transferability), dependability, and confirmability as the counterparts respectively for internal 

validity, external validity, reliability and objectivity. These viewpoints are particularly germane 

to this study because of its mixture of the naturalistic and rationalistic approaches. Therefore, 

in arguing the validity and reliability of the study it is necessary to draw upon appropriate 

methods (reflecting the paradigmatic positioning of the study),  advocated in the research 

literature, and governed by the mix of research methods adopted in this study. For example, 

because the prime data gathering instrument is a questionnaire, contextual information is 

provided in positivistic tradition. 

Reliability and Validity of the Research Design 

Writers in the field of educational research (Keeves, 1985; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Schulman, 

1985; Walker & Evers,1985; Popkewitz, 1984; Guba & Lincoln, 1981; Cook & Campbell, 

1979; Le Compte & Goetz, 1979) recognise the acceptability and comparability accorded to the 

various research traditions. Walker and Evers (1985, pp. 30-31) report that in the "softer 

climate of the post - postivistic era ... complementarity must be recognized in view of the 



various distinct desiderata in educational research, not all of which can be met by any one single 

paradigm" 

The strictures of experimental control were not appropriate to this study as the type of data to be 

gathered and the research process itself precluded the use of standardised controls. Since 

opinion is idiosyncratic and open to the influences to be found in social settings it was 

imperative that respondents be "controlled" as little as possible during the data gathering 

process to ensure that each respondent's opinion reflected only normal influences. 

It has been demonstrated previously within this chapter that this study's purpose is the 

establishment of an understanding of the "sets" of expectations in which principals work. This 

conforms with a point given prominence by Le Compte and Goetz (1979, p.  33) in their 

discussion, i.e. ethnography accents the interrelationship of variables located in a cultural 

context. However it differs to the extent that the study is focussing not so much upon 

interrelationships as upon the "perspectives" (Wiersma,1986, p.  238) and "preferences" 

(Anderson, 1988, p.  422) of the "cultures" (departmental officers, parents, principals, 

students, teachers) concerning a specific item, common to those cultures (the role of the 

principal). To this extent the purpose of the study is to "generate and refine conceptual 

categories, to discover and validate associations among phenomena" (Le Compte & Goetz. 

1979, p.  33), and to provide different perspectives of the "layers" of reality (Guba & Lincoln, 

1981, p.  57). 

The manner in which participants were included, the context in which the study occurred, and 

the design control (reflecting a rationalistic stance), implies that cautious generalisation to wider 

populations may be possible. 

External Reliability of the Study 

In addressing the criticism that ethnographic research approximates rather than achieves external 

reliability Hansen (1979); Le Compte and Goetz (1979); Pelto and Pelto (1978), identify a 
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number of areas to be considered by ethnographers wishing to enhance the internal reliability of 

their data. These aspects will be considered as they apply to this study. 

Researcher status position: Two questions that might be asked legitimately of this study are, 

"To what extent are the study's conclusions qualified by the researcher's interactional role 

within the study? To what extent will other researchers obtain comparable findings if they are 

unable to match or develop a corresponding position?" Le Compte and Goetz (1979, p.  37) 

believe that "although research results generated by ethnographers whose positions were limited 

in scope may be only narrowly applicable, they are nonetheless legitimate [because they] 

delineate facets of reality within a group". They draw support for their argument from Glaser 

and Strauss (1979) who refer to facets of reality as "slices of data". However, they stress that 

research reports must "clearly identify the researcher's role and status within the group[s] 

investigated" (Le Compte & Goetz, p.  38). At the time of the research the researcher was a 

principal with six years experience and known to all principals and departmental officers 

participating in the study. A number of parents (< 10) and teachers (<25) were known by the 

researcher. The researcher had not been acquainted with any of the students involved in the 

study. One of the factors underlying the decision to hand deliver the questionnaires to parents, 

teachers and students was the desire by the researcher to be known to all the members of these 

groups just as he was known to all the members of the other two participating groups. The 

impact on the study of the effects of any relationship, which may have existed between the 

researcher and any respondent, was guarded against in a direct manner through the use of 

questionnaire, standard form of delivery (with the exception of the children as explained) and 

guaranteed total anonymity of the respondent. Interview content was consistent for all 

interviewees, the interviews followed a standard format, and respondents were assured of 

anonymity. 

Infornwnr Choices: Dean, Eichhorn and Dean (1967) caution that researchers must exercise 

care with regard to information gained from participants as they may be atypical of the group 

under investigation. Le Compte and Goetz (1979, p.  38), build upon the caution and advise 

researchers that 'external reliability requires both careful delineation of the types of people who 
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served as informants and the decision process invoked in their choice'. The representativeness 

of the participants was ensured in a number of ways. The total population of principals was 

invited to participate in the study. The thirty-two departmental officers were selected on the 

basis of their representativeness or the uniqueness of their position and therefore their opinions 

should be regarded as a reliable reflection of departmental officer opinion concerning the role of 

the primary principal. 

A purposive sample of teachers based upon the six primary schools included in the study, was 

invited to participate. All teachers from levels pre to year 7 at each of the schools was given a 

questionnaire and invited to complete and return it. As mentioned previously in this chapter, 

each school was selected on the basis of ensuring representativeness (size, location, gender of 

principal) of the research site. A further qualifying reliability factor stems from the manner in 

which teachers were appointed to the participating schools. The responsibility for staffing 

schools rests with the Northern Territory Department of Education and schools are staffed in 

accordance with prescribed staffing agreements. Therefore the researcher did not so much 

"choose" the teacher participants for the study as "accepted" those already teaching in the 

participating schools. For these reasons the inclusion of these teachers as respondents should 

be accepted as reliable. 

Parents were involved in the study on the same basis as the teachers. The researcher was 

anxious to compare perceptions of groups across schools as well as on an aggregate basis. 

This therefore necessitated the inclusion of three of the respondent groups (informants) from 

the same settings (schools). Although parents are not appointed to school councils in the same 

manner as teachers are appointed to schools, they are the elected representatives of their 

respective parent bodies within their school communities. As Beare (1987) states, "School 

councils create an arena for the teachers, the clients of the school, and the parents of the clients 

to confer on school policies" (p.  97), and "there should be no great concern if the 

representatives on the council are atypical of the community [as] parents are usually 

discriminating about choosing their representatives" (p. 99). This point of view is supported 

by Payne (1989): "... the school council is sometimes construed as not being representative of 
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the local community but a case might be made that those involved are councillors through 

normal democratic processes and are the best expression of school community opinion we 

have' (p.  1). Therefore the choice of the parent participants should be considered reliable. 

The year 6/7 students invited to be involved in the study were selected on the same basis as the 

teachers and parents. Their inclusion, along with teachers and parents, provided a specific 

perspective from each school community of the role of principals, as compared with the 

aggregate perspective. The decision to limit inclusion of students to the year 6/7 level of the 

primary school was taken on the basis of the complexity of the concepts contained within the 

questionnaire, coupled with the need for consistency of concepts addressed by participants 

within the groups, for valid comparisons to be drawn. Careful note was taken of advice from 

Wolf (1988, p. 482) (with regard to the use of questionnaires with students) who believes that 

providing precautions are taken to avoid the use of complex wording, "it is possible to inquire 

about actions and present circumstances as well as attitudes, opinions, and beliefs". In as much 

as the students were able to understand and express their opinions regarding the contents of the 

questionnaire, they should be considered a reliable informant choice. 

Social Situations and Conditions: Le Compte and Goetz (1979, p. 39) contend that context and 

circumstances may influence the respondent's willingness to divulge or reveal particular 

information and that therefore, "delineation of the physical, social , and interpersonal contexts 

within which data are gathered enhances a study's replicahility". Reference to descriptions of 

the study and the participants, contained within Chapters One, Three and Four provides 

sufficient details of the physical, social and interpersonal context to enhance its replicability. 

Analytic Construct and Premises: In addressing this requirement the researcher has detailed 

assumptions; delimitations; limitations; definitions; paradigmatic position of the study; theories 

underlying choice of terminology and methods of analysis; orientation; nature and sources of 

data; instrumentation; and, quality controls. Every attempt has been taken to specify clearly the 

constructs and premises on which this study is based. 
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Methods of Data Collection and Analysis: The information contained in this chapter provides 

detailed identification of the specific data sources and the methods of data collection. 

Information in Chapter Five details the approaches utilised in analysing the data gathered from 

the questionnaire and the interview. Replicahility from this aspect of the study is, therefore, 

possible and contends with Wiersma's (1969, p.  7) advice that to he replicable 'a research 

study must include adequate definitions of the procedures and conditions of the research 

[although] the amount of definition may vary across studies". 

Internal Reliability of the Study 

Established methods of determining internal reliability, e.g. test - retest or the administration of 

parallel tests (Allal, 1988; Borg & Gall, 1989; Thorndike, 1988) were not feasible in this study 

because of factors such as time restraints (with respect both to the study and the respondents); 

the likelihood of respondent non-cooperation; and, the expense involved in the development 

and administration of a second set of instruments. This accords with Thorndike's (1988, 

p. 330) assertion that "... practical considerations may limit the data that it is possible to collect, 

and these limitations may set boundaries on the universe to which inferences can logically be 

made and on the statistical analyses that can he carried Out". 

Validity of the Study 

According to Zeller (1988, p. 323): 

it is much easier to assess reliability than it is to assess validity, for the assessment of 
reliability requires no more than manipulation of empirical observations while the assessment 
of validity requires the manipulation of both empirical observations and theoretical concepts 
simultaneously. 

Le Compte and Goetz (1979. p. 49) identify two tenets of ethnographic research, germane to 

this study, which provide strength as to its validity, and to which the researcher has adhered. 

First, the "process" being investigated, i.e. the role of the primary principal, is being 



considered in a "fresh and different way". Second, the researcher has attempted to suspend 

preconceived notions and existing knowledge of the field under study". 

Internal Validity of the Study 

This study's methodology has addressed a number of threats to validity recognised by both 

experimental and ethnographic researchers (Campbell, 1979; Le Compte & Goetz, 1979; 

Campbell & Stanley, 1963). The influence of "history" (changes within the social setting in 

which the study occurs) and "maturation" (developments that occur within the respondents) on 

the perceptions of the respondents was limited by the time period of the data collection, set by 

the questionnaire and interview schedule. A further consideration in this respect is that the 

opinions and preferences being expressed were concerned with "what should he" rather than 

"what is". Therefore any change in opinion or preference which may have occurred during this 

period should be regarded as legitimate as it would reflect the opinion and preference of the 

respondents at the time of completing the questionnaire. 

In accordance with advice from Wax (1971,p. 48 in Le Compte & Goetz, 1979) a 'diversity of 

participants" has been included in the study to limit the possibility of bias and distortion. 

Reference to previous sections of this chapter and to details contained within Chapter Four 

provide an "inventory" of participants, reflecting the extent to which this advice was 

incorporated into the study. Further, opinion gained from interviews with principals assisted 

the researcher in avoiding the error of drawing spurious conclusions (Le Compte & Goetz, 

1979; Wiersma, 1986). Care was taken to adhere to advice from various researchers 

concerning respondent perceptions of the intent of the instrument (sensitivity), the 

attractiveness, adequacy and length of the instrument (Wolf, 1988); setting and scope 

(Wiersma, 1986); interviewer status and rapport (Miller & Cannell, 1988); and, ethical 

considerations in relation to respondents, professional colleagues and the public (Dockrell, 

1988; House, 1988; Best & Kahn, 1989). 



The construction details of the instruments, as well as to the measures adopted to ensure 

instrument validity, contained within this chapter, reflect the advice from Zeller (1988. p.  324) 

who suggests that researchers establish content validity by specifying 'the domain of content 

for the concept and constructing and selecting indicants that represent that domain of content". 

(e.g. the content of the statements associated with the work practices of principals, to which the 

participants are asked to respond). 

External Validity of the Study 

While a number of the strategies adopted to ensure the internal validity of the study also assist 

in enhancing the study's external validity (e.g. pilot testing, ensuring the diversity of the 

participants, considering the setting in which the instruments are administered), additional 

attention was given to "selection, setting, and construct effects" (Le Compte & Goetz, 1979) 

through careful choice and design, and the inclusion in the report of all relevant details and 

descriptions pertaining to the conduct of the study. 

Selection effects address the issue of construct comparisons across groups. In designing the 

framework for this study the researcher took every appropriate opportunity to consult with 

representatives of the participating groups, and sought advice from colleagues and workers in 

the field of research, to ensure its applicability. Attributes (sex, age, occupation) of the 

respondents, reported in quantitative terms in Chapter Four, provide additional support for 

comparative purposes. 

Setting effects concern the issue of the impact that the very act of investigation has upon the 

matter under investigation, and the change that this might engender in the setting, thereby 

limiting comparisons across contexts. Because this study "approximated" and "reflected" 

aspects of an ethnographic approach the researcher's presence was considered to he non-

intrusive, any necessary personal involvement was limited to periods of brief duration, and use 

of the questionnaire further minimised intrusion. Care was taken to avoid any school 

community which had been involved in any extensive research activity within the time frame of 



three months prior to this study. As a result of this situation occurring, one "second choice" 

school community was substituted for a "first choice" school community. 

Construct effects concern the extent to which abstract terms, generalizations, or meanings are 

shared across times, settings and populations (Cook & Campbell, 1979 in Le Compte and 

Goetz, 1979, p.  53). In developing the research design of this study and its instrumentation, 

the researcher acted upon the advice by Denzin (1988) to develop triangulation strategies as an 

aid to increasing the validity of a study. This involved drawing upon relevant literature, 

consulting widely with those involved directly in the field of education and schooling (as 

outlined previously in this chapter), including definition and description within the report, and 

refining and trialling instruments to ensure that, in all aspects, they achieved commonality of 

meaning and understanding to the instrument designer and to the respondents. Within these 

parameters the researcher is confident that any possible threat to the validity of this study, 

through a lack of shared understanding, has been minimised. 

The Questionnaire 

Reliability and Validity 

Best and Kahn (1989, p.193) exhort questionnaire designers to "deal consciously with the 

degree of reliability and validity of their instruments. In providing advice as to how the 

validity of questionnaires might be improved, authors in the research area (Best & Kahn, 1989; 

Denzin, 1988; Miller & Cannel!, 1988; Rosier, 1988; Wolf, 1988; Zeller, 1988; de Vaus,1985) 

focus upon the use of terminology in relevant educational literature; the appropriateness of the 

questions andlor statements contained within the instrument; clarity of language; shared 

understanding of concepts, directions and terms between the designer and respondent; and, the 

reliance upon external sources for critical advice and review at all stages of questionnaire design 

and refinement. 
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Reference to the construction details of the questionnaire employed in this study, located 

previously in this chapter, offers an inventory of methods adopted by the researcher, which 

accord with the advice of the above authors. This, coupled with the field trialling of the 

instruments, as advised by Borg and Gall (1989), Walker and Burnhill (1988), Wiersma 

(1969). Gay (1981), would appear sufficient for the purpose of ensuring the instrument's 

validity. 

Whilst established methods of determining internal reliability of the instrument were not 

available (test - retest, or administration of parallel tests) every attempt has been made to 

enhance external reliability by including within the report adequate description of procedures 

followed in designing and applying the questionnaire. 

Semi - Structured Interview 

Reliability and Validity 

Precautions and methods undertaken to enhance the reliability and validity of the semi-

structured interviews were comparable with those adopted for the questionnaire, and have been 

outlined previously. 

In accordance with advice from Sowden and Keeves (1988) and Walker (1985), as a means of 

further enhancing interview validity, interviewees were presented with a summary of the 

interview and asked to correct any errors or unintentional misrepresentations which may have 

been included, or to edit anything else that they felt was necessary, to ensure an accurate 

description of what was said. 

Triangulation 

In arguing the need for triangulation, Denzin (1988, p. 512) makes a number of interrelated 

points. The social sciences depend upon research methods such as surveys, interviews and 
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quasi-experiments, each of which has its own inherent weaknesses (the discussion within this 

chapter has identified some of these weaknesses); no single method can embrace all the 

changing features of the research setting; and, 'each investigator brings different interpretations 

to bear upon upon the very research methods that are utilized". He argues therefore that 

because of these reasons: 

The most fruitful search for sound interpretations of the real world must rely upon 
triangulation strategies. What is sought in triangulation is an interpretation of the 
phenomenon at hand that illuminates and reveals the subject matter in a thickly contextualized 
manner. A triangulated interpretation reflects the phenomenon as a process that is relational 
and interactive. The interpretation engulfs the subject matter, incorporating all of the 
understandings the researcher's diverse methods reveal about the phenomenon. 

Denzin (1988, p.  512) further contends that while it is common practice within the social 

sciences to position the researcher external to the interpretative process, relying upon the 

research methods to accomplish the desired interpretation, from a hermeneutic point of view 

triangulation is the process by which the researcher is legitimately and rightly admitted to the 

"circle of interpretation". Later, in describing the types of triangulation, he states that "while it 

is commonly assumed that triangulation is the use of multiple methods in the study of the same 

phenomenon, this is only one form of the strategy". Data triangulation, one of four types of 

triangulation which Denzin identifies, involves time, space and persons, and was the major 

method of triangulation employed in this study. Partial methodological triangulation was 

achieved through the use of interviews with principals which, while adding another method of 

data collection and data verification, also provided triangulation within the data analysis process 

through the provision of perspectives additional to the researcher's, within the "circle of 

interpretation". 

Data were collected by questionnaire from five groups - departmental officers, parents, 

principals, students and teachers. For each of the five groups, data were collected from six 

settings - six primary schools selected on the basis of size, geographic location and gender of 

principal: and four "office-based" sites. Data collected through the use of questionnaire were 

supplemented by interviews with twelve principals and matched against a literature data base. 
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In following these procedures this study conforms with one type of triangulation described by 

Denzin and partially addresses a second. To this extent it meets the requirement of Wiersma's 

(1986, p.246) definition of triangulation as a "comparison of information to determine whether 

or not there is corroboration. It is a search for convergence of the information on a common 

finding or concept. To a large extent, the triangulation process assesses the sufficiency of the 

data". 

In conforming to the tenets of triangulation as advocated by Denzin and Wiersma, it could be 

described as adhering to a "traditional" or positivist approach to triangulation as described also 

by Faukner (1982) and Webb (1966). This is in contrast to a triangulation approach advocated 

by the Ford Teaching Project (n.d.) in which classroom events were looked at from three 

different points of view - those of the observers, that of the teacher and those of the children. 

This differs from the style of triangulation discussed to date, in that the Ford Teaching Project 

adopted a more phenomenological approach to triangulation. For as Walker (1985, p.  82) says 

in his description of the process: 

in the iriangulations they present, the 'reality' comes to be seen as located in the different 
perceptions and suppositions of teachers, pupils and observers. ... The triangulation approach 
is therefore reversed, for instead of looking at one fixed reality from various points in order to 
describe it more fully, the aim instead is to start from the central event (or person) and to look 
outwards at the very different perspectives that create it,, context. 

In this sense this study, drawing as it does upon the perceptions of the participants, brings 

together the "multiple realities" of the role of the primary principal and aligns itself with the 

style of triangulation just described. The members of the five groups surveyed are both 

respondents and "participant observers". They are the data sources, and in a sense, the data 

interpreters, at the one time. In providing their opinions and making their choices as 

respondents, they are arguing the role of the primary principal. The task of the researcher then 

is to summarise and report that opinion accurately. In this sense both the researcher and the 

respondents are firmly inside Denzin's "circle of interpretation". 

Both styles of triangulation should be regarded as apposite, contributing in their own way to the 

sufficiency of the data. 
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Ethical Considerations 

The researcher referred to advice from Dockrell (1988); House (1988); Best and Kahn (1989) 

to ensure that all ethical considerations were adhered to. All respondents were advised as to the 

nature and purpose of the study and the manner in which they would be involved. 

Confidentiality and anonymity were guaranteed to all participants and although written consent 

of respondents was not sought, all potential participants were advised that participation in the 

study was totally voluntary and that they could withdraw at any time. Wherever possible the 

researcher approached participants personally and, in the case of interviews sought permission 

to record comments and provided interviewees with the opportunity to edit summaries of the 

interviews to ensure accuracy an anonymity within the report. The researcher adhered strictly 

to individual school policy regarding inclusion of students in the study. 

In the case of the questionnaire, anonymity was total. The researcher was not able to identify 

sources once the unmarked envelope containing the completed questionnaire had been removed 

from the return envelope. Codes used in the distribution and collection phase of the 

questionnaire were known to no one but the researcher. In the case of the interviews the data 

sources were known to the researcher but to no one else. Data presented within the report is 

shown in aggregate form and no school or individual is identified. Where quotations from the 

questionnaire or interviews are included in the report they are attributed to an unspecified 

member of the particular class of respondents from whom the quotation is taken. 

A copy of the final report was made available to the system in accordance with requirements 

and all participants advised that the researcher would he prepared to address them by groups 

within their particular settings, regarding the study's findings, as well as providing the 

respective groups with a summary of the study. The researcher offered to speak at professional 

meetings of principals and other senior departmental officers and outline the findings of the 

study. 
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CHAPTER 4 

DATA COLLECTION 

This chapter provides specific detail concerning the identification of data sources and data 

collection. This is in response to Guha and Lincoln's (1988, P.  85) advice concerning the 

inclusion of a 'confirmability audit" in research reports, and taking cognisance of Le Compte 

and Goetz's (1979, p.40) admonishments concerning failure to "specify methods of data 

collection and analysis". Relevant aspects of the data sources and the collection details are 

provided. 

Identifying Respondents and Data Sources 

Initial approval to proceed with the research was granted by the Evaluation, Research and 

Accreditation Section of the Northern Territoiy Department of Education. Further approval to 

involve the six primary schools in the study and to approach the nominated teachers, students 

and parents, to seek their involvement in the study, was granted by the respective principals. 

Regional superintendents were contacted and advised of the schools within their regions, in 

which the researcher would he conducting his study. 

School District 

The school district selected for the study is included within Operations North, of the Northern 

Territory Department of Education. It comprises three Regions - Darwin Central, Darwin 

North and Darwin Rural. For practical purposes (accessibility of schools to the researcher, 

financial and time constraints) the geographical extent of the study did not extend beyond Berry 

Springs School (Darwin Rural), approximately fifty kilometres south of Darwin. 

Primary Schools 

The primary schools chosen for inclusion in the study were selected on a representative basis to 

cover: size (large, medium, small - on the criwdon of student enrolment); gender of principal; 
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and geographic location (Darwin Central Region, Darwin North Region, Darwin Rural 

Region). The purposive nature of the selection of schools had as its objective the minimisation 

of respondent bias which may have occurred through the random selection of schools with 

similar characteristics, within this relatively small educational system. Details of the schools are 

included later in this chapter under the heading "Overview of Data Sources". 

Participants 

Four groups of participants, on the basis of their legitimate involvement in the education 

process within schools, and the potential for their interaction with the school principal, were 

selected to ascertain opinion as to principals' work tasks. They were students, teachers, 

parents and departmental officers who are directly involved with principals. To provide a 

comparative basis, the opinion of principals (as a group), was souglt in relation to their work 

tasks. The principals of the schools identifled for inclusion in the study were contacted by letter 

(refer Appendix C), advised of the nature and scope of the proposed research, and invited to 

discuss the research further, with a view to including members of their schools in the study. 

Students: Following initial discussion, the principal of each of the six primary schools included 

in the study was approached by the researcher and asked to nominate sixteen students from his 

or her school to participate in the study. Their inclusion in the study was to be on the basis of: 

their willingness to participate; they were students in years 6 and 7 (in order to cope with the 

complexity of the concepts included in the questionnaire); and that there was an even 

distribution of boys and girls in and between year levels. All ninety-six students completed the 

questionnaire in the presence of the researcher, in a classroom within their respective schools, 

during normal instruction time following lunch. Within each school the year 6 students 

combined with the year 7 students to complete the questionnaire. The researcher advised all 

students during his introductory remarks that all responses would be regarded as strictly 

confidential and reiterated that involvement in the project was on a purely voluntary basis, and 

that if they chose to do so, they could withdraw. No students elected to do so. Throughout the 

process all students were given the opportunity to ask for clarification of any aspect of the 
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questionnaire, if they felt it was necessary. Information and examples provided by the 

researcher by way of explanation, or in response to queries, was held constant across the 

student groups. 

Teachers: Following the initial approval from the principal of each of the six schools, the 

researcher addressed the teachers at their respective, scheduled staff meetings, explained the 

nature of the research project and invited them to participate in the study. In addition to the 

questionnaire each teacher was given a cover sheet which explained the purpose of the research 

project. The teachers were advised that participation in the study was strictly on a voluntary 

basis. It was requested that, should they elect not to participate in the study, they return the 

uncompleted questionnaire according to the directions included in the cover sheet, so as to 

enable the researcher to note his records accordingly, thereby avoiding the necessity of follow - 

up procedures which would not (under such circumstances) apply. In total, 116 questionnaires 

were distributed to teachers. 

Parents: Following the initial approval from the principal of each of the six schools, the 

researcher addressed the School Council members of five of the schools at their respective, 

scheduled monthly meetings, explained the nature of the research project and invited them to 

participate in the study. In addition to the questionnaire, each parent was given a cover sheet 

which explained the purpose of the research project. The parents were advised that 

participation in the study was strictly on a voluntary basis and requested that, should they elect 

not to participate in the study, they return the uncompleted questionnaire according to the 

directions included in the cover sheet, so as to enable the researcher to note his records 

accordingly, thereby avoiding the necessity of follow - up procedures which would not (in this 

case) apply. 

Because of particular events of educational significance to one school community (explained to 

the researchers supervisor, though unable to he detailed in this report because description may 

allow the identification of the school) the researcher was unable to meet with the parent 

members of one School Council. The principal of the school, acting on behalf of the 



researcher, distributed the questionnaires and relevant materials to the parents, explained the 

nature of the study, informed them that participation in the research project was on a voluntary 

basis, and outlined the course of action to pursue should they elect not to participate in it. In 

total, 67 questionnaires were distributed to parents. 

Departinen ía! Officers: The questionnaire was forwarded to thirty-two departmental officers 

(selected on the basis of the uniqueness of their positions, i.e. only one such position existed 

within the Department of Education, andlor as as representatives of particular curriculum areas) 

utilising the Northern Territory Department of Education's internal courier system. 

Accompanying each questionnaire was a standard cover sheet explaining the purpose of the 

study and providing procedural details, and a letter requesting the addressee's participation in 

the research project. Respondents in this category included Education Officers; Senior 

Education Officers; Principal Education Officers; Superintendents; Assistant Secretaries of 

Education; Deputy Secretaries of Education; and the Secretary of Education. All departmental 

officers included in the study were Darwin based. 

Principals: All twenty-seven primary school principals within the school district nominated in 

the study received questionnaires via the Northern Territory Department of Education's internal 

courier system. Accompanying each questionnaire was a standard cover sheet explaining the 

purpose of the study and providing procedural details, and a letter requesting the addressee's 

participation in the research project. 

The principals of the six primary schools involved in the study were asked, at the time of 

seeking the involvement of their schools in the research project, for an interview following the 

collection of questionnaire data and an initial analysis of it. All six principals agreed. The 

decision to interview these principals afforded the researcher the additional opportunity to 

compare informant responses on a school basis, as well as a group basis, with the possibility of 

considering the study from the perspective of the characteristics of the individual school 

communities. A further six principals were selected, using a table of random numbers, from 

the remaining principals whose schools conformed to the "population elements or sampling 
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frame from which the sample may he drawn' (Ross, 1988, p. 528) which were applied to the 

former six schools. This conforms with Ross's explanation that: 

the use of strata [in the case of this study, school size, gender of principal, geographical 
location] during the preparation of a sampling frame is often undertaken in order to ensure that 
data are obtained which will permit the researcher to study, and more accurately assess, the 
characteristics of both individual and combined strata (p.528). 

The principals were approached by the researcher and asked for an interview. All six agreed to 

he interviewed. 

Data Collection 

This section details the methods and techniques utilised in the data gathering process. 

Codes 

The following codes were used to identify the respondent groups: P = principals; S = students; 

T = teachers; DO = departmental officers; Pa = parents. 

For collection and administrative purposes each respondent was assigned a code number 

which, together with the group code, was written on the envelope containing the questionnaire 

and related materials. The number and group code were also written on the pre-addressed 

envelope in which the questionnaire was to be returned. This enabled the researcher to match 

returned questionnaires against his distribution records to determine where follow-up was 

necessary. To ensure the confidentiality of responses for each respondent, an unmarked 

envelope was enclosed to enable the respondent to return the completed questionnaire. Once a 

return had been recorded the unmarked envelope was removed from the coded envelope and 

pooled, awaiting opening. Returns were kept together according to their group characteristics. 

For example, principal and departmental officer returns were grouped according to the 

respondent group to which they belonged, while teachers, parents and students though being 

categorised on the basis of their group denomination were further grouped according to their 

schools. 
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The returns were assigned code numbers, commencing with the digit "one' when entering the 

data, for analytic purposes. This was to facilitate checks should any discrepancies, possible 

omissions or apparent anomalies appear in the aggregate data. 

Distribution and Collection 

Principals and departmental officers received their questionnaires and related materials through 

the Education Department's internal courier system which was available to the researcher. The 

same method was employed in the return of the questionnaires from respondents in both 

groups. This method proved to he efficient in terms of time, cost, and the successful return 

rate. Two departmental officers, when contacted as part of the first follow-up procedures as a 

result of non-receipt of the completed questionnaire, reported that they had completed the 

questionnaire and returned it as requested. Both agreed to complete second questionnaires 

which were received. One principal and one parent, in response to letters from the researcher 

seeking information as to why the questionnaire had not been returned, replied that the 

questionnaire had never been received. One teacher, in response to a similar letter, responded 

that the questionnaire had been returned, although this had been done following the final 

collection of completed questionnaires at the particular school, by the researcher. Another 

teacher replied that she had returned the completed questionnaire according to the instructions, 

within the collection period. There is no way of determining, however, if the non-receipt of the 

questionnaire was attributable to the departmental courier system or to some other factor. 

Teachers, parents and students received their questionnaires and related materials from the 

researcher, at their respective schools. Questionnaires completed by parents and teachers were 

held at the school and collected by the researcher at regular intervals. Student questionnaires 

were collected by the researcher as they were completed by the students. 

Personal Contact 

All principals and departmental officers were known personally to the researcher while only a 

small number of parents (< 10) and teachers (<25) had met the researcher previously. As 

mentioned in the previous chapter, one of the objectives in hand delivering the questionnaires to 
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students, teachers and parents was the intention, by the researcher, to be known to all members 

of these groups, just as he was known to all members of the other two participating groups. 

This was achieved with the exception of the parents in one school (as explained previously) and 

a very small number of parents and teachers, across the remaining schools, who were absent 

from the School Council meeting (in the case of parents) or the staff meeting (in the case of 

teachers) when addressed by the researcher. 

Questionnaire 

Distribution: Following initial contact with the principals of the six schools, the researcher 

gained from each principal the names of the teachers and School Council members in his or her 

school. Consequently all teachers and parents received their questionnaire materials, by hand, 

in personally addressed envelopes. Accompanying the questionnaire was a cover sheet which 

stressed the confidentiality of the study, outlined its purpose, briefly explained the format of the 

questionnaire, outlined the procedure to he followed in attending to the questionnaire and 

concluded by thanking the participant for his or her co-operation. Respondents were provided 

with an unmarked envelope in which to place the completed questionnaire and a pre-addressed, 

coded envelope for its return. 

Student questionnaires were distributed to participants, by the researcher, for immediate 

attention. It was considered unnecessary to attach a cover sheet as the researcher was able to 

convey the information directly to the students. 

The remaining principals and the departmental officers received, through the internal courier 

system, questionnaire materials identical to those received by the teachers and parents. Included 

was a letter, on Northern Territory University letterhead, (refer Appendix C) advising them of 

the nature and scope of the proposed research, its relevance, the necessity to gain as broad a 

range of opinion as possible, the fact that a number of primary schools had been contacted with 

a view to participation in the study, (refer Appendix C) and that approval for the study had been 
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received from the Department of Education. It concluded by inviting them as colleagues to 

participate in the research. 

Follow-up: The return rate following the initial distribution was good, with the return rate of 

parents and teachers from one school only, falling below fifty percent, prior to first follow-up 

contact being made with the respondents. In the case of principals and departmental officers 

this was done personally by the researcher by telephone. In the case of teachers and parents the 

researcher approached the principal with the number of non-respondents in each group and 

asked that the matter of questionnaire returns might be placed on the meeting agendas of the 

respective groups. 

The second and final follow-up contact was by letter (refer Appendix C), addressed personally 

to the non-respondent, and forwarded ten days following the final school visit when the 

researcher had distributed the questionnaire at the School Council meeting. The letters were 

written on Northern Territory University letterhead. At the time of sending the letter the 

response rate for principals and departmental officers exceeded seventy-five percent, teacher 

returns were slightly above seventy percent, and parent responses were slightly below fifty 

percent. Letters were sent to four principals, three departmental officers, thirty-two teachers, 

and thirty-six parents. Following despatch of the reminder letters teacher returns rose to 

slightly exceed eighty percent, while parents achieved a return rate just under seventy percent. 

Final questionnaire return rates, for each of the groups, are given in the next section of this 

chapter. 

Receipt: As questionnaires were received they were checked off against respondent names and 

pooled, by group, for opening. When opened they were given a number, checked to ensure 

that responses were not ambiguous and that the data was usable. Respondent personal details 

(Part 1) and responses to the forty statements (Part 2) were then entered in the FileMaker Pro 

computer program by the researcher, in preparation for data analysis. Written comments from 

Part 3 of the questionnaire and any comments relating to the forty statements (Part 2) were 

transcribed by the researcher under their respective headings. 
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Acknowledgement: Throughout the various stages of soliciting involvement in the study and 

the data gathering process the researcher thanked respondents either personally or in writing. 

In addition, at the conclusion of the data gathering phase, the researcher addressed a letter of 

appreciation to teachers and School Council members at their respective schools, to principals 

through the office of the Darwin Chapter of the Northern Territory Principals Association and 

to departmental officers through the office of the Assistant Secretary Curriculum and 

Assessment and the office of the Assistant Secretary Schools North. Included in the letter was 

an overview of the response rate, by the various groups and by schools (not identified) to the 

questionnaire. 

Interviews 

Scheduling: The interviewees were telephoned by the researcher and a mutually convenient 

interview time arranged. The interviews were conducted over a one month period from mid 

September to mid October. All interviews were conducted during school hours. Nine of the 

interviews took place during the morning, and three occurred in the afternoon. All 

appointments were kept. In eight cases only one interview was held on any particular day, and 

on two occasions two interviews were held on the same day. 

Setting: All interviews took place on school premises and were conducted in the principal's 

office. Interruptions were infrequent as telephone calls were re-routed and the interview 

occurred behind closed doors. On one occasion the principal and interviewer interrupted the 

interview to allow cleaners access to the principal's office. The interview continued in the 

unoccupied staff room. All interviews proceeded in a relaxed atmosphere of collegiality, 

openness and hospitality. 

Length: The shortest interview was forty minutes and the longest was two hours and five 

minutes. The majority of the interviews were in the sixty to seventy-five minute range. In all 

cases the supplementary questions were utilised. 
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Conduct: In accordance with Gay's (1981) advice, the interview commenced with general 

discussion related to the (then) present educational climate, enquiries about the interviewee's 

school, gradually leading into the matter of the study, its progress, and finally to the interview 

and the manner in which it was to be conducted. This was achieved in a relaxed manner, 

attributable in part, to the collegial relationship which existed between interviewer and 

interviewee prior to the interview. The interviewee was given the opportunity to ask any 

questions concerning the manner and the conduct of the interview before the interview 

commenced. So as to maintain the rapport which had been developed from the outset, the 

preamble was not read but was delivered in the conversational style which had been 

established. The body of the interview adhered to the description contained in the section 

entitled "Instrumentation' in the previous chapter. 

Recording: The interview was recorded by means of cassette tape, adhering to the argument by 

Best & Kahn (1989), Gay (1981) and Fox (1969) supporting this method, and referred to in 

the previous chapter of this report. Permission to tape the interviews was sought from the 

interviewees prior to the commencement of the interviews and the opportunity offered to them 

to state whether they felt comfortable with this method of recording or if another method of 

recording was preferred. The interview schedule was adhered to in a uniform manner, as 

closely as possible throughout the interviews. The researcher, in acknowledging Ary, Jacobs 

and Razaviechs (1979, p.  174) advice that "questions may deviate from the original plans and 

center around points that seem to be important", and Gay's (1981, p.  167) advice that "the 

interviewer should be sensitive to the reactions of the subject and proceed accordingly", 

allowed the natural flow of proceedings to act as a guide to pace and order of questioning, 

rather than to risk having a stilted, contrived atmosphere impinge upon the event. 

The interviewer took the opportunity immediately following the interview to record the general 

demeanour of each interviewee during the interview. The interviewer was particularly alert to 

note against the particular topic, on the interview schedule, any hesitations, body language or 

emotions that may have been displayed by the interviewee, when responding to a particular 
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item. All interviewees appeared completely at ease throughout the interview, responding 

forthrightly and openly to all questions. 

As soon as possible following each interview the researcher transcribed the contents of the 

interview, using the computer word processing program Microsoft Word Document Processing 

Program Version 4.0, writing each response under the heading of the relevant question. The 

transcription of each of the interviews occurred either on the same day that the interview was 

conducted, or on the day immediately following the interview. A check of the completed 

transcripts against the taped interviews confirmed that the interviewees' remarks had been 

transcribed accurately. This was corroborated by the very small number of amendments made 

to the transcript by the interviewees. The transcripts of the interviews were forwarded to the 

interviewees within two days of the interview occurring. 

Confirmation: Accompanying the transcript forwarded to the interviewees was a letter inviting 

them to read through the record of interview with a view to the accuracy of its contents and that 

the contents did indeed reflect the meaning intended by the interviewee in making his or her 

responses. They were invited to amend, clarify or supply additional comment as they saw 

necessary and return the record in the enclosed, pre-addressed envelope. Non-return of the 

record was interpreted by the researcher as acceptance and endorsement of the contents by the 

interviewee. All envelopes used in this process and containing interview information were 

marked "confidential". Interviewees were assured that comments gathered from interviews, 

appearing in the final report, would not be attributed to particular individuals. Details of returns 

are given in the next section of this chapter. 

Overview of Data Sources 

This section contains details of respondents together with relevant background information, and 

provides an overview of responses and related general information compiled during the data 

collecting process. 
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Questionnaire Returns 

A total of 338 questionnaires were distributed across the five groups. The return rate of 294 

questionnaires (87%) provided 287 usable returns (97.6% of the returns). Table 1 shows the 

responses, by number and percentage, for each of the five groups involved in the study. 

Table 1 

Questionnaire Returns By Group 

Respondent 
Group 

Despatched Returned Percentage Usable 
Returns 

Percentage 

Teachers 116 94 81.0 89 94.7 

Parents 67 48 71.6 46 95.8 

Students 96 96 100.0 96 100.0 

Departmental Officers 32 30 93.8 30 100.0 

Principals 27 26 96.3 26 100.0 

Total 338 294 87.0 287 97.6 

Exp1anator Notes: The forty-four non-respondents were contacted by letter (refer 

Appendix C) and asked if they would provide a brief reason for not participating in the study. 

Twenty-four replies were received - twelve from teachers, one from a departmental officer, one 

from a principal and ten from parents. None of the responses indicated that the non-inclusion 

of the relevant responses to the questionnaires would have constituted any significant bias to the 

study. Quite frequently pressure of work and 'the time factor' were cited as the reasons for not 

completing the questionnaire. 

Receipt and return of the questionnaire was the intervening factor in six cases. The principal, 

and a parent said that they had not received the questionnaire. Two teachers and a parent said 

that they had returned the completed questionnaire as requested. One teacher had completed the 

questionnaire and forgotten to return it (but enclosed it with the reply). 
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Acceptance of measures taken to ensure confidentiality of responses or a lack of understanding 

as to their implementation may have been responsible for two of the cases of non-response. A 

parent replied that at first it had been "overlooked", but then "questioned the confidentiality, as 

a record [had] obviously been kept of people's names'. A teacher replied, "Although 

anonymity was assured the very fact that this letter reached me shows me that such is not the 

case in reality - I objected to the number on the envelope". Offence at the follow-up letter was 

cited as the cause of non-response by one teacher - "originally a shortage of time and after the 

letter I was offended and so refused". 

Usable and Non-usable Returns: Of the total number of returns received, five from teachers 

and two from parents were unable to be used. Four teachers indicated their decision not to be 

involved in the study by returning blank questionnaires while one teacher completed Part 1 and 

twenty-five of the forty statements in Part 2 before stating that there were "too many influential 

factors, such as type of students, size of school, availability of support staff, and professional 

attitude of other staff" that could alter her thinking, and requested that her responses be 

disregarded. One parent questionnaire was returned blank, thereby indicating a desire not to be 

involved. A second parent completed Part 1 of the questionnaire and rated seventeen of the 

forty statements in Part 2 and did not proceed further. No explanation was provided. The 

researcher was contacted by a principal after the cut-off date to explain that extenuating 

circumstances had influenced the amount of time and attention afforded the questionnaire and to 

apologise for the brevity of response. 

All departmental officers, parents, principals and teachers completed all items in Parts 1 and 2 

of the questionnaire. Students were not required to respond to Part 1 of the questionnaire. All 

students provided responses to all items in Part 2. However, overall the student response rate 

to most of the items in Part 3 of the questionnaire was low compared with the response rates of 

the adults participating in the study. Responses by participant groups to the nine items in Part 3 

of the questionnaire are shown in Table 2. 
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Table 2 

Participant Response to Questionnaire Items 1 - 9 Part 3 

Item Number Departmental Officer Parent Principal Student Teacber  

1 N/A 45 N/A 94 88 

2 29 46 23 95 87 

3 29 44 23 40 75 

4 28 43 23 58 73 

5 28 44 22 53 62 

6 28 46 23 57 79 

7 N/A N/A 23 N/A N/A 

8 27 45 24 87 78 

9 18 23 15 18 33 

The length of comments varied from brief responses in point form to substantial comment 

which utilised fully the space provided for comment and sometimes continued on the reverse 

side of the sheet provided. Comments written against any of the statements contained in Part 2 

of the questionnaire were recorded by the researcher for reference during the analysis of the 

data for each item. 

Return Rate: The return rate, as shown in Table 1 was good. The return rates for the various 

groups meets Wiersma's (1986, p. 195) requirement that, 'when surveying a professional 

population, 70% is considered a minimum response rate. When surveying the general public, 

more nonresponse can probably be tolerated because the primary reason for nonresponse may 

be apathy and lack of interest". Gay (1981, p.  164) endorses a 70 % return rate as providing 

an acceptable response upon which valid conclusions may be based. The response rate of each 

of the groups in the study can, therefore, be considered reliable - particularly so when 

considering the response rate for students (100%), teachers (8 1%), principals (96.3%) and 

departmental officers (93.8%). 
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Explanations sought from non-respondents, who were followed up by the researcher to 

ascertain reasons for their non-involvement in the study, showed that there was no cause for 

concern over non-response bias. 

Teacher Questionnaire Returns by School: The overall response rate of teachers by individual 

schools was good with five of the six schools surveyed providing response rates in excess of 

seventy-five percent. Teacher by school returns are shown in Table 3. 

Table 3 

Teacher Questionnaire Return by School 

School Despatched Returned Percentage Usable Returns 

A 13 12 92.3 12 

B 19 17 89.5 17 

C 27 23 85.2 21 

D 13 11 84.6 11 

E 26 20 76.9 18 

F 18 11 61.1 10 

Total 116 94 81.0 89 

Parent Questionnaire Returns by School: Three of the six schools surveyed showed a return 

rate of seventy-five percent and above, with a further two registering a response rate above 

sixty percent. The overall return rate is shown in Table 4. 

Gender of Respondents: The gender of the respondents is shown in Table 5. The number of 

female primary teachers (100) compared with the number of male primary teachers (16), within 

the teacher group is large. This is in contrast with the lower proportion of females compared 

with males within the departmental officer (3 1%) and principal (30%) groups. The overall 

percentage of female teachers (86.2%) within the schools from which opinion was drawn, 

while reflecting a predominance of female teachers, as does the rest of primary schooling in 

Australia, is significantly higher than the 1988 national situation of 69.3% and the Australian 
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Capital Territory (Canberra) figure of 79.6% (N S W Ministry of Education and Youth Affairs, 

1991), the 1990 Queensland situation of 75% (Gender Equity Unit, Department of Education, 

Queensland, 1991) and the Northern Territory figure of 75% (Northern Territory Department of 

Education, 1991). The Darwin Urban area, in which the study was conducted, however, 

shows a female teacher composition of the twenty-seven schools in the area as 86.2%. With 

the aggregate percentage of 86.2%, the six schools included in the study must, therefore, be 

considered quite representative (on the basis of teacher gender) of the Darwin Urban area. 

Table 4 
Parent Questionnaire Return by School 

School Despatched Returned Percentage Usable Returns 

C 11 11 100 10 

E 12 10 83.3 10 

B 12 9 75.0 8 

D 9 6 66.7 6 

F 13 8 61.5 8 

A 10 4 40.0 4 

Total 67 48 71.6 46 

Table 5 
Gender of Respondents 

Respondent 
Group 

N Number in Group 
Male Female Male 

Respondents 
Female 

Teachers 116 16 100 14 80 

Parents 67 18 49 13 35 

Students 96 48 48 48 48 

Departmental Officers 32 22 10 20 10 

Principals 27 19 8 19 7 

Total 338 123 215 114 180 



The aggregate composition of the School Councils of the six primary schools, predominantly 

women (73%), reinforces the findings by various national bodies - that the major contribution 

at school level, in primary education, is by women. 

Ages of Respondents (Usable Returns): The ages of adult respondents are shown in Table 6. 

The ages of the student respondents are not included. All students within the group are within 

the eleven to thirteen years age range. 

Table 6 

Age of Respondents (Usable Returns) 

Adult 
Respondent Groups 

20 - 29 
Male Female 

30 
Male 

- 39 
Female 

40 - 49 
Male Female 

50 - 59 
Male Female Male 

60+ 
Female 

Teachers 1 5 8 22 4 42 1 6 0 0 

Parents 0 2 1 15 12 16 0 0 0 0 

Departmental 0 0 4 0 6 7 10 2 0 1 
Officers 

Principals 0 0 1 0 15 3 3 4 0 0 

Totals 1 7 14 37 37 68 14 12 0 1 

Parent Occupation: The occupation of the parent respondents is shown in Table 7. The 

occupational classifications used in the table are taken from the Australian Standard 

Classification of Occupations Dictionary (1987). Parents were assigned one of the nine 

Table 7 

Parent Occupations (Usable Returns) 

Occupation Number of Respondents Occupation Number of Respondents 

Home Duties 9 Clerk 8 

Salesperson Personal 
Manager Administrator 10 Service Worker 0 

Plant Machine Operator, 
Professional 13 Driver 0 

Pam-professional 6 Labourer, Related Worker 0 

Total Number of 
Tradesperson 0 Respondents 46 

112 



classifications on the basis of their response to the question in Part 1 of the questionnaire, 

asking their occupations. 

Parent School Involvenent Profile: Parents were asked to indicate their years of involvement 

in schools by responding to two questions. The first question sought to determine the number 

of years parents had been involved in schools by virtue of their children's attendance at school. 

The second question asked parents to indicate the number of years they had been members of a 

School Council. The responses to both questions are shown in Table 8. 

Table 8 

Parent School Involvement Profile 

Frequency 

No. of years school attendance No. of parents No. of years as member of a No. of parents 
by parents children School Council 

1-2 4 1 11 

3-4 12 2 11 

5-6 9 3 8 

7-8 10 4 3 

9-10 6 5 6 

11-12 2 6 3 

13-14 0 7 0 

15.16 1 8 2 

17-18 1 9 0 

19-20 1 10+ 2 

21-22 1 

Total 46 Total 46 

Educational Experience of Principals: Principals were asked to indicate their involvement in 

education by stating the number of years they had served as principals and the number of years 

they had been members of the teaching profession. Their responses are shown in Table 9. 
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Table 9 
Years of Experience of Pincipals (Usable Returns) 

Frequency 

Years of Experience As principal Educational Service 

1-5 6 - 

6-10 7 - 

11-15 5 1 

16-20 6 1 

21-25 1 12 

26-30 1 7 

31-35 0 3 

36-40 0 2 

Educational Experience of Departmental Officers: The last three questions of Part 1 dealt with 

the senior officer experience possessed by departmental officers. The questions asked the 

respondents, if applicable, to indicate the number of years they had been principals in the 

Northern Territory and/or elsewhere, prior to their appointments to departmental officer 

positions, and the number of years they had been office based departmental officers. Table 10 

shows the responses. 

Table 10 

Years of Experience of Departmental Officers (Usable Returns) 

Frequency 

Years 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 

AsPrincipaiNT 2 2 1 - - 

As Principal Elsewhere 5 2 - - - 

As Departmental Officer 9 14 5 1 1 
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Educational Experience of Teachers: Teachers were asked to indicate the number of years 

teaching experience they possessed. Table 11 shows the responses. 

Table 11 

Years of Experience of Teachers (Usable Returns) 
Frequency 

Teachers 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 Total 

Female 9 14 12 27 8 3 1 74 

Male 2 2 3 5 - 2 - 14 

Total 11 16 15 32 8 5 1 88 

Foot Note: One teacher did not answer this question. 

Interviews 

Return of Interview Record: All twelve interviewees responded to the invitation by the 

researcher to return the record of interview. In eight cases no changes were made to the 

transcript. Three principals made only very minor textual changes. One principal rephrased 

one section of a response to one of the questions. 

Principal Profile: Table 12 shows the interviewees' years of experience as principals, their 

gender, and the classification of their present schools. 

Participation: All principals contacted agreed to participate in the study by consenting to be 

interviewed. 

Schools and Respondents 

Characteristics of Respondents' Schools: Table 13 provides details of the six schools in which 

the student, parent and teacher respondents were based. The number of students enrolled from 

pre-school to year 7 and teacher staff numbers by gender, as at the time of researcher visits, are 

included. 
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Table 12 

Principal Profile 

Frequency 

Years of Experience as Classification of Male Female 
Principal School 

1-5 B3 (3) 1 2 

6-10 B4 (1) - 1 

11-15 B3 (1) B4 (1) 2 - 

16-20 B4 (4) 3 1 

21-25 B4 (1) I - 

26-30 B4 (1) - 1 

Total B3 (4) B4 (8) 7 5 

Table 13 

Schools and Respondents 

School Students Teachers School Council 
P - 7 F M F M 

Principal 
Classification 

Senior Staff 
B3 B2 

Master Teacher 
Li L2 L3 

A 225 11 2 8 2 B3 - 1 4 - - 

B 419 17 2 10 2 B4 1 3 2 1 - 

C 520 25 3 7 4 134 2 46 - - 

D 235 11 2 7 2 B3 - 1 5 - - 

E 498 23 3 7 5 B4 2 36 - - 

F 382 14 4 10 3 B4 1 2 3 1 - 

Foot Notes: Teachers include Bi - B3 positions. 
One teacher on sick leave from school C was not given a questionnaire. 

Researcher Visits to Schools: The visits to the six schools included in the study took place over 

a period of thirty days. During this time the researcher spoke andlor worked with members of 

the respondent groups within the schools. With the exception of one school (because of the 

school's administrative arrangements) all visits to the students in each of the schools took place 

immediately following their lunch break and the researcher remained at the particular school and 

addressed the teachers at their staff meeting that afternoon. All School Council visits took place 
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in the evenings. One scheduled visit did not culminate in the researcher addressing the School 

Council. The researcher arrived at the school prior to the commencement of the Council 

meeting to find that another matter of extreme educational significance to the school community 

had arisen and was to he discussed at the meeting. The researcher, feeling that it would be an 

inappropriate time to address the School Council (both from their and his point of view) on the 

matter of their involvement in the research project, elected to postpone his meeting with the 

members of the School Council. The proposed meeting did not eventuate because of time 

constraints, as explained previously in this chapter, and the principal distributed the 

questionnaires to the parents on behalf of the researcher. Table 14 gives details of the school 

visits schedule. 

Table 14 
School Visits Schedule 

School Teacher Visit Student Visit School Council Visit 

A 16/04/91 16/04/91 17/04/91 

B 13/05/91 13/05/91 15/05/91 

C 29/04/91 29/04/91 07/05/91 

D 15/04/91 08/05/91 13/05/91 

E 23/04/91 23/04/91 01/05/91 

F 22/04/91 22/04/91 18/04/91 

Foot Note: The Proposed School Council visit to School A did not proceed 
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CHAPTER 5 

DATA ANALYSIS 

This chapter provides an explanation of the approaches adopted in the analysis of the data 

gathered via questionnaire and interview. In particular, the analytical structure designed to 

answer the four questions framed in Chapter 1, and to provide the parameters for the discussion 

of findings in the following chapter, is outlined. The instruments themselves and their value as 

data gathering tools are also considered. To add an additional perspective to the data gathered 

by questionnaire, and to provide parameters to the findings and discussion contained in the 

following chapter, the significance of respondent opinion concerning the role of the principal is 

examined by way of principal comment gathered in response to specific questions contained 

within the interview schedule. Part of principals' comments reproduced by the researcher in 

transcript form, while interesting in itself because of the particular perspective and insight 

offered on matters of concern to the particular principals interviewed, reflected on occasion only 

a marginal association with questions asked. In those instances such data was not incorporated 

in this section but included as appropriate in the following chapter. The analytical framework 

(Figure 1, p.  119) provides an overview of the analytical process and details the 

interrelatedness of its various facets. 

Treatment of the Data 

The analysis of the data involved two discrete phases. First the ratings assigned by the 

respondents to the forty principal work tasks contained within the questionnaire were analysed 

statistically to establish the relative importance assigned to each of the tasks by the total cohort 

and by the sub-groups within that cohort, i.e. students, teachers, parents, principals and 

departmental officers. Following this, the data was analysed from the perspective of the seven 

domains of principal control to gauge the relative importance assigned to each of the domains 

by the total cohort and by the sub-groups, and to ascertain the extent of the relationship between 

the role expectations held by each of the groups. The second phase of the analytical 
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process involved the content analysis of the data gathered by way of open responses to 

questionnaire items, and interview questions directed to principals. During this phase 

comments which related directly to the work tasks of principals and comments which qualified 

responses and ratings were noted. 

A prime objective in both phases was to establish the degree of consensus that existed among 

the groups when expressing their opinions as to where they believed the principals work 

priorities should lie. A further goal of the data analysis was to establish if the respondents 

recognised or believed there were any factors which caused any impediment or provided 

provision of blank page to cater for analytical framework assistance, or any methods, strategies 

or approaches which principals might draw upon, as they attempt to address those tasks. 

Another objective of the analysis was to establish the degree of credence principals were 

prepared to attach to the opinions of the members of the various groups involved in the study 

and ascertain the relative importance they were prepared to assign to each group's opinion, as a 

means of prioritising the opinions and adding an additional perspective to the study. 

Because of the exploratory nature of the study, its goal was to extract a school-site perception 

of the expected role of the primary principal, which would offer tangible parameters and 

pathways of illumination that principals might choose to follow during the period of rapid 

change and conflicting role expectations reported in current educational literature, and provide a 

frame of reference for constituents in their interactions with principals. In addressing the data a 

range of techniques drawn from the quantitative and qualitative spheres was used in a 

complementary manner so as to offer as comprehensive a picture as possible. 

Phase I 

This phase of the analysis process contained a preparatory segment in which the researcher, 

during the initial stages of the research, allocated each of the forty principal work tasks to one 

or another of the seven domains, in preparation for the data analysis phase during which the 

partially analysed, task specific data, was synthesized under the categories delineated by the 
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seven domains of control. Further statistical analysis was then undertaken to determine the 

degree of consensus, relating to the domains of principal control, contained within the 

responses from each of the live groups. 

Method of Allocation 

The researcher initially assigned each of the forty principal work tasks to one or another of the 

seven domains of principal control using as a guide his own experience as a principal of six 

years standing and any relevant indicators contained in the educational literature reviewed. The 

initial assignment of tasks was then modified by the researcher following consultation with 

fellow principals and discussions with teachers and departmental officers. This was achieved 

by presenting each person with a list of the forty tasks and the seven domains of control, and 

asking them to allocate each task to what they felt was the appropriate domain. These 

responses were collated by the researcher and synthesized into a final grouping of tasks, using 

the listing compiled by himself as an arhitral instrument when necessary. A high degree of 

consistency in allocating the tasks to the various domains was found across the representatives 

of the three groups involved. The seven domains of principal control and the work tasks 

contained in each are shown in List 1. The numbers preceding each task relate to the item 

number on the questionnaire. 

List 1 

The Seven Domains of Principal Control and Their Associated Works Tasks 

Curriculum and instruction 
To demonstrate a current, broad knowledge of curriculum. 
To demonstrate a current knowledge of teaching methodology. 

16. To be responsible for curriculum implementation. 
30. To give positive consideration to the introduction of new educational initiatives. 
29. To teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis. 
35. To evaluate all aspects of the school's functioning. 
38. To demonstrate competence as a classroom practitioner. 

Academic performance of students 
6. To visit classrooms regularly. (daily I weekly / fortnightiv I monthly 

27. To provide a school environment that enables all children to learn to the best of their abilities, given 
the prevailing circumstances. 

Non-academic development of students 
1. To develop welfare provisions to cater for students' physical and emotional needs. 

23. To counsel students. 
37. To ensure the school has an effective student management policy. 
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Professional / personal performance of staff 
4. To provide support ('being there" in a professional sense) for the classroom teacher. 
8. To interact with staff members on an informal basis 
9. To advise staff with regard to personnel issues. (e.g. conditions of service). 

11. To counsel staff professionally. 
13. To supervise teachers. 
17. To be involved in peer assessment programs. 
26. To accept the responsibility for the professional development of staff. 
28. To interact with staff members on a fonnal basis. 
39. To be responsible for practising studenLs from the N.T. University. 

Administration / organisation 
7. To set direction for the school. 

10. To be involved in fund raising events. 
14. To demonstrate investment knowledge. 
15. To supervise the work performed in relation to maintenance and work contracts. 
18. To develop administrative /organisaiional procedures. 
19. To implement administrative / organisational procedures. 
20. To supervise administrative / organisational procedures. 
21. To maintain administrative / organisational procedures. 
25. To manage the school's finances. 
31. To manage the devolved responsibilities accepted by the School Council e.g. grounds maintenance 

cleaning contracLs, minor new works programs (painting. plumbing, additions to buildings etc) 
40. To construct the annual hudeet. 

School facilities 
5. To ensure the school has adequate teaching / learning resources. 

22. To ensure the provision of pleasant campus facitities. 

External relations 
12. To involve the School Council in school decision making. 
24. To be involved in professional organisations. 
32. To involve private enterprise in decision making within the school. 
33. To counsel parents. 
34. To contribute at the system level through committees, panels, conducting in-service. 
36. To promote the school beyond the immediate school community. 

Questionnaire Data 

Processing 

Following the advice of Cohen and Manion (1980), questionnaires were edited upon receipt for 

"completeness, accuracy" (pp. 113-14), and clarity of intention, and each questionnaire 

assigned a code number to enable ease of reference and later checking of data if the need arose. 

Statistical analysis 

Personal details of the respondents (Part 1), responses to the forty statements (Part 2), the 

"yes" or "no" response in question 6, and responses to questions 1 and 2 of Part 3, i.e. gender 

and age preference of principals, together with predetermined codes for categories of 

respondents and schools were entered in the FileMaker Pro computer program by the 
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researcher, in preparation for data analysis. The sophistication of the program was such that it 

afforded the researcher the opportunity to make comparisons of data both within and across 

respondent categories. Because the study: 

does not claim that the schools and participants involved are representative of the larger 
system in which they are located; 
is based upon a purposive rather than random selection of schools, and school and office 
personnel; and, 
considered only schools in the Darwin Region of the Northern Territory; 

the use of inferential statistics was considered inappropriate. 

maccord with Duignans (1985) report, frequency counts, percentage frequency distributions, 

means and standard deviations were employed and found sufficient for the analysis of the 

numerical data generated from these sections of the questionnaire. The statistical manipulation 

of the data was carried out using the FileMaker Pro computer program. 

To determine the extent to which there was a relationship amongst the opinions offered by the 

five respondent groups involved in the study, with regard to the role of the primary principal, 

Pearson correlation coefficients (Wiersma, 1986, p.  33 1-32) were calculated using the Statview 

S E + Graphics computer program. Pagano's (1990, p. 130) advice that in the behavioural 

sciences correlation coefficients of r = 0.50 or 0.60 are considered fairly high was used to 

indicate the significance of the relationships. Additional refinement was available from 

reference to Turney and Robb's (1968) classifications, i.e. very high correlation (0.80 to 1.00), 

substantial correlation (0.60 to 0.79), moderate correlation (0.40 to 0.59), slight correlation 

(0.20 to 0.39), and negligible correlation (0 to 0.19). 

Advice concerning the interpretation of r is offered by Turney and Rohh (1968, p.  115) 

When we interpret r there are two important aspects to consider: the sign of r, which indicates 
the direction of the relationship, and the size of r, which indicates the degree of linear 
relationship. The sign of r is simple to interpret, since a positive r means that variables tend 
to increase and decrease together and a negative r means that as one set of variables increases 
the other tends to decrease. 
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Phase II 

Questionnaire Data 

Open Responses 

The data yielded three types of open responses. First, some respondents, in Part 2 of the 

questionnaire, qualified their responses and/or ratings, or wrote comments about some of the 

forty tasks listed, either above or below a particular task, or on the opposite side of the page. 

These comments were collated, noting the respondent code, for each of the relevant tasks and 

incorporated into the detailed analysis of the particular statement at the time it was being 

examined. Each statement was further analysed to determine any possible relationship with the 

open responses given to the statements or questions in Part 3 of the questionnaire. 

Second, six of the items in Part 3 of the questionnaire required respondents to write answers in 

response to either statements or questions. For example, item four asked respondents if there 

were any factors which they believed might hinder principals in their attempts to discharge the 

duties associated with their position. Item five asked for factors which might offer assistance. 

In item eight respondents were asked to complete a statement concerning what constituted an 

effective principal. The final category of open response resulted from respondents being 

afforded the opportunity to make general comments in relation to the subject of the 

questionnaire. 

Unsummarised responses to items 3 - 9 were entered on computer using the computer word 

processing program Microsoft Word Document Processing Program Version 4.0, and 

analysed, using as guidelines the advice offered by Fox (1969) and Guha and Lincoln (1981, 

p. 240) pertaining to the principles of content analysis, to ensure that the "specified 

characteristics of the messages' (Holsti, 1969), lead to the development of categories that are 

firmly "grounded in the data". Details of the analysis are supplied in the following section of 

this chapter. 
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Content Analysis 

In following Guba and Lincoln's (1981) advice to "look for regularities in sources ... which 

will form the basis for an initial sorting of information into categories 
..." (p. 93), the 

researcher performed an initial analysis of the responses for items 3-9 using as his "unit of 

analysis" (p. 246) key words or phrases extracted from the data. No attempt was made at this 

stage to refine or reduce the number of "units" of analysis extracted. In seeking to meet the 

"canons of good category construction" espoused by the authors, that is that they should he 

reflective of the purpose of the research, exhaustive, mutually exclusive, independent, and 

derived from a single classification principle (pp. 243-44), the researcher entered the key words 

and phrases utilising the categories provided by Part 3, items 3-9 of the questionnaire, which 

generated the data specific to itself, e.g. Part 3:3 methods/strategies/approaches; Part 3:4 

hindrances; Part 3:5 assistance. Each time a key word or phrase was established or identified in 

the data, the code of the particular respondent was entered next to it, or added to the codes of 

previous respondents already recorded against the key word or phrase, as a means of providing 

the researcher follow up to the source of information, and as a means of establishing cumulative 

frequencies of particular responses for analytical and reporting purposes. 

Printouts of the initial analysis and the raw data were produced to enable the researcher to "test, 

refine or extend" his categories or units of analysis, and to identify observations embedded in 

the unsummarised data which might represent "incisive observations or judgments made by 

persons uniquely competent to make them" (Guba and Lincoln, 1981, p.  93). In particular the 

researcher was alert to identify those comments derived from the more open nature of item 9, 

which would lend themselves to classification under one of the other six categories. When 

identified, such comments were checked, utilising respondent codes, to ensure that key words 

and phrases embedded in the comments had not been recorded already under any one of the 

particular categories, and then collated with the other key words and phrases for use in the 

detailed analysis of the results from each of the categories. Where the comments pertained to 

the principal work tasks in Part 2 of the questionnaire they were combined with other 

information relating to the particular task, for use in the detailed analysis of the results of each 

task. 
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The final stage of the content analysis involved the further refinement and extension of the 

classification categories,"grounded in the data', as advised by Guha and Lincoln (1981), for 

Part 3, items 3, 4, 5 and 8. In all, eight classification categories were derived following careful 

consideration of the data. These are: 

"Human Resource Management - Organisational and Interpersonal"; 
'Personal / Professional"; 
"Strategic Planning"; 
"Administrative I Finance"; 
"Time Management"; 
"Public Relations"; 
"External"; 
"General". 

For some of the items not all categories were necessary. For example, the category "General" 

was not necessary for Part 3, Item 5, of the questionnaire as each of the particular key words or 

phrases could be placed appropriately under one of the other seven categories. Each of the key 

words and phrases established in the initial analysis was classified under one of the categories, 

according to its nature, and frequency counts by respondent group recorded. For example, as 

part of the "Human Resources - Organisational Management" classification category, key 

phrases or words such as, "Delegation", "Provide support for staff", "Enlist the expertise or 

guidance of the appropriate human resources", were listed. 

Interview Data 

Processing 

Details of the interviews were transcribed verbatim from the cassette recordings by the 

researcher using the computer word processing program Microsoft Word Document Processing 

Program Version 4.0 to produce 126 typed pages of information. In addition to each record of 

interview the researcher compiled details of the interview which included matters such as: 

the time of interview; 
the demeanour of the interviewee; 
any interruptions which may have occurred; 
where the interview took place; 
the period of time elapsed between the occurrence of the interview and the completion of 
the transcript; and, 
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(6) on return of the interview record from the interviewee, the nature and extent of any 
alterations made to the transcript. 

Content Analysis 

The method of analysis adopted by the researcher followed closely the advice offered by 

Sowden and Keeves (1988, pp.  5 18-26). Printouts of the interview transcripts were obtained 

and the first stage of the data analysis was conducted by coding the evidence obtained by use of 

"key words" and "themes" which were evident from a first reading of the transcript by the 

researcher. These key words or themes were written in the left hand margin beside the relevant 

section of the transcript. When the researcher identified what he felt were "important quotes 

that could be used in the reporting of the study" (p. 519), they were highlighted by textmarker 

for later detailed consideration as to their relevance. The structure of the interview schedule 

provided parameters for the analysis process. The first question on the schedule solicited 

principals' views in relation to aspects of the questionnaire. Some of the details contained 

within their responses form part of the consideration of the questionnaire later in this chapter 

while those aspects of the responses related specifically to items on the questionnaire were 

included for the detailed analysis and discussion in the following chapter. Questions two and 

three provided an added measure of validity to the study. These questions were concerned with 

determining the degree and the relative order of importance principals were prepared to attach to 

opinions held by the various respondent groups. Questions four to ten reflected the linkage 

between aspects of the educational literature, the tasks and items in the questionnaire and the 

content of some of the responses considered during the initial analysis of the questionnaire data. 

Those aspects of the responses which related specifically to items on the questionnaire were 

included for the detailed analysis and discussion in the following chapter. 

The second stage involved the "display, examination" and manipulation of the information "so 

that patterns are evident in a form that can subsequently he used in the presentation of results" 

(p. 520). Utilising the "copy and paste" facility of the document processing program the 

researcher synthesized the data identified in the first stage of the analysis process and collated 

the information from the interviewees under each of the relevant question headings used in the 

interview. The supplementary questions allowed the development of further sub-categories 
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under the theme addressed by each of the major questions. Within each category and sub-

category the information was structured according to the key words and themes identified in the 

previous stage of analysis. In instances where comments appeared to hold relevance to the 

study but did not relate to the particular categories already created (e.g. one principal spoke 

about parent and school council involvement in relation to Action Plans for School 

Improvement, and program budgeting), an additional "General Comment" category was 

formulated. Statements containing comments relevant to more than one category were recorded 

under each of those categories. 

The final stage of the content analysis involved the processes of "conclusion drawing and 

verifying" (p. 522). As Sowden and Keeves note: "The important issue at this stage in the 

analysis of the data is not one of whether meaning can be found in the evidence available ... but 

rather whether the conclusion is soundly drawn from the evidence available" (pp.  522-23). A 

number of the tactics outlined by Miles and Huherman (1984) and reported in Sowden and 

Keeves(1988) were employed during this stage of the analysis. Where appropriate and when a 

particular phenomenon was referred to by a number of the interviewees, or a specific response 

elicited, a count of the instances was maintained. The researcher noted recurring patterns and 

themes, while at the same time remaining open to evidence that may have disconfirmed the 

pattern, keeping a note of them as they occurred. Any clustering of evidence was carefully 

recorded, and a watch kept for the "outlier or exceptional case' (p. 523) which may have 

provided a less homogeneous or different perspective from that which was developing. 

Categories were watched carefully to determine if the proportion of data allocated to each 

indicated that there was a need to split or combine them to ensure that meaningful relationships 

and patterns were not overlooked. Cross referencing based on the category headings was used 

to link data from the interview transcripts with data from Part 3 of the questionnaire to produce 

172 pages of categorised, refined source material for the report. 

Nature of the Derived Data 

The principal objectives of the questionnaire were to determine the degree of importance school 

constituents attach to the various principal work tasks, the priority order they ascribe to the 
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domains of control under which those tasks are subsumed, and to ascertain the extent of the 

relationship between the role expectations held by each of the groups. The results provide a 

conclusive indication of respondent opinion with regard to both task and domain of control 

which, in turn, led to a clear conclusion concerning the degree of difference of opinion held by 

each of the respondent groups. 

For each of the respondent groups, tables of rank order of means calculated from the 

aggregated data provide both the measure of importance attached to each of the tasks by the 

respondent group, and the order of importance of each task, relative to the other principal work 

tasks (Refer Appendix D, p.  341). The standard deviation for each of the means indicates the 

spread of responses across the rating scale for each task. For example, (Refer Table 46, Task 

27, p.  342) not only does a mean of 4.84 reveal that respondents considered this particular task 

to be of extreme importance, (a rating of 5 was the highest rating respondents could ascribe to a 

task), as it is accompanied by a standard deviation of 0.51 it also indicates unified group 

opinion, i.e. little variability across the rating scale, with regard to the importance of the task. 

In contrast, if respondent opinion reflects, for example, (Refer Table 47, Task 31, p.  343) an 

aggregate mean of 2.54 and a standard deviation of 1.30 it indicates that the respondent group 

considered this task to be of lesser importance, while at the same time attracting a greater variety 

of rating responses, i.e. divided opinion within the respondent group. 

Whilst the aggregated means for each of the tasks calculated for each of the respondent groups 

does not fall below 2.03, indicating that the respondents in their respective groups were not 

prepared to judge any of the tasks to be of minor importance (with the exception of Task 32), 

the rankings derived do provide a clear indication of the priority order respondent groups were 

prepared to ascribe to the tasks, thereby allowing for differentiation within a set of tasks in 

which each task included is recognised by the respondents as an important aspect of the 

principals role. Additionally, the large proportion of tasks attracting a mean rating of 3.0 or 

greater is consistent over all five respondent groups with students recording means above 3.0 

for thirty-seven of the forty tasks and principals ascribing similar ratings to thirty-five of the 

forty tasks. 
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The tables in Appendix F (p.  356) show the Rank Order by Means for each of the respondent 

groups, and the total cohort, with regard to the seven domains of control and allow for 

comparison by domain of each of the respondent groups responses. Means, standard 

deviations and rank orders are the same as for the Rank Order by Means for each of the 

respondent groups with regard to the various work tasks (by description). The tables reveal the 

clear order of priorities by domain for each of the respondent groups and the total cohort 

respectively. To this extent the data derived from the questionnaire allowed the researcher to 

make direct comparisons between groups on both a task by description and task by domain 

basis. 

The nature of the analysed data also facilitated comparison of individual groups with combined 

groups (Refer Appendix E, p.  348). Such consideration allowed the researcher access beyond 

the findings which indicated the high level of correlation that existed between adult respondent 

group opinion regarding the domains of principal control (Appendix F, p.  356), to disclose 

subtle differences in respondent opinion. For example Task 16 (Table 46, p.  342), 'To he 

responsible for curriculum implementation", with a mean of 4.45 is regarded by departmental 

officers as the third most important task while school-based adult groups (Table 57 p.  354), 

have allocated it thirteenth position, with a mean of 3.82. 

The calculation of correlation coefficients permitted the determination of the extent to which 

there was a relationship between opinion from the various respondent groups with regard to the 

collective importance of the domains of control. High correlation coefficients were found to 

exist for all possible combinations of adult respondent groups, indicating a high level of 

consistency of opinion with regard to expectations of principals in relation to the various 

domains of control. In each instance however, when each of the adult respondent groups was 

compared with the student respondent group, low correlation coefficients were found to exist, 

indicating that of the five respondent groups, students, as a group, differed from each of the 

other respondent groups as to the relative importance they were prepared to attach to the various 

principal work tasks comprising the different domains. Such findings emphasise the 
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observable internal consistency of the derived data which can be deduced by visual 

examination. 

That the derived data from the questionnaire is internally consistent is further demonstrated by 

reference to the data derived from content analysis of the open responses. The major headings 

and the key words and phrases they contain bear consistent relationship to the various domains 

of control. While the nature of the content under the various major headings is such that many 

of the responses are unable to he related directly to a specific task or domain, it is evident that 

the focus which has elicited the responses has been the role of the principal, and specifically, 

the work tasks associated with the position. 

Data Credibility 

Principal Perceptions of Respondents' Opinions 

The general consensus amongst principals during interview was that all respondent groups 

included in the study would hold some opinion about the role of principals. A number of 

principals went so far as to postulate the opinions that members of the various groups might 

hold and to offer reasons underlying the opinions held, although no attempt was made by the 

researcher to solicit such responses. On no occasion was there any hesitancy from any of the 

interviewees to move beyond a simple "yes" or "no" response. Whilst some of the principals 

expressed doubts as to members of some of the groups holding uniform opinions, and some 

doubted the knowledge base on which some group member's opinions were established, no 

principal doubted that each member would hold an opinion. (The researcher has adopted the 

convention of allowing principals to speak for themselves as often as possible). 

Total Cohort 

Responses varied. For example, the response from two of the principals was direct: "Yes I do. 

I think everybody has his/her own idea of what the role is"; and, "Yes. I would think that 

131 



there would he generalised views within each group of what a principal should attain". Yet 

another felt that distortions were beginning to occur with the passage of time. "Yes I do, 

although I think that in recent years some of those role frameworks have fuzzied around the 

edges". Initial uncertainty, in one case, was discarded as the principal thought his way through 

his response. 

I really don't know. I was talking to a principal about this this morning and he said that 
councils have a certain role expectation of principals and I said that I wasn't sure that that was 
the case. I know it has been said to me by both the staff and the council that they are resentful 
of the principal being a manager. They see the principal as the educational leader. So I guess 
to that extent there is an expectation. 

Divergency Versus Convergency of Opinion: Responses from principals indicated total support 

for Murphy's (1987) assertion that there is a divergence of opinion amongst constituents 

concerning the role of the principal. As stated by one principal, "A parent's ideas about a 

principal are very different from those of a departmental officer or even a teacher's view of a 

principal". He felt that teachers looked to principals as people with whom they could "have a 

comfortable working relationship with - someone they could feel comfortable about coming to 

with their problems and their kid's problems". Parents' expectations on the other hand, he felt, 

were "pretty basic - they just want their kids to he literate and numerate", while the students 

themselves wanted "to feel happy and comfortable with their principal while at the same time 

expecting fair but firm treatment". Concerning departmental officers, he contended that "they 

don't want you to rock the boat. They expect you to obey departmental regulations and uphold 

the department at all times". Without providing such explicit detail another colleague stated: "I 

think there is a divergence amongst all the people, both within and between the groups". 

Another principal's response indicated that at a previous time there may have been a 

convergence of opinion about the role of the principal but that the current devolution process 

has had a scattering effect upon opinion 

I think that right at this point of time there is a great divergence, especially with this 
devolution package. I think there is still a great deal of new thought coming into people's 
minds as to what the role of the principal really is. I believe that within the next five years we 
will have reached the stage where they can actually say. "within this framework, this is what a 
principal's role is. 
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Another perspective offered was that "a truer reflection would be gained from teachers 

compared with parent groups who see principals more in the traditional manner in that they lead 

the ship and ensure there is good discipline and that the basic curriculum is taught. In the 

opinion of another principal such a traditional viewpoint would not he confined only to parents. 

He felt that: 

the principal is still seen as the boss. Devolution has made not one iota of difference to that. 
The principal is still the one who wears the can in the end. I would class that as a perception 
from the past that is still with us. I think the next major perception of the principal is 
someone who is a top financial manager. Parents see the role this way, within the school 
council organisation. 

One principal was most succinct : "I think there is a divergence and its system or department 

versus the rest". 

An Understanding of the Principal's Role and Respondent Opinion: The general perception 

amongst principals was that respondents couldn't he expected to have an accurate 

underst.anding of the role of the principal. As stated by one principal, "You have to do the job 

to know". 

Another replied: 

No. Because most perceptions are based on glimmers of inside information. Lots of people 
don't understand the degree of involvement principals have with a number of issues. They 
don't understand the extent to which the responsibility of the final decision rests with the 
principal - even if it is delegated to others. 

Validir,' of Respondent Opinion. The majority of interviewees were prepared to ascribe 

validity, in general terms, to the opinions held by the various members of the respondent 

groups. As stated by one principal, "Their opinions are valid to the extent that they believe they 

are true". Another added, "They are probably very valid because they are their beliefs based on 

the information they have been fed and what they have been told". 

A number of principals provided qualifying statements. For example: 
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While I am prepared to take on board the various opinions, I have to look at what they are 
saying and say, "from your perspective that is valid, but in my situation I know I have to do 
such and such". 

Their opinions are valid because they believe them and act accordingly. Whether they are right 
in my view is another matter. 

They are all valid because we should study their opinions and see where we as principals can 
play a more active role either in changing their opinions or proving to them what our role is. 

I think there is some validity in all of those opinions of our role ... but I think what each one 
lacks is the total understanding of what the role is. 

They are very valid. I think a child has a right to expect certain things from a principal, as 
does a teacher, parent and the principal himself. 

While one principal perhaps confused "validity" with "accuracy" he did identify an underlying 

tenet of this study: 

They would be about as valid as my rating the secretary or deputy secretary or director on a 
similar sort of scale based on their job. I haven't had that experience and so I don't think my 
perceptions would have a great deal of validity. What I would have is my perception about 
how I believe that job should operate and in return I suspect that is what you would be getting 
in your survey - their perceptions about the role of the principal. Whether their perception of 
that job is based in reality or not, who's to know. 

Influence of Respondent Opinion on Principals' Actions: Responses from principals are in 

accord with a number of research findings cited by Payne's (1987) study, Parent Control and 

Principal Behaviour. For example: 

From the principal's perspective, Grainger's interviewees (1984, p. 327) said they were much 
influenced by their countless informal contacts with parents. ... Morris et al (1984, p. 116) 
found that while parent-initiated contacts were not frequent, principals would give the contact 
great case, attention and time. Wirt and Kirst (1982, p. 149) cite a survey of principals on how 
their job had changed over five years. Consultation with parents was one of the three activities 
which principals considered had changed the most (pp. 65-66). 

Payne reached the conclusion that, "The nature of formal parent groups is changing so that they 

are exerting more influence but much, in this regard, depends on the individual principal 

(p. 67). Such is also the case with regard to the responses received from principals interviewed 

in this study. In each case the principal interviewed reserved the right to exercise discretionary 

powers in determining just how far parental opinion would be heeded within the decision 

making process. However the rationale underlying the decision to exercise that power varied 

amongst principals. For example: 
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I believe that people have a right to their views and opinions, they have a right to be listened 
to and if they can persuade me or anyone else to that viewpoint then that is fair. But if there 
has to be a line drawn then I am quite prepared to draw the line. 

I negotiate and manage by consensus and compromise until I can get to the stage where 
everyone feels comfortable. I obviously have a fall back position all time, which is still 
within the departments framework and I am prepared to negotiate to that point and after that 
I'm quite prepared to make an arbitrary decision because I can't go back any further. 

I would say a great deaJ. I would say that where I would err is where I allow myself to be 
influenced too much, thereby making decisions far more difficult to make than what they 
should be. I think there is a happy medium where you should be able to take due cognisance 
of the opinion of others then do what you believe, from your experience, is right. 

Personally I have a very clear perception of my own role as a principal and have had that for 
some time. I don't mean I'm inflexible. I would give greater weighting to different groups. If 
staff and students had an incorrect perception I would be concerned to correct that and get 
understanding again because they are the people I am interacting with on a daily basis. If you 
don't have that positive interaction, you have a poor school. Parents I guess I would rate next: 
and quite frankly I would not place our departmental colleagues very high because I think they 
would be the hardest group to change. 

I am now able to differentiate between the criticism that you can reject as of no consequence. 
The skill comes in how you can reject it. 

The Amüunt of Credence Afforded by Principals to Respondent Opinion: Principals tended to 

embrace all respondent groups within their comments when responding to this particular aspect. 

One principal offered a most comprehensive statement: 

I think I would give a gigantic amount of credence to the groups because I would ask. "what is 
a school and what is an educational program?" We could define this but in the simplest of 
terms I guess it is teachers in an institution with a group of students who are sent to us by 
parents, and we are paid by the education department who have a democratic and legal role to 
say certain things which will happen in schools. The school program is intertwined with all 
this. So the views of all those people in those different groups is the whole reality in the 
school situation so I give their opinions great credence. At the same time I think one of the 
most frustrating aspects of my role lies in the fact that while I give credence to almost all the 
different emphases from each of the groups, I have to somehow (and I think this is my role) 
manipulate and amalgamate all of those to make it work in this setting. 

Comment offered by other principals was briefer but nevertheless similar in nature: 

Quite a lot; because if these people have arrived at these opinions they have done so in various 
ways and for various reasons. If I am in a situation to be able to add a different perspective 
then I do so. 

It's relative. Staff and students - sure. I put a lot of credence on their opinion although 
sometimes you have to correct some ignorances - put it that way. 

I take it all on board, for bearing in mind that you reject some criticism, I think it is important 
that you listen to everything. 

We don't make decisions within our own framework at this school without consultation and 
negotiation, compromise, trial and error and then review. 
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The Group(s) Whose Opinion(s) May Effect the Greatest Influence: (Because of the 

comparative nature of the comments received, references made by principals to particular 

respondent groups have been included in this section and not under the relevant groups sub-

heading so as to avoid distortion of the interviewees reply). 

Collectively principals nominated opinion from school based respondents as likely to hold the 

greatest professional sway with them, although the majority of them acknowledged the 

legitimate authority of the Department of Education. For example: 

At my stage of development and experience I accept that the education department can instruct 
me to do things and through me this school. ... My teachers influence me in a far wider 
manner. The view of a teacher I take so much to heart because these are the people who are the 
front line troops, and because the basis of the school is the teacher-student relationship. So 
what they feel and want to influence me on I give a fair hit of consideration. Mind you there 
are a lot of areas that reflect a great deal of naively and narrowness which people want to put on 
me and those I don't accept. Parents don't influence me as much as teachers but through my 
experience I care for the parents viewpoint. If parents are happy or unhappy with some aspect 
of the schools functioning, that does have a great influence on me. I believe that children are 
children. I believe the only reason we are in positions of authority is because of our years and 
so we have to use that. Therefore with the children their general feelings influence me. If a 
child comes to me with a worry or a deep concern then I will listen,.and if I consider it 
necessary, will act to address that concern. But they are kids so I guess that more of the 
influences are coming from teachers, parents and that legal push from the department, and very 
occasionally a professional push from the department where they come up with something that 
I consider we should do. 

The department's stand is going to be the one that is going to be the influence if I'm going to 
have a job. So they will always have the right of veto in any decision making and policy 
implementation that the school community has. If I didn't have that requirement the parents, 
teachers and children.would have the greater sway. 

Teachers first and foremost because the decisions I make and the things that I do as principal 
affect the teachers more than anyone else. Parents would be number two because parents give 
mouth to the school. If parents believe that their children are having the right thing done by 
them then they are very supportive. You get support from the kids and the community. 

I think I would be more inclined to look at the comments of parents followed by teachers 
before I'd perhaps put weight in student opinion. I wouldn't put departmental opinion on the 
same plane as the first two only because of the closeness of their association and the 
narrowness of their involvement. 

Certainly the opinions of teachers would have the greatest impact on me. 

I would think that I would perhaps be least dismissive of staff opinions than I would of the 
other groups. The Department, at the moment, I am afraid, would be at the end of the line. 

I'd be really interested in what the students think. Following them would be the parents. It 
wouldn't be the staff although they would be the next group. That is because there is more 
consensus discussion amongst the staff. There is less argument. Teachers probably would 
have less to say and so I put them third. 
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Departmental Officers 

Generally, principals felt that while there was little doubt that departmental officers held 

particular opinions concerning the role of the principal, those views either distorted, discounted 

or, as one principal stated, "undermined' the importance of the position. As expressed by one 

principal: 

I think departmental officers view principals sometimes as damn nuisances. I think they view 
them sometimes as the avenue through which they can get a lot of things to happen. I am not 
sure that they hold them in the esteem that I think principals ought to be held in by 
departmental officers. 

More direcl]y and critically another principal stated, "I was amazed that those representing the 

middle layer of departmental officers had an abysmal lack of knowledge of the role of the 

principal. They would expect that the principal is there simply to go away and do whatever 

they require them to do". 

Divergency Versus Convergency of Opinion: When asked to comment upon the divergence or 

convergence of the opinions held by the various groups a number of principals focussed upon 

the department in their responses. 

I suppose this may sound anti department, but I honestly think that of all the adult groups, 
departmental officers would probably have the most divergent view of what the role of the 
principal is. But it is not totally incomprehensible that this is the case because those to whom 
they are responsible are not the same group of people to whom we are accountable. ... I believe 
it is a very unusual person who can lead a school and then go into the education department and 
really keep that sensitive appreciation of a school and a principal. Time cures all ills and also 
memories fade. 

A similar train of thought was evident in the response from another principal. 

I perceive that a lot of our senior colleagues who have either not worked in our schools or who 
have fled our schools not to come hack, have a perception based in the past, which is not 
accurate, and a perception based in the reality that they wont have to face our reality. I think 
there is a very strong divergence here and I quite frankly believe that the higher our officers are, 
the greater the divergence; and I find that very, very sad and a little concerning because they are 
the people who make the decisions and make the policies that we have to wear. 
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An Understanding of the Principal's Role and Departmental Officer Opinion. One principal 

stated concisely, "I would say their understanding of the role of the principal is very different 

from what we as principals understand our role to be'. 

Influence of Departmental Officer Opinion on Principals' Actions: Two principals referred 

specifically to departmental influence, their responses continuing to reflect the tenor already 

noted in earlier responses: 

Basically I don't know what it is, so there is no influence. My immediate senior officers 
naturally influence me on occasions when I am asked to comply to particular matters in a 
certain way. But I haven't come across anyone in the senior sphere who knows enough about 
what is happening in the school to influence me. 

I have no option about one group's perception of me. I have no option about the department's 
perception of my role. Obviously my primary consideration to my employer is to implement 
the policies as set by the department. I don't think I have any option in that. But I feel that in 
the same way that I take my car to the mechanic and tell him what I want done - I don't tell 
him how to do it, and I feel that that is the same way I operate here. There are policies to be 
implemented and how I go about that with the staff and the community is a matter for 
consensus within our particular group. 

Parents 

Corporately, principals' responses reflected the view that parental opinion of the role of the 

principal would be strongly influenced by their own educational experiences as students, with 

the exception to this being those parents who were involved with schools as members of school 

councils, and therefore more aware of the realities of the current situation. The general opinion 

amongst principals was that parents would view the principalship as being concerned primarily 

with educational, curriculum and student related issues. Aspects of such a view are able to be 

identified in comments received from various principals: 

I think parents' opinions would reflect the view of the principal as held by them as children, as 
opposed to understanding what schools could really be about. 

I believe parents are confused about the role of principals because they see the traditional role 
of the principal being taken away from them and they see that as the diminution of the 
educative process. 

I think that most parents in this community expect firm, fair discipline for their children. 
They expect that their children are safe and secure in the school environment and that the 
principal is monitoring a more than adequate learning environment for them and that they are 
getting reasonable social values at school. 
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Divergency Versus Convergency of Opinion: Confusion is identified by one principal as an 

underlying factor contributing to divergence of opinion within the parental group. 

I think that there is a realisation that the job is changing. Everybody says it is changing but 
people don't seem to know how it's changing or even why it's changing; and the divergence of 
opinion that is there is very hard to quantify. I think parents have quite a different perception 
of the role of the principal. And even within that group council members working closely 
with the principal would have different perceptions yet again because they would have, 
hopefully, some understanding of the stresses and strains and pressures of the job. But a parent 
out in the general community probably wouldn't because they don't have that understanding. 

Another principal contends that the difference in opinions held by various parents may be 

attributable to the degree of their involvement in school matters. 

The parents who serve on councils or committees understand the administrative/managerial role 
properly or better. I think the parents expect me to administer the classroom teacher's role and 
make sure their children are well educated, well cared for, that curriculum is implemented as it 
should be. 

However, according to one of his colleagues, membership of a school council does not 

necessarily guarantee unified parental opinion concerning the role of the principal. 

Even amongst my council there is a divergence. Different members of the council and parents 
see the principal in a different way. A lot of parents on the council see you almost as a 
mediator between the department and themselves and someone who informs them as to what is 
happening. So one of my main roles is seen by the council as a communicator and a passer-on 
of information. A lot of them see my role as manager, making sure that all goes well with the 
council and the contracts and overseeing those areas. Others think that the council should be 
doing that. 

An Understanding of the Principal's Role and Parent Opinion: A response from one principal 

reflected the viewpoint of a number of others: 

I think some parents have no understanding of the principal's role. A lot of the opinions that 
they hold are based on their own experiences of the principals they had when they were at 
school, or what they think the principal should do. So depending on their experiences there 
will be differing opinions. 

On the other hand one principal, while agreeing with his colleagues that such parents are to be 

found in schools, also acknowledges that there are those parents who have a greater 

understanding because of their involvement in the affairs of the school. "You will find a 

number of parents who do know a great number of the aspects of the challenges which make up 

the role of the principal and this brings them a little hit closer to what our view of our role 
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would be". Adds one principal, "I think it is possibly our fault that we don't communicate it 

[the role of the principal] well enough". 

Influence of Parent Opinion on Principals' Actions: One principal felt that the influence 

experienced within his school was reciprocal in nature, and that while he had "adjusted" his job 

to cater to the certain expectations of the School Council, the members of the Council had also 

reviewed their understandings of the role of the principal. Another believed that, "principals 

have to be aware of the P R role. If a parent came to see me with a genuine concern then I 

regard it as my responsibility to look into that concern and the happenings within the school". 

(No explanation was offered as to who would determine if the concern was genuine, or what 

actually constituted a genuine concern). A third principal felt that under certain circumstances it 

would he necessary for him to influence parents. "Should parents hold an opinion that would 

see the principal's role as being other than an educational leader, then I believe that drawing 

upon my background as a principal I would be able to convince them that it would not be the 

right way to go". 

Principals 

One principal, when asked if he thought principals held a set opinion about the role they should 

play, replied. "I think all principals have an idea of some virtuous belief of what they should 

do. I think many principals devote their life to pursuing those virtuous beliefs". Another felt 

that "each principal has a perception of what he or she should do, based upon various role 

models, and it varies to some degree from principal to principal." 

Divergency Versus Convergency of Opinion: One principal reflected upon his and his 

colleagues perspective: 

I should imagine that principals themselves would hold different opinions as to how they see 
their roles and how the job should be carried Out. Some principals see their roles as dealing a 
lot with children and they are seen within the school all the time. Others are in the office and 
are apart from the rest of the school. 

140 



An Understanding of the Principals Role and Principal Opinion: The fact that no principal 

commented on the degree to which principals would understand their roles led the researcher to 

conclude that from that aspect at least, principals felt their opinions would reflect the reality of 

the situation. However one principal did offer the observation that "principals are now 

rethinking and re-evaluating their roles and what they do'. 

Students 

According to one principal, "children have set ideas and views on what the principal does', 

which, in the opinion of another principal, means that they "no longer see you as just a teacher" 

but in a "position of power". Another believes that children see the principal as "the boss of the 

school, the disciplinarian", or as another principal stated, "the higher authority in the school to 

which they (students) can appeal"; and, from another perspective, "a person in whom they can 

find fairness and consistency". 

Divergency Versus Convergency of Opinion: None of the principals offered a comment as to 

the range of opinion one might expect to find amongst students. 

An Understanding of the Principal's Role and Student Opinion: Only one principal made 

specific reference to students: "Within their limited experience and maturity levels they would 

have a pretty good or reasonable idea of what we do". 

Influence of Student Opinion on Principals'Actions: It was felt by one principal that while he 

had not received "direct comment from students concerning their perception of the principal's 

role" he did receive "subtle" feedback which influenced his actions. 

Teachers 

No principal doubted that teachers would hold opinions as to the role they expected a principal 

to play. However, as was the case with the other respondent groups, principals proffered a 
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number of suggestions as to what those opinions might he. The first principal interviewed 

suggested that, "where teachers are concerned it would be set opinions of their particular school 

and principal - not principals as a whole". Another principal saw that teachers looked to 

principals for guidance and recognition. 

They want fairness and consistency so that they know where they stand. They want 
understanding when they need it. They need to know just how far they can go. They want to 
know that they can relate on a friendly basis but they don't want to overstep the mark and they 
want to know where to stop. Staff want that guidance. They definitely want to know the 
parameters in which they can work and operate. If they go outside that or if they don't measure 
up they want to be sure that someone will bring them up short or have an expectation. They 
want to know that they are accountable. But they need positive input too. They need to know 
that if they are doing a good job it will be acknowledged. 

The argument was put forward by two principals that teachers are likely, nowadays, to be 

involved (to greater or lesser degree depending upon the individual teacher and principal) in 

decision making within the school, and that such interaction with the principal would shape the 

teachers' view of the principal's role. However, one of the principals concluded that it is the 

traditional role of the principal that retains prominence in the mind of the teacher. "No matter 

which category they belong to as a teacher, when the chips go down they like to fall hack on the 

role of the principal in the old traditional sense where the principal is the one who is 

responsible". 

Divergency Versus Convergency of Opinion: In the opinion of one principal the perception 

amongst teachers of the role of the principal would vary according to the promotional level of 

the teachers concerned. 

From Senior Teacher up, teachers would have a better understanding of the role of the 
principal. Teachers perceive the principal as doing a lot of work. The perception of Senior 
Teachers and Assistant Principals would be in the 20th century, and that of teachers not 
holding promotional positions would be in the 19th century because they still see you as the 
person who sorts out the problems and that is reflected by the lack of comment when you try 
to have interaction in staff meetings. It is also demonstrated by the amount of nit picking that 
occurs. 

An Understanding of the Principal's Role and Teacher Opinion: Two principals acknowledged 

the professional growth of teachers, and, associated with that growth, a development of their 

understanding of the role of the principal. However, one of the principals qualified his 
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statement by adding that "the very demanding classroom role with its own challenges is seen by 

them as paramount and this restricts their view of the totality of the principal's role". 

Influence of Teacher Opinion on Principals'Actions: In acknowledging the "subtle" influence 

that his teachers have on him, one principal stated, "I don't want them to he suppliants to my 

opinion". Another felt that because of the nature of the "team approach" within his school 

where"teacher and staff are both part of the same unit" it was unavoidable that staff would exert 

an influence on him. However he added the qualifying comment, 'but you have to he careful 

when you talk about democracy because democracy can equate with mob rule, and I don't 

believe in that". One principal stated that it was an aspect of the teacher principal relationship 

that he actively sought Out: 

I do allow myself to be influenced by my staff and their needs and expectations. We work very 
much from a collegial perspective. We like to make decisions in this school in this way so 
that the staff has ownership. I like that and I enjoy that, so if I go into a school that does not 
operate like that then I may work to change them [the teachers] to suit my way of operating. 

Instrumentation 

The value of the questionnaire and the interview schedule as data gathering tools is afforded 

brief consideration, utilising unsolicited comments provided by the respondents when 

completing the questionnaire, and the comments received from principals in response to the first 

question of the interview schedule. Observations made by the researcher at the time of 

administering the instruments, and in retrospect, provide an additional perspective. 

The Questionnaire 

Respondent Perceptions 

During the administration process, at least one hundred and fifty tertiary educated adult 

respondents (teachers, departmental officers and principals), forty-eight school council 

members and ninety-six students, in completing the questionnaire, were afforded the 

opportunity to assess and comment upon its suitability as an information gathering instrument. 
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Only one comment could he considered mildly critical. A parent respondent expressed the 

opinion that there were "many motherhood statements" contained within the list of tasks, and 

that "unless otherwise indicated" the chosen rating for each task should he considered "3'. 

Presumably the statement was meant to indicate that the majority of tasks, as listed, should he 

considered a natural part of a principal's role, of unquestionable importance, worthy of 

support, and would therefore not attract low ratings. Whilst such an assessment of the tasks 

may he considered legitimate from that respondent's point of view, any attempt by the 

researcher to collapse each task into its various (and perhaps somewhat more pedestrian) sub-

tasks would have produced such an exhaustively lengthy list as to jeopardise seriously the 

likelihood of the questionnaire's completion and return. As the major object of Part 2 of the 

questionnaire was to solicit respondent opinion concerning the importance of the tasks, the 

parent's comment could he interpreted as an affirmation of its success, or at the very least, 

endorse the suitability of the items as a legitimate categorisation of the role of the principal. 

The interviews afforded the researcher the opportunity to canvass the opinion of almost half the 

principal group, in relation to aspects of the questionnaire. In response to the question, 'Do 

you feel that the tasks as listed, provide an accurate reflection of the responsibilities of 

principals ?", all twelve principals answered affirmatively, with a number adding qualifying 

remarks. Three principals felt that as the influence of devolutionary responsibilities became 

more obvious, a greater number of managerial tasks may become apparent, and so increase the 

number of tasks confronting principals. One principal felt that "there was an underlying 

philosophy contained within the list of tasks that the principal was both the educational leader 

and the administrative leader". Another observed that "the tasks are very wide spread and cover 

everything that we do, but putting them into some order of importance was difficult, because 

the importance of individual tasks seems to change sometimes". A firm endorsement was 

received from one principal who stated that "the tasks very accurately reflected the 

responsibilities of principals. In fact I wondered where you got them from". One principal 

noted that the forty tasks had been listed randomly. 
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When invited to make further comment about any of the items listed, two respondents noted the 

occasional difficulty they had experienced when rating some of the tasks. One principal stated 

that 'the only problem I guess I had was, as I read through the tasks I realised that principals do 

have to do all of those things and I found it difficult at times to give a rating because in a 

context, at a particular time, each of those things can he important". The other principal 

responded similarly, adding, "I did it in a very sincere manner so I did have some trouble in 

rating many of the criteria. But when you get down to rating an extremely important job or 

responsibility against another, some are more important than others and I found that difficult, 

i.e. giving due weight to the different responsibilities." 

The comments and affirmation by principals (respondents who, arguably, would be in the best 

position to make such an assessment) offer endorsement as to the suitability, accuracy, 

comprehensiveness and representative nature of the work tasks listed. They also provide 

illumination as to why a description of the tasks as "motherhood statements", while in itself is 

not inaccurate, fails to look beyond the task descriptions to what is contained within them. 

Perceived Strengths and Concerns 

Apart from the personal difficulty in assigning degrees of importance to the individual tasks, 

reported by the two principals, completion of the questionnaire presented no difficulties. As 

one principal reported, "I thought it was a pleasure filling Out the questionnaire as it touched on 

every aspect of the job of principal as I attempt to operate, and as I see the job of principal and 

just what it encompasses". Three principals indicated that they thought the questionnaire was 

"thorough and comprehensive" with one adding that "there was some reward to directing my 

thoughts to the various areas that a principal has to confront during the working year". A 

similar reaction was embodied in another response: "Thank you for the opportunity to complete 

the questionnaire. It has given me a chance to clarify a few more thoughts in my mind". 

Four students took the opportunity to comment on aspects of the questionnaire. One felt that 

completing the questionnaire would have "helped students and parents realise all the work that 
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goes into being a principal, while another informed the researcher, "I am happy with what you 

have asked and you've made it possible for me to say all the things I expect of a principal". A 

third student considered it was "fun' to complete, and the fourth student judged the 

questionnaire to be, "very well set out." and, by way of conclusion. offered "congratulations". 

A teacher considered "it was interesting to look at the roles of the principal as I have never 

really considered the roles before. Now I have a guideline. Let us know the results PLEASE!" 

One parent thought that "it was an interesting questionnaire and one I enjoyed participating in". 

A teacher stated, "with regard to the general trend of education in the Northern Territory I very 

much doubt that the questionnaire will have much validity in the way it was intended". 

Although it is difficult to say with any certainty just what is meant by the comment, it appears 

that the respondent is making some personal assumption concerning the use to which the 

study's findings might be put - a matter which goes beyond the scope of this study and over 

which the researcher has no control. For this reason and because it appears that the major 

concern of the respondent lies with "the general trend of education in the Northern Territory". 

(which is not the focus of this study), the apparent criticism is not applicable. 

One principal observed that because of the nature of the tasks, had he attempted to complete the 

questionnaire over an extended period, the more difficult the task would have become. Another 

principal informed the researcher that his responses to the questionnaire reflected his 

perceptions of the reality of the situation rather than his professional and personal beliefs as to a 

role definition for principals. Both responses reflect the reality of the situation and it appears to 

be to this end that such comments are directed and should not be interpreted as criticism of the 

questionnaire. One departmental officer who was involved in trialling the questionnaire and 

offering comment during its construction kept a copy of her ratings and responses. In contrast 

to the former comment, the departmental officer reported to the researcher that, following 

completion of the questionnaire, a check with her previous ratings and responses revealed an 

extremely high level of consistency. It was felt by one principal that "the questionnaire did not 

take on board the multiplicity of duties of a Band 3 school". Certainly it was not the intention 
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of this study to make a comparison of the organisational and work practices of Band 4 and 

Band 3 schools. It was the relative importance of the principal work tasks which was the 

study's focal point. In fact respondents were asked specifically on page 2 of the questionnaire 

to "consider the tasks in relation to principals generally" and not to "respond with specific band 

levels in mind". The forty principal work tasks, as listed, are relevant to all principals 

regardless of school classification, as school classification is determined by formula, based 

upon student enrolment. How the principals in Band 4 and Band 3 schools address their work 

tasks is not the issue of this study. 

The conclusion reached by the researcher, following consideration of written and verbal 

comments was that, overall, there was very strong respondent support for the questionnaire as 

a data gathering instrument. 

The Interview Schedule 

The interview schedule proved an effective method of soliciting additional principal comment 

and opinion relating to the problem area. The trialling of the interview schedule proved 

invaluable. It afforded the researcher the opportunity to review his technique to ensure that 

responses did not diverge from the questions posed, and to refine his ability to compose 

additional supplementary questions during the interview to follow up or clarify particular 

responses 

Interviewee Response 

Each of the principals interviewed co-operated fully with the researcher, offering professionally 

insightful and lucid comment in response to the questions asked. The average length of 

interview for the twelve principals was sixty-nine minutes with the briefest being forty minutes 

and the longest taking two hours and five minutes. At no time did any of the interviewees 

indicate any impatience with the manner in which the interview was proceeding or appear to 

truncate responses to save time. There was no indication that any of the principals was 
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perturbed by any of the questions and all appeared to answer the questions with frankness and 

honesty. 

Interviewer Effectiveness 

As the interviews progressed the interviewer quickly became increasingly adept at pacing the 

delivery of the questions so as to provide principals with adequate and equitable response time 

to each of the ten questions together with their supplementaries. The more familiar the 

researcher became with question delivery, the more he was able to relax and adopt a flexible 

procedural pattern to accommodate those occasions when particular responses to one question 

led into or embraced another question with its set of supplementaries. The effectiveness of the 

interviews was increased greatly by the fact that each interview was recorded on audio cassette, 

thereby enabling the researcher to concentrate totally on the content of the responses and 

allowing maximum interaction with the interviewee. 

Individual Questions 

Each of the questions, together with its supplementaries elicited adequate responses from all 

interviewees and provided relevant data for analysis. Very little deviation from the prepared 

schedule of questions was necessary. Any deviation that did occur resulted from follow up 

questions to particular statements made by principals in order to ensure that the researcher had 

grasped the intention of the response, to refocus the interviewees thoughts on the question (if 

the response indicated this was necessary) or to fully explore a particular response. 

Len th of Interview Schedule 

The quantity and quality of the transcripts of the interviews would tend to suggest that the 

length of the interview schedule proved satisfactory. The majority of the interviews (ten) were 

concluded within forty-five to ninety minutes, with all major and supplementary questions 

answered. As reported previously only two interviews fell outside these limits - one above, 

and one below. This would tend to indicate that ninety minutes is sufficient time in which to 



address the schedule. Only rarely might a greater length of time he required to complete the 

schedule as some interviewees express themselves more succinctly than others and so would 

require less time even than forty-five minutes. In the case of the interview which exceeded 

ninety minutes, the same interview conducted by a more experienced interviewer may have 

produced an interview time within the range reported for the majority of interviewees. 

Researcher Perceptions 

During the administration of the questionnaire and the interview schedule the researcher gained 

the impression that those involved considered the topic was important. The attention of the 

principals to the interview questions and their readiness to participate, further impressed this 

upon the researcher. The nature, relevance and 'usability of the data derived also confirmed 

this attitude. 

Findings and Discussion 

Chapters 6, 7 & 8 consider the findings gathered from the analysis of the data collected by 

questionnaire and interview. The findings will he discussed within the context of the four 

major questions posed at the outset of the study, i.e. 

Chapter 6 

What degree of importance do departmental officers, parents, principals, students and 

teachers attach to the various tasks performed by principals in the discharge of their 

duties? 

Chapter 7 

What is the particular priority order ascribed by the various groups to the "domains of 

control" for which principals are responsible? 

Do the various groups hold similar expectations concerning the role of primary school 

principals? 

Chapter 8 
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4. What qualifying factors (if any), which may have an effect upon the principals achieving 

the stated tasks, are recognised by any of the groups? 

Major questions one and two focus particularly upon comparisons of individual group 

responses, individual group responses compared with total cohort responses and individual 

group responses compared with the responses of various group combinations. 
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CHAPTER 6 

PERCEIVED IMPORTANCE OF PRINCIPAL WORK TASKS 

This chapter considers the ratings ascribed by the respondent groups to the individual work 

tasks of principals. The relationships between the tasks, and any trends or patterns which 

emerge are examined and compared with writings and research findings contained within the 

body of educational literature which focuses upon the role of the principal to determine if, 

collectively, they indicate a role definition for principals. The sentences presented in italics 

form the basis of the conclusions advanced in Chapter 9, and are numbered accordingly. 

General Perceptions of Respondents 

The analysed results contained in Table 15 show that all respondent groups attach considerable 

importance to the majority of principal work tasks presented to them in Part 2 of the 

questionnaire. All groups considered seventy-five percent (or more) of the tasks to be 

"important to extremely important". Three of the groups (departmental officers, principals and 

students) considered fourteen of those forty tasks to he 'very important to extremely 

important", while parents placed ten of the tasks, and teachers placed eight of the tasks, in this 

same category. The number of tasks respondent groups were prepared to assign the 

Table 15 

Respondent Group Ratings of Principal Work Tasks 

Task Counts by Categories 

Respondent Of Minor Importance Reasonably Important Important Very Important 
Groups to to to to 

Reasonably Important Important Very Important Extremely Important 
(1.00 to 1.99) (2.00 to 2.99) (3.00 to 3.99) (4.00 to 5.00) 

Departmental Officer 1 8 17 14 

Parent 1 9 20 10 

Principal 1 4 21 14 

Student - 3 23 14 

Teacher - 8 24 8 
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classification, "of minor importance to reasonably important, is noteworthy. Departmental 

officers, parents and principals allocated one task each to this particular category. Such ratings 

attributed to the tasks by the participant groups indicate a broad unity of opinion (is to the 

importance of the tasks addressed by principals in the discharge of their duties. (Cl) 

Comparative Rank Ordering of Tasks by Respondents 

Table 16, extrapolated from the analysed data, provides an overview of each respondent 

group's rank ordering of each of the principal work tasks, compared with the total cohorts 

rank ordering. In addition, the degree of importance attached to each work task by the 

respective respondents' groups may be considered by reference to the various tables in 

Appendix D (p.  341). 

As can be seen by reference to these tables, while there was general agreement amongst the 

participating groups concerning the importance of the principal's work tasks, and the number of 

those tasks which should be included in each of the categories, not all groups included the same 

work tasks within the various categories. The degree of importance ascribed to the individual 

tasks varied to greater or lesser extent amongst the groups. Generally, whereas there was 

closer alignment of task ratings amongst the adult respondent groups, reflecting a similarity of 

discrimination concerning the importance of the various work tasks, the responses from the 

student group indicate an incongruity with adult opinion. Such a finding is not unexpected 

however, given the difference in the ages and maturity levels of the adult and student 

respondents. An indication of the disparity which exists may be gauged from an examination 

of the student group's rank ordering of a number of the work tasks, relative to the adult groups' 

rankings of the same work tasks, contained in Table 16, e.g. Tasks 7, 35, 4, 11, 40, 6, 22, 17, 

25, 31, 39, 10, 14, and 15 (marked by an *). In each instance there is a greater distance 

between the student group's ranking and that of an adult group ranking than between that 

particular adult group's ranking and another adult group's ranking 
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Table 16 

Rank Ordering of Principal Work Tasks by Respondent Groups 

Total 
Cohort 

Task 
Number 

Task Description D.O. Pa P S T 

1 27 To provide a school environment that enables all children 1 1 1 2 2 
to learn to the best of their abilities, given the prevailing 
circumstances 

2 5 To ensure the school has adequate learning facilities 5 2 5 3 5 
3 7* To set direction for the school 2 4 2 12 3 
4 2 To demonstrate a current, broad knowledge of curriculum 8 3 10 5 4 
5 3 To demonstrate a current knowledge of teaching 13 5 8 10 7 

methodology 
6 35* To evaluate all aspects of the school's functioning 4 6 3 12 6 
7 4* To provide support ("being there" in a professional 8 8 6 35 1 

sense) for the classroom teacher 
8 37 To ensure that the school has an effective student 8 11 3 18 8 

management policy 
9 30 To give positive consideration to the introduction of new 7 8 15 11 11 

educational initiatives 
10 12 To involve the school council in school decision making 12 6 21 15 15 
11 18 To develop administrative/organisational procedures 16 15 14 15 9 
12 16 To be responsible for curriculum implementation 3 10 11 23 19 
13 11* To counsel staff professionally 6 14 6 32 10 
14 19 To implement administrative/organisational procedures 17 16 25 12 13 
14 40* Toconstruct the annualbudget 21 28 19 1 30 
16 20 To supervise administrative/organisational procedures 18 26 30 5 20 
16 21 To maintain administrative/organisational procedures 20 19 27 9 18 
18 28 To interact with staff members on a formal basis 11 21 17 22 14 
19 6* To visit classrooms regularly (daily/weekly/fortnightly/ 15 12 9 34 17 

monthly) 
20 26 To accept the responsibility for the professional 14 19 13 21 25 

development of staff 
21 23 To counsel students 25 17 12 27 16 
21 33 To counsel parents 24 13 17 25 23 
23 1 To develop welfare provisions to cater for students' 26 24 19 26 12 

physical & emotional needs 
24 22* To ensure the provision of pleasant campus facilities 32 30 32 4 26 
25 17* To be involved in peer assessment programs 21 21 15 31 22 
25 25* To manage the school's finances 29 32 29 7 28 
27 38 To demonstrate competence as a classroom practitioner 29 21 25 29 21 
28 34 To contribute at the system level through committees, 31 26 34 24 31 

panels, conducting inservice etc 
29 9 To advise staff with regard to personnel issues, e.g. 26 31 27 33 24 

conditions of service 
29 36 To promote the school beyond the immediate school 33 25 22 36 27 

community 
31 24 To be involved in professional organisations 21 36 31 30 28 
32 31* To manage the devolved responsibilities accepted by the 34 35 38 8 37 

school council, e.g. grounds maintenance, cleaning 
contracts, minor new works programs (painting, 
plumbing, additions to buildings etc) 

32 39* To be responsible for practising students from the N.T. 36 33 35 15 35 
University 

34 13 To supervise teachers 19 18 22 38 33 
35 8 To interact with staff members on an informal basis 26 29 24 39 32 
36 10* To be involved in fund raising events 37 34 37 18 36 
37 14* To demonstrate investment knowledge 39 38 36 19 38 
38 29 To teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis 35 37 33 37 34 
39 15* To supervise the work performed in relation to 38 39 39 27 39 

maintenance and works contracts 
40 32 To involve private enterprise in decision making within 40 40 40 40 40 

the school 
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Three of the respondent groups - departmental officers, parents and principals, saw the most 

important task of the principal being to ensure that the learning environment was such that 

children were able to learn to the best of their abilities (Task 27), reinforcing Duignan and 

Macphersons (1991, p.  46) assertion that educative leaders are needed to offer responsible 

action to create organisational culture that enhances the growth and development of all involved 

in teaching and learning'. Students considered that the most important task facing principals 

was the construction of the annual budget (Task 40). By contrast the adult groups allocated a 

much lower ranking to this task. Teachers saw the provision of support to the classroom 

teacher (Task 4) as the priority work task to be addressed by principals. 

Teacher Support 

Such a ranking by teachers concurs with similar findings by Duignan (1983) concerning the 

role of Australian principals. Gilbertson (1986) writing about those fmdings states that teachers 

place great emphasis on "support and guidance" from principals and expect to look with 

confidence to their principal's "ability as a leader in curriculum and administration matters and 

to make it possible for them to carry out their teaching without undue interruption and 

interference (p. 15)". Summary Table 17 considers Task 4 more closely. 

Table 17 

Task 4 - To Provide Support for the Classroom Teacher 

Frequency Counts and Percentage Responses, Rank Order, Mean and S.D. 

Respondent Of Minor Reasonably Important Veiy Extremely N Ranìk Mean S.D. 
Group Importance Important Important Important Onier 

Position 

D.O. - 4 (13) 3(10) 8 (27) 15 (50) 30 

Pa 1(2) 2 (4) 9 (20) 17 (37) 17 (37) 46 

P - - - 15 (58) 11(42) 26 

S 6(6) 12 (13) 33(34) 27(28) 18 (19) 96 

I - - 5(8) 19 (21) 65 (73) 89 

Total 7(2) 18 (6) 50(17) 86(30) 126 (44) 287 

8 4.13 1.04 

8 4.02 0.97 

6 4.42 0.49 

35 3.41 1.11 

1 4.67 0.58 

7 4.07 1.04 
Key: D.O. = departmental officer. Pa = parent: P = principal: S = student: T = teacher 
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However, advocacy for principal support for teachers is not forthcoming only from those who 

are likely to benefit from such assistance. Across all adult groups there is a consensus of 

opinion as to the importance of principal support for classroom teachers. (C2) Twenty-three 

departmental officers (77 percent), thirty-four parents (74 percent), twenty-six principals (100 

percent) and eighty-four teachers (94 percent) consider this aspect of the principal's role to he, 

at the very least, very important. This contrasts greatly with student opinion, where less than 

half the students (47 percent) regard this with the same degree of importance. 

The same consistency does not exist amongst the adult groups in relation to principal visits to 

classrooms (Task 6). A teacher ranking of seventeen, as seen in Table 18, contrasts markedly 

to the first place rating ascribed by them to Task 4 (refer Table 17) and would tend to indicate 

that teachers, although acknowledging the importance of principals' visits to classrooms may 

not necessarily view this as an expression of "support" from the principal, concurring with the 

argument by Duignan and Macpherson (1991) that teachers regard the classroom as their own 

domain, and principals as trespassers. Alternatively, visits by principals may be regarded as 

supervisory in nature (Bassett, Crane & Walker, 1967) and therefore an infringement upon 

their individual professional authority in their classrooms which they view as their own zones 

of personal responsibility and autonomy (Lortie, 1961; Southworth, 1987; Leithwood & 

Montgomery, 1982). 

Table 18 
Task 6 - To Visit Classrooms Regularly 

Frequency Counts and Percentage Responses, Rank Order, Mean and S.D. 

Respondent Of Minor Reasonably Important Vety Extremely N Rank Mean S.D. 
Group Importance Important Important Important Onier 

Position 

D.O. - 1(3.3) 9(30.0) 12 (40.0) 8(26.6) 30 15 3.90 0.82 

Pa - 2(4.3) 17 (36.9) 17 (36.9) 10 (21.7) 46 12 3.76 0.84 

P - - 5 (19.2) 9(34.6) 12(46.1) 26 9 4.27 0.76 

S 6(6.2) 9(9.3) 29 (30.2) 42 (43.7) 10 (10.4) 96 34 3.43 1.01 

T 2(2.2) 9(10.4) 27(30.3) 26 (29.2) 25 (28.0) 89 17 3.71 1.05 

Total 8 (2.8) 21(7.3) 87 (30.3) 106(36.9) 65 (22.6) 287 19 3.69 0.99 
Key: D.O. = departmental oflicer. Pa = parent; P = principal: S = student: T = teacher 
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Nevertheless, of all five respondent groups. for Task 6, as for Task 4, the student response is 

disparate. Therefore, whilst students may consider classroom visits by principals of relatively 

high importance in the overall context of principal responsibilities (Mean = 3.43, and eighty-

four percent of students considering the task "important" to 'extremely important"), relative to 

the other tasks rated by students and members of other respondent groups it places much lower 

in the overall rank order of tasks. For example, by comparison, one hundred percent of 

principals and eighty-seven percent of teachers believe it to be "important" to "extremely 

important" that principals visit classrooms on a regular basis, supporting findings by Flanagan 

(1983) that principals and teachers agree that principals need to visit all classrooms regularly. 

However, this contrasts markedly with findings reported by Murphy (1987) of primary 

principals, in actuality, spending less than ten percent of their time visiting classrooms. In this 

instance the opinion of the student group in contrast to that of the adult groups is much closer 

aligned with the reality of the situation. The perceived importance of the task is not matched by 

the actuality of the day to day situations in which principals find themselves. 

In addition to rating the task as to its importance, respondents were required to indicate how 

often they believed principals should visit classrooms. Table 19 shows the findings of their 

responses, set within the context of the levels of importance. ascribed to the significance of the 

visits. The inajorir' of respondents felt that it was "important" to "extremely important" that 

principals visit classrooms, and that those visits be conducted on a "weekly" to 'fortnight/v' 

basis. (C3) The reservations that teachers are reported to hold with regard to principal 

involvement within their classrooms, contrast markedly with the findings from this study which 

show that the majority of teachers (87 percent) believe it "important" to "extremely important" 

that principals visit their classrooms. The seeming disparity is further confounded by teacher 

opinion concerning the frequency of those visits. Seventy-seven percent of teachers in this 

study argue that principals should visit their classroom no less frequently than on a fortnightly 

basis. Given the unity of opinion from all adult respondent groups and the importance placed 

upon classroom visits by principals themselves, it may be that principals need to ensure that this 

task becomes part of the day to day realities by rescheduling, reorganising or delegating to 

others those demands which relegate classroom involvement to lower priority status. It may 

156 



well be also that principals need to consider the professional sensitivity of the classroom teacher 

and the perceptions such visits might convey in an attempt to reduce the image of the interloper. 

Table 19 

Principal Classroom Visits 

Frequency Counts and Percentages 

Daily Weekly Fortnightly Monthly Total 

Rating 1 (Of Minor Importance) 

Dept Officers 
Parents 
Principals 
Students - 1(1.0) 1(1.0) 4(4.1) 
Teachers - - - 2(2.2) 

Total - 1 (0.4) 1 (0.4) 6(2.1) 

RaUng 2 (Reasonably Important) 

Dept Officers - 1(3.3) - - 

Parents - - 1 (2.3) 1 (2.3) 
Principals - - - - 

Students - 6(6.2) 1(1.0) 2(2.0) 
Teachers - 4(4.4) - 5 (5.6) 

Total - 11(3.9) 2(0.7) 8(2.8) 

Rating 3 (Important) 

Dept Officers - 5(16.6) 4(13.3) - 

Parents - 7 (16.3) 7(16.3) - 

Principals - 3 (11.5) 1(3.8) 1(3.8) 
Students 5 (5.2) 15 (15.6) 8 (8.3) 1(1.0) 
Teachers 2(2.2) 12 (13.4) 7 (7.8) 6(6.7) 

Total 7 (2.5) 42 (14.8) 27(9.5) 8(2.8) 

Rating 4 (Very Important) 

Dept Officers - 6(20.0) 4(13.3) 2(6.6) 
Parents - 14 (32.6) 2 (4.7) 1 (2.3) 
Principals 4(15.3) 5(19.2) - - 

Students 6(6.2)  33 (34.3) 2(2.0) 1(1.0) 
Teachers 4(4.4) 16(17.9) 5 (5.6) 1(1.1) 

Total 14(4.9) 74(26.1) 13(4.6) 5 (1.8) 

Rating 5 (Extremely Important) 

Dept Officers - 7(23.3) 1(3.3) - 

Parents 1(2.3) 5(11.6) 4(9.3) - 

Principals 4(15.3) 8(30.7) - - 

Students 4(4.1) 5(5.2) 1(1.0) - 

Teachers 4(4.4) 17(19.1) 2(2.2) 2(2.2) 

Total 13(4.6) 42 (14.8) 8(2.8) 2 (0.7) 

Footnote: Thsce parent respondents did not indicate the frequency of classroom visits. 

157 

6(6.2) 
2(2.2) 

8(2.8) 

1(3.3) 
2(4.7) 

9(9.3) 
900.4) 

21(7.4) 

9(30.0) 
14 (32.6) 
5 (19.2) 

29 (30.2) 
27 (30.3) 

84 (29.6) 

12 (40.0) 
17 (39.5) 
9(34.6) 

42 (43.7) 
26 (29.2) 

106 (37.3) 

8(26.6) 
10 (23.3) 
12(46.1) 
10 (10.4) 
25 (28.0) 

65 (22.9) 



School Council Involvement 

Prominence is ascribed by recent educational literature (Cavanagh, Fielding. Rodwefl & 

Symes, 1991; Dunlap & Goldman, 1991) to the devolution of decision making to school 

communities. It is also recognised that various education departments attach importance to the 

involvement of school councils in decision making within schools, and that some length of time 

has elapsed in which principals have been able to adjust to the notion of the democratic 

involvement of parents in the decision making process within schools (Peters, 1976; Coppell & 

Henry, 1977). Further, Chapman (1985) speaks of principals adopting a "co-ordinating and 

representative role" on behalf of the various legitimate educational interest groups involved with 

the school. Given the heightened awareness and recognised legitimacy of the involvement of 

School Councils in the decision making process within today's schools, the discrepancy 

between the degree of importance attached to Task 12 (To involve the School Council in school 

decision-making) by parents and that ascribed by principals, teachers and students is of interest. 

(C4) 

Summary Table 20 shows that whilst parents (Mean = 4.2) consider Task 12 to be the sixth 

most important task facing principals, other school based respondents disagree. Principals 

themselves (Mean = 3.77) place it at number twenty-one on their list, while teachers 

(Mean = 3.73) and students (Mean = 3.94) each place it at number fifteen. 

Table 20 

Task 12 - To Involve the School Council in School Decision Making 

Frequency Counts and Percentage Responses, Rank Order, Mean and S.D. 

Respondent Of Minor Reasonably Important Very Extremely N Rank Mean S.D. 
Group Importance Important Important Important Onier 

Position 

D.O. - 1(3.3) 5(16.6) 14 (46.6) 10 (33.3) 30 12 4.06 0.80 

Pa - 1 (2.1) 9 (19.5) 16 (34.7) 20 (43.3) 46 6 4.20 0.82 

P 1(3.8) 1(3.8) 8 (30.7) 9(34.6) 7 (26.9) 26 21 3.77 1.01 

S 2 (2.0) 5 (5.2) 21(21.8) 37 (38.5) 31(32.2) 96 15 3.94 0.97 

T 1(1.1) 6(6.7) 34 (38.2) 23 (25.8) 25 (28.0) 89 15 3.73 0.98 

Total 40.4) 14(4.9) 77(26.8) 99 (34.5) 93(32.4) 287 10 3.92 0.95 
Key: D.O. = deparuncntal officer: Pa = parent: P = principal: S = student: T = teacher 
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However, whilst there is a discrepancy amongst parents and the other groups as to the relative 

importance of the task in relation to other principal work tasks, over ninety percent of all 

respondent groups do consider the task to fall within the "important" to "extremely important" 

range of the rating scale. It is the relatively high "extremely important" rating by the parent 

group (43.3 percent) that accounts for its higher placement in the total cohort's rank ordering of 

the work tasks, reflecting Gilbertson's (1986, P.  15) assertion that school councils believe that 

principals should "facilitate the work of the Council and provide a climate for shared decision 

making". Of the five respondent groups the lowest rating in the "extremely important" category 

is from principals, (26.9 percent) even though Gray's (1992) contention (echoing as it does 

Gilhertsons, 1986; and Chapman's, 1985 words) that "we [principals] have come a long way 

in a short time", acting as "executive officers to councils, and as senior officers representing the 

Education Department in schools", and in so doing filling "an interpretative role in melding the 

expectations of department and school councils", would tend to suggest that the rating from 

principals at least, should he higher. 

Whilst it may be that principals now find themselves in a transitionary phase of adjusting to the 

legislated and formal involvement of parents in the affairs of the school (Beare, 1987), and no 

longer are able to see themselves as traditional authority figures within the school setting 

(Chapman. 1985), or regard parents primarily as voluntary participants in supportive roles 

(Goldring, 1990), there exists the opportunity for principals to view parents and school 

councils as "potential instruments for fostering goals being pursued by the school" (Leithwood 

& Montgomery, 1982, p.  321). The findings imply that there is room (and necessity) for 

parent groups and principals to enter discussions regarding the role of the school council in the 

decision making process within schools in an effort to establish a productive working 

relationship. The degree of disparity which exists is reflected in one comment offered by a 

principal at interview: 

I believe in parental involvement in schools, but there is a certain unease which exists. I am 
certainly not comfortable with the School Council telling me what to do with the school. I 
don't mind working with the school council hut, getting down to the nitty gritty, if the school 
council and I agree that's fine. However, I'd hate to be in the position of the School Council 
telling me to do something that I thought was seriously wrong - not in an illegal sense, but 
educationally counter productive. So there is a certain uncoinfortableness there about decision 
making. 
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Reflected in another response is an underlying cynicism with the motives of the department for 

supporting parent decision making within schools: 

I would say that the department has been influenced in its thinking by two major factors. One 
is that there should be more parental decision making in schools so that hopefully there will 
not be as much criticism of education; the rationale being that if the parents are making the 
decisions then they can't criticise the department as much. I'm not saying that they don't see 
good belonging to parental involvement but I think that they see that the greater amount of the 
responsibility rests with parents so they can't complain. And the department does not like 
complaints. The other thing is financial. It is a great saving to the department to devolve 
much of what they do so they cloak it in words like "local input". "parental involvement", 
"school-based decision making", "joint responsibility", "parents as partners" - all of these 
lovely cliches, but basically I think that they are motivated by putting the responsibility for 
the decision making back at the school level without giving the recognition for that added 
responsibility. 

The practicalities of school council involvement in decision making were uppermost in the mind 

of one interviewee: 

I believe that if we are not very careful we are going to lose the services of those parents who 
are presently involved with the school through the school council. They simply cannot leave 
their jobs during the day to be involved in decision making with principals, superintendents or 
other departmental officers and most certainly their employers won't see it that way either. 

Another principal expressed his specific frustration in working with a school council, his 

response reflecting the time-consuming nature of principal-parent interaction highlighted by 

Goidring (1990): 

I think the theory behind school council involvement is line, but the reality is that the 
practicalities of the situation in schools at the moment means that working with a school 
council increases the principal's workload by about 30 percent. 

Such responses would tend to indicate that the picture envisaged by the Commonwealth 

Schools Commission in the 1970s in which they argued that "parents needed to be empowered 

against the domination of educational bureaucrats and professionals" and where the "ideal 

school was the small community school, advised by parents on every issue, and responsive to 

parents' wishes" (Thomas & Bartos, 1992), is far from being complete. Those involved in 

developing such a picture have a number of practical problems yet to overcome. Not the least 

of the problems facing a principal so disposed to working towards the facilitation of good joint 

relationships is the relatively high turnover rate of serving members on school councils, as 
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indicated in Table 8, Chapter 4. (C5) Such findings would tend to imply that principals would 

have to accept that this process would he ongoing and perhaps lead to the frustrations reported 

in this study, and similarly, by a number of principals in Duignan's (1983) study. 

However a starting point for such negotiations is available to principals and school council 

members. Adult constituents are unanimous in their opinion that it is not a major responsibility 

of principals to concern themselves with the management of the devolved responsibilities 

accepted by their school councils (refer Table 21). One possible alternative is for the 

management of such responsibilities to reside with those school council members who have the 

Table 21 

Task 31 - To Manage the Devolved Responsibilities Accepted by School Councils 

Frequency Counts and Percentage Responses, Rank Order, Mean and S.D. 

Respondent Of Minor Reasonably Important Very Extremely N Rank Mean S.D. 
Group Importance Important Important Important Order 

Position 

D.O. 3(10.0) 10(33.0) 9(30.0) 6(20.0) 2(6.6) 30 34 2.77 1.07 

Pa 12 (26.1) 13 (28.2) 10 (21.7) 603.0) 5 (10.8) 46 35 2.54 1.30 

P 3 (11.5) 8 (30.7) 11(42.3) 3 (11.5) 1(3.8) 26 38 2.65 0.96 

S - 6(6.2) 14 (14.5) 31(32.2) 45 (46.8) 96 8 4.20 0.91 

T 23 (25.8) 17 (19.1) 25 (28.0) 11(12.3) 13 (14.6) 89 37 2.71 1.36 

Total 41(14.2) 5408.8) 69 (24.0) 57 (19.8) 66 (22.9) 287 32 3.18 1.36 
Key: D.O. = deparmental officer, Pa = parent; P = principal; S = student; T = teacher 

skills and are prepared to accept carriage of the associated tasks. However, in light of the high 

turnover rate of council membership, such a course of action would not appear to offer a long 

term solution unless there was a steady stream of skilled and willing parents being elected to 

membership of the council. Another alternative is that the Education Department make human 

resources available to schools to oversight such functions (Murphy, 1989), thereby allowing 

principals and parents to concentrate upon the educational aspects given greater prominence by 

the participants in this study. Yet again, principals and their councils might elect to employ a 

consultant to supervise nominated tasks or attend to functions which are specifically managerial 

in nature so that the majority of school council meeting time could be devoted to educational, 
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rather than managerial, issues. What is evident from the findings is that this is not a task that 

constituents expect their principals to regard as a priority. 

The Principal as Educational Leader 

Although Bassett, Crane and Walker stated in 1967 that: 'One thing that impresses teachers 

and pupils alike is good teaching. and one of the most satisfying ways for the head to make his 

influence felt in the school is through his teaching". and Sergiovanni (1991, p.  525), echoing 

similar sentiments over twenty years later, believes that a "bright spot" for education is that 

"since the mid-1980s many school administrators, particularly principals, have begun to 

emphasize their role as instructional leaders and to view themselves once again as principal-

teachers" and that it is now seen as "fashionable" for principals to teach in classrooms, this 

aspect of the principal's role, as can be seen in Table 22 was afforded very low status by a/-

groups. (C6) 

Table 22 
Task 29 - To Teach in Classrooms on a Regular Basis 

Frequency Counts and Percentage Responses, Rank Order, Mean and S.D. 

Respondent Of Minor Reasonably Important Very Extremely N Rank Mean S.D. 
Group Importance Important Important Important Order 

Position 

D.O. 6(20.0) 11(36.6) 7(23.3) 2(6.6) 4(13.3) 30 35 2.55 1.24 

Pa 13(28.2) 10(21.7) 14(30.4) 7(15.2) 2(4.3) 46 37 2.46 1.17 

P 2(7.6) 5 (19.2) 10 (38.4) 2 (7.6) 7 (26.9) 26 33 3.27 1.26 

S 12 (12.5) 18 (18.7) 39 (40.6) 11(11.4) 16 (16.6) 96 37 3.01 1.21 

T 18 (20.2) 19 (21.3) 20 (22.4) 15 (16.8) 17 (19.1) 89 34 2.93 1.40 

Total 51(17.8) 63(22.0) 90 (31.4) 37(12.9) 46 (16.0) 287 38 2.87 1.30 
Key: D.O. = departmental officer, Pa = parent; P = principal; S = student; T = teacher 

Nevertheless, while not offering support for Bassett. Crane and Walker's advice and 

Sergiovanni's belief concerning the importance of the principal being seen as a classroom 

teacher, the findings of this study are reinforced by Fullan's (1991) opinion that "instructional 

leadership for specific classrooms" is not a role which should he undertaken by the principal as 
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the practicalities of time must of necessity impose a limit on classroom involvement by 

principals. The reality is that classroom teaching holds a 'symbolic significance" (Hughes, 

1990) for principals. The larger focus for principals, according to writers such as Fullan 

(1991), Duignan and Macpherson (1991), Deal and Kennedy (1983), Lipham (1981), and 

Willower (1984) should be the school culture. 

The reality of the demands being placed on headteachers, with the associated time constraints 

and restrictions which they impose on other responsibilities such as classroom involvement are 

factors which are recognisable in the opinions expressed by respondents. As explained by one 

principal: 

Parents, teachers and children expect to see me in classrooms, with teachers and available to 
them on educational matters - not maintenance matters. That is how I have operated from day 
one here and they have seen a gradual erosion of that., e.g. I can no longer program to be in 
class for 2 1/2 hours a day. I can only do it on an ad hoc basis. 

A similar point of view was reflected in a response from another principal: 

I think certainly there is the expectation that you know what the curriculum is, what behaviour 
management of children is, that you have your fingers into everything to do with the 
classroom even though you may no longer be a teacher and programming on a regular basis. 
As a principal I do not have time for this. 

Whilst the importance of the instructional leadership role of the principal is acknowledged via 

the amount of attention being devoted to it by educational writers, a comparable body of 

educational literature admits the reality is that it is a role that "most principals perform neither 

often nor well" (Murphy, 1987). This point is recognised by a departmental officer who states: 

The rhetoric has it that the principal should be an educational leader but the reality of the day to 
day administrivia dictates otherwise. The principal must divest her/himself of the day to day 
administrative 'hack work' where possible and get on with being an educational leader. 

The problem for principals wishing to be classroom teachers is encapsulated in the statement, 

made by a teacher in response to a questionnaire item: "There appears to be a lack of time for 

more face to face teaching by a principal who is a good teacher and not just an administrator.' 

Nor is this opinion confined to professional educators. One parent's opinion further confounds 

163 



and contradicts the low rating ascribed to Task 29 (To teach in classrooms on a scheduled 

basis), highlighting as it does what many of the respondents in the study see as the central role 

of the principal - the educational role: "What devolution is currently thrusting upon principals is 

unfair and taking the easy way out by the department. Principals are teachers, not accountants. 

business managers and whatever else the department expects them to be'. As stated succinctly 

by one principal interviewee: "Teachers know that I am becoming bogged down in 

administrivia because they see me less and less in the classroom". 

The requirement that principa Is should be competent classroom practitioners (Task 38) appears 

to be accepted by all respondents as a more realistic alternative and acceptable compromise to 

committing themselves to reaching in the classroom on a scheduled basis (Task 29). (C7) As 

can be seen from Table 23, this task, while still not being ranked highly in relation to the other 

principal work tasks at twenty-seventh, is much higher placed than Task 29 in thirty-eighth 

position. 

Table 23 

Task 38 - To Demonstrate Competence as a Classroom Practitioner 
Frequency Counts and Percentage Responses, Rank Order, Mean and S.D. 

Respondent Of Minor Reasonably Important Vejy Extremely N Rank Mean S.D. 
Group importance Important Important Important Onier 

Position 

D.O. 4(13.3) 4 (13.3) 8(26.6) 9(30.0) 506.6) 30 30 3.23 1.24 

Pa 2(4.3) 9(19.5) 16 (34.7) 9(19.5) 10 (21.7) 46 23 3.35 1.15 

P - 2 ( 7.6) 11(42.3) 7(26.9) 6(23.0) 26 26 3.65 0.92 

S 8(8.3) 12(12.5) 21(21.8) 31(32.2) 24 (25.0) 96 29 3.53 1.22 

1 7 ( 7.8) 1203.4) 21(23.5) 17 (19.1) 32 (35.9) 89 21 3.62 1.30 

Total 21(7.3) 39 (13.6) 77 (26.8) 73 (25.4) 77(26.8) 287 27 3.51 1.22 
Key: D.O. = departmental officer; Pa = parent; P = principal: S = student; T = teacher 

For each of the respondent groups, by comparison with their ratings for Task 29, there is a 

significant increase in the percentage of respondents indicating that they believe Task 38 to be 

"Very Important" or "Extremely Important" (D 0 = 26.7 %; Pa = 21.7 %; P = 15.4 %; 

S = 29.2%; T = 19.1 %). Nevertheless, the range of rankings of the task from twenty-first by 
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teachers to thirtieth by departmental officers, indicates that respondents, while acknowledging 

the importance of the task, also have their own perspectives of the importance of the task 

relative to the other principal work tasks. 

Task 3, (To demonstrate a current knowledge of teaching methodology), while still maintaining 

a vestige of the concept of "principal as teacher" lacks the practical orientation of Task 29 (To 

teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis) and Task 38 (To demonstrate competence as a 

classroom teacher. Instead it implies a requirement that a principal, though no longer a 

pracrising teacher, be aware of current classroom methodologies, and be able to act in a 

consultancy role to a classroom teacher, should the need arise. (C8) As can be seen from 

Table 24, this task is ranked much higher than both task 29 and task 38 by all respondent 

groups. Over seventy percent of the members of each group consider the task to be "very 

important" to "extremely important". 

Table 24 
Task 3 - To Demonstrate a Current Knowledge of Teaching Methodology 

Frequency Counts and Percentage Responses, Rank Order, Mean and S.D. 

Respondent Of Minor Reasonably Important Very Extremely N Rank Mean S.D. 
Group Importance Important Important Important Onier 

Position 

D.O. - 1 (3.3) 7 (23.3) 13 (43.3) 9(30.0) 30 13 4.03 0.82 

Pa 2(4.3) - 7(15.2) 10 (21.7) 27 (58.6) 46 5 4.30 1.02 

P - - 4(15.3) 10 (38.4) 12 (46.1) 26 8 4.31 0.72 

S - 4(4.1) 19 (19.7) 31(32.2) 42 (43.7) 96 10 4.16 0.88 

T - - 20 (22.4) 31 (34.8) 38 (42.6) 89 7 4.20 0.78 

Total 2(0.6) 5 (1.7) 57 (19.8) 95(33.1) 128 (44.5) 287 5 4.19 0.86 
Key: D.O. = departmental officer, Pa = parent; P = principal; S = student; T = teacher 

However, it is the possession of curriculum knowledge by principals that departmental officers, 

parents, students and teachers rank ahead of the classroom teaching oriented tasks (C9) as can 

be seen by reference to Table 25. In all cases each respondent group has ranked Task 2 (To 

demonstrate a current, broad knowledge of curriculum) within the first ten tasks, in order of 

importance. For each group, the majority of responses fall in the "very important" to 
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"extremely important" range ( D 0 = 83.3 %; Pa = 93.4 %; P = 80.7 Y.; S = 87.4 %; 

T = 84.1 %). 

Table 25 

Task 2 - To Demonstrate a Current, Broad Knowledge of Curriculum 

Frequency Counts and Percentage Responses, Rank Order, Mean and S.D. 

Respondent Of Minor Reasonably Important Veiy Extremely N Rank Mean S.D. 
Group Importance Important Important Important  Order 

Position 

D.O. - - 5 (16.6) 16 (53.3) 9(30.0) 30 8 4.13 0.66 

Pa - - 3(6.5) 15(32.6) 28 (60.8) 46 3 4.54 0.62 

P - 1(3.8) 4(15.3) 9(34.6) 12(46.1) 26 10 4.23 0.85 

S 1(1.0) 4(4.1) 7(7.2) 38 (39.5) 46 (47.9) 96 5 4.29 0.85 

T - 2 (2.2) 1203.4) 29 (32.5) 46 (51.6) 89 4 4.34 0.79 

Total 1(0.3) 7 (2.4) 31(10.8) 107 (37.2) 141 (49.1) 287 4 4.32 0.79 
Key: D.O. = departmental officer. Pa = parent; P = principal; S = student; T = teacher 

It is clear that while constituents require principals to demonstrate educational leadership within 

their schools, like Fullan (1991) they do not allocate primacy to the classroom teaching role. 

Table 26 provides a comparison of Tasks 2, 3, 38 and 29. For all tasks all respondent groups 

have ranked each task (with the exception of principals and Task 2) in the same order of 

importance. As the measure of importance ascribed to each of the tasks by the respondent 

groups increases, the classroom involvement required of the principal decreases accordingly, 

demonstrating the progressively increasing importance respondent groups place upon an 

extended view of what the school culture and teaching entails for principals (Beyer & Smyth, 

1989), rather than one restricted by regular classroom responsibilities. Such a rank ordering of 

the tasks by constituents offers the suggestion that they recognise that principals are able to 

exercise educationallinstructional leadership through such avenues as the demonstration of an 

understanding of curriculum and instruction, providing vision, facilitating the provision of 

resources, and being a visible presence, rather than by intensive direct involvement in 

instruction (Fullan, 1991; Hughes, 1990: Hallinger. Bickman & Davis, 1989; Hallinger & 

Richardson, 1988; Andrews, 1987). In concentrating upon classroom teaching responsibilities 

principals restrict the scope of their influence thereby placing in serious jeopardy their ability to 
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assume an all encompassing, proactive role in which they take charge of their educational 

environments and the shaping of their schools destinies, together with other members of the 

school community (Drucker, 1985; Donovan, 1991; HaIl. Hord & Griffin, 1980; Lieherman & 

Miller, 1981; Macpherson, 1989; Tye, 1972) 

Table 26 
Comparison of Tasks 2, 3, 38 and 29 by Rank Order and Mean 

Task Dept Officers Parents Principals Students Teachers 

Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean 
Order Or 

Task  
To demonstrate a current, 8 4.13 3 4.54 10 4.23 5 4.29 4 4.34 

broad knowledge of 
curricul urn 

Iask3 
Todemonstrateacurrent 13 4.03 5 4.30 8 4.31 10 4.16 7 4.20 

knowledge of teaching 
methodology 

Task  
To demonstrate competence 30 3.23 23 3.35 26 3.65 29 3.53 21 3.62 

as a classroom practitioner 

Ik29 
35 To teach in classrooms on a 2.55 37 2.46 33 3.27 37 3.01 34 2.93 

scheduled basis 

While such a portrait of a contemporary principal might not he in accord with the portrayal of 

the traditional English headmaster, leading from the classroom (Bell, 1988; Southworth, 1987). 

Leithwood and Montgomery (1982, pp. 334-35) argue that this is not necessarily so. In their 

opinion: 

The importance that effective principals attach to classroom performance is reflected in their 
providing teachers with adequate planning time, their own monitoring of classroom progress, 
feedback to staff about such progress, and providing professional development resources as 
needed. In sum, effective principals are able to define priorities focused on the central mission 
of the school and gain support for these priorities from all stakeholders. Their actions impinge 
on almost all aspects of the classroom and school that are likely to influence achievement of 
these priorities. They intervene directly and constantly to ensure that priorities are achieved. 
Such principals nicely fit the widely shared image of the British head teacher. 
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Comments offered by principals during their interviews would suggest that while general 

support is to be found amongst principals for such a view, there are pressures against which 

they must guard to ensure that they retain their educational leadership role. For example: 

The principal's role is to provide educational leadership, to professionally enhance teachers, to 
give them the opportunity to develop, and to possess expertise in curriculum. If unable to 
provide that expertise personally, the principal should be able to delegate others to access those 
who can, and so provide a really successful learning environment for both teachers and 
students. However the devolved responsibilities coming to schools is a threat. 

The role of the principal now is one of educational advisor come leader and I say that because 
of the variety of expert areas in education e.g. student services, language (English), Languages 
Other Than English, Teacher Effectiveness Training - all those sorts of spheres of influence 
within the educational scene which bear considerable sway on the learning outcomes of the 
students. However the principal is also having to become more of a business manager. So I 
really see the role of the principal as somewhat ambiguous at the moment. 

Principals have always been managers. It is just that the degree of management has changed 
quite dramatically. Today it is a fairly complicated business venture but I feel that any 
principal who now perceives his or her role as a business manager before that of an educator is 
very, very wrong. The business management side of a school is important but I still see my 
key role as an educator. Curriculum, assessment, supporting children and staff, advising and 
helping parents - these are our key roles. 

However, if remarks from other principals during their interviews are indicative of principal 

opinion in general, it may well be that the "pressures" upon principals to abandon the 

educational leadership role have become overwhelming, reflecting as Duke (1988, p.  310) 

explains. "the tendency for managerial concerns to supersede leadership functions". 

The role is changing so that the principal is no longer perceived as a "chalkface" worker leading 
the "troops at the front line", or as a curriculum person. Currently the image of the principal 
is one of an entrepreneur; a business manager. 

I can see that unless principals make up their minds quite clearly what direction they want to 
go, whether the traditional educational role of the principal will be maintained or we will 
become purely personnel and financial managers, i.e. glorified bursars, that will be largely the 
decision of individual principals. I believe that some principals will adopt the latter role 
because it will open up a whole new lease of life for them. 

I am very, very uncomfortable with what has happened over the last decade. In the first few 
years of the past decade the aspect of the job that I was able to concentrate upon revolved 
around curriculum and its application to the children's learning.. .But now that is diminishing 
rapidly. Essentially the principal's role has gone from leadership; from inspiration: from 
curriculum innovation, direction and attention to management and administration. 

The Principal as Administrator and Manager 

Gray (1992, p.  12), writing of the 1992 Australian Council for Educational Administration 

Conference, states that participants were asked to consider "whether principals and executive 



teachers remained primarily educational leaders, or was the focus shifting to the extent that a 

priority - sought or required - was a prime focus on management and administration". Writers 

such as Holdaway and Ratsoy (1991). Nadehaum (1990), and Kent (1989) also identify 

pressures upon principals to accommodate management and administration skills in areas such 

as finance, information technology, human resource management, and negotiation, as the move 

towards school based decision making gathers momentum. 

The ratings ascribed, and rank ordering applied to the various principal work tasks indicate that 

respondents were not prepared to adopt an "either - or" approach to the "educational leader" 

versus "educational administrator" debate. (C 10) As can be seen from reference to Table 27, 

(wherein is contained extrapolated data from Table 16), respondents have selectively 

interspersed administrative and managerial tasks throughout those tasks which might 

reasonably be assumed to be associated with the principal's educational leadership role (in 

determining which tasks should be allocated to the domains of principal control the researcher 

did not ask those assisting officers to nominate which tasks they considered to be primarily of 

an educational leadership nature and those which they considered to be obviously administrative 

or managerial in their focus). 

The spread of administrative and managerial tasks throughout the educational leadership tasks 

suggests that constituents acknowledge that an "overlap" (Krajewski, Martin & Walden, 1983) 

exists within these two areas, requiring the principal to be both educational leader and 

administrator, and that for educational innovations and programs to be successful a sound 

administrative base is necessary. However closer examination of the manner in which the tasks 

are allocated their rankings by the total cohort of respondents is revealing. An extremely 

logical, hierarchical ordering of the administrative tasks for which principals are responsible can 

be seen, woven throughout the other tasks to which the principal must attend. The disparity of 

the student group's ratings has minimal effect upon the order in which the tasks are ranked, as 

can be seen when a comparison is made between Table 27 and Table 28 (adult rankings). 
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Table 27 

Rank Ordering of Leadership and Administrative Tasks by Respondent Groups 

Total 
Cohort 

Task 
Number 

Task Description D.O. Pa P S T 

1 27 To provide a school environment that enables all children I 1 1 2 2 
to learn to the best of their abilities, given the prevailing 
circumstances 

3 7 * To set direction for the school 2 4 2 12 3 
4 2 To demonstrate a current, broad knowledge of curriculum 8 3 10 5 4 
5 3 To demonstrate a current knowledge of teaching 13 5 8 10 7 

methodology 
6 35 To evaluate all aspects of the school's functioning 4 6 3 12 6 
7 4 To provide support ("being there" in a professional 8 8 6 35 1 

sense) for the classroom teacher 
9 30 To give positive consideration to the introduction of new 7 8 15 11 11 

educational initiatives 
11 18 * To develop administrative/organisational procedures 16 15 14 15 9 
12 16 To be responsible for curriculum implementation 3 10 11 23 19 
13 11 To counsel staff professionally 6 14 6 32 10 
14 19 * To implement administrative/orgaiiisational procedures 17 16 25 12 13 
14 40 To construct the annual budget 21 28 19 1 30 
16 20 * To supervise administrative/orgartisational procedures 18 26 30 5 20 
16 21 * To maintain administrative/organisational procedures 20 19 27 9 18 
18 28 To interact with staff members on a formal basis 11 21 17 22 14 
19 6 To visit classrooms regularly (daily/weekly/fortnightly/ 15 12 9 34 17 

monthly) 
20 26 To accept the responsibility for the professional 14 19 13 21 25 

development of staff 
25 17 To be involved in peer assessment programs 21 21 15 31 22 
25 25 * To manage the school's finances 29 32 29 7 28 
27 38 To demonstrate competence as a classroom practitioner 29 21 25 29 21 
28 34 To contribute at the system level through 31 26 34 24 31 

committees,panels, conducting inservice etc 
31 24 To be involved in professional organisations 21 36 31 30 28 
32 31 * To manage the devolved responsibilities accepted by the 34 35 38 8 37 

school council, e.g. grounds maintenance, cleaning 
contracts, minor new works programs (painting, 
plumbing, additions to buildings etc) 

32 39 To be responsible for practising students from the N.T. 36 33 35 15 35 
University 

34 13 To supervise teachers 19 18 22 38 33 
35 8 To interact with staff members on an informal basis 26 29 24 39 32 
36 10 * To be involved in fund raising events 37 34 37 18 36 
37 14 * To demonstrate investment knowledge 39 38 36 19 38 
38 29 To teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis 35 37 33 37 34 
39 15 * To supervise the work performed in relation to 38 39 39 27 39 

maintenance and works contracts 
Key: The tasks with the * beside them are administrative or managerial in nature 

With the exception of Task 7 (To set direction for the school) which is advanced in priority 

order by one position, Task 10 (To be involved in fund raising events) and Task 15 (To 

supervise the work performed in relation to maintenance and works contracts), which maintain 

the same ranking, the major influence is noticeable in the lower rankings the adult groups 

assign to the tasks. Also noticeable, with the exception of Task 40 (To construct the annual 
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budget), whose ranking reflects a significant ranking disparity between the student and adult 

groups, is the nature of the administrative tasks 7, 18, 19, 20 and 21, which provide an 

extremely stable base for the educational programs conducted within the school context. 

The message that these findings hold for principals is that constituents have clarified, within 

parameters set by their cognitive awareness of the issues and within the realities located within 

the context of the school, the ambiguities, complexities, and relationship between leadership, 

administration and management as they impact upon the principal's role. They would agree 

with Lawson (1988) that if a school is to function effectively and efficiently the principal must 

attend to all three aspects. Adding an additional perspective is the argument by Southworth 

(1987); Yeomans (1987); and Alexander (1984) that of these three aspects, leadership occupies 

the dominant position in the hierarchical structure. Krajewski, Martin and Walden (1983) 

contend that management is a function of administration which in turn is a function of 

leadership. Given the direction offered by constituent opinion, the manner and degree of 

emphasis of each of the these particular aspects of the principal's role is a matter for the 

individual principal to decide. 

Task Rankings and Their Implications for the Role of the Principal 

The major focus of the principal work tasks nominated by the adult respondents can he seen if 

consideration is given to those tasks rank ordered from 1 to 20 and contained within Table 28. 

The clear focus in the first twenty tasks, compared with the focus of the second twenty tasks, 

nominated collectively by departmental officers, parents, principals and teachers is upon the 

educational leadership responsibilities of principals. There is a very clear school and classroom 

based orientation by the respondents in making their selection, with the tasks judiciously 

blended in such a manner as to address the various operational and educational responsibilities 

of school leadership as defined by the Working Party of the Professional Development of 

Principals Project (1984) to the Commonwealth Schools Commission and offered by Johnson 

and Holdaway (1991) and Smith and Greene (1990) in their description of effective principals. 
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Table 28 

Principals, Teachers, Departmental Officers, Parents 

Task Description by Rank Order of Means 

Rank 
Order 

Task 
Number 

Task Mean S.D. 

1 27 To provide a school environment that enables all children to learn to the 4.66 0.63 
best of their abilities, given the prevailing circumstances 

2 7 To set direction for the school 4.53 0.73 
3 4 To provide support ("being there" in a professional sense) for the 4.40 0.82 

classroom teacher 
4 5 To ensure the school has adequate teaching/learning facilities 4.40 0.74 
5 2 To demonstrate a current, broad knowledge of curriculum 4.34 0.76 
6 35 To evaluate all aspects of the schools functioning 4.28 0.88 
7 3 To demonstrate a current knowledge of teaching methodology 4.21 0.85 
8 37 To ensure that the school has an effective student management policy 4.14 0.92 
9 11 To counsel staff professionally 3.98 0.94 

10 30 To give positive consideration to the introduction of new educational 3.98 0.90 
initiatives 

11 16 To be responsible for curriculum implementation 3.92 0.99 
12 12 To involve the school council in school decision making 3.91 0.94 
13 18 To develop administrative/organisational procedures 3.84 0.99 
14 6 To visit classrooms regularly (dailv/weekly/fortni(,htly/monthly) 3.83 0.95 
15 28 To interact with staff members on a formal basis 3.72 0.99 
16 19 To implement administrative/organisational procedures 3.69 1.04 
17 23 To counsel students 3.64 1.08 
18 33 To counsel parents 3.62 1.12 
19 1 To develop welfare provisions to cater for students' physical & emotional 3.61 1.00 

needs 
20 26 To accept the responsibility for the professional development of staff 3.60 1.15 
21 17 To be involved in peer assessment programs 3.56 0.97 
22 21 To maintain administrative/organisational procedures 3.56 1.09 
23 20 To supervise administrative/organisational procedures 3.51 1.06 
24 38 To demonstrate competence as a classroom practitioner 3.50 1.22 
25 9 To advise staff with regard to personnel issues, e.g. conditions of service 3.34 1.15 
26 40 To construct the annual budget 3.34 1.20 
27 36 To promote the school beyond the immediate school community 3.33 1.15 
28 13 To supervise teachers 3.28 1.05 
29 22 To ensure the provision of pleasant campus facilities 3.26 1.10 
30 8 To interact with staff members on an infonnal basis 3.25 1.07 
31 34 To contribute at the system level through committees.panels, conducting 3.22 1.07 

inservice etc 
32 25 To manage the school's finances 3.19 1.18 
33 24 To be involved in professional organisations 3.13 1.11 
34 29 To teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis 2.81 1.33 
35 39 To be responsible for practising students from the N.T. University 2.80 1.15 
36 10 To be involved in fund raising events 2.68 1.11 
37 31 To manage the devolved responsibilities accepted by the school council, 2.68 1.26 

e.g. grounds maintenance, cleaning contracts, minor new works programs 
(painting, plumbing, additions to buildings etc) 

38 14 To demonstrate investment knowledge 2.51 1.19 
39 15 To supervise the work performed in relation to maintenance and works 2.45 1.12 

contracts 
40 32 To involve private enterprise in decision making within the school 1.98 1.18 

The area of curriculum is covered by the inclusion of Task 2 (To demonstrate a current, broad 

knowledge of curriculum), Task 30 (To give positive consideration to the introduction of new 
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educational initiatives) and Task 16 (To he responsible for curriculum implementation). 

Instructional responsibilities are reflected by the inclusion of Task 3 (To demonstrate a current 

knowledge of teaching methodology) and Task 6 (To visit classrooms regularly). The 

visionary component which Sergiovanni (1990); Beare, Caldwell and Millikan (1989); 

Caidwell and Spinks (1988); and Marsh (1988) speak of is represented prominently in first and 

second place by Task 27 (To provide a school environment that enables all children to learn to 

the best of their abilities, given the prevailing circumstances) and Task 7 (To set direction for 

the school). The responsibility for provision of resources is reflected in Task 5 (To ensure the 

school has adequate teaching/learning facilities). The social and emotional development of 

students and the closely associated area of parent counselling, is embraced by Task 37 (To 

ensure that the school has an effective student management policy), Task 23 (To counsel 

students), Task 1 (To develop welfare provisions to cater for students' physical and emotional 

needs) and Task 33 (To counsel parents). The recognition of the importance of the classroom 

teacher to the educational process is acknowledged by the inclusion of Task 4 (To provide 

support, "being there" in a professional sense, for the classroom teacher), Task 11 (To counsel 

staff professionally), Task 28 (To interact with staff members on a formal basis) and Task 26 

(To accept the responsibility for the professional development of staff). Acknowledgement of 

the increasingly autonomous nature of school communities is reflected by the inclusion of Task 

12 (To involve the school council in school decision making). The importance of the 

managerialladministrative role of the principal is given due cognisance by the inclusion of Task 

18 (To develop administrative/organisational procedures) and Task 19 (To implement 

administrative/organisational procedures). 

The remaining twenty tasks included in Table 28, duly considered, do not contain about them, 

or have the essence of, educational primacy, a recognisable quality of the former twenty. They 

do not possess about them the same specific educational focus, i.e. the educational program in 

the classroom. Though perhaps educationally related and therefore valid and important in their 

own right, generally there is a supportive quality about them when compared with the higher 

ranking tasks. There was unanimous agreement amongst four of the respondent groups 

(departmental officers, parents, principals and teachers) concerning the inclusion of seven of 
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the tasks in the final ten, they being Task 29 (To teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis), 

Task 39 (To he responsible for practising students from the N T University), Task 10 (To he 

involved in fund raising events), Task 31 (To manage the devolved responsibilities accepted by 

the School Council), Task 14 (To demonstrate investment knowledge), Task 15 (To supervise 

the work performed in relation to maintenance and works contracts) and Task 32 (To involve 

private enterprise in decision making within the school). 

Gilhertson (1986) states that Duignan's (1983) findings of the role of Australian principals 

suggest that differences exist between the roles which staff, students, employing authority 

members, parents and teachers expect of principals. Whilst offering general support to this 

statement, this study's findings suggest that these differences are not significant; that there is, 

within the overall context of the principal's role (with the exception of students) far greater 

agreement than disagreement as to what principals and constituents consider to be the important 

tasks which comprise that role, and upon which principals should focus their attention. (Cl 1) 

Further, consideration of these important tasks could offer the basis for the development of a 

role definition for principals. Where differences between the various constituent groups do 

occur, it is primarily in the degree of importance each of the groups is willing to assign to 

particular tasks. However, judging by the similarity and closeness of the rank ordering of the 

various tasks, the opinion of the majority of the constituent groups is closely aligned. 
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CHAPTER 7 

DOMAINS OF PRINCIPAL CONTROL 

This chapter considers the category placements, ascribed by the respondent groups to the 

individual work tasks of principals, within the context of their domains. Where appropriate, 

the findings are compared and contrasted with contributions from relevant educational literature 

and the responses of a number of participating principals at interview to provide an additional 

perspective. From these processes a role definition for principals, gleaned from the collective 

responses of the organisational participants is offered. The importance attached to the domains, 

and the levels of agreement amongst the respondent groups concerning the importance attached 

to the various domains by those groups is also considered. 

Importance of the Various Domains of Principal Control 

With the exception of students, as can be seen from reference to Table 29, each of the 

respondent groups included a very high proportion of tasks, representative of all seven domains 

of principal responsibility, within the "Important" to "Very Important" range and "Very 

Important" to "Extremely Important Range". (C 12) (No less than six of the seven domains 

were represented by each of the adult respondent groups in each case). By comparison with the 

other respondent groups, the tasks selected by students in the higher of the two categories, 

i.e."Very Important" to "Extremely Important ", provided a quite frugal representation of 

domains of principal responsibility. Within this range, of the seven domains of responsibility 

represented by the forty tasks, students included only four. Of the fourteen tasks nominated 

under these four domains, half of them were located within one domain - 

"AdministralionlOrganisation". 

The only domain represented in the range "Of Minor Importance" to "Reasonably Important" 

was "External Relations". Departmental officers, parents and principals each nominated Task 

32 from this domain. 
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Table 29 

Respondent Group Ratings of Domains of Principal Control 

Category Counts by Frequency 

Respondent Groups Cateeories Fmquencv 

Of Minor Importance to Reasonably Jmportant (1.00 to 1.99) 

Departmental Officers External Relations (Task 32) 1 (6) 
Parents External Relations (Task 32) 1(6) 
Principals External Relations (Task 32) 1 (6) 
Students - 

Teachers - 

Reasonably Important to Important (2.00 to 2.99) 

Departmental Officers Administration/Organisation (Tasks 10, 14,15.31) 4(11) 
Curriculum and Instruction (Task 29) 1 (7) 
External Relations (Task 36) 1 (6) 
ProfessionallPersonal Performance of Staff (Task 39) 1 (9) 
School Facilities (Task 22) 1 ( 2) 

Parents Administration/Organisation (Tasks 10, 14, 15, 25, 31) 5 (11) 
Curriculum and Instruction (Task 29) 1 (7) 
External Relations (Task 24) 1 (6) 
ProfessionallPersonal Performance of Staff (Tasks 9, 39) 2 (9) 

Principals Administration/Organisation (Tasks 10, 14, 15, 31) 4(11) 

Students External Relations (Task 32) 1 ( 6) 
Professional/Personal Performance of Staff (Tasks 8, 13) 2(9) 

Teachers Administration/Organisation (Tasks 10, 14, 15, 31) 4(11) 
Curriculum and Instruction (Task 29) 1 (7) 
External Relations (Task 32) 1 (6) 
Professional/Personal Performance of Staff (Tasks 13, 39) 2 (9) 

Important to Very Important (3.00 to 3.99) 

Departmental Officers Academic Performance of Students (Task 6) 1 (2) 
Administration/Organisation (Tasks 18, 19, 20, 21, 25, 40) 6(11) 
Curriculum and Instruction (Task 38) 1 (7) 
External Relations (Tasks 24, 34) 2 ( 6) 
Non-academic Development of Students (Tasks 1, 23) 2 (3) 
Professional/Personal Performance of Staff (Tasks 8, 9, 13, 17) 4(9) 

Parents Academic Performance of Students (Task 6) 1 (2) 
Administration/Organisation (Tasks 18, 19, 20, 21, 40) 5(11) 
Curriculum and Instruction (Task 38) 1 (7) 
External Relations (Tasks 33, 34, 36) 3 (6) 
Non-academic Development of Students (Tasks 1,23, 37) 3 ( 3) 
Professional/Personal Performance of Staff (Tasks 8, 11, 13, 17, 26, 28) 6(9) 
School Facilities (Task 22) 1 ( 2) 

Principals Administration/Organisation (Tasks 19, 20, 21, 25, 40) 5(11) 
Curriculum and Instruction (Tasks 29, 30, 38) 3 (7) 
External Relations (Tasks 12, 24, 33, 34, 36) 5 (6) 
Non-academic Development of Students (Task 1) 1 (3) 
Professional/Personal Performance of Staff (Tasks 8, 9, 13, 17, 28, 39) 6 ( 9) 
School Facilities (Task 22) 1 ( 2) 
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Students Academic Performance of Students (Task 6) 1 ( 2) 
Administration/Organisation (Tasks 10, 14, 15, 18) 4(11) 
Curriculum and Instruction (Tasks 16, 29, 38) 3 ( 7) 
External Relations (Tasks 12, 24, 33, 34, 36) 5 (6) 
Non-academic Development of Students (Tasks 1, 23, 37) 3 ( 3) 
Professional/Personal Performance of Staff (Tasks 4, 9, 11, 17, 26, 28, 39) 7(9) 

Teachers Academic Performance of Students (Task 6) 1 (2) 
AdministrationiOrganisation (Tasks 18, 19, 20, 21, 25, 40) 6(11) 
Curriculum and Instruction (Tasks 16, 30, 38) 3 ( 7) 
External Relations (Tasks 12, 24, 33, 34, 36) 5(6) 
Non-academic Development of Students (Tasks 1, 23) 2 ( 3) 
Professional/Personal Performance of Staff (Tasks 8, 9, 11, 17, 26, 28) 6 (9) 
School Facilities (Task 22) 1 (2) 

Very Important to Extremely Important (4.00 to 5.00) 

Departmental Officers Academic Performance of Students (Task 27) 1 (2) 
Administration/Organisation (Task 7) 1(11) 
Curriculum and Instruction (Tasks 2, 3, 16, 30, 35) 5 (7) 
External Relations (Task 12) 1 (6) 
Non-academic Development of Students (Task 37) 1 ( 3) 
Professional/Personal Performance of Staff (Tasks 4, 11, 26, 28) 4 (9) 
School Facilities (Task 5) 1 ( 2) 

Parents Academic Performance of Students (Task 27) 1 (2) 
Administration/Organisation (Task 7) 1 (11) 
Curriculum and Instruction (Tasks 2, 3, 16, 30, 35) 5(7) 
External Relations (Task 12) 1(6) 
Professional/Personal Performance of Staff (Task 4) 1 (9) 
School Facilities (Task 5) 1 ( 2) 

Principals Academic Performance of Students (Tasks 6, 27) 2 ( 2) 
Administration/Organisation (Tasks 7, 18) 2 (11) 
Curriculum and Instruction (Tasks 2, 3, 16, 35) 4 ( 7) 
Non-academic Development of Students (Tasks 23, 37) 2( 3)  
Professional/Personal Performance of Staff (Tasks 4, 11, 26) 3(9) 
School Facilities (Task 5) 1 ( 2) 

Students Academic Performance of Students (Task 27) 1 ( 2) 
Administration/Organisation (Tasks 7, 19, 20, 21, 25, 31, 40) 7 (11) 
Curriculum and Instruction (Tasks 2. 3, 30, 35) 4 ( 7) 
School Facilities (Tasks 5, 22) 2 ( 2) 

Teachers Academic Performance of Students (Task 27) 1 (2) 
Administration/Organisation (Task 7) 1(11) 
Curriculum and Instruction (Tasks 2, 3, 35) 3 (7) 
Non-academic Development of Students (Task 37) 1 (3) 
Professional/Personal Performance of Staff (Task 4) 1 (9) 
School Facilities (Task 5) 1 ( 2) 

Key: The number in ( ) represents the number of tasks contained within the particular domain 

Curriculum and Instruction 

Table 29 considers the respondent group ratings of the principal work tasks, presented 

previously in Table 15, Chapter 6, according to their domains of principal control. As can he 

seen from the table, Curriculum and Instruction is considered by the majoritv of respondent 
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groups as an aspect which should be a very significant part of a principal role. (C 13) Though 

running counter to Conley and Barcharachs (1990) and Heck's (1991) suggestion that the 

control of "pedagogical knowledge" should be the responsibility of teachers as a means of 

affording them participatory school-site management", the findings accord with the contentions 

of writers such as Southworth (1987), Duignan and Macpherson (1991), Heck (1991) and 

Smyth (1980) who believe that for reasons such as public demand for accountability, 

responsibility for curriculum oversight, and the need for true professional leadership, principals 

must play an important role within this domain. Blairs (1992) is unequivocal in her opinion: 

Whilst the majority of decisions regarding curriculum may be made by consensus, this does 
not reduce the responsibility of principals to being just one of the members of a team. The 
effectiveness of principals depends on them being the members with high credibility and 
ultimate responsibility. 

She draws upon Ross (1980, pp.  2 19-30) to reinforce her view: "... there is consensus that the 

principal, as head teacher, is and should be curriculum leader in the school". 

Departmental officers and parents in particular, broadly agree on this point to the extent of 

nominating from a total of seven tasks within this domain, the same five tasks (Task 2 - To 

demonstrate a current, broad knowledge of curriculum; Task 3 - To demonstrate a current 

knowled(Ye of teaching methodology; Task 16 - To be responsible for curriculum 

implementation; Task 30 - To give positive consideration to the introduction of new curriculum 

initiatives; Task 35 - To evaluate all aspects of the school's functioning), in the "Very 

Important" to "Extremely Important" range. Principals are in agreement with the departmental 

officers and the parents as to the inclusion of tasks from this particular domain, with the 

exception of Task 30 which they include in the "Important" to "Very Important" range. This 

particular task, concerned as it is with "new educational initiatives" does perhaps hint at an 

element of conservatism in the profile of principals as described by Fullan (1991). Lortie 

(1987), Gunn and Holdaway (1986), Leithwood and Montgomery (1982), and Sarason 

(1982). If this is true of principals then it is a trait shared with teachers who also do not rank 

this task in the highest range of ratings. 
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However, whereas principals were prepared to rate more highly the responsibility for 

curriculum implementation (Task 16), which may include new initiatives in particular subject 

areas, perhaps suggesting a sense of duty and dependency in implementing within their 

schools, system inspired and required initiatives with which they may not personally agree, 

(Fullan. 1991) and Leithwood and Montgomeiy (1982), teachers consider this particular aspect 

of the Curriculum and Instruction domain as "Important" to Very Important". Of the five 

respondent groups, teachers have the least high expectations of their principals with regard to 

the domain of Curriculum and Instruction. The tasks within this domain, which teachers most 

require their principals to attend to are Task 2 ("To demonstrate a current, broad knowledge of 

curriculum"), Task 3 ("To demonstrate a current knowledge of teaching methodology") and 

Task 35 ("To evaluate all aspects of the school's functioning"). Nevertheless, teacher 

expectations notwithstanding, if credence is given to Murphy's (1987) and Leithwood and 

Montgomery's (1982) descriptions of what constitutes an effective educational leader, any 

principal possessing, and demonstrating these attributes, would he one possessing a high 

educational leadership profile. 

The actions of the teacher group in excluding from the highest range of the other two tasks 

(Tasks 16 and 13) included by departmental officers and parents, i.e. those concerned with 

curriculum implementation and new educational initiatives accords with arguments from 

Duignan and Macpherson's (1991), Southworth's (1987) and Lortie's (1961) that teachers 

regard these aspects of the educational scene as their responsibilities and tend to view principals 

as interlopers should they play too prominent a classroom role in these areas; Fullan's (1991, 

p. 164) contention that "the history of relationships between principals and teachers are more 

based on keeping a distance and respecting each other's professional autonomy"; and Murphy's 

(1987) assertion that 'professional norms have also contributed to a dc-emphasizing of the 

principal's instructional management role". It is also apparent that new curriculum initiatives 

(Task 30) and their implementation within classrooms (Task 16) may or may not occur 

regardless of the involvement of principals (Sarason, 1971), a fact most probably recognised 

by experienced, astute teachers (Fullan. 1991). However, the involvement of principals 

together with teachers in the overall curriculum implementation process could provide for 
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schools positive (or negative) aspects which could enhance (or detract) from the educational 

benefits which might accrue from such initiatives. Much of the success of such a venture 

would depend on the degree of sensitivity brought to the interaction by all parties involved. As 

Barth (1990) states: 

If the teacher- principal relationship can be characterized as helpful, supportive, trusting, 
revealing of craft knowledge, so too will others. To the extent that teacher-principal 
interactions are suspicious, guarded, distant, adversarial, acrimonious, or judgmental, we are 
likely to see these traits pervade the school. The relationship between teacher and principal 
seems to have an extraordinarily amplifying effect. It models what all relationships will be 
(p. 19, his emphasis). 

Such a view point is reinforced by Lawson (1988, p.  8) who argues that effective school 

reform and educational vitality must begin with those ideally positioned to provide the impetus - 

the teachers, in partnership with principals. Teachers "must be cultivated by and with 

principals to enable them to deal with their own problems, to make their own decisions if they 

are to be self-renewing". 

The relatively high level of accord amongst the adult group responses concerning the tasks 

associated with the domain of Curriculum and Instruction provides a focal point for those 

involved directly with student instruction, i.e. teachers and principals. Within this area teachers 

should be able to look to a leadership role from their principals and expect to be offered 

informed and sensitive pedagogical direction for their con side ra tion. (C 14) Principals, acting 

with the mandated authorir' of such findings, and utilising appropriate inteipersonal skills in 

their interactions with teachers (Blase, 1987), would be able to "legitimately" increase their 

classroom influence by ensuring the provision of educational leadership through the mediating 

agency of the classroom teacher (Hord and Thurber,1987; Mortimer, 1988). (C 15) The 

acceptance by principals of such an approach may assist them to assess realistically the extent to 

which they can program effectively and teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis, 

acknowledging the essentially symbolic nature (Hughes, 1990) of such a pursuit. 

Consideration of the ratings afforded to Task 29 (To teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis) 

indicates that departmental officers, parents and teachers do not hold the same high expectations 

of principals with regard to this task, as principals hold for themselves. 
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However, when each of the twelve principals was asked at interview to define/describe the role 

of the principal today, their replies, reflecting their impressions of the impact that the process of 

devolution would have, focussed primarily upon the administrative and managerial aspects of 

the principal's role, although no such focus was evident in the rankings assigned to the 

administrative and managerial tasks (refer Table 16 Chapter 6). This particular focus, 

detracting as it does from the instructional leadership role, is reported by Murphy (1987, p.  2): 

"Many school administrators fail to supervise instruction actively not only because they lack a 

firm knowledge base but also because other organizational demands are more pressing, more 

defined, and much more "do-able" than the demand for instructional leadership". Although one 

interviewee did reflect upon the curriculum leadership role of the principal his response had 

about it a pragmatic quality, born out of his concern that too heavy an emphasis is being placed 

upon the administrative and managerial responsibilities of principals, to the eventual detriment 

of the principalship: 

I think the principal is an administrator firstly but the principal has to be a curriculum leader, 
which is vital, because that preserves the professional integrity of the system. ... If you are not 
a curriculum leader you are in great danger of having the position of principal eroded. For 
example, if you are just a financial manager anybody can do that. 

Another principal considering the changing nature of the role of principals over the past ten 

years stated that: 

The curriculum is always changing. There have been tremendous developments in this area. 
Schools have been asked to take on so much more. Every time there is some social problem 
schools are expected to fix it up. Therefore the curriculum is overcrowded and there are 
tremendous stresses on teachers which in turn reflects back onto principals. So to become 
effective leaders in the curriculum areas is a much harder job. 

Educational writers such as Fullan (1991), Kent (1989); MacNeill (1985), and Krajewski, 

Martin and Walden (1983) acknowledge the constricting and channelling nature of forces 

external to schools, operating upon principals and limiting their freedom of choice as to the role 

they will play. Generally, the responses from principals indicated that they were aware of the 

potential for external forces to reshape and redefine their roles from educational and curriculum 

leaders to administrators and managers. For some of them it was a case of accommodating 

those pressures without losing their leadership role: 
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Whether I like it or not I'm going to be far more of a manager next year than I was this year. 
But that doesn't mean that I'm going to forget about the other roles. What I'm thinking of is 
how to wriggle out of a lot of management to retain the educational leadership. 

You can't remain uninfluenced by them. There is no doubt about that. You do have to be 
selective, mediate changes and proposals and so on, so they don't have the negative impact on 
the programs and the school that they could have if you just allowed them to come into the 
school and be part of the school. I see that as a very key role of the principal to act as a filter. 

I think that the principal's role will always be evolving because it reflects what is happening in 
society, economically and in people's thinking. I think that the principal should always be 
assessing the changes that need to be made in the role or in the way they approach the role. 

There is now the trend towards the managerial/business perspective in schools. My personal 
perspective is that the individual has to shape his or her job. The literature shows that one of 
the key factors in any effective schooling is the principal's style. For the principal to develop 
a positive style, the principal must take control of his or her situation. 

The administrative role is the one that the department encourages the principal to emphasise, 
but to become the curriculum leader is more important. I don't think that the principal, as the 
curriculum leader, can afford to delegate completely. He can't delegate as much in a curriculum 
sense as he can afford to do in the finances. 

I think the principal must be able to discuss curriculum issues on an equal footing with the 
staff. Even though other staff members or advisors assume the role of curriculum leaders, 
unless you keep abreast of developments you are going to lose face. 

Two other principals, in similar vein to writers like Donovan (1991), Macpherson (1989), 

Drucker (1985) Hall, Hord and Griffin (1980) and Tye (1972), who believe that principals 

should play a proactive role in shaping their own and their schools' destinies, felt that it was a 

matter of personal choice facing principals. One identified explicit contrasting situations to 

make his point while the other was very succinct. 

If the principal chooses to he an educational leader he or she will make that time to be in 
classrooms, to be all the things that go with being a curriculum and educational leader. If one 
chooses to be a manager he or she will spend much more time with the books, fiddling with 
funds and all that sort of thing. I think there is a personal perspective there. I believe we have 
to be strong enough as individuals to decide our own destiny and shape our job accordingly as 
long as, of course, we are not outside what the system expects of us. I think we have the 
responsibility to balance the work flow and the pressures on us. 

If principals maintain their backbone and resolve they could maintain their leadership role. 

Academic Performance of Students 

Whilst it might be argued that the seven domains of principal control are interrelated (Marsh, 

1988), and much of what "effective" principals do has an indirect effect upon the learning 

outcomes of students (Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982), the tasks within this particular 

domain focus upon those aspects of the school program by which principals are able to both 

182 



directly and indirectly influence, encourage, supervise and monitor the academic performance 

of students, i.e by ensuring the provision of learning resources, acting as an instructional 

resource and providing a visible presence (Smith and Andrews, 1989); by motivating staff and 

students, Wilson and Cocoran (1989); and through face-to-face daily contact (Bassett, Crane & 

Walker, 1967). 

Principals regarded this domain as important enough to include both tasks representing it 

(Tasks 6 and 27) in the "Very Important" to "Extremely Important" range. As already 

discussed within the previous chapter, contact with students through regular classroom visits 

(Task 6) was not afforded the same high rating by the other groups, although they did consider 

it to he "Important" to "Very Important". 

Earlier reference to Table 16 showed the prominent placement awarded to Task 27 by the 

respondent groups, which, given the nature of the task is hardly surprising, as the concept it 

encapsulates is undeniably the raison detre for any school. It is educationally reassuring 

nevertheless, that it received such a high ranking from all five respondent groups. 

Non-academic Development of Students 

Departmental officers, principals and teachers (those adult groups directly involved in a 

professional sense with students), placed this domain in the "very important" to "extremely 

important" range through the inclusion of Task 37 which required that the school should have 

an effective student management policy. Principals also allotted the same degree of importance 

to the counselling of students (Task 23), perhaps reflecting a recognition of the amount of time 

allocated by them to dealing with student welfare and behaviour management issues. As Beare 

(1989. p. 60) states, "increasingly schools are responding to the student's need for social, 

emotional, and psychological support". All tasks from this domain, not placed in the highest 

category, were placed by all groups in the second highest category, 'Important' to "Very 

Important". 
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The rationale underlying the importance ascribed by principals to Task 23 was evident in the 

responses from principals during interview when a number of them highlighted the reasons for 

large portions of their time be allocated to student counselling. Whilst a number of principals 

regarded both the academic and non-academic development of students to be interrelated, and 

that student learning was enhanced if it took place within a positive student welfare 

environment, they also acknowledged the mounting pressures caused by welfare issues, which 

were demanding more and more of their time. (C 16) 

The welfare side has always been there and we perceive that as pan of our content. There has 
been an increase in the welfare, counselling area and in some cases the outrageous amount of 
paramedical demands. Its probably assuming more of the welfare role within the school and 
that takes a lot of time. 

I spent a lot of time last term with two families sorting out family issues. This takes a lot of 
the principals time and I think it is growing. The answer may be to retreat into the area of 
teaching and take away those pseudo educational things like welfare and parent counselling. 

However, when asked by the interviewer if he thought such matters could be avoided easily, 

the latter principal's response indicated his previously proffered solution of 'retreating into the 

area of teaching" would be impossible as it would be denying the reality of the situation 

confronting schools today. 

You can't avoid them because the parents arrive on your doorstep. Also I think we, educators, 
police and magistrates, have exhausted all the conventional alternatives for dealing with those 
children who are constantly in trouble with the law and who are disruptive when they are at 
school. When we call for help, the providers of care like Community Development, the courts 
and the police have no more answers than we have. I think this aspect of the principals role 
needs some professional development. 

Both the importance of the academic and non-academic role, the difficulty of separating one 

from the other, and the relevance to students of a caring school community (Eisner, 1991) in 

which these two facets coalesce, can be sensed in the response of another principal: 

I often think that the principal of a primary school should be very much like the parents in a 
family. I think that we really do care individually for children and yet collectively. We care for 
our staff individually and yet collectively. We deal with individual parents and yet we see them 
as a group. We liaise between the school, the department and our parents, and yet at times we 
liaise within our school community which includes parents and the department. There is such 
a mixture of business and care that to me it is like a huge family. 
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Certainly the fact that no task in either of these two domains is placed in a category any lower 

than 'important" to "very important" highlights the significance that these particular domains 

hold for the respondents. 

Professional/Personal Performance of Staff 

Walker (1990) maintains that that one of the major responsibilities facing principals is the 

effective supervision of teachers. In his argument for a system of supervision that suits the 

needs of the individual teachers and the school, he draws upon work by Sergiovanni (1987) 

who reasons that it is through a "differentiated system" of supervision whereby a teacher's 

experience, cognitive complexity and motivation are taken into account by his or her principal 

that the principal might best achieve "enhanced professional development, increased work 

motivation, and more effective teaching and learning" (p. 190). Opinion on the manner in 

which the needs of the individual and the system might best be achieved is varied. MacLean 

(1991, p.  282) refers to the "unresolved role of the formal supervisor", considering the role of 

the supervisor compared with that of the "critical friend" in assessing the performance of the 

teacher. Johnson and Snyder (1986) link teacher development to the goals of the individual 

schools in which they teach, thereby bestowing ownership of teacher development on the staff. 

In contrast, Murphy (1987) argues that teacher isolation restricts teacher interaction which, in 

turn, places constraints upon the associated professional development which might flow from 

collegial discussion. He contends that because of these associated factors, in the majority of 

schools, teachers are not receiving the "structure and feedback about the teaching-learning 

process" they are seeking, and that therefore "principals should exercise their instructional 

leadership role to a greater extent" (p.  3). Blairs (1982, p.  31) contends that the responsibility 

for curricular instruction dictates a commensurate responsibility for principals, involving them 

in the supervision and development of staff. She argues that "supervision forms a significant 

aspect of professional development for teachers along with the implementation of individual and 

school staff development policies which prior to 1980 was \'ery much the individual teacher's 

own responsibility". 
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The complexity and sensitivity associated with the principal's involvement in the 

supervisory/professional performance of staff, raised by these researchers, can be seen by 

making a comparison of the ratings assigned to Task 13 (To supervise teachers) and Task 26 

(To accept the responsibility for the professional development of teachers). Both teachers and 

students regard principal supervision of teachers as only "reasonably important" to "important" 

whereas all other groups consider it to be "important" to "very important". However both 

teachers and students, along with parents consider principal responsibility for the professional 

development of staff to be "important" to "very important" while departmental officers and 

principals consider it to be "very important" to "extremely important". If principals accept 

Murphy's (1987, p.  3) argument that "administrators have confused [teacher] professionalism 

with independence, and autonomy with isolation", then in exercising the responsibilities of their 

office it is incumbent upon them to devise or utilise strategies such as those identified by 

Leithwood and Montgomery (1982), and Andrews (in Brandt, 1987) to meld a more 

enlightened and professionally acceptable concept of supervision (one which would attract 

strong support from teachers), with the concept of professional development. One strategy 

(Task 8 in this study) proffered by the writers, which could be used by principals wishing to 

embark upon such a course of action is the use of informal, person-to-person methods to 

develop trust amongst their staff. All adult groups considered this task to be "important" to 

"very important". However, in working closely with teachers, appraising their performance in 

an unobtrusive and non-threatening manner, and assisting with innovation while 

simultaneously encouraging their professional development, a basic requirement of principals 

would be the possession of highly developed interpersonal skills (Blase, 1987; Hord & 

Thurber, 1987). 

While this domain, with its nine principal work tasks, represents the second largest (and in the 

light of research findings perhaps the most potentially complex) domain for which principals 

are responsible, it receives only marginal representation in the "Very Important" to "Extremely 

Important" category with its greatest advocate being the departmental officers who include four 

of the nine tasks belonging to the domain. Principals agree with them that supporting staff 

(Task 4), counselling them professionally (Task 11), and accepting the responsibility for their 

186 



professional development (Task 26) are the most important of the tasks for which they are 

responsible within this domain, but do not concur that formal interaction with staff (Task 28) is 

more important than informal interaction (Task 8). Teachers, as the potential beneficiaries of 

such attention do not share the same perceptions with regard to Tasks 11 and 26, though they 

do consider them to be 'important" to "very important". 

The importance of this domain as a "facilitating" domain to which principals might well look to 

achieve the goals associated with the tasks of the domains already discussed within this chapter 

is recognisable in the findings of a number of educators, e.g. Wilson and Corcoran (1989) 

whose study of effective leadership styles identified staff motivation as a characteristic trait of 

effective principals; Leithwood and Jant.zi's (1990) whose consideration of school improvement 

noted that one of the actions employed by successful principals was the fostering of staff 

development; Rosenholtz's (1989) whose study of collaborative work cultures emphasised 

(amongst other things) the importance of the provision of teacher learning opportunities by 

principals; and Rutherford's (1985) consideration of the leadership skills of primary principals 

which found that a characteristic of principals deemed to be effective is their preparedness to 

become involved in a positive and supportive manner with staff when they judged it necessary 

to do so. It may be that in the light of the findings of this study this is an area whose potential 

has been overlooked by the respondents, and its facilitating capacity under exploited. (C 17) 

Andrews' (in Brandt, 1987, p.15) words leave no doubt as to the importance of principals 

working through their staff to achieve their educational leadership responsibilities: 

Strong instructional leaders expand teachers' roles in two ways: first by their leadership within 
their own classroom which is their primary responsibility: and second, by using their creative 
ideas, their experience, and their enthusiasm to bring the larger organization to its ultimate 
level of efficacy. 

Administration/Organisation 

Of the eleven tasks which comprise the "AdministrationlOrganisation domain (the largest of the 

seven domains) only two groups, principals and students, were prepared to include more than 

one task in the "Very Important" to "Extremely Important" range. Task 7 (To set direction for 
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the school) was identified by all respondent groups as being the most highly ranked of the 

"AdministrationlOrganisation" tasks. This is not surprising when consideration is given to the 

significance attached to the domains of Curriculum and Instruction, the Academic and the Non-

academic Development of Students and the Professional and Personal Development of Staff, by 

the respondent groups, and the relevance therefore of clearly thought out and lucidly 

communicated "direction" to each of the domains. By comparison, most of the remainder of 

the tasks in this domain are not "educationally specific", e.g. "To demonstrate investment 

knowledge", "To supervise the work performed in relation to maintenance and work contracts", 

"To he involved in fund raising events", "To manage the school's finances", "To manage the 

devolved responsibilities accepted by the School Council", and "To construct the annual 

budget". 

The nomination of Task 7 as the most important within the AdministrationlOrganisation domain 

complements the view advanced by educationalists such as Sergiovanni (1990); Marsh (1988); 

Beare, Caldwell and Millikan (1989) and Caldwell and Spinks (1988) when they argue that 

principals, as titular heads of their schools, must have a vision for their schools. Task 7 

assumes the existence of such a vision, providing a specific educational underpinning which 

determines focus for it. Direction setting, (or pursuing the vision), according also to Lancaster 

(1992, p.  30) is vitally important if "school leaders are to influence the culture of their schools 

so that the culture helps achieve their personal vision". It should enable all educational activities 

within the school to be placed into perspective. Drawing upon work by Beare, Caldwell and 

Millikan (1989), Lancaster (1992, pp.  30-3 1) suggests that in behaving as a cultural leader the 

principal can set direction for the school. Lancaster then offers seven aspects of school culture 

through which a school principal might offer direction: mission statement, role modelling, 

language, stories, rewards and sanctions, visible icons and ceremonies. And it is in the manner 

of pursuing those particular aspects of school culture that the principal is able to set direction for 

the school. 

Of the adult groups only principals gave recognition to Task 18, "To develop 

administrative/organisational procedures" as one of the tasks within the 
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AdministrationlOrganisation domain to he included in the "Very Important" to "Extremely 

Important" range. Students, however, excluded this particular task while including six tasks in 

addition to task 7. In relegating this aspect of the principal's administrative and organisational 

responsibilities to the "Important" to "Very Important " range they demonstrated a degree of 

inconsistency, as they included in the higher range the three associated "managerial" tasks of 

"implementing", "supervising" and "maintaining", administrative/organisational procedures. 

Generally, all adult groups allocated an even spread of administrative/organisational tasks over 

the "Important" to "Very Important" range and the "Reasonably Important' to "Important" 

range. However, it is evident from reference to the tasks themselves that they are bound 

together within each of the two ranges mentioned by particular underlying criteria. Those tasks 

which are allotted the higher rating have an educationally supportive quality to them, qualities 

which provide direct support to the school's educational program, (C18a) e.g. the 

development, implementation, supervision and maintenance of administrative/organisational 

procedures; the management of the school's finances and the construction of the annual budget. 

Like Fullan (1991), Louis and Miles (1990), and Smith and Andrews (1989), the adult 

respondents in this study acknowledge the essential contribution which management offers to 

educational leadership. (See also Krajewski, Martin and Walden, 1983). 

In contrast, those tasks assigned a lesser status by the adult groups lack this direct linkage with 

the school's educational program, (Cl8b) i.e. involvement in fund raising (Task 10), 

demonstration of investment knowledge (Task 14), the supervision of work performed in 

relation to maintenance and work contracts (Task 15), and the management of the devolved 

responsibilities accepted by school councils (Task 31). To this group of tasks the parent group 

added the management of the school's finances (Task 25). Such findings would indicate 

support for the concept of "unhundling" Drucker (1992), a practice through which 

organisations are contracting out all but their core functions to other organisations. Caldwell 

(1992) maintains that two benefits which may accrue to schools if all functions other than 

teaching and learning are unhundled are, "higher levels of efficiency and accountability for the 

quality of services, and freeing principals and others from the management of all but the 



educative function'. Such a course of action would enable principals to avoid the pitfall of 

devoting the greater amount of their time to administrative and organisational matters of lesser 

consequence (Marsh, 1988; Glasman, 1984; Crowson & Porter-Gehrie, 1980), and in so doing 

become 'typical" rather than "effective" principals, whose primary goal "is a smooth-running 

organization with emphasis on keeping activities in the school manageable in the midst of 

pressures for change' while providing largely administrative leadership (Leithwood & 

Montgomery (1982). 

Within the geographical region in which this study was undertaken one school council has 

made the decision not to accept the responsibilities devolved to it by the Education Authority, let 

alone manage them. Given the relatively low rating of Task 31 by all adult groups (refer also 

Table 16, Chapter 6), both within this domain and relative to all other tasks in other domains, 

its positioning suggesting that principals have more important tasks to address, the question 

which needs to he considered is, "Who then, rightfully, should accept the major obligation for 

those managerial tasks associated with the responsibilities devolved by education Authorities to 

schools, if constituents clearly believe that it is not the function of the principal to do so?" The 

President of the Northern Territory Council of Government Schools Organisation, Richard 

Creswick, (1992) believes that in such situations, and by default, principals will be expected to 

accept responsibility for the functions devolved to schools. He predicts that in such 

circumstances "this will change their roles as educational leaders in schools and take away from 

parents the voice and rights they have in the education of their children". 

Principals themselves, when being interviewed about the leadership, administrative and 

managerial functions of their role, acknowledged both the importance of the 

administrative/organisational aspects associated with their role and the ever present danger of 

managerial concerns being afforded priority over leadership requirements (Bell, 1988; Duke, 

1988; Southworth, 1987; Yeomans, 1987; Alexander, 1984). Unlike the principals in Gunn 

and Holdaway's (1986) study, the principals did not regard themselves as "middle managers" 

whose school leadership role was confined to "institutional maintenance". The response of one 

principal encapsulates the attitudes expressed by the interviewees: 
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On the salary scale we are positioned on the middle manacement scale, but what that is doing 
(and this is a nonsense), is fitting principals into the public service hierarchy. A school is not 
a public service type enterprise. A school is a community. A public service is a service. On 
the other hand while a school provides an educational service, in doing so it becomes a 
community within itself. We have to show some of the skills of middle management. We 
cant be complete failures at efficient operation: we have to attend to some managerial tasks, 
but those aspects are a minorily. We don't fit into the middle management concept. 

Seven of the interviewees were unequivocal in their belief that the principal should be first and 

foremost a leader, while other principals qualified their statements to reflect their particular 

perspectives of the principal's role. For example: 

In the past they probably managed and administered to a certain extent but their main focus was 
always school leadership. Now with devolution they are going to have to be all three and be 
equally skilled at all three. 

I really think that the principal is a mixture of all three. I think that at times one aspect plays 
a more important role than another. 

I would say administrator, leader and manager in that order 

I would say probably an administrative and educational leader. I would hate to see the 
principal's role be that of task management. 

School Facilities 

The aspect of school facilities that received the strongest support from all respondent groups, 

thereby giving the domain under which it was classified representation in the "Very Important" 

to "Extremely Important" category, was that of ensuring the school had adequate 

teaching/learning resources (Task 5). Given the high degree of importance attached by 

respondents to the domains of Curriculum and Instruction, and Academic Performance of 

Students, it is not surprising and perhaps even logical that the provision of reaching/learning 

resources should be afforded a correspondingly high profile by respondents. (C 19) Leithwood 

and Montgomery (1982) report that ensuring the ready availability of materials and resources to 

classroom teachers is a trait shared by both "typical" and "effective" principals. Although 

students considered that the presence of pleasant campus facilities (Task 22) was also "Very 

Important" to "Extremely Important" this was not a view shared by the adult groups. However 

parents, principals and teachers did consider it to be "Important" to "Very Important", while 

departmental officers felt less strongly as to its importance, their collective opinion placing it as 

"Reasonably Important" to "Important". 
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External Relations 

While principals, students and teachers did not agree with departmental oflicers and parents that 

the involvement of School Councils in school decision making (Task 12) was "Very Important" 

to "Extremely Important", (the only "External Relations" task included in this category) their 

ranking of it together with another four of the six tasks from this domain in the "Important" to 

"Very Important" range showed a remarkably high degree of consensus (Task 24, To be 

involved in professional organisations; Task 33, To counsel parents; Task 34, To contribute at 

the system level through committees, etc.; and Task 36, To promote the school beyond the 

immediate school community). Although represented strongly within this range, respondent 

rankings of the tasks within the External Relations domain are such that of the seven domains 

of principal responsibility "External Relations" is the least represented within the uppermost 

range of importance. Such findings would suggest that while respondents acknowledge the 

importance of principal responsibilities and contributions within this area, there are higher 

priorities requiring the attention of principals, represented by tasks more close/v related to the 

educational programs within the school. (C20) Further confirming this contention is the lack of 

reference by principals to this particular domain during interviews. 

The Adult Perspective of the Domains within the First Twenty Principal Work 
Tasks 

Table 30 indicates the frequency with each domain of principal responsibility is represented 

within the first twenty of the nominated principal work tasks, and the number of tasks through 

which those domains are represented. Viewed from this perspective, the importance of the 

Table 30 

Domains by Frequency of Inclusion by Adults Within the First Twenty Principal Work Tasks 

Domain of Responsibility Frguency Number of Tasks Within the Domain 

Curriculum and Instruction 5 7 
Academic Performance of Students 2 2 
Non-academic Development of Students 3 3 
Profe ssi on al /Personal Performance of Staff 4 9 
AdrninistrationlOrganisation 3 11 
School Facilities 1 2 
External Relations 2 6 
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cumculum and instruction domain to the adult respondent groups is obvious. It is also obvious 

that all tasks (limited though they are) which represent Academic Performance of Students and 

Non-academic Development of Students are considered to he quite significant in relation to the 

other domains. 

Overall Perspective 

An overall perspective of the importance of each of the domains of principal responsibility, as 

perceived by each of the respondent groups, may he gained through consideration of Table 31. 

Whereas in the earlier pages of this section consideration has been given to the interrelationship 

of the various tasks within particular domains, the information contained within this table 

reflects the importance of each domain as a specific entity, both within and amongst groups. 

Table 31 

Domains of Principal Control by Constituent Group Means 

Domain Dept Officers Parents Principals Students Teachers 

Academic Performance of Students 4.37 (2)[1]  4.27  (3)[1]  4.56 (1)111 3.98 (5)[3] 4.10 (4)[1] 

School Facilities 3.65 (5)[3] 3.84 (4)[2] 3.88 (2)[4] 4.33 (1)[1I  3.87  (3)[2] 

Curriculum & Instruction 3.84 (2)[2]  3.84 (2)121 4.01 (1)[3] 3.83 (5){4] 3.84 (2)[4] 

Non-academic Development of Students 3.30 (5){5] 3.58 (4)[4]  4.14  (1)[2]  3.71 (3)[5] 3.87 (2){2] 

Administration/Orgariisation 3.23 (4)[6] 3.08 (5)[7]  3.41 (2)[6] 4.07 (1)[2]  3.34  (3)[6] 

ProfessionallPersonal Performance of Staff 3.63 (2)[4] 3.32 (5)[5]  3.88 (1){4] 3.42 (4)[6] 3.54 (3)[5] 

External Relations 3.17 (4)[7] 3.14 (5)[6]  3.29  (2)[7]  3.41 (1)[7] 3.21 (3)[7] 

Footnote: 
Numbers enclosed by ( ) indicate each constituent groups ranking of that domain relative to the other groups. 
Numbers enclosed by []indicate  the rank ordering of that domain by each constituent group. 

Relative to the other groups, principals recorded the highest rating for four of the seven 

domains; 'Academic Performance of Students" (Mean = 4.56), "Non-academic Development of 

Students" (Mean = 4.14), 'Curriculum and Instruction" (Mean = 4.01), and 

"ProfessionaL'Personal Performance of Staff" (Mean = 3.88), and second highest rating for the 

remaining three domains; "School Facilities" (Mean = 3.88), "Administration/Organisation" 
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(Mean = 3.41), and "External Relations" (Mean = 3.29). For each of the three domains where 

principals recorded the second highest ranking, the respondent group which recorded the 

highest ranking was the student group. Such ratings indicate that by comparison with the other 

respondent adult groups principals attribute greater importance to all domains of responsibility. 

This fact can he placed into perspective further if consideration is given to the mean of the 

lowest ranking domain within the principal cohort. "External Relations" with a mean of 3.29 

rates higher than the domain ranked sixth by departmental officers, i.e. 

"AdministrationlOrganisation" (Mean = 3.23), and sixth by parents, i.e."External Relations", 

(Mean = 3.14). Departmental officers and parents attribute the least importance of all 

respondent groups to the non-academic development of students, reflecting perhaps, that of the 

five groups, they are the furthest removed from the classroom and therefore less aware of 

associated influences from this particular domain. 

However, while the rankings within this domain represent the greatest deviation amongst the 

adult groups, students differ with the adult groups in their opinions as to the order of 

importance of The domains in a number of areas. (C21) Where the adult groups are agreed that 

the academic performance of students is the most important of the domains of principal control, 

students rank it as third most important of the domains. The difference between the group 

mean of 3.98 and the means of the adult groups further emphasises this discord. Though there 

is a closeness in the ranking of "School Facilities" between students and teachers and 

departmental officers (first by students, second by teachers and parents, and third by 

departmental officers), the high group mean afforded this domain by the students (4.33) in 

contrast with the means of the other groups, once again highlights the disparity. The 

divergence is most noticeable however within the administrative/organisational domain which 

students, with a mean of 4.07, rank second, compared with departmental officers, principals 

and teachers who place it sixth, and parents who rate it seventh. 

An aggregation of the contents of Table 31 is presented in Table 32 which provides the order of 

importance of the domains of principal responsibility according to the total cohort of 

respondents. 
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Table 32 

Domains of Control by Rank Order of Means - Total Cohort 

Rank Order I)omain Mean S. D. 

Academic Performance of Students 4.16 0.95 
2 School Facilities 4.00 1.05 
3 Cumculum and lnstruction 3.85 1.12 
4 Non-academic Development of Students 3.77 1.05 
5 AdininistrationlOrganisation 3.54 1.25 
6 ProfessionallPersonal Performance of staff 3.51 1.14 
7 External Relations 3.27 1.24 

To provide greater elucidation of the divergence and disparity between the adult groups and the 

student group, and the apparent clustering" of adult opinion concerning the order of 

importance of the domains of principal control, an adult perspective of the domains of principal 

control is provided in the contents of Table 33. The influence of student opinion on the 

aggregate opinion concerning the domains of control, seen from this perspective, is obvious in 

the repositioning of four of the domains. 

Table 33 

Domains of Control by Rank Order of Means - Adult Groups 

Rank Order Domain Mean S. D. 

Academic Performance of Students 4.25 0.91 
2 Curriculum and lnstruction 3.86 1.13 
3 School Facilities 3.83 1.10 
4 Non-academic Development of Students 3.80 1.03 
5 Professional/Personal Performance of staff 3.55 1.13 
6 AdministrationlOrganisation 3.27 1.26 
7 External Relations 3.20 1.25 

Principal Satisfaction and Domains of Responsibility 

During the course of the interviews conducted with principals, the researcher asked each 

principal to nominate the three domains of responsibility which provided the most satisfaction, 

and the three domains which occupied the most time. The results are recorded in Table 34. 
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Table 34 
Principal Interview Responses 

Domains of Control - Most Satisfaction Given and Most Time Occupied 

Domains of Control Most Rank Occupies Most Rank 
SatisfvinL,  OTtler Time Onir 

Academic Performance of Students 9 2 1 7 
School Facilities 0 7 5 4 

Curriculum and Instruction 10 1 2 6 

Non-academic Development of Students 5 4 3 5 
Administration / Organisation 3 5 11 1 
Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 8 3 6 3 

External Relations 1 6 8 2 

The results indicate that while principals receive the greatest satisfaction from Curriculum and 

Instruction, Academic Performance of Students, and ProfessionallPersonal Performance of 

Staff (see also Johnson & Holdaway, 1991. Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982), only the last of 

these three domains received a relatively high amount of principal time expended on it. (It is 

worthy of note that twelve of the eighteen tasks associated with these three domains were 

assigned rank orderings within the first twenty placings by the principals - refer List 1, Chapter 

5, and Table 16, Chapter 6). Significantly, the two domains which received the most 

nominations for providing principal satisfaction were also the two domains which received the 

least nominations for occupying the majority of the principals time. In other words the twelve 

principals interviewed felt that they spend the least amount of time doing what they enjoy most! 

(C22a) Conversely, AdministrationlOrganisation, a domain which provided a relatively low 

level of satisfaction for principals (fifth Out of seven domains) was nominated as the task which 

occupied the majority of their time. Similarly, External Relations which received only one 

nomination as the most satisfying (ranked sixth), received eight nominations and was ranked 

second as the domain which occupied the most amount of principals time. (It is worthy of 

note that eleven of the fifteen tasks associated with these two domains were assigned relatively 

low rank orderings by the principals, i.e. within the second twenty placings - refer List 1, 

Chapter 5, and Table 16, Chapter 6). Murphy's (1987, p. 2) words, directed as they are to 

studies of elementary principals conducted by Morris (1984), Howell (1981) and Peterson 

(1978), could also he used to summarise these particular findings: "These studies present a 
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picture of school administrators whose time is heavily devoted to matters other than curriculum 

and instruction - to issues of student discipline, parent relations, plant operations, and school 

finance 

A comparison of Table 33 and Table 34 reveals the high level of importance attributed by the 

adult cohort to the two domains nominated by principals as providing them with the greatest 

amount of satisfaction, i.e. Academic Performance of Students and Curriculum and Instruction. 

Similarly, the two domains ranked lowest in importance by the adult groups, 

Administration/Organisation, and External Relations, receive a relatively low ranking from 

principals (fifth and sixth respectively) with regard to the amount of satisfaction gained from 

them. Therefore principals are spending the greatest amount of time on those domains which 

are considered least important by the adult groups, and the least amount of rime on those 

domains considered the most important by adult groups! (C22b) 

Towards a Principal Profile 

Although Houts (1974). and Heck (1991), who draws upon findings by writers such as 

Glasman and Nevo (1988); Blank (1987); Boyer (1983); and Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan and Lee 

(1982), argue that the role of the principal is evolving, reference to other writers such as Fullan 

(1991) and Kent (1989) would indicate that, rather than evolving, the role is expanding. 

Principals today are expected to attend to a bewildering array and range of tasks, activities, and 

responsibilities which contribute to their role being regarded as one which is extremely complex 

and ambiguous (Fullan, 1991; Duignan, 1985; Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982; Peterson, 

1982). If credence is given to the opinions of writers such as Heck (1991); Beyer and Smith 

(1989); and Watkins (1985), who advocate that the role of the principal should be considered 

within an operational context, and Marsh (1988) who believes that principals should exercise 

intelligent judgement to determine a balance amongst their tasks of office, then perhaps now is 

the time to allow those involved directly and as part of the "context" to offer opinion and 

guidance as to what that role should he. 
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The manner in which the task ratings from the adult respondent groups coalesce, produces what 

appears as an astute and balanced selection of the various tasks from the different domains. 

(C23) The result is a logical interrelatedness of specific principal work tasks across domains 

and within the various ranges of importance, which offer a graded role definition for the 

principalship. Table 35 contains the thirty-five tasks which the various adult groups consider to 

he "very important" to "extremely important' (Priority 1) and "important" to "very important" 

(Priority 2), with a listing of the respondent groups which consider that they should be 

deserving of such placement. Principals giving consideration to the development of a profile 

from a list of tasks such as these would need to exercise personal and professional judgement, 

taking cognisance of the nature of the task, its priority rating, and the respondent or 

respondents who assigned it that particular rating. For example, whilst principals might 

consider visits to classrooms (Task 6) an extremely important task, in the light of the priority 

rating ascribed to it by the other adult groups in the study, they may consider scheduling visits 

on a less frequent basis. The time that they would have allocated to this task they might transfer 

to the administrative and organisational domain, and give additional consideration to strategies, 

approaches and methods that would facilitate the accomplishment of providing direction for the 

school (Task 7), considered a Priority 1 task by all respondents. Such an approach may assist 

principals in placing what often appears as a dilemma of competing and complexing demands 

(Glatter, 1986) into some perspective. 

Table 35 

Graded Priority Tasks 

Tasks Considered "Important" to "Extremely Important" by Adult Respondent Groups 

Domain Task Description Priority I Priority 2 

Academic Performance of To visit classrooms regularly (Task 6) p DO/Pa/I 
Students To provide an educationally enabling school 

environment (Task 27) DO/Pa/P/I - 

Administration/Organisation To set direction for the school (Task 7) 
To develop admin/organ procedures (Task 18) 
To implement admin/organ procedures (Task 19) 
To supervise admin/organ procedures (Task 20) 
To maintain admin/organ procedures (Task 21) 
To manage the school's finances (Task 25) 
To constnjct the annual budget (Task 40) 

DO/Pa/P/T 
P DO/Pail 
- DO/Pa/P/T 
- DO/Pa/P/T 
- DO/Pa/PIT 
- Do/PIT 
- DO/Pa/PIT 



Domain Task Description Priority I Priority 2 

Curriculum and Instruction To demonstrate a current, broad knowledec of 
curriculum (Task 2) DO/Pa/P/T - 

To demonstrate a current knowledge of teaching 
methodology (Task 3) DO/Pa/PIT - 

To be responsible for curriculum 
implementation (Task 16) Do/Pa/P T 
To teach in all classrooms on a scheduled basis 
(Task29) - P 
To give positive consideration to the 
introduction of new educational initiatives (Task 
30) DO/Pa P/T 
To evaluate all aspects of the schools 
functioning (Task 35) DO/Pa/PIT - 

To demonstrate competence as a classroom 
practitioner (Task 38) - DO/Pa/PIT 

External Relations To involve the School Council in school 
decision making (Task 12) DO/Pa P/T 
To be involved in professional organisations 
(Task 24) - DO/PIT 
To counsel parents (Task 33) - Pa/P/T 
To contribute at the system level (Task 34) - DO/Pa/PIT 
To promote the school beyond the immediate 
school community (Task 36) - Pa/P/T 

Non-academic Development of To develop welfare provisions to cater for 
Students students' physical and emotional needs (Task 1) - DO/Pa/PIT 

To counsel students (Task 23) P DOIPa1F 
To ensure the school has an effective student 
management policy (Task 37) DO/P/T Pa 

Professional/Personal To provide support for the classroom teacher 
Performance of Staff (Task 4) DO/Pa/PIT - 

To interact on an informal basis with staff 
members (Task 8) - DO/Pa/PIT 
To advise staff with regard to personnel issues 
(Task 9) - DO/P/T 
To counsel staff professionally (task 11) DO/P Pa/I 
To supervise teachers (Task 13) - DO/Pa/P 
To be involved in peer assessment programs 
(Task 17) - DO/Pa/PIT 
To accept the responsibility for the professional 
development of staff (Task  26) DO/P Pail 
To interact with staff members on a formal 
basis (Task 28) DO Pa/P/T 
To be responsible for practising students from 
the N T University (Task 39) - P 

School Facilities To ensure the school has adequate 
teaching/learning resources (Task 5) DO/Pa/PIT - 

To ensure the provision of pleasant campus 
facilities (Task 22) - Pa/P/T 

Key: DO = departmental officer; Pa = parent: P = principal: T = teacher 
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Figure 3 
Departmental Officers and Principals 
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Constituent Agreement as to the Importance of the Domains 

In giving consideration to the previous two major questions it has been noted that, for the adult 

respondent groups, a degree of similarity of responses and rank ordering exist both for 

particular work tasks and for domains of principal control. It appears, however, that the 

relationship between student group opinion and adult group opinion concerning their 

expectations of principals is not commensurately high. This section of the chapter examines 

whether the relationship amongst the respondent groups, suggested by an initial examination by 

the naked eye ("eye-balling the data'), is affirmed by statistical analysis. 

To determine the measure of the relationship amongst the opinion expressed by respondent 

groups with respect to the various domains of principal control, scattergrams were plotted 

(Figures 2 to 11) and correlation coefficients were calculated for all possible combinations of 

respondent groups. A level of significance of r = 0.60 was set in accordance with Pagano's 

(1990, p.  130) advice. Additional refinement was available from reference to Turney and 

Rohbs (1968) classifications, i.e. very high correlation (0.80 to 1.00), substantial correlation 

(0.60 to 0.79), moderate correlation (0.40 to 0.59), slight correlation (0.20 to 0.39), and 

negligible correlation (0 to 0.19). 

Figure 2 
Departmental Officers and Parents 
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Figure 4 

Departmental Officers and Students 
Comparison of Domains of Principal Control 
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Figure 5 
Departmental Officers and Teachers 
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Figure 8 
Parents and Teachers 
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Figure 9 
Principals and Students 
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Figure 10 
Principals and Teachers 
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Fig ure 11 
Students and Teachers 
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In each case, when one adult group is compared with another adult group, reference to the 

particular scattergram shows a clustering effect, suggesting a commensurately high degree of 

correlation existing amongst the adult groups with respect to their opinions concerning the 

domains of principal control. In each case when an adult group is compared with the student 

group, a greater dispersion of the points on the scattergram is evident, therefore suggesting a 

low level of correlation between adults and students with respect to their opinions concerning 

the domains of principal control. As Wiersma (1986, p.  330) explains: 

The scatter or disposition of the points in the scattergram gives an indication of the extent of 
the relationship. As the positions of points tend to deviate from a straight line, the correlation 
tends to decrease. If a relationship exists but is not +1.00 or -1.00, the points generally fall in 
an elliptical ring. As the ring becomes narrower - that is approaches a straight line - the 
relationship becomes stronger, and the absolute value of the correlation coefficient increases. 

Alternative clarification is offered by Minium (1970. p.  133): "The coefficient is, in fact, a 

constant in the equation of Pearson's straight line of best fit, and it has properties convenient 

for expressing degree of relationship". The magnitude of correlation existing between the 

various groups is collated from figures 2 to 11 in Table 36 for ease of reference. Reference to 

the correlation coefficients contained in Table 36 provides confirmation that there is an 

extreme/v high level of consistency amongst the adult groups with respect to their expectations 

concerning the domains of principal control. (C24) Conversely, in each case where a 

202 



comparison is made between an adult respondent group and the student respondent group, the 

correlation coefficient is such as to indicate a weak relationship exists between adults and 

students with respect to the collective domains of principal control. Principals and students 

(r = 0.23) are the least agreed while students and teachers (r = 0.47) enjoy the highest level of 

agreement. From a school based adult perspective, there is an extremely high level of 

consensus between principals and teachers (r = 0.95) and parents and teachers (r = 0.94), while 

parents and principals (r = 0.89) also enjoy a very high level of accord. 

Table 36 

Domains of Principal Control - Levels of Relationship Between Respondent Groups 

Respondent Groups r 

Departmental Officers/Parents 0.89 
Departmental Officers/Principals 0.83 

Departmental Officers/Students 0.30 
Departmental Officers/Teachers 0.78 

Parents/Principals 0.89 

Parents/Students 0.46 

Parents/Teachers 0.94 

Principal s/S tudents 0.23 

Principal s/Teach ers 0.95 

Students/Teachers 0.47 

With the exception of students, such results run counter to Murphy's (1987) and Southworth's 

(1987) contention that little unanimity exists amongst departmental officers, parents, principals, 

students and teachers. The high coefficients of correlation which exist amongst the adult 

respondent groups would tend to give cause for optimism that, in the broad terms represented 

by the domains of principal control, those who are responsible for setting the educational 

agendas in individual primary schools should he able to bring a collective focus and influence to 

bear on aspects within the wider educational debate and, in so doing, determine their own 

school's operational parameters. 

203 



CHAPTER 8 

STRATEGIES AND FACTORS WHICH MAY AFFECT TASK ACHIEVEMENT 

Because it is impossible and impractical to consider the tasks that principals are required to 

address, divorced from the context in which they must occur, respondent opinion was sought 

as to the various strategies and factors which might assist or hinder principals as they attempt to 

address the various work tasks associated with their office. 

In looking to the respondents to provide answers to Part 3 of the questionnaire (Appendix A), 

the study sought to establish whether, by the nature of the responses, the respondents would (i) 

provide a further perspective which might qualify or add to the findings taken from the more 

direct responses sought in the previous section of the questionnaire, and (ii) following the 

advice of Murphy (1987, p.  6), enable the "extrapolation of behaviours and practices that reflect 

the factors of instructional leadership." A further value of such an endeavour lies in its 

provision of "an appreciation of what behaviours are involved in the managerial and 

instructional leadership roles concerning such independent aspects as curriculum, staff 

development, collegiality, school climate, and property maintenance" (Blairs, 1992, p.  30). 

Accordingly this section contains methods, strategies and approaches; and factors which 

respondents believe may hinder or assist principals as they address their various work tasks. 

Gender Preference 

As can be seen from reference to Table 37, the gender of principals is of no concern to the 

nwjoriry of school based constituents. (C25) Therefore findings from the analysed data from 

Part 2 of the questionnaire should be considered relevant to all principals, regardless of gender. 

Respondent comments associated with the matter of principal gender preference are contained in 

Table 38. As can be seen from the table, the student group recorded the greatest number of 
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comments, with seventeen (17.7 percent) of students responding. However, apart from 

Table 37 

Gender Preference by School Based Constituents 

Gender Preference Parents Students Teachers Totals 

Male 2 7 11 20 

Female - 9 2 11 

Doesn't Matter 44 80 76 200 

Totals 46 96 89 231 

Table 38 
School Based Respondent Comments Associated With Gender of Principal Preference 

Comments Respondents 

Choice Male Parents Students Teachers 

It's all I'm used to - I 

tin sexist I - - 

More able to handle stress - I - 

I like male principals - 1 - 

Males like sport - 1 - 

Females are mean - I - 

Choice Female Parents Students Teachers 

Theyrekind - 5 - 

More understanding - I - 

Because males are always principals - 1 - 

There needs to be more because there are so few - 2 - 

Doesn't Matter Parents Students Teachers 

As long as the job is done right - 3 - 

As long as the principal (whatever sex) isn't chauvinistic - - 1 

General Comment Parents Students Teachers 

Could vary according to circumstances 1 

What a sexist question - - I 

reflecting what might he viewed as stereotypical gender images ("males like sport", are "more 

able to handle stress" while females are "kind" and "understanding"), the diversity of the range 

of comments confirms the indications from Table 37, that respondent opinion is not qualified 
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by gender preference, or that in the minds of the respondents there is any relationship between 

constituent expectation and principal gender regarding the ability of principals to discharge the 

responsibilities associated with their work tasks. 

Principal Age Preferences 

As can he seen from Table 39, it appears that a large number of respondents, consider the age 

ranges of 31-50 (forty-two; 15.1 percent) and 41-50 (forty-nine; 17.6 percent) as optimum age 

periods for principal effectiveness. Noticeably, in both cases, there is a downturn in 

preferences recorded where the age range is extended beyond fifty years of age. Of the total 

number of respondents. ninety-six (34.5 percent) consider fifty years of age as the upper limit 

at which principals are best able to perform the work tasks required of them. The strongest 

support for this particular point of view is found amongst teachers (44.8 percent) and parents 

(37 percent). Departmental officers (14.2 percent), principals (22.7 percent) and students (27.1 

percent) offer only moderate support. However one hundred and thirteen (40.5 percent) of the 

respondents consider that age is irrelevant. (C26) 

Table 39 
Principal Age Preferences by Respondents 

Age Range Dept Officers Parents Principals Students Teachers Total 

20 - 30 - - - 6(6.3) 1(1.1) 7 (2.5) 

20 - 40 - - 7 (7.3) - 7 (2.5) 

20 - 50 - - - 5 (5.2) - 5 (1.8) 

31 - 40 - 2(4.3) - 10 (10.4) 2 (2.3) 14(5.0) 

31 -50 2(7.1) 5 (10.9) 2(9.1) 20(20.8) 13(14.9) 42 (15.1) 

31 - 50+ 8(28.6) 4(8.7) 2(9.1) 1(1.0) 10(11.5) 25 (9.0) 

41 - 50 2(7.1) 12 (26.1) 3(13.6) 6(6.3) 26 (29.9) 49 (17.6) 

41 - 50+ 1(3.6) 4(8.7) - 2(2.1) 6(6.9) 13(4.7) 

50+ - - - 3(3.1) 1(1.1) 4(1.4) 

Age Irrelevant 15 (53.8) 19(41.3) 15(68.2) 36(37.5) 28(32.2) 113 (40.5) 

Total 28 46 22 96 87 279 

Foot Note: (1) Two deparm-iental officers, four principals and two teachers did not indicate their preferences. 
(2) The numbers enclosed in ( ) indicate percentages. 
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A number of respondents (three departmental officers, six teachers, and thirty-nine students) 

elected to qualify their response. In some instances youthfulness was associated with lack of 

"living time during which the necessary prerequisite experience and wisdom would be able to 

be accumulated. For example, a departmental officer felt that principals aged twenty to thirty 

would not be 'experienced enough as classroom teachers". This view was reflected by a 

teacher who thought that "few people in the first age bracket would have enough experience". 

From a human resources management point of view another teacher contended that "too young 

means too little 'people' experience". "Experience" associated with (older) age was a 

prominent aspect included in student comment. For example, 'they have got to be wise and 

responsible for the teachers and students of the school". One student drew upon personal 

experience in stating, "any age from forty-one to fifty will be okay because I've learnt over the 

years that the older the better". 

Others felt that certain modifying factors could play a part. A departmental officer felt that "the 

way principals perform the tasks may well change with age, but age itself has nothing to do 

with effectiveness". Another felt that the "typeJsize of the school" would be a qualifying factor. 

A teacher responded that "unfortunately experience does not always come with age". One 

student felt that while age was irrelevant, "the older principal may be more experienced but a 

younger principal may work better with kids". The opinion of two other students reflected the 

latter respondent's comment One stated, "it would be hard for anyone over fifty to keep up 

with the children". The other felt that "most young teachers aren't so grumpy and are more 

energetic". One student's thoughts encapsulated much of the opinion expressed. "I don't think 

it matters as long as they are not too old or too young to handle the school and the 

responsibilities". 

Suggested Methods, Strategies and Approaches Principals Might Adopt 

Human Resource Management 

As can be seen (Table 40) from the data given in response to question 3 of Part 3 of the 

questionnaire, in the opinion of the respondents (f = 258) it is prima ri/v to the area of Human 
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Resource Management (HR M) that principals might well look to identify appropriate methods 

strategies and approaches they could adopt to assist them in discharging their work tasks in an 

effective and efficient manner. (C27) Glasman and Nevo (1988) enhance the validity of such a 

perception, contending as they do that the complexity of the principals role is increased in 

Table 40 

Suggested Methods/Strategies/Approaches Available to Principals 

Group Responses by Frequency Counts 

D.O. Pa P S T Total 
Human Resource Management 

curgaxiisauonai Management 

Act as manager for school council 
Appoint senior staff on a skills / needs basis 
Create space and time for people to carry out ideas 
Delegation (effective, clear, concise, sensible) 
Employ or request additional staff to undertake non-
professional tasks 
Enlist the expertise or guidance of the appropriate 
human resources 
Maintain balance between people working on their 
own and in groups 
Make effective use of the master teacher system 
Maximise community support and involvement 
Provide "job enrichment" for staff 
Provide support for staff 
Use available departmental assistance 
Work in teams I committees 

Sub-Total 

Be involved regularly / teach in all classes and 
know the children 
Communicate effectively 
Consult, discuss at all levels 
Employ democratic, participative decision making 
procedures 
Encourage "professional parents" onto school 
council and accept responsibilities 
Involve parents by keeping them informed 
Maintain high profile with teachers, children and 
parents 
Value and show appreciation of the work done by 
staff to gain reciprocal support 

Sub-Total 

Total 

Personal / Professional 

Be finn, assertive 
Build respect and trust 
Constantly seek and update relevant information 

7 25 2 5 52 91 

2 

3 8 2 1 5 19 

2 3 - - 2 7 
- - I - 1 2 
3 3 2 - 10 18 
3 1 1 - - 5 
2 7 - - 6 15 

22 47 8 6 81 164 

D.O. Pa P S T Total 

- - - 2 5 7 
2 7 1 1 13 24 
6 9 1 9 9 34 

2 6 1 - 7 16 

3 5 

3 5 

I - - - 1 2 

13 22 5 12 42 94 

35 69 13 18 123 258 

D.O. Pa P S T Total 

2 4 
2 5 

- 2 - - 4 6 



D.O. Pa P S T Total 

Demonstrate commitment to and practice of a clear 1 1 1 - 2 5 
set of educative values 
Demonstrate hard work and effort; be energetic 1 - - - 4 5 
Demonstrate the necessary"dynamism" to gain 
community support for the "vision" for the school - - - - 2 2 
Don't externalise any signs of stress or doubt - - - - 

Enjoy what you are doing - - - I - 

Form networks 1 1 - 3 6 11 
Keep cool, calm and collected  

Maintain balance between professional and personal 
life  
Maintain balance between reflection and action  
Maintain balance of official and non-official 
leadership  
Maintain realistic expectations and demands on self - - I - 1 2 
Make the necessary time commitment to meet the 
requirements of the position I - - - 2 3 
Possess "vision" for the school - - - - 2 2 
Pursue ongoing personal and professional 
development 2 9 2 - 6 19 
Put people first and be fair I - - - - 

Set high standards of performance for self and staff I - - - - 1 
Utilise stress management techniques - - - - 2 2 

Total 10 15 6 5 38 74 

Strategic Planning D.O. Pa P S T Total 

Allow for contingencies - - I - - 1 
Develop and work to a school corporate plan and 
school improvement plan  
Develop sound evaluative techniques with all 
groups within the educational environment I - 2 - - 3 
Focus on "the big picture" and give direction and 
purpose I 2 - - 2 5 
Seek out the right sort of information to form the 
basis for decision making I - - - - 1 

Total 3 3 3 - 2 11 

Administration I Finance D.O. Pa P S T Total 

Develop a policy / procedures handbook so staff 
understand responsibilities and roles 1 1 - - - 2 
Seek the appropriate physical resources I - 1 
Use computers / technology 2 - I - - 3 
Utilise concise, consistent administrative procedures 1 2 2 - 2 7 
Utilise good organisational I management skills 2 2 1 2 3 10 

Total 7 5 5 2 5 24 

Time Management D.O. Pa P S T Total 

Adopt 8:00 - 4:21 timetable and some work by 
senior staff in stand down periods 1 - - - - 1 
Avoid administrivia - - - - 2 2 
Develop effective time management skills 1 3 1 1 8 14 
Develop strategies to keep interferences at bay - - I - - 

Prioritise tasks 4 3 2 7 9 25 
Remain task oriented (not side-tracked) - - I - 1 2 
Spend the majority of time in the school - not on 
committees nor locked in the office 2 - I - 4 7 

Total 8 6 6 8 24 52 
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Public Relations D.O. Pa P S T Total 

Educate staff, parents and community as to the 
principal's duty statement - - - - 2 2 
Promote a healthy school community culture 1 - 1 - 2 4 

Total 1 - 1 - 4 6 

magnitude by the multifarious interactions of individuals and agencies within the educational 

process. Leithwood and Montgomery (1982, p.  324) consider the management of human 

resources as an aspect of principal responsibility that "affects the school-wide experience of 

students". French, Kast and Rosenzweig (1985) too, add weight to the argument, emphasising 

as they do the importance of principal support and interaction facilitation. This view is 

demonstrated in a response from one of the principal respondents: "The most important strategy 

is the formation of networks of influence and interest where non-principals are supported in 

initiative, implementation, evaluation and maintenance'. 

Delegation 

Within the OrganisationallManagement strand of H R M, the researcher identified from 

participant responses, thirteen methods/strategies/approaches which would be of use to 

principals. It was against this strand that the highest frequency of responses was recorded 

(f = 164). It is in this strand also that the strategy recording the highest frequency count 

(f = 91) is to be located, i.e. the abilir', of principals to delegate, (C28a) with many of the 

respondents including such qualifying terms as "effective", "clear", "concise", and "sensible". 

However it should be noted that the highest frequency counts for this particular strategy are 

located with two respondent groups - teachers (f = 52; 58 % ) and parents (f = 25; 54%), 

which, in each case, represents over half the respondents within the group. As put bluntly by 

one of the teacher respondents; "Obviously they must delegate! No one in a business would be 

expected to cope with the diversity of these tasks". In contrast only two of the twenty-six 

principals, five of the ninety-six students and seven of the thirty departmental officers 

suggested this strategy. One of the two principals contended that "while it is not possible for 

principals to undertake all the tasks themselves" and that "delegation of aspects of their job is 

the only way" it is apparent that "this becomes more difficult as a school's size decreases and 

there is a corresponding loss of support staff (both professional and ancillary)". 
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However, support for the viewpoint offered, in the main, by teacher and parent respondents is 

forthcoming from Leithwood and Montgomery (1982, p.  326) who draw upon the findings of 

researchers such as Berman and McLaughlin (1979); Reinhardt, Arends, Burns, Kutz and 

Wyant (1979); McGeown (1979-80); Emrick (1977); Smith and Keith (1971); and Berman and 

Pauly (1975) to offer principals a selection of strategies and approaches adopted by effective 

principals to assist them in the discharge of their role responsibilities. 

Principals at interview presented mixed responses when asked to what extent they were able to 

share the responsibilities and tasks of their office with members of the groups included in the 

study. There was a clear recognition by all that delegation was imperative as it would be 

impossible for a principal to attend personally to the myriad tasks associated with the various 

responsibilities of his office. Divergence of opinion occurred, however, when some of the 

principals gave consideration to the extent to which this could be done; one principal going so 

far as to question the genuineness of the process itself when parents were involved. Others 

drew a clear distinction between the two terms "task" and "responsibility", concluding that 

while a task might be delegated to another or others, the ultimate responsibility associated with 

it rested solely with the principal. 

It is not only very easy to delegate to the staff of the school, it's vital. Staff have an 
understanding of what is happening to our job. I think similarly it is possible to delegate to 
parents, but nowhere to the same extent. I don't think that students in primary schools would 
think in that way. I have to be honest and say that I have deep concern about our deparunental 
colleagues and their perceptions. 

With my own staff that doesn't present a problem as people will willingly take on 
responsibilities outside their normal functions as long as it's not all that onerous and they see 
it as making the school a better place in which to work - better for the students and better for 
themselves. 

I share the vast majority of my tasks with staff. I can't share the responsibility but I can and 
do share the tasks. To a degree I share tasks with parents and the school council but let me 
make myself clear that I do believe that is pretence. 

With the loss of senior staff members as the result of the new staffing formula I think we will 
find that it requires greater effort to ensure planning takes place and therefore to delegate. I 
think devolution will have an effect in that respect. It will demand time. Not everything can 
be done by the registrar or the school secretary. Staff need to be enthusiastic to accept 
curriculum delegation. Parents want to participate. They will come to quiz nights and bingo 
nights but they don't want to be involved. Their level of involvement is not really great. If 
you want to get more involvement in the school, as opposed to participation, a school council 
is not the best way to do it. The parents aren't really willing to take on responsibilities. I'm 
the principal, financial manager, and treasurer at the moment. 
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You cant give the teachers any more administrative work to do. Their responsibilities are still 
to the classroom. If you have an Assistant Principal some of the tasks can go to him or her. 
In the case of master teachers it quite categorically states that they are not to be given 
administrative tasks. Perhaps responsibility for curriculum oversight and teacher guidance can 
be shifted from the senior teacher to the master teacher. This of course will change the 
perception that senior teachers have of their roles and this may not be acceptable. 

We can share almost every aspect of our job with staff through a system of delegation but the 
ultimate responsibility comes back to the principal. 

A lot. Perhaps it is easier to say what you can't share. The final responsibility is yours. No 
matter what goes wrong in the school the responsibility rests with the principal. The worry 
and deep consideration remains with the principal. In the final analysis others in the school 
can leave a particularly vexing problem and the final responsibility with the principal. 

The fact that, proportionately, so few principals in their questionnaire responses considered 

delegation as a strategy, in contrast to parents and teachers, suggests that a great deal of scope 

for dialogue exists. (C28b) Through such discussions clarity of focus might be brought to bear 

upon what aspects of their tasks principal should retain and what aspects, realistically, might be 

located elsewhere, while still maintaining overall responsibility for the particular task. Support 

for such a view is reflected in the written comments from two parents serving on different 

school councils . "In my opinion it is not necessary to have the principal attend to all forty 

tasks. The school council should attend to many of them'. The second parent was more 

specific: 

Delegation is essential. The principal would require an "overall' knowledge of the forty tasks 
listed and be able to select members of staff, negotiate through the school council where 
necessary and even students to assist in the performance of these tasks an provide "feedback" 
information where/when necessary. 

Interpersonal - Communication 

Within the Interpersonal strand of H R M, the researcher identified, from participant responses, 

eight meth o ds/strategies/appro aches which would be of use to principals. This strand recorded 

the second highest frequency of responses (f = 94) from participants. It is noteworthy that 

three of the strategies identified accounted for seventy-four of those responses (communicate 

effectively, f = 24; consult, discuss at all levels, f = 34; and employ democratic, participative 

decision making procedures, f = 16). Each of those strategies, though listed separately by the 

researcher to reflect accurately the language employed by the respondents, could well be 

subsumed under the one title. i.e. "communication". Though perhaps not reflected as 

explicitly, the importance of communication as an enabling medium is also evident in the other 
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strategies offered within the Interpersonal strand by respondents. Flanagan's (1983, p. 2), 

report on principal and teacher opinion concerning effective leadership behaviour notes that 

"openness of communication" and "participation of staff members in important decisions which 

affect them and which require their commitment" were two areas where significant agreement 

was to he found amongst principals and teachers. Similarly Leithwood and Montgomery 

(1982. p.  334) report that "effective principals frequently encourage real rather than symbolic 

participation in decisionmaking within well-established structures and guidelines". However, 

the words of Smith and Greene (1990, p.  24), while further highlighting the importance of 

effective communication for principals, contains an admonitory message: "Although the 

importance of communication in effective schools has been discussed at length in many studies, 

the lack of communication skills by principals remains a major concern". 

The importance of communication in both the organisationallmanagement strand and the 

interpersonal strand of H R M is reflected in a comment written by a principal: "Regular and 

consistent consultation with senior staff and the School Council executive is extremely 

important" as is "the negotiation and establishment of clear lines of communication with respect 

to roles and expectations in the delegation of tasks and responsibilities". The possession of 

effective communication skills by principals is more likely to result in a consultative style of 

leadership (Southworth, 1987) whereby principals are able to draw upon their own skills and 

strengths to empower staff, providing 'transformational leadership" (Leithwood & Jantzi, 

1990; Foster, 1985), whereby educational communities, in turn, are unified into sources of 

empowerment for their principals. 

As with the suggested strategy "Delegation", in the Organisational Management strand of 

H R M. parents and teachers, in contrast to principals, recorded (proportionately) the highest 

frequenc)' counts for each of the "communication" strategies offered within the "Interpersonal" 

strand of H R M. (C29) Such findings would tend to suggest that while there may he a very 

high correlation amongst school based adult groups in relation to the domains of principal 

control and a high level of agreement as to the importance of the various principal work tasks, 

the disparity of frequency counts which occur between principals, and parents and teachers 
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indicates that different perspectives of how those task might be achieved exist, particularly 

amongst the school based adult groups. 

However, while principals generally might not consider delegation as a priority strategy, the 

Department of Education, in contrast, regards the ability to delegate tasks as a qualification 

which its principals "must' possess. Listed as part of the advertisement for the principalship of 

a large urban primary school, in the Education Bulletin Northern Territory Department of 

Education, Number 15/92, (p.  6) under the heading 'Qualifications", appears the statement: 

"The occupant must have the ability to delegate tasks". Reflecting the importance of 

communication it also considers it "essential' that the successful applicant possess a 

"willingness and ability to promote management by consensus" and must have "known skills in 

involving the school council and its committees in development of educational policy at school 

and community level". 

Staff Support as Strategy 

Only ten of the ninety-six teachers suggested support for staff as a possible strategy which 

principals might adopt to enable them to discharge their responsibilities in an efficient and 

effective manner. Such findings would suggest that teachers see the provision of support for 

the classroorn teacher as a task in its own right (and perhaps requiring facilitating strategies of 

its own) and not merely as one of a number of strategies to be utilised by principals to the 

benefit of a much wider range of organisational responsibilities. (C30) One parent regarded 

this as an important aspect of the principal's role: "The principal should be a highly trained 

teacher (so their staff has someone to fall back on) who has kept abreast of new teaching 

methods". 

The Human Aspect of Education 

Given that the sixty-one proffered methods, strategies and approaches have as their focus the 

manner in which the principal work tasks and therefore the domains of principal control may be 

addressed, it is worth noting that the mnajoritv of methods, strategies amid approaches listed by 
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respondents (the forr-rhree of them being contained within HR M, Personal/Professional, and 

Public Relations areas), have as their focus that which is people oriented and so reflects the 

intrinsically human nature of education (C31) as pointed out by Bell (1988), Southworth 

(1987), Yeomans (1987), and Alexander (1984). This particular point of view was 

encapsulated in the succinct comment offered by one principal: "The principal's role is one 

requiring the welding of people and task. Being aware of the human side of education 

enterprise is essential". In examining what parents want from principals and teachers Lindle 

(1989, pp.  13-14) notes: "parents reported a personal touch as the most enhancing factor in 

school relations. ... School people are not likely to earn parents' respect by adhering to a cold, 

business like approach". While Leithwood and Montgomery (1982, p.  321) report from 

studies by Houts (1975); Maryland State Department of Education (1978); Venezky and 

Winfield (1979); and Wilkie (1967) that "the primary orientation of the relationship that the 

effective principal develops with teachers centers on the task of improving the school program, 

a 'task' orientation rather than a 'human relations' orientation", they also add that such an 

orientation does not "preclude the establishment of good interpersonal relationships between 

principal and staff", and that according to Lorzeau's (1977) data "the effective principal works 

towards balanced attention to instructional leadership, routine administration, and human 

relations". Hughes (1990) agrees that "task" and "person" do not have to occupy opposing 

positions at the end of a continuum. He sees the principal positioned ideally to strike a balance 

between the task and the individuals or groups associated with it. 

As can be seen from Table 40, it is the human aspect of the principalship, i.e. the 

personaL/professional strategies that a principal may adopt, that receives the next largest 

frequency count (f = 74) after H R M. A number of principals focussed upon the human 

aspect of the principal's role when asked during interview to identify strengths required of the 

office: 

First of aJI a principal has to be his or her own person. I truly believe that; because principals 
are under this enormous pressure to do things, to change things. The filtering role is critical 
and I think that a principal has to know his or her own mind. To know one's own mind I 
think one has to have an informed mind and that is one of the pressures that should be on 
principals if it isn't already. This means constant reading, interaction, study, understanding of 
the pressures and forces that are occurring within education. A principal needs to be a caring 
person. IIe or she cannot be a leader, a key player of an intensively human organisation like a 
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school and not be a caring person. These are qualities that I personally value. I admire 
professionalism and I think that principals have to be, not the most professional, because you 
can't quantify that, but very professional officers who know what they are doing, what they are 
on about, know how to do it and are seen as such by people who are associated with the 
school. These are the human qualities. I can think of other professional qualities, things like 
business management, but I don't rate them as highly as a professional, caring, informed 
principal. [see also Blase, 1987: Maddocks, 19821 

A principal needs to have experience; needs to be a good teacher; have good communication 
skills: be a people person and able to communicate effectively with studenLs, teachers and 
parents. Our clientele are all human beings. We are not working in factories, manufacturing 
goods. 

A principal must bring a desire to help people - a very real interest in people. That should be 
the overriding concern. 

Relevance of Individual Strategies to Particular Tasks 

Leithwood and Montgomery (1982, pp.325-26) concluded from their consideration of 

numerous studies into principal effectiveness, that no clear links could be established between 

principal behaviours or strategies and the factors they were intended to influence. They 

asserted that "single strategies may influence multiple factors". In similar vein, the majority of 

the strategies suggested by respondents in this study would be equally valid for more than one 

task both within and across domains. (C32) Therefore, while the strategies contained within 

Table 40 are of a nature which would offer support to principals pursuing those tasks that are 

oriented to the educational program in the classroom (ascribed priority ranking by the 

respondents) any attempt to establish relationships between the strategies suggested by the 

respondents, and specific principal work tasks would be tenuous at best. Nevertheless, this 

would not preclude principals from adopting and applying particular strategies with specific 

work tasks in mind. 

Factors Which Hinder Principals in the Discharge of Their Duties 

As can be seen from reference to Table 41, the areas emphasised by respondents as likely to 

contain hindrances, (i.e. containing the greatest number of frequency counts), varies markedly 

from those areas accentuated in Table 38. Whereas respondents emphasised H R M and 

personallprofessional areas in identifying methods, strategies or approaches which might be of 
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assistance to principals, in the majority of instances it was felt that hindrance to principals 

would come from sources external to the school. 

Table 41 

Factors Which Hinder Principals in the Discharge of Their Duties 

DO. Pa P S T Total 
Human Resource Management 

Oreanisational Manacement 

Delegation (too much) 
Disruptive children 
Disruptive parents 
Inability to select teachers, dismiss lazy, 
incompetent teachers 

Sub-Total 

Interpersonal 

Communication 
Failure to consult staff 
Individuality and personality of staff, clientele 
Lack of consistency amongst staff members re 
discipline etc 
Lack of staff support 
Power struggles and lobby groups 
Quality of staff and their ability I willingness to 
accept responsibilities for delegated tasks 
School council interference 
Stifling demands of corporate management 
Teacher stress levels 
Uncooperative and / or incompetent staff 
Widening gap between management and worker, 
school and central office 

Sub-Total 

Total 

Personal / Professional 

Attempting to please everyone 
Aversion to risk taking 
Dislike of children 
Division of loyalties, e.g. between Teachers 
Federation and Education Department 
Emphasis on school image to detriment of 
educational program 
Familiarity 
Fear of career path restrictions resulting from 
particular stances on provocative issues 
Frustration caused by no longer being able to 
spend time educating 
Inability / unwillingness to be proactive 
Inability to be in touch with what is occurring in 
his / her school 
Inability to be "master of all things" 
Inability to confront problems 

- - - - 2 2 
- 24 

1 1 1 - 1 4 

- - I - 1 2 

1 2 4 21 4 32 

- 1 - - 3 4 
I - - - 1 2 
- - I - 1 2 

- I - 12 11 24 
I - - - - I 

- - - - 2 2 

1 1 1 2 3 8 

- - - - 1 1 

4 3 3 14 24 48 

5 5 7 35 28 80 

DO. Pa P S T Total 

I I - - 5 7 

- - - 1 1 2 

- - - - 2 2 
2 - 1 - 1 4 

2 4 
- - I - 2 3 
- - - - 1 1 
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DO Pa P S T Total 
- - - 

- 3 3 

2 - - - - 2 

- - - - 2 2 

1 10 1 1 8 21 
1 - - - - I 

1 1 - 1 4 7 
- - I - 3 4 

2 
4 6 

- - - - 2 2 

2 4 

3 

- - - 5 2 7 
- - - - 2 2 
- 1 - - 1 2 
- 3 1 1 3 8 

13 20 9 9 61 112 

DO. Pa P S T Total 

- - - - -2 2 

I - - - 2 3 

DO. Pa P S T Total 

1 4 - - - 5 

- 4 - 6 5 15 
I - 1 - - 2 
1 2 - - 1 4 

3 10 1 7 6 27 

DO. Pa P S T Total 

I I - - 1 3 
- I - - 4 5 
5 7 5 - 9 26 
1 11 - 2 17 31 

9 15 9 - 15 48 

2 3 4 1 2 12 
- - - - 2 2 

Inflexibility 
Keeping abreast of knowledge in a diversity of 
areas 
Lack of academic skills 
Lack of credibility as an authority figure 
Lack of experience / training in specific areas, e.g. 
decision making, finance, investment, counselling 
parents, business management, budgeting 
Lack of informed, professional supervision of 
principals 
Lack of interpersonal skills to deal with such a 
diversity of people 
Lack of involvement, motivation 
Lack of leadership skills 
Lack of personal beliefs, philosophy 
Lack of personal skills 
Management shortcomings 
Mental ineptitude 
Misguided ideology 
Ossified thinking 
Outdated knowledge of curriculum and practice 
Personal integrity 
Personal preferences, e.g. adinin Vs teaching 
Personal presentation poor 
Personal problems 
Personality 
Power brokerage 
Principal stress/burnout 
Too rapid promotion 

Total 

Strategic Planning 

Absence of clearly defined school policy 
Lack of long term planning 

Total 

Administration I Finance 

Difficulty in changing established procedures / 
practices 
Increasing need for principals to be "business 
managers" 
Insufficient funds 
Involvement in tasks best left to others 
Lack of / inadequate resources 

Total 

Time Management 

Acting in higher positions / serving on too many 
committees 
Day to day interruptions 
Devolutionary pressures 
Enormity, and diversity of the task 
Enormous number of managerial and 
administrative tasks which distract from the vital 
task of enabling effective teaching and learning 
Peripheral school responsibilities, e.g. school 
council responsibilities, school promotions, social 
issues, welfare 
Trivia 
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Unexpected interruptions, e.g. irate parents. D 0 Pa P S T Total 
emergencies 1 - - - 1 2 
Unreasonable demands, expectations - - - 1 2 

Total 19 39 18 3 52 131 
Public Relations D 0. Pa P S T Total 

Reputation of the school - - - 2 - 2 

Total - - - 2 - 2 

External DO. Pa P S T Total 

Ad hoc decision making by the education 
department I - - - - 1 
An educational system in decline - 1 
Bureaucracy, bureaucratic bungling I I I - 2 5 
Changing nature of the principalship I - 2 - 2 5 
Conflict in expectations - community, department, 
politicians, students, colleagues, parents, 
employers I - - 1 - 2 
Curriculum restrictions caused by community 
perceptions of a "failing" education system 1 - - - - 1 
Decreasing morale in schools - 1 1 - - 2 
Departmental constraints 1 2 1 - 2 6 
Departmental interference - 2 4 - 2 8 
Departmental policies I - 2 - - 3 
Discontinuity of "specialist staff" - - 1 - - 1 
Estimates Review Committee restrictions - 3 - - 4 7 
Excessive "system" demands to undertake 
responsibilities outside the school 2 - I - 3 6 
Extraneous quantities of mail - - - - 2 2 
Geographical location of school - - I - - 1 
Inappropriate appointment of staff to schools I - - - - 

Inconsistent system wide educational practices - - I - - 

Increasing curriculum demands 3 2 - 1 3 9 
Inequities of Band 4 Vs Band 3 schools - - 1 - 2 3 
Lack of adequate explanation/consultation with 
school s/principals prior to changes I 2 3 - 1 7 
Lack of certainty about long term plans for 
individual schools and staffing placements I - - - - 

Lack of continuity in curriculum - - I - - 

Lack of departmental support for system level 
initiatives, e.g. new curricula. admin procedures 1 3 2 - 1 7 
Lack of support from parent communities 1 3 - 1 4 9 
Lack of support staff - 3 1 - 2 6 
Lack of time 1 4 1 - 20 26 
Lack of training opportunities relevant to changing 
roles and expectations 5 2 - - 6 13 
Low status of teaching profession I - - - - 

Misperception by parents and the general public of 
what a principal is/does - I - - 1 2 
Political (government) influences 3 3 1 - 4 II 
School council membership turnover rate each year - - - - 2 2 
Staff promotions and appointments - I - - - I 
Staffing restraints and continuation of programs 2 5 2 - 4 13 
Superiors not able / willing to support principals / 
schools at times, particularly of crisis - - I - 2 3 
Systemic overload I I I - 1 4 
Union actions - - - - I 
Unstated demands that the principal be an "expert 
in all fields" I I - - 2 
Vandalism and theft - - - I - I 

Total 31 41 30 4 71 177 
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External Factors 

Whilst respondents looked primarily to the area of H R M to identify 

methods/strategies/approaches that principals might adopt to discharge the responsibilities 

associated with the forty work tasks in an efficient and effective manner, they regard factors 

external to the school as those likely to cause the greatest impediment to the achievement of 

such a goal. Blairs (1992) reports that the establishment and maintenance of a positive school 

climate is one of the most important and one of the most demanding aspects of any principals 

role, yet principals are unable to exercise absolute control because many of the "difficult-to-

control" factors which have a powerful influence on school climate have their origins in the 

external environment. Similarly, Duignan (1985) concluded that external pressures such as 

societal demands and expectations were causes of frustration to principals, contributing to the 

complexity and ambiguity of their roles. Comparable findings were reported by Glassman 

(1973) and Weick (1976) who identified the rigidity and hierarchical nature inherent in 

organisational system structures as potential sources of problems for principals, and Peterson 

(1982, p.3) who contends that the complexity of the principal's role is magnified by the fact 

that the "locus of task initiation" is external to the control of the principal. Gunn, Holdaway 

and Johnson (1988, pp.3-4) argue that a major step in the empowerment of principals will be 

taken "if school systems relinquish their present domination of school administrative decision 

making". 

Thirty-eight external factors were identified, attracting in total a frequency count of one hundred 

and seventy-seven responses from participants in the study. It is worthy of note that while 

"External" factors attract the greatest number of counts from respondents, four of the five 

respondent groups (parents being the exception) rated 'External Relations" as the least 

important of the seven domains of principal control, and the remaining group placed it in sixth 

position. In other words, constituents consider that, collectively, external relations are the least 

important of all the domains of principal control, yet it is within the external domain that the 

greatest potential source for hindrance is to be locareL (C33) 
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The System 

A large number of these thirty-eight factors, though recorded as discreet classifications by the 

researcher to provide a clarity of respondent intention not able to he offered by aggregate data, 

focus upon a specific source - 'The" Department (or "The" System). Twenty-two factors, 

collectively, have some reference either directly or indirectly to the Department of Education, 

relate to some aspect of education for which the Department of Education is responsible, or use 

terms synonymous with the Department of Education. For example, 'Departmental 

constraints", "Ad hoc decision making by the education department", "Increasing curriculum 

demands", "Systemic overload', and "Bureaucratic bungling". Of the total one hundred and 

seventy-seven counts recorded against "External Factors", in the opinion of respondents, 

ninety-six are attributable, either directly or indirectly, to the Department of Education. Such 

findings are not isolated to the Northern Territory nor to the remainder of Australia. Richards 

(1992, p.  2) reports that principals in South Australia 'identify Departmental policy-related 

issues as a major source of stsess among school administrators and teachers". She states that: 

reasons given for high stress levels included a perceived lack of support from the Education 
Department heavy work demands and employer expectations: the forced adoption of 
managerial roles which include the implementation of policies with which they disagreed and 
which conflicted with their values as educators: and rapid and extensive change 

Fullan (1991, p.  10) believes that departmental expectations of Canadian principals coupled 

with the requirement at system level for principals to institute particular initiatives creates a 

"sense of dependency", leading eventually to discord, disharmony and cynicism. 

One principal's response, reflecting such cynicism, also echoed opinion from Southworth 

(1987) concerning the inherently individual and unique nature of each school, and Grassie's 

(1978) findings from his national study of 220 principals that the primary task expected of 

principals by Education Departments was the smooth and efficient functioning of the school. 

He stated that: "The Department of Education managerial style perceives principals as small 

insignificant cogs in a large bureaucratic machine, whereas the reality is that the principal is 

managing a complex, demanding and unique organisation as an element of a larger bureaucratic 
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structure". Departmental interference appeared to be at the basis of another principal's 

concerns: "In a fully devolved education system the principal and school council, within 

reason, must not work in fear of intervention at the school level'. However a departmental 

officer, in keeping with views expressed by writers such as Donovan (1991); Beyer and Smyth 

(1989); Seeley (1989); Gunn, Holdaway and Johnson (1988); Patterson, Purkey and Parker 

(1986); Watkins (1985); and Houts (1974), saw that the initiative lay with principals adopting a 

proactive rather than a reactive approach, that they should avoid "ossified thinking" and not 

'fai/ to seize the autonomy that is there for the taking". (C34) A substantial body of literature, 

e.g. Fullan (1991); Angus and Rizvi (1989); Chapman (1988); MacNeill (1985); Edu-Con 

(1984); Krajewski, Martin and Walden (1983) suggests that it is to external issues that 

principals must first look to exercise autonomy with regard to decision making in matters that 

affect their school communities, and in so doing overcome the strictures placed upon them by 

the very systems in which they function. 

Further criticisms were interspersed throughout the interviews. For example one principal 

when reflecting upon the extent to which respondent opinion would be based on an 

understanding of the principals role, stated: 

To be honest. and I suppose this may sound anti department, of all the adult groups. I think 
that some of the departmental officers would have the most divergent view of what the role of 
the principal is. But it is not totally incomprehensible that this is the case because their 
stresses and pressures are such that they are accountable to a different group from what we are. 
I would say that their understanding of the role of the principal is very divergent from what we 
as principals believe our role is. 

Another principal in considering the major influences that have had a shaping effect on the 

principal's role stated: 

There is a lack of consultation with principals regarding educational change, or departmental 
change. I really believe this should be a collegial process but I am firmly convinced that the 
department now sees us quite clearly as bricks in the wall - principals will do this, assistant 
principals will do that. and so on. 

When asked by the interviewer to consider the current relationship of leader, manager and 

administrator as they relate to the role of the principal, another principal responded: 
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The principal should embody all three. This can be achieved by delegation of some of the 
management, and by guidance in some of the administration. This will ensure that leaders 
remain leaders. However, I don't think that the department (and I'm talking about the officers 
of course) really recognises the importance of principals in schools. I've been there when they 
say how wonderful we are and how they couldn't manage without us but I really don't think 
they believe that. It isn't reflected in the way they actually work with  us. They seem to work 
beside us sometimes, or in front of us, but they are never actually working through and with 
us. Also it isn't seen within the structure of our department. For example, a Principal 
Education Officer (PEO) who has the responsibility for a subject area, which is a fairly defined 
area, is actually higher up in the structure than the principal who has the job of melding all the 
subjects together within the context of the school. The role of the PEO is not nearly as 
demanding and so I don't think that the department really understands the demands of our job. 

Responding to the same question another principal replied, "The leadership role is being taken 

away from principals by the system". Murphy (1987. p.  4) also argues that the organisational 

context in which principals work hampers them in their abilities to demonstrate educational 

leadership. He believes that in Canada district expectations impinge upon principals to the 

extent that "a large majority of superintendents and other district officer personnel have made it 

clear that they expect their principals to be building managers first, political statespersons 

second, and instructional leaders third". However it is the concise response of another 

principal in answer to the question "Does the system encourage principals to emphasise any 

particular role over that of another?", which best summ arises what the interviewer sensed to be 

the principals' perceptions of the relationship between schools and the Department: 

I think that the system encourages principals to respond with facts and figures. Although the 
Northern Territory System is still pretty personal compared with others I think there is a 
widening gap between office based and school based positions. I have a suspicion that when 
you're in the office you're "them" and when you're in the school you're "us". 

The Time Factor 

Of the the remaining sixteen external factors identified. "lack of time" was nominated most 

often by respondents as a hindering factor (f =26). And it was in the associated area of "Time 

Management" that respondents recorded the next highest frequency count (f=131). However, 

unlike the previous category, the respondents identified a relatively narrow range of hindrances 

(nine), with one hundred and seventeen nominations clustering around four factors, i.e. "The 

enormous number of managerial and administrative tasks which distract from the vital tasks of 

enabling effective teaching and learning" (f=48), "The enormity and diversity of the task" 

(f=31). "Devolutionary pressures" (f=26), and "Peripheral school responsibilities. e.g. school 
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council responsibilities, school promotions, social issues, welfare" ([=12). Fullan (1991) and 

Hoyle (1988) agree that the principalship carries with it an unrealistic, daunting and diverse 

range of tasks requiring an ever increasing number of areas of expertise. (C35) To attempt to 

meet them all would result in paucity of attention to important issues (Murphy, 1987) and the 

possibility of burn-out (Hoyle, 1988). 

Devolution 

Each of the States and Territories within Australia is currently in the process of devolving 

various responsibilities and decision making processes from central bureaucracies and regional 

centres to individual schools. Not unexpectedly, the extent to which this process has occurred, 

and the manner and perceived genuineness of its implementation, varies from system to system 

(Cavanagh, Fielding, Rodwell & Symes, 1991). Of the thirty-nine written comments from 

respondents, eleven made specific reference to devolution as a source of concern, echoing 

reservations expressed by writers such as Watkins (1991); Hughes (1990); Sarros and 

Curruthers (1990); Simpkins (1987); Chapman (1987); and Peterson (1982). For example a 

teacher felt that, "with devolution the role of the principal is becoming ever larger". A parent 

felt that the problem would manifest itself through "an inadequate commitment by the school 

council as devolution becomes a reality for all schools". Another parent held the view that, 

"whatever devolution is currently thrusting upon principals is unfair and taking the easy way 

out by the Department. Principals are teachers, not accountants, business managers and 

whatever else the Department expects them to be". Murphy (1989, p.  810) suggests that a 

"redeployment of central managerial resources" and "reallocation of human resources" to 

schools is necessary as schools are faced increasingly with devolved responsibilities. It is the 

reconciliation of the professional role of the principal with the perceived emerging and 

threatening domination of the nianagement role associated with devolution that appears to be the 

major cause of concern for mnanv. (C36) 

For example: 

The extra responsibilities that devolution incurs will make it difficult for principals to address 
the tasks associated with their position. How can a principal who is not trained as an 
accountant, a contractual negotiator, lawyer or whatever else, be expected to run a million 
dollar business and be responsible for students education at the same time ? (parent) 
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During interviews principals referred to devolution and its impact upon their role on numerous 

occasions. 

One principal saw it as reaffirming his resolve to be an educational leader in his school: 

Devolution has really convinced me that our real aim is to be professional leaders in respect to 
educational programs. What is happening no doubL is that the devolved responsibilities are 
going to be in organisation and management and very distant from educational programs. 
Therefore I would probably emphasise more so, things such as counselling staff professionally, 
supervising teachers, etc. What has happened has now really highlighted the fact that we will 
have to ensure that we maintain our positions as educational leaders. 

A different tenor could be seen in another response: 

I was talking with the school council recently concerning devolution and the roles of councils 
and principals, and the interesting thing concerning the discussion was that during the entire 
discussion, not one mention was made of students, or curriculum, or educational leadership or 
anything associated with them. 

Another, more fulsome response also considered the relationship of the educational leadership 

role and the administrative/managerial role, its content reflecting the realities of the day to day 

functioning of the school and echoing the warnings given by Murphy (1982). Murphy 

contends that, faced with the pressures from the numerous roles they are expected to address, 

most principals succumb and concentrate on their managerial responsibilities to the detriment of 

their curriculum and instructional role: 

I was happier with the pre-devolutionary role of the principal because I knew it better, felt 
comfortable in it and had practised it a fair bit. The role into which I am to move is an 
exciting one but not necessarily comfortable because it is going to offer me a lot of challenges 
and opportunities to do things, but also my resources are going to dwindle. I see the practice 
of my role having to take on different priorities. At the moment it's a fairly evenly balanced 
between education and administration. The future role I would like to think is more 
educational but I have an awful feeling that is not going to be so. I think it is going to have 
to have a greater administrative and financial role with a heavier emphasis on PR. I have heard 
from one senior departmental official that his view was quite undeniably a role of educational 
leadership for principals. I have no argument with that whatsoever. Unfortunately I don't 
think that philosophy is born out in the devolutionary package. The realities are if the 
principal is going to be ultimately responsible he is going to have to have a foot in both 
camps and maybe it's going to be a bigger financial camp than an educational camp. 

Similarly another principal adds: 

Ten years ago I really don't think there was a great deal of management for the principal. The 
management was done by the system through its officers who were trained, presumably, to fill 
those roles. But with the national and international move towards devolution and community 
involvement, that role has been superimposed on the administrative / leadership role. 
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One principal expressed optimism that schools would cope with devolution providing certain 

precautions were taken: 

I have times when I think that there is so much to understand with the process of devolution 
but then I think that I will gradually come to grips with it in much the same way that the 
school council has already taken on aspects of devolution, i.e. bit by hit. In doing this we 
have already grown, together. I don't think that devolution will necessarily demand more of a 
principal's time and pull him or her away from students, staff and parents, providing schools 
build in structures to handle the various aspects of devolution, and the Department 
acknowledges its responsibility to provide all schools with a registrar to take charge of many 
of the tasks associated with devolution. 

The words of Beare, Caldwell and Millikan (1989, pp.  44-45) add support to the concerns 

expressed by the respondents: 

Because, internationally, increasing emphasis is being placed both on the autonomy and the 
uniqueness of the individual school, the procedures for the system-wide provision of resources 
and services must also accommodate a genuine devolution of responsibilities. .... Whilst 
governments may be applauded for adopting policies which espouse greater effectiveness, 
relevance and social justice in schooling, the rhetoric does not always match the reality; many 
of the policies are aimed at the reduction of budgets rather than at providing excellence of 
school experience. 

Similar warnings are sounded by Cavanagh. Fielding, Rodwell and Symes (1991, p.  2): 

Of course, in some Education Departments, it can be argued, that the increasing school-based 
decision-making is only cosmetic, and an excuse for state or territory education authorities and 
state or territory Treasuries increasingly to opt out of financing public schools, but at the same 
time maintaining tight control over curriculum matters. 

The findings regarding the administrative and organisational responsibilities reported in this 

section of the report mirror those reported in Chapters 6 and 7, and bear repeating. The 

administrative and organisational tasks directly supportive of the school's educational program 

are those which received the highest ratings. Those tasks lacking this direct linkage with the 

school's educational program attracted a lower rating. Respondent concern lies not with the 

administrative responsibilities associated with the School Based Management or Devolution 

(Mauger, 1992) of educational responsibilities, but with those managerial responsibilities 

associated with devolved functions such as cleaning and ground maintenance contracts. As 

pointed out in Empowering Schools: A Newsletter for Schools and School Councils (1992): 
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In any discussion on devolution, it should be stressed that school councils have not been asked 
to do the day-to-day operational work. This is still the responsibility of the principals and 
their delegated staff. Councils should not be concerning themselves with routine 
administrative matters. 

However, while it is claimed within the newsletter that 'there are very few people who are 

involved in education who would genuinely wish to see the return of decision-making 

responsibility at the school level to a centralised bureaucracy', there may be those school 

communities that would choose to "unbundle" (Drucker, 1992) certain identified peripheral, 

school related responsibilities and the accompanying managerial workload to concentrate on 

educational leadership, educational decision-making, and educational program implementation. 

Personal and Professional 

The area containing the second greatest number of factors that might hinder principals, 

according to respondents, is that of the personal and professional. On one hundred and twelve 

occasions respondents nominated one or more of thirty-seven factors as potential hindrances. 

Twenty-one of those counts were embedded in principal experience and training in the specific 

areas of decision making, finance, investment, parent counselling, business management and 

budgeting, reflecting predominantly concerns of an administrative nature, (areas of concern also 

reported by Gilbertson, 1986) even though, with the exception of the student group, the 

administrative/organisational domain of principal control was ranked in sixth place by three 

groups and seventh place by the fourth. Such findings offer further reinforcement that it is 

within those domains nominated as least important by constituents (External Relations and 

AdministrationlOrganisation) that the factors which are most likely to hinder principals as they 

address their work tasks, are to be located. 
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Factors Vhich Assist Principals in the Discharge of Their Duties 

Human Resource Management 

As can he seen from Table 42, respondents have emphasised the Human Resource Management 

area when identifying those factors which might assist principals in the discharge of their 

duties. However, the weight of respondent opinion can be seen to reside in the interpersonal 

strand (f=141),  rather than the organisational management strand (f=1]) of the classification. 

(C37) 
Table 42 

Factors Which Assist Principals in the Discharge of Their Duties 

DO Pa P S T Total 
Human Resource Management 

Oreanisational Manarement 

Effective lines of senior staff - - - - 2 2 
Growth of long term traditions I - - - - 1 
Staff selection by principal / school council 2 - I - 2 5 
Staff dismissal by principal I school council 2 - - - - 2 
Training for school council members - 1 - - - 1 

Sub-Total 5 1 1 - 4 11 

Interpersonal D 0 Pa P 5 T Total 

Recognition and employment of the skills of others 2 3 4 - 2 11 
Communication (two way) - I - - 4 5 
Consistency - - - - 1 1 
Friendly school atmosphere for all staff - - - - 1 1 
Good relations with staff, parents and school council 1 1 - - 1 3 
Good school climate - - - - I I 
Good rapport with teachers, children and parents - 2 - - 6 8 
Greater emphasis on team work 1 - - - 2 3 
Motivated staff - I - - - I 
Motivated students - - - - 1 1 
Regular informal discussion with teaching staff - - - - 3 3 
Constructive, supportive school council; - 8 - 2 4 14 
Efficient school council committee system - 2 - - 1 3 
Supportive committed staff 2 19 - 43 18 82 
Trust, confldence in staff, parents - 1 1 - 2 4 

Sub-Total 6 38 5 45 47 141 

Total 11 39 9 45 51 152 

Personal / Professional DO Pa P S T Total 

A sound, personal educational philosophy - - I - - 1 
Approachability - 2 - - 4 6 
Additional training in non-teaching areas - 5 - - 1 6 
Ability to deal effectively with disruptive students and 
extend the gifted  

Ability to inspire staff 1 2 - - 1 4 
Ability to recognise the need for change - - - - I 
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DO Pa P S T Total 
Ability to self appraise - - I - - I 
Achievement oriented - - - - 2 2 
Awareness of students and school's needs - - - I 
Awareness of people's limitations - - - - 1 1 
Awareness of what is happening in the school - 2 - - 2 4 
Background of teaching excellence - - - - I 
Efficiency and effectiveness I - I - 1 3 
A proactive approach as opposed to time spent reacting 2 - 2 - - 4 
Breadth and depth of experience in a wide variety of 
educational fields - - 1 - - 

Commitment to the job - 2 - 1 9 12 
Confidence in his / her role - 3 - - 1 4 
Decisiveness - - - - 

Effectiveness crisis management - - 1 - - 

Entrepreneurial capacity - - - - I 
Financial ability - - - 2 - 2 
Flexibility - 1 1 - - 2 
Friendliness - I - 4 1 6 
Genuine interest in the welfare of children - - - - 1 1 
Good interpersonal, human relations skills 2 2 1 1 5 11 
Good listener - 4 - 2 3 9 
High level of intelligence - - - - 1 1 
Honesty - - - - 3 3 
Involvement (total) in the school - - - - 2 2 
Knowledge and respect for all "jobs" and 
responsibilities of community members - - - - 1 1 
Openness - - - - 1 1 
Personal organisational ability I - - - 1 2 
Personal perception as executive and manager - - - - 2 2 
Personal qualities, e.g. thoughtfulness, perceptiveness, 
sensitivity, shrewdness - I - - - 

Previous classroom experience - - - - 1 1 
Positive attitude 3 1 1 - - 5 
Positive attitude towards teachers, parents and students - - - - 1 1 
Professional development to Masters / Ph D level - - - - 1 1 
Regular opportunity to observe in neighbouring 
educational environments - - I - .. 1 
Requirement that principals continue to demonstrate 
appropriate teaching skills and curriculum knowledge 1 - - 1 2 4 
Sense of humour 2 - - 1 - 3 
Strong sense of community responsibility - - - - I 
Tertiary qualifications for principals in Ed Admin as 
well as academic degrees - - 1 - - 1 

Total 14 26 12 12 54 118 

Strategic Planning D.O. Pa P S T Total 

Clear school philosophy,perspective - I I - - 2 
Strategies in place to address possible problems I - 1 - - 2 

Total 1 1 2 - - 4 

Administration I Finance D.O. Pa P 5 T Total 

Increasedhudget - - - 1 1 2 
Aspects of devolution I - - - 1 2 
Donations - - - I - 

Improved technology (to assist in areas of admin & 
finance) I - 1 - - 2 
Management and organisational skills - - 1 - 1 2 
Pleasant environment - - - - I 
Proper resource allocation - 2 - - - 2 

Total 2 2 2 2 4 12 
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Public Relations D.O. Pa P S T Total 

Better publicity concerning the principal's role in our 
schools and communities I - - - 2 3 
Community awareness, appreciation, support 1 - 1 2 1 5 

Total 12 - 1 2 1 5 

External D.O. Pa P S T Total 

Access to further study  
A department whose main priority is student education  
All school based positions to be contract positions I 
A principals' association which focuses on curriculum 
and teaching methodology  
Absolute autonomy for principals in administrational 
and educational functions 1 - 1 - - 2 
Additional office assistance for overloaded secretaries 1 1 1 - 2 5 
Additional senior staff - 2 - - 1 3 
Additional specialist education staff 1 2 - - - 3 
Additional staff to cope with devolution 1 1 1 - - 3 
Additional staff to provide release time for senior and 
master teachers - - - 1 1 
Assistant principals for all Band 3 & 4 schools - - 1 1 1 3 
Celebrate principals who innovate successfully I - - - - 1 
Consultation of principals re dept policy development 1 1 3 - - S 
Dedicated and efficient school secretary - 1 - 1 1 3 
Departmental policies I - - - - 1 
Effective support and backup from the dept 1 2 1 - 2 6 
Enhanced staffing formula - 1 - - - 1 
Experienced and competent staff 1 3 - - 3 7 
Further incentives, e.g. job opportunities, significant 
salaryincrease - - 1 - - 

Improved career structures - - I - 1 2 
Incentives for external upgrading / updating - I - - 1 
Inservice activities (business management, 
finance,personnel) 1 1 2 - 1 5 
Inservice activities, training (non-specific) - 1 - - 2 3 
Knowledgeable politicians who really care about 
education - - - - 1 1 
"Open" educational environment in the NT which 
allows for initiative I - - - - 

Promote officers who are able to perform at that level 2 1 - - - 3 
Reduced bureaucracy - - I - - 1 
Regional Council of Principals Organisation 1 - - - - 1 
Regular peer assessment to ensure effectiveness and 
accountability 2 2 - - - 4 
Regular transfer (5 years per school maximum) - I - - - 1 
Relative autonomy in schools I - - - - 1 
Restrict school size - - - - 1 1 
Salaries commensurate with responsibilities 1 1 1 - - 3 
School hursars I managers to manage finances and 
facilities 3 6 - - 8 17 
Security of tenure - - - - 1 1 
Senior officer experience in a number of schools prior 
to principalship - 1 - - - 1 
Superintendent support 2 - - - 1 3 
Support from departmental officers - 5 - 2 2 9 
Support from the department 1 1 1 1 4 8 
Support in areas of welfare, behaviour modification, 
administrative procedures - - - 2 2 
Triennial funding guarantee on projects - - 1 - - 1 
Upgraded janitorial position plus additional 
responsibilities I - 1 - - 2 

Total 27 34 19 5 36 121 
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Further, one factor, i.e. "a supportive committed staff accounts for over half the counts (f=82) 

within the interpersonal strand. However it is worthy of note that no principals and only two 

departmental officers share this opinion with the other respondents. It is the student group 

(f=43), accounting for over half the counts, which subscribes most strongly to this particular 

supportive factor. 

External Factors 

Within the "External category respondents identified forty-two assisting factors compared with 

the thirty-eight hindering factors recorded in Table 41. Of these forty-two factors recorded in 

Table 42, twenty-five are associable with the Department of Education, accounting for ninety-

three of the one hundred and twenty-one counts recorded under this category. Whilst further 

comparison between Tables 41 and 42 shows a higher total frequency count of one hundred 

and seventy-seven, recorded against "hindering" factors, constituents regard the Department of 

Education as a significant external influence wherein are located factors which can assist 

principals, and factors which can hinder them as they attempt to discharge their responsibilities. 

If the membership of these groups see, as their prima1; objective, the provision of the most 

beneficial educational learning environment for students, it is therefore incumbent upon 

principals, members of school councils and departmental officers to enter negotiations aimed at 

establishing procedures designed to maximise those facto rs which would assist principals in the 

discharge of their duties and minimise those which would actively hinder principals. (C38) 

Personal and Professional 

The respondents identified, within the PersonaLfProfessional category, seven more "assisting" 

factors (total = 43 and f = 118) than they did "hindering" factors (total = 36 and f = 112) 

indicating both by the similarity of the number of categories, and of the frequency counts, (and 

relative to the counts within the other categories) the importance they,  place on the personal and 

professional qualities required of the person occupying the principalship. (C39) However, in 

the light of Sergiovanni's (1990) emphasis on "vision" and "covenant", and the importance 
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ascribed by others such as Lancaster (1992); Beare, Caidwell and Millikan (1989); Caldwell 

and Spinks (1988); and Marsh (1988), to the principals' possession of "visions" for their 

individual schools, it is something of a revelation to note that only one parent and one principal 

see the possession of a "clear school philosophy, or perspective" as a factor that might assist 

principals in addressing the tasks associated with their positions. Approximating, though 

limited and confined by the temporal realities (or as Smith & Green, 1990, describe them "the 

everyday necessities") of available resources and therefore falling short of Sergiovanni's 

concept of what is meant and encompassed by his notions of "vision" and "covenant", the 

principal wrote "principals need a sound educational philosophy which takes into account what 

is practical and realistic given resources available". 

Additional Training Required of Principals 

A Contrasting Shift of Emphasis 

Respondents were asked to nominate additional training that they considered necessary if 

principals were to address their work tasks in an efficient and effective manner. Unlike the 

previous three sections where responses focussed upon H R M, External, and 

Personal/Professional categories, as can be seen from reference to Table 43, the responses in 

this section concentrate upon the category of Administration/Finance, a category which received 

very low frequency counts in all of the previous three sections of Part 3 of the questionnaire 

and very low task and domain ratings relative to other principal work tasks and domains in 

Part 2. (C40) Of the one hundred and sixty counts recorded against this category over half 

(f = 91) were directed to some aspect of management. with "business management" (f = 30), 

and "financial management" (f = 26) being the specific areas of management most often 

nominated by respondents. In contrast Smith and Green (1990. p.  23), cognisant of the fact 

that with devolution principals can expect to see a "dramatic" increase in responsibilities such as 

"human resource development, the school budget, curriculum development, and other tasks in 

the next ten years", argue that principals of the 21st century require studies in the areas of 

curriculum and instruction followed by a specialist degree in educational leadership. 
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Table 43 

Additional Training Required of Pdncipals 

DO Pa P S T Total 
Human Resource Management 

IntersonaJ 

Communication I - - - 5 6 
Coping with a pluralist society - - I - - 1 
Leadership skills - I - - 1 2 
Management (Leadership) 1 - I - 1 3 
Management (People, interpersonal) 1 12 1 1 11 26 
Public Relations Courses - - - - 3 3 
Public Speaking - - - - 2 2 
Training (Conflict Resolution) 1 - - - 1 2 
Training (Counselling I Psychology) 1 10 - 1 5 17 
Welfare - 3 - - 1 4 

Total 5 26 3 2 30 66 

Personal I Professional DO Pa P S T Total 

Personal 

Assertiveness training I - - - - 1 
Management (Stress) I I - 1 3 6 
Training (Self esteem) - - - - 1 1 

Sub-Total 2 1 - 1 4 8 

Professional 

Assessment - 2 - - - 2 
Bachelor of Business for all B4,3 & 2 staff - - - - 1 1 
Curriculum / Professional Leadership 2 6 1 - 8 17 
Higher Degree Studies I - - 1 1 3 
Inservice (teaching techniques) - - - 1 1 2 
Involvement in professional organisations I - I - - 2 
Master teacher skills I - - - - 1 
Periodic updates of qualifications - - I - - 

Reading Recovery Training - - - - 1 1 
Training (Special Ed, Aboriginal Ed, E S L) - - - - 1 1 

Sub-Total 5 8 3 2 13 31 

Total 7 9 3 3 17 39 

Administration I Finance DO Pa P S T Total 

Accounting - 4 - - 3 7 
Administration (educational) 1 1 1 - 3 6 
Administration (non-specific) 1 9 1 - 19 30 
Computer Technology 1 6 1 - 8 16 
Legal (relating to teachers and school) - 1 1 - - 2 
M Ed Admin (or equivalent studies) I I - - - 2 
Management (Business) 1 13 1 1 14 30 
Management (Contracts) - 2 - - - 2 
Management (Executive) - - I - - 1 
Management (Financial) 1 9 1 - 15 26 
Management (Non-specific) 1 9 1 - 21 32 
Organisational skills 1 2 - - 2 5 
Seminars (Business) - - - - 1 1 

Total 8 57 8 1 86 160 
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Time Management DO Pa P S T Total 

Time Management Training I - - - 4 5 

Total 1 - - - 4 5 

General DO Pa P S T Total 

Case studies as opposed to academic training 1 - - - 1 2 
Handyman - I - - - 

Induction and recall 1 - - - - 

Inservice (non-specific) I I - - 9 11 
Inservice (regular) - 1 - - 1 2 
Inservice for those who feel they need it - - 1 - - 

On the job training 1 2 - 3 1 7 
Principal meetings to share ideas and problems - - - 1 4 5 
Principalship courses - - 1 - - 1 
Training (Non-specific) - - - 6 3 9 
Visits to other schools - I - - - 

Total 4 6 2 10 19 41 

It is significant that in contrast to the emphasis placed on educational leadership and 

professional development programs for principals by educationalists such as Van der Perre and 

Vandenberghe (1987) in Europe Hallinger and Murphy (1991). Pitner (1987) in the United 

States; and Leithwood and Avery (1987) in Canada, the area of importance focused upon by 

respondents when considering additional training for principals, i.e. administration, should be 

the domain of principal control rated sixth, in order of importance, by departmental officers, 

principals and teachers and seventh by parents. Though students ranked it the second most 

important of the domains of principal control they contributed only one of the total one hundred 

and sixty nominations recorded against it as an area in which additional training was seen to be 

necessary. In addition only three of the twelve principals interviewed rated it as one of the three 

domains of principal control that they felt gave them the most satisfaction, thereby collectively 

ranking it the fifth of the seven domains to which they could look for job satisfaction. 

In contrast, eleven of the twelve principals considered it to be one of the three tasks that 

occupied most of their time, thereby collectively nominating it as the domain on which they 

expended the greatest amount of their time. This may partly account for the high emphasis 

placed upon the administrative area by the respondents, particularly teachers (f = 86) and 

parents (f = 56), in contrast to the H R M area where frequency counts were much lower - 

teachers (f = 30), and parents (f = 26). Perceiving the amount of time spent by principals on 
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tasks in this area constituents deduce the need for principals to be conversant with all its various 

facets. The manner in which such an eventuality could arise can be seen in the response of a 

principal during interview. When commenting upon the degree to which members of their 

educational communities might perceive them as bogged down by administrivia, the principal 

responded: 

We are competent in so much of the work we do and when we discharge those tasks that we are 
competent at nobody knows about it because we go about it quietJy and unassumingly and we 
don't make a great "song and dance" about it. Therefore there is so much of our work that we 
do and nobody knows about it. But when it comes to organising a contract for some major 
work that is required at the school I don't feel confident and competent in that area and so I 
guess I communicate that to the staff and parents around me in so many ways. So the 
perceptions that the members of those groups gain from observing the outward frustrations of 
principals who possibly create the impression that these types of tasks are all consuming, are 
valid. 

Nevertheless such findings are reinforced by Blome and James' (1985) claim that there is a 

misallocation of principals' time and energy to management issues. 

Further, it may be that respondents simply accept the inevitability of principal involvement in 

the administrative requirements associated with the various responsibilities being devolved to 

schools. Such a conclusion may be adhered to with some certainty if the comments wrinen by 

a number of the respondents are considered. For example, as pointed out by a departmental 

officer, "If it is determined by the employing authority that principals are to be human resource 

and finance managers then some full-time intensive management training needs to be provided 

for them". A teacher's comment reflects the same view: "If principals are expected to be 

administrators then they should do a business management course". One parent's response 

leaves no room for doubt: "Given that devolution as proposed is non negotiable, probably some 

training in some business areas would be necessary". However, one teacher believes that 

capitulation by principals to the demands of devolution amounts to a denial of their profession: 

I am at a loss to understand why people who supposedly entered the teaching profession to 
teach have so effectively allowed themselves to be squeezed out of the actual profession. Why 
do you waste so much of your time, training, experience, organising, researching, reading etc 
on so many non education tasks. Staff, students and the community often seem to be at the 
bottom of the list. (Italics the respondent's) 
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A sense of inevitability can also be detected in the comments written in an anonymous letter to 

the editor of the N T News (21 June 1991): 

I object to the manner and haste of the imposition of devolution of school administration ... If 
school councils/parents feel they cannot commit time or do not have the expertise to budget 
and generally run the school - from deciding on major and minor works to how many teachers 
the school employs - the job falls to the principal. ... Lets hope principals have a second 
string to their bows, preferably a business degree. 

One principal (not a respondent in this study) offered a different perspective through the N T 

News (9 February, 1992): 

I do understand that some school councils are new to devolution and have been and will 
experience "teething problems". However I feel it is also fair to point out that many schools 
have found devolution to be of great benefit, ... Devolution, while providing guidelines on 
how we should operate, has given the council and I [sic] more freedom on where we spend our 
money and what programs we run. 

In May, 1992 the NT News was still providing a forum through which the concept of 

devolution might be debated. M. Forbes-Harper, in writing, identifies the administrative nature 

of the devolved responsibilities to schools, aspects of which may account, in part, for the 

respondent.s identifying these areas as the ones in which principals need to attain additional 

training: 

As a parent and school council member, I would like to acknowledge that there are many 
positive aspects to the standard devolution package. Certainly there are and have been serious 
problems in it, many of which could probably have been averted by more consultation before 
its introduction. .... While the standard devolution package addresses itself almost totally to 
financial and administrative detail, and this imbalance of emphasis needs to be addressed, it 
begins with a declaration that parents should have "a greater input to and control of, the 
education programs of their children". Let us take the Education Department at its word about 
this and use the package to ensure that the extra work in financial and administrative areas 
results in more say about educational content and its delivery in our schools. (Italics the 
researcher's) 

The notion of principals undertaking studies in administration and management out of necessity 

occasioned by devolution rather than professional desire, is recognisable in principal interview 

responses to the questions, "Considering the role of the principal today, are there any areas in 

which you personally feel the need for further development?", and "Why is it necessary to 

pursue that particular line of development?". 

We are being asked to run our schools like businesses whereas people who have spent their 
whole lives running businesses have been trained in business administration and corporate 
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management. Principals have never been exposed to professional development of that nature. 
Principals have always been teachers who have come up through the ranks who were interested 
in teaching and learning. If this is going to be our new role (and less and less is being said 
about educational leadership) were going to need training in becoming corporate managers and 
financial experts. 

There is a shift of emphasis to administration and management and so thats something I have 
made a calculated but reluctant decision to pursue. Also if principals wish to advance their 
careers I believe that they will need to show evidence of study in these areas. 

The Department hasn't yet clarified its thinking as to whether it sees the principal as being the 
educational leader or the business manager but whilst they make the principal responsible for 
the devolution package and the financial management of the school then obviously I see an area 
of need for some expertise in these related areas. 

One principal felt however, that 'nothing in devolution should cause experienced principals to 

require inservicing beyond a one day course". 

Useful Departmentally Organised Professional Development Programs since 1985 

As can be seen from Table 44. the programs specified by principals do not reflect in any 

significant manner the areas of H R NI or Administration previously identified by members of 

the total cohort. Further, the small number of principals involved in the nominated programs 

would tend to suggest that not only has there been little formal system wide training and 

development for principals in the areas considered important by the constituent groups, unless 

Table 44 
Departmentally Organised Professional Development Programs Since 1985 Nominated by 

Principals as Useful 

Nature of Program Number of Principals Involved 

A I E A Leadership Program I 
AlMfourdayseminar 1 
Addresses by visiting principals from other services 1 
Assistant Principal and Principal Conferences 3 
Funded study leave re post graduate study (M Ed) 
Funded study leave re undergraduate study 1 
Information Training Courses 2 
Management and Supervision I 
Management courses (non-specific) 2 
N T C E A Activities 2 
N T P A Conferences 11 
Regional Council of Principal workshops 1 
The Teacher and the Law 1 
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the principals, on their own initiative, have undertaken relevant courses elsewhere, they would 

not have had any specific professional development with H R M and Administration as its 

focus. If credence is to be given to respondent opinion then the Education Department through 

its system wide responsibilities, and principals through their own personal professional 

development plans, may consider it appropriate to identify areas of priority for principal 

professional development from those facets of H R M and Administration nominated by 

respondents. (C41) The pursuit of such a course of action at both system and personal level 

would reflect trends and practices in countries such as France, England, Germany, U S A and 

Canada (Leithwood, Rutherford and van der Vegt (1987). 

Five principals took the opportunity to comment on departmental involvement in the 

professional development of principals. The feelings of the five can he summarised in the 

words of one of them: "The department of Education has seriously abrogated its 

responsibilities in this critical area". A different point of view was put by a departmental officer 

who, though not required to respond to Question 7 wrote: "I am not a principal but would point 

out that this is biassed to 'what the Department can do for you' rather than what you can do for 

the Department or yourself, taking advantage of opportunities available from the Department 

and elsewhere". Gilhertson (1986, p.  18) would agree: "Ongoing professional development of 

both maintenance and renewal type is a dual responsibility of the individual and employing 

authority". 

Respondent Perspective of the Effective Principal 

Question eight on the questionnaire required respondents to complete the statement: "An 

effective principal is someone, who in my opinion....."  The question was included by the 

researcher for two purposes. First, the question was not oriented towards specific principal 

work tasks as the preceding questions had been, and therefore removed parameters which had 

governed participant response to this point. Second, once the unrestricted respondent opinion 

had been quantified and analysed it could serve as a consistency check on the data collected in 

the previous sections of the questionnaire, thereby enhancing its reliability 
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As can he seen from reference to Table 45 the two major categories to which constituents and 

principals look to determine the effectiveness or otherwise of principals are Human Resource 

Management (f = 363), with sub-categories Organisational Management (f = 49) and 

Interpersonal (f = 314); and Person allPro fessi on al (f = 586), with sub-categories Personal 

(f = 377) and Professional (f = 209). The category Administration/Finance (.1 = 43), by 

comparison, appeared to hold little relevance to respondents when assessing principal 

effectiveness. Such findings are consistent with the results obtained in questions 3, 4 and 5 of 

Part 3 of the questionnaire, demonstrating a high internal consistency of response from the 

participants. 

Table 45 

Respondent Identified Characteristics of Effective Principals 

Frequency Counts 

D.O. Pa P S T Total 

Human Resource Management 

Dreanisational Manacement 

Aligns people and tasks 2 3 2 - 1 8 
An effective people manager 3 3 2 - 6 14 
Base leadership decisions on knowledge of staff and 
students abilities and needs 2 3 2 - 4 11 
Delegates where appropriate - 2 - - 6 8 
Delegates worthwhile managerial tasks 3 - - - - 3 
Expects high standards from self/staff/students 2 1 - 1 1 5 

Sub-Total 12 12 6 1 18 49 

Interpersonal DO. Pa P S T Total 

Buffer teachers from systemlparentlstudent demands - - - - 2 2 
Collegiate catalyst - - I - 2 3 
Consults 3 4 - 2 6 15 
Deals with problems in private I - - - - 1 
Democratic, participative decision making 3 1 - - 2 6 
Develops a stimulating, professional learning 
environment 4 5 3 - 9 21 
Effective communicator 4 7 2 4 8 25 
Effective counsellor 2 2 1 3 - 8 
Elicits cooperation - 2 - - - 2 
Elicits school pride in students - 1 - - - 1 
Empowers people 4 - - - - 4 
Encourages a positive school ethos/tone - 2 - - 3 5 
Enjoys interacting with the community 2 2 1 - 1 6 
Focus is children, staff and parents 4 9 2 4 9 28 
Impartial in the treatment of staff - - - - 4 4 
Interpersonal skills 6 2 - 2 11 21 
Leadership ability 3 7 - 2 11 23 
Liaises effectively with child welfare groups - - - - I I 
Listens to people 1 5 - 5 4 15 
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Maintain contact with students 
Maintain rapport (professional) with students, staff 
and parents 
Maintains staff discipline 
Operates an open door policy 
Professionally develop staff 
Provides (professional) support, encouragement to 
staff/pupils/parents 
Provides positive feedbackJcriticism to teachers 
Team oriented 
Utilises the skills of staff andlor others 

Sub-Total 

Total 

Personal / Professional 

Personal 

Ability to deal effectively with daily contingencies 
Ability to function on a practical level 
Ability to motivate 
Ability to unite school community members 
Ability to engender calm, even in the midst of crisis 
Able to make decisions 
Able to mix with people from all walks of life 
Able to relate (to students/parents/teachers) 
Able to stay calm, doesn't yell 
Adaptable 
Approachable 
Be all things to all people 
Can empathise with classroom teachers 
Can remember student's names 
Caring 
Clear role perspective 
Committed 
Compassionate 
Confident 
Considerate 
Consistent 
Demonstrates commonsense 
Dependable 
Dignified 
Dynamic 
Energetic 
Enjoys being a principal 
Enjoys the respect of community members 
Enthusiastic 
Facilitator of change 
Fair 
Flexible 
Friendly, wann 
Fun to be around 
Healthy (stable in mind and body) 
Helpful 
Honest 
Inspirational 
Intelligent 
Kind 
Liked by students and teachers (popular) 
Likes children 
Maintains a balance between professional and 
personal interests 
Maintains a sense of humour 

DO Pa P S T Total 
3 1 2 2 6 14 

4 2 2 1 6 15 

1 2 - - - 3 
4 1 5 - 4 14 

4 6 5 6 34 56 
- - - 

- 4 4 
4 1 - - 2 7 
3 1 3 - 3 10 

30 63 27 31 133 314 

72 75 33 32 151 363 

D.O. Pa P S T Total 

- - 
- 1 1 2 

3 3 4 - 4 14 
3 - 2 - 1 6 
I - - - - 1 
1 2 3 1 3 10 
1 2 - - - 3 
- 8 - 13 6 27 
- - 

- 3 - 3 
1 2 - - - 3 
- 6 - - 10 16 

1 3 
- - 

- 1 - I 
2 5 2 9 6 24 
I - 2 - 3 6 
- 3 4 6 9 22 
- 2 - 1 1 4 
- - - - 4 4 
- - - 1 2 3 

5 

- - 
- 5 - 5 

- - - I - 1 
2 4 1 - 12 19 
I I - - - 2 
- 1 1 - - 2 
- 4 - 3 1 8 
- 2 - - 2 4 
- 2 - 7 1 10 
- - - 2 - 2 

2 - - - 1 3 
2 1 - 2 - 5 
- - - 3 - 3 
- - - 10 - 10 
- - - 2 - 2 
3 - - 6 1 10 

- 1 2 - 1 4 
- 1 6 2 10 
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Mature 
Nice person 
Non sexist 
Perceptive (understands people) 
Person oriented 
Positive 
Prepared to question the Department 
Presentably dressed/groomed 
Proactive rather than reactive 
Respects the opinions of others 
Respects the rights of others 
Responsible 
Risk taker 
Sensitive 
Shows initiative, innovative 
Sincere 
Strict 
Strong 
Understanding 
Well mannered 
Well orcanised 

Sub-Total 

Professional 

A good teacher/practitioner 
Ability to deal effectively with disruptive children 
Accepts ultimate responsibility for achieving the 
schools goals 
Aware of classroom teaching practices 
Demonstrates breadth and depth of educational 
experiences 
Demonstrates Leadership (Professional/Educational) 
Enjoys the professional respect of colleagues 
Jack of all trades 
Knows his/her school - "can feel the pulse 
Leads by example 
Maintains classroom contact 
Offers teachers professional and positive criticism 
Possesses current knowledge of curriculum and 
educational methodology 
Possesses indepth knowledge of evaluation and 
assessment 
Possesses necessary and relevant information 
Possesses an effective professional history 
Prime focus is the educational program 
Produces results in the form of improved student 
learning 
Professional attitude/approach 
Professionally competent 
Provides direction 
Sport oriented 
Teaches on a scheduled basis 
Understands developmental psychology 
Well educated 

Sub-Total 

Total 

Strategic Planning 

Develop and follow long term plan 

1)0 Pa P S T Total 

- - - 7 1 8 
- - - 2 - 2 
I - - - 2 3 
3 - 2 2 1 8 

2 4 

1 3 1 1 8 14 
- I - 1 1 3 
- - - 7 - 7 
- - I - 1 2 
1 - - - 1 2 
1 2 2 - 1 6 
I - - - - I 
- 2 - 7 - 9 
- 2 - 4 4 10 
- 3 - 7 4 14 

3 

DO. Pa P 5 T Total 

4 - 2 3 1 10 
- I - 7 1 9 

3 
- I - - 1 2 

3 
10 5 5 - 11 31 
2 3 1 - 10 16 

3 4 2 - 12 21 
- - - - 2 2 
- 3 - 2 4 9 
- - - - 4 4 

7 8 2 - 13 30 

5 5 3 1 4 18 

1 1 - - 2 4 
- 3 1 - 3 7 
- - - 19 3 22 
- I - - 1 2 
- - 

- 3 - 3 
- 1 - - 1 2 
2 - 1 3 - 6 

38 36 19 42 74 209 

74 104 51 179 178 586 

D.O. 

I 

Pa 

- 

P 

- 

S 

- 

T 

- 

Total 

I 
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DO Pa P S I Total 
Ensure sufficient educational resources - - I - - 

Evaluate I - - - - 

Integrate community ad system expectations within 
the educational program 2 - I - 1 4 
Possesses a wholistic view of education I - I - 2 
Possesses a vision for the school 1 - - - - 

Sets clear priorities - - 2 - 1 3 

Total 6 - 4 1 2 13 

Administration / Finance D.O. Pa P S T Total 

Administrative/Managerial expertise 7 2 3 3 10 25 
Business operator - 2 - - 1 3 
Develop administrative structures/procedures I - 2 - - 3 
Facilitator 3 - - - 3 
Keeps school rules to a minimum - - - 1 - 1 
Participates in fund raising events - - - 1 - 1 
Possesses financial expertise - - - 1 1 2 
Possesses good business sense - I - - - 1 
Understands departmental policies I - - - 3 4 

Total 12 5 5 6 15 43 

Time Management DO. Pa P S T Total 

Ability to prioritise - - 1 - 1 2 
Active in all school affairs - - - - 3 3 
Balances administrative and leadership functions - - I - - 1 
Balances competing demands 2 1 2 - 1 6 
Balances the needs of students, parents, teachers and 
the Education Department - - - - 1 1 
Spends the majority of his/her time in the school - I I - 1 3 

Total 2 2 5 - 7 16 

Public Relations D.O. Pa P S T Total 

Defends the school program publicly I - - - - 1 
Loyal departmental representative  
Promotes his/her school  
Public relations expertise 1 2 - - - 3 

Total 2 3 1 - - 6 

General D.O. Pa P S T Total 

Implements departmental policies - 1 - - - 

Regarded as competent with respect to> 50% of 
requiredtasks - - 1 - 1 2 
Runs a school in a manner that pleases School 
Council, staff and Department 1 - - - 1 2 
Runs the sort of school I would like my children to 
attend I - - - - 1 
Runs the sort of school parents (in and out of the 
vicinity) would like their children to attend I I - - - 2 
Satisfies most people most of the time - - I - - 

Total 3 2 2 - 2 9 

Further, the results contained within Table 45 demonstrate that respondents are of the opinion 

that teaching is a very people oriented field of endeavour requiring from principals considerable 
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skill in managing those involved in it, as well as looking to them to possess the appropriate 

qualities and abilities necessary to enable interaction at the personal and professional levels. 

Taken in conjunction with the importance placed on the various domains of principal control by 

the respondents, the results are able to provide principals and senior Department of Education 

authorities with a clear pathway for future professional development for principals. 

Whilst responses from participants lent themselves readily to quantification, much of the tenor, 

essence and wholeness of individual responses were lost in the process itself. Accordingly a 

number of representative responses from each of the five groups participating in the study are 

included to demonstrate the various facets (some similar, some different) of principalship as 

seen through the eyes of respondents. 

An effective principal is someone, who in my opinion: 

is foremost a teacher and knows teaching (knows curriculum, psychology of teaching and 
learning) can offer educational leadership, has good communication skills with adults and 
children, has developed and continues to develop management and administrative skills. 
involves staff and parent,  as a team and encourages a team approach to education. (departmental 
officer) 

is a teacher of excellence, a professional leader who inspires her or his teachers by developing 
with them and articulating a vision of education which is appropriate for the school context, at 
the same time providing the clear organisational parameters with which this can be realised. 
(departmental officer) 

puts the needs of students and staff first & involves her/himself in matters of curriculum 
implementation & professional development; can communicate effectively with staff, students, 
parents, employing authority; is first and foremost an academic and a 'people' person: is a 
leader and manager of people. (departmental officer) 

enables a team of people to develop a set of principles which will set the direction the school 
is to take drawing on their (and others) available skills. Someone who sees himself or herself 
as a member of a team but someone who holds the ultimate responsibility for achieving the 
goals set (departmental officer) 

is an effective teacher with indepth kmowledge of curriculum programming, classroom 
management, evaluation and assessment. A principal also needs to be seen as an effective 
manager, a fine administrator and an outstanding public relations officer. (departmental officer) 

thinks and acts rather than reacts, initiates, encourages, listens, helps, supports and 
demonstrates a broad informed and rational educational perspective no matter what the pressures 
on him/her might be. (parent) 

is easy to talk to and can communicate with students, teachers and parents freely. Has a good 
business sense as that is the way it seems it is going and has a broad knowledge of teaching. 
(parent) 

manages effectively the resources within and external to the school to produce a cost effective 
product of value to the community. (parent) 
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who has time for teachers, students and parents: who has a good overview of the direction of 
the school; who listens and is approachable but who can communicate and advocate for the 
school. (parent) 

can maintain open and frank consultation with staff, parents and students whilst fairly 
introducing and adapting to new methods and ideas and all the while guide the school body in a 
positive direction. (parent) 

has credibility within the educational environment as a highly effective educator. A principal 
must be an efficient manager of people. The principal must keep in close contact with 
students and be fully conversant with trends in curriculum and theories of teaching/learning. 
(principal) 

successfully performs a dual role. On the one hand s/he attends to the day to day running of a 
school (usually taken for granted or overlooked by the rest of the school population), but is 
also seen as a leader in the more visible aspect of school life - a good teacher of children and 
other teachers, a strong support person (counselling) and a facilitator of change. A principal is 
an important link in the collegiate chain. I don't see him/her as a remote person, having little 
overt involvement in the corporate life of the school but at the same time a Principal must be 
prepared to make hard decisions when the situation demands it. (principal) 

demonstrates a breadth and depth of experience in education and is able to assume a leadership 
role within the field. S/he must be a top practitioner, communicator, able to set priorities and 
lead a temn. (principal) 

is a caring, committed educator, thoroughly professional in all aspects of school management 
and leadership. An effective Principal is able to effectively balance the array of competing 
forces impinging on him/her at any and all times whilst maintaining a clear focus on the 
Principal's prime responsibility - the delivery of a competent, effective education programme 
attuned to community aspirations and aligned with appropriate systemic policies. (principal 

is energetic, stable in mind and body, and is liked by students and teachers alike because it is 
easier to accept a rule made by a friend than a strict, not very likeable person. (student) 

is involved with the children, is popular, can manage everything, is a strong person (not 
physically), is kind and good at counselling. (student) 

who doesn't upset children by looking at only one person's point of view; someone who keeps 
calm and doesn't blow a fuse. I know kids can annoy principals, but there's more than one way 
to keep kids quiet besides SHOUTING! (student) 

is good with kids and can get along with adults; can complete work and still have time to be 
with kids or staff members plus have time to talk to parents. (student) 

cares about the school, the teachers and students. He/she would also care about the level of 
education, the feelings of students and teachers and about the education system. (student 

who is understanding, organised but firm. (student) 

continually demonstrates a genuine concern for the students and teachers at the school and who 
is fully aware of the changing nature of educational policies/approaches to education etc; who 
accepts people/teachers with different philosophies of teaching as long as they fit in with 
school policies. (teacher) 

places the needs of the children first, is conversant with the current trends in education as well 
as its history; someone who is alert to the demands of the general public and not afraid to 
question the Department: someone who is prepared to stand by his/her convictions, support 
his/her staff and allow them to take part in decision making; someone who appreciates 
excellence of performance in himself/herself and his staff, but who at the same time is not 
unrealistic in his/her expectations, someone who respects the rights of others. (teacher) 

has leadership qualities, is supportive, loyal - to children, parents and particularly staff. and has 
proficient administrative skills - must have solid knowledge of curriculum. (teacher) 

strengthens the school as an educational community: makes effective use of the school's 
human resources: exercises leadership in the school's educational program. (teacher) 

244 



is concerned first and foremost with the effective running of the educational program of the 
school. (teacher): 

relates well to the staff he works with always giving them his/her full support. A principal 
must also he able to deal quickly and effectively with extreme behavioural problem children. 
Have a broad working knowledge of departmental policies. Be conversant with curriculum 
statements. (teacher) 

is available first and foremost to the teachers and pupils of the school: who is easily 
approachable, has the knowledge of his/her school and how it runs. Who can delegate 
responsibility but also he involved in all aspects of the school. (teacher) 

Open Comment 

Item 9 of Part 3 of the Questionnaire gave participants the opportunity to make general, 

unsolicited and open comment. Thirteen departmental officers, nineteen parents, twelve 

principals, thirteen students and twenty-seven teachers, a total of eighty-four respondents, 

availed themselves of the opportunity to comment. Responses ranged over a wide range of 

issues and concerns, with some respondents focussing on a number of related matters in their 

particular response. The unsolicited comments arising from the open nature of Item 9 can be 

seen to reflect concerns and opinions already recorded. 

Change 

To borrow a phrase, Principals are the visible leaders' of education in the community. The 
nature of the Principalship is rapidly and visibly changing - metamorphosing. in my view, 
into one of the most vital, exciting and demanding roles in the education industry. In my 
view, too few system administrators (the "invisible leaders"?), community members. teachers 
and principals themselves appreciate the nature and speed of this change and the potential it 
offers for principals to become genuine leader/educators in their school communities and not 
just system representatives. In the N.T., a school can "devolve" to whatever level it wishes, 
and the principal can exercise an enormous amount of autonomy, if desired. (principal) 

Seriously - I think the job of principal has been gradually and then suddenly (over the last two 
or three years - is Devolution a key factor r a symptom in itself?) changing in emphasis from 
that of an educator/manager who has time to relate closely to chi ldren/s taff/parents and gain 
personal satisfaction from same, IQ a manager crisis defuser/political & social commentator/ 
business coordinator. The sad part is that the direct and spontaneous involvement with children 
is what has been "dropped off". What's more - Ministers and very senior departmental officers 
do not seem to care!! (principal) 

The role of the principal is very demanding and constantly changing. School principals require 
educational maturity, emotional stability, good social development and sound physical health 
to meet their daily array of expectations. (teacher) 

More responsibilities than ever are being passed on to principals to deal with. Can one person 
do all this effectively without burning Out? (parent) 

Administration versus education 

I am sure that expectations of principals as administrators rather than as educational leaders is 
of great detriment to the students in our schools. (principal) 
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The multi-faceted nature of the principalship today continually expanding, leads me to wonder 
whether perhaps schools should have two principals (directors) - one for things academic and 
one for management. We have to do too much with too little. Were only human, not divine! 
(principal) 

Principals these days need to have sound classroom teaching experience. However it is 
becoming more difficult for them to continue to be seen as an expert in this field as their role 
as a manager expands. Devolution requires more skills and time. (principal) 

Principals do not have to lose touch with kids, classroom and teaching. A good AO 4 can 
manage devolution. Let them. Principals are executives, executive managers who need 
executive level support and encouragement and executive level professional development 
programs. (principal) 

Principals should see themselves as heads of big corporations, managing their resources. 
(teacher) 

The total tone of a school depends on a principal's attitude, willingness and ability to support 
that school's clients. If they are committed to tasks such as business procedures then it can 
only mean that school's clients will be at a disadvantage. Students, parents and teachers need 
and want support from principals. (teacher) 

We obviously expect them to be all things to all people and this is not possible. A principal 
has an important role in school climate and tone. The principal who acts professionally, keeps 
professionally up to date and has high expectations of standards which can be achieved in the 
school and is at the same time honest and caring should get support from staff and community 
which might ease the burden of responsibility. (teacher) 

While I question the validity of principals being asked to construct budgets and supervise 
maintenance contracts etc. I do believe that schools are businesses. We are in the business of 
educating, are we not? The principals who struck me as effective are those who, while aware 
of the overall picture, delegated those tasks not directly their responsibility, so as to 
concentrate on personal areas of responsibility and making the "firm" run smoothly. (teacher) 

Tasks being devolved to schools are taking principals further away from their primary role as 
educational leaders with current knowledge of curriculum: teaching practice etc.. Principals 
have to decide if this is their primary role and if it is, decide to whom they will delegate other 
tasks. In my opinion many of the new responsibilities being handed to schools are very time 
consuming, mundane and can distract principals from the primary purpose of schools 
educating children. (departmental officer) 

With all these extra duties listed the principal is being taken away from those things that put 
him/her there in the first place. The education and well being of our children should be the 
most important facet of his/her job. (parent) 

I do feel that there is too much administration and not enough contact for the principal. It 
seems to me that a principal today is required to do too much. The main aim is to be the head 
of the school - not the head of an office. (parent) 

Principals are required to attend to all 40 tasks now because they have to, not because it is their 
role. I feel principals should not need to be placed in a position where they should need to 
have management, business, financial skills, as well as being asked to be psychologists, social 
workers and counsellors, in addition to what they originally trained to become - educators. The 
system demands these extra skills and responsibilities and in so doing, we expect them to do 
them well, but perhaps unfairly criticise when they seem to fail in one area or another. I see 
the system as totally unrealistic in its demands placed on principals. They are teachers! 
(parent) 

Devolution of further responsibilities to school councils will almost certainly place a much 
greater administrative workload on principals leaving less time for educational activities. The 
responsibility for ensuring continuity in management of a school's finances and facilities will 
rest on the principal, taking into account the two yearly term of a school council member and 
the part time, unpaid nature of school council members. (parent) 
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A fundamental decision is required. Are principals required to be professionals of teaching or 
are they required to be chief executive officers of a business which includes voluntary staff 
(councillors). My view is that they cannot meet both demands. If they try one area will not 
be fulfilled and I support the former. (parent) 

There seems to be a dilemma which the principal has to come to terms with. He/she has a 
background in education which, with promotion, is supplemented and becomes (potentially) 
dominated by the need to become proficient in business and administration. In so doing 
education takes a lesser and subservient role, but it is the fundamental reason for schooling to 
take place. Effective educators do not necessarily make effective managers or administrators. 
(parent) 

Devolution will put too much pressure on principals, and they will not be able to function 
effectively. Principals should be the guardians of the school curriculum and of the education of 
children. They should not be put in the position where they are expected to be financial "whiz-
kids". I personally think that the devolution package is unrealistic and will in time, and after a 
lot of worry and stress for principals and school councils, come well and truly unstuck! 
(parent) 

The Human Element 

When a principal has to become other than (in essence) a people person (child or adult) the soul 
begins to depart education. (principal) 

Perhaps the most important factor desirable in a principal is that of an "open" mind in all 
aspects of managing a school. Matters of "humanity" should not be lost to the demands of the 
school as an organisation. (departmental officer) 

Principals are being asked to do too much. They need to be able to spend time with teachers 
and kids, that is their primary function. (teacher) 

I have been to many schools but my favourite ones are the ones where the principal discusses 
matters with parents, students and teachers. (student) 

I think that the principals should try to control their temper because sometimes they just go 
off and stan shouting and screaming and don't know how bad or upset the student is going to 
feel after they have been shouted at and sometimes abused. (student) 

Principal Development 

I consider training for principals to be adequate. I also consider that the selection process is too 
"tied" to the regulations and rights of teachers. When selection is taking place consideration of 
the ability to effectively carry out the "job" and the individual requirements of a school should 
be of paramount importance. (departmental officer) 

Education authorities & communities need to be decisive about what they want from schools 
and where they want the principal's emphasis to be. Appropriate staff development support 
needs to be put in place to complement this. Principals should devote themselves to 
academic/curriculum and team building pursuits and leave finance, contracts and industrial 
matters to the clerks. Principals should, through their professional organisations and 
committees be at the leading edge of policy direction/development re the education of children. 
Pre-service training is not enough for principals who need to be well-versed in team building 
and counselling techniques. Higher education studies are a must but must be coupled with 
intensive human resources training. (departmental officer) 

I believe that the role of the teacher and principal has changed but post training opportunities 
and support have not kept pace. Schools are becoming like small businesses and the 
management style is moving away from managing "learning" and more towards "making ends 
meet". A good teacher does not necessarily make a good administrative manager but this is the 
position that many school principals find themselves in today, I believe that teachers now 
need training in administration, finance, management etc to have a realistic view of how 
schools work. (teacher) 
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My main concern is that principals accept responsibilities for functions that they have never 
trained for or been developed for - finance: discipline; staff development etc.: curriculum change 
and its implementation; devolution. (departmental officer) 

Change, Devolution and Principal Development 

In the past few years the breadth of tasks required to be undertaken by principals has grown 
enormously. These new tasks have been devolved over a short space of time sometimes with 
lack of support at the system level. I believe that principals are the educational leaders of their 
community and school. To be able to fulfil this role effectively they need to be unhindered by 
an abundance of administrative tasks such as supervising contracts etc. The role of a principal 
is a highly complex and evolving one, therefore they need to have access to courses which 
allow them to complete new tasks/roles effectively. The regular review of people holding such 
positions should be built into the assessment process to ensure that the highest calibre of 
person occupies such positions. (departmental officer) 

The role which principals play will have to change with the new devolution of responsibilities. 
Unfortunately this will not suit many principals who will be placed under enormous pressure. 
I believe it can only have a detrimental effect on schools. It will also change the role of other 
senior staff. (teacher) 

With devolution many principals could find that their initial training and upgrading (which 
usually focussed on education) is inadequate for what they are expected to do. Are we going to 
end up with stressed out principals because they are at times expected to be superhuman? 
(teacher) 

Human Resource Management 

There is a general view these days that principals have to be "all things to all people". This is 
clearly unrealistic. I do however believe that it is incumbent on principals to have the skill to 
draw together the "best" of what they have available from staff, students, parents and the 
community at large and form an effective working "team" to meet need. (departmental officer) 

Managing people is the major task - students 4 yr to 18 yr old; parents from all walks of life 
and socio-economic backgrounds: teachers from all places on the continuum, radical to 
conservative; departmental advisors (now things of the past): departmental administrators; non-
school connected community members; other staff members and contractors. To connect all 
these people together to produce an educated youth is a task beyond one body. Private industry 
would never attempt to produce a product in such a manner. (teacher) 

Most principals work hard but not all of them are natural leaders. They need to be trained to 
manage people. I believe teachers generally are sincere people, who want to perform well. A 
good principal helps them to do this. A good principal builds up good morale within the staff. 
(teacher) 

Time Constraints 

Principals mostly find that their days are busy and too often fragmented with constant 
interruptions. The guilt complex becomes evident as they realise that there is never enough 
quality time available to give to every aspect of the school which deserves it. (departmental 
officer) 

Considering that all the tasks listed are vital for the well-being and direction that a school must 
take, it would appear that too much is being heaped upon a principal's plate and so the job 
becomes more diverse and there is just too much to be accomplished in too little time. 
Something gives and unfortunately it is often the principal's "joy" of being an educator. 
(teacher) 

Vision 

Principals are the key to effective learning. They need to know the curriculum, understand 
teaching, know departmental requirements etc. BUT then, they need to have the breadth of 
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vision to guide their staff and their school's whole organisation and philosophy in the way best 
for that school. They need as much support as they should themselves be providing. They 
should themselves sow "siolte tiene" (seeds of lire) and inspire all their staff and students to do 
the same. (departmental officer) 

Societal Factors 

There are many specific traits which could be listed as being part of the make up of an ideal 
principal. An important issue is that the principal is viewed as an educational leader first, 
manager/administrator next, and with the explosion of knowledge, changes in technology - 

there are many more pressures being placed on principals and staff of schools. The social 
context today, with wide variations in home life (from 'traditional' families to sole parent 
groups), and with pressures upon the young (substance abuse, health risks, etc.) places teachers 
in an important role yet without the traditional respect accorded to teachers/principals. Being a 
principal has always been a challenge but I believe that today it is a greater challenge as the 
fabric of society has changed. (departmental officer) 

Role Definition 

Today's Principals in the N T are too often having to do the mundane administrative tasks, to 
the cost of educational leadership These are tasks that could very well be handled by 
"ancillary" personnel if they were available. Principals also spend a great deal of time with 
students on welfare and discipline related issues rather than being available to enhance 
professional growth and learning. Perhaps it's time to redefine the role of schools and 
principals in the light of current reality. (principal) 

Staff and Community Relationships 

Principals must earn the respect of all parents, staff and students so that the schools can 
function as a cohesive unit. Teachers, parents and pupils respond to praise and thanks and 
again when greater effort is required more praise is needed. (Teacher) 

We obviously expect them to be all things to all people and this is not possible. A principal 
has an important role in school climate and tone. The principal who acts professionally, keeps 
professionally up to date and has high expectations of standards which can be achieved in the 
school and is at the same time honest and caring should get support from staff and community 
which might ease the burden of responsibility. (teacher) 

Principals must view themselves as executives and managers and be prepared to put their 
careers before their families. The reward for such sacrifice is a great time later and in the form 
of well earned respect from students, parents, staff and the community. (teacher) 

General 

Principals have to accept the fact that they are fairly highly paid (and it should be higher) 
leaders of fairly autonomous field units and that their position requires intellectual demands, 
long hours, efficient use of time etc. A number of studies has shown that principals as a 
whole are not very stressed though this is part of the job. Principals have to cope with the 
routine but not use it as an excuse for not doing much about the important things like setting 
directions, building an appropriate culture etc. (departmental officer) 

Any principal must be able to stand up in front of big groups of people, be good at handling 
money and have quite a loud voice for assemblies. (student) 

This questionnaire helps students and parents realise all the work that goes into being a 
principal and maybe the people who took this will help out the principal a lot more. (student) 
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CHAPTER 9 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The first section of this chapter offers an overview of the study. It entails a brief account of the 

underlying rationale for the study, and the focus questions which were formulated. This is 

followed by an outline of the investigatory procedures adopted and a description of the data 

collection and analysis processes. The second section considers the trends, patterns and 

relationships of respondent opinion derived from the statistical analysis of the questionnaire 

data, compared and contrasted as appropriate with relevant educational literature and the 

responses of various participating principals at interview, to frame, from the major findings of 

the study, conclusions pertaining to the role of primary school principals The final section 

provides a brief summary and review of the research methodology. The implications of the 

findings for areas for further research are considered, and suggestions pertaining to system and 

school level are extrapolated from the study's conclusions. 

Summary 

This section considers the study from the following perspectives: (i) its underlying rationale, 

(ii) its relationship to the literature and the formulation of the major focus questions, (iii) the 

nature of its design, (iv) how it was managed, and (v) the manner in which the data was 

analysed. 

Rationale 

The closing decade of the twentieth century has been labelled by Cavanagh, Fielding, Rodwell 

and Symes (1991, p.  70) as "an epoch of prodigious and unimaginable changes", in which "the 

present is already long since past (p.  76)". It is, they contend, a period in which teachers have 

become better educated, and one in which they, together with other members of the school 

community have sought or been awarded a greater decision making voice within the public 

school systems of which they are a part. It is a period in which governments, and therefore 

education systems, are confronted with what appears to he a catch 22 situation, i.e. how to 
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maintain collective control of the agendas and activities of the various individual schools while 

responding to political realities, economic dictates, and educational trends and patterns which 

proclaim the desirability of ensuring a greater degree of autonomy for individual school 

communities. (See also Bates, 1992; Ornstein, 1992; Brydon, 1992; Foggo, 1992: Beare, 

1992; Fullan & Miles, 1992; Lauder & Wylie, 1990). 

However, Fullan (1991, p.  168) argues that while education systems are "overloaded" and not 

necessarily "coherent or coordinated', the school is at the centre of the change process, and that 

for this reason it is where "focus, coherence, and consistency must be forged". Concomitantly, 

he concludes that is why the role of the principal is so central and crucial to reform. However, 

in discharging the responsibilities of their office, it is recognised that principals increasingly are 

being asked to take cognisance of the contributions and opinions offered by the constituent 

groups which have a legitimate association with their school communities. More and more 

terminology such as "collegiate decision making" and "democratic decision making" is 

becoming entrenched within the school based context of education. 

It is within this context that principals are required to address a complex and often conflicting 

range of tasks. Blase (1987) identifies school context variables as an important focus for 

researchers considering the role of the principal. His contention that the consideration of the 

perceptions of those with legitimate involvement in the educational process within the school 

community would be of assistance in clarifying the role of principals is supported by other 

researchers in the field of education, such as Hughes (1990), Johnson and Holdway (1991) 

and Sergiovanni (1991). Reports by Duke (1988, p.  309) and Start (1988, p.  197) that 

principals are expected to be "all things to all people", and Murphy's (1987) comment that 

principals' different constituents hold varying expectations regarding the role of the principal 

and that little consensus could be found amongst them concerning the priority which should be 

awarded to the various principal activities, provided the scope for further research. 

The importance of the research findings hold particular significance for the role of the principal. 

If in fact in this unprecedented time of change, little unity of opinion is to be found already in 

251 



existence amongst the various constituent school community groups, then the process of 

"forging focus, coherence, and consistency", identified by Fullan (1991) is likely to result in a 

poorly tempered "reform" platform from which the principal can address the elements of 

change. Alternatively, should a high degree of unity of opinion amongst the constituent groups 

be identified, it would allow the forging of a clearly identifiable role definition for principals. 

From such a strong basis, principals would then he able to adopt the reform role advocated by 

Fullan (1991) and confront the elements of change from a position of strength. 

The Literature 

The literature suggests that, perhaps more than at any time previous, principals now are faced 

with often complex and conflicting role expectations within an educational context made less 

tangible and more susceptible through the influencing nature of various elements of change. 

What has remained constant within the literature is the central role ascribed to the principalship. 

Less clear within the collective body of literature is the desired nature of the principal's role, 

and an attendant role definition.(See also Wirt, 1992; Aldrich, 1992). Attention to the contents 

of the literature and the nature of the literature itself would tend to indicate that attempts to 

influence role direction for principals generally emerge from such arenas as educational 

research, the professional literature, economic pressures, professional development programs, 

societal trends, directions undertaken or proposed within other educational systems, and local 

system requirements themselves. Generally these forces are more subtle and indirect than 

prescriptive. The implication is however, that each principal will, in some manner, assimilate, 

accommodate, ingest and digest new or changing role expectations, undergo a metamorphosing 

period and re-emerge as a new "(wo)man for all seasons". 

A focus of current educational literature (particularly in Australia) is the move by the various 

education systems to devolve greater decision making powers and responsibilities to individual 

school communities, within an overall framework of greater autonomy for schools. An 

associated focus is the relationship of principals with the membership of the various legitimate 

bodies of which their school communities are comprised, and the influencing nature of the 

corporate membership of those groups, both upon principal initiatives and actions, and upon 
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various aspects of the educational process itself. The dual focus within the literature, i.e. upon 

the role of principals during such a significant period of change, and their relationship with the 

members of their constituencies, suggested the need for investigative and delineative research, 

the findings of which might offer contextually embedded guidance to principals and others 

seeking to identify the nature of the principal's role and attempting to determine a role definition 

for principals. 

From reference to the literature particular principal work tasks and responsibilities were elicited 

to develop two instruments - a questionnaire and a semi-structured interview schedule - to 

address four questions oriented to constituent expectations regarding the role of primary 

principals. 

Study Design 

The concept of the changing role of principals and the evolving nature of their involvement with 

the members of the various groups within their educational communities, identified in the 

literature, suggested a contextually based explorative and descriptive study wherein the 

opinions,perspectives, expectations and beliefs of the constituents could he drawn upon to 

provide a school based expectation of the role of primary principals. The aptness of drawing 

upon opinions, perspectives, expectations and beliefs as the basis for the data was confirmed 

by writers such as Wiersma (1986). Odman (1988), and Guba and Lincoln (1988). 

The study was undertaken within the Darwin urban area because it contained the greatest 

concentration of schools within the largest populated educational region within the Northern 

Territory Educational System, as well as for practical reasons. Only pre-schools and primary 

schools were included in the study because of the many structural and organisational 

differences between primary and secondary schools, and the indeterminate nature of the 

influence that such factors might have upon the role expectations of principals held by 

constituents at the two different levels. 
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All principals within the urban area were surveyed, and departmental officers were selected on 

the basis of their representativeness of curriculum areas or the uniqueness of their positions. 

The schools included were representative of geographical location, size, and gender of principal 

and provided the student, teacher and parent respondents for the study. Respondent 

participation in the study was on an optional basis. 

A questionnaire and semi-structured interview were designed, based upon a previous study, the 

literature review, discussions with colleagues and personal experience. To ensure reliability 

and validity the questionnaire and interview schedule were pilot tested and their contents 

subjected to extensive consultation and examination by colleagues from a variety of levels and 

positions within the educational system. 

Management of the Study 

Following initial contact by correspondence with all principals and departmental officers (each 

of whom was known personally by the researcher) and personal contact with all participants 

from each of the six schools included in the study, data were collected during the latter part of 

Semester 1 (questionnaire) and the middle period of Semester 2 (interviews), of 1991. The 

overall return rate for questionnaires was high at 87 percent. and a correspondingly high usable 

number of returns (97.6 percent). All twelve principals approached (six of whom were from 

the schools included in the study and six of whom were selected randomly from schools which 

conformed to the sampling frame upon which the study was based), agreed to an interview and 

subsequently kept their appointments. All interviews were taped, and transcriptions provided 

to interviewees for correction or addition to avoid potential bias through misinterpretation or 

misunderstanding. The majority of the interviews were concluded within sixty to seventy-five 

minutes. 

Data Analysis 

The analysis of the data involved two discrete phases. The first involved the statistical analysis 

of responses to particular items concerned with principal work tasks and principal domains of 

control, included in the questionnaire. The analysis process utilized frequency counts, 
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percentage frequency distributions, means, standard deviations, and the calculation of 

correlation coefficients. The second phase involved the content analysis of open responses to 

items contained within the questionnaire, and interview questions directed to principals. The 

content analysis of the questionnaire data entailed an initial sorting and classifying process in 

which the data were placed within broad classification categories according to key words and 

phrases. The final stage involved the further refinement and extension of the classification 

categories (eight in all) under which the key words and phrases were recorded. 

The content analysis of the data derived from principal interviews involved a similar but less 

concentrated approach to that adopted with the questionnaire data. The purpose of the analysis 

was two fold, (i) to act as a validity and reliability enhancing factor for the study, linking data 

from the interview with data from Part 3 of the questionnaire, and (ii) to provide useful and 

relevant quotations to illustrate findings contained within other data. 

Unsolicited comments from respondents and deliberate questioning of the principals during 

interview provided a facility for reviewing the questionnaire as a data gathering tool. No major 

criticism was forthcoming from any respondents, while all interviewees endorsed its suitability. 

The interview schedule provided adequate scope to encapsulate principal opinion on the broad 

issues involved in the role of the principal and those issues identified by trends during a brief, 

undetailed precursory examination of the data gathered from the questionnaire. The availability 

of the detailed analysis of the questionnaire would have allowed greater enhancement of the 

interview schedule as a data gathering instrument as the questions could have been focussed 

with greater precision to address the questionnaire findings. Time constraints were a limiting 

factor. An increased time frame would have provided the opportunity to conduct interviews 

with parents, departmental officers, teachers and students, thereby allowing the inclusion of 

interview data which would have introduced a broader perspective to the study. 

The essential impression gleaned from the management of the study, from discussion with the 

respondents and from consideration of the data they provided, was that the focus of the study 

was relevant, timely and important. A secondary impression was the (unquestioning) 
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acceptance of all respondents of the validity of respondent opinion in allocating priority 

rankings and importance to principal work tasks. 

Conclusions 

The major findings provided in Chapters 6, 7 and 8 furnish the bases upon which the 

conclusions presented in this section are formulated. Because of the interrelationship of the 

four major questions posed at the beginning of the study, the obvious linkages between 

principal work tasks and domains of principal control, and the corresponding 

interconnectedness of constituent responses, some overlapping and similarity of a number of 

conclusions will he evident. Though it may be able to stated with some legitimacy that some of 

the conclusions are not totally unexpected, there is value in reporting the seemingly obvious if 

only to reinforce and highlight the fact that there is a significant degree of agreement amongst 

the constituent groups as to the expectations of principals, upon which the conclusions are 

based. The order of reporting the conclusions does not signify in any way a measure of their 

importance. Principals and others may wish to decide for themselves, upon the basis of their 

own perceptions, experience or current situations, the personal importance and relevance of 

each of the conclusions. In all, forty-one conclusions relating to the role of primary school 

principals were drawn. 

Cl While school community groups attach considerable importance to the 

majority of principal work tasks, they are discriminating. 

In general terms, such an endorsement from the membership of the school community offers 

legitimacy to the various tasks addressed by principals in the course of their duties, and, in 

turn, validity to the role definition which determined those particular principal work tasks. 

Logically then, principals might look to constituent opinion regarding the tasks of office to 

determine for themselves a refined and focused role definition based upon the task perceptions 

of the various school community constituents. 
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C2 Principal support for the classroom teacher is of paramount importance 

to teachers and is also recognised as a priority task by the other adult groups. 

As the nature of the support required of principals was not specified within the relevant 

questionnaire item beyond requiring the principal to "be there" in a professional sense for the 

classroom teacher, principals might look for guidance to comment from Smylie and Brownlee-

Conyers (1992), and findings furnished by Duignan (1983) which also indicate that teachers 

stress the importance of support and guidance from principals. Additionally, findings and 

conclusions within this study proffer avenues which principals might choose to explore in 

determining the nature of the support that they may be able to extend to classroom teachers. 

However, the unanimity of the responses from the adult groups recorded in this study 

notwithstanding, it is primarily the individual context of each school (encompassed by a 

framework negotiated by its legitimate constituent members), and the uniqueness of each 

classroom within that context, which should guide each principal in determining the nature and 

manner of support which should be forthcoming for teachers, rather than relying solely upon 

the broad findings of research studies. Unless classroom teachers are offered support at all 

levels in their endeavours to be effective educators of the nations youth, the winds of change 

will have very little impact on educational outcomes. Classroom practices and directions will 

show minimal evidence of the influence of educational decisions made by external agencies. 

All around the classroom might rage the forces of change driven by the most powerful and 

cogent of political and economic argument, but just as there is relative calm in the eye of a 

cyclone, unless the classroom teacher is persuaded and supported to open the classroom doors 

to allow the winds of change in, the classroom and what is happening within it will remain 

largely unaffected. 

C3 Visits to classrooms by principals should be conducted on a regular 
basis and in a manner which reflects an awareness of the professional authority 
of the classroom teacher. 

Whilst teachers, in conjunction with other adult groups, regard regular weekly to fortnightly 

principal classroom visits as highly desirable, it may be that they do not perceive such visits 

primarily as demonstrations of support for them, viewing them more as supervisory in nature. 
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However their strong endorsement of such visits does suggest a willingness to share their 

"domains" (Duignan & Macpherson, 1991) with principals. Such being the case, it would be 

incumbent upon principals to regard classroom involvement as a priority task and make every 

effort to structure their days so as to maximise opportunities for classroom visits. Classroom 

interaction, conducted in a professionally astute manner by principals, may be one method by 

which they could offer the educational leadership, support, and guidance emphasised by 

teachers (Gilbertson, 1986) in Duignans (1983) study. 

C4 Other school groups do not attach the same degree of importance as 
parents do to the involvement of School Councils in school decision making. 

Although there is a high degree of importance attached by all groups to the involvement of 

School Councils in the decision making process within schools, there remains scope for school 

community groups to discuss this particular role of School Councils. Increasingly schools are 

accepting, adopting, and exercising greater levels of autonomy However, what may not be 

understood clearly by the membership of the constituent groups is that School Council 

involvement in the affairs of the school is a fully legislated involvement. In looking to 

maximise the opportunities that greater school autonomy has to offer, principals are in a 

position to exercise responsible and mature leadership by providing the necessary guidance to 

all involved constituent groups, to establish a role definition for School Councils. 

C5 The high turn over rate of serving council members is a mitigating factor 
in the involvement of parents in school decision making. 

Given the high turnover rate of School Council membership (refer Table 7, Chapter 4), the 

establishment of a clear role definition for the School Council would offer stability during 

transition periods in which there is substantial membership change, through the provision of an 

operational framework developed from the broadest possible school context base. Further, it 

would assist principals faced with the awesome diversity of role responsibilities presented by 

MacPherson (1989). The many demands of a principal's role, the intricacies of the educational 

process itself, and the limited amount of time available dictate restrictions upon principals 

seeking to educate Council members on the various facets of the educational process as it 
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applies to their particular school setting. An established operational framework for School 

Councils would allow School Council members and the principal to concentrate their collective 

energies upon educationally related issues and help to minimise the effect of membership 

change (parents, teachers or principal) upon School Council decision making impetus. 

C6 Principals are not expected to teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis. 

Whilst many of the respondents emphasised that principals are first and foremost teachers, and 

that it is necessary for them to be regarded as such, they also acknowledge the realities of the 

demands associated with the principalship, which have an influencing effect upon the manner in 

which principals will be involved in classrooms. In addition, principals hold the expectation 

that they should be involved in classrooms, and expect that staff members, parents and students 

hold a similar view. However, the practicalities of time, in association with other principal 

work demands, impose practical restrictions upon regular commitment to teaching in specific 

classes on a scheduled basis, a fact which is recognised by all respondent groups in their 

ranking of this particular work task. 

C7 The ability of the principal to demonstrate competence in the classroom 
is regarded as a more realistic alternative to regular classroom instruction. 

Such an expectation reflects the requirement both by principals themselves, and the school 

community membership, that principals are able to demonstrate the classroom competencies that 

they expect their teachers to exhibit. However, while there is a significant increase in the level 

of importance attached to principals being able to demonstrate competence as a classroom 

teacher compared with regular classroom commitments, the task ranking remains low relative to 

the other principal work tasks. Such contrasting results for the same task indicate that 

respondents acknowledge that there are other tasks and decisions of a different type of 

importance and priority beyond the walls of the classroom, to which principals must attend. 

Nevertheless, the degree of importance attached to this particular task demonstrates the 

significance attached to it (particularly by principals and teachers). That someone should 

"practice what he or she preaches" is a commonly expressed sentiment, and perhaps 
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encapsulates the attitude of the respondents towards principals vis a vis their classroom 

capabilities. It might well be that teachers experience a greater sense of professional purpose 

speaking about classroom concerns with a principal whom they recognise and acknowledge as 

being competent in the classroom, and therefore are able to look to him or her, with confidence, 

for advice. For principals wishing to influence classroom practices in their schools, such 

demonstrated competence could only enhance their abilities to do so. Undoubtedly, a 

demonstration of competence in this area would not be a burden for a principal to carry. 

C8 Principals are expected to demonstrate a current knowledge of teaching 

methodology. 

Respondents acknowledge the many obligations, responsibilities and associated tasks which 

comprise the multifaceted role of the principalship, and which draw the principal away from 

greater involvement within the classroom. At the same time however they also hold the 

expectation that the principal maintains very close ties with the classroom and its associated 

practices. The high level of importance and the high level of ranking attached by all groups 

suggests that principals should not lose sight of the primacy of the fact that they are, regardless 

of the time available to spend in classrooms, the principal "teacher", and that they are regarded 

as such by the educational community which they serve. That teachers and parents rate it so 

highly suggests that they expect to be able to look to principals in a consultative role for advice 

and guidance with classroom matters. Considered in conjunction with the previous conclusion 

(C 7), it would behove principals to keep abreast of current approaches to teaching 

methodologies, so that they might offer teachers their considered opinion and act as 

professional sounding hoards, offering professionally critical and constructive comment to 

teachers regarding their classrooms. 

C9 The possession of curriculum knowledge is the most important of the 

classroom oriented tasks required of principals 

The responses from the participants regarding the classroom related tasks of principals 

demonstrates a view of the relationship amongst the tasks which reflects a discernible clarity of 

thought and a logical cohesiveness. A hierarchical relationship between the classroom related 
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tasks is clearly distinguishable from a comparison of the ratings ascribed to each of the tasks by 

the respondent groups (refer Table 25, Chapter 6). Respondents have an expectation that 

principals will exercise an educational leadership role through their demonstrated knowledge of 

the curriculum, influencing and contributing to classroom practices at all grade levels within 

their schools rather than by restricting their influence through intensive, direct instruction within 

specific classrooms (see also Worth, 1992). 

C10 Although respondents emphasise the educational leadership role of the 

principal, respondents do not regard educational leadership and administration 

or management as mutually exclusive terms when discussing the role of the 

principal. However, greater importance is attached to the various 
administrative and managerial work tasks which, by their nature, facilitate a 
school's educational program. 

While acknowledging the fact that there is a requirement for principals to demonstrate 

administrative and managerial expertise, respondents ascribe the dominant role to educational 

leadership. Respondents selectively interspersed administrative and managerial tasks, 

according to the nature of the tasks, throughout those tasks which, arguably, might be expected 

to be associated with an educational leadership role. The allocation of rankings to the 

administrative and managerial tasks revealed a logical, hierarchical ordering of the tasks which 

demonstrated that constituents expect principals to be able to draw upon a sound administrative 

base to implement educational innovations and instructional programs. Discernible amongst the 

administrative and managerial tasks ascribed higher rankings by the respondent groups is a 

classroom and educational program orientation which is not to be found amongst those of lower 

rank order (refer Table 27 and 28, Chapter 6). 

CII There is, within the overall context of the principal's role (with the 
exception of students) far greater agreement than disagreement as to what 
principals and school community constituents consider to be the important 

tasks which comprise that role, and upon which principals should focus their 

attention. 

The clear focus by departmental officers, parents, principals and teachers is upon the 

educational leadership responsibilities of principals. The first twenty tasks nominated 
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collectively by these groups have as their focus curriculum, vision for the school, provision of 

educational resources, student welfare, professional development and support for teachers, 

school autonomy, and administrative support for the educational program. The remaining 

twenty tasks do not possess the same specific educational focus. In attaching ratings to the 

forty nominated principal work tasks, respondents (with the exception of students) 

demonstrated a high level of unity of opinion as to the tasks upon which they believe principals 

should focus. 

C12 There is general agreement amongst the adult groups concerning the 

levels of importance of the various domains of principal responsibility. 

Each of the adult groups included within the 'Important' to "Extremely Important" range, tasks 

which were representative of all seven domains of principal control. However, while there is 

general agreement amongst the adult groups as to the order and degree of importance of the 

domains, students were not prepared to attach a similar level of importance to the domains. 

Nevertheless such findings give rise to optimism that there exists amongst adult school 

community constituents the potential for consensus discussion concerning role expectations for 

principals to take place. 

C13 Curriculum and Instruction is considered by the majority of respondents 

as an aspect which should be a very significant part of a principalts role. 

Given the importance placed upon educationally oriented tasks by all respondent groups, it is 

not surprising that the domain of curriculum and instruction is strongly represented within the 

upper ranges of importance. Although divided opinion exists within educational literature 

concerning the manner and level of involvement of principals in the area of curriculum and 

instruction (refer Chapter 7), the findings of this study indicate that all groups are closely 

aligned in their opinions (refer Table 31) that it is a major area of principal responsibility. 

While the various tasks within this domain are emphasised to greater or lesser degree by the 

respondent groups, the differences that exist (particularly amongst the adult groups) are 

minimal. School community constituents expect to see their principals involved in aspects of 

curriculum and instruction. 
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C14 Within the domain of curriculum and instruction, teachers should be able 

to look to a leadership role from principals and expect to be offered informed 

and sensitive pedagogical direction for their consideration. 

In demonstrating a curriculum leadership role, principals would be proclaiming the professional 

basis which respondents believe underscores the principalship, while at the same time devoting 

time to an area which provides them, as principals, with the greatest degree of personal and 

professional satisfaction (refer Table 34). Principals seeking to provide professional 

educational leadership would be advised to exercise professional sensitivity, taking due 

cognisance of the professional importance teachers attach to their classrooms which they regard 

as their own domains of responsibility. To implement the curriculum leadership role 

successfully, principals will be required to be aware of external forces which have the potential 

to restrict their choices, diverting their energies away from curriculum and instruction matters 

towards administrative and managerial demands. To prevent such a situation arising they will 

need to establish appropriate strategies. 

C15 It is through the mediating influence of the classroom teacher that 
principals are best able to legitimately and realistically influence classroom 

instruction. 

Providing instructional leadership does not imply that principals should undertake to program 

lessons and teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis. If, as the findings show, that teachers 

should be able to expect to look to their principal for curriculum advice and pedagogical 

guidance, then it is in this manner that they can exercise their instructional role. Constituents 

recognise the daunting range of tasks facing principals (refer "Time Management, Table 41, 

Chapter 8) and, through the importance they attach to the various tasks, are quite specific in 

ascribing priority preference for the domains represented by those tasks. In turn, within the 

domain of curriculum and instruction for example, respondents are quite specific about the 

importance of particular principal work tasks. They do not require their principal to exercise his 

or her instructional leadership role from the classroom, acknowledging the impracticalities that 

reality places upon such endeavour. However principals might be well advised to consider: 
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the heavy emphasis placed upon support for classroom teachers by all the adult 

respondents; 

the importance placed upon regular visits to classrooms; and 

the requirement that they demonstrate a current knowledge of teaching methodology and 

a similar knowledge of curriculum. 

Educational leaders, wishing to influence educational and pedagogical direction in accordance 

with their visions for their particular schools, while simultaneously recognising and 

acknowledging the professional rights and responsibilities of the classroom teacher, would be 

able to exercise strong instructional leadership through the classroom teacher, to influence the 

educational program of the school. This could be achieved by melding the above three points 

so that the principal, in effect, is regarded as an expert resource by the classroom teacher, and 

used accordingly. Educational literature acknowledges the controlling and filtering power of 

the classroom teacher to determine what will or will not take place in the classroom. While the 

mediating agency of the classroom teacher may not be the only avenue of influence the principal 

may chose to exercise, it may well be the most effective. 

C16 Increasingly, the non-academic development of students is impacting 

upon and competing for primacy over the academic focus of principals. 

The interrelationship of the academic and non-academic development of students and the 

associated importance of a positive student welfare environment was recognised by all adult 

groups. Principals, in particular, highlighted the increasing necessity to be involved in 

counselling students and their families, and noted the increasing demands of welfare related 

issues. The reality of the situation as seen by principals is that welfare and social problems 

manifest themselves in various ways within the school context and have to be addressed by 

principals even though such issues may be regarded by some principals as "pseudo 

educational" concerns. Be that as it may, as reported by Abbott-Chapman (1992), "violent, 

disruptive and sometimes criminal behaviour of students appears to be a growing problem 

throughout Australia at primaly, secondary and tertiary levels'. The development, maintenance 

and enforcement of an effective student management policy by principals would be regarded by 
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teachers as supportive. A feeling of participant frustration at the perceived inability of schools 

and community support agencies to deal effectively with behavioural issues could be sensed 

within many of the written responses received. 

C17 The domain of Professional/Personal Performance of Staff is an area 

whose potential may have been overlooked by respondents, and its facilitating 

capacity under exploited. 

This domain, the second largest of the seven domains for which principals are responsible, is 

arguably the most potentially complex and public of the domains. It may be that because of the 

complexity of the issues associated with the professional and personal development of staff, 

constituents do not appreciate fully its potential and therefore, for this reason, have not 

attributed the value to it that educational literature suggests it deserves. In particular, the 

concept of teacher supervision appears to be a poorly understood concept (Worth, 1992). 

Principals wishing to demonstrate instructional leadership, according to Leithwood and Jantzi 

(1990), Rosenholtz (1989), Wilson and Corcoran (1989), Andrew's (1987), and Rutherford 

(1985), need very much to be concerned with issues and strategies which focus upon this 

domain. Within this domain may be found strategies, methods and approaches that principals 

might adopt to facilitate the achievement of goals associated with the tasks of domains such as 

Curriculum and Instruction, Academic Performance of Students and Non Academic 

Development of students. It may be that in the light of the findings of this study this is an area 

whose potential has been overlooked by the organisational participants, and its facilitating 

capacity under exploited. Given the influential capacity of the domain suggested by the 

educational literature, it is an area that principals, in concert with their staff, may choose to 

explore more fully. 

C18 School community constituents possess a clear and discriminating 
perspective of the administrative/managerial domain as one which provides 

direct support to the school's educational program. 

Although the Administrative/Managerial domain is the largest domain for which principals are 

responsible, the tasks representing this domain receive minimal representation in the the highest 
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range of importance. The administrative and managerial tasks, by themselves, do not possess 

any inuinsic value or quality. Their value is derived from the support and maintenance they are 

able to offer to a school's educational program. Respondents showed very clear discrimination 

in their selection and ordering of the administrative and managerial tasks presented to them. 

The higher rated tasks reflect an educationally supportive quality. Those having a lesser status 

conferred upon them are unable to demonstrate a direct link with the schools educational 

program. School community respondents do not see that a priority for principals should he a 

"prime focus on management and administration' (Gray, 1992). 

C19 Constituents expect principals to ensure that schools' educational 
programs are adequately and appropriately resourced. 

In effect, such a requirement provides an example of the manner in which a number of 

responsibilities from different domains coalesce to discharge effectively and efficiently the 

various aspects associated with a specific task. Such an expectation assumes that a principal 

possesses a vision for the school. curriculum knowledge, and administrative and managerial 

expertise. 

C20 Principals are expected to give precedence to educational responsibilities 
within their schools, even though constituents recognise the importance of 
some external responsibilities. 

The focus of principal attention is expected to he the school and its educational program. 

Respondents acknowledged the importance of wider principal responsibilities, contributions to 

be made through professional organisations, committee work at System level, and benefits 

which might accrue through promotion of the school beyond the immediate school community. 

However their responses indicate that they believe there are higher priorities requiring the 

attention of principals, represented by tasks more closely related to the educational programs 

within the school, and to which principals should ascribe priority. 
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C21 While some minor difference exist amongst adult groups concerning the 
importance of domains of principal control, there is a greater discrepency 

between the student group's rankings and each of the adult groups' rankings. 

Principals attribute greater importance to all domains of principal control than do any of the 

other adult groups. Certainly, as the incumbents, principals may have a clearer understanding 

of the associated responsibilities and demands of the position, and are able to see the intricate 

interrelationships of the various facets of the different domains. As one principal, speaking 

about the tasks, commented at interview, "We do have to do all of those things, and I found it a 

little difficult at times to give a rating because in a particular context, each one of those tasks can 

he very important". Departmental officers and parents attribute the least importance of all 

respondent groups to the non-academic development of students. This is understandable, 

however, as the immediacy of their relationship to the classroom situation is further removed 

than that of students, teachers and principals (both in time and geographically) and so they 

would not he as aware of the day to day exigencies which impinge upon classroom learning, 

demanding attention at both the classroom and school level. Nevertheless, overall, there is 

consistency amongst the adult groups with respect to the importance of the various domains of 

principal control. That student group opinion does not accord with adult opinion regarding the 

domains of principal control, may he attributable, in part, to the differences in the levels of 

maturity. However, the fact that student opinion is at variance with adult opinion should not be 

interpreted as a detraction from, or lessening of, the credibility of that opinion or what it has to 

offer those involved in determining the most appropriate role for principals. 

C22 Principals spend the least amount of time doing what they enjoy most, 

and the greatest amount of their time on those domains considered the least 

important by the adult groups. 

Principals interviewed indicated that they receive the greatest satisfaction from attending to he 

domains of Curriculum and Instruction. Academic Performance of Students, and the 

ProfessionaL/Personal Performance of Staff. However, of these three domains, it is only the 

domain of ProfessionallPersonal Development of Staff which receives a relatively high amount 

of principal time expended on it, while the other two domains (both rated as highly important 
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by the adult groups) occupy the least amount of principal time. Correspondingly, the two 

domains of responsibility ranked lowest in importance by the adult groups, i.e. 

AdministrationlOrganisation, and External Relations provided principals with a very low level 

of satisfaction yet occupied most of their time. Therefore principals are spending the least 

amount of time doing what gives them the greatest amount of satisfaction, and what the adult 

constituents consider the most important, and the greatest amount of time on those domains 

which give them little satisfaction and which are considered the least important of the domains 

for which principals are responsible. 

C23 It is possible to determine a graded role definition for principals which 
reflects an astute and balanced selection of the various work tasks across 

domains. 

Reference to educational writings suggest that the role of the principal is expanding (as well as 

evolving). Some writers contend that decisions concerning the role of the principal should not 

be divorced from its situational and operational context. As well, others believe that principals 

should exercise astute judgement in determining a balance amongst their tasks of office. In 

confronting their expanding roles, principals might well look to opinion offered by those 

legitimately involved in the educational process at the school level - principals themselves, 

parents, departmental officers, students and teachers - to assist them in determining a role 

definition. 

C24 A high level of consistency regarding the domains of principal control 

exists amongst school community adult constituents. 

A high level of agreement exists amongst school community adult groups with regard to 

primary principal role expectations. In contrast, the student group exhibits a very low level of 

agreement with all adult groups. Such a level of consensus amongst the adult groups that have 

a legitimate association with primary schools gives rise to optimism that principals, in 

conjunction with the membership of those groups, would he able to assess and define an 

appropriate role for the principal, taking into account wider educational issues and the 

educational needs of their particular school communities. 
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C25 School based constituents consider principal gender irrelevant to their 

ability to address their tasks of office. 

The great majority of parents, students and teachers contend that the gender of the principal has 

no bearing upon the ability of principals to discharge the tasks for which they are responsible. 

C26 The age of principals, as a factor which might influence a principal's 
ability to address the tasks of office, is considered by the majority of school 

community constituents to be irrelevant. 

Although 40.5 percent of respondents considered that the age at which principals are best able 

to perform the work tasks required of them is irrelevant, there is a substantial diversity of 

opinion regarding the optimal age. For example, 34.5 percent regard fifty years of age as the 

upper limit for principals. Of that group 15.1 percent consider the age range of 3 1-50 as the 

optimal years while 17.6 percent consider it to be 4 1-50. Nevertheless, when consideration is 

given to the percentage of respondents who consider principals capable of discharging their 

duties effectively and efficiently beyond fifty years of age (15.1 percent) in conjunction with 

those who consider age to be irrelevant, there are 55.6 percent of respondents who do not 

regard fifty years of age as the ceiling for principal effectiveness and efficiency. No consensus 

was evident concerning what age might be considered 'the optimal age" for principalship. 

C27 It is to the area of Human Resource Management that principals might 

well look to identify the majority of methods, strategies and approaches they 

could adopt to assist them in discharging their work tasks in an efficient and 

effective manner. 

The weighting of respondent opinion (refer Table 40, p.  208) indicated that Human Resource 

Management is considered an extremely crucial area, and one in which principals might locate 

methods, strategies and approaches that would assist them in meeting the responsibilities 

associated with their positions. However, most of the familiar authority structures and 

frameworks of power distribution once available within schools, and which principals may 

have been able to draw upon, have crumbled or are no longer relevant, as "middle-out" 

concepts of empowerment (Seashore Louis & Dentler, 1988; Firestone. 1985) have replaced 

the more traditional hierarchical perspective (Mulkeen & Cooper. 1992). As Fullan and Miles 
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(1992, P. 751) explain, there are many new skills which principals may have to learn to enable 

them to apply adopted methods, strategies and approaches successfully. "Principals have to 

rise above the fear of losing control, and they have to hone ncw skills: initiating actions firmly 

without being seen as controlling, supporting others without taking over for them". 

C28 Delegation is considered a legitimate strategy for coping with such a 

diversity of tasks, and one which could be in the best interests of principals to 

explore. 

The ability to delegate ("effectively", "clearly", "concisely", and "sensibly") was the most 

highly recommended of all the strategies nominated by respondents. Teachers and parents 

accounted for the majority of nominations. The range of tasks and associated availability of 

time (refer Table 41, p.  217) for principals to address their tasks of office were seen as factors 

necessitating delegation of responsibilities by principals However, principals indicated that 

while it was relatively simple to delegate the task, it was not as easy to delegate the 

responsibility associated with the task. Further, two other related problems exist. First, the 

genuineness of the delegation of responsibilities to parents is, according to some principals, 

questionable. Second, it is not possible to delegate in instances where teachers are already fully 

committed to their classroom responsibilities and staffing formulas restrict the number of staff 

to whom principals are able to delegate. Nevertheless, the fact that there is such a high degree 

of consensus amongst the adult groups concerning the role of the principal indicates that there is 

a great deal of scope for positive discussion to take place amongst the various groups as to what 

might legitimately and productively be delegated, and to whom. That parents and teachers 

indicated so strongly that delegation should be considered a strategy which principals might 

adopt would tend to indicate that they would be prepared to carry their share of delegated 

responsibilities. 

C29 Effective communication is considered an important and enabling 

medium which would assist principals in the discharge of their duties, yet it 

appears that principals do not perceive it as such. 

As well as identifying the all encompassing "effective communication" as an enabling strategy 

respondents nominated two other specific strategies which rely heavily for their success upon 
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effective communication - consultation and discussion, and democratic, participative decision 

making. Mulkeen and Cooper (1992, p.  21), in describing the Executive Leadership 

Programme at Fordham University reflect a similar focus: "Throughout, emphasis is placed on 

the administrator's ability to create and communicate a vision, to serve as a catalyst and 

facilitator, to develop a positive, productive organizational culture, and to work with individuals 

and groups in a democratic organization'. The identification of effective communication as a 

valuable strategy for principals reinforces findings reported in numerous other educational 

studies yet, according to Greene (1990) the paucity of communication skills amongst principals 

remains a significant concern. Certainly, by comparison with parents and teachers, principals' 

acknowledgement of effective communication as a strategy was insignificant, yet it is a strategy 

that principals would be well advised to master as it is a key method by which principals are 

able to empower their staff, so that, in turn, the educational communities which they serve are 

transformed into sources of empowerment for them. 

C30 Principal support for classroom teachers is viewed by teachers as a task 
in its own right and not as a strategy for principals to employ to the benefit of 
a much wider range of organisational responsibilities. 

Support for classroom teachers, as a task, was accorded overwhelming support by teacher 

respondents. By comparison, support for classroom teachers, as a strategy which principals 

might adopt to assist them in attending to all tasks in an efficient and effective manner, was 

nominated by very few teacher respondents. Such a marked discrepancy indicates that 

principals, rather than considering what benefits might accrue at an organisational level from 

such support, might need to consider what strategies they would be able to put in place to attend 

to a task deemed so important by teachers. For example, principals might wish to consider 

strategies they could adopt to ensure their efficiency in the classroom oriented tasks accorded 

high priority by all adult respondents, and in areas of responsibility offered from other 

educational research, i.e. knowledge of curriculum, knowledge of teaching methodology, 

classroom visits, professional counselling, effective teacher supervision, professional 

development of staff, program evaluation, consideration of new educational initiatives, 

provision of adequate learning resources, and the development of an effective student 
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management policy. Given that the classroom program is undeniably the focal or end point of 

all education policy making, he it at national, state, regional or school level, it would be difficult 

not to concur with the teachers perceptions. However, regardless of whether principals and 

teachers consider support for classroom teachers as "task or "strategy", as Fennell (1992) 

points out, the change process is directing teachers and principals to reconceptualise the notion 

of power relationships within schools, and requiring principals to work more closely with 

teachers. For this reason, not only is what principals do important, but also how they do it, i.e. 

the strategies. methods and approaches are of equal significance. 

C31 The study's findings endorse the intrinsically human nature of education. 

The majority of methods, strategies and approaches suggested by the organisational participants 

are focussed towards interaction with people and affirm Sharpe's (1992, p.  10) contention that 

one of the "deep core of truths about educational leadership" is that "education is essentially a 

human enterprise." Comments written by respondents in response to questionnaire Item 8, 

statements by principals at interview, and findings from other studies corroborate the 

correctness of this view. Principals are expected to interact with an extremely wide, cross 

section of society, reflecting a huge diversity of ages, ethnic backgrounds, educational levels, 

employment and life experiences. They can be expected (amongst other things) to be leader, 

participant, teacher, counsellor, friend, mentor, disciplinarian, visionary, policeman, judge, 

jury, administrator, manager, confidant, politician, bureaucrat, rouse-about, and an academic. 

The importance of a principal's ability to interact positively and constructively within such a 

complex human milieu cannot be understated. The findings of this study, while supporting 

Lorzeau's (1977) contention that principals should be seeking to provide balanced attention to 

educational leadership, administration and human relations, add the caution that principals 

failing to recognise the importance and facilitatory potential of the human relations facet of their 

positions, do so at their peril. If the driving force to improve a school's program is provided 

from within the areas of educational and instructional leadership, and routine administration 

(Venezky & Winfield, 1979; Houts, 1975; Wilkie. 1967), it is the human relations aspect that 
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provides the lubrication to ensure the effectiveness and efficiency of the process. In the words 

of Mulkeen and Cooper (1992. Pp.  17-18): 

There is a growing belief that in order to ensure the goals of an information-intensive 
economy, schools will have to be organized around models of professional practice rather than 
bureaucratic hierarchy. Schools will need to flatten out the hierarchies that were the norm in 
industrial-era organizations and become human organizations run by people who are 
professional colleagues. 

C32 The majority of the strategies suggested by respondents in this study 
would be equally valid for more than one task both within and across domains. 

Although principals might recognise the suitability of, and draw upon the strategies contained 

within Table 40. (p. 208)to address the identified priority tasks that are oriented to the 

educational program in the classroom, any attempt to establish relationships between the 

strategies suggested by the respondents, and specific principal work tasks would be tenuous at 

best. No clear linkages were apparent from the findings. As Leithwood and Montgomery 

(1982) concluded from their studies into the relationships between particular strategies and the 

factors they were intended to influence, a specific strategy may exert an influence upon a variety 

of factors. Nevertheless, such findings would not invalidate the adoption of specific strategies 

by principals seeking to address particular work tasks or related issues. 

C33 External relations are considered the least important of all the domains 
of principal control, yet it is within the external environment that the greatest 
potential source for hindrance is to be located. 

The external domain is considered by all respondent groups, with the exception of parents who 

place it in second last position, as the least important of the domains for which principals are 

responsible. Collectively, respondents believe that the greatest hindrances to principals 

achieving the goals associated with the principalship are to be located in sources external to the 

control of the school, yet which exert an influence on its functions. Such findings are in line 

with reports from educational writers such as Fullan and Miles (1992), Blairs (1992), Gunn, 

Holdaway and Johnson (1988). Duignan (1985), Peterson (1982), and Glassmann (1973). 
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C34 Principals must adopt a proactive stance to negate the large number of 

external hindrances which are perceived by school community constituents to 

be located within "The" Department or "The" system 

One hundred and seventy-seven counts were recorded by respondents against thirty-eight 

"External Factors" as a source of hindrance to principals. Ninety-six counts, in the opinion of 

the respondents, were attributable, either directly or indirectly, to the Northern Territory 

Department of Education. Similar findings are reported in relation to policy-related issues in 

South Australia by Richards (1992), and by Fullan (1991) and Murphy (1987) in Canada. 

However, a substantial body of literature suggests that principals, rather than adopting a 

reactive position to external influences (and in particular those perceived to be system initiated), 

should take a proactive stance and activate and exercise the full potential of the latent autonomy 

which exists within a unified, mutually empowering school community. Such action should 

not deny, however, the need for departments of education to seek the most appropriate manner 

by which they might develop and implement the policies which principals and teachers regard 

as being of greatest concern (Richards, 1992). 

C35 Given the finite amount of time available, principals could, in 

conjunction with the membership of their school communities, identify for 

priority attention those tasks and responsibilities considered to be most 

important. 

Sixteen hindering factors nominated under the external category by respondents, attracted 

eighty-one counts. "Lack of time" accounted for twenty-six of those counts. Of the one 

hundred and thirty-one counts recorded under the category "Time Management", one hundred 

and seventeen counts, in total, clustered around four factors - the enormous number of 

educationally distracting managerial and administrative tasks, the enormity and diversity of the 

principal's role, devolutionary pressures, and peripheral school responsibilities. Respondent 

opinion indicated the perception exists that there is insufficient time available for primary 

principals to address all tasks and responsibilities associated with their positions, in an effective 

and efficient manner. A method principals might consider useful in addressing this situation is 

to draw upon a list of graded priority tasks (similar to that recorded in Table 35, p.  198) 

compiled from reference to the membership of their respective school communities, as well as 
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utilising some of the strategies offered by this study's respondents. An initial focus for any 

collective strategies to emerge from such a consideration could be directed towards minimising 

the negative impact upon schools' educational programs, perceived to be occurring because of 

the time demands being made by the four major hindering factors mentioned above. 

C36 Devolution, with its associated managerial responsibilities, is perceived 

as a threat to the professional and educational role of the principal. 

Respondents were able to reconcile the educational (to them the most important) role of the 

principal with administrative and managerial requirements of the position where the 

administrative and managerial tasks possessed an educationally supportive quality. However, 

administrative and managerial responsibilities associated with devolved functions such as 

increased financial responsibilities, replacement of absent staff, and cleaning and ground 

maintenance contracts, were seen to be expanding the role of the principal and did not attract the 

same level of acceptance. Reservations, similar to the concerns expressed by respondents, are 

postulated by a number of educationalists. Fullan and Miles (1992, p.  750) make the 

observation that "change is resource-hungry because of what it represents - developing 

solutions to complex problems, learning new skills, arriving at new insights, all carried out in a 

social setting already overloaded with demands. Such serious personal and collective 

development necessarily demands resources". Murphy's (1989) suggestion that there should 

be a shift of centrally located resources to schools in conjunction with devolved responsibilities 

is a proposition worth developing. 

C37 It is within the Interpersonal rather than the Organisational Management 

strand of Human Resource Management (H R M) that principals might well 

look to identify factors which might be of value in assisting them in the 

discharge of their duties. 

Fifteen assisting factors, attracting a count of one hundred and forty-one responses, were 

identified within the H R M category by respondents. Eighty-two respondents (departmental 

officers-2, parents-19; students-43; teachers-18) acknowledged the contribution that could be 

made by a "supportive, committed staff". Further reference to Table 42. (p.  228) and the 
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PersonallProfessional category reveals that fourteen of the forty-three factors nominated under 

this category have an underlying interpersonal orientation to them, which accounts for forty-

five of the one hundred and eighteen counts recorded under this category. Such findings, taken 

in conjunction with other findings discussed previously within this section, reinforce the human 

dimension of the education process and emphasise the potentiality of H R M as the major 

facilitating area for principals to consider. As pointed out by Sharpe (1992, p.  10), "Despite 

new technologies and new structures, human relations will continue to lie at the heart of 

educational leadership". 

C38 If the membership of school community groups see, as their primary 

objective, the provision of the most beneficial educational learning 
environment for students, it is therefore incumbent upon principals, members 
of school councils and departmental officers to enter negotiations aimed at 
establishing procedures designed to maximise those factors which would assist 
principals in the discharge of their duties and minimise those which would 

actively hinder principals. 

Although respondents believe that it is within the external environment that the greatest potential 

source for hindrance is to he located, they also indicated that it is a significant area to which 

principals might look to identify factors which would assist them in the discharge of their 

duties. It is significant that on both occasions the vast majority of the external factors 

nominated by respondents are linked to the Department of Education. While in theory the 

power to implement the necessary procedures to achieve these factors resides with the 

Department of Education, the reality of the situation is such that the power is exercised within 

parameters formulated by political and economic determinants. Comparisons of the external 

factors contained within Table 41, (p. 217) and Table 42, (p. 228) reveal that a greater number 

of political and economic encumbrances present barricades to the achievement of the assisting 

factors located in Table 42 than to the hindering factors found in Table 41. For example any 

decisions required to achieve the majority of factors identified by respondents in Table 42 have 

an associated financial component to them, involving as they do additional provision of staff. 
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By contrast the factors nominated in Table 41 reflect influences of a more professional, 

interpersonal and procedural kind. It would appear that greater gains would he achieved if 

principals, members of school councils and departmental officers, in the first instance, 

concentrated on minimising those factors which respondents identify as hindering principals in 

the discharge of their duties. The removal, through negotiation, of many of the factors 

considered obstacles by respondents, might well mean that a number of other factors identified 

as necessary to assist principals in the achievement of their responsibilities might no longer he 

required. Principals, their staff, and the members of their school communities then would have 

greater opportunity to address and concentrate upon a narrower and more educationally oriented 

range of associated issues, unfettered by unnecessary constraints, interferences and external 

issues which have the potential to consume so much of their time and energy. In conjunction 

with this process, similar attention could he given to the factors which respondents believe 

could assist principals in the discharge of their duties, thereby further enhancing educational 

outcomes for students. 

C39 Constituents, in assessing the effectiveness of a principal, place a heavy 
emphasis upon the personal and professional qualities of the person occupying 
the principalship, and his or her capacity to demonstrate associated 

interpersonal skills. 

Respondents demonstrated a consistency of weighting to the "Personal and Professional" 

categories in Table 41 (hindering factors) and Table 42 (assisting factors). When asked to offer 

their opinions as to what constituted an effective principal, respondents indicated 

overwhelmingly that it was the effectiveness demonstrated by principals, both within the area of 

interpersonal interaction and through their associated personal and professional qualities which 

was the crucial determinant. Other categories were of little significance by comparison. 
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C40 The areas nominated by respondents for further professional 

development of principals reflect the prescriptive reality of the current 

educational situation as perceived by constituents, rather than representing the 

professional development associated with those realms they consider to be 

priorities for the principalship. 

In direct contrast to the emphasis placed upon educational leadership. interpersonal skills, and 

personal and professional qualities of principals by constituents, the area of importance focused 

upon by respondents when considering additional training for principals is the area of 

administration and management. Areas nominated for further professional development for 

principals reflect the prescriptive reality of the current situation as perceived by constituents, 

and their acceptance of the inevitability of principal involvement in the administrative 

requirements associated with the various responsibilities being devolved to schools. The 

inconsistency between what educational communities want of their principals, as represented by 

constituent expectations, and the reality of the coercive influence of the current situation, as 

reflected in the future professional development requirements for principals, suggested by the 

same constituents, provides a less than stable educational base for decision making amongst 

those responsible for providing the best possible conditions for student learning to take place. 

The words of Hughes (1992, p.  2) offer perhaps the most appropriate guidance to those 

involved at the various levels of decision making: "We need to stop all the irrelevant 

restructuring and concentrate our attention where it matters, on teaching and learning". If the 

focus of schools is defined with such clarity, and accepted as such, there can be little doubt as 

to where the emphasis for future professional development for principals should lie. 

C41 If credence is to be given to respondent opinion then the Education 

Department through its system wide responsibilities, and principals through 

their own personal professional development plans, may consider it 

appropriate to identify areas of priority for principal professional development 

from those facets of H R M and Administration nominated by respondents. 

Principals indicated a lack of system initiated and organised formal training and development in 

the areas considered important by the constituent groups. However, Departmental assistance is 

offered in a variety of ways to officers seeking to further develop themselves professionally 
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through recognised, educationally relevant courses offered through various tertiary institutions. 

Principals, through their professional organisations, and in consultation with the appropriate 

departmental officers, should, as Gilhertson (1986) suggests, take a joint approach to the issue 

of professional development and, in the process, consider the focus of collective opinion 

offered by the membership of the various groups that have a legitimate involvement in the 

education process. However, in selecting course content to be pursued, principals should not 

lose sight of constituent opinion which places greatest emphasis upon curriculum and 

methodology. Important though it may he for principals to seek development in selected areas 

of H R M and administration, as Mulkeen and Cooper (1992, p.  19) observe, too great an 

attention to these areas , "reinforces the bureaucratic process, reduces school leadership to a 

few observable variables such as human relations, decision making, and productivity, and 

discounts the importance of ideology and culture in the schooling process". However because 

principals are expected to demonstrate professional, educational and curriculum leadership as 

well as expertise in related administrative and managerial functions, it is not simply an "either 

or" decision which faces them when contemplating further professional development. Rather, 

they must exercise considerable judgement in balancing course content which nourishes the 

intellectual bases of their profession with content that provides them with the skills necessary to 

enable them to "communicate a vision, to serve as a catalyst and facilitator, to develop a 

positive, productive organizational culture, and to work with individuals and groups in a 

democratic organization (Mulkeen & Cooper,1992. p.  21). 

Recommendations 

The final section of this chapter, and thesis, provides a brief summary and review of the 

underlying research methodology upon which the study was based. Related areas for further 

research, based upon the findings of the study, are proffered for consideration. Thirteen 

suggestions (9:1-9:13), derived from the conclusions drawn from the study's findings, and 

relating to practices at school and system level are proposed. The conclusion(s) upon which 

each of the suggestions is based is indicated at the end of each suggestion. 
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Research Methodology 

This study, in focussing upon the expectations and preferences that school constituents hold for 

principals as they discharge the responsibilities of their office, drew upon both qualitative and 

quantitative perspectives of research design; a process considered appropriate by research 

writers such as Cavanagh and Rodwell (1992) Miles and Huherman (1984), Denzin (1978), 

and Rist (1977). The prime source of data was respondent opinion gathered through response 

to questionnaire items and through interview. Various responses required of participants were 

numeric and therefore lent themselves readily to quantification, aggregation and statistical 

analysis. Other responses were more open in nature and required interpretation and initial 

analysis by the researcher prior to quantification and aggregation. Responses from principals at 

interview offered an additional perspective of the phenomenon under study. Data triangulation 

(Denzin, 1988), involving time, space and persons was the major method of triangulation 

employed in the study and conformed with requirements outlined by Wiersma (1986), and with 

the phenomenological process described by Walker (1985). However the triangulation process 

could have been enhanced had time both permitted interviews with organisational participants in 

addition to those conducted with principals, and allowed greater reference to Departmental and 

school level correspondence. However reference to schools' correspondence, minutes of 

School Council meetings or minutes of working party or committee deliberations would require 

a great deal of preparatory work to gain the confidence and full participation of the intended 

respondents, as well as a good deal of time to sift through the material, and might be better 

suited to the endeavours of a research team. The collective focus of individuals within a 

research team would allow for additional perspectives in relation to the data gathered and also 

permit a much greater expansion of the representative nature of the respondent groups. In such 

circumstances parent and departmental opinion would more accurately reflect the opinion of the 

membership than was available in this study In particular, general parent opinion is 

represented in the study by responses from School Council members and, as such, cannot be 

claimed with accuracy to reflect the view of the total school populace, the opinions of Beare 

(1987) and Payne (1989) notwithstanding. 
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The time factor also imposed constraints upon the content of the interview schedule. 

Completion of a full data analysis prior to construction of the interview questions would have 

permitted the development of questions more finely focussed and more closely aligned with the 

findings, thereby offering greater additional insight. Conversely, the time taken to complete a 

thorough data analysis would have meant a protracted time lag between the completion of the 

questionnaire by respondents and the conduct of the interviews, with the likely possibility of 

others factors intervening to influence principals' responses. Under such circumstances the 

decision to structure the interview questions in accordance with directions gained from an initial 

analysis of the data, and from the literature review appeared a logical compromise. 

Time limitations also imposed geographical constraints which restricted access to an enlarged 

data source. However, the impression gained by the researcher was that respondents were 

genuinely interested in the focus of the study and responded accordingly; although it was 

difficult to gauge the interest of the student respondents accurately as they were, in a sense, a 

"captive group'. What could have been taken by the researcher for enthusiasm, might have 

been, for example, exuberance at having avoided what they regarded as disagreeable classroom 

work. Principals were most open and forthright during interviews and cooperated fully at all 

stages of the research. It may have been that the high level of cooperation received from the 

adult groups was due to two factors. First, the process of devolution may have highlighted the 

centrality of the principal's position in the educational process within the school context, and 

heightened the awareness of the role of the principal amongst the membership of the various 

constituent groups. Second, very few locally initiated research studies had been carried out in 

the school district, and none with the role of the primary school principal as its focus. Many of 

the participants, therefore, may have had a greater "vested interest' in the conduct and outcome 

of the study than they might have done had previous studies been conducted in this area or had 

the System not been in the process of devolving greater responsibilities to schools. 

The development of an analytical structure provided a conceptual cohesiveness for the data 

analysis process, enabling the formation of analytical linkages between the various items within 

the two data gathering instruments and the four major questions addressed by the study. This 

281 



in turn provided parameters for the discussion of the findings and the drawing of conclusions 

based on those findings. The analytical processes employed (statistical analysis and content 

analysis) yielded derived data which enabled the studys four major questions to be addressed. 

A review of the data gathering instruments (questionnaire and interview schedule) was included 

in Chapter 5. 

The methodology adopted for this research study is not context specific and could be used or 

adapted by future researchers wishing to explore additional aspects of the principalship or 

participant perceptions of other aspects of the educational scenario. 

Future Research 

Scope exists for research to determine optimal pathways through which the volition of each of 

the involved school community groups might best converge to maximise educational programs 

and learning outcomes for primary school students. Much still remains unknown as to the 

influence and persuasion, (deliberate or unintentional), exerted by individual constituent groups 

upon principals as they discharge their responsibilities. Nor is it clear what degree of 

importance principals are prepared to attribute, either consciously or unconsciously, to the 

potency of their arguments, and what effect the outcome of the total process has upon principal 

decision making. Principals at interview indicated that they would give greater weighting and 

preference to the opinions of particular constituent groups. The significance for educational 

decision making of principals effectively disenfranchising large sections of the school 

community in this manner may be lessened in situations where there is a high level of 

agreement on educational issues (as found in this study) amongst the constituent groups. 

Conversely, where disagreement does exist, it may be that the principal who gives primary 

preference to selected group opinion may be foregoing valuable input and ignoring legitimate 

contributions from other members of the school community. Much remains to be understood 

concerning the intricacies involved in the interactive patterns and group dynamics of school 

community groups and how the optimal balance of opinion might be achieved and accessed by 

the principal to the benefit of the students. 
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An area requiring further research and which could provide insights into the patterns of 

influence upon the principalship is that relating to the bases upon which the membership of the 

school community groups form their opinions and expectations of the principalship. For 

example, a number of principals stated during their interviews that in all likelihood opinions 

expressed by parents would reflect perceptions of their principals during their own days at 

primary school. Such a perception appears too simplistic given the increased levels of 

educational standards within the community generally, and therefore the increased capacity of 

parents to demonstrate greater involvement in school proceedings and related matters as they 

take advantage of opportunities to express their opinions on a variety of school related issues. 

In addition, such statements preclude the effects that communications from school to home may 

have upon the formation of opinions and discount the influence exerted upon parental views by 

public debate on educational issues. Achieving a greater understanding of the manner in which 

constituent opinion is derived would provide proactive principals with a firmer basis for 

analysis of argument from the membership of those groups wishing to influence decision 

making at the school level. 

There would be value in conducting, within the same educational regions, longitudinal research 

based upon similar research methodologies to those employed in this study. The purpose of 

such research would be to determine if the results yielded from these future studies would be 

similar or dissimilar to those of this study. Associated replicative studies are required in 

different regions and different systems if the findings are to be generalised with confidence. 

Studies might be undertaken in schools within the private education system to determine if there 

is any significant difference in the expectations which constituent groups hold for their 

principals. Consistency of expectations over time, and consistency of expectations across 

contextual settings from within those groups closely aligned with schools' educational 

programs, would provide a basis for theorists and policymakers who, although removed from 

school contexts, have a profound influence on educational decisions or pronouncements which 

impact upon the role of principals, e.g. politicians, senior departmental officials, business 

leaders and educationists. 
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The opportunity exists for interested researchers to refine some of the findings from this study. 

Respondents individually identified numerous strategies, methods and approaches which they 

felt would aid principals, and nominated many factors which they considered might either 

hinder or assist principals in the discharge of their duties. The collective nominations of the 

individual respondents added an additional dimension to the role of primary principals by 

placing the principalship within a context of workplace realities which offered assistance or 

caused hindrances. However there was no way of knowing how important or legitimate other 

respondents considered a strategy or hindering or assisting factor to he, other than by the fact 

that they may also have nominated it. Not having thought of it at the time of completing the 

questionnaire is not an indication that the respondent would have considered it unimportant. 

Future research could direct the attention of school community members to the findings of this 

section of the study to determine which strategies and factors they deem most likely to have 

some significant hearing upon the work performance of principals. The results would offer a 

much more clearly defined series of strategies and assisting and hindering factors, than was 

able to be obtained from this research, and complement more productively the principal profile 

developed from the findings of this study. 

Suggestions 

A legitimate source of guidance and direction for principals are the numerous educational 

research reports and writings relating to the role of principals, which emphasise the importance 

of the principalship to the educational program of a school. However, just as the principal is 

crucial to the establishment of an effective educational program at the school level, the teacher is 

essential to its interpretation and cogent delivery in the classroom. Arguably, the 

complementary and interdependent functioning of the two roles is of paramount importance to 

the success of any schools educational program. Yet principals are in the position of having to 

exercise a balanced judgement with respect to a multiplicity of influences with the potential to 

direct, mould, imply or express a role definition for the principalship which could seriously 

jeopardise the crucial professional and collegiate relationship so necessary between principal 

and teacher. Some observers believe that pressures external to schools are slowly but surely 
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eroding the educational influence principals are able to exercise within their schools. 

(9:1) While the broad findings of research studies and other educational writings are able to 

offer principals role guidance, this study's findings would suggest that principals could look, 

first and foremost, to the constituent groups within their school communities as a valuable and 

viable pri mary source of reference to determine a role definition. The conclusions drawn from 

the analysed data show that adult school community constituents believe the prime focus for 

primary principals should be the classroom, and the provision of educational leadership should 

be their dominant responsibility. Perhaps now, more than ever before, there is a need for 

principals and senior departmental officials to exercise the most discriminating professional 

judgement in determining what weighting they will ascribe to the opinions and expectations of 

their school community constituents in defining the priorities of the principalship. To ignore or 

discount their opinion is to reinforce those who contend that the notion of participative decision 

making at the school level is cosmetic and more rhetoric than reality (Cavanagh, Fielding, 

Rodwell & Symes. 1991). (Cl; C2; C15: C30) 

Whilst the results of the study indicate that involvement of School Councils in school decision 

making is acceptable in principle, and that in theory greater involvement should enhance the 

teaching learning process within schools, not all school groups are agreed on the extent to 

which Councils should be involved, nor how that involvement should be exercised. 

(9:2) Annual forums, organised and conducted by school community group representatives, 

through the Department of Education, could offer a valuable medium through which such 

matters as possible role definitions for School Councils and principals might be developed, 

policies formulated on other school related issues, and strategies devised to provide guidance 

and assistance to individual schools in their various deliberations. The regular conduct of such 

an event could offer school communities assistance in maintaining a forward momentum which 

might otherwise be lost as changes in membership of School Councils and other community 

groups occur, or as issues arise within education systems or nationally, which have a bearing 

on the educational process at institution level. (C4; C5 C38) 
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As part of the classroom focus, teachers and other adult respondents ascribed a high level of 

importance to regular classroom visits by principals. (9:3) if principals wish to acknowledge 

through their actions the validity of such an expectation, there is a need for theni to devise 

strategies which might assist theln in structuring their days to reduce the amount of time they 

are required to spend on other school related matters during class time so as to enable them 

regular access to classrooms. Given the enormous range of tasks confronting principals and 

which compete for their time, and the immediacy and urgency with which some of them occur, 

the task may not he easy. (0) 

Educational literature acknowledges the primacy of the principals role in a school's educational 

program and the desirability of involving school community constituents in the consultative and 

decision making process. This study demonstrates the unity of opinion which those 

constituents bring to one facet of the education debate, i.e. the role of the primary school 

principal. Adult school community constituent opinion represents a large and unified body of 

thought conceming the role of primary principals. They have precise expectations of principals 

responsibilities pertaining to the domains of the principalship. Politicians, educational leaders, 

and office based senior departmental officers have the opportunity to ensure rhetoric is not 

divorced from reality by listening to the combined voices of departmental officers, parents, 

principals and teachers. (9:4) There is a need to establish forums specifically oriented 

towards the development of a general role definition for principals. Once defined, relevant 

professional development needs could be identified and specific programs established to 

address those needs. 

When setting professional development priorities for school leaders, it is necessary that relevant 

departmental officers and those responsible for designing and establishing tertiary and other 

courses for school leaders he cognisant of school constituent opinion. Courses designed, 

offered, chosen or emphasised should reflect the predominantly educational orientation of 

constituent expectations concerning the role of primary principals while not ignoring 

complementary administrative and managerial development. Currently the Northern Territory 

Department of Education is emphasising administrative and managerial qualifications as a 



promotional prerequisite for school based officers seeking advancement to the position of 

principal (Payne, 1992; Spring, 1992). (9:5) In the light of this study's findings they might 

be well advised to consider the nature of the administrative courses they would expect their 

officers to pursue, not losing sight of the educational/v facilitaton' perception of such functions 

held by the constituent groups. (9:6) Further, the findings of this study would suggest that 

greater (though not exclusive) emphasis should be attached to professional development in the 

areas of curriculum and pedagogy, as a prerequisite for those school based officers seeking 

promotional advancement. (C6; C7; C8; C9; C1O; Cli; C12; C13; C14; C17; C18; C22; C23: 

C24; C41) 

Student behavioural issues and related welfare concerns are perceived by principals to be 

demanding more of their time, impinging increasingly upon their daily work routines and 

blurring their educational focus. (9:7) There is a need for a multi-agency approach to welfare 

and related issues to establish avenues and strategies to remove the counselling and non-

academic demands of this nature from the shoulders of principals. Schools in the Northern 

Territory already benefit from the support offered by access to the expertise of a school based 

police constable. The expansion of this concept to encompass the expertise of officers from 

other child oriented agencies and those already existing within the Education Department, in a 

coordinated and complementary manner, is a proposition which could receive support at school 

community level. (C 16) 

There is a need for principals not to lose sight of their prime work responsibility, i.e. the 

school, its educational program, and the people who comprise its educational program. 

However it is equally crucial for principals and their constituents to recognise the obligations of 

principals at the system level. It is important that principals represent the opinions of their 

school communities as well as expressing their own professional opinions in forums where 

decisions made may impact upon aspects of their school's functioning. Just as too great an 

involvement at system level could jeopardise the effectiveness of the principal at the school 

level, an overly restrictive personal perception of school boundaries and associated 

responsibilities could deny an infusion of innovative thought and information available to the 
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school through the principals involvement in external forums such as curriculum committees, 

professional associations and working parties. Just as cogent is the argument that principals are 

entitled to (and perhaps more effective because of) involvement in matters of a personal interest. 

Balancing the often competing demands and influences of school, system and personal lives is 

an unavoidable task confronting principals. (9:8) The establishment of a personal and 

professional involvement plan would provide principals with an opportunir' to create, what is 

for them, the most appropriate balance between school and system responsibilities, and 

personal interests. (C 19; C20; C39) 

Skills in the area of Human Resource Management, and because of the human dimension of 

education, abilities within the area of interpersonal relationships in particular, are of particular 

relevance to principals. The development of the skills levels of principals in these areas should 

be emphasised in any professional development programs planned for principals. Associated 

personal and professional qualities are deemed by respondents to be important components of a 

principals profile. (9:9) Regular personal perfornwnce assessment, either through reference 

to a personal/professional qualities inventory or checklist, or through consultation with senior 

school staff, would aid principals in keeping those qualities necessary to the effectiveness of 

their position at the forefront of their consciousness. (C27, C29; C3l; C37; C39) 

School community groups acknowledge the daunting array of tasks associated with the 

principalship and the potential for many factors to distract the attention and energy of the 

principal from those issues which constituents feel are the most legitimate and valuable 

responsibilities of his or her office. The collective advice from the constituent groups is that 

principals should minimise, through delegation or other strategies, interferences and factors 

which hinder them in their attention to those tasks associated with the enhancement of learning 

outcomes for students. (9:10) Initially, principals in conjunction with their School Councils 

and staff members could identify those areas and responsibilities which they consider 

improperly or inappropriately associated with the principalship and identify and implement 

strategies which would allow a relocation of responsibility or ininimisation of active 

involvement. The same procedure could be enacted with the appropriate officers, at system 
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level, through the medium of professional organisations. If reality is to match rhetoric, 

credence must be given to the opinion of school constituents, and their right to make 

educationally relevant decisions concerning matters which will impact upon their educational 

communities should be acknowledged by those responsible for decision making at the system 

level and higher. This being the case, a valuable maxim to adhere to is that the consultative 

process should be genuine, wide ranging, open, and lead rather than follow decisions of great 

import to schools. (C23; C24; C27; C28; C33; C35; C37; C38) 

Responses from participants in this study reveal concerns associated with what they regard as 

the coercive influence of devolution which, they believe, has the potential to deviate the focus 

of the principal from the students and the educational program of the school. Concomitantly 

cause for reservation and deliberation concerning aspects of restructuring or devolution can be 

located in recent educational writings and reflections which have this topic as their focus. 

e.g.Duke (1992). Davies and Ellison (1992), Fullan and Miles (1992), Spicer (1992), Beare 

(1992), Davies (1992), Bates (1992), Creswick (1992), Lauder and Wylie (1990). 

(9:11) A twelve to eighteen month moratorium placed on the devolution of further 

responsibilities to schools would provide valuable time for reflection. This would enable 

school community constituents to hold rational discussions amongst themselves and, with 

senior officers of the Education Department. to ascertain the extent to which the current level of 

devolution has impacted upon schools. Participants, conjointly would be able to set future 

directions and organise time schedules for implementation of agreed to items associated with the 

devolution process. (9:12) A forum for this purpose could be established at sysre,n level and 

become an annual occurrence through which education, evaluation and ongoing developments 

associated with the devoiutionary process could be addressed. Fullan and Miles (1992) caution 

reformers to exercise great care concerning the manner in which they handle the change process 

in schools. The change process, they argue, is extremely complicated and dependant upon the 

interaction of many variables and factors. It is a process that should not be rushed, for to do so 

is to court failure, or, at the best, achieve only superficial reform. Failure in the area of large-

scale reform (such as the devolution of responsibilities to schools) carries with it the potential 

for serious consequences. Time for participants to reflect upon the impact wrought by change 
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and to consider possible future directions is crucial to, and should be part of, the change 

process itself, so that the possibilities of success might he enhanced and the likelihood of 

failure minimised. (C36; C40) 

Principals, while not ignoring their positions within the system, or discounting their 

responsibilities to it, are in an ideal position to actively consult with their school community 

constituents and, on the basis of those discussions, set role priorities for themselves that 

correspond with the educational directions democratically determined for their schools. Writers 

such as Beyer and Smith (1989); Houts (1974); MacNeill (1985): Drucker (1985); Donovan 

(1991); Hall, Hord and Griffin (1980); Lieberman and Miller (1981); Macpherson (1989); Tye 

(1972); Gunn, Holdaway and Johnson (1988); and Seeley (1989) support the concept of the 

proactive and visionary principal, working in consultation with legitimate constituent groups. 

Principals, as the senior educational leaders within their school communities, are ideally 

positioned at the interface between the school system and the schools it supports (Sarason. 

1971) to act as a mediating agent between both dimensions. (9:13) Acting with the dual 

source of empowerment, i.e. that which unified adult constituent opinion is able to offer,and 

that derived from their positions within the education system, principals should accept the 

doubly representative responsibiliry of their positions, define their roles accordingly, and 

become assertive leaders, capable of shaping school outcomes.and having a significant bearing 

on system influence (Cl; C14; C23; C24; C34; C35) 
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APPENDIX A 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

(size reduction from A4) 
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Study of Principals' and School Community Groups' 
Expectations of Darwin Primary School Principals 

** Questionnaire 

Confidentiality Absolute confidentiality is assured. It is important that you use the 

envelopes provided for returning the questionnaire. The number in the 

right hand corner of the envelope is strictly for administrative purposes related to data 

collection. This number will be used to verify returns against a master checklist of 

participants. Once this has been done the unopened and unidentifiable responses will be 

pooled so that when opened no response can be linked to any individual respondent. 

NO PARTICIPATING INDIVIDUAL OR SCHOOL WILL BE IDENTIFIED IN THE STUDY 

Purpose of 

Lt 
study It is recognised that in the discharge of their duties, principals interact 

with different groups of people who have a legitimate involvement in the 

education process within schools. This study will examine the perspective from which 

each of these groups (teachers, students, parents and office-based senior departmental 

officers) views the principal's role. How principals themselves view their roles and the 

tasks required of them as they attempt to meet the various role demands will be 

addressed. 

This 

questionnaire 
he questionnaire has been designed to ensure simplicity and minimum 

______ ________ 
inconvenience. It should take only a few minutes of your time to 

complete. Part 1 of the questionnaire seeks to collect a small 

amount of personal information from you. This information will be of value in analysing 

the data collected in the second part. I he purpose of Part 2 of this questionnaire s to 

cain your opinion regaroing the various tasks that principais may perrorm as part or 

their duties. Your opinion, and those of the other respondents will be combined to 

provide group overviews as to how each group collectively perceives the role of the 

principal. Questions in Part 3 have a bearing on the main focus of the study. 

Procedure 1 .Complete each section of the questionnaire. 
KNOMMMIMM12. Please do not confer with anyone else. It is your opinion that is sought. 

When you have finished, place the questionnaire inside the small envelope addressed 
to Ron Abbott and seal it shut. 
Place that envelope inside the larger one that is numbered in the top right hand 

corner and addressed to Ron Abbott. 
If you are a principal or office-based senior departmental officer please return the 

questionnaire, by courier, as per the address on the envelope. If you are a parent or 

teacher please deliver your questionnaire to the principal's office in your school. 

CTI  ank you for your co-operation  
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Part 

I i 
Sudy of Prin:ipas and Schoc Communiy Groips 1 
Expectations of Darwri Primary Sthool Principa's Ij 

1 I am comoletina this questionnaire as: a phma student a school council member 

an office-based senior departmental officer a teacher a principal 

2. female male 

Mv ape next less than 15 between 20 & 29 between 30 & 39 
birthday i: 

between 40 & 49 between 50 & 59 areater than GO 

Please comolete the section that poolies to v 

• If you are completing this questionnaire as a student, for hov many years have you been at 

school? (Include the time you were in preschool and this year too). 

• If you are completing this questinaire as a parent, 

(I) What is your occupation? 

For what period of time have you had child-en attendinc school? y-s - mths 

For how many years have you participated in School Council / Parent 
Teacher Association meetinGs? - yrs - mths 

• If you are completing this questionnaire as a teacher, for hov, many years 
have you been teaching? (Include R.T. & part time as full time equiValents). - yrs mtns 

• If you are completing this questionnaire as a principal, for hov. many years have you been: 

i ) A principal? -  rnhs 

(ii) A member of the teaching profession? 
- mtrts 

If you are completing this questionnaire as an office-based senior departmental officer, 

(I ) Have you been a principal either in the N.T. or elsewhere? yes / no 

(i) - vrs - mths 

If 'yes', for how,  many years? (i) In the N.T. (ii) Elsewhere (ii) - yrs - rnths 

For how many years have you been a senior departmental officer in the N.T.? -V.s  - mts 

Cmank you. Next page please - 
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Lti 

S:Ldy of °rircioais nd School Cornrnuirn:y Gros' 

Exectt,orrs of Dwn Primvy S.choo Pririopais 

are forty tasks that principals may address in the course of their duties. Pie as e 

consider the tasks in relation to principals generally. You are not required 

to respond with specific band levels in mind. If you wish to make a 

qualifying statement regarding any of the forty tasks, please do so In the 

space provided on page 5 or on the back of pages 2 and 3. Consider each task 

carefully. You are required to rate each task on a 1-5 pnt scale. 

x 

TlONS  

To determine where you will rate each task please read the directions below: 

1 . Read each of the forty tasks in turn. 

To decide what rating to give each task, ask: " How important should principals consider this task to be? 

Choose one of the five descriptors belov. 

1 2 3 4 5 
Of Minor Reasonably Very Extremely 

Importance Important Important important Important 

For each of the forty tasks you should drav a circle around the number wi-uch, in your opinion, best represents 

the importance of the principal's task. So, if you consider a task is of minor importance, reievant to the otner tasks 

required of principals you should circle: 

2 3 4 5 

If you consider that the task is extremely important, relevant to the other tasks required of a principal, you should 

circle: 

1 2 3 4 

Otherwise you should circle whichever number in between most seerr, in your opinion, to represent the irnpance of the 

task required of a principal. 

• To develop welfare provisions to cater for students' physical & emotional needs. 2 1 
 To demonstrate a current, broad knowledge of curriculum. 1 2 3 4 5 

 To demonstrate a current knowledge of teaching methodogy. 1 2 3 4 5 

 To provide support ( "being there" in a professional sense) for the classroom teacher. 1 2 

 To ensure the scho6 has adequate teaching/learning resources. 2 3 4 5 

 To visit classrooms regularly. (daity/weekly/fotnightiy/monthly) 

47  

1 2 3 4 5 

(Please tick one) 

 To set direction for the school. 
1 2 3 4 5 

 To interact with staff members on an informal basis. 1 2 3 4 5 

 To advise staff with regard to personnel issues. (e.g. conditions of service) 1 2 3 4 5 

1 0. To be invved in fund raising events. 1 2 3 4 5 

j a.nk you. ie\t rare 
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Srudy of Pririopa}s nd Schod Cmmuniiy Groups 3 
Expections of Dan.ri Prirra'y Sioo' Principals 

1 2 4 5 

Of Minor Reasonably 

=il"P.I.rit  

Very Extremely 
Importance Important  Important important 

01 

1 1 . Tc counsel staff professionally. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2. To involve the School Council in schod decision making. 1 2 3 4 5 

13. To superse teachers. 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 4.  To demonstrate investment knovedae. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 5. To superse the work performed in relation to maintenance and works contracts. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 6. To be responsible for curhculum implementation. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 7. To be invdved in peer assessment programs. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 8. To develop administrative / ocanisationa] procedures. 2 3 4  S 

1 9. To implement administrative / orcanisational procedures. 1 2 3 4 5 

20. To superse administrative / oganisational procedures. 1 2 3 4 5 

21 . To maintain administrative / organisational procedures. 1 2 3 4 5 

 To errsue the prosion of pleasant campus facilities. 1 2 3 4 5 

 Tc counsel students. 1 2 3 4 5 

 To be involved in professional organisations. 1 2 3 4 5 

 Tomanage the schod'sfinances. 1 2 3 4 5 

 To accept the responsibility for the professional development of staff. 1 2 3 4 5 

 To prode a schoc4 enronment that enables all child'en to learn to the best of their 

abilities, aiven the prevailing circumstances. 
i 2 3 4 S 

 To interact wth staff members on a formal basis. 1 2 3 4  5 

 To teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis. 1 2 3 4 5 

 To o've positive consideration to the introduction of nec eoucatioral init:atrves. 1 2 3 4 5 

31 . To manaoe the dev.ved responsibilities accepted by the School Council e.g. grounds 

maintenance, cleaning contracts, minor new woks proorams (painting, plumbing, 

additions to buildings etc). 1 2 3 4 5 

 To involve phvate enterphse in decision making within the school. 1 2 3 4 5 

 To counsel parents. 1 2 3 4 5 

 To contribute at the system level through committees, panels, conducting 

in-serces etc. 1 2 3 4 5 

3 S. To evaluate all aspects of the schos functioning. 1 2 3 4 5 

 To promote the school beyond the immediate school community. 1 2 3 4 5 

 To ensure that the school has an effective student management picy. 1 2 3 4 5 

 To demonstrate competence as a classroom practitioner. 1 2 3 4 5 

3 9. To be responsible for practising students from the N.T. University. 1 2 3 4 5 

40. To construct the annual budget. 1 2 3 4 5 

(7hankou .cext page please  
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Part 
Study of Princioas' and Schoc, Community Src,uos' Expec toris of ;i-wn Prrma"y 

cho Pnnopas 

in this part of the questionnaire you are required to respond to a number of questions and 
statements. If there is insufficient space for you to record your comments, please feel free to 
continue them on the other side of the page. If there are any general comments you would like to 
make regarding the re of the phncipal or regarng an aspect that may not have been included in 
this questionnaire please do so beio, under the heading "General Comments". 

Iii 

(This box for students, parents and teachers only) 

Do you prefer your principal to be: Male [ ] Female [ ] Doesn't matter 

Given your knowledge and understanding of the responsibilities and tasks required of principals, at what age are they 
best able to perform them? (Yon may tick more than one box.) 

20 - 30 [ ] 31 - 40 [ ] 41 - 50 [ ] above 50 [ ] Age is irrelevant [] 

If principals are to attend to all forty tasks listed on pages 2 and 3, in an effective and efficient manner, what are 
some methods/strategies/approaches they might use to achieve this? 

Comment: ............................................................................................................................................................................. 

Are there any factors which you believe might hinder principals as they attempt to address the tasks associated with 
their position? 

Comment. ............................................................................................................................................................................. 

Are there any factors which you believe might assist principals as they attempt to address the tasks associated with 
their position? 

Comment' ............................................................................................................................................................................. 

1jfar.k you. Next page 
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Stucy of Prnripis' arC SooI Commiinty Groups' 5 
Expectiors of '.'rr Pnrnary Schod PrinDp2is 

Considering the nature and range of the fty tasks listed on pages 2 and 3, do you consider that training (aodrtional 
to initial teacher training) is required, if pnncipals are to address these tasks in an efficient and effective manner 7  
Yes / No (Please circle one). If you circled 'yes", please indicate the nature of the training you feel is required. 
Comment: ........................................................................................................................................................................... 

____________________________________ 
(This box for pnncipals only) 

7. Please list any professial development proarams, organised by the N T Depament of Education since 985, wh,c7 
have been useful to you in addressing the forty tasks listed on pages 2 and 3. 

Programs / Comment: ........................................................................................................................................................ 

B. Please complete the following statement: An eective phncipal is someone, who in my opinion.................................... 

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Please place it in 

the envelope provided and return it as per the instructions on the cover sheet of 
the questionnaire. 
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

Introduction 

Commence the interview session with general discussion arising from some aspect of the 
current educational situation in the Northern Territory or from the interviewer's observations of 
some aspect of the principals school e.g. the state of the grounds, the pleasant atmosphere, the 
displays in the office foyer, so as to set a relaxed tone as the basis for the interview. Some of 
the content will probably include personal discussions arising from the collegial ties which exist 
between interviewer and interviewee. At an appropriate point in the conversation lead into the 
matter of the interview in something like the following manner. 

(Name of interviewee) this is a semi-structured interview. Therefore I will he asking you some 
general questions about matters raised in the questionnaire and ask you to respond to them. I 
have a blank questionnaire form here, to which you may wish to refer, to refresh your memory 
of some of its contents. I may follow up on some of your responses, expanding on them 
perhaps so as to clarify them in my own mind, in response to replies which you might make. 
Please feel free to respond to the questions as you wish and make any comments that you feel 
are appropriate. Any related observations or elaborations are quite acceptable. In fact, anything 
that you feel relates to the matter under discussion is most welcome. 

If it is acceptable to you, rather than taking written notes, I would like to tape record the 
interview so that I am free to concentrate on what you are saying. It will also ensure that my 
record of interview has neither omitted nor distorted relevant comments from you. If at any time 
during the interview you make a comment that you do not want included in the record of 
interview I will stop the tape. Alternatively, should you make such a decision following the 
recording of a comment, I will stop the tape and erase the comment before proceeding. 

All being well, either today or tomorrow I will type the contents of the tape and provide you 
with a copy. If you feel that it needs to be amended in any way please do so. Make what ever 
changes you feel are necessary, on the copy, and return it to me in the pre- addressed envelope 
included. 

I hope that I have explained everything clearly. However, if you have any questions, please 
feel free to ask them before we commence. 
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Questions 

Question 1 
Do you have any general comments to make in relation to the questionnaire? 

Supplementary 

Did you experience any difficulties in completing it? 
Do you feel that the tasks, as listed, provide an accurate reflection of the 

responsibilities of principals? 
Do you want to comment further on any of the items? 

Ouestion 2 
Do you believe that members of these groups hold set opinions as to the roles 

principals should play? 

Supplementary 
Do you feel that there is a divergence or convergence of opinion about the role of 

the principal, amongst these groups? 
To what extent are these opinions based on an understanding of the principal's role? 

How valid do you believe these opinions to he? 

Question 3 
Concerning your role as you see it, to what extent do you allow yourself to be 

influenced by opinion about your role, from groups such as those included in the 

study? 

Supplementary 
How much credence do you put in opinion from these groups? 

Is the opinion of any one or two groups in the study likely to hold greater sway 

with you than opinion from the other groups? 

Question 4 
Do you believe that principals' perceptions of their role would he fairly similar? 

Supplementary 
Why do you think that is the case? 

Are you comfortable with the role of the principal as it presently appears to he? 

How would you define / describe the role of principal today? 
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Ouestion 5 
Leader, manager, and administrator are some of the terms that appear to be used 
interchangeably in current educational literature when referring to principals. Of 
those three which one should the principal be? 

Supplementary 

Does your perception of the current situation match what you have just said? 
Does the system encourage principals to emphasise any particular role over that of 

another? 

How does it do this? 
How comfortably do the three role descriptions fit together in the school situation? 

question 6 

To what extent has the principal's role changed over the last ten years? 

S up plem en tary 

Are you able to identify any major influences? 

To what extent are you, as a principal, able to resist or remain uninfluenced by 

those forces? 

Ouestion 7 
Educational literature refers to the principal as the "key player" in the school ? Is 

that how you see yourself? 

Supplementary 
Do you think teachers, parents, children and departmental officers see the principal 

as the key player? 

What strengths must a principal bring to such a role? 
In playing that major role how should a principal determine priorities amongst the 
seven "domains of control" identified by Marsh in his book Spotlight on School 
Improvement: school facilities; non-academic development of students; academic 

performance of students; administrationlorganisation; curriculum and instruction; 

external relations; professionallpersonal performance of staff? 
Principals have been described as "middle managers". What is your reaction to that 

description? 

Ouestion 8 
Considering the role of the principal today, are there any areas in which you 
personally feel the need for further development? 

Supplem entary 

Why is it necessaiy to pursue these particular lines of development? 
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Do you believe that the members of the groups included in the study would agree? 

To what extent can you share the responsibility and tasks of your office with 

members of the nominated groups? 
Do you have sufficient authority, discretion and knowledge with regard to your 

responsibilities as principal ? 
Do you have sufficient authority and discretion to determine your own role? 

Ouestion 9 
Who is the educational leader in your school? 

SupplemeDLwj  
Of the seven major areas of responsibility mentioned previously, working in which 
three gives you the greatest personal satisfaction ? 
Which three do you find demand most of your time? 

Ouestion 10 
The following statement is representative of some comment received from 

individuals who participated in this study: 'Principals are being seen by their 

educational communities less as educational leaders within the schools, providing 

professional and personal support for teachers and students, and more as managers 
bogged down in administrivia". To what extent do you feel the comment is valid? 

Supplementary 

What might principals do to counter such perceptions? 
Is it a case of principals needing to "work smarter", accept an expanding role, 

"explore new methods and technologies, build teams and accept that they are the 

front line managers of large organisations". 

Concluding Remarks 

That concludes the interview. Thank you for your time and your responses to my questions. 

As I said before, if there is anything you wish to alter, add or have deleted from the transcript 

of this interview please do so on the copy that you will receive in a few days time. 
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47 Coburg Drive 

Leanyer 

Darwin NT 0812 

School Address 

Dear (name of school) Staff 

A brief note to thank you most sincerely for your consideration and return of the questionnaires 

associated with my course of study. Your responses, comments and interpretations of the 

various sections have been of enormous help in my consideration of the format of the 

questionnaire and the value of including some of the questions. 

The questionnaire is in its second draft stage at present and I envisage a further minor redraft 

before it is ready to send out. 

Once again, thank you for your assistance. It was of great value. 

Regards 

Ron Abbott 

28 March 1991 
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47 Coburg Drive 

Leanyer 

Darwin NT 0812 

School address 

Dear (name of school) School Council. 

A brief note to thank you most sincerely for your consideration, and return of the 

questionnaires associated with my course of study. Your responses, comments and 

interpretations of the various sections have been of enormous help in my consideration of the 

format of the questionnaire and the value of including some of the questions. 

The questionnaire is in its second draft stage at present and I envisage a further minor redraft 

before it is ready to send out. 

Once again, thank you for your assistance. It was of great value. 

Regards 

28 March 1991 
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47 Coburg Drive 

Leanyer 
Darwin NT 0812 

Dear (name of principal) 

I am currently undertaking a project in partial fulfilment of the requirements of a Masters degree 

at the Northern Territory University. The degree involves a research component which will 

focus on the expectations held by teachers, students, parents, office-based senior departmental 

officers and principals themselves in relation to the role of the primary school principal. 

I believe that within the Northern Territory Education system, todays principals face a complex 
set of demands and expectations. National educational developments and trends, Northern 
Territory initiatives, and educational programs developed in response to societal developments 
have added significantly to the role expectations of principals over a relatively short period of 

time. 

It is recognised that in the discharge of their responsibilities school principals interact with a 

diversity of groups of people who have a legitimate involvement in the education process within 

schools. This study will examine the perspective from which each of these groups views the 
principal's role, and it will examine these to determine the degree of consistency amongst these 
perspectives. How principals themselves view their roles and the tasks required of them as 

they attempt to meet the various role demands will be addressed. 

Having determined the degree of consensus amongst the groups referred to, the study will 

attempt to establish what influence this might have upon principals as they try to meet 

competing and perhaps sometimes conflicting demands within a working day or school year 

which predetermines that not all expectations may be able to be met. The possible implications 

for the effectiveness, efficiency and professional development needs of principals will be 

considered. 

The nature of my research will require contact with a number of primary schools in the Darwin 

area so that, in each of the schools I have nominated, I can administer a brief questionnaire to 

all NTTS staff, a group of year 6/7 students and the members of the School Council. Also I 

would like to conduct a brief interview with the principal. 

(Name of school) is one of the schools in which I would like to conduct my research, subject of 
course to your approval. So that you are able to make an informed decision, I would like to 
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arrange a time to speak with you and outline further details of the research proposal and 

procedures as they would apply to your school and to answer any questions which you might 

have. 

As required by the Northern Territory Department of Education I have applied for and gained 

approval to conduct the research. 

My telephone number is ......(unlisted). I trust that you will he able to assist with my research 
in the manner outlined. I look forward to hearing from you and discussing the matter further. 

Regards, 

Ron Abbott 
4 April 1991 
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47 Coburg Drive 

Lean yer 

Darwin NT 0812 

Dear (name of principal) 

I am currently undertaking a project in partial fulfilment of the requirements of a Masters degree 

at the Northern Territory University. The degree involves a research component which will 

focus on the expectations held by teachers, students, parents, office-based senior departmental 

officers and principals themselves in relation to the role of the primary school principal. 

I believe that within the Northern Territory Education system, todays principals face a complex 
set of demands and expectations. National educational developments and trends. Northern 

Territory initiatives, and educational programs developed in response to societal developments 
have added significantly to the role expectations of principals over a relatively short period of 

time. 

It is recognised that in the discharge of their responsibilities school principals interact with a 
diversity of groups of people who have a legitimate involvement in the education process within 
schools. This study will examine the perspective from which each of the above groups views 
the principal's role. Also, it will examine these perspectives to determine the degree of 
consistency amongst the various groups. How principals themselves view their roles and the 

tasks required of them as they attempt to meet the various role demands will be addressed. 

Having determined the degree of consensus amongst the groups referred to, the study will 

attempt to establish what influence this might have upon principals as they try to meet 

competing and perhaps sometimes conflicting demands within a working day or school year 
which predetermines that not all expectations may be able to be met. The possible implications 
for the effectiveness, efficiency and professional development needs of principals will be 

considered. 

One of the methods by which I propose to gather data for the study is by questionnaire which I 

am circulating to all Darwin principals and a sample of Darwin office-based senior departmental 

officers. 

I have contacted a number of primary schools in the Darwin area and gained approval from the 
principal in each of these schools to administer the questionnaire to all NTTS staff in his/her 
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school, a group of year 6/7 students and the members of the School Council. As well I plan to 

conduct a brief interview with the principal. 

Obviously it is neither necessary nor practical to collect data from every Darwin primary school. 
It is, nevertheless, necessary to gain as broad a range of opinion as possible from all primary 

school principals in Darwin. 

I would value your input as a colleague to this project and would invite you to participate by 

completing the attached questionnaire and returning it to me by Monday. 29 April 1991 

Absolute confidentiality is assured. Please use the envelopes provided for returning the 
questionnaire. The number in the right hand corner of the envelope is strictly for administrative 
purposes in relation to data collection. This number will be used to verify returns against a 

master check list of participants. Once this has been done the unopened and unidentifiable 

responses will be pooled so that when opened no response can be linked to any individual 

respondent. 

Regards 

Ron Abbott 

4 April 1991 
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47 Cohurg Drive 

Leanyer 
Darwin NT 0812 

Dear (name of departmental officer) 

I am currently undertaking a project in partial fulfilment of the requirements of a Masters degree 

at the Northern Territory University. The degree involves a research component which will 

focus on the expectations held by teachers, students, parents, office-based senior departmental 

officers and principals themselves in relation to the role of the primary school principal. 

I believe that within the Northern Territory Education system, today's principals face a complex 

set of demands and expectations. National educational developments and trends, Northern 

Territory initiatives, and educational programs developed in response to societal developments 

have added significantly to the role expectations of principals over a relatively short period of 

time. 

It is recognised that in the discharge of their responsibilities school principals interact with a 

diversity of groups of people who have a legitimate involvement in the education process within 

schools. This study will examine the perspective from which each of these groups views the 

principal's role. Also, it will examine these perspectives to determine the degree of consistency 

amongst the various groups. How principals themselves view their roles and the tasks required 

of them as they attempt to meet the various role demands will be addressed. 

Having determined the degree of consensus amongst the groups referred to, the study will 

attempt to establish what influence this might have upon principals as they try to meet 

competing and perhaps sometimes conflicting demands within a working day or school year 

which predetermines that not all expectations may be able to be met. The possible implications 

for the effectiveness, efficiency and professional development needs of principals will be 

considered. 

One of the methods by which I propose to gather data for the study is by questionnaire which I 

am circulating to all Darwin principals and a sample of Darwin office-based senior departmental 

officers. 
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I have contacted a number of primary schools in the Darwin area and gained approval from the 
principal in each of these schools to administer the questionnaire to all NTTS staff in his/her 
school, a group of year 6/7 students and the members of the School Council. As well I plan to 

conduct a brief interview with the principal. 

As required by the Northern Territory Department of Education I have applied for and gained 

approval to conduct the research. 

Obviously it is neither necessary nor practical to collect data from every Darwin primary school 
and every office-based senior departmental officer. It is, nevertheless, necessary to gain as 
broad a range of opinion as possible from all primary school principals in Darwin and a 

representative range of office-based senior departmental officers. 

I would value your input as a colleague to this project and would invite you to participate by 

completing the attached questionnaire and returning it to me by Monday, 29 April 1991. 

Absolute confidentiality is assured. Please use the envelopes provided for returning the 
questionnaire. The number in the right hand corner of the envelope is strictly for administrative 
purposes in relation to data collection. This number will be used to verify returns against a 

master check list of participants. Once this has been done the unopened and unidentifiable 

responses will be pooled so that when opened no response can be linked to any individual 

respondent. 

Regards 

Ron Abbott 

4 April 1991 
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47 Coburg Drive 

Leanyer 

Darwin NT 0812 

(name of superintendent) 

Regional Superintendent (name of region) 

Department of Education 

Winnellie 

Dear (name of superintendent) 

As you know, I am currently undertaking study towards my Masters Degree. In partial 

fulfilment of the requirements of the degree I am conducting research which will examine the 

role of the primary school principal. This will mean my involvement with a number of Darwin 

schools. 

I have spoken with and gained permission from (name of principal) to gather data from (name 

of school) school within (name of region) Region. 

I am advising you that I hope to be visiting (name of school), during Semester 1, for the 

purposes of gathering data. I have applied for and been granted approval from the Department 

to conduct my research. 

You should receive, under separate cover, detailed information concerning my research and a 

questionnaire for your attention. 

Should you have any questions or concerns regarding any of the above please do not hesitate to 

contact me. 

Regards, 

Ron Abbott 

12 April 1991 
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47 Cohurg Drive 

Leanyer 

Darwin NT 0812 

Dear (name or respondent) 

As you are aware, I am conducting a study which is examining the perspective from which 

students, parents, teachers, non - school based senior departmental officers and principals view 

the role of the principal. The principal method of data collection is through a questionnaire 

which has been circulated to all those invited to participate in the study. 

All teachers and a number of students and parents from six primary schools within the Darwin 

urban area are part of that invited group of participants. Commencing on 15 April I began 

visiting the schools involved in the study and completed my visitation schedule on 15 May. I 

have now spoken with all the school based participants. Many of those who I have spoken to 

have elected to take part in the study have attended to and returned the questionnaire. At this 

stage approximately seventy percent of the principals and non-school based senior departmental 

officers have returned questionnaires. I hope to begin entering the data towards the end of 

May, in readiness for computer analysis by mid June. 

According to my records at the time of writing, I have not received your completed 

questionnaire. If you have already returned it please disregard this letter. If you have not 

yet completed the questionnaire might I request that you do so as soon as 

possible ? Because of the nature of the study and the relatively small size of the respondent 

groups, it is important that there he a maximum return rate of the questionnaire, from each of 

the groups under consideration. 

In asking for your assistance I am very aware of the imposition I am making on your time and 

that I am competing with many other demands that you no doubt have upon you. My 

justification is that schools, through various processes, are becoming more autonomous and a 

greater knowledge of the expectations of the major participants towards the role of the principal 

(ascribed a key position by the majority of professional literature) will assist in understanding 

how autonomy may he used to benefit the teaching/learning process within schools. 

Yours sincerely 

Ron Abbott 

21 May 1991 
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47 Cohurg Drive 

Lean yer 
Darwin NT 0812 

The Chairperson 
(name of school) School Council 
(name of school) Primary School 

Dear Sir / Madam 

I would like to thank you and the members of the School Council for having participated in the 

research project that I am undertaking. Your assistance was very greatly appreciated. Without 

your participation the project would have been restricted in scope and any value to the system that 

might eventuate would have been limited. 

I am presently in the process of entering the data that I have gathered and thought that you may be 

interested in details of the questionnaire return rate. 

OUESTIONNAIRE RETURNS 

Teachers 

Survey pop. No.Returned % Return Usable Returns 

(school name) 13 12 92.3% 12 

B 19 17 89.5% 17 

C 27 23 85.2% 21 

D 13 11 84.6% 11 

E 26 20 76.9% 18 

F 18 11 61.1% 10 

Parents 

(school name) 11 11 100% 10 

B 12 10 83.3% 10 

C 12 9 75.0% 8 

D 9 6 66.7% 6 

E 13 8 61.5% 8 

F 10 4 30.0% 4 
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Survey pop. No.Returned % Return Usable Returns 

Principals 27 26 96.3% 26 

Departmental 32 30 93.8% 30 

Officers 

Students 96 96 100% 96 

Totals 338 294 86.7% 287 

Once again thank you for your participation. As soon as I am able to compile your school 

profile from the data I have gathered from (name of school) I will forward it to you. 

Yours sincerely 

Ron Abbott 

17 June 1991 
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47 Cohurg Drive 

Leanyer 

Darwin NT 0812 

(name of principal) 

Principal 

(name of school) Primary School 

Dear (name of principal) 

I would like to thank you and your staff for having participated in the research project that I am 

undertaking. Your assistance was \'eiy greatly appreciated. Without your participation the project 

would have been restricted in scope and any value to the system that might eventuate would have 

been limited. 

I am presently in the process of entering the data that I have gathered and thought that you may he 

interested in details of the questionnaire return rate. 

OUESTIONNAIRE RETURNS 

Teachers 

Survey pop. No.Returned % Return Usable Returns 

(school name) 13 12 92.3% 12 

B 19 17 89.5% 17 

C 27 23 85.2% 21 

D 13 Il 84.6% 11 

E 26 20 76.99c 18 

F 18 11 61.1% 10 

Parents 

(school name) 11 11 100% 10 

B 12 10 83.3% 10 

C 12 9 75.0% 8 

D 9 6 66.7% 6 

E 13 8 61.5% 8 

F 10 4 30.0% 4 
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Survey pop. No.Returned % Return Usable Returns 

Principals 27 26 96.3% 26 

Departmental 32 30 93.8% 30 
Officers 

Students 96 96 100% 96 

Totals 338 294 86.7% 287 

Once again thank you for your participation. As soon as I am able to compile your school 

profile from the data I have gathered from (name of school) I will forward it to you. 

Yours sincerely 

Ron Abbott 

17 June 1991 
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47 Cohurg Drive 

Leanyer 
Darwin NT 0812 

Dear (name of respondent) 

As you are aware, I am in the process of conducting a study which is examining the perspective 

from which students, parents, teachers, non-school based senior departmental officers and 

principals view the role of the principal. The principal method of data collection employed was 

a questionnaire which was circulated in Semester 1 to all those invited to participate in the 

study. 

You may recall receiving a letter from me towards the end of last semester, in which I explained 

that my records showed that I had not received a questionnaire from you, and that I would be 

most appreciative if you were able to complete it and return it to me. 

The purpose of this letter is in relation to the completion of the questionnaire and requires no 

attention to the questionnaire itself. In the section of the research report dealing with the 

collection of the data I am including an explanation (based on the collective responses to this 

letter) of the non-response rate within the various groups involved. 

Your co-operation in completing the brief statements below and returning the slip to me in the 

enclosed reply envelope is greatly appreciated. There is no need to identify yourself. Your 

response will be totally anonymous. (Er parents. You may return your reply through the 

school office where it will be forwarded through the departmental courier system. No stamp is 

required). 

Yours sincerely 

Ron Abbott 

9 August 1991 

I am a [] teacher [] parent [ ] principal [] departmental officer 

The questionnaire was not returned because (please provide a brief reason) ........................ 
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47 Cohurg Drive 

Leanyer 

Darwin NT 0812 

(name of principal) 
Principal 

(name of school) Primary School 

Dear (name of principal) 

As mentioned at the interview, I am enclosing a copy of the transcript of our discussion. I 

think that it faithfully represents the contents of our discussions. I have adhered to the 

conversational tone and included the questions you were responding to, as an aid, so that you 

are more easily able to place your comments in perspective. 

I would stress again that all that you have said is confidential. Should any of the attached 

material be used in the final report none of it will be attributed to you personally. It will simply 

be shown as having come from a principal. 

You are most welcome to edit the transcript as you see fit to ensure that it accurately reflects 

your thoughts on the matters I raised. If you have had any afterthoughts please fell free to add 

them to the copy. Similarly any amendments you may have may be written on the document 

also. When completed, if you wish to contact me on (telephone number), I can call in and pick 

it up. Alternatively you can return it to me using the pre-addressed envelope enclosed. 

Once again, thank you for making your time available to me and providing the assistance that 

you have. 

Regards 

Ron Abbott 

22/ 10/91 
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Table 46 

Departmental Officers - Task Description by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Task Mean S.D. 
Order Number 

1 27 To provide a school environment that enables all children to learn to the best 4.84 0.51 
of their abilities, given the prevailing circumstances 

2 7 To set direction for the school 4.71 0.58 
3 16 To be responsible for curriculum implementation 4.45 0.76 
4 35 To evaluate all aspects of the school's functioning 4.35 0.74 
5 5 To ensure the school has adequate teaching/learning facilities 4.32 0.74 
6 11 To counsel staff professionally 4.26 0.80 
7 30 To give positive consideration to the introduction of new educational 4.16 0.85 

initiatives 
8 2 To demonstrate a current, broad knowledge of curriculum 4.13 0.66 
9 4 To provide support ("being there" in a professional sense) for the classroom 4.13 1.04 

teacher 
10 37 To ensure that the school has an effective student management policy 4.13 0.91 
11 28 To interact with staff members on a formal basis 4.1 0.86 
12 12 To involve the school council in school decision making 4.06 0.80 
13 3 To demonstrate a current knowledge of teaching methodology 4.03 0.82 
14 26 To accept the responsibility for the professional development of staff 4.00 0.95 
15 6 To visit classrooms regularly (dailv/weekly/fortnightly/monthly) 3.90 0.82 
16 18 To develop administrative/organisational procedures 3.77 1.16 
17 19 To implement administrative/organisational procedures 3.74 1.05 
18 20 To supervise administrative/organisational procedures 3.61 0.83 
19 13 To supervise teachers 3.58 0.94 
20 21 To maintain administrative/organisational procedures 3.48 1.01 
21 17 To be involved in peer assessment programs 3.45 0.84 
22 24 To be involved in professional organisations 3.45 1.10 
23 40 To construct the annual budget 3.45 1.01 
24 33 To counsel parents 3.39 0.87 
25 23 To counsel students 3.35 0.97 
26 1 To develop welfare provisions to cater for students' physical & emotional 3.29 1.05 

needs 
27 8 To interact with staff members on an informal basis 3.29 0.92 
28 9 To advise staff with regard to personnel issues. e.g. conditions of service 3.29 0.96 
29 25 To manage the school'; finances 3.23 1.10 
30 38 To demonstrate competence as a classroom practitioner 3.23 1.24 
31 34 To contribute at the system level through committces,panels. conducting 3.19 0.69 

inservice etc 
32 22 To ensure the provision of pleasant campus facilities 2.97 1.03 
33 36 To promote the school beyond the immediate school community 2.94 1.08 
34 31 To manage the devolved responsibilities accepted by the school council, e.g. 2.77 1.07 

grounds maintenance, cleaning contracts, minor new works programs 
(painting, plumbing, additions to buildings etc) 

35 29 To teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis 2.55 1.24 
36 39 To be responsible for practising students from the N.T. University 2.52 2.52 
37 10 To be involved in fund raising events 2.35 0.90 
38 15 To supervise the work performed in relation to maintenance and works 2.23 1.01 

contracts 
39 14 To demonstrate investment knowledge 2.03 0.93 
40 32 To involve private enterprise in decision making within the school 1.90 1.06 
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Table 47 

Parents - Task Description by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Task Mean S.D. 
Oiiier Number 

1 27 To provide a school environment that enables all children to learn to the 4.78 0.62 
best of their abilities, given the prevailing circumstances 

2 5 To ensure the school has adequate teaching/learning facilities 4.61 0.64 

3 2 To demonstrate a current, broad knowledge of curriculum 4.54 0.62 

4 7 To set direction for the school 4.37 0.94 

5 3 To demonstrate a current knowledge of teaching methodology 4.30 1.02 

6 12 To involve the school council in school decision making 4.20 0.82 

7 35 To evaluate all aspects of the school's functioning 4.20 0.77 

8 4 To provide support ("being there" in a professional sense) for the 4.02 0.97 
classroom teacher 

9 30 To give positive consideration to the introduction of new educational 4.02 0.85 
initiatives 

10 16 To be responsible for curriculum implementation 4.00 0.88 

11 37 To ensure that the school has an effective student management policy 3.98 0.87 

12 6 To visit classrooms regularly (daily/weekly/fortnightly/monthlv) 3.76 0.84 

13 33 To counsel parents 3.70 1.18 

14 11 To counsel staff professionally 3.65 0.98 

15 18 To develop administrative/organisational procedures 3.52 0.97 

16 19 To implement administrative/organisational procedures 3.48 0.95 

17 23 To counsel students 3.43 1.15 

18 13 To supervise teachers 3.39 1.17 

19 21 To maintain administrative/organisational procedures 3.37 1.20 

20 26 To accept the responsibility for the professional development of staff 3.37 1.07 

21 17 To be involved in peer assessment programs 3.35 1.15 

22 28 To interact with staff members on a formal basis 3.35 1.18 

23 38 To demonstrate competence as a classroom practitioner 3.35 1.15 

24 1 To develop welfare provisions to cater for students' physical & emotional 3.33 1.02 
needs 

25 36 To promote the school beyond the immediate school community 3.30 1.08 

26 20 To supervise administrative/organisational procedures 3.22 1.06 

27 34 To contribute at the system level through committees,panels, conducting 3.22 0.95 

inservice etc 
28 40 To construct the annual budget 3.15 1.27 

29 8 To interact with staff members on an informal basis 3.09 1.02 

30 22 To ensure the provision of pleasant campus facilities 3.07 1.21 

31 9 To advise staff with regard to personnel issues, e.g. conditions of service 2.93 1.21 

32 25 To manage the school's finances 2.80 1.23 

33 39 To be responsible for practising students from the N.T. University 2.74 2.74 

34 10 To be involved in fund raising events 2.72 1.08 

35 31 To manage the devolved responsibilities accepted by the school council, 2.54 1.30 

e.g. grounds maintenance, cleaning contracts, minor new works programs 
(painting, plumbing, additions to buildings etc) 

36 24 To be involved in professional organisations 2.52 1.06 

37 29 To teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis 2.46 1.17 

38 14 To demonstrate investment knowledge 2.37 1.11 

39 15 To supervise the work performed in relation to maintenance and works 2.33 1.06 

contracts 
40 32 To involve private enterprise in decision making within the school 1.93 1.19 
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Table 48 

Principals - Task Description by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Task Mean S.D. 
Onier Number 

1 27 To provide a school environment that enables all children to learn to the 4.85 0.36 
best of their abilities, given the prevailing circumstances 

2 7 To set direction for the school 4.73 0.52 
3 35 To evaluate all aspects of the school's functioning 4.54 0.69 
4 37 To ensure that the school has an effective student management policy 4.54 0.63 
5 5 To ensure the school has adequate teaching/learning facilities 4.46 0.57 
6 4 To provide support ("being there" in a professional sense) for the 4.42 0.49 

classroom teacher 
7 11 To counsel staff professionally 4.42 0.69 
8 3 To demonstrate a current knowledge of teaching methodology 4.31 0.72 
9 6 To visit classrooms regularly (daily/weekly/formightly/monthly) 4.27 0.76 

10 2 To demonstrate a current, broad Imowledge of curriculum 4.23 0.85 
11 16 To be responsible for curriculum implementation 4.12 0.75 
12 23 To counsel students 4.08 0.83 
13 26 To accept the responsibility for the professional development of staff 4.04 0.76 
14 18 To develop administrative/organisational procedures 4.00 0.83 
15 17 To be involved in peer assessment programs 3.92 0.96 
16 30 To give positive consideration to the introduction of new educational 3.92 0.78 

initiatives 
17 28 To interact with staff members on a formal basis 3.88 1.01 
18 33 To counsel parents 3.88 0.97 
19 1 To develop welfare provisions to eater for students' physical & emotional 3.81 1.04 

needs 

20 40 To construct the annual budget 3.81 1.00 
21 12 To involve the school council in school decision making 3.77 1.01 
22 13 To supervise teachers 3.73 0.59 
23 36 To promote the school beyond the immediate school community 3.73 1.02 
24 8 To interact with staff members on an informal basis 3.69 0.77 
25 19 To implement administrative/organisational procedures 3.65 0.83 
26 38 To demonstrate competence as a classroom practitioner 3.65 0.92 
27 9 To advise staff with regard to personnel issues, e.g. conditions of service 3.62 0.79 
28 21 To maintain administrative/organisational procedures 3.62 0.92 
29 25 To manage the school's finances 3.54 1.12 
30 20 To supervise administrative/organisational procedures 3.50 0.84 
31 24 To be involved in professional organisations 3.35 1.07 
32 22 To ensure the provision of pleasant campus facilities 3.31 0.99 
33 29 To teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis 3.27 1.26 
34 34 To contribute at the system level through committees.panels, conducting 3.23 1.12 

inservice etc 
35 39 To be responsible for practising students from the N.T. University 3.19 3.19 
36 14 To demonstrate investment knowledge 2.88 1.22 
37 10 To be involved in fund raising events 2.77 1.05 
38 31 To manage the devolved responsibilities accepted by the school council, 2.65 0.96 

e.g. grounds maintenance, cleaning contracts, minor new works programs 
(painting, plumbing, additions to buildings etc) 

39 15 To supervise the work performed in relation to maintenance and works 2.38 1.00 
contracts 

40 32 To involve private enterprise in decision making within the school 1.77 1.09 
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Table 49 

Students - Task Description by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Task Mean S.D. 
Onier Number 

1 40 To construct the annual budect 4.69 0.67 
2 27 To provide a school environment that enables all children to learn to the 4.53 0.63 

best of their abilities, given the prevailing circumstances 
3 5 To ensure the school has adequate teachingllearning facilities 4.34 0.80 
4 22 To ensure the provision of pleasant campus facilities 4.31 0.90 
5 2 To demonstrate a current, broad knowledge of curriculum 4.29 0.85 
6 20 To supervise administrative/organisational procedures 4.29 0.78 
7 25 To manage the school's finances 4.24 1.10 
8 31 To manage the devolved responsibilities accepted by the school council, 4.20 0.91 

e.g. grounds maintenance, cleaning contracts, minor new works programs 
(painting, plumbing, additions to buildings etc) 

9 21 To maintain administrative/organisational procedures 4.19 0.87 
10 3 To demonstrate a current knowledge of teaching methodology 4.16 0.88 
11 30 To give positive consideration to the introduction of new educational 4.11 0.88 

initiatives 
12 7 To set direction for the school 4.00 0.99 
13 19 To implement administrative/organisational procedures 4.00 0.83 
14 35 To evaluate all aspects of the school's functioning 4.00 0.90 
15 12 To involve the school council in school decision making 3.94 0.97 
16 18 To develop administrative/organisational procedures 3.94 0.94 
17 39 To be responsible for practising students from the N.T. University 3.94 1.12 
18 37 To ensure that the school has an effective student management policy 3.89 1.05 
19 14 To demonstrate investment knowledge 3.81 1.38 
20 10 To be involved in fund raising events 3.79 1.08 
21 26 To accept the responsibility for the professional development of staff 3.78 0.98 
22 28 To interact with staff members on a formal basis 3.72 0.87 
23 16 To be responsible for curricuiwn implementation 3.71 1.03 
24 34 To contribute at the system level through committees,panels, conducting 3.69 1.15 

inservice etc 
25 33 To counsel parents 3.65 1.02 
26 1 To develop welfare provisions to cater for students' physical & emotional 3.64 0.96 

needs 
27 15 To supervise the work performed in relation to maintenance and works 3.60 1.13 

contracts 
28 23 To counsel students 3.60 1.22 
29 38 To demonstrate competence as a classroom practitioner 3.53 1.22 
30 24 To be involved in professional organisations 3.51 1.00 
31 17 To be involved in peer assessment programs 3.50 0.99 
32 11 To counsel staff professionally 3.48 1.07 
33 9 To advise staff with regard to personnel issues, e.g. conditions of service 3.44 1.13 
34 6 To visit classrooms regularly (daily/weekly/fortnightly/monthly) 3.43 1.01 
35 4 To provide support ("being there" in a professional sense) for the 3.41 1.11 

classroom teacher 
36 36 To promote the school beyond the immediate school community 3.16 1.24 
37 29 To teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis 3.01 1.21 
38 13 To supervise teachers 2.77 1.28 
39 8 To interact with staff members on an informal basis 2.75 1.27 
40 32 To involve private enterprise in decision making within the school 2.55 1.22 
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Table 50 

Teachers - Task Description by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task 
Onier Number 

4 

27 

3 7 
4 

5 
6 35 
7 3 
8 37 
9 18 

10 11 
11 30 
12 
13 19 
14 28 
15 12 
16 23 
17 6 
18 21 
19 16 
20 20 
21 38 
22 17 
23 33 
24 9 
25 26 
26 22 
27 36 
28 24 
29 25 
30 40 
31 34 

32 8 
33 13 
34 29 
35 39 
36 10 
37 31 

38 14 
39 15 
40 32 

Task 

To provide support ("being there" in a professional sense) for the classroom 
teacher 
To provide a school environment that enables all children to learn to the best of 
their abilities, given the prevailing circumstances 
To set direction for the school 
To demonstrate a current, broad knowledge of curriculum 
To ensure the school has adequate teaching/learning facilities 
To evaluate all aspects of the school's functioning 
To demonstrate a current knowledge of teaching methodology 
To ensure that the school has an effective student management policy 
To develop administrative/organi sational procedures 
To counsel staff professionally 
To give positive consideration to the introduction of new educational initiatives 
To develop welfare provisions to cater for students' physical & emotional needs 
To implement administrative/organisational procedures 
To interact with staff members on a formal basis 
To involve the school council in school decision making 
To counsel students 
To visit classrooms regularly (daily/weekly/fortni(,htly/monthly) 
To maintain administrative/organisational procedures 
To be responsible for curriculum implementation 
To supervise administrative/organisational procedures 
To demonstrate competence as a classroom practitioner 
To be involved in peer assessment programs 
To counsel parents 
To advise staff with regard to personnel issues, e.g. conditions of service 
To accept the responsibility for the professional development of staff 
To ensure the provision of pleasant campus facilities 
To promote the school beyond the immediate school community 
To be involved in professional organisations 
To manage the school's finances 
To construct the annual budget 
To contribute at the system level through committees,panels, conducting 
inservice etc 
To interact with staff members on an informal basis 
To supervise teachers 
To teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis 
To be responsible for practising students from the N.T. University 
To be involved in fund raising events 
To manage the devolved responsibilities accepted by the school council, e.g. 
grounds maintenance, cleaning contracts, minor new works programs (painting, 
plumbing, additions to buildings etc) 
To demonstrate investment knowledge 
To supervise the work performed in relation to maintenance and works contracts 
To involve private enterprise in decision making within the school  

Mean S.D. 

4.67 0.58 

4.49 0.69 

4.48 0.69 
4.34 0.79 
4.31 0.82 
4.21 0.99 
4.20 0.78 
4.10 0.97 
3.96 0.96 
3.93 0.95 
3.91 0.96 
3.80 0.88 
3.78 1.12 
3.75 0.85 
3.73 0.98 
3.72 1.09 
3.71 1.05 
3.66 1.08 
3.64 1.07 
3.63 1.16 
3.62 1.30 
3.60 0.88 
3.57 1.18 
3.48 1.20 
3.45 1.26 
3.43 1.07 
3.36 1.19 
3.27 1.03 
3.27 1.15 
3.26 1.23 
3.22 1.20 

3.20 1.17 
2.98 1.03 
2.93 1.40 
2.81 2.81 
2.74 1.19 
2.71 1.36 

2.64 1.23 
2.62 1.19 
2.08 1.22 
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Table 51 

Total Cohort - Task Description by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Task Mean S.D. 
Order Number 

27 To provide a school environment that enables all children to learn to the best 4.62 0.63 
of their abilities, given the prevailing circumstances 

5 To ensure the school has adequate teachinglleaming facilities 4.38 0.76 
7 To set direction for the school 4.36 0.86 
2 To demonstrate a current, broad knowledee of curnculum 4.32 0.79 
3 To demonstrate a current knowledge of teaching methodology 4.19 0.86 

35 To evaluate all aspects of the school's functioning 4.18 0.89 
4 To provide support ("being there" in a professional sense) for the classroom 4.07 1.04 

teacher 
37 To ensure that the school has an effective student management policy 4.05 0.97 
30 To give positive consideration to the introduction of new educational 4.02 0.89 

initiatives 
12 To involve the school council in school decision making 3.92 0.95 
18 To develop administrative/organisational procedures 3.87 0.98 
16 To be responsible for curriculum implementation 3.85 1.01 
11 To counsel staff professionally 3.82 1.01 
19 To implement administrative/organisational procedures 3.79 0.99 
40 To construct the annual budget 3.79 1.23 
20 To supervise administrative/organisational procedures 3.77 1.04 
21 To maintain administrative/organisational procedures 3.77 1.06 
28 To interact with staff members on a formal basis 3.72 0.95 

6 To visit classrooms regularly (daily/weekly/fortnightl),/rnonthlv) 3.69 0.99 
26 To accept the responsibility for the professional development of staff 3.66 1.10 
23 To counsel students 3.63 1.13 
33 To counsel parents 3.63 1.09 

1 To develop welfare provisions to cater for students' physical & emotional 3.62 0.98 
reeds 

22 To ensure the provision of pleasant campus facilities 3.61 1.15 
17 To be involved in peer assessment programs 3.54 0.98 
25 To manage the school's finances 3.54 1.26 
38 To demonstrate competence as a classroom practitioner 3.51 1.22 
34 To contribute at the system level through committees.panels, conducting 3.38 1.12 

inservice etc 
9 To advise staff with regard to personnel issues, e.g. conditions of service 3.37 1.14 

36 To promote the school beyond the immediate school community 3.27 1.18 
24 To be involved in professional organisations 3.26 1.09 
31 To manage the devolved responsibilities accepted by the school council, e.g. 3.18 1.36 

grounds maintenance, cleaning contracts, minor new works programs 
(painting, plumbing, additions to buildings etc) 

39 To be responsible for practising students from the N.T. University 3.18 1.26 
13 To supervise teachers 3.11 1.15 

8 To interact with staff members on an informal basis 3.08 1.16 
10 To be involved in fund raising events 3.05 1.22 
14 To demonstrate investment knowledge 2.94 1.4 
29 To teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis 2.87 1.3 
15 To supervise the work performed in relation to maintenance and works 2.84 1.25 

contracts 
32 To involve private enterprise in decision making within the school 2.17 1.22 
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APPENDIX E 

QUESTIONNAIRE PART 2: TABLES OF RANKINGS 

VARIABLE COMBINATIONS OF RESPONDENT GROUPS BY TASK 
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Table 52 

Principals, Teachers, Departmental Officers, Parents 

Task Description by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task 
Onler Number 

27 

7 
4 

4 5 
S 2 
6 35 
7 3 
8 37 
9 11 

10 30 

11 16 
12 12 
13 18 
14 6 
15 28 
16 19 
17 23 
18 33 
19 

20 26 
21 17 
22 21 
23 20 
24 38 
25 9 
26 40 
27 36 
28 13 
29 22 
30 8 
31 34 

32 25 
33 24 
34 29 
35 39 
36 10 
37 31 

38 14 
39 15 

40 32 

Task 

To provide a school environment that enahics all children to learn to the 
best of their abilities, given the prevailing circumstances 
To set direction for the school 
To provide support ("being there" in a professional sense) for the 
classroom teacher 
To ensure the school has adequate teaching/learning facilities 
To demonstrate a current, broad knowledec of curriculum 
To evaluate all aspects of the school's functioning 
To demonstrate a current knowledge of teaching methodology 
To ensure that the school has an effective student management policy 
To counsel staff professionally 
To give positive consideration to the introduction of new educational 
initiatives 
To be responsible for curriculum implementation 
To involve the school council in school decision making 
To develop administrative/organisational procedures 
To visit classrooms regularly (daily/weekly/fortnightly/monthlv) 
To interact with staff members on a formal basis 
To implement administrative/organisational procedures 
To counsel students 
To counsel parents 
To develop welfare provisions to cater for students' physical & emotional 
needs 

To accept the responsibility for the professional development of staff 
To be involved in peer assessment programs 
To maintain administrative/organisational procedures 
To supervise administrative/organisational procedures 
To demonstrate competence as a classroom practitioner 
To advise staff with regard to personnel issues, e.g. conditions of service 
To construct the annual budget 
To promote the school beyond the immediate school community 
To supervise teachers 
To ensure the provision of pleasant campus facilities 
To interact with staff members on an informal basis 
To contribute at the system level through committees,panels, conducting 
inservice etc 
To manage the school's finances 
To be involved in professional organisations 
To teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis 
To be responsible for practising students from the N.T. University 
To be involved in fund raising events 
To manage the devolved responsibilities accepted by the school council, 
e.g. grounds maintenance, cleaning contracts, minor new works programs 
(painting, plumbing, additions to buildings etc) 
To demonstrate investment knowledge 
To supervise the work performed in relation to maintenance and works 
contracts 
To involve private enterprise in decision making within the school  

Mean S.D. 

4.66 0.63 

4.53 0.73 
4.40 0.82 

4.40 0.74 
4.34 0.76 
4.28 0.88 
4.21 0.85 
4.14 0.92 
3.98 0.94 
3.98 0.90 

3.92 0.99 
3.91 0.94 
3.84 0.99 
3.83 0.95 
3.72 0.99 
3.69 1.04 
3.64 1.08 
3.62 1.12 
3.61 1.00 

3.60 1.15 
3.56 0.97 
3.56 1.09 
3.51 1.06 
3.50 1.22 
3.34 1.15 
3.34 1.20 
3.33 1.15 
3.28 1.05 
3.26 1.10 
3.25 1.07 
3.22 1.07 

3.19 1.18 
3.13 1.11 
2.81 1.33 
2.80 1.15 
2.68 1.11 
2.68 1.26 

2.51 1.19 
2.45 1.12 
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Table 53 

Principals, Teachers, Department2J Officers, Students 

Task Description by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Task Mean S.D. 

Order Number 

1 27 To provide a school environment that enables all children to learn to the best 4.59 0.63 
of their abilities, given the prevailing circumstances 

2 7 To set direction for the school 4.35 0.85 

3 5 To ensure the school has adequate teaching/learning facilities 4.34 0.78 

4 2 To demonstrate a current, broad knowledge of curriculum 4.28 0.81 

5 35 To evaluate all aspects of the school's functioning 4.18 0.92 

6 3 To demonstrate a current knowledge of teaching methodology 4.17 0.82 

7 4 To provide support ("being there" in a professional sense) for the classroom 4.07 1.05 

teacher 
8 37 To ensure that the school has an effective student management policy 4.07 0.99 

9 30 To give positive consideration to the introduction of new educational 4.02 0.9 
initiatives 

10 18 To develop administrative/organisational procedures 3.94 0.96 

11 40 To construct the annual budget 3.91 1.18 

12 20 To supervise administrative/organisational procedures 3.88 1.01 

13 12 To involve the school council in school decision making 3.86 0.97 

14 11 To counsel staff professionally 3.85 1.02 

15 19 To implement administrative/organisational procedures 3.85 0.98 

16 21 To maintain administrative/organisational procedures 3.85 1.02 

17 16 To be responsible for curriculum implementation 3.82 1.03 

18 28 To interact with staff members on a formal basis 3.79 0.89 

19 22 To ensure the provision of pleasant campus facilities 3.71 1.11 

20 26 To accept the responsibility for the professional development of staff 3.71 1.1 

21 6 To visit classrooms regularly (daily/weekly/fortnightJy/monUily) 3.68 1.02 

22 25 To manage the school's finances 3.68 1.21 

23 1 To develop welfare provisions to cater for students' physical & emotional 
needs 

3.67 0.97 

24 23 Tocounselstudents 3.67 1.12 

25 33 To counsel parents 3.61 1.07 

26 17 To be involved in peer assessment programs 3.58 0.94 

27 38 To demonstrate competence as a classroom practitioner 3.54 1.24 

28 9 To advise staff with regard to personnel issues, e.g. conditions of service 3.46 1.11 

29 34 To contribute at the system level through committees,panels. conducting 3.41 1.14 

inservice etc 
30 24 To be involved in professional organisations 3.40 1.04 

31 31 To manage the devolved responsibilities accepted by the school council, e.g. 3.31 1.33 

grounds maintenance, cleaning contracts, minor new works programs 
(painting, plumbing, additions to buildings etc) 

32 36 To promote the school beyond the immediate school community 3.27 1.20 

33 39 To be responsible for practising students from the N.T. University 3.26 1.26 

34 10 To be involved in fund raising events 3.12 1.23 

35 8 To interact with staff members on an informal basis 3.08 1.19 

36 13 To supervise teachers 3.06 1.14 

37 14 To demonstrate investment knowledge 3.05 1.42 

38 29 To teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis 2.95 1.31 

39 15 To supervise the work performed in relation to maintenance and works 2.93 1.26 

contracts 
40 32 To involve private enterprise in decision making within the school 2.22 1.22 
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Table 54 

Principals, Teachers, Parents, Students 

Task Desciption by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Task Mean S.D. 
Onier Number 

1 27 To provide a school environment that enables all children to learn to the best 4.60 0.64 
of their abilities, given the prevailing circumstances 

2 5 To ensure the school has adequate teaching/learning facilities 4.39 0.77 
3 2 To demonstrate a current, broad knowledge of curriculum 4.35 0.80 
4 7 To set direction for the school 4.31 0.88 
5 3 To demonstrate a current knowledge of teaching methodology 4.21 0.86 
6 35 To evaluate all aspecLs of the schools functioning 4.16 0.91 
7 4 To provide support ("being there" in a professional sense) for the classroom 4.06 1.04 

teacher 
8 37 To ensure that the school has an effective student management policy 4.04 0.98 
9 30 To give positive consideration to the introduction of new educational 4.01 0.90 

initiatives 
10 12 To involve the school council in school decision making 3.89 0.97 
11 18 To develop administrative/organisational procedures 3.88 0.96 
12 40 Toconstruct the annualhudget 3.83 1.25 
13 21 To maintain administrative/organisational procedures 3.80 1.06 
14 19 To implement administrative/organisational procedures 3.79 0.98 
15 20 To supervise administrative/organisational procedures 3.79 1.06 
16 16 To be responsible for curriculum implementation 3.78 1.01 
17 11 To counsel staff professionally 3.76 1.02 
18 22 To ensure the provision of pleasant campus facilities 3.68 1.15 
19 28 To interact with staff members on a fonnal basis 3.68 0.96 
20 6 To visit classrooms regularly (dailv/weeklv/fortnightiv/monthly) 3.67 1.00 
21 23 To counsel students 3.66 1.14 
22 1 To develop welfare provisions to cater for students' physical & emotional 3.65 0.97 

23 33 
Weds 
To counsel parents 3.65 1.11 

24 26 To accept the responsibility for the professional development of staff 3.62 1.11 
25 25 To manage the school's finances 3.58 1.27 
26 17 To be involved in peer assessment programs 3.55 0.99 
27 38 To demonstrate competence as a classroom practitioner 3.54 1.22 
28 34 To contribute at the system level through committees.panels, conducting 3.40 1.15 

inservice etc 
29 9 To advise staff with regard to personnel issues, e.g. conditions of service 3.38 1.16 
30 36 To promote the school beyond the immediate school community 3.31 1.19 
31 39 To be responsible for practising students from the N.T. University 3.26 1.27 
32 24 To be involved in professional organisations 3.23 1.08 
33 31 To manage the devolved responsibilities accepted by the school council. e.g. 3.23 1.38 

grounds maintenance, cleaning contracts, minor new works programs 
(painting, plumbing, additions to buildings etc) 

34 10 To be involved in fund raising events 3.13 1.22 
35 8 To interact with staff members on an informal basis 3.06 1.19 
36 13 To supervise teachers 3.05 1.16 
37 14 To demonstrate invesunent knowledge 3.05 1.40 
38 15 To supervise the work performed in relation to maintenance and works 2.91 1.26 

contracts 
39 29 To teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis 2.91 1.30 
40 32 To involve private enterprise in decision making within the school 2.20 1.23 
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Table 55 

Principals, Departmental Officers, ParenLs, Students 

Task Description by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Task Mean S.D. 
Order Number 

1 27 To provide a school environment that enables all children to learn to the best 4.68 0.60 
of their abilities, given the prevailing circumstances 

2 5 To ensure the school has adequate teaching/learning facilities 4.41 0.74 
3 2 To demonstrate a current, broad knowledge of curriculum 4.32 0.79 
4 7 To set direction for the school 4.30 0.93 
5 3 To demonstrate a current knowledge of teaching methodology 4.19 0.89 
6 35 To evaluate all aspects of the school's functioning 4.17 0.85 
7 30 To give positive consideration to the introduction of new educational 4.08 0.86 

initiatives 
8 37 To ensure that the school has an effective student management policy 4.03 0.97 
9 40 To construct the annual budget 4.03 1.15 

10 12 To involve the school council in school decision making 4.00 0.93 
11 16 To be responsible for curriculum implementation 3.94 0.96 
12 18 To develop administrative/organisational procedures 3.83 0.98 
13 20 To supervise administrative/organisational procedures 3.83 0.98 
14 21 To maintain administrative/organisational procedures 3.82 1.05 
15 19 To implement administrative/organisational procedures 3.80 0.92 
16 4 To provide support ("being there" in a professional sense) for the classroom 3.79 1.08 

teacher 
17 11 To counsel staff professionally 3.76 1.04 
18 26 To accept the responsibility for the professional development of staff 3.75 1.00 
19 28 To interact with staff members on a formal basis 3.71 1.00 
20 6 To visit classrooms regularly (daily/weekly/fortnightly/monthly) 3.69 0.96 
21 22 To ensure the provision of pleasant campus facilities 3.69 1.18 
22 25 To manage the schoors finances 3.66 1.28 
23 33 To counsel parents 3.65 1.04 
24 23 To counsel students 3.59 1.15 
25 1 To develop welfare provisions to cater for students' physical & emotional 3.54 1.02 

needs 
26 17 To be involved in peer assessment programs 3.52 1.02 
27 38 To demonstrate competence as a classroom practitioner 3.46 1.18 
28 34 To contribute at the system level through comm ittees,panels. conducting 3.44 1.07 

inservice etc 
29 31 To manage the devolved responsibilities accepted by the school council, e.g. 3.40 1.30 

grounds maintenance, cleaning contracts, minor new works programs 
(painting, plumbing, additions to buildings etc) 

30 39 To be responsible for practising students from the N.T. University 3.34 1.23 
31 9 To advise staff with regard to personnel issues, e.g. conditions of service 3.32 1.11 
32 24 To be involved in professional organisations 3.25 1.12 
33 36 To promote the school beyond the immediate school community 3.23 1.18 
34 10 To be involved in fund raising events 3.19 1.21 
35 13 To supervise teachers 3.17 1.20 
36 14 To demonstrate investment knowledge 3.08 1.45 
37 8 To interact with staff members on an informal basis 3.03 1.15 
38 15 To supervise the work performed in relation to maintenance and works 2.93 1.26 

contracts 
39 29 To teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis 2.85 1.25 
40 32 To involve private enterprise in decision making within the school 2.21 1.22 
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Table 56 

Departmental Officers, Parents, Students, Teachers 

Task Description by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Task Mean S.D. 
Order Number 

1 27 To provide a school environment that enables all children to learn to the best 4.60 0.65 
of their abilities, given the prevailing circumstances 

2 5 To ensure the school has adequate teaching/learning facilities 4.38 0.78 
3 2 To demonstrate a current, broad knowledge of curriculum 4.33 0.78 
4 7 To set direction for the school 4.32 0.88 
5 3 To demonstrate a current knowledge of teaching methodology 4.18 0.87 
6 35 To evaluate all aspects of the school's functioning 4.15 0.90 
7 4 To provide support ("being there" in a professional sense) for the classroom 4.03 1.07 

teacher 
8 30 To give positive consideration to the introduction of new educational 4.03 0.90 

initiatives 
9 37 To ensure that the school has an effective student management policy 4.00 0.98 

10 12 To involve the school council in school decision making 3.93 0.94 
11 18 To develop administrative/organisational procedures 3.86 0.99 
12 16 To be responsible for curriculum implementation 3.82 1.03 
13 19 To implement administrative/organisational procedures 3.80 1.00 
14 20 To supervise administrative/organisational procedures 3.80 1.06 
15 21 To maintain administrative/organisational procedures 3.79 1.08 
16 40 Toconstruct the annualbudget 3.79 1.25 
17 11 To counsel staff professionally 3.75 1.02 
18 28 To interact with staff members on a formal basis 3.70 0.95 
19 6 To visit classrooms regularly (daily/weeklv/formightiv/monthly) 3.64 0.99 
20 22 To ensure the provision of pleasant campus facilities 3.64 1.16 
21 26 To accept the responsibility for the professional development of staff 3.62 1.12 
22 1 To develop welfare provisions to cater for students' physical & emotional 3.60 0.98 

Is 
23 33 To counsel parents 3.60 1.09 
24 23 To counsel students 3.59 1.15 
25 25 To manage the school's finances 3.54 1.27 
26 17 To be involved in peer assessment programs 3.50 0.97 
27 38 To demonstrate competence as a classroom practitioner 3.49 1.25 
28 34 To contribute at the system level through committees,panels, conducting 3.39 1.11 

inservice etc 
29 9 To advise staff with regard to personnel issues, e.g. conditions of service 3.35 1.17 
30 24 To be involved in professional organisations 3.25 1.09 
31 31 To manage the devolved responsibilities accepted by the school council, e.g. 3.24 1.38 

grounds maintenance, cleaning contracts, minor new works programs 
(painting, plumbing, additions to buildings etc) 

32 36 To promote the school beyond the immediate school community 3.23 1.19 
33 39 To be responsible for practising students from the N.T. University 3.18 1.29 
34 10 To be involved in fund raising events 3.08 1.23 
35 13 To supervise teachers 3.05 1.18 
36 8 To interact with staff members on an informal basis 3.02 1.18 
37 14 To demonstrate investment knowledge 2.95 1.41 
38 15 To supervise the work performed in relation to maintenance and works 2.88 1.26 

con tracts 
39 29 To teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis 2.84 1.30 
40 32 To involve private enterprise in decision making within the school 2.21 1.22 
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Table 57 

Principals, Teachers, Parents 

Task Description by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Task Mean S.D. 
Order Number 

1 27 To provide a school environment that enables all children to learn to the best 4.63 0.65 
of their abilities, given the prevailing circumstances 

2 7 To set direction for the school 4.49 0.76 
3 4 To provide support ("being there" in a professional sense) for the classroom 4.45 0.76 

teacher 
4 5 To ensure the school has adequate teaching/learning facilities 4.42 0.74 
5 2 To demonstrate a current, broad knowledge of curriculum 4.38 0.76 
6 35 To evaluate all aspects of the school's functioning 4.26 0.90 
7 3 To demonstrate a current knowledge of teaching methodology 4.25 0.85 
8 37 To ensure that the school has an effective student management policy 4.14 0.92 
9 30 To give positive consideration to the introduction of new educational 3.94 0.90 

initiatives 
10 II To counsel staff professionally 3.93 0.95 
11 12 To involve the school council in school decision making 3.87 0.97 
12 18 To develop administrative/organisational procedures 3.84 0.96 
13 16 To be responsible for curriculum implementation 3.82 1.00 
14 6 To visit classrooms regularly (daily/weekly/formi(yhtly/monthly) 3.81 0.97 
15 23 To counsel students 3.70 1.09 
16 19 To implement administrative/organisational procedures 3.67 1.04 
17 1 To develop welfare provisions to cater for students' physical & emotional 3.66 0.97 

18 28 
needs 
To interact with staff members on a formal basis 3.66 1.00 

19 33 To counsel parents 3.66 1.15 
20 17 To be involved in peer assessment programs 3.58 0.99 
21 21 To maintain administrative/organisational procedures 3.57 1.10 
22 38 To demonstrate competence as a classroom practitioner 3.55 1.21 
23 26 To accept the responsibility for the professional development of staff 3.52 1.16 
24 20 To supervise administrative/organisational procedures 3.49 1.10 
25 36 To promote the school beyond the immediate school community 3.40 1.14 
26 9 To advise staff with regard to personnel issues, e.g. conditions of service 3.35 1.18 
27 40 To construct the annual budget 3.32 1.23 
28 22 To ensure the provision of pleasant campus facilities 3.30 1.11 
29 8 To interact with staff members on an informal basis 3.25 1.09 
30 13 To supervise teachers 3.22 1.06 
31 34 To contribute at the system level through committees,panels, conducting 3.22 1.12 

inservice etc 
32 25 To manage the school's finances 3.18 1.19 
33 24 To be involved in professional organisations 3.07 1.10 
34 29 To teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis 2.85 1.34 
35 39 To be responsible for practising students from the N.T. University 2.85 1.18 
36 10 To be involved in fund raising events 2.74 1.13 
37 31 To manage the devolved responsibilities accepted by the school council. e.g. 2.65 1.29 

grounds maintenance, cleaning contracts, minor new works programs 
(painting, plumbing, additions to buildings etc) 

38 14 To demonstrate investment knowledge 2.60 1.21 
39 15 To supervise the work performed in relation to maintenance and works 2.50 1.14 

contracts 
40 32 To involve private enterprise in decision making within the school 1.99 1.20 
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Table 58 

Principals, Departmental Officers 

Task Description by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Task Mean S.D. 
Onler Number 

1 27 To provide a school environment that enables all children to learn to the best 4.84 0.45 
of their abilities, given the prevailing circumstances 

2 7 To set direction for the school 4.75 0.51 
3 35 To evaluate all aspects of the school's functioning 4.45 0.73 
4 5 To ensure the school has adequate teaching/learning facilities 4.38 0.67 
5 11 To counsel staff professionally 4.34 0.76 
6 37 To ensure that the school has an effective student management policy 4.32 0.83 
7 16 To be responsible for curriculum implementation 4.29 0.77 
8 4 To provide support ("being there" in a professional sense) for the classroom 4.27 0.86 

teacher 
9 2 To demonstrate a current, broad knowledge of curriculum 4.18 0.76 

10 3 To demonstrate a current knowledge of teaching methodology 4.14 0.79 
11 6 To visit classrooms regularly (daily/weekly/fortnightly/monthly) 4.07 0.82 
12 30 To give positive consideration to the introduction of new educational 4.05 0.83 

initiatives 
13 26 To accept the responsibility for the professional development of staff 4.02 0.88 
14 28 To interact with staff members on a formal basis 3.98 0.94 
15 12 To involve the school council in school decision making 3.95 0.91 
16 18 To develop administrative/organisational procedures 3.91 1.00 
17 19 To implement administrative/organisational procedures 3.71 0.96 
18 23 To counsel students 3.70 0.98 
19 13 To supervise teachers 3.68 0.78 
20 17 To be involved in peer assessment programs 3.68 0.93 
21 33 To counsel parents 3.63 0.96 
22 40 To construct the annual hudet 3.61 1.03 
23 20 To supervise administrative/organisational procedures 3.55 0.84 
24 21 To maintain administrative/organisational procedures 3.55 0.98 
25 1 To develop welfare provisions to cater for students' physical & emotional 3.54 1.09 

needs 
26 8 To interact with staff members on an informal basis 3.46 0.89 
27 9 To advise staff with regard to personnel issues, e.g. conditions of service 3.45 0.90 
28 38 To demonstrate competence as a classroom practitioner 3.43 1.13 
29 24 To be involved in professional organisations 3.41 1.10 
30 25 To manage the school's finances 3.38 1.13 
31 36 To promote the school beyond the immediate school community 3.30 1.13 
32 34 To contribute at the system level through committees,panels, conducting 3.21 0.92 

in service etc 
33 22 To ensure the provision of pleasant campus facilities 3.14 1.03 
34 29 To teach in classrooms on a scheduled basis 2.89 1.30 
35 39 To be responsible for practising students from the N.T. University 2.82 0.97 
36 31 To manage the devolved responsibilities accepted by the school council, e.g. 2.73 1.03 

grounds maintenance, cleaning contracts, minor new works programs 
(painting, plumbing, additions to buildings etc) 

37 10 To be involved in fund raising events 2.55 1.00 
38 14 To demonstrate investment knowledge 2.41 1.16 
39 15 To supervise the work performed in relation to maintenance and works 2.29 1.01 

contracts 
40 32 To involve private enterprise in decision making within the school 1.86 1.08 
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Table 59 

Departmental Officers - Domains of Principal Control by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Domain Mean S.D. 

Order Number 

1 27 Academic Performance of Students 4.84 0.51 

2 7 Administration/Organisation 4.71 0.58 

3 16 Curriculum and Instruction 4.45 0.76 
4 35 Curriculum and Instruction 4.35 0.74 

5 5 School Facilities 4.32 0.74 

6 11 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 4.26 0.80 

7 30 Curriculum and Instruction 4.16 0.85 

8 2 Curriculum and Instruction 4.13 0.66 

9 4 Professional! Personal Performance of Staff 4.13 1.04 
10 37 Non-academic Development of Students 4.13 0.91 
11 28 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 4.10 0.86 
12 12 External Relations 4.06 0.80 
13 3 Curriculum and Instruction 4.03 0.82 
14 26 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 4.00 0.95 

15 6 Academic Performance of Students 3.90 0.82 
16 18 Administration /Oreanisation 3.77 1.16 

17 19 Administration! Organisation 3.74 1.05 

18 20 Administration I Organisation 3.61 0.83 

19 13 Professional! Personal Performance of Staff 3.58 0.94 

20 21 Administration I Organisation 3.48 1.01 
21 17 Professional! Personal Performance of Staff 3.45 0.84 
22 24 External Relations 3.45 1.10 

23 40 Administration !Organisation 3.45 1.01 
24 33 External Relations 3.39 0.87 
25 23 Non-academic Development of Students 3.35 0.97 
26 1 Non-academic Development of Students 3.29 1.05 
27 8 Professional! Personal Performance of Staff 3.29 0.92 
28 9 Professional I Personal Performance of Staff 3.29 0.96 

29 25 Administration I Organisation 3.23 1.10 

30 38 Curriculum and Instruction 3.23 1.24 

31 34 External Relations 3.19 0.69 
32 22 School Facilities 2.97 1.03 
33 36 External Relations 2.94 1.08 
34 31 Administration / Organisation 2.77 1.07 

35 29 Curriculum and Instruction 2.55 1.24 

36 39 Professional! Personal Performance of Staff 2.52 2.52 

37 10 Administration / Organisation 2.35 0.90 
38 15 Administration !Organisation 2.23 1.01 

39 14 Administration I Organisation 2.03 0.93 

40 32 External Relations 1.90 1.06 
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Table 60 

Parents - Domains of Principal Control by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Domain Mean S.D. 
Order Number 

1 27 Academic Performance of Students 4.78 0.62 
2 5 School Facilities 4.61 0.64 
3 2 Curriculum and Instruction 4.54 0,62 
4 7 Administration / Organisation 4.37 0.94 
5 3 Curriculum and Instruction 4.30 1.02 
6 12 External Relations 4.20 0.82 
7 35 Curriculum and Instruction 4.20 0.77 
8 4 Professional I Personal Performance of Staff 4.02 0.97 
9 30 Curriculum and Instruction 4.02 0.85 

10 16 Curriculum and Instruction 4.00 0.88 
11 37 Non-academic Development of Students 3.98 0.87 
12 6 Academic Performance of Students 3.76 0.84 
13 33 External Relations 3.70 1.18 
14 II Professional I Personal Performance of Staff 3.65 0.98 
15 18 Administration / Organisation 3.52 0.97 
16 19 Administration /Organisation 3.48 0.95 
17 23 Non-academic Development of Students 3.43 1.15 
18 13 Professional/Personal Performance of Staff 3.39 1.17 
19 21 Administration /Organisation 3.37 1.20 
20 26 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.37 1.07 
21 17 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.35 1.15 
22 28 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.35 1.18 
23 38 Curriculum and Instruction 3.35 1.15 
24 1 Non-academic Development of Students 3.33 1.02 
25 36 External Relations 3.30 1.08 
26 20 Administration / Organisation 3.22 1.06 
27 34 External Relations 3.22 0.95 
28 40 Administration /Organisation 3.15 1.27 
29 8 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.09 1.02 
30 22 School Facilities 3.07 1.21 
31 9 Professional/Personal Performance of Staff 2.93 1.21 
32 25 Administration / Organisation 2.80 1.23 
33 39 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 2.74 2.74 
34 10 Administration /Organisation 2.72 1.08 
35 31 Administration /Organisation 2.54 1.30 
36 24 External Relations 2.52 1.06 
37 29 Curriculum and Instruction 2.46 1.17 
38 14 Administration /Organisation 2.37 1.11 
39 15 Administration /Organisation 2.33 1.06 
40 32 External Relations 1.93 1.19 
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Table 61 

Principals - Domains of Principal Conirol by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Domain Mean S.D. 
Order Number 

1 27 Academic Performance of Students 4.85 0.36 
2 7 Administration I Organisation 4.73 0.52 

3 35 Curriculum and Instruction 4.54 0.69 
4 37 Non-academic Development of Students 4.54 0.63 

5 5 School Facilities 4.46 0.57 
6 4 Professional I Personal Performance of Staff 4.42 0.49 

7 11 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 4.42 0.69 

8 3 Curriculum and Instruction 4.31 0.72 
9 6 Academic Performance ofStudents 4.27 0.76 

10 2 Curriculum and Instruction 4.23 0.85 
11 16 Curriculum and Instruction 4.12 0.75 
12 23 Non-academic Development of Students 4.08 0.83 
13 26 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 4.04 0.76 
14 18 Administration / Organisation 4.00 0.83 
15 17 Professional/Personal Performance of Staff 3.92 0.96 
16 30 Curriculum and Instruction 3.92 0.78 

17 28 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.88 1.01 

18 33 External Relations 3.88 0.97 
19 1 Non-academic Development of Students 3.81 1.04 

20 40 Administration /Organisation 3.81 1.00 
21 12 External Relations 3.77 1.01 
22 13 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.73 0.59 
23 36 External Relations 3.73 1.02 
24 8 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.69 0.77 
25 19 Administration I Organisation 3.65 0.83 
26 38 Curriculum and Instruction 3.65 0.92 
27 9 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.62 0.79 
28 21 Administration / Organisation 3.62 0.92 

29 25 Administration/Organisation 3.54 1.12 

30 20 Administration / Organisation 3.50 0.84 
31 24 External Relations 3.35 1.07 
32 22 School Facilities 3.31 0.99 
33 29 Curriculum and Instruction 3.27 1.26 
34 34 External Relations 3.23 1.12 

35 39 Professional I Personal Performance of Staff 3.19 3.19 
36 14 Administration I Organisation 2.88 1.22 

37 10 Administration / Organisation 2.77 1.05 

38 31 Administration / Organisation 2.65 0.96 

39 15 Administration I Organisation 2.38 1.00 
40 32 External Relations 1.77 1.09 

359 



Table 62 

Students - Domains of Principal Control by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Domain Mean S.D. 
Onicr Number 

1 40 Administration / Organisation 4.69 0.67 
2 27 Academic Performance of Students 4.53 0.63 

3 5 School Facilities 4.34 0.80 
4 22 School Facilities 4.31 0.90 

5 2 Curriculum and Instruction 4.29 0.85 

6 20 Administration / Organisation 4.29 0.78 

7 25 Administ.ration/Organisation 4.24 1.10 

8 31 Administration / Organisation 4.20 0.91 
9 21 Administration / Organisation 4.19 0.87 

10 3 Curriculum and Instruction 4.16 0.88 
11 30 Curriculum and Instruction 4.11 0.88 
12 7 Administration I Oranisation 4.00 0.99 

13 19 Administration IOrganisation 4.00 0.83 
14 35 Curriculum and Instruction 4.00 0.90 
15 12 External Relations 3.94 0.97 

16 18 Administration / Organisation 3.94 0.94 

17 39 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.94 1.12 

18 37 Non-academic Development of Students 3.89 1.05 
19 14 Administration/Organisation 3.81 1.38 
20 10 Administration / Organisation 3.79 1.08 
21 26 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.78 0.98 
22 28 Professional I Personal Performance of Staff 3.72 0.87 

23 16 Curriculum and Instruction 3.71 1.03 

24 34 External Relations 3.69 1.15 

25 33 External Relations 3.65 1.02 

26 1 Non-academic Development of Students 3.64 0.96 

27 15 Administration/Organisation 3.60 1.13 

28 23 Non-academic Development of Students 3.60 1.22 

29 38 Curriculum and Instruction 3.53 1.22 

30 24 External Relations 3.51 1.00 
31 17 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.50 0.99 
32 11 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.48 1.07 

33 9 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.44 1.13 

34 6 Academic Performance of Students 3.43 1.01 

35 4 Professional I Personal Performance of Staff 3.41 1.11 

36 36 External Relations 3.16 1.24 

37 29 Curriculum and Instruction 3.01 1.21 

38 13 Professional I Personal Performance of Staff 2.77 1.28 

39 8 Professional I Personal Performance of Staff 2.75 1.27 

40 32 External Relations 2.55 1.22 
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Table 63 

Teachers - Domains of Principal Control by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Domain Mean S.D. 

Order Number 

1 4 Professional I Personal Performance of Staff 4.67 0.58 

2 27 Academic Performance of Students 4.49 0.69 

3 7 Administration / Organisation 4.48 0.69 

4 2 Curriculum and Instruction 4.34 0.79 

5 5 School Facilities 4.31 0.82 

6 35 Curriculum and Instruction 4.21 0.99 
7 3 Curriculum and Instruction 4.20 0.78 

8 37 Non-academic Development of Students 4.10 0.97 
9 18 Administration /Organisation 3.96 0.96 

10 11 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.93 0.95 
11 30 Curriculum and Instruction 3.91 0.96 
12 1 Non-academic Development of Students 3.80 0.88 
13 19 Administration / Organisation 3.78 1.12 

14 28 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.75 0.85 

15 12 External Relations 3.73 0.98 

16 23 Non-academic Development of Students 3.72 1.09 

17 6 Academic Performance of Students 3.71 1.05 

18 21 Administration /Organisation 3.66 1.08 
19 16 Curriculum and Instruction 3.64 1.07 

20 20 Administration /Organisation 3.63 1.16 

21 38 Curriculum and Instruction 3.62 1.30 

22 17 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.60 0.88 

23 33 External Relations 3.57 1.18 

24 9 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.48 1.20 

25 26 Professional/Personal Performance of Staff 3.45 1.26 

26 22 School Facilities 3.43 1.07 

27 36 External Relations 3.36 1.19 

28 24 External Relations 3.27 1.03 

29 25 Administration / Organisation 3.27 1.15 

30 40 Administration / Organisation 3.26 1.23 

31 34 External Relations 3.22 1.20 

32 8 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.20 1.17 

33 13 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 2.98 1.03 

34 29 Curriculum and Instruction 2.93 1.40 

35 39 Professional/Personal Performance of Staff 2.81 2.81 

36 10 Administration / Organisation 2.74 1.19 

37 31 Administration / Organisation 2.71 1.36 

38 14 Administration / Organisation 2.64 1.23 

39 15 Administration / Organisation 2.62 1.19 

40 32 External Relations 2.08 1.22 
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Table 64 

Total Cohort - Domains of Principal Control by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Domain Mean S.D. 
Oirler Number 

1 27 Academic Performance of Students 4.62 0.63 
2 5 School Facilities 4.38 0.76 
3 7 Administration / Organisation 4.36 0.86 
4 2 Curriculum and Instruction 4.32 0.79 
5 3 Curriculum and Instruction 4.19 0.86 
6 35 Curriculum and Instruction 4.18 0.89 
7 4 Professional I Personal Performance of Staff 4.07 1.04 
8 37 Non-academic Development of Students 4.05 0.97 
9 30 Curriculum and Instruction 4.02 0.89 

10 12 External Relations 3.92 0.95 
11 18 Administration I Organisation 3.87 0.98 
12 16 Curriculum and Instruction 3.85 1.01 
13 11 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.82 1.01 
14 19 Administration / Organisation 3.79 0.99 
15 40 Administration / Organisation 3.79 1.23 
16 20 Administration / Organisation 3.77 1.04 
17 21 Administration / Organisation 3.77 1.06 
18 28 Professional/Personal Performance of Staff 3.72 0.95 
19 6 Academic Performance of Students 3.69 0.99 
20 26 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.66 1.10 
21 23 Non-academic Development of Students 3.63 1.13 
22 33 External Relations 3.63 1.09 
23 1 Non-academic Development of Students 3.62 0.98 
24 22 School Facilities 3.61 1.15 
25 17 Professional/Personal Performance of Staff 3.54 0.98 
26 25 Administration / Organisation 3.54 1.26 
27 38 Curriculum and Instruction 3.51 1.22 
28 34 External Relations 3.38 1.12 
29 9 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.37 1.14 
30 36 External Relations 3.27 1.18 
31 24 External Relations 3.26 1.09 
32 31 Administration/Organisation 3.18 1.36 
33 39 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.18 1.26 
34 13 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.11 1 .15 
35 8 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.08 1.16 
36 10 Administration/Organisation 3.05 1.22 
37 14 Administration / Organisation 2.94 1.40 
38 29 Curriculum and Instruction 2.87 1.30 
39 15 Administration / Organisation 2.84 1.25 
40 32 External Relations 2.17 1.22 
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Table 65 

Principals, Teachers, Departmental Officers, Parents 

Domains of Principal Control by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Domain Mean S.D. 

Onier Number 

1 27 Academic Performance of Students 4.66 0.63 

2 7 Administration / Organisation 4.53 0.73 

3 4 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 4.40 0.82 

4 5 School Facilities 4.40 0.74 

5 2 Curriculum and Instruction 4.34 0.76 

6 35 Curriculum and Instruction 4.28 0.88 

7 3 Curriculum and Instruction 4.21 0.85 

8 37 Non-academic Development of Students 4.14 0.92 

9 11 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.98 0.94 

10 30 Curriculum and Instruction 3.98 0.90 

11 16 Curriculum and Instruction 3.92 0.99 

12 12 External Relations 3.91 0.94 

13 18 Administration / Organisation 3.84 0.99 

14 6 Academic Performance of Students 3.83 0.95 

15 28 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.72 0.99 

16 19 Administration / Organisation 3.69 1.04 

17 23 Non-academic Development of Students 3.64 1.08 

18 33 External Relations 3.62 1.12 

19 1 Non-academic Development of Students 3.61 1.00 

20 26 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.60 1.15 

21 17 Professional/Personal Performance of Staff 3.56 0.97 

22 21 Administration / Organisation 3.56 1.09 

23 20 Administration /Organisation 3.51 1.06 

24 38 Curriculum and Instruction 3.50 1.22 

25 9 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.34 1.15 

26 40 Administration / Organisation 3.34 1.20 

27 36 External Relations 3.33 1.15 

28 13 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.28 1.05 

29 22 School Facilities 3.26 1.10 

30 8 Professional I Personal Performance of Staff 3.25 1.07 

31 34 External Relations 3.22 1.07 

32 25 Administration / Organisation 3.19 1.18 

33 24 External Relations 3.13 1.11 

34 29 Curriculum and Instruction 2.81 1.33 

35 39 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 2.80 1.15 

36 10 Administration / Organisation 2.68 1.11 

37 31 Administration / Organisation 2.68 1.26 

38 14 Administration/Organisation 2.51 1.19 

39 15 Administration / Oreanisation 2.45 1.12 

40 32 External Relations 1.98 1.18 
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Table 66 

Principals, Teachers, Departmental Officers, Students 

Domains of Principal Control by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Domain Mean S.D. 
Oirler Number 

1 27 Academic Performance ofStudents 4.59 0.63 
2 7 Administration I Orcanisation 4.35 0.85 
3 5 School Facilities 4.34 0.78 
4 2 Curriculum and Instruction 4.28 0.81 

5 35 Curriculum and Instruction 4.18 0.92 
6 3 Curriculum and Instruction 4.17 0.82 
7 4 Professional I Personal Performance of Staff 4.07 1.05 
8 37 Non-academic Development of Students 4.07 0.99 
9 30 Curriculum and Instruction 4.02 0.90 

10 18 Administration /Organisation 3.94 0.96 
II 40 Administration I Organisation 3.91 1.18 
12 20 Administration /Organisation 3.88 1.01 
13 12 External Relations 3.86 0.97 
14 II Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.85 1.02 
15 19 Administration I Organisation 3.85 0.98 
16 21 Administration /Organisation 3.85 1.02 

17 16 Curriculum and Instruction 3.82 1.03 
18 28 Professional/Personal Performance of Staff 3.79 0.89 
19 22 School Facilities 3.71 1.11 
20 26 Professional/Personal Performance of Staff 3.71 1.10 
21 6 Academic Performance of Students 3.68 1.02 
22 25 Administration /Organisation 3.68 1.21 
23 1 Non-academic Development of Students 3.67 0.97 
24 23 Non-academic Development of Students 3.67 1.12 
25 33 External Relations 3.61 1.07 
26 17 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.58 0.94 
27 38 Curriculum and Instruction 3.54 1.24 
28 9 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.46 1.11 

29 34 External Relations 3.41 1.14 

30 24 External Relations 3.40 1.04 
31 31 Administration IOrganisation 3.31 1.33 
32 36 External Relations 3.27 1.20 
33 39 Professional/Personal Performance of Staff 3.26 1.26 
34 10 Administration /Organisation 3.12 1.23 

35 8 Professional! Personal Performance of Staff 3.08 1.19 
36 13 Professional/Personal Performance of Staff 3.06 1.14 

37 14 Administration /Organisation 3.05 1.42 

38 29 Curriculum and Instruction 2.95 1.31 

39 15 Administration /Organisation 2.93 1.26 

40 32 External Relations 2.22 1.22 
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Table 67 

Principals, Teachers, Parents, Students 

Domains of Principal Control by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Domain Mean S.D. 

Order Number 

1 27 Academic Performance of Students 4.60 0.64 

2 5 School Facilities 4.39 0.77 

3 2 Curriculum and Instruction 4.35 0.80 

4 7 Administration / Organisation 4.31 0.88 

5 3 Curriculum and Instruction 4.21 0.86 

6 35 Curriculum and Instruction 4.16 0.91 

7 4 Professional I Personal Performance of Staff 4.06 1.04 

8 37 Non-academic Development of Students 4.04 0.98 

9 30 Curriculum and Instruction 4.01 0.90 

10 12 External Relations 3.89 0.97 

11 18 Administration /Oruanisation 3.88 0.96 

12 40 Administration/Organisation 3.83 1.25 

13 21 Administration I Onzanisation 3.80 1.06 

14 19 Administration /Organisation 3.79 0.98 

15 20 Administration / Organisation 3.79 1.06 

16 16 Curriculum and Instruction 3.78 1.01 

17 11 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.76 1.02 

18 22 School Facilities 3.68 1.15 

19 28 Professional I Personal Performance of Staff 3.68 0.96 

20 6 Academic Performance of Students 3.67 1.00 

21 23 Non-academic Development of Students 3.66 1.14 

22 1 Non-academic Development of Students 3.65 0.97 

23 33 External Relations 3.65 1.11 

24 26 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.62 1.11 

25 25 Administration / Organisation 3.58 1.27 

26 17 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.55 0.99 

27 38 Curriculum and Instruction 3.54 1.22 

28 34 External Relations 3.40 1.15 

29 9 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.38 1.16 

30 36 External Relations 3.31 1.19 

31 39 Professional/Personal Performance of Staff 3.26 1.27 

32 24 External Relations 3.23 1.08 

33 31 Administration / Organisation 3.23 1.38 

34 10 Administration/Organisation 3.13 1.22 

35 8 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.06 1.19 

36 13 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.05 1.16 

37 14 Administration /Organisation 3.05 1.40 

38 15 Administration / Organisation 2.91 1.26 

39 29 Curriculum and Instruction 2.91 1.30 

40 32 External Relations 2.20 1.23 
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Table 68 

Principals, Departmental Officers, Parents, Students 

Domains of Principal Control by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Domain Mean S.D. 

Onier Number 

1 27 Academic Performance of Students 4.68 0.60 

2 5 School Facilities 4.41 0.74 

3 2 Curriculum and Instruction 4.32 0.79 

4 7 Administration / Organisation 4.30 0.93 

5 3 Curriculum and Instruction 4.19 0.89 

6 35 Curriculum and Instruction 4.17 0.85 

7 30 Curriculum and Instruction 4.08 0.86 

8 37 Non-academic Development of Students 4.03 0.97 

9 40 Administration /Organisation 4.03 1.15 

10 12 External Relations 4.00 0.93 

11 16 Curriculum and Instruction 3.94 0.96 

12 18 Administration /Organisation 3.83 0.98 

13 20 Administration /Organisation 3.83 0.98 

14 21 Administration /Organisation 3.82 1.05 

15 19 Administration / Organisation 3.80 0.92 

16 4 Professional I Personal Performance of Staff 3.79 1.08 

17 11 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.76 1.04 

18 26 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.75 1.00 

19 28 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.71 1.00 

20 6 Academic Performance of Students 3.69 0.96 

21 22 School Facilities 3.69 1.18 

22 25 Administration /Organisation 3.66 1.28 

23 33 External Relations 3.65 1.04 

24 23 Non-academic Development of Students 3.59 1.15 

25 1 Non-academic Development of Students 3.54 1.02 

26 17 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.52 1.02 

27 38 Curriculum and Instruction 3.46 1.18 

28 34 External Relations 3.44 1.07 

29 31 Administration /Organisation 3.40 1.30 

30 39 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.34 1.23 

31 9 Professional! Personal Performance of Staff 3.32 1.11 

32 24 External Relations 3.25 1.12 

33 36 External Relations 3.23 1.18 

34 10 Administration /Organisation 3.19 1.21 

35 13 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.17 1.20 

36 14 Administration /Organisation 3.08 1.45 

37 8 Professional I Personal Performance of Staff 3.03 1.15 

38 15 Administration /Organisation 2.93 1.26 

39 29 Curriculum and Instruction 2.85 1.25 

40 32 External Relations 2.21 1.22 
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Table 69 

Departmental Officers, Parents, Students, Teachers 

Domains of Principal Control by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Domain Mean S.D. 

Onier Number 

1 27 Academic Performance of Students 4.60 0.65 

2 5 School Facilities 4.38 0.78 

3 2 Curriculum and Instruction 4.33 0.78 

4 7 Administration / Organisation 4.32 0.88 

5 3 Curriculum and Instruction 4.18 0.87 

6 35 Curriculum and Instruction 4.15 0.90 

7 4 Professional I Personal Performance of Staff 4.03 1.07 

8 30 Curriculum and Instruction 4.03 0.90 

9 37 Non-academic Development of Students 4.00 0.98 

10 12 External Relations 3.93 0.94 

11 18 Administration /Organisation 3.86 0.99 

12 16 Curriculum and Instruction 3.82 1.03 

13 19 Administration / Organisation 3.80 1.00 

14 20 Administration I Organisation 3.80 1.06 

15 21 Administration / Organisation 3.79 1.08 

16 40 Administration / Organisation 3.79 1.25 

17 11 Professional I Personal Performance of Staff 3.75 1.02 

18 28 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.70 0.95 

19 6 Academic Performance of Students 3.64 0.99 

20 22 School Facilities 3.64 1.16 

21 26 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.62 1.12 

22 1 Non-academic Development of Students 3.60 0.98 

23 33 External Relations 3.60 1.09 

24 23 Non-academic Development of Students 3.59 1.15 

25 25 Administration / Organisation 3.54 1.27 

26 17 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.50 0.97 

27 38 Curriculum and Instruction 3.49 1.25 

28 34 External Relations 3.39 1.11 

29 9 Professional! Personal Performance of Staff 3.35 1.17 

30 24 External Relations 3.25 1.09 

31 31 Administration! Oruanisation 3.24 1.38 

32 36 External Relations 3.23 1.19 

33 39 Professional/Personal Performance of Staff 3.18 1.29 

34 10 Administration! Organisation 3.08 1.23 

35 13 Professional! Personal Performance of Staff 3.05 1.18 

36 8 Professional! Personal Performance of Staff 3.02 1.18 

37 14 Administration! Organisation 2.95 1.41 

38 15 Administration! Organisation 2.88 1.26 
39 29 Curriculum and Instruction 2.84 1.30 

40 32 External Relations 2.21 1.22 



Table 70 

Principal, Teachers, Parents 

Domains of Principal Control by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Domain Mean S.D. 

Onier Number 

1 27 Academic Performance of Students 4.63 0.65 

2 7 Administration / Organisation 4.49 0.76 

3 4 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 4.45 0.76 

4 5 School Facilities 4.42 0.74 

5 2 Curriculum and Instruction 4.38 0.76 

6 35 Curriculum and Instruction 4.26 0.90 

7 3 Curriculum and Instruction 4.25 0.85 

8 37 Non-academic Development of Students 4.14 0.92 

9 30 Curriculum and Instruction 3.94 0.90 

10 11 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.93 0.95 

11 12 External Relations 3.87 0.97 

12 18 Administration /Organisation 3.84 0.96 

13 16 Curriculum and Instruction 3.82 1.00 

14 6 Academic Performance of Students 3.81 0.97 

15 23 Non-academic Development of Students 3.70 1.09 

16 19 Administration /Organisation 3.67 1.04 

17 1 Non-academic Development of Students 3.66 0.97 

18 28 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.66 1.00 

19 33 External Relations 3.66 1.15 

20 17 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.58 0.99 

21 21 Administration /Organisation 3.57 1.10 

22 38 Curriculum and Instruction 3.55 1.21 

23 26 Professional I Personal Performance of Staff 3.52 1.16 

24 20 Administration /Organisation 3.49 1.10 

25 36 External Relations 3.40 1.14 

26 9 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.35 1.18 

27 40 Administration/Organisation 3.32 1.23 

28 22 School Facilities 3.30 1.11 

29 8 Professional! Personal Performance of Staff 3.25 1.09 

30 13 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.22 1.06 

31 34 External Relations 3.22 1.12 

32 25 Administration / Organisation 3.18 1.19 

33 24 External Relations 3.07 1.10 

34 29 Curriculum and Instruction 2.85 1.34 

35 39 Professional I Personal Performance of Staff 2.85 1.18 

36 10 Administration / Organisation 2.74 1.13 

37 31 Administration I Organisation 2.65 1.29 

38 14 Administration /Organisation 2.60 1.21 

39 15 Administration I Organisation 2.50 1.14 

40 32 External Relations 1.99 1.20 
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Table 71 

Principals, Departmental Officers 

Domains of Principal Control by Rank Order of Means 

Rank Task Domain Mean S.D. 

Oiiier Number 

1 27 Academic Performance of Students 4.84 0.45 

2 7 Administration / Organisation 4.75 0.51 

3 35 Curriculum and Instruction 4.45 0.73 

4 5 School Facilities 4.38 0.67 

5 11 Professional I Personal Performance of Staff 4.34 0.76 

6 37 Non-academic Development of Students 4.32 0.83 

7 16 Curriculum and Instruction 4.29 0.77 

8 4 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 4.27 0.86 

9 2 Curriculum and Instruction 4.18 0.76 

10 3 Curriculum and Instruction 4.14 0.79 

11 6 Academic Performance of Students 4.07 0.82 

12 30 Curriculum and Instruction 4.05 0.83 

13 26 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 4.02 0.88 

14 28 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.98 0.94 

15 12 External Relations 3.95 0.91 

16 18 Administration / Organisation 3.91 1.00 

17 19 Administration /Organisation 3.71 0.96 

18 23 Non-academic Development of Students 3.70 0.98 

19 13 Professional I Personal Performance of Staff 3.68 0.78 

20 17 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.68 0.93 

21 33 External Relations 3.63 0.96 

22 40 Administration / Organisation 3.61 1.03 

23 20 Administration / Organisation 3.55 0.84 

24 21 Administration / Organisation 3.55 0.98 

25 1 Non-academic Development of Students 3.54 1.09 

26 8 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.46 0.89 

27 9 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 3.45 0.90 

28 38 Curriculum and Instruction 3.43 1.13 

29 24 External Relations 3.41 1.10 

30 25 Administration /Organisation 3.38 1.13 

31 36 External Relations 3.30 1.13 

32 34 External Relations 3.21 0.92 

33 22 School Facilities 3.14 1.03 

34 29 Curriculum and Instruction 2.89 1.30 

35 39 Professional / Personal Performance of Staff 2.82 0.97 

36 31 Administration / Organisation 2.73 1.03 

37 10 Administration IOrganisation 2.55 1.00 

38 14 Administration / Organisation 2.41 1.16 

39 15 Administration IOrganisation 2.29 1.01 

40 32 External Relations 1.86 1.08 
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