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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Nature and Purpose of the Study

As the result of an increasing population, school

district consolidation and reorganization, and a trend

toward the expansion of school services, the superinten­

dency of schools is no longer considered a one-man opera­

tion. In all but the smaller districts, the functions of

administration are spread among various second-echelon

administrative officers. While many of these officers are

designated as director, coordinator, and administrative

assistant, an increasing number are referred to as assis­

tant, associate, and deputy superintendents. Such titles

denote a changing conception of the office of the superin­

tendent that envisions a team approach to the functions of

the superintendency, and a changing role for the superin­

tendent, in that one of his primary roles becomes that of

coordinating and directing a corps of assistants with

individual functions (Pensch & Wilson, 1967).

Some authorities in the field of educational admin­

istration are predicting that the time is rapidly

approaching when there will be no more than 5,000 school
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districts in the nation, and that this will mean a

decrease in the number of superintendents from about

13,500 to about 5,000, and an increase in the number of

subordinates, particularly directors and assistant super­

intendents (Campbell, Cunningham, & McPhee, 1965).

Projections of personnel needs indicate that the

annual demand for newly appointed assistant superinten­

dents is seen as growing from about 1,000 in 1963-'64 to

double that number in 1975-'76 (Campbell, £1. al., 1965).

This increasing demand is reflected in the increase in the

number of assistant superintendents employed in school

districts in Oregon and Washington in recent years. In

Washington, 153 assistant superintendents were employed

by school districts during the 1964-'65 school year

(School Statistics, 1966). During the 1965-'66 school

year, Washington school districts employed 181 assistant

superintendents (School statistics, 1967). Oregon school

districts employed 38 assistant superintendents in 1964­

'65, and 46 in 1965-'66. In 1956-'57, 17 Oregon school

districts employed 23 assistant superintendents, and in

1966-'67, 39 school districts employed 49 assistant super­

intendents (The Oregon School Directory, 1956, 1964, &

1966).

This increase in the number of assistant superinten­

dents has important implicati0ns for the leadership
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responsibility of superintendents. Within the framework

of larger, consolidated districts, superintendents are

faced with the problem or organizing a number of special­

ists into an effective administrative staff. In so doing,

the superintendent must not only reassess his own role,

but also must define and clarify roles for subordinate

members of the administrative structure.

Need for the study

Implicit in the team approach to administration is

the need for defining relationships among administrative

personnel, and for role understanding and clarification

(Campbell, et. al., 1965). :Halpin's study (1956) of the

leadership behavior of superintendents in Ohio schools

underscores this need. He found that the effective

superintendent clearly delineated the relationships be­

tween himself and the members of the group, and estab­

lished well-defined patterns of organization and

communication.

The literature emphasizes that the superintendent

must delegate authority to his assistants commensurate

with delegated responsibility. This delegation of

authority must include clarity of assignment and organiza­

tion. Each person must know to whom he is responsible,
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and for what decisions he is responsible (The American

School Superintendency, 1952).

Despite statements by recognized authorities in edu-

cational administration emphasizing the need for role

clarification, studies (Hutcheson, 1957; weir, 1959;

Abbott, 1965) have shown that the role of the assistant

superintendent has not been clearly defined. with the

exception of assistant superintendents in charge of busi-

ness affairs, their duties, responsibilities, and organiza-

tional relationships are clouded in confusion.

In view of the growing acceptance of the team

approach to public school administration, and th~ lack of

clarity regarding the role of the assistant superintendent,

there app~ars to be a need to initiate a study that would

attempt to identify those role expectations held for the

position of assistant superintendent. While recent at-

tempts to examine the role of the assistant superintendent

(~acNair, 1966) have focused on the tasks assigned to the

position, it can be argued that there is a need to examine

the assistant superintendent's role in terms of the social

norms that regulate organizational relationships, and

which, subsequently, influence and determine the manner in

t
~

c

f
~ •I
~

I~

~

~ I~
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which the assistant superintendent conducts himself as he

performs the tasks assigned to the position. The need to

examine the role of the assis~ant superintendent in terms
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of social norms that determine organizational relation-

ships and the behavior of position incumbents is of

particular importance in view of the problems that arise

within a hierarchical organizational structure.

Placed within the organizational structure of the

typical public school system, the assistant superintendent

occupies a position that is subordinate to that of th~

superintendent, and is therefore subject to the limita-

tions imposed by the superintendent. Secondly, one

would also conclude, since most writers tend to support

the contention that the assistant superintendency should

be staff (Griffiths, Clark, Wynn, & Iannaccone, 1962),

that the position is most frequently defined as a staff

position. Subsequently, when contrasted with the incum-

bent of a position that is subordinate and line, the

assistant suoerintendent's performance i;~ subjected to

the influence of problems arising from line and staff

relationships as well as those stemming from the superor-

dinate-subordinate relationship.

As the incumbent of a subordinate position, the as-

sl:;tant superintendent represents a positon to which

certain responsibilities and authority has been delegated.

However, implicit in the delegation of responsibility and

authority is the idea that the ultimate responsibility for

his performance still rests in a superior organizational
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position. The fact that this responsibility rests in a

superior position creates a situation of mutual dependency

wherein the superior's success is dependent upon the per­

formance of the sUbordinate, and the subordinate is

dependent upon the superior for approval (Lane, Corwin, &

fJlonahan, 1967).

As the result of this dependence, the superintendent

may be expected to retain control and direction of dele­

gated responsibilities and authority. On the other hand,

the assistant superintendent--since the superintendent

controls the rewards--may become preoccupied with engaging

in approval-seeking activities.

Line and staff relationships have generally been

based on the assumptions that 1) the staff is content to

function without authority over the line, 2) suggestions

of the staff will be welcomed by the line, and 3) sugges­

tions of the staff will be accepted by the line. Contrary

to these assumptions, Dalton's study (1949) indicates that

line and staff positions are separated by several tension­

producing factors that result in line and staff relations

fraught with friction.

Dalton's study (1949) would tend to support the

contention that princ~pals would be reluctant to seek or

implement suggestions offered by an assistant superinten­

dent in a staff position, and-would resist any effort on
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his part to enlarge his sphere of influence.
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tance on the part of principals coupled with the fact

that the assistant superintendent's performance is sub-

ject to evaluation by the superintendent may lead the

assistant superintendent to attempt to strengthen and

maintain his position of authority.

Thus, it would seem that the most vital organiza-

tional relationships affecting the position of the

assistant superintendent are those that specify the system

of control over work and one person over another. There-

fore, the role of the assistant superintendent must be

defined not only in terms of assigned tasks, but also

in terms of those standards which prescribe the extent

to which he can act independentlY of the superintendent

and principals in the performance of those tasks assigned

to his position.

Failure of the school district to define clearly

organizational relationships which denote appropriate

conduct on the part of the assistant superintendent, or

the failure of the assistant superintendent to perform

assigned tasks within the framework of those relation-

ships could seriously impair the functional effectiveness

of the position and create unnecessary conflict.

Based on the assumption that a formal, organizational

role definition for a given position is influenced by the
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role expectations held for the position by significant

role-defining groups, and by the position incumbents'

perceptions of those expectations, a study of the role

expectations held for the position of the assistant super­

intendent and of the assistant superintendents' percep­

tions of those expectations would, then, provide informa­

tion that superintendents and school boards might utilize

in defining the role of the assistant superintendent

within the administrative structure of their respective

districts.

statement of the Problem

This study is focused on the position of the assist­

ant superintendent whose primary responsibility is that of

the instructional program.

utilizing role theory as a method of representing the

problem, the study attempts to determine those role expec­

tations or normative standards that regulate the relation­

ships between the position of the assistant superintendent

in charge of instruction and those of the superintendent

and principals. Specifically, the study is an effort to

identify the role of the assistant superintendent in terms

of the normative standards applicable to the conduct or

behavior of the assistant superintendent appropriate to



p

t
G
C

9

each of these relationships. The study of these normative

standards has been limited to those that prescribe the

limitations of independent behavior and action on the part

of the assistant superintendent in the performance of

those tasks assigned to his position.

In terms of relational specificity, the study is

concerned with two role sectors: those expectations

applied to the relationship between the assistant superin-

tendent and the superintendent, and those applied to the

relationship between the assistant superintendent and

principals; expectations for the behavior of the assistant

superintendent rather than his attributes; and the obliga-

tions of the assistant superintendent rather than his

rights.

While the number of role-defining groups for this

position could conceivably include superintendents, assis-

tant superintendents, directors, supervisors, principals,

teachers, school board members, and lay citizens, for the

purposes of this study, such groups have been limited to

superintendents, assistant superintendents in charge of

instruction, and principals. Therefore, the stUdy is

concerned with the role expectations held for the position

by the incumbents of the focal position, superintendents,

nnd principals; and the assistant superintendents' percep-

tions of the expectations of superintendents and principals.
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The purposes of the study are three-fold: 1) to

determine the degree of intraposition consensus, or agree-

ment, within the three role-defining groups regarding

their expectations for the behavior of the assistant

superintendent; 2) to determine whether or not there are

significant differences among the three role-defining

groups regarding their expectations for the behavior of

the assistant superintendent; and 3) to determine whether

or not there are significant differences between the

assistant superintendents' perceptions of the expectations

of superintendents and principals and the expectations ex-

pressed by assistant superintendents, superintendents, and

principals.

Specifically, that part of the study related to the

investigation of intraposition consensus will seek to

answer the following questions:

1. To what extent is there agreement among the
members of each role-defining group regarding
their expectations for the appropriate behavior
of assistant superintendents?

2. To what extent is there agreement among assis­
tant superintendents regarding their perceptions
of the expectations of superintendents and
principals for the appropriate behavior of as­
sistant superintendents?

In addition to seeking answers to the questions listed

above, the study will test the following hypotheses re­

lated to the problem of interposition consensus:
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1. The assistant superintendents' perceptions of the
expectations of superintendents are similar to
their own expectations for the appropriate behav­
ior of assistant superintendents.

2. The assistant superintendents' perceptions of the
expectations of principals are similar to their
own expectations for the appropriate behavior of
assistant superintendents.

3. The expectations of superintendents for the
appropriate behavior of assistant superintendent3
are similar to the expectations of all principQls.

4. The expectations of superintendents for the
appropriate behavior of assistant superintendents
are similar to the expectations of elementary
school principals.

5. The expectations of superintendents for the
appropriate behavior of assistant superintendents
are similar to the expectations of secondary school
principals.

6. The expectations of secondary school principals
for the appropriate behavior of assistant superin­
tendents are similar to the expectations of elem­
entary school principals.

,
7.;

I

:
I

8.

i J
I, 9.

I

I

I

I

The expectations of assistant superintendents for
their own appropriate behavior are similar to the
expectations of superintendents.

The expectations of assistant superintendents for
their own appropriate behavior are similar to the
expectations of all principals.

The expectations of assistant superintendents for
their own appropriate behavior are similar to the
expectations of elementary school principals.

,
i '

I,
I ,

I
(

I ~
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10. The expectations of assistant superintendents for
their own appropriate behavior are similar to the
expectations of secondary school principals.

11. Assistant superintendents' perceptions of the ex­
pectations of superintendents for the appropriate
behavior of assistant superintendents are similar
to the expectations or superintendents •
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12. Assistant superintendents' perceptions of the
expectations of principals for the appropriate
behavior of assistant superintendents are similar
to the expectations of all principals.

13. Assistant superintendents' perceptions of the
expectations of principals for the appropriate
behavior of assistant superintendents are similar
to the expectations of elementary school princi­
pals.

14. Assistant superintendents' perceptions of the
expectations of principals for the appropriate
behavior of assistant superintendents are similar
to the expectations of secondary school princi­
pals.

Limitations of the study

1. Despite an effort to reduce the ambiguity of items in-

eluded in the instrument, the researcher can never be

absolutely certain that some ambiguity is not present.

Subsequently, there is the possibility that respondents

may misinterpret the nature and intent of individual

items.

2. A second limitation related to the elicitation of re-

sponses to the instrument is that the respondents'

expression of opinions may reflect ideal rather than

real attitudes.

3. Since it is not known how representative the individual

items are of the universe of possible items, it is not

possible to generalize beyond the specific items in-

eluded in the instrument.
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4. While the study includes Oregon and Washington school

districts employing assistant superintendents in charge

of instruction, the number of such districts is small.

As a result, this also limits the number of respondents.

The limited number of respond(~nts places severe res­

trictions on sampling procedures and methods of dat~

analysis.

5. The omission of such role-defining groups as directors,

supervisors, teachers, school board members, and other

lay citizens might also be considered as a limitation.

These groups, however, were omitted for the reason that

the assistant superintendents' rel~tionships with them

are much more limited than those with superintendents

and principals.

6. Mailed questionnaires rarely result in 100 per cent

returns. The lack of a 100 per cent return from res­

pondents, and a lack of information about those

respondents who did not return the questionnaire repre­

sent unknown factors in this study.

7. The use of Leik's measure of ordinal consensus also

poses a limitation. presently, there is no available

way to estimate sampling variability. No significance

tests have been developed for the measure, and confi­

dence intervals have not been constructed.
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Definitions of Terms Used

1. Superintendent: This term refers to the chief execu­

tive appointed by the school board and charged with

the direction of the schools within a school district.

2. Assistant Superintendent in Charge of Instruction: The

assistant superintendent in charge of instruction is

that school official, other than the superintendent,

responsible for the administration, supervision, and

coordination of the instructional program at the school

district level. His responsibilities may include the

instructional program for both elementary and secondary

schools, or for only elementary or secondary schools.

For the purposes of this study, he must be officially

designated as an assistant, associate, or deputy

superintendent.

3. Principal: A principal is defined as the administra­

tive head of a school unit.

4. Elementary School Principal: An elementary school

principal is defined as the administrative head of a

school unit providing an instructional program for

grades kindergarten through five or six, or grades one

through five or six.

5. Secondary School Principal: A secondary school

principal is defined as the administrative head of a
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school unit designated as a middle school (grades six

through eight), a junior high school (grades seven and

eight, or grades seven through nine), or as a high

school (grades nine through twelve, or grades ten

through twelve).

6. Agreement~ Agreement is used synonymously with the

term consensus, and refers to the degree of similarity

among the role expectations held for the focal posi-

tion. It is also used to indicate the degree of simil-

arity between expectations and perceptions.

7.~: Role is defined as the behavior of a person as

determined by the expectations of others and by his

perceptions of those expectations. Such a definition

not only includes the expectations of others, but also

includes the position incumbent's interpretation of

what constitutes appropriate behavior.

8. Role Expectations: Expectations are normative stan­

dards or norms which are held for the behavior of the

incumbent of a position.

9. Perceptions: The term perceptions is defined as the

awareness or interpretation by the position incumbent

of the role expectations held for the position by

others.
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10. Role-defining Group: A role-defining group is defined

as that group of persons occupying the focal position

or related counter positions.

11. position: This term is defined as the location of a

person or group of persons within a system of social

relationships.

12. Focal position: Focal position is defined as the

position upon which the study is focused. In this

study, the position of the assistant superintendent

in charge of instruction is considered as the focal

position.

13. Counter Position: A counter position is a position

within the same system of social relationships as

the focal position, and to which the focal position

is related. For the purposes of this study, the

counter positions have been identified as those of

the superintendent and principal.

14. Role Sector: A role sector is defined as a set of

role expectations applied to the relationship of a

focal position to a single counter position.

15. Independent Behavior: Independent behavior is de­

fined as behavior free from restrictions and controls

. imposed by superintendents and principals, and which

enables the incumbent of the focal position to exer-

cise control over work and members of the organization.



r

tr

17

16. Dependent Behavior: Dependent behavior is defined

as that behavior of the incumbent of the focal posi­

tion which is prescribed by controls and limitations

imposed by superintendents and principals. Dependent

behavior does not permit the incumbent to exercise

control over work and members of the organization.

Organization of the study

The remainder of this study is organized into the

following four chapters:

Chapter II is a review of related literature and

recent research. It includes a review of role theory and

a review of relevant research concerned with the assistant

superintendency in general and with those positions, re­

gardless of title, to which have been assigned district­

level responsibilities for the instructional program.

Chapter III describes the methodology used in the

completion of the study. This chapter includes a descrip­

tion of the procedures used in the selection of respond­

ents, the development of the instrument, the collection of

data, and the analysis of the data.

Chapter IV presents the findings of the study. The

analysis of the data has been divided into four sections:

expectations and perceptions of assistant superintendents,
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comparison of assistant superintendents' expectations with

the expectations of superintendents and principals, ex-

pectations of superintendents and principals, and compar­

ison of assistant superintendents' perceptions with the

expectations of superintendents and principals.

Chapter V provides a summary, conclusions, and

recommendations.

I

I

.I

, I

I



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH

Role Theory

The application or role theory to the administrative

process has been one of the comparatively recent trends

in the study of educational administration. Much of the

research and writing in this area has been done by Jacob

w. Getzels, Egon G. GUba, and Neal Gross. They view ad-

ministration as a social process dealing with the conduct

of social behavior within a hierarchical setting. struc-

turally, administration consists of a hierarchy of sub-

ordinate and superordinate relationships within a social

system. Functionally, this hierarchy is viewed as the

generating element for allocating and integrating roles

and facilities in order to achieve the goals of the

social system.

The nature of this relationship, according to

Getzels (1958), is the crucial factor in the administra-

tive process. His research model of social behavior

includes both the sociological and psychological aspects.

We shall assert that this social behavior
may be understood as a function of these major
elements: institution, role and expectation,

L
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which together constitute what we shall call
the nomothetic or normative dimension of activ­
ity in a social system; and individual, person­
ality, and need-dispositions, which together
constitute the idiographic or personal dimension
of activity in a social system [P.15~ •

Getzels's principal contention is that while a sociolog-

ical analysis of role on the nomothetic level is impor-

tant, if we are to understand the ~ehavior of specific

role-incumbents, we must consider the psychological or

idiographic aspects of the individuals inhclbiting the

roles and reacting to expectations.

The field of role has come to be known as rol~ the-

ory. Thomas and Biddle (1966) believe that this equation

is unfortunate in that it implies more theory than actu-

ally exists. While there are some speculations, hypoth-

eses, and theories about certain aspects of role, there

is no grand theory. While role theory is a relatively

new field of study and one that is not widely recognized,

it does possess a domain of study, perspective and lan-

guage, a body of knowledge, some rudiments of theory,

and characteristic methods of inquiry. As its domain of

stUdy, the field deals with the real-life behavior of

people as displayed in actual on-going social situations.

As Sarbin (1954) points out:

Role theory attempts to conceptualize human
conduct at a relatively complex level. In a
sense it is an interdiscipline theory in that
its variables are drawn from studies of culture,
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society, and personality. The broad conceptual
units of the theory are role, the unit of culture;
position, the unit of society; and self, the unit
of personality p.223. ----

Thus, role theory includes the study of interactions

between people whose actions have been organized into

roles, and the interaction of role and self. According

to role theory, all societies are organized around posi-

tions and the persons who occupy these positions perform

specialized actions or roles. These roles are connected

with the position and not with the person who is occupy-

ing the position. The person is characterized by an

internal organization of qualities resulting from his ex-

periences in the culture. This internal organization of

traits, atti'tudes, and habits is conceptualized as the

self.

One of the problems apparent in role theory is that

of conceptual differences. Thomas and Biddle (1966)

summarize the problem as follows:

But the ideal of one concept clearly defined
with one verbal label has still to be attained in
role theory. At present, the language of role is
a partially articulate vocabulary that stands mid­
way in precision between the concepts of the man
in the street, who uses what the common language
just happens to offer as terminology, and the fUlly
articulate, consensually agreed-upon set of con­
cepts of the mature scientific discipline p.13.

Thomas and Biddle (1966) define position as ".u a

collectively recognized category of persons for whom the

basis for such differentiation is their common attributes,
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their common behavior, or the common reaction of others

toward them p.29. 1t In an earlier work, Biddle (1961)

defined position It ••• as a set of persons who exhibit

similar characteristics, who are treated similarly by

others, or for whom a cluster of unique cognition1; are

maintained either by themselves or others p.S.1t Gross,

Kason, and McEachern (1958) use the term position to

refer to the location of an actor or class of actors in

a system of relationships.

l'llhi1e definitions of role vary, Gross, !:.!.. al.,

(1958) have identified three major role fcrmulaticns or

categories: normative definitions, individual ori,enta-

tion definitions, and behavior or performance defini tions.

The first category equates role with normative

culture patterns. Linton's definition (1936) of role is

representative of this category:

A status, as distinct from an individual
who may occupy it, is simply a collection of
rights and duties •••• A role represents the
dynamic aspect of a status. The individual is
socially assigned to a status and occupies it
with relation to other statuses. When he puts
the rights and duties which constitute the status
into effect, he is performing role pp. 113-114 •

Linton's definition relates role to the behavioral

standards of society for persons occupying a given status

and not to the actual behavior of the status incum;:>ent.

Newcomb (1950) takes a similar position. He states

that "The ways of behaving which are expected of any
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individual who occupies a certain position constitute the

role p.280."

Getzels (1958) also uses a normative definition cf

role:

A role has certain normative obligations
and responsibilities, which may be termed "role
expectations," and when the role incumbent puts
these obligations and responsibilities into
effect, he is said to be performing his role.
The expectations define for the actor, whoever
he may be, what he should or should not do as
long as he is the incumbent of the particular
role p.153.

Kr.ech, Crutchfield, and Ballachey (1962) follow the

same normative definition. Their definition states that

what a typical occupant of a given position is expected

to do constitutes the role associated with that position.

The second category, as proposed by Gross, et. al~

treats role in terms of an individual's definition of his

si tuation with reference to his and others social posi-·

tion. These writers cite Sargent's definition (1951) of

role as illustrative of this category:

A person's role is a pattern or type of
social behavior which seems situationally appro­
priate to him in terms of the demand and expecta­
tions of those in his group pp.359-360.

Parsons and Shils (1951) also define role as an

individual's orientation:

The role is that organized sector of an
actor's orientation which constitutes and defines



his participation in an interaction process. It
involves a set of complementary expectations
concerning his own actions and those of others
with whom he interacts. Both t~e actor and
those with whom he interacts possess these
expectations p.23.

It should be noted that the definitions of role in

this category do not exclude the expectations of the

society, but broaden the scope of the definition to

include the position incumbent's interpretation of

appropriate behavior.

The third category of role definitions deals with

role as the behavior of actors occupying social posi-

tions. Definitions in this category do not treat role

in terms of his situational orientation, but rather in
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terms of what he actually does. An example of this type

of definition is that of Davis (1949):

How an individual actually performs in a
given position as distinct from hoW he is sup­
posed to perform, we call his role. The role
then is the manner in which a person actually
carries out the requirements of his position

p.90 •

sarbin's definition (1954) also refers to the

incumbent's actual behavior:

A role is a patterned sequence of learned
actions or deeds performed by a person in an
interaction situation p.225.

While these three categories of role formulation~;

are indicative of different interpretations of role,
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there are elements that are common to most definitions.

Gross, et. ~. (1958) suggest that there are three such

common elements: social locations, behavior, and expec­

tations.

Getzels and Guba (1957) offer the following general­

izations about the nature of roles: 1) roles represent

offices, or statuses within the institution, 2) roles

are defined in terms of role expectations, 3) roles are

institutional givens, 4) the behaviors associated with

a role may be thought of as lying along a continuum from

required to prohibited, and 5) roles are complementary.

Related Studies

This study is concerned with an analysis of the

role of the assistant superintendent in charge of the

instructional program. As such, the study attempts to

focus on a position that combines segments of two popu­

lations. One population consists of those persons

oscupying positions within the school heirarchy and des­

ignated as assistant, associate, and deputy superinten­

dents. This population is characterized by a variety of

assigned functions which mayor may not include responsi­

bilities for the instructional program. The second

population includes those persons who occupy positions
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to which have been assigned broad leadership responsi­

bilities for directing, supervising, and coordinating the

instructional program. Persons serving such positions are

identified by many titles. They may be called curriculum

directors, directors of instruction, directors of

elementary education, and directors of secondary educa­

tion. They may also be designated as assistant,

associate, or deputy superintendents in charge of curric­

ulum or instruction. Subsequently, relevant related

studies may be divided into two groups: those concerned

with the assistant superintendency in general, and those

dealing with those positions, regardless of title, to

which have been assigned district level responsibilities

for the instructional program.

Four unpublished doctoral dissertations on the

general topic of the assistant superintendent have been

identified.

Hutcheson (1957) surveyed 201 school districts in

the United states to determine prevailing practices con­

cerning the employment of assistant superintendents. He

also sought the recommendations of superintendents re­

garding the employment and assignment of duties to

central-office administrative officers. Hutcheson's

conclusions included the following: 1) there seems to be

confusion as to what an assistant superintendent is, 2)
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there seems to be confusion as to the staff's relation­

ship to the superintendent, 3) duties and responsiLilities

for assistant superintendents are for the most part not

clearly defined.

Weir (1959) surveyed all assistant superintendents

in New Jersey ,to determine their duties and functions.

The data collected indicated that assistant superinten­

dents in New Jersey appear to function most frequently

in these areas: curriculum evaluation and development,

teacher recruitment and orientation, in-service training,

public relations, pupil services, audio-visual aids,

personnel, business management, and general administra­

tion and supervision. Weir also found that with the

exception of assistant superintendents in charge of

business, assistant superintendents rarely worked in

situations where the job was clearly defined.

Abbott's study (1965) was designed to determine the

emerging patterns related to the nature and scope of the

position of the assistant superintendency in North Carolina

and the United States. The study indicated a great amount

of variety and overlapping of functions assigned to assis­

tant superintendents. There appeared to be lacking in

most school districts written policies concerning the

duties and responsibilities of assistant superintendents.
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Paschal (1963) studied the training, duties and

areas of service of assistant superintendents serving

school districts in cities with populations ranging from

50,000 to 300,000 within the 19 state region served by

the North Central Association of Colleges and second~ry

Schools. The study revealed the following findings:

1. Assistant superintendents i~ charge of instruc­

tion and curriculum outnumbered those with

responsibilities in other areas.

2. Very little similarity of duties was found among

assistant superintendents having similar titles.

3. Eighty-nine per cent of the assistant superinten­

dents indicated that they were directly

responsible to the superintendent. Eleven per

cent reported shared responsibility to the

superintendent and to the board of education.

4. Ninety-seven per cent of the assistant superin­

tendents had earned degrees. Twenty-five per

cent had earned doctorates.

Within recent years, a number of role studies focus­

ing on the position of assistant superintendent in charge

of instruction, or on positions designated by such titles

as director of instruction and curriculum director have

been completed.
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MacNair (1966) investigated the role expectations

held for assistant superintendents in charge of instruc­

tion in unified school districts of California. A mojor

aim of the study was that of determining the extent of

agreement or disagreement among four role-defining groups:

superintendents, assistant superintendents, high school

principals and high school counselors. Analysis of the

data revealed considerable interposition consensus among

superintendents, assistant superintendents and principals;

however, there was less consensus between counselors and

the other three role-defining groups. Intraposition con­

sensus was hiah among all groups.

Moran's study (1962) was designed to discover and

analyze the concepts and perceptions of superintendents,

directors of instruction, principals and teachers regard­

ing the role of the director of instruction in developing

programs of instructional improvement. He found that the

four groups of respondents ~eld different concepts of the

director of instruction'S role, but the differences were

of degree rather than kind. A&ninistrators differed with

teachers in thrcc-} areas: job definition, 1 inc of rc~spon­

sibility and organizing efforts. Directors of instruction

expressed a desire for more status and authority within

the organizational heirarchy.
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Duffy's study (1965) focused on the observed and per­

ceived roles of the director of instruction. Four posi­

tion incumbents were observed to obtain information re­

lated to 1) the observable specific tasks which charac­

terize the role of the director of instruction as well as

the interactions and processes involved in their tasks,

2) the tasks, interactions and processes of the role that

are common or specific among school systems, 3) the rela­

tionships between the observed tasks of the director of

instruction and the way in which the professional staff

and the director perceive the director's decision-making

role, and 4) the extent to which the observed tasks of the

director of instruction are similar to those tasks

suggested by the 25 decision items included in the

Decision Point Analysis Instrument.

Duffy found that the director of instruction devotes

approximately 70 per cent of his observed time and frequen­

cy of behaviors to the tasks of curriculum and instruction

and of staff personnel. Approximately 80 per cent of his

time is spent in interactions with people, and the build­

ing principal is the position incumbent with whom the

director interacts most often. In general, the observed

tasks, interactions and processes were found to be common

among the four observed directors of instruction, and 15

of the 25 Decision Point Analysis Instrument items were
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found to be suggestive of the tasks of the director of

instruction.

Breniman's study (1963) was conducted among 61 school

districts in Colorado, New Mexico, Wyoming, Arizona,

Nevada, Utah, Idaho, and Montana. The study concentrated

on the duties, responsibilities, preparation, and status

of directors of instruction. Breniman noted that the po­

sition has become more administrative in nature, and that

there is a tendency for the position to assume more line

authority within the administrative heirarchy of the

school district.

Batsakis' study of the role of the director of in­

struction (1964) was limited to an analysis of his own

work as the director of instruction in School District

Number Seven in the city of Dearborn Heights. Among the

major conclusions of the study were the following:

1. The effectiveness of the services and assistance

provided by the director of instruction depends

greatly upon the degree to which he resolves

the problem of his working relations with staff

members.

2. In this particular situation, the role of the

director of instruction needs to be clarified.

His specific duties need to be spelled out

clearly and carefully.
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3. The director of instruction must be given the

authority necessary to carry out the responsi­

bilities assigned to him. This position needs

to be given a place in the line of administrative

authority. To make the director of instruction

a staff person with no administrative authority

is to lessen his effectiveness.

stearn (1966) sought to determine the divergence and

congruence of role expectations held for the position of

curriculum director. Four role-defining groups were in­

cluded as respondents. These groups were superintendents,

curriculum directors, principals, and teachers.

stearns concluded that superintendents, curriculum

directors, and principals held generally congruent ex­

pectations for the role of the curriculum director;

however, principals and teachers were less supportive of

the curriculum director's role than were curriculum di­

rectors and superintendents. Teachers and curriculum

directors held widely divergent expectati6ns regarding

the curriculum director's role as a supervisor of in­

struction and in the area of personnel responsibilities.

summary

Role theory includes the study of interactions be­

tween people whose actions h~ve been organized into roles.
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These persons occupy positions organized within the soci­

ety. Roles performed by persons occupying positions are

related to the position. For most analytical purposes,

the most significant unit of the social structure is not

t~e person but the role.

One of the problems in role theory is that of con­

ceptual differences. As a result, the literature reveals

a multitude of terms having similar definitions, and a

number of common terms defined differently.

Some efforts have been made to categorize terms and

definitions. Definitions of role have been classified

into three categories: 1) normative definitions emphasiz­

ing behavior that is expected of a person occupying a

given position, 2) individual orientation definitions

including the individual's definition of his situation,

and 3) behavior definitions treating role in terms of

what the individual actually does.

Two kinds of studies appear to be relevant to this

study: those dealing with the assistant superintendency,

and those investigating role expectations associated

with positions of assistant superintendents in charge of

instruction and directors of instruction and curriculum.

The studies of the assistant superintendency are con­

cerned primarily with the scope and nature of the position

as determined by assigned du<ties and responsibil i ties.
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Role studies related to the position of assistant super­

intendent in charge of instruction, or similar positions,

seem to approach the role of the position incumbent almost

entirely in terms of expectations related to tasks. Of

those studies investigating consensus among role defining

groups, the findings appear to indicate a high degree of

interposition and intraposition consensus among

superintendents, assistant superintendents and principals

regarding their role expectations for the position of

assistant superintendent in charge of instruction.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

Selection of Respondents

Superintendents, assistant superintendents in

charge of instruction, and principals were selected as the

role-defining populations for the studyo The selection

of respondents from each of the above populations was

based on two criteria: 1) all respondents must be em­

ployed by first-class school districts or county units

in the states of Oregon and Washington, and 2) all res­

pondents must be employed by districts that employ

assistant superintendents whose primary responsibility

is that of coordinating and supervising the instructional

program.

An initial selection of districts was accomplished

by identifying those first-class school districts employ­

ing assistant superintendents. This identification was

based on the listings of school districts in the 1967-G8

OJ::'egon School Directory and the Washington Education

Directory 1967-68 Edition. Since the directories do not

in all cases specify the responsibilities of assistant

superintendents listed, the superintendents of all



36

districts indicated as employing assistant superintendents

were contacted by letter (Appendix A) in order to identify

those districts employing an assistant superintendent in

charge of instruction. In addition, superintendents

were asked to report a current list of names and addresses

of administrative personnel not employed during the 1967-

68 school year.

Fifty-five districts (29 districts in Washington,

and 26 districts in Oregon) meeting the selection cri-

teria were identified. Based on the belief that the

variable of size will have had a much greater influence

on administrative relationships in large districts than

in those districts included in the study, the Portland,

Oregon, and Seattle, Washington, districts were excluded

leaving a total of 53 districts to be included in the

study.

These districts employ 50 superintendents, 55 as-

sistant superintendents in charge of instruction, 218

secondary school principals and 564 elementary school

principals. All superintendents, all assistant superin-

tendents in charge of instruction and a stratified

random sample of principals were included as respondents

in the study.

A stratified random sampling procedure was used in

order to secure a representative sample of principals.
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since 50 per cent of the population of secondary princi-

palS are employed by 13 of the 53 districts and 50.5 per

cent of the population of elementary school principals

are employed by 12 of the 53 districts, the probability

of selecting a principal representing one of the larger

districts would have been greater than that of selecting

a principal from one of the smaller districts had a

simple random sample been made. A second factor, the

number of elementary school principals, also indicated

the desirability of a stratified random sample. Of the

total population of principals, 72.1 per cent are elemen-

tary school principalS.

TABLE I

SECONDARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS

Number of Number of
Principals Principals

Districts in Population in Sample

Employing 6 or
more secondary 109 55
school principal-s

Employing fewer
than 6 secondary 109 55
school principals

All districts 218 110
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Each population of principals, secondary and elem-

entary, was divided into two cells each containing

approximately 50 per cent of the population. Membership

in a given cell was determined by district size as in-

dicated by the number of principals employed. A number

was assigned to each principal. with the aid of a table

TABLE II

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS

Number of
Principals

Districts in population

Number of
Principals
in Sample

of random numbers (Arkin and Colton, 1950), a random

elementary school principals.

as respondents: 110 secondary school principals, and 283

283

143

140

All districts 564

Employing 15 or
more elementary 285
school principals

Employing fewer
than 15 279
elementary
school principals

sample of 50 per cent was selected from each cell. Tables

I and II indicate the numbers of principals thus selected
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The Instrument

In spite of the numerous role studies that have

been conducted, a search of the literature revealed that

no satisfactory instrument was available for this study.

Subsequently, it was necessary to construct a role norm

inventory specifying expected behaviors of assistant

superintendents in charge of instruction.

As has been previously stated, the focus of the

study is on an attempt to identify the role of the as­

sistant superintendent in terms of those normative

standards applicable to the conduct or behavior of the

assistant superintendent within the framework of his

organizational relationships with the superintendent

and principals.

Rather than attempt to specify and analyze all di­

mensions of these relationships, it seemed appropriate

to concentrate on one dimension, independence of action.

In so doing, it becomes possible to determine those

normative standards which specify the limits of autonomy

associated with the position of assistant superintendent.

These limits of autonomy are those which define the ex­

tent to which the assistant superintendent can, in the

performance of those tasks assigned to his position, act

independently of the superintendent and principals, or
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inversely, the extent to which his actions are dependent

on prescribed controls and limitations imposed by the

superintendent and principals.

The selection of this dimension was based on Eye and

Netzer's (1965) dichotomy of the functions of supervision:

The supportive function of supervision is
the performance of all tasks in a manner and to
a purpose that will uphold and strengthen other
personnel in achieving the results properly ex­
pected of each incumbent of an organizational
position.

The contributory function of supervision is
the performance of those tasks under independent
or prescribed controls which constitute assis­
tance toward the achievement of results appropri­
ate to the purpose ascribed to the organization
and assigned to specific line positions [po 12U 0

Eye and Netzer (1965) define independent control

as that which grants full authority and responsibility

in the performance of the assigned tasks, and prescribed

control as that which delineates the limits within which

autonomy may be exercised.

The literature provides some justification for the

selection of independence of action as an appropriate

dimension for studying organizational relationships.

Corwin (1966) states that some of the most vital rela-

tionships are those that define the system of control

over work and one member over another. Argyris (1960)

refers to what has been called the dilemma of the one and

the many when he speaks of the incongruence of the demands
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of the organization and the needs of the individual.

According to Argyris, the organization demands submis­

sive, sUbordinate, and dependent behavior, while the

personality needs of the healthy individual demand dom­

inant status and rel~tive independence.

In devising the role norm inventory, the task, in

this instance, became one of developing a series of

statements which could be interpreted as expectations

for behavior associated with the performance of tasks as­

signed to the position of assistant superintendent in

charge of instruction, and which were relevant to

organizational relationships between the focal position

and counter positions.

The development of a series of statements suitable

for the purposes of a study was preceded by an attempt

to define an appropriate universe of items which an in­

strument might sample. Guba and Bidwell (1957), faced

with a similar problem, developed an item matrix designed

to facilitate the generation of appropriate items. Thus,

the problem of defining the universe of items which the

instrument might sample was approached by developing a

three-dimensional item matrix.

The first dimension, organizational relationships,

appeared to be defined by the role sectors to be analyzed,
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i.e., all statements must be applicable to the relation-- -
ship of the position of assistant superintendent to the

positions of superintendent and principal.

The second dimension, independence of action, was

necessary in order to limit statements of expectations

to those which could be interpreted as independent or

dependent kinds of behavior on the part of the assistant

superintendent.

Since the study is concerned with behavior associated

with the performance of tasks assigned to the focal posi-

tion, the third dimension appear2d to be the content areas

wi thin which administrative tasks are performed. For this

purpose, it was necessary to utilize the administrative

performance systems described in the literature. Hencley

(19b3) states that three dimensions of function are common

to such systems: the policy-purpose determination function,

the technical-operational function, and the energizing-

process function. The energizing-process function was not

included in the third dimension of the matrix for two

reasons. One, the second dimension of the matrix res-

tricts the analysis to independent and dependent kinds of l

behavior. Two, items related to the energizing-process

function appeared to fit equally well in other cells.

The reSUlting item matrix appears on the following

page.



,

I TSf·l E/.TRIX

counter Positions

Superintendent Principal

Behavior of Assistant Behavior of Assistant
Superin tendent Superintende:iJ,=

Independent Dependent Independent Dependent

Policy-Purpose

Technical-Cperational

Instruction

Staff
Personnel

pupil IPersonnel

Finance and
Business Management

School Plant and
Facilities

School-Cor.1munity
Relations

I
,p.
w



----------------------------- --

44

After compiling a list of items based on the litera­

ture and which appeared to fit the requirements of the

matrix, an initial selection of items to be included in

the instrument was made. That selection was based on

the following criteria:

1. General and ambiguous statements were avoided.

2. Items from each of the content areas: policy­

purpose and technical-operational, were

selected.

3. Approximately equal numbers of items were

selected for each role sector.

4. Approximately equal numbers of items specifying

independent and dependent behavior were selected.

In an effort to eliminate ambiguous and irrelevant

items, the instrument was administered to two groups of

graduate students at the University of Oregon. One group

consisted of those students enrolled in the advanced cur­

riculum and supervision seminar. The others were enrolled

in the advanced administrative problems seminar. Twenty­

four students completed and returned the instrument.

Following the pre-test, the instrument w~s revised

and submitted to a panel of jUdges selected from among

practicing school administrators. The members of the

panel included one superintendent, one deputy superinten­

dent, two directors of instruction, and three principals.
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The primary task of the panel was that of determining

the face validity of the items included in the instrument;

however, panel members were asked to suggest additional

items for consideration.

A final revision of the instrument incorporating the

suggestions of panel members was drafted and submitted to

the respondents selected for the study.

This revision was made up of thirty-five normative

statements applicable to the relationship of the position

of the assistant superintendent to the position of the

superintendent, and thirty-six normative statements il~plica-

ble to the relationship of the position of the assistant

superintendent to that of the principal. These statements

are shown below by role sector. statements marked by an

asterisk were categorized as being indicative of indepen-

dent behavior. Those not so marked were considered as

statements indicating dependent behavior.

Role 1: Acting Toward Superintendents

• I. Formulate and recommend directly to the school
board policies governing the instruction~l

program.

2. Present to the superintendent recommendations
related to the instructional program and re­
quiring school board approval.

• 3. Direct the development and operation of an
instructional materials center for teacher use.

4. Submit a written report to the superintendent
on all meetings with the professional staff.
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5. Discuss proposed curricular changes and solu­
tions to instructional problems with the
superintendent before presenting them to
principals.

$ 6. Initiate and conduct meetings with principals
for the purpose of discussing instructional
problems.

7. Submit his decisions related to curricular and
instructional problems to the superintendent for
approval.

* 8. Make decisions regarding the selection of cur­
ricular or instructional problems for study at
the district level.

* 9. Make decisions related to the initiation, design,
and direction of pilot projects requiring ex­
perimentation with new teaching content, tools,
and techniques.

10. Seek direction and advice from the superintendent
when planning curriculum projects.

*11. Make decisions related to. the participation of
lay citizens on curriculum committees.

12. Submit recommendations regarding the structure
and membership of curriculum committees to the
superintendent for approval.

13. Submit written communications directed to staff
to the superintendent for approval before
transmittal.

$14. Make decisions on procedures for evaluciting the
instructional program.

$15. Develop and direct the process by which instruc­
tional materials, supplies, and equipment are
selected.

16. Present proposed changes in the instructional
supervision program to the superintendent for
approval.

17. Discuss the nature and content of all reports
made to the school board with the superintendent
prior to making such reports.
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*18. Make decisions related to the implementation
of recommendations of curriculum committees.

19. Submit curriculum guides, course syllabi, and
resource units developed by curriculum commit­
tees to the superintendent for approval.

*20. Make decisions regarding approval of applications
by ~taff members for permission to attend pru­
fessional conferences.

* 21. Make decisions regarding the sel ection and
employment of instructors or staff for in­
service programs.

22. Present plans for staff in-service to the
superintendent for approval~

23. Secure the superintendent's permission to attend
professional conferences.

*24. Direct and coordinate the activities of directors,
coordinators, and supervisors employed by the
division of curriculum and instruction.

*25. Clarify and determine roles for and with direc­
tors, coordinators, and supervisors employed by
the division of curriculum and instruction.

26. Present frequent reports to the superintendent
regarding the activities of directors, coordin­
ators, and supervisors employed by the divi3ion
of curriculum and instruction.

27. Submit recommendations regarding the assignment
of professional personnel to the superintendent
for approval.

28. Recommend pilot programs related to psycholog­
ical, health, and guidance services to the
superintendent for approval.

*29. Make decisions regarding the scope and nature
of psychological, health, and guidance services.

*30. Prepare that portion of the school budget deal­
ing with district-wide instructional services,
materials, and equipment •
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31. Serve as a consultant to groups preparing
educational specifications for new school
construction.

*32. Make decisions related to the educational
specifications for new or remodeled buildings.

33. Submit reports and bulletins dealing with the
instructional program to the superintendent for
approval before releasing t\Jem to the public.

*34. Initiate and conduct conferences on matters
pertaining to the instructional program with
parents and other lay citizens.

35. Secure the superintendent's approval of ~ll

materials to be released to the communication
media of the community.

Role 2: Acting Toward Principals

*36. Make final decisions on recommendations to be
submitted to the superintendent regarding
curriculum and instructional matters.

37. Serve as a consultant to principals regarding
the development of recommended policies related
to the instructional program.

*38. Initiate periodic evaluations of policies gov­
erning instructional procedures.

*39. Initiate and conduct district-wide meetings with
teachers for the purpose of discussing instruc­
tional problems.

40. Secure principals' approval of proposed curric­
ular changes and solutions to instructional
problems before presenting such proposals to
teachers.

41. Make regular and frequent reports to principals
regarding the activities of curriculum commit­
tees.

*42. Plan procedures and techniques designed to
measure the effectiveness of the instructional
program.
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43. Submit recommendations of curriculum committees
to principals for their approval prior to
further action.

*44. Visit schools for the purpose of observing the
instructional program in action.

*45. Select teachers for participation in experi­
mental instructional programs.

46. Initiate a pilot project in a school only upon
the request or permission of the principal.

47. Request permission of principals prior to
assigning teachers to curriculum projects.

*48. Make final decisions regarding the selection
of instructional materials, supplies, and
equipment.

49. Submit frequent reports to principals regar6ing
the activities of instructional supervisors.

50. Assign supervisors on the basis of principals'
recommendations.

*51. Serve as a consultant on instructional problems
at the request of a teacher or teachers when
that request has been made without the knowledge
of the principal.

*52. Determine guidelines controlling classroom
visitation by instructional supervisors.

*53. Visit a school without an invitation from the
principal.

*54. Visit a teacher's clnssroom without having been
asked by the principal to do so.

*55. Direct the implementation of procedures and
techniques designed to measure program effect­
iveness.

56. Make frequent reports to principals regarding
the activities and progress of curriculum
committees.
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*57. Evaluate principals for the record.

*53. Evaluate teachers for the record.

59. Evaluate teachers only upon the request of
principals.

*60. Supervise the assignment and scheduling of
teachers.

61. Restrict recommendations for the continued
employment or dismissal of probationary
teachers to those instances where such recom­
mendations have been requested or approved by
principals.

*62. Recommend the continued employment or dismissal
of principals.

·63. Direct the assignment of principals~

64. Secure the approval of principals before
assigning or transferring teachers.

65. Secure the permission of principals to discuss
in-service needs with teachers.

66. Submit plans for teacher in-service programs to
principals for approval.

*67. Make decisions related to the development of
criteria for assigning pupils to classroom
groups within a given grade level or organiza­
tional plan.

68. Consult frequently with principals about the
activities and performance of psychological,
health, and guidance personnel.

*69. Make decisions reg3rding the appropriate util­
ization of facilities for instructional purposes.

*70. Decide which community drives and activities
merit school participation.

71. Submit reports and bulletins dealing with the
instructional program to principals for approval
before distributin~ such reports to community.



51

Since superintendents and principals were asked to

express only their role expectations for the position of

assistant superintendent, and assistant superintendents

were asked to indicate both their own role expectations

for the position and their perceptions of the role

expectations of superintendents and principals for the

position, it was necessary to submit the role norm in­

ventory to respondents in two forms (Appendix B).

Superintendents and principals received the form entitled

Sxpectations of Superintendents and Principals for the

Role of the Assistant Superintendent in Charge of Instruc­

tion, and assistant superintendents received the form

entitled Expectations Gnd Perceptions of Assistant

Superintendents for the Role of the Assistant Superinten­

dent in Charge of Instruction. Both forms contained

identical items and response categories; however; assis­

tant superintendents were provided with space to respond

to each item three times.

The available response cntegories for each item are

1) absolutely must, 2) preferably should, 3) mayor may

not, 4) preferably should not, and 5) absolutely must

noto

Superintendents and principals were asked to

respond to each item in terms of the following question:
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"AS a superintendent (principal), do you feel that the

assistant superintendent in charge of instruction should

or should not do the following things'?"

Assistant superintendents were asked to respond to

each item three times. First, they were asked to respond

in terms of the question, "As an assistant superintendent,

do you feel that the assistant superintendent in charge

of instruction should or should not do the following

things?" For the second and third response, they were

asked to respond to each item in terms of the statement,

"As an assistant superintendent, I think that rno~.;t

superintendents (principals) would say that the assistant

superintendent in charge of instruction should or should

not do the following things."

In addition to the role norm inventory, the instru-

ment included a face sheet requesting information related

to the respondents' professionul preparation and experi-

ence.

Collection of uata

The instrument was mailed to all respondents for

completion. Approximately one month later, a follow-up

letter (Appendix A) and a second copy of the instrument

were mailed to those respondents who had not responded to.

the previous request for participation.
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Included in the sample, were 50 superintendents, 55

assistant superintendents in charge of instruction, 110

secondary school principals and 283 elementary school

principals.

The instrument was completed and returned by 41

superintendents, 50 assistant superintendents, 86 secondary

school principals and 224 elementary school principals.

Sxpressed in percentages, 82 per cent of the superinten-

dents, 90.9 per cent of the assistant superintendents,

78.2 per cent of the secondary school principals and 79.2

per cent of the elementary school principals included in

the sample completed and returned the instrument. In

terms of district size, the completed instrument was

TABLE IV

Nut-mER AND PERCENTAGE OF RE SPONDENTS INCLUDED IN STUDY

Role Defining Number •
~espondents RespondentsIn

Group Sample (Number) (Per Cent)

Superintendents 50 41 82.0

Assistant 55 50 90.9Superintendents
Secondary School 110 86 78.2Principals
Elementary School 283 224 79.2Principals
All 393 310 78.9Principals
All 498 401 80.5Groups
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received from 40 secondary school principals employed by

districts employing 6 or more secondary school principals,

46 secondary school principals employed by districts

employing fewer than 6 secondary school principals, 116

elementary school principals employed by districts employ­

ing 15 or more elementary school principals, and 108

elementary school principals employed by districts employ­

ing fewer than 15 elementary school principals.

Analysis of the Data

The analysis of the data involved three problems:

1) the determination of intraposition consensus, 2) the

determination of the "average" response from absolutely

must to absolutely must not, and 3) the determination of

significant differences among the responses of the three

role-defining groups.

A measure of ordinal consensus developed by Professor

~obert Leik of the University of Washington was used to

measure intraposition consensus. This measure provides

an agreement score with a theoretical range from -1.0

where SO per cent of the responses are in each of the

extreme categories, through 0.0 where 20 per cent of the

responses are in each category, to +1.0 where all responses

are in one category (Leik, 1966).
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Mean response scores were determined by assigning

the values of 1 to 5 to the response categories beginning

with absolutely must, and then computing the mean for

all responses to a given item.

The chi square test was used to determine significant

•differences among the responses of the three role-defining

groupso This test may be used to determine the signif-

icance of differences between independent groups, and the

measurement may be as weak as nominal scaling (Siegel,

1956) •

The .05 level of significance was pre-determined as

being indicative of significant differences between

observed and expected frequencies.

The responses to the items of the instrument were

transferred to IBM cards for statistical computation. The

services of the University of Oregon Computer Center were

used for the computer analysis of the data.
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PRESENTATION OF THE FINDINGS

The findings concerning the role of the assistant

superintendent in charge of instruction are presented in

this chapter. indicated in Chapter I, the purpose

l '-------------------- - -- -- --_. -------

of the study was three-fold: 1) to determine the degree

of intraposition position consensus, or agreemerlt, within

the three role-defining groups regarding their expecta-

tions for the behavior of the assistant superintendent; 2)

to determine whether or not there are significant differ-

ences among the three role-defining groups regarding their

expectations for the behavior of the assistant superinten-

dent; and 3) to determine whether or not there are

significant differences between assistant superintendents'

perceptions of the expectations of superintendents and

principals and the actual expectations expressed by super-

intendents and principals. Therefore, the presentation of

the findings has been organized in the following sequence.

First, the findings relative to the expectations of assis-

tant superintendents and their perceptions of the expecta-

tions of superintendents and principals are presented.

Second, the expectations of superintendents and principals

for the behavior of the assistant superintendent are



examined. Third, the expectations of assistant superin­

tendents are compared with the expectations of superin­

tendents and principals. Fourth, the assistant superin­

tendents' perceptions of the expectations of superinten­

dents and princ~pals are compared with the actual

expectations expressed by superintendents and principals.

And fifth, significant differences are related to the

three dimensions at the item matrix.

Sxpectations and Perceptions of Assistant Superintendents

When all normative statements included within the

role norm inventory are examined, the agreement scores in­

dicate a wide range of agreement among assistant superin­

tendents. As is shown in Table V, the agreement scores

for assistant superintendents' expectations range from a

low score of .183, which indicates almost complete lack

of agreement, to a high score of .817, which indicates a

relatively high level of agreement. The agreement scores

for assistant superintendents' perceptions of the expecta­

tions of others reflect a similar range.

Insofar as the assistant superintendents' expecta­

ti.ons are concerned, there are two role norms, numbers 62

and G3, where the agreement score is .183. For role norm

62 ("Recommend the continued employment or dismissal of



The assistant superintendents, in regard to their own

12 per cent preferably should not, and 34, mayor may not.

per cent preferably should, 6 per cent absolutely must not,

58

LOWEST AND HIGHEST AGREEMENT SCORE AND MEAN AGREL~~NT

SCORES FOR ALL NORMS BY ASSISTi\NT SUPERINTENDENTS I

EXPECTATIONS AND THEIR PERCEPTIONS OF THE
EXPECTATIONS OF SUPERINTENDENTS

AND PRINCIPALS

Tl\BLE V

principills. ll
), 28 per cent of the assistant superinten-

dents responded absolutely must, 26 per cent preferably

principals. lI
), 26 per cent responded absolutely must, 22

should, 6 per cent absolutely must not, 12 preferably

should not, and the remaining 28 per cent responded may

or may not. For role norm 63 (IiDirect the assignment of

Lowest Highest [·iean Agree-
Agreement Agreement ment Score

Score.Norm Score.Norm All Norms

Assistant Superintendents' 62
Expectations .183 63 .817 16 .467

Assistant Superintendents'
Perceptions of
Expectations of:

Superintendents .133 63 .826 16 .461
Principals .133 58 .740 40 .464

expectations, are in highest agreement on role norm 16,

("Presfmt proposed changes in the instructional supervi-

sian program to the superintendent for approval."). with
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an agreement score of .817, 80 per cent responded absol­

utely must, 18 per cent preferably should, and 2 per cent

mayor may not.

While not identical, a similar point of view prevails

among assistant superintendents on role norm 24 ("Direct

and coordinate the activities of directors, coordinators,

and supervisors employed by the division of curriculum

and instruction."), the agreement score is .779. Sevl:mty­

eight per cent responded absolutely must, 18 per cent

preferably shoulq, and 4 per cent max: or ma:i not.

In terms of how they view the expectations of super­

intendents, assistant superintendents, with an agreement

score of .133, are in lowest agreement on role norm 63

("Direct the assignment of principal so") • The lack of

agreement is indicated by the distribution of responses.

Twenty-six point five per cent responded absolutely must,

24.5 per cent preferabl:i should, 6.1 per cent absolut~

must not, 16.3 preferably should not, and 26.5 mayor may

not.

Assistant superintendents are, when viewing the ex­

pectations of superintendents, in highest agreement on

role norm 16 ("Present proposed changes in the instruc­

tional program to the superintendent for approval.").

seventy-nine point two per cent responded absolutely must

and 20.8 per cent preferabl:i should.
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As assistant superintendents view the expectations

of principals, they are in lowest agreement on role norm

58 ("Evaluate teachers for the record."). With an agree­

ment score of .133, assistant superintendents responded

as follows: 10.2 per cent absolutely must, 12.2 per cent

preferably should, 22.4 per cent absolutely must not, 28.6

per cent preferably should not, and 26.5 per cent mayor

may not.

Assistant superintendents are in highest agreement

on how they view the expectations of principals for role

norm 40 ("Secure principals' approval of proposed curric­

ular changes and solutions to instructional problems

before presenting such proposals to teachers."). With an

agreement score of .740, 77.1 per cent of the assistant

superintendents responded absolutely must, 14.6 per cent

preferably should, and 8.3 per cent mayor may not.

The study deals with two role sectors: 1) the rela­

tionship of the position of the assistant superintendent

to that of the superintendent, and 2) the relationship of

the position of assistant superintendent to that of the

school principal. In subsequent discussion and the

accompanying tables, these role sectors are referred to

as Role 1 (acting toward superintendents) and Role 2

(acting toward principals).
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When these roles are viewed independently and mean

agreement scores are computed for each, some differences

between the roles are found. These differences are indi­

cated in Table VI.

The assistant superintendents are in higher agreement

regarding their own expectations for Role 1 (acting toward

the superintendent) than they are for Role 2. Their mean

agreement score is .514 as contrasted with a mean agreement

score of .420 for Role 2 (acting toward principals). They

are also in higher agreement among themselves When report­

ing their perceptions of the expectations of superintendents

and principals for Role 1 than they are for Role 2.

The mean agreement score for their perceptions of the

superintendents' expectations for Role 1 is .523 as opposed

to .406 for their perception of superintendents' expecta­

tions for Role 2. The assistant superintendents' views of

the expectations of principals for Role 1 are reflected by

a mean agreement score of .473, and for Role 2 the mean

agreement score is .455.

When the mean agreement scores are viewed vertically

for each role, assistant superintendents are in lowest

agreement relative to Role 1 when reporting their percep­

tions of the expectations of principals 'for the appropriate

behavior of the assistant superintendent in acting toward



TABLE VI

MEAN AGREEMENT SCORES FOR ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENTS'
EXPECTATIONS AND THEIR PERCEPTIONS OF THE

EXPECTATIONS OF SUPERINTENDENTS AND
PRINCIPALS BY ROLES AND

TOTAL POSITION

Assistant Superintendents' Roles
Acting Toward Acting Toward Total

Superintendents Principals Position

!!!!J!ii

Assistant Superintendents'
Expectations

Assistant Superintendents'
Perceptions of Expectations
of:

Superintendents
Principals

c514

.523

.473

.420

.406

.455

.467

.464
.464

0'\
N
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the superintendent. Conversely, assistant superintendents

are in highest agreement regarding Role 2 when reporting

their perceptions of the expectations of principals.

As was noted in Chapter Ill, each role of the assis­

tant superintendent wa~ represented on the role norm inven-

tory by approximately equal numbers of role norms indica-

ting independent and dependent behavior on the part of the

assistant superintendent. When the responses of assistant

superintendents are analyzed in terms of the independent

and dependent role norms for each role, there are differ-

ences not only between the mean agreement scores for

independent and dependent role norms, but also between

the mean agreement scores of the two roles. These data

are shown in Tables VII and VIII.

So far as Role 1 (acting toward superintendents)

concerned, assistant superintendents when expressing their

own expectations are slightly higher in agreement on inde-

pendent behavior role norms than they are on dependent

behavior role norms. The mean agreement scores are .521

and .508. However, assistant superintendents, when report-

Ing their views of the expectations of superintendents,

have a mean agreement score of .535 indicating they are in

higher agreement on dependent behavior role norms than on

independent behavior norms. With respect to their percep-

tions of the expectations of ~rincipals, the mean agreement
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TABLE VII

MEAN AGREEMENT SCORES FOR ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENTS'
EXPECTATIONS AND PERCEPTIONS OF THE EXPECTATIONS

OF SUPERINTENDENTS AND PRINCIPALS REGARDING
INDEPENDENCE OF ACTION IN ACTING

TOWARD SUPERINTENDENTS

Acting Toward Superintendents
Independent Dependent

Behavior Norms Behavior Norms
All

Norms

Assistant Superintendents'
Expectations

Assistant Superintendents'
Perceptions of Expectations
of:

Superintendents
Principals

.521

.510

.478

.508

.535

.468

.514

.523

.473

G'>
~
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TABLE VIII

MEAN AGREEMENT SCORES FOR ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENTS'
EXPECTATIONS AND PERCEPTIONS OF THE EXPECTATIONS

OF SUPERINTENDENTS AND PRINCIPALS REGAFDING
INDEPENDENCE OF ACTION IN ACTING

TOWARD PRINCIPALS

Acting Toward PrinciEals
Independent Dependent

Behavior Norms Behavior Norms
All

Norms

Assistant Superintendents'
Expectations

Assistant Superintendents'
Perceptions of Expectations
of:

Superintendents
Principals

.389

.373

.393

.455

.443

.524

.420

.406

.455

0'1
U1
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scores of .478 and .468 indicate that assistant superinten­

dents are slightly higher in agreement on independent

behavior role norms.

The data in Table VIII reveal that with regard to

Role 2 (acting toward principals) assistant superintendents

are in higher agreement on dependent behavior role norms

than they are on independent behavior role norms insofar

as both their own expectations and perceptions of the ex­

pectations of superintendents are concerned.

When the mean agreement scores reported in Table VII

are contrasted with those of Table VIII, the scores for

both independent and dependent behavior role norms are

higher for Role I (acting toward superintendents) than

those for Role 2 (acting toward principals).

The behaviors associated with a role may be thought

of as lying along a continuum from required to prohibited.

The response categories of absolutely must, preferabl¥

should, mayor may not, preferably should not, and

absolutely must not may be thought of as approximating

this continuum. Similarly, responses in the categories of

absolutely must and preferably should may be viewed as an

indication of approval; responses in the mayor may not

category, as an indication of permissiveness; and re­

sponses in the categories of preferably should not and

and absolutely must not, as an indication of disapproval.
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An examination of the distribution of the responses

of assistant superintendents for each of the two roles re-

veals some similarities as well as differences. These

data are shown in Table IX.

TABLE IX

PER CENT DISTRIBUTION OF ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDSNTS'
EXPECTATIONS AND THEIR PERCEPTIONS OF EXPECTATIONS

OF SUPERINTENDENTS AND PRINCIPALS BY RESPONSE
CATEGORIES, ROLE, AND TOTAL POSITION

Response Categories
AM P$'. MMN PSN AMN

n

Actin Toward Su erintendents
Ass1stant Super1n enden s'
Expectations
Assistant Superintendents'
perceptions of Expectations
of:

Superintendents
Principals

Acting Toward Principals
Assistant Superintendents'
Expectations
Assistant Superintendents'
Perceptions of Expectations
of:

Superintendents
Principals

Total Position
Assistant Superintendents'
Expectations
Assistant Superintendents'
Perceptions of Expectations
of:

Superintendents
Principals

40.4

31.2

28.4
29.8

35.7

33.3
29.1

33.7

34.8
34.3

31.2

32.7
29.4

32.4

33.7
31.8

19.5

21.2
30.5

25.1

27.3
27.1

22.4

24.3
28.8

3.6
4.8

9.0

8.4
8.7

6.8

6.1
6.8

1.7

2.1
1.9

3.5

3.2
5.0

2.6
3.5
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When reporting their own expectations and their per­

ceptions of the expectations of superintendents and

principals for both Role 1 (acting toward superintendents)

and Role 2 (acting toward principals), assistant super in-

tendents most frequently respond in those categories

indicating required behavior. For example, for Role 1,

74.1 per cent of the responses indicating the assistant

superintendents' expectations are found in the absolutely

must and preferably should categories. For Role 2, 62.4

per cent of the responses indicating their expectations

are in these two categories. A similar pattern prevails

as far as the assistant superintendents' perceptions of

the expectations of superintendents and principals are

concerned. In all instances, the response categories

preferably should not and absolutely must not are used

infrequently. It should be noted that the distribution

of responses may be a function of the particular role

norms included in the inventory.

Differences in the frequencies of responses in those

categories indicating required behavior are found when

the distributions for Role 1 are compared with those for

Role 2. Assistant superintendents respond less frequently

in the absolutely must and preferably should categories

when expressing their expectations for Role 2 than when
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reporting their expectations for Role 1. For Role 2, 62.4

per cent of their responses were in these two categories

as contrasted with 74.1 per cent for Role 1. Again, a

similar pattern is found when their perceptions of the

expectations of superintendents are examined. Seventy-

three per cent of their responses for Role 1 are found

in the required behavior categories and 61.1 per cent for

Role 2. The difference is not nearly as marked insofar as

their perceptions of the expectations of principals are

concerned. For Role 1, 62.8 per cent of the res~onses

are in the required behavior categories, and for Role 2

the percentage is 59.2.

The data in Table X show the distribution of re-

sponses by percentage of responses in each category for

independent and dependent behavior role norms for Role 1

(acting toward superintendents).

The majority of responses for both sets of role norms

and for both the assistant superintendents' expectations

and perceptions are found again in the required behavior

response categories of absolutely must and preferably

should. When independent behavior role norms are con-

sidered separately, these two response categories combined

account for 73.5 per cent of the responses indicating as-

sistant superintendents' expectations, 69.4 per cent of

the responses indicating their perceptions of the

.;
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'I
1
~
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TABLE X

PER CENT DISTRIBUTION OF ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENTS'
EXPECTATIONS AND THEIR PERCEPTIONS OF EXPECTATIONS

OF SUPERINTENDENTS AND PRINCIPALS BY RESPONSE
CATEGORIES, ROLE, AND INDEPENDENT AND

DEPENDENT BEHAVIOR NORMS

z

Response Categories
AM PS MMN PSN AMN

Acting Toward Superintendents

Independent Behavior Norms
Assistant Superintendents'
Expectations 37.0 36.5 19.7 4.1 2.8
Assistant Superintendents'
perceptions of zxpectations
of:

Superintendents 33.0 36.4 23.3 3.5 3.8
principal ·25.2 36.8 30.5 4.4 3.1

Dependent Behavior Norms
Assistant Superintendents'
Expectations 43.7 31.0 19.3 5.1 0.8
Assistant Superintendents'
Perceptions of Expectations
of:

Superintendents 43.2 33.3 19.3 3.7 0.5
Principals 31.7 31.9 30.4 5.2 0.8

expectations of superintendents, and 62.0 per cent of the

responses indicating their perceptions of principals ex-

pectations. When dependent behavior role norms are

examined, the combined categories for required behavior

account for 74.7 per cent of the responses expressing as-

sistant superintendents' expectations, 76.5 per cent of

the responses expressing their perceptions of superinten-

dents' expectations, and 63.6-per cent of the responses
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expressing their perceptions of the expectations of

principals. There is a slight tendency for assistant su­

perintendents when reporting both their expectations and

perceptions to respond in the absolutely must category

more frequently when responding to dependent behavior role

norms than when responding to independent behavior role

norms.

Table XI shows the percentage distribution of re­

sponses for independent and dependent behavior role norms

for Role 2 (acting toward principals).

With the exception of the assistant superintendents'

perceptions of principals expectations for independent be­

havior role norms, in all instances the majority of

responses again are found in categories absolutely must

and preferably should. When the two sets of norms for

this role are examined separately, there is a much

stronger tendency for assistant superintendents to express

their expectations and perceptions in terms of required

behavior for dependent behavior role norms than there is

for independent behavior role norms. For dependent be­

havior role norms, 70.2 per cent of the responses indica­

ting the assistant superintendents' expectations are found

in the absolutely must and preferably should categories.
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TABLE XI

PER CENT DISTRIBUTION OF ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENTS'
EXPECTATIONS AND THEIR PERCEPTIONS OF EXPECTATIONS

OF SUPERINTENDENTS AND PRINCIPALS BY RESPONSE
CATEGORIES, ROLE, AND INDEPENDENT AND

DEPENDENT BEHAVIOR NORMS

Response Categories
AM PS MMN PSN AMN

Acting Toward Principals

Independent Behavior Norms
Assistant Superintendents'
Expectations 26.5 28.8 26.5 12.9 5.2
Assistant Superintendents'
Perceptions of Expectations
of:

superintendents 26.0 29.9 27.4 12.2 4.5
Principals 18.1 26.6 32.5 14.2 8.5

Dependent Behavior Norms
Assistant Superintendents'
Expectations 36.4 33.8 23.6 4.5 1.7
Assistant Superintendents'
Perceptions of Expectations
of:

Superintendents 31.1 35.8 27.2 4.2 1.7
Principals 42.8 32.4 21.0 2.6 1.1

By contrast, only 55.3 per cent of their expectation re-

sponses for independent behavior role norms are in these

two categories. with regard to their perceptions of su-

perintendents' expectations, 66.9 per cent of their

responses for dependent behavior role norms are found in

these two categories as opposed to 55.9 per cent for

independent behavior norms. In terms of their perceptions
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of principals' expectations, assistant superintendents

perceived principals as strongly endorsing dependent be­

havior with 75.2 per cent of their responses in the

absolutely must and preferably should categories. Con­

versely, only 44.7 per cent of the assistant superinten­

dents recorded their perceptions of the expectations of

principals for independent behavior role norms in these

two categories.

In order to determine whether or not assistant

superintendents' own expectations for their behavior

differ significantly from their perceptions of superinten­

dents' and principals' expectations, the chi-square test

was used to compare the distributions of their responses

for each of the 71 role norms.

When the assistant superintendents' expectations are

compared with their perceptions of the expectations of

superintendents, none of the chi-square values are signif­

icant at the .05 level. When the assistant superinten­

dents' expectations are compared with their perceptions of

the expectations of principals, only one chi-square

value is significant. The chi-square value of 14.57 for

role norm 50 (ffAssign supervisors on the basis of prin­

cipals' recommendations.") is significant at the .01

level. The assistant superintendents' expectation

----------
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responses indicate a prevailing or mean response score of

2.68 with an agreement score of .467, while the mean re­

sponse score for their perceptions is 2.08, and the

agreement scor~ is .653. The assistant superintendents'

own expectations indicate a permissive attitude toward

this norm, but they perceive principals as preferring the

assignment of supervisors on the basis of principals'

recommendations.

Expectations of Superintendents and Principals

The range of agreement scores for superintendents and

principals is shown in Table XII. While there is some

variation, the range of agreement scores for superinten­

dents and principals is quite similar to that of the as­

sistant superintendents' expectations. In each case, the

lowest agreement score for anyone role norm approaches

zero. The highest agreement scores vary from .752 for all

principals to .854 for superintendents, and the lowest

agreement scores vary from .098 for elementary school

principals to .187 for superintendents. Mean agreement

scores tend to be grouped near the mid-point (.476) be­

tween the highest and lowest agreement scores. Superin­

tendents have the highest mean agreement score of .534,

and the lowest mean agreement score, .467, is that of

assistant superintendents (See Table V.).
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TABLE XII

LOWEST AND HIGHEST AGREEMENT SCORES AND MEAN AGREEMENT
SCORES FOR ALL NORMS BY SUPERINTENDENTS AND PRINCIPALS

Lowest Highest Mean Agree-
~greement Agreement lnent Score
Score Norm Score Norm All Nor.ms

superintendents .187 60 .854 2 .534

All princip""tls .120 1 .752 17 .468

Elementary School
principals .098 1 .761 17 .471

Secondary School
Principals .176 1 .755 2 .470

Superintendents are in highest agreement on role norm

2 (IIPresent to the superintendent recommendations related

to the instructional program and requiring school board

approval."). Their mean response score is 1.17 with 82.5

per cent of the responses in the absolutely must category.

The remaining responses are all in the preferably should

category. Superintendents are in lowest agreement on role

norm 60 (tlSupervise the assignment and scheduling of

teachers. II ). The mean response score of 3.05 and the low

agreement score indicating a relatively even distribution

of responses is reflected in the actual distribution:

14.6 per cent absolutely must, 17.1 per cent preferably

should, 29.3 per cent n:ay or may not, 26.8 per cent pref­

erably should not, and 12.2 per cent absolutely should not.
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All principals (elementary and secondary school prin­

cipals as a combined sample) are in highest agreement on

role norm 17 ("Discuss the nature and:ontent of all re­

ports made to the school board with the superintendent

prior to makin(0 ;such reports."). The mean response for

this norm is 1.30. Seventy-three point eight per cent of

the responses are in the absolutely must category, 22~7

per cent are in the preferably should categorYt and the

remaining responses are in the mayor may not category.

The combined sample of principals is in lowest agreement

on role norm 1 (".F'ormulate and recommend directly to

the school board policies governing the instructional

program .. "). 'vJith a mean response score of 3.77, 7.6 per

cent of the principals responded absolutely must, 12.8 per

cent preferably shOUld, 16.1 per cent mayor may not, 22.4

per cent preferably should not, and 41.1 per cent abso­

lutely must not. Despite a low agreement score, the

majority of the responses, 63.5 per cent, indicate

disapproval of this behavior.

Elementary school principals are also in highest

tlqreemcnt. on role norm 17 ("Discuss the nature and cont:cnt

of all reports made to the school bOdrd with the superin­

tendent prior to making such reports. tl ). The mean resporise

score of 1.29 indicates strong approval. Seventy-four
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point four per cent responded absolutely must, 22.4

EFeferably should, and 3.1 per cent mayor may not. Elem­

entary school principals are in lowest agreement on role

norm 1 ("Formulate and recommend directly to the school

board policies governing the instructional proqram.").

with a mean response score of 3.73, 7.3 per cent responded

absolutely must, 14.2 per cent preferably should, 17.0

per cent mayor may not, 20.6 per cent preferably should

not, and 40.8 per cent absolutely must not. Again the

responses of a majority of principals indicate most elem­

entary school principals disapprove.

Secondary school principals are in highest agreement

on role norm 2 ("Present to the superintendent recommenda­

tions related to the instructional program and requiring

school board approval."). As indicated by the mean re­

sponse score of 1.29, the majority of secondary school

principals responded absolutely must (75.3 per cent) and

preferably should (20.0). The remaining responses ar2 in

the 1:1<:11' or Inc.y. not category. As is the case with e1 E:ii1en-

tary school principals and the combined sample of princi­

pals, secondary school principals are in lowest agreement on

role norm 1. Their responses follow a pattern similar to

that of the other samples of principals. Eight point one

per cent responded absolutely must, 9.3 per cent preferably



78

TABLE XIII

the superintendents (.497).

Total
position

Assistant Superintendents'
Roles

Acting Toward Acting Toward
Superintendent Principals

Superintendents .573 .497 .534

All Principals .490 .446 .468

Elementary School
Principals .489 .453 .471

Secondary School
Principals .491. .450 .470

vfuen the mean agreement scores are computed for each

MEAN AGREEMENT SCORES FOR EXPECTATIONS OF SUPERINTENDENTS
AND PRINCIPALS BY ROLES AND TOTAL POSITION

Should, 14.0 per cent mayor may not, 26.7 per cent

Ereferably should not, and 41.9 per cent absolutel¥ must

all four samples is for Role 2 (acting towa~d principals).

of the two roles some differences appear not only within

each sample but also among the samples. The results are

shown in Table XIII. The lowest mean agreement score for

not.-

For Role 2, the lowest mean agreement score (.446) is for

the responses of the combined sample of all principalso

The highest mean agreement score for Role 2 is that of

It
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While there is only a very slight variation in the

mean agreement scores of the three samples of principals

for Role I (acting toward superintendents), the highest

mean agreement score for Role I is that of the superinten­

dents (.573). In all cases, the mean agreement scores are

higher for Role I than for Role 2.

Whenever the mean agreement scores for each role are

broken down and mean agreement scores are co~puted for

each set of independent and dependent behavior role norms,

additional differences are noted. The data for Role 1

(acting toward superintendents) are shown in Table XIV.

TABLE XIV

MEAN AGREEMENT SCORES FOR EXPECTATIONS OF SUPERINTENDENTS
AND PRINCIPMJS REGARDING INDEPENDENCE OF ACTION

IN ACTING TOWARD SUPERINTENDENTS

Superintendents .553 .592 .573

All Principals .487 .493 .490

Elementary School
Principals .484 .495 .489

secondary School
Principals .494 .488 .491

Acting Toward Superintendents
Independent Dependent

Behavior Norms Behavior Norms

All
Norms
Role 1
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In all but one instance, the mean agreement scores

are higher for dependent behavior role norms than for in­

dependent behavior role norms. In the case of secondary

school principals, their mean agreement score of .494 is

higher for independent behavior norms than is their mean

agreement score of .488 for dependent behavior norms. (It

may be recalled from Table VIr that for Role 1, the mean

agreement score (.521) of the assistant superintendents

for independent behavior role norms is higher than their

mean agreement score (.508) for dependent behavior role

norms.) The mean agreement scores for superintendents'

expectations for each set of behavior norms is higher than

the corresponding mean agreement scores of each of the

samples of principals.

Table XV shows similar results for Role 2 (acting

toward principals). All samples have higher agr~ement

scores for dependent behavior role norms than for indep­

endent behavior role norms. The difference is less

pronounced for superintendents' expectations than are the

differences within each of the sample populations of prin­

cipals. Superintendents have a mean agreement score of

.490 for independent behavior role norms, and .504 for de­

pendent behavior role norms. By way of contrast, second­

ary school principals have a mean agreement score of .409



TABLE XV

behavior role norms.

for independent behavior role norms and .495 for dependent

All
Norms
Role 2

Acting Toward Principals

en

MEAN AGREEMENT SCORES FOR EXPECTATIONS OF SUPERINTENDENTS
AND PRINCIPALS REGARDING INDEPENDENCE OF ACTION

IN ACTING TOWARD PRINCIPALS

Superintendents .490 .504 .497

All Principals .415 .481 .446

Elementary School
principals .426 .484 .453

Secondary School
Principals .409 .495 .450

The mean agreement scores for all role norms for Role

2 indicate that there is a lower level of agreement within

each sample for Role 2 than for Role 1. In all instances,

the mean agreement scores are lower for Role 2.

When the responses indicating the expectations of

superintendents and principals are totaled by response

categories for each role, the findings show a similar re-

sponse pattern for all samples. These data are shown in

Table XVI. For both Role 1 (acting toward superinten-

dentsland Role 2 (acting toward principals), both

,

h~
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TABLE XVI

PER CENT DISTRIBUTION OF EXPECTATIONS OF SUPERINTENDl~NTS
AND PRINCIPMJS BY RESPONSE CATEGORIES, ROLE,

AND TOTAL POSITION

p

Response Categories
AM PS MNN PSN ANN

Acting TO\I'Jard Superintendents

Superintendents 33.4 42.1 18.9 3.6 2.1

All Principals 35.3 37.6 20.8 4.1 2.2

Llementary School
principals 34.5 38.3 20.9 4.1 2.2

Secondary School
Principals 37.4 35.6 20 .. 6 4.2 2.2

Acting Toward Principals

Superintendents 23.9 40.5 24.7 7.4 3.5

All Principals 22.9 35.6 27.8 9.1 4.6

Elementary School
Principals 21.9 36.7 28.3 8.9 4.2

Secondary School
Principals 25.2 32.9 26.7 9.4 5.6

Totdl Position

Superintendents 28.6 41.3 21.8 5.5 2.8

All Principals 29.0 36.6 24.4 6.6 3.4

Elementary School
Principals 28.1 37.5 24.6 6.5 3.2

Secondary School
Principals 31 .. 2 34.3 23.7 6.9 4.0
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superintendents and principals respond most frequently in

the absolutely must and preferably should categories. Of

these two response categories in all but one instance, a

higher percentage of responses is found in the preferably

should category. Secondary school principals have

slightly more responses in the absolutely must category

than in the preferably should category.

A second aspect of the response pattern is that a~l

respondents, superintendents and principals, use the

absolutely must category less frequently when expressing

their expectations for Role 2 than they do for Role l~

For example, 23.9 per cent of the superintendents' re­

sponses for Role 2 are found in the absolutely must cate­

gory in contrast to 33.4 per cent for Role 1. The com­

bined sample of all principals has 22.9 per cent of its

responses in the absolutely must category for Role 2 and

35.3 per cent in this category for Role 1.

In all cases, the response categories of preferably

should not and absolutel:t must not are used infrequently

by all respondents regardless of the role. This pattern

is similar to that of the responses of assistant super­

intendents. Again, the form of the response distributions

may bea function of the particular role norms included

in the inventory.
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The data in Table XVII show the distribution of re-

sponses by percentage of responses in each category for

independent and dependent behavior role norms for Role 1

(acting toward superintendents).

TABL!:'-: XVII

P~R CENT DISTRIBUTION OF EXPECTATIONS OF SUPERINT~NDENTS

AND PRINCIPALS BY RESPONSE CI\'l')::GORn~S, ROLE, AND
INDEPENDENT AND DEPENDENT B~HAVIOR NORMS

Response Categories
AM PS MMN PSN Ar-'JN

Acting Toward Superintendents

Independent Behavior Norms

superintendents 27.7 45.5 17.7 5.1 4.0

All Principals 27.6 41.9 21.7 5.3 3.5

Elementary School
Principals 27.3 42.0 22.1 5.1 3.4

Secondary School
Principals 28.5 41.4 20.8 5.6 3.8

Dependent Behavior Norms

Superintendents 38.7 38.9 19.9 2.2 0.3

All Principals 42.5 33.5 20.0 3.0 0.9

Elementary School
Principals 41.3 34.8 19.8 3.1 1.1

Secondary School
Principals 45.8 30.2 20.4 2.9 0.8



85

Ayain, the: majority of responses for both superinten­

dents and principals are found in the two categories

~)solutely must and preferably should. When independent

behavior role norms are examined separately, these two

categories combined account for 73.2 per cent of the su­

perintendents' responses, 69.5 per cent of all principals'

responses, 69.3 per cent of the elementary school princi­

pals' responses, and 69.9 per cent of the responses of

secondary school principals. For dependent behavior role

norms, the percentages in these two categories are slightly

higher: 77.6 per cent for superintendents, 76.0 per cent

for all principals, 76.1 per cent for elementary school

principals, and 76.0 per cent for secondary school princi­

pals. This difference is accounted for in part by the

fact that in all instances the percentage of responses in

the absolutely must category for dependent behavior role

norms is higher than the percentage of responses in the

same category for independent behavior role norms.

Table XVIII shows the percentage distribution of

responses for independent and dependent behavior role

norms for Role 2 (acting toward principals).

When the distributions of responses for independent

behavior role norms are examined, less than 50 per cent of

the responses of principals (48.1 per cent for all princi­

pals, 48.9 per cent for elementary school principals, and
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TABLE XVIII

PER CENT DISTRIBUTION OF EXPECTATIONS OF SUPERINTENDENTS
AND PRINCIPALS BY RESPONSE CATEGORIES, ROLE, AND

INDEPENDENT AND DEPENDENT BEHAVIOR NORMS

Response cdtegories
AM PS MMN PSN Al'1N

Acting Toward Principals

Independent Behavior Norms

Superintendents 23.8 36.2 26.0 9.9 4.1

All Principals 17.6 30.5 30.8 13.5 7.6

Elementary School
Principals 17.1 31.8 31.1 13.1 6.9

Secondary School
Principals 18.8 27.1 30.2 14.4 9.5

Dependent Behavior Norms

Superintendents 24.0 45.4 23.2 4.6 2.8

All Principals 28.8 41.4 24.5 4.1 1.3

Elementary School
Principals 27.3 42.1 25.1 4.2 1.3

Secondary School
Principals 32.5 39.5 22.8 3.9 1.3

45.9 per cent for secondary school principals) are found

in the absolutely must and preferably should categories.

Sixty per cent of the superintendents responded absolutely

~ or preferably should.

The percentage of responses in these categories for

dependent behavior role norm~ indicates stronger approval
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by all samples for dependent behavior on the part of the

assistant superintendents. Sixty-nine point four per cent

of the superintendents' responses are found in the two

categories, 70.2 per cent of all principals' responses,

69.4 per cent of elementary school principals' responses,

and 72.0 per cent of secondary school principals.

In an effort to determine whether the differences be­

tween the expectations of superintendents and principals

for the behavior of the assistant superintendent are sig­

nificant, chi-square values were computed for each of the

71 role norms. Distribution comparisons were made between

the responses of superintendents and all principals, be­

tween the responses of superintendents and elementary

school principals, between the responses of superinten­

dents and secondary school principals, and between the

responses of elementary school principals and secondary

school principals. The data for Role I (acting toward

superintendents) are shown in Table XIX. This table pre­

sents the level of significance for each of those role

norms for which the differences between role-defining

sample populations are significant at or beyond the .05

level with four degrees of freedom. Chi-square values

for role norms 1, 3, 13, and 22 are significant for the

comparisons indicated in the table.
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TABLE XIX

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE EXPECTATIONS OF
SUPERINTENDENTS ~~D PRINCIPALS FOR ROLE 1:

ACTING TOWARD SUPERINTENDENTS

Role Superintendents Superintendents Superintendents E. Principals
Norm All Principals E. Principals S. Principals S. Principals

-
1 .050 .050

3 .025 .050 .010

13 .050 .010

22 ---- ---- ---- .005

CD
co
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For role norm 1 ("Formulate and recommend directly to

the school board policies governing the instructional pro­

gram."), the distribution of the responses of superinten­

dents differ significantly from those of both the combined

sample of principals and of elementary school principals.

while the majority of respondents in each of the three

samples indicate strong disapproval of this role norm, the

agreement scores of all principals (.120) and of elemen­

tary school principals (.098) indicate a low level of

agreement. Secondary school principals also tend to re­

port disapproval of the role norm, and their agreement

score (.176) is somewhat higher than that of all princi­

pals and elementary school principals.

For role norm 3 ("Direct the development and opera­

tion of an instructional materials center for teacher

use."), all role-defining groups generally express approv­

al. However, differences between the responses of super­

intendents and the three samples of principals arise dS

the result of a high level of agreement among superinten­

dents and a correspondingly low level of agreement among

principals.

The majority of respondents, both superintendents and

principal~ hold a permissive attitude toward role norm 13

("Submit written communications directed to the staff to
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the superintendent for approval before transmittal.").

That is, the majority of responses are found in the may

or may not category. However, the a~reement scores of all

principals and elementary school principals reflect low

agreement and a subsequent wide dispersion of responses.

A significant difference exists between elementary

school principals and secondary school principals on role

norm 22 ("Present plans for staff in-service to the su­

perintendent for approval."). \\lhile both groups report

approval for the role norm, 50.0 per cent of the secondary

school principals responded absolutely must, 45.3 per cent

preferably should, 3.5 per cent mayor may not, and the

remainder preferably should not. Thirty-five per cent of

all elementary school principals responded absolutely

~, 42.6 per cent preferably should, 20.6 per cent may

or may not, 1.3 per cent preferably should not, and 0.4

per cent absolutely must not.

Table XX shows the level of significance for each of

those role norms for Role 2 (acting toward principals) on

which the response distribution differences between role­

defining sample populations are significant at or beyond

the .05 level with four degrees of freedom.

There are significant differences between the re­

sponses of superintendents and all principals, and between

the responses of superintend~nts and elementary school

.-......_------------
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Tl\.BLE XX

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE EXPECTATIONS OF
SUPERINTENDENTS AND PRINCIPALS FOR ROLE 2:

ACTING TOWARD PRINCIPALS

Role Superintendents Superintendents Superintendents E. Principals
Norm All Principals E. Principals S. Principals S. Principals

- =

39 .050 .025

40 ---- ---- .050

43 ---- ---- ---- .005

45 .001 .001 .001

48 .005 .010 .001

60 ---- ---- .010 .001

64 .001 .005 .001

67 .005 .005 .025

69 ---- ---- .050 .050

70 ---- ---- .050

'-0
I-'
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principals for role norm 39 ("Initiate and conduct dis­

trict-wide meetings with teachers for the purpose of

discussing instructional problems."). Most respondents in

each of the three role-defining groups indicate approval

for this role norm. The differences result from a lower

level of agreement among the sample populations of princi­

pals than among superintendents. The mean agreement score

of superintendents is .695. For all principals, the

agreement score is .501, and for elementary school princi­

pals, the agreement score is .517.

The difference between superintendents and secondary

school principals for role norm 40 ("Secure principals'

approval of proposed curricular changes and solutions to

instructional problems before presenting such proposals to

teachers.") are significant. kJhile both groups indicate

approval for this role norm, there is a stronger tendency

among secondary school principals to view the behavior

represented as required or mandatory than there is among

superintendents.

For role norm 43 ("Submit recommendations of curcic­

ulum committees to principals for their approval prior to

further action."), the responses of elementary school

principals are significantly different from those. of sec­

ondary school principals. Again, both groups indicate
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approval for this role norm, but secondary school princi­

pals give stronger support for making the behavior

required.

Significant differences exist between superintendents

and each of the three samples of principals regarding role

norm 45 ("Select teachers for participation in experiment­

al instructional programs. It ). With 82.5 per cent of their

responses in the categories absolutely must and prefecably

should, superintendents express strong approval for this

role norm. Principals in each group tend to support a·

permissive attitude, however, their responses are charac­

terized by agreement scores lower than that of superinten­

dents.

Significant differences also are present between

superintendents and each of the samples of principals for

role norm 48 ("Make final decisions regarding the selec­

tion of instructional material s, suppl ies, and equip-­

ment.") A majority of superintendents responded prefer­

ably should. The mean response scores of each of the

samples of principals indicate a permi.ssive attitude, but

the agreement scores are relatively low and responses are

widely distributed.

For role norm 60 ("Supervise the assignment and

scheduling of teachers. It) significant differences are

found between superintendents and secondary school
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principals, and between secondary school and elementary

school principals. Superintendents with an agreement

score of .187 are represented by a low level of agreement,

and their responses are rather evenly distributed among

the five response categories. Secondary school princi-

pals, while far from complete agreement, tend to view this

behavior as prohibited. Elementary school principals tend

to be more permissive.

Superintendents disagree significantly with each of

the samples of principals on role norm 64 (IISecure the

approval of principals before assigning or transferring

teachers.") Superintendents have a high agreement score

(.701) and a mean response score of 2.00 indicating that

the majority of them responded in the preferably should

category. The larger number of principals in each sample

also approve of the behavior indicated, but lower agree-

roent scores reflect a wider distribution of scores than

that of superintendents.

There are also significant differences between the

responses of superintendents and each of the sample popu-

lations of principals for role norm 67 ("Make decisions

related to the development of criteria for assigning

pupils to classroom groups within a given grade level or

organizational plan."). There is only slight variation

in the agreement scores of the four role-defining groups.
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These scores range from a low of .370 for secondary school

principals to a high of .403 for elementary school princi­

pals. The majority of superintendents' responses are

found in the preferably should and mayor may not catego­

~ies and the majority of principals' responses in each

case are found in the mayor may not and preferably should

~ categories.

Insofar as role norm 69 ("Make decisions regardinlJ

the appropriate utilization of facilities for instruc-

tional purposes.") is concerned, there are significant

differences between superintendents and secondary school

principals, and between secondary school principals and

elementary school principals. With an agreement score of

.551, superintendents generally approve of the behavior

indicated, but most do not view the role norm as manda-

tory. Secondary school principals evidence less agree-

ment, and tend to adopt a more permissive attitude. Elem-

entary school principals take a position closer to that of

superintendents.

Significant differences are present between superin-

tendents and principals on role norm 70 ("Decide which

community drives and activities merit school participa-

tion."). Superintendents agree more highly than do sec-

ondary school principals, and adopt a permissive attitude.

Secondary school principals are less permissive and tend

I

I
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to adopt the position that the assistant superintendent

preferably should not engage in this behavior.

In retrospect, it should be noted that statistically

significant differences between the expectations of su-

perintendents and principals occur more frequently on

role norms describing the behavior of assistant super in-

tendents toward principals, than is the case for role

norms describing the behavior of assistant superinten-

dents toward superintendents.

Comparison of .As_~i:~.nt Superint.endent.s' E-;xpectatior~s

.. wi th the l'::xpec-t:;a.tions of superintendents
and Principals

'1'he next step in the analysis of the data is that of

comparing the expectations of assistant superintendents

with the expectations of superintendents and principals.

In order to identify differences that are significant,

chi-square values were computed for each of the 71 role

norms. The data for Role 1 (acting toward superinten-

dents) are presented in Table XXI. This table shows the

level of significance for each of those role norms for

which the differences between the expectations of assis-

tant superintendents and the expectations of the other

role-defining groups are significant at or beyond the ~05

level with four degrees of freedom. Chi-square values
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T.l\BLE XXI

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE EXPECTATIONS OF
ASSIST.~T SUPERINTENDENTS AND OTHERS FOR ROLE 1:

ACTING TOWARD SUPERINTENDENTS

Role A. Sup1ts. A. Sup1ts. A. Sup1ts. A. Sup1ts.
Norm Superintendents All Principals E. Principals S. Principals

6 ---- ---- ---- .025

12 ---- ---- ---- .050

13 ---- ---- ---- .050

30 ---- .010 .010

31 .025 .010 .005

32 .050 .005 .010 .025

33 ---- .010 .025

1.0
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table ..

curriculum committees to the superintendent for approv-

Secondary school principals are in

also strongly approve, but their responses are more widely

this role norm. A majority of secondary school principals

were found to be significant for role norms 6, 12, 13,

30, 31, 32, and 33 for the comparisons indicated in the

The responses of assistant superintendents and those

Assistant superi.htendents with a high agreement score

of secondary school principals for role norm 6 ("Initiate

discussing instcuctiont:\l problems.") differ sign:lficantly.

Assistant superintendents also differ significantly

distributed among the response categories.

and conduct meetings with principals for the purpose of

(.750) and a mean response score of 1.30 strongly approve

with secondary school principals on role norm 12 ("Submit

al.rr)~ As is indicated by a comparatively low agreement

are widely distributed with the larger percentage of re-

score (.371), the responses of assistant superintendents

recommendations regarding the structure and membership of

mayor may not.

sponses reported in the categories preferably should and

higher agreement (.471) than are assistant superinten-

dents, and express stronger approval for the role norm.

For rol c: norm 13 (II Subrni t \'Jr i tten cornrnunica tions

directed to staff to the superintendent for approval

I

I
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before transmitta1e il
), significant differences exist be-

tween assistant superintendents and secondary school prin-

cipals. Few assistant superintendents view this behavior

as being required or prohibited. Most express a permis-

sive point of view. While most secondary school princi-

pals also report a permissive attitude, more of them

express strong approval for the role norm than do assis-

tant superintendents.

Assistant superintendents differ significantly with

the combined sample of all principals and with elementary

school principals on role norm 30 (nprepare that portion

of the school bUdget dealing with district-wide instruc-

tional services, materials and equipment."). Assistant

superintendents strongly approve of this role norm (80.0

per cent). Both samples of principals support the role

norm, but most view the behavior as preferred rather than

required.

For role norm 31 (IlServe as a consultant to groups

preparing educational specifications for new school con-

struction. tI
), assistant superintendents differ signifi-

cantly with superintendents, all princip~ls, and elemen-

tary school principals. While all four groups express

approval for this role norm, assistant superintendents

voice stronger approval than do superintendents and



The chi-square values for role norm 33 (lISubmit re-

to the public.") show that significant differences exist

100

The differences arise

Over 50.0 per cent of the

Superintendents are in high~st agreementprincipal s.

press approval of the role norm.

this behavior as that in which the assistant super in ten-

(.736), cll1c1 6,;.3 per cent of their respon~:;es arc found in

Assistant superintendents differ significantly with

as the result of superintendents and principals viewing

all fou:c c~)mparison (:.J'roups on role norm 32 ("I'lake deci-

r-ernodeled buildings .11). l:.Jhilethe agreement. scores are

not high, most respondents in each of the five groups ex-

sions relat2d to educational specifications for new or

the prefe:r;~~b:Ly sho1.Jld category.

dent preferably__ should engage.. Assistant superinb:~nclents

tend to support stronger approval.

ports and bUlletins dealing with the instructional program

to the superintendent for approval before releasing them

bebveen assist:ant superintendenots and the combined sample

of principals, Clnd between a:::;si::.,tilnt superintenck~nts and

elcrncn l:oc.1ry school principal s. '1'he agreement ~)cores raw,Jc

entary school principals. The responses of assistant

superintendents tend to express less approval for this

from .400 for assistant superintendents to .471 for elcm-

role norm than do principals.
I,

I
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principals in each group view the behavior ~s being

mandatory.

Table XXII presents data for Role 2 (acting toward

principals). The table shows the level of significance

for each of the role norms for which the differences be­

tween the expectations of assistant superintendents and

other sample populations are significant at or beyond the

.05 level with four degrees of freedom. Chi-square

values were found to be significant for role norms 37,

39, 4 0, 41, 4 5 ~ 47, 48, 5 3, 54, 5 7, 60, 6 3, an d 69.

The expectations of assistant superintendents differ

significantly from those of elementary school principals

for role norm 37 (llServe as a consultant to principals

regarding the development of recommended policies related

to the instructional program."). Both groups of respon­

dents indicate approval for this role norm. The agreement

scores are comparatively high, and the difference in their

responses is reflected by the mean rosponse scores. As­

sistant superintendents have a mean response score of

1.40, and elementary school principals have a mean re­

sponse score of le63. These scores indicate stronger

approval on the part of assistant superintendentse

For role norm 39 ("In1 tiate and conduct distri.ct-­

wide meetings with teachers for the purpose of discussing

instructional problems."), the responses of assistant
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TABLE XXII

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES EETWEEN THE EXPECTATIONS OF
ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENTS AND OTHERS FOR ROLE 2:

ACTING TOWARD PRINCIPALS

Role A Sup'ts. Ae Sup'tS. A. Sup'tS. A. Sup'tS •.
Norm Superintendents All Principals E. Principals S. Principals

37 ---- ---- .050

39 .025 .050 .010

40 .050

41 ---- .050 .050

45 .050

47 .050

48 .050

53 .010 .001 .001 .001

54 .005 .001 .001 .005

57 ---- ---- -_._- .050

60 ---- ---- ---- .025

63 ---- .005 .025 .005

69 ---- ---- ---- .025

~
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superintendents differ significantly from those of su-

perintendents, all principals, and elementary school

principals. The agreement scores range from .400 for

assistant superintendents to .695 for superintendents.

All groups of respondents express approval for the role

norm. However, with 50 per cent of their responses in

the absolutely must category, assistant superintendents

tend to strongly approve of the behavior indicated.

On role norm 40 (IISecure principals' approval of

proposed curricular changes and solutions to instructional

problems before presenting such proposals to teachers. lI
),

the assistant superintendents' responses differ signi:f-

icantly from those of superintendents. Assistant superin-

tendents are in higher agreement (.617) than are superin-

tendents (.521). While superintendents approve of the

role norm, assistant superintendents voice stronger ap-

proval with 66 per cent of their responses in the absol-

utely must category.

On role norm 41 ("I"lake regular and frequent reports

to principals regarding the activities of curriculum com-

mittees. lI ), assistant superintendents' responses differ

significantly from those of all principals and of elemen-

school principals. Again, each group reports approval of

the role norm, but most assistant superintendents indicate

strong approval.

I

I
I
I
I
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.for role norm 45 ("Select teachers for pi3rttcip<ltion

in exper lm(~ntal ins truc tional programs."), the responses

of assistant superintendents differ significantly from

those of superintendents. The agreement score for assis­

tant superintendents (.388) is much lower than that of

superintendents (.625) resulting in a wider distribution

of scores. Superintendents express approval of the role

norm with a mean response score of 1.90.

Assistant superintendents' and superintendents' ex­

pectations for role norm 47 ("Request permission of princi­

pals prior to assigning teachers to a curriculum project.")

differ significantly, but again the difference is one of

degree of approval. Most superintendents view the role

norm as preferred behavior, but most assistant superin­

tendents responded absolutely must.

Assistant superintendents also differ significantly

wi th superin tenden ts on role norm 48 ("Iliake final deci­

sions regarding the selection of instructional materials,

supplies, and equipment."). The agreement score for as­

sistant superintendents is low (.300) reflecting a lack

of consensus. Superintendents show a higher degree of

agreement (.533), and most (53.7 per cent) indicate

approv~l for the role norm.

For role norm 53 (r'Visit a scho(ll without dn invitiJ­

tion from the principal."), the responses of assistant

~_......_------
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superintendents differ significantly from those superin­

tendents, all principals, elementary school principals and

secondary school principals. Again, there is a lack of

agreement among assistant superintendents resulting in

a wide dispersion of responses. The agreement score~ of

the other role-defining groups are relatively high, rang­

ing from .562 for superintendents to .602 for secondary

school principals. Superintendents and principals all

report a permissive attitude toward the role norm.

As is the case for role norm 53, the responses of

assistant superintendents differ significantly from those

of each of the other role-defining groups for role norm

54 ("Visit a teacher's classroom without having been asked

by -the principal to do so."). Assistant Superintendents

again have a low agreement score (.317) and their re­

sponses are widely dispersed. Superinter~dents and all

groups of principals are represented by agreement scores

ranging from .529 to .667, and report a permissive atti­

tude toward the role norm.

For role norm 57 ("Evaluate principals for the

record."), the responses of assistant superintendents

differ significantly from those of secondary school prin­

cipals. ~lile the agreement score of assistant superin­

tendents (.200) is lower than that of secondary school

principals (.402), both are low. As a result, it is
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extremely difficult to ascertain an accurate prevailing

response. Their respective mean response scores are 2.44

and 2.32.

A similar situation prevails regarding role norm 60

("Supervise the assignment and scheduling of teachers.").

~~ile the responses of assistant superintendents differ

significantly from those of secondary school principals,

t,he agr(~ement scores of .350 for dssistant .s.up(.:rinb~ncl(~nt~)

,md .30? for secondary sehoul principals are low, dnd Lhc·

mean response scores of 3.26 and 3.80 reflect this lack

of agreement.

For role norm 63 ("Direct the assignment of princi-

puIs."), the responses of assistant superintendents differ

significantly from those of all principals, elementary

school principhls, and secondary school principals. All

agreement scores are low ranging from .183 for assistant

superintendents to .329 for elementary school principa15.

No meaningful atti tude, other thim to su.y that each qroup

is characterized by a lack of agreement, can be identi-

fied for any group.

On role norm 69 ("~Ilake decisions regardin9 the

appropriate utilization of facilities for instructional

purposes."), assistant superintendents' responses differ

significantly from those of secondary school principals.

Responses for both groups are'distributed widely, but
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assistant supeLintendents respond most frequently in the

.J2.;ccferably should and mayor may not categories.

wnile secondary school principals follow a similar

pattern, more responses are found in the mayor may not

category than in £r.:-efera.bly should.

As is true when superintendents' expectations are

compared with the expectations of principals, statisti-

cally significant differences between the exp~ctations of

assistdnt superintendents and those of superintendents and

principals occur more frequently on role norms describing

assistant superintendents' behavior toward principals,

than is the case for role norms describing assistant

superintendents' behavior toward superintendents.

Comparison of Assistant Superintendents' Perceptions with
the Expectations of Superintendents and principals

The final analysis of the data focuses on the ability

of assistant superintendents to perceive the expectations

held by superintendents and principals.. Assist.ant super-

int~ndents' perceptions were compared with the expecta-

tions of each of the other role-defining groups. Chi-

square values were computed for each of the 71 role norms.

Significant chi-square values indicate errors in percep-

tion on the part of assistant superintendents. The data

for Role 1 (acting toward sup~rintendents) are shown in

Table XXIII. The table shows the level of significance
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TABLE XXIII

SIGNIFICi~ DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE PERCEPTIONS OF
ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENTS AND THE EXPECTATIONS OF

SUPERINTENDENTS AND PRINCIPALS FOR ROLE 1:
ACTING TOWARD SUPERINTENDENTS

Role A.S.: Sup'ts. A.S.: Principal A.S.: Principal A.S.: Principal
Norm Sup'ts: Actual Principals: Actual E.P.: Actual S.P.: Actual

2 ---- .050

5 ---- .005 .001

7 ---- .005 .005 .050

9 ---- .005 .001

10 ---- .010 .010

11 ---- .025 .025

12 ---- .025 .050 .025

13 ---- .050 .050 .050

18 ---- .050

19 ---- .025 .050 .025

22 ---- ---- ---- .010

32 ---- ---- ---- .050

33 ---- . .050 .050
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for each of the role norms for which the differences be­

tween the perceptions of the assistant superintendents

and the expectations of superintendents and principals are

significant at or beyond the .05 level with four degrees

of freedom.

As is shown in Table XXIII, when assistant superin­

tendents' perceptions of the expectations of superinten­

dents for Role I are compared with the actual expecta­

tions of superintendents, none of the resulting chi-square

values are significant at or beyond the .05 level. For

this role, then, assistant superintendents correctly per­

ceive or predict the expectations of superintendents.

Such is not the case, when assistant superintendents'

perceptions of the expectations of principals are compared

with the actual expectations of principals. When their

perceptions are compared with those of each of the samples

of principals, errors in perception are noted for role

norms 2, 5, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 18, 19, 22, 32, and 33.

For role norm 2 ("Present to the superintendent rec­

ommendations related to the instructional program and

requiring school board approval."), there is a significant

difference between the perceptions of assistant superin­

tendents and the expectations of all principals. Agree­

ment scores for both groups are high, and both groups

report strong approval for the role norm. Most of the
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difference between the responses of the two groups is

accounted for by the fact that while 63.8 per cent of the

assistant superintendents predicted that principals would

respond absolutely must, 72.6 per cent of the principals

responded in this category.

On role norm 5 ("Discuss proposed curricular changes

and solutions to instructional problems with the superin-

tendent before presenting them to principals."), there are

significant differences between the perceptions of assis-

tant superintendents and the expectations of all princi-

pals and the expectations of elementary school principals.

The respective mean response scores are 2.54, 2.17, and

2.13. These scores indicate that assistant superinten-

dents tend to predict a permissive attitude on the part of

principals where this role norm is concerned. Actually,

principals tend to approve the behavior indicated by the

role norm.

On role norm 7 ("Submit his decisions related to

curricular and instructional problems to the superinten-

dent for approval."), there are significant differences

between the perceptions of the assistant superintendents

and the expectations of each of the samples of principals.

In view of the high agreement scores for each group, the

mean response scores are rather accurate indicators of

the prevailing response for each group. With a mean
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response score of 1.96, assistant superintendents perceive

principalS as giving weak approval of this role norm. The

combined sample of all principals has a mean response

score of 1.55; elementary school principals, 1.57, and

secondary school principals, 1.52. These score~; indicate

that principals approve of the role norm.

In the case of role norm 9 ("1Vlake decisions relClted

to the initiation, design, and direction of pilot projects

requiring experimentation with new teaching content tools,

and techniques."), there are significant differences be-

tween the perceptions of assistant superintendents and the

expectations of all principals and elementary school prin-

cipals. Assistant superintendents perceive principals as

being less supportive of this role norm than they actuAlly

The mean response score for assistant superinten-

dents is 2.25. The combined sample of principals has a

ffi0un response score of 1.92, and for elementary school

principals the mean response score is 1.90.

For role norm 10 ("Seele direction and advice from

the superintendent when planning curriculum projects."),

there are significant differences between the perceptions

of assistant superintendents and the expectations of all

principals and of elementary school principals. i\.ssis-

I
~_a....- _

tant superintendents perceive principals as approving

this role norm. Hmvever, pri"ncipals in both samples
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approve more strongly of the behavior indicated than pre-

dieted by assistant superintendents. In each case, nearly

approximately 80.0 per cent of the principals responded

in the absolutely must and preferably should categories.

When the perceptions of assistant superintendents

are compared with the expectations of principals on role

norm 11 ("Make decisions related to the participation

of lay citizens on curriculum committees."), significant

differences exist between assistant superintendents' per-

ceptions and the expectations of all principals and of

elementary school principals. With an agreement score of

.601, assistant superintendents perceive principals as-

suming a permissive attitude as indicated by mayor may

not responSes. Principals' responses are widely distrib-

uted, but most tend to express approval by responding in

the preferably should category.

On role norm 12 ("SUbmit recommendations regarding

the structure and membership of curriculum committees to

the superintendent for approval."), there are significant

differences between the perceptions of assistant superin-

tendents and the expectations of all samples of princi-

p,)ls. Agreement scores are comparatively low ranging from

.397 for elementary school principals to .471 for secon­

dary school principals. Consequently, the mean response

scores are somewhat misleading. However, most assistant

, I
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superintendents (48.9 per cent) predict that principals

would respond mayor may not when, in fact, principals

tend to approve of the behavior stated.

When the perceptions of assistant superintendents are

compared with expectations of principals for role 'norm 13

("submit written communications directed to staff to the

superintendent for approval before transmittal."), signif-

icant differences become apparent between assistant

superintendents' perceptions and the expectations of all

samples of principals. With an agreement score of .575

and a mean response score of 3.10, most assistant super-

intendents predict a permissive attitude on the part of

principals. In fact, the attitude of principals is gen-

erally permissive, but not to the degree predicted by

assistant superintendents as is indicated by mean response

scores of 2.68, 2.67 and 2.71.

For role norm 18 (ItMake decisions related to the

implementation of recommendations of curriculum commit-

tees."), significant differences exist between the percep-

tions of assistant superintendents and the combined sample

of principals. Assistant superintendents (69.4 per cent)

perceive principals as approving this role norm. Actually,

84.4 per cent of the principals indicate approval.

On role norm 19 ("Submit curriculum guides, course

syllabi, and resource units developed by curriculum
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committees to the superintendent for approval."), there

are significant differences between the perceptions of

assistant superintendents and the expectations of all

samples of principals. The mean response scores of the

three samples of principles are similar (1.71, 1.78, and

1.76), however, as in the case of superintendents, their

responses tend to be widely distributed. The difference

appears to result from the fact that while 66.7 per cent

of the assistant superintendents predict that principals

will approve of this role norm,79.9 per cent of all

principals, 79.7 per cent of the elementary principals,

and 80.3 per cent of the secondary school principals actu-

ally did respond in those categories indicating approval.

On role norm 22 ("Present plans for staff in-service

to the superintendent for approval."), the perceptions of

assistant superintendents differ significantly from the

expectations of secondary school principals. Assistant

superintendents (72.9 per cent) perceive principals as

approving the role norm. Insofar as secondary school

principals are concerned, 95.3 per cent responded absol-

utely must and preferably should.

For role norm 32 ("Make decisions related to the

educational specifications for new or remodeled build-

ings."), the perceptions of assistant superintendents

also differ significantly from the expectations of

'1
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secondary school principals. Most assistant superinten-

dents predict that principals will approve of this role

norm, but secondary school principals express weaker

approval than that predicted.

The perceptions of assistant superintendents differ

significantly from the expectations of all principals and

of elementary school principals for role nO.J::"m 33 ("Submit

reports and bulletins dealing with the instructional pro-

gram to the superintendent for approval before releasing

them to the pUblic."). While only 66.7 per cent of the

assistant superintendents predict principal approval of

the role norm, 83.1 per cent of all principals and 84.2

per cent of the elementary principals expressed approval.

The data for Role 2 (acting toward principals) are

presented in Table XXIV. The table reports the level of

significance for each of the role norms for which the

difference between the perceptions of assistant super in-

tendents and the expectations of superintendents and

principals are significant at or beyond the .05 level

with four degrees of freedom.

Insofar as the accuracy of assistant superintendents'

perceptions of the expectations of superintendents is

concerned, the data in Table XXIV show that there are

only four errors of perception on the part of assistant
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TABLE XXIV

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE PERCEPTIONS OF
ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENTS AND THE EXPECTATIONS OF

SUPERINTENDENTS AND PRINCIPALS FOR ROLE 2:
ACTING TOWARD PRINCIPALS

Role A.S.: Sup'ts. A.S.: principal A. S.: principal A.S.:' Principal
Norm Sup'ts: Actual Principals: Actual E.P.: Actual S.P.: Actual

39 .025

40 ---- .010 .005

43 ---- .050 .005

46 ---- .005 .005 .005

47 ---- .001 .001 .005

49 .050 ---- ---- ---'-
50 ---- .010 .010 .010

53 .010

54 .001

57 ---- ---- ---- .050

59 ---- .005 .005 .025

63 ---- .050 .050

I-'
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~..._. -.::..._~. -'T:::=W~~· Pt _·-t,: -.'~ 'y .i·-¢t,t"7etifiEt-=- n_ --to

c~ ,.," "0;',, "-~",~,,,; !~nf t'i{-if;" ;.
'-·"'''·'d. ''''''., rl-<C'i~.

"--"fr~': "f~'i~!;¥~~1; · ...~'"c."' '-"'b~or-~.,;;, .~',' =~~,_. - ,'-- :"'-::;;~'::;:~2;~"';;":"-=i;;:;~;- ';;';=~~':?~3F--_. __,__



· ..'J

117

superintendents. Chi-square values for role norms 39, 49,

53, and 54 are significant.

On role norm 39 ("Initiate and conduct district-wide

meetings with teachers for the purpose of discussing in­

structional problems."), 75.1 per cent of the assistant

superintendents predict that superintendents view this

role norm as required behavior. Twenty-five per cent

perceive superintendents as having a permissive attitude.

The actual expectations of superintendents indicate that

95.1 per cent of the superintendents express approval,

or view the role norm in terms of required behavior.

Only 4.9 per cent report a permissive attitude.

For role norm 49 ("Submit frequent reports to prin­

cipals regarding the activities of instructional super­

visors."), assistant superintendents with an agreement

score of .444 are uncertain about the expectations of

superintendents. However, 43.8 per cent predict that.

superintendents will express approval of this role norm;

47.9 per cent predict a permissive response; and 8.3 per

cent predict responses indicating disapproval. Seventy­

five per cent of the superintendents report approval for

the role norm. Of the remainder, 17.5 per cent express

a permissive attitude.

On role norm 53 ("Visit a school without an invita­

tion from the principal."), the responses of assistant
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assistant superintendents are widely distributed as is

indicated by an agreement score of .337. Nevertheless,

63.3 per cent predict that superintendents view this be­

havior as required. However, only 27.5 per cent of the

superintendents view the behavior as required, and 62.5

per cent report a permissive attitude.

vJi th regard to role norm 54 ("Vi si t a teacher '.5

classroom without having been asked by the principal to

do so."), the agreement score of assistant superintendents

is low (.269). Forty-seven per cent predict that super­

intendents approve of this behavior; 26.5 per cent

predict that superintendents will respond mayor may not;

and 10.2 per cent predict that superintendents will dis­

approve.Of the superintendents, 17.5 per cent express

approval; 67.5 per cent respond mayor may not; and 15.0

per cent disapprove.

When the assistant superintendents' perceptions of

principals' expectations are compared with the actual

expectations of principals, eight errors in perception

on the part of assistant superintendents are noted. The

chi-square values indicate significant differences be­

tween the perceptions of assistant superintendents, and

the expectations of at least one sample of principals on

role norms 40, 43, 46, 47, 50, 57, 59, and 63 •
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Significant differences appear when assistant

superintendents' perceptions are compared w~th the expec­

tations of all principals and of elementary school prin-

cipals for role norm 40 ("Secure principals approval of

of proposed curricular changes and solutions to instruc-

tional problems before presenting such proposals to

teachers."). with an agreement score of .740, most as-

sistant superintendents (77.1 per cent) perceive princi-

pals as responding absolutely must. The combined sample

of all principals and that of elementary school principals

exhibit less agreement than do assistant superintendents.

While expressing approval for the role norm, only 48.4 per

cent of all principals and 45.7 per cent of elementary

school principals respond absolutely must.

There are significant differences between the percep-

tions of assistant superintendents and the expectations

of the combined sample of all principals and of elemen-

tary school principals for role norm 43 (IISubmit recommen-

dations of curriculum committees to principals for their

approval prior to further action."). Assistant super in-

tendents see principals as viewing this role norm in terms

of being required behavior. Most assistant superinten-

dents (64.6 per cent) predict that principals will respond

absolutely must. Actually, most principals express

approval for the role norm, but insofar as these two
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samples are concerned, the responses of principals ex-

pressing approval are nearly equally divided between the

categories of absolutely must and preferably should.

On role norm 46 ("Initiate a pilot project in a

school only upon the request or permission of the princi-

pal."), the perceptions of assistant superintendents

differ significantly from the expectations of principals

in each of the samples. Seventy-six point six per cent

of the assistant superintendents predict that principals

will respond absolutely must. Principals in each of the

three samples express approval for the role norm, but

less than 50.0 per cent respond absolutely must.

~le perceptions of assistant superintendents differ

significantly from the expectations of each sample of

principals with regard to role norm 47 (IIRequest permis-

sion of principals prior to assigning teachers to cur-

riculum projects."). with an agreement score of .677,

most assistant superintendents (75.5 per cent) predict

that principals will respond absolutely must. While

principals approve of the behavior indicated by the role

norm, more of their responses are found in the preferilbly

should category rather than in the absolutely must

category.

For role norm 50 (IIAssign supervisors on the basis

of principals' recommendation·s."), assistant



superintendents perceptions of the expectations of prin­

cipals differ significantly from the expectations of all

principals, elementary school principals, and secondary

school principals. A majority (75.0 per cent) of assis­

tant superintendents predict that principals will indi­

cate approval of the role norm. The mean response scores

of the samples of principals are in each instance 2.56.

While the agreement scores are not high, the mean response

score appears to accurately reflect the views of most

principals, since 79.6 per cent of all principals' re­

sponses are found in the preferably should and mayor may

not categories. For elementary school principals, 80.5

per cent of their responses are in these categories, and

for secondary principals, the percentage is 77.6.

On role norm 57 ("Evaluate principals for the

record."), there are significant differences between the

perceptions of assistant superintendents and the expecta­

tions of secondary school principals. Secondary school

principals (58.8 per cent) express approval for this

norm, and 34.1 per cent report a permissive attitude.

Assistant superintendents have a very low agreement score

(.167). Sixteen point seven per cent respond absolutely

~, 27.1 per cent preferably should, 29.2 per cent may

or may not, 14.6 per cent preferably should not, and 12.5

per cent absolutely must not.

~-._--------------_.
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On role norm 59 ("Evaluate teachers only upon the

request of principals."), assistant superintendents' per­

ceptions differ significantly from the expectations of

all principals, elementary school principals, and secon­

dary school principals. Assistant superintendents, again,

are in low agreement (.220), and as a result, their re­

sponses vary considerably. However, 51.1 per cent

predicted approval on the part of principalso Principals

in each sample respond most frequently in the preferably

should and mayor may not categories.

For role norm 63 (IlDirect the assignment of princi­

pals."), the differences between the perceptions of

assistant superintendents and the expectations of all

principals and of elementary school principals are sig­

nificant. Assistant superintendents are very low in

agreement (0184) with 18.8 per cent of them responding

absolutely must, 12.5 per cent preferably should, 37.5

per cent mayor may not, 14.6 per cent preferably should

not and 16.7 per cent absolutely must not. Principals

in both groups have slightly higher agreement scores

(.322 and .329), and tend to report a permissive atti­

tude most often.

The following section presents data concerning the

relationship of the significant differences reported above

to the three dimensions of the item matrix.
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Significant Differences and their Relationship
to the Item Matrix

The selection of items to be included in the instru-

ment was based on a three-dimensional matrix. The first

dimension specified two roles or role sectors: acting

toward superintendents and acting toward principals. The

second dimension categorized items as being indicative of

independent or dependent behavior. The third dimension

identified content areas within which administrative tasks

are performed.

Based on the assumption that the responsibilities of

the assistant superintendent in charge of instruction are

largely confined to the area of instruction, the majority

of items included in the instrument were assigned to that

content area. Approximately equal numbers of items were

assigned each of the roles, and approximately equal

numbers of items specifying independent and dependent

behavior were selected.

Tables XXV, XXVI, and XXVII show the number of items

representing each of the content areas for each role. In

addition, these tables also indicate the per cent dis-

tribution of significant differences resulting from inter-

sample comparisons by role, content areas, and independent

or dependent behavior.
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Per Cent Distribution of Significant Differences between Expectations
of Superintendents and Principals by Roles, Content Areas, and

Independent or Dependent Behavior .

Content Areas
by Roles

Number
of

Items

SigniJicant Differences by Per Cents
Supts:Exp. Supts:Exp. Supts:Exp. E.Prins:Exp.
Prins:Exp. E.Prins:Exp. S.Prins:Exp. S.Prins:Exp.

Role 1: Acting
Toward
Superintendents

Indep.Dep. Indep.Dep. Indep.Dep. Indep.Dep.

Policy-Purpose

Technical­
Operational

2 12.5 12.5

Instruction 21 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 11.1 25.0

Staff Personnel 4

Pupil Personnel 2

Finance 1

School Plant 2

School­
Community 3
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TABLE XXV-continued

Number Significant Differences by Per Cents
Content Areas of Supts:Exp. Supts:Exp. Supts:Exp. E.Prins:Exp.

by Roles Items Prins:Exp. E.Prins:Exp. S.Prins:Exp. S.Prins:ExE.

Indep.Dep. Indep.Dep. Indep.Dep. Indep.Dep.

Role 2: Acting
Toward
Principals

Policy-Purpose 3

Technical-
Operational

Instruction 19 50.0 50.0 33.3 11.1 25.0

Staff Personnel 10 12 •.5 12.5 22.2 25.0

Pupil Personnel 1

Finance 0

School Plant 1 11.1 25.0

School-
Community 2 11.1

Totals 71 75.0 25.0 87.5 12.5 88.8 11.1 50.0 50.0
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TABLE XXVI

Per Cent Distribution of Significant Differences between Expectations
of Assistant Superintendents and Expectations of Superintendents

and Principals by Roles, Content Areas,
and Independent or Dependent Behavior

Content Areas
by Roles

Num,per
of

Items

Signi~ican.t Di_fferenctll!mr'p_~rCents
A~SuptS:EXp. A.Supts:Exp. A.Supts:Exp. A.Supts:Exp.

Supts:Exp. Prins:Exp. E.prins:Exp. S.Prins:Exp.

Indep.Dep. Indep.Dep. Indep.Dep. Indep.Dep.

Role 1: Acting
Toward
Superintendents

Policy-Purpose 2

Technical­
Operational

Instruction' 21 10.0 20.0

Staff Personnel 4

Pupil Personnel 2

Finance 1

School Plant 2 11.1 11.1 22.2 11.1 22.2 11.1 10.0

Schoo1­
Community 3 11.1 11.1 ....
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TABLE XXVI-continued

Content Areas
by Roles

Number
of

Items

Significant Difference~ by Per Cents
A.Supts:Exp. A.Supts:Exp. A.Supts:Exp. A.Supts:Exp.

Supts:Exp. Prins:Exp. E.prins:Exp. S.Prins:Exp.

Role 2: Acting
Toward
Principals

Policy-Purpose 3

Technica1­
Operational

Indep.Dep.Indep.Dep. Indep.Dep. Indep.Dep.

Staff Personnel 10

Instruction 19 55.5 22.2 33.3 11.1

11.1

33.1 11.1

11.1

20.0

30.0

Pupil Personnel 1

Finance 0

School Plant

Schoo1­
Community

Totals

1

2

71 66.6 33.3· 66.3 33.3 66.3 33.3

10.0

80~0 20.0
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TABLE XXVII

a. J 2 ,it.' '7It"Jji ~~l"c_,,~.:n':l""\'~:C<'

Per Cent Distribution of Significant Differences between Perceptions
of Assistant Superintendents and Expectations of Superintendents

and Principals by Roles, Content Areas,
and Independent or Dependent Behavior

Content Areas
by Roles

N'umber
of

Items

Significant Differences by Per Cents
A.Supts:Per. A.Supts:Per. A.Supts:Per. A.Supts:Per.

Supts:Exp. Prins:Exp. E.Prins:Exp. S.Prins:Exp.

Inoep.Dep. Indep.Dep. Indep.Dep. Indep.Dep.

Role 1: Acting
Toward
Superintendents

Policy-Purpose 2

Technical­
Operational

Instruction 21 23.5 29.4 18.8 31.2 9.1 36.3

Staff Personnel 4

Pupil Personnel 2

Finance 1

School Plant 2

school­
Community 3 5.9 6.3 9.1 ~
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TABLE XXVII-continued
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Number Significant Differences by Per Cents
Content Areas of A.Supts:Per. A.Supts:Per. A.Supts:Per. A.Supts:Per.

by Roles Items Supts:Exp. Prins:Exp. E.Prins:Exp. S.prins:Exe.

Indep.Dep. Indep.Dep Indep.Dep. Indep.Dep.

Role 2: Acting
Toward
principals

Policy-purpose 3

Technical-
Operational

Instruction 19 75.0 25.0 29.4 31.2 27.3

Staff Personnel 10 11.8 12.5 9.1 9.1

Pupil Personnel 1

Finance 0

School Plant 1

School-
Community 2

Totals 71 75.0 25.0 23.5 76.5 18.8 81.2 27.3 72.7
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The data shown in these tables reflect findings of

the study reported in preceding sections of Chapter IV.

When inter-sample comparisons are made of the expectations

of the role-defining groups, significant differences on

individual role norms result more frequently for Role 2

(acting toward principals) than for Role 1 (acting toward

superintendents). The data also show that significantly

different expectations appear more frequently on indepen-

dent behavior role norms than on dependent behavior norms.

The data in Table XXV show that 75 per cent of the

significant differences between the expectations of su-

perintendents and all principals are on role norms

indicating independent behavior. For the comparisons of

the expectations of superintendents and elementary school

principals, the percentage is 87.5. When the expecta-

tions of superintendents and secondary school principals

are compared, 88.8 per cent of the significant differ-

ences are on independent behavior role norms.

The data in Table XXVI indicate a similar situation

when the expectations of assistant superintendents are

compared with those of superintendents, all principals,

elementary school principals, and secondary school super-

in tendertts. In the order indicated above, the percentages

are 66.6, 66.3, and 80.0.
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When assistant superintendents' perceptions of the

expectations of superintendents and principals are

compared with the actual expectations of these role-

defining groups, the data in Table XXVII reveal that 75.0

per cent of assistant superintendents' errors in perceiv~

ing the expectations of superintendents are on independent

behavior role norms. However, assistant superintendents

in perceiving the expectations of principals err more

frequently on dependent behavior role norms than on inde-

pendent behavior role norms.

In terms of content areas, the majority of signifi-

cant differences appear in the area of instruction. This

may, however, be a consequence of the loading of role

norm statements in this area.

A summary of the major findings reported in this

chapter is presented in Chapter V. Within that context,

the major findings are related to the questions and

hypothesis stated in Chapter I.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECO~mENDATIONS

Purpose of the Study

This study was concerned with the role expectations

held for the position of assistant superintendent in

charge of instruction by the incumbents of the focal

position, superintendents, and principals; and the assis-

tant superintendents' perceptions of the expectations of

superintendents and principals.

The purpose of the study was three-fold: 1) to

determine the degree of intraposition consensus, or agree-

ment, within the three role-defining groups regarding

their expectations for the behavior of the assistant su~

perintendent; 2) to determine whether or not there were

significant differences among the three role-defining

groups regarding their expectations for the behavior of

the assistant superintendent; and 3) to determine whether

or not there were significant differences between the

assistant superintendents' perceptions of the expecta-

tions of superintendents and principals and the expecta-

tions expressed by assistant superintendents, superinten-

dents, and principals •
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Populations Studied

The selection of respondents from each of the role-

I l

defining populations was based on two criteria: 1) all

respondents must be employed by first-class school dis-

tricts or county units in the states of Oregon and

Washington, and 2) all respondents must be employed by

districts that employ assistant superintendents whose

primary responsibility is that of coordinating and su-

pervising the instructional program.

Of those respondents who met the selection criteria,
. ~

100 per cent of the superintendents and assistant super-

intendents were included in the study. A stratified
<:

~.

random sample totaling 50 per cent of the elementary and

secondary school principals was selected. Altogether,

tendents, 55 assistant superintendents, 110 secondary

school principals, and 283 elementary school principals.

50 superin-498 respondents were chosen for the study:

-.... ,
..- .. ,,'

Of these, 401, or 80.5 per cent responded to the

instrument used for the study. In terms of role-defining

groups, 41 superintendents, 50 assistant superintendents,

86 secondary school principals, and 224 elementary school

principals responded.

I·

I
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Procedures

A role norm inventory containing 71 role norm state-

ments was used to identify respondent expectations held

for the behavior of the assistant superintendent in charge

of instruction. Since assistant superintendents were

asked not only to report their own expectations for the

behavior of the position incumbents, but also their per-

ceptions of the expectations of superintendents and prin-

cipals, two forms of the instrument were used.

A letter explaining the study and a stamped, self-

addressed role norm inventory were mailed to each of the

498 respondents. Four weeks later, a follow-up letter

and a second copy of the instrument were sent to those

respondents who had not responded to the initial request

for participation.

The data were coded and transferred to IBM cards.

Once the accuracy of the coding and key punching had been

verified, the data were analyzed by computer at the

University of Oregon Computer Center.

Major Findings

This study sought answers to two questions dealing

with intraposition consensus, and tested fourteen hypoth-

eses related to interposition, consensus. After careful
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analysis of the data, the following conclusions are

presented:

Question One

To what extent is there agreement among the members

of each role-defining group regarding their expectations

for the appropriate behavior of assistant superintendents?

It was found that the level of agreement for each of

the role-defining groups, when viewed as an average level

of agreement computed over all role norms, is character-

ized by neither high nor low consensus. Mean, or average,

agreement scores for the total position of assistant su-

perintendents range from a low of .468 for all principals

to a high of .534 for superintendents. Mean agreement

scores which approximate 50 per cent, as is the case for

each of the role-defining groups included in this study,

result from the fact that the agreement scores for in-

dividual role norms approach a somewhat uniformdistribu-

tion along a continuum from a point near zero, indi-

eating the almost complete absence of agreement, to a

point near plus one, indicating nearly complete agreement.

When the mean agreement scores of each role-defining

group for Role 1 (acting toward superintendents) are com-

pared with the corresponding mean agreement scores for

Role 2 (acting toward principals), in all instances the

scores are higher for Role 1 than for Role 2. For Role 1,

.\

I
I

I
I

i
I
I
I

I

I

I
I
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the mean agreement scores range from .489 for elementary

school principals to .573 for superintendents. For Role

2, the mean agreement scores range from .420 for assts-

tant superintendents to .497 for superintendents. It

would appear, then, that, for those role norms included

in the inventory, the members of each role-defining group

agree more highly about how assistant superintendents

should act toward superintendents than they do about how

assistant superintendents should act toward principals.

When Role 1 (acting toward superintendents) is con-

sidered, and the mean agreement scores of the role-

defining groups for independent behavior role norms are

compared with their mean agreement scores for dependent

behavior role norms, assistant superintendents and secon-

dary school principals agree more highly on independent

behavior role norms than on dependent behavior role norms.

Superintendents, the combined sample of all principals,

and elementary school principals agree more highly on

dependent behavior role norms than on independent behav-

ior role norms. For Role 2 (acting toward principals),

the mean aureement scores of all samples are higher for

dependent behavior norms than for independent behavior

norms. Thus, insofar as the populations represented by

the samples in this study are concerned, there appears to

be more uncertainty regarding independent behavior on
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the part of assistant superintendents, particularly, with

reference to Role 2, than there is regarding dependent

behavior on the part of assistant superintendents. At

least, this appears to be the case insofar as the role

norms included in this inventory are concerned.

Of perhaps secondary importance insofar as intra-

position consensus is concerned, is the finding that

comparatively few respondents, regardless of the sample

population represented, tend to view the behaviors

described in the inventory as prohibited, i.e. they re-

spond preferably should not and absolutely must not in­

frequently. As indicated in Chapter IV, this phenomenon

may be a function of the particular set of role norms

included in the inventory •

It is noted that the mean agreement scores indicate

that the highest level of agreement regarding the expec-

tations for assistant superintendents' behavior is found

among superintendents. In all instances, the mean agree-

ment scores for superintendents are higher than those of

the other role-defining groups.

Question Two

To what extent is there agreement among assistant

superintendents regarding their perceptions of the expec­

tations of superintendents and principals for the appro­

priate behavior of assistant superintendents?

, ,,

, I
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ment scores for individual role norms indicate a wide

On individual role norms, the

Obviously, such is not the case regarding

In both instances, the mean agreement score for

range of agreement among assistant superintendents when

When all role norms are considered, the mean agree-

When mean agreement scores for Role 1 (acting toward

tations of superintendents is from a low score of .133 to

ment, while on others, their responses reflect a high

a high score of .826. For their perceptions of the ex-

pectations of principals, the range extends from .133 to

level of agreement. The actual range of agreement scores

responses indicate an almost complete absence of agree-

reporting their perceptions of the expectations of super­

intendents and principals. On some role norms,their

all role norms is .464 indicating, insofar as the role

agreement level among assistant superintendents in the

norms included in the inventory are concerned, that the

for assistant superintendents' perceptions of the expec-

superintendents) and Role 2 (acting toward principals) are

intendents is higher regarding their perceptions of the

individual role norms.

sample cannot be represented as one of high or low con-

sensus.

.740.

level of agreement varies from low to high.

considered, the level of agreement among assistant super-

expectations of superintendents for Role I than it is

~. ,.
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for their perceptions of principals' expectations. For

Role 2, assistant superintendents exhibit a higher level

of agreement when predicting the expectations of princi-

pals than when predicting the expectations of superinten-

dents. Assistant superintendents also agree more highly

insofar as their perceptions of how superintendents and

principals view their behavior toward superintendents,

than they do on how these groups view their behavior to-

ward principals. Therefore, with respect to their actions

toward principals, it appears to be the case that assis-

tant superintendents experience some difficulty in

ascertaining what superintendents and principals consider

to be appropriate behavior.

When mean agreement scores for each role are broken

down in terms of independent and dependent behavior role

norms, assistant superintendents agree more highly when

predicting how superintendents view dependent behavior

role norms than when predicting superintendents' expecta-

tions for independent behavior role norms. When predict-

ing the expectations of principals, they agree more highly

on independent role norms for Role 1 than on dependent

behavior role norms. For Role 2, they agree more highly

when predicting principals' expectations for dependent

behavior role norms. Thus, insofar as independent behav-

ior role norms are concerned~ it seems to be the case

,1

\.
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that assistant superintendents tend to view the expecta-

tions of superintendents and principals with considerable

ambigui ty.

Hypothesis One

The assistant superintendents' perceptions of the

expectations of superintendents are similar to their own

expectations for the appropriate behavior of assistant

superintendents.

This study reveals no statistically significant

differences between assistant superintendents' perceptions

of the expectations of superintendents and the expecta-

tions of assistant superintendents. There is, therefore,

sufficient justification for accepting this hypothesise

Hypothesis Two

The assistant superintendents' perceptions of the

expectations of principals are similar to their own expec-

tations for the appropriate behavior of assistant super-

intendentso

When assistant superintendents' perceptions of the

expectations of principals for the behavior indicated by

the 71 role norms are compared with their own expecta-

tions, only one difference is statistically significant.

The difference is significant for role norm 50. There-

fore, there is sufficient justification for accepting

this hypothesis.
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Hypothesis Three

The expectations of superintendents for the appr2­

priate behavior of assistant superintendents are similar

to the expectations of all principals.

Statistically significant differences exist between

the expectations of superintendents and the combined

sample of all principals on eight role norms: 1, 3, 13,

39, 45, 48, 64, and 67. However, for 89 per cent of all

role norms, the differences between the expectations of

superintendents and those of the combined samples of

principals are not statistically significant. Therefore,

there is sufficient justification for accepting this

hypothesis.

l-Iypothesis Four

The expectations of superintendents for the appro-

priate behavior of assistant superintendents are similar

to the expectations of elementary school principals.

Differences between the expectations of superinten-

dents and the expectations of elementary school princi-

pals are statistically significant for role norms 1, 3,

13, 39, 45, 48, 64, and 67. Of these, all but 1, 3, and

13 represent Role 2 (acting toward principals). Since

differences are significant for only 8 of 71 role norms,

there is SUfficient justification for accepting the

hypothesis.
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Hypothesis Five

The expectations of superintendents for the appro-

priate behavior of assistant superintendents are similar

to the expectations of secondary school principals.

Differences between the expectations of superinten-

dents and the expectations of secondary school principals

are statistically significant for role norms 3, 40, 45,

48, 60, 64, 67, 69, and 70. Of these, all but 3 repre-

sent Role 2 (acting toward principals). Those role norms

for which the differences are significant represent 9 out

of a total of 71 role norm statements, therefore, there

is sufficient justification for accepting this hypothesis.

Hypothesis Six

The e~pectations of secondary school principals for

the appropriate behavior of assistant superintendent~.

are similar to the expectations of elementary school

principals.

Statistically significant differences between the

expectations of secondary school principals and the

expectations of elementary school principals exist for

role norms 22, 43, 60, and 69. There is, therefore,

SUfficient justification for accepting this hypothesis.

Hypothesis Seven

The expectations of assistant superintendents for

their own appropriate behavior are similar to the expec-

tations of superintendents.

,
. !
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statistically significant differences exist between

the expectations of assistant superintendents and the

expectations of superintendents for role norms 31, 22,

39, 40, 45, 47, 48, 53, and 54. Of those role norms for

which the differences are significant, all but 31 and 32

represent Role 2 (acting toward principals). Despite the

differences, there is sufficient justification for cccept-

ing this hypothesis.
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flypothesi~; Eight

The expectations of assistant superintendents ~or

their own appropriate behavior are similar to the expecta-

tions of all principals.

The expectations of assistant superintendents when

compared with the expectations of all principals are

statistically significant for role norms 30, 31, 32, 33,

39,41,53,54, and 63. Of these, 30, 31, 32, and 33

represent Role 1 (acting toward superintendents) and the

remainder represent Role 2 (acting toward principals).

Since the differences between the expectations of assis-

tant superintendents and those of principals are not

significant for 87 per cent of the 71 role norms, there

is sufficient justification for accepting the hypothesis.

Hypothesis Nine

The expectations of assistant superintendents for

their own appropriate behavior are similar to the expec­

tations of elementary school principals.
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statistically significant differences exist between

the expectations of assistant superintendents and those

of elementary school principals for role norms 30, 31,

32, 33, 37, 39, 41, 53, 54, and 63. Of these, 30, 31,

32, and 33 represent Role 1 (acting toward superinten-

dents). The rest represent Role 2 (acting toward

principals). Although the differences are significant

for ten role norms, there is sufficient justification

for accepting this hypothesis.

Hypothesis Ten

The expectations of assistant superintendents for

their own appropriate behavior are similar to the expec­

tations of secondary school principals.

For role norms 6, 12, 13, 32, 53, 54, 57, 60, 63,

and 69, the differences between the expectations of

assistant superintendents and the expectations of secon-

dary school principals are statistically significant.

Four of the ten role norms describe assistant superinten-

dents' behavior for Role 1 (acting toward superinten-

dents), and six describe his behavior for Role 2 (acting

toward principals). Since the differences for 86 per

cent of the 71 role norms are not significant, there is

SUfficient evidence for accepting this hypothesis.
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Hypothesis Eleven

Assistant superintendents' perceptions of the ex-

pectations of superintendents for the appropriate behav-

ior of assistant superintendents are similar to the

expectations of superintendents.

Of all role norms, the differences between assistant

superintendents' perceptions of the expectations of

superintendents and the superintendents' expectations

are statistically significant for role norms 39, 49, 53,

and 54. All represent errors of perception on the part

of assistant superintendents as they view superintendents'

expectations for their behavior toward principals. There

is sufficient justification for accepting this hypothesis.

Hypothesis Twelve

Assistant superintendents' perceptions of the expec­

tations of principals for the appropriate behavior of

assistant superintendents are similar to the expectations

of all principals.

statistically significant differences exist between

assistant superintendents' perceptions of the expecta-

tions of principals and the expectations of principals

for role norms 2,5,7,9,10,11,12,13,18,19,33,40,

43, 46, 47, 50, 59, and 63. These errors in perception

represent 18 out of a total of 71 role norms. Eleven

represent errors in perception regarding Role 1 (acting
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toward superintendents), and seven, errors in perception

regarding Role 2 (acting toward principals). Since as-

sistant superintendents accurately predicted the expecta­

tions of principals for 75 per cent of all role norms

included in the inventory, there is sUfficient justifi-

cation for accepting this hypothesis.

Hypothesis Thirteen

Assistant superintendents' perceptions of the expec­

tations of principals for the appropriate behavior of

assistant superintendents are similar to the expectations

of elementary school principals.

Differences between assistant superintendents' per-

ceptions of the expectations of principals and the

expectations of elementary school principals are statis-

tically significant for role norms 5, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12,

13, 19, 33, 40, 43, 46, 47, 50, and 60. Of these, role

norms 5 through 33 represent Role 1 (acting toward super-

intendents), and role norms 40 through 60 represent

Role 2 (acting toward principals). Insofar as elementary

school principals are concerned, assistant superintendents

accurately predicted the expectations of principals for

77 per cent of all role norms included in the inventory~

Therefore, there is sufficient justification for

accepting this hypothesis.
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Hypothesis Fourteen

Assistant superintendents' perceptions of the expec-

tationsof principals for the appropriate behavior of

assistant superintendents are similar to the expectations

of secondary school principals.

There are statistically significant differences

between assistant superintendents' perceptions of the

expectations of principals and the expectations of

secondary school principals for role norms 7, 12, 13, 19,

I
1
j

. I

2 2, 32, 46, 4 7, 50, 57, an d 59. Of these role norms, 7
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through 32 represent Role 1 (acting toward superinten-

dents). The remainder represents Role 2 (acting toward

principals). Totally, assistant superintendents were in

error on 16 per cent of the role norms included in the

inventory. Thus, there is sufficient justification for

accepting this hypothesis.

Conclusions

Although the analysis of the data indicates that

there is a high level of interposition consensus among

assistant superintendents, superintendents, and princi-

pals with regard to their expectations for the appro-

priate behavior of assistant superintendents, the data

does provide some evidence that appears to lend support

to the contention that within those school districts
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represented in this study, the members of these role­

defining groups are less certain about what constitutes

an appropriate relationship between the assistant

superintendent and principals than they are about the

relationship between the assistant superintendent and

the superintendent.

~vidence supporting this contention is provided by

the following findings of the study:

1) Mean agreement scores indicate higher
intraposition consensus within each of the
role-defining groups when respondents
express expectations for the behavior of
assistant superintendents toward superin­
tendents, than when these same respondents
express expectations for the behavior of
assistant superintendents toward principals.

2) Perception errors occur more frequently on
the part of assistant superintendents when
they predict the expectations of superin­
tendents and principals for the behavior of
the assistant superintendents toward princi­
pals, than is the case when predicting the
expectations of superintendents and princi­
pals for the behavior of assistant
superintendents toward superintendents.

3) In those instances where statistically
significant differences occur between the
expectations of one role-defining group and
those of another group, these differences
occur most often on role norms dealing with
the assistant superintendents' behavior toward
principals.

However, these findings may not be indicative of the

fact that school officials have failed to define the

relationship of the assistant superintendent to

principals as carefully and as clearly as the relationship
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between the assistant superintendent and the superinten-

dent. Instead, these findings may be indicative of a

situation wherein the problem of defining the assist~nt

superintendent's relationship with principals is far

more c6mplex and difficult than that of defining the

'''''iI. assistant superintendent's relationship with the superin-

c

_': I

tendent. In both instances, the crucial independent

variable would appear to be that of effective communi-

assistant superintendent and the superintendent, the

'..l I

...
~. _.

. '.

.;..'ca ,_lon • In the case of the relationship between the

encumbents of these two positions normally occupy office

offices would tend to facilitate communication of both

whom the assistant superintendent must work. For exam-

communication between the assistant superintendent and

Secondly, the problem of communication

space in the same building. The proximity of their

principals may be limited as the result of principals

an informal and formal nature. Conversely, face to face

the district.

pIe, of those districts included in this study, the

is further confounded by the number of principals with

being situated in school buildings scattered throug'~out

< :.'.i
L ..,1

l
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i
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total number of principals employed by a single district

ranged from 4 to 61. While the assistant superintendent's

relationship with principals may be in most instances on
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a one to one t.asis, the fact that he must communicate

with all principals limits the amount of personal contact

that he has with each.

In addition to the problem of communication, it

would appear that the matter' of the superordinate-

subordinate relationship would also affect the determina-

tion of stable and mutually acceptwJle role expectations

for the position of assistant superintendent. The

assistant superintendent occupies a position which is

subordinate to that of the superintendent and one to

which certain responsibilities and authority has been

. I, .•

f.

I

:;.~~" ." ......,
...- .,' delegated. However, responsibility for his performance

rests in the position of the superintendent and creates

a situation of mutual dependency. The superintendent's

success is dependent upon the success of the assistent

superintendent, and the assistant superintendent is

dependent upon the superintendent for approval. Subse-

quently, this situation of mutual dependency would tend

to insure that the assistant superintendent and superin-

tendent come to grips with the problem of role expecta-

tions early in their relationship. On the other hand,

the issue of the superordinate-subordinate relationship

between the assistant superintendent and principal.s may

not in most instances be as well-defined. i\. c.ontributin(]
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factor may be that there is a lack of agreement among

recognized authorities regarding whether the position of

assistant superintendent should be properly considered

line or staff ..

Recowmendation for Further Research

Inasmuch as the independent variables of district

size and the classification of the position as line or

staff were not controlled in this study, future research

should provide for this control •
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COLLEGE OF EDVCATIO.'i

EUGENE, OREGON 97403

telephone (code 503) 34'- - I4 II

If your school district employs an assistant superin­tendent whose primary responsibility is that of the in­structional program, please complete and return the en­closed questionnaire. For your convenience, the ques­tionnair.e is self-addressed and stamped.

Sincerely,

(f_~6~;:;0i!A:"
Russel Eo Klein
NDEA Fellow.., ._, // ~~j1-

:- iti:IJi": ~s~~tl~~fete-
~rofessor of Education

Since the current state school directories are basedon the 1967-68 school year, your assistance in compilingan up-to-date list of names 6nd addresses of administra­tive personnel employed as superintendents, assistantsuperintendents in charge of instruction, and principals
is neededo

'l'he College of Education .:It the University of oregonis in-terested in conducting a study of the role of theassisti::LDt superintendento The design of the study re­quires that data be collected from a large sample of keyadministrators in those school districts employing nnassistant superintendent in charge of instruction.

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON

·'.r·i"

'it

L~----------~-
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1. Please indicate below the name of the superintendent
and the assistant superintendent in charge of instruc­
tion, and the address of the school district office.

(Superintendent)

(Assistant Superintendent)

(School District~

( Street l\ddress)
, I,.
,.~ 1-.,

·,r~".

U:c
r:..,'. . . o •

(City)
• 0 0 •

(State) (zip Code)
• • • 0 • • • .0. 0 • • • ~ • o •

.';;0."­

't.,~

",I .~

..::"'" .

-.....~.

2 •
(Fold Here)

Please indicate below the name and address of each
principal who was not employed as a principal in
your district during the 1967-68 school year, or
who has been transferred to a different school.

(Principal)

( School)

(street Address)

(City) (state) (Zip Code)

(Principal)

(School)

(Street Address)

(City) (State) (Zip Code)

(Principal)

(School)

(Street Address)

(City) (state) (Zip Code)

(Principal)

( School )

(Street Address)

(City) (State) (Zip Code)
• 0 0 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

(Fold Here)

(Principal) (principal)

- - ---- ---------

(School)

( Stre etAddr e s s )

(City) (state) (zip Code)

( School)

(street Address)

(City) (State) (zip Code)



Dcpartme!§~
Curriculum and Instruction

COLLEGE OF EDCCATIO:-;

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON
EUGENE, OREGON 97403

telephone (code 503) 342.-1411

November 22, 1968

r.",
,,~,,;

lL\,
(l:::
·~:.:1
~~~.• ~II

;r;..•

In::;
'.1.::::.1
--.,"",

Dear Colleague:

As an administrator in a school district that employs an assistant
superintendent whose primary responsibility is that of the instructional
program, you are undoubtedly concerned about the organizational relation­
ship of this position to other administrative positions within the district.

The College of Education at the University of Oregon is interested in
conducting a study that deals specifically with those organizational relation­
ships affecting the role of the assistant superintendent.

The design of the study requires that data be collected from a large
sample of key administrators in those districts employing an assistant
superintendent in charge of instruction. Therefore, your participation is
vital to the success of the study.

The instrument is designed to take as little of your time as possible.
Please consider your answers carefully and fill out the questionnaire
completely. All information will be handled with the greatest of professional
confidence.

When you have finished, please fold the questionnaire as indicated
and staple or tape it together before mailing.

Your cooperation and participation is sincerely appreciated.

L

Sincerely,

~et.~
Rus sel E. Klein
NDEA Fellow

9:!:-:'SU::I~
Professor of Education
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UI'-JJVERSITY OF OREGON
EUGENE, OREGON 9740}

telephone (code 50}) 34'--14 11

December 26, 1968

Dear Colleague:

Recently, you were invited to express your expectations for the role

of the assistant superintendent in charge of instruction. Your reply has not

J:';;:-:

fn~i
'i,,>:;,l_.•.. ,-..... ~.

been re ceived •

In order that the study might accurately reflect the expectations of

school administrators, it is important that we receive as many responses as

possible. Should it be the case that you have not yet completed the instru-

ment, please do so.

For your convenience, a second copy of the instrument has been

enclosed.

Sincerely,

Russel E. Klein
NDEA Fellow

~~~~
Professor of Education
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EXPECTATIONS AND PERCEPTIONS OF ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENTS

FOR THE ROLE OF THE ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT IN CHARGE OF INSTRUCTION

___.., Assistant Superintendent

____ Superintendent

___ Other (specify)

____ Secondary School Principal

____ Elementary School Principal

____________ADM _

GENERAL INFORMA nON

The information requested below will be helpful in interpreting the results of the study.

All information will be held in strictest confidence and will never be identified by name.

PA RT 1.

1- Name

2. School district

No. State

3. Position now held:

Superintendent

I' _ Assistant Superintendent

4. Title of preceding position:

Teacher

Vice -Principal

Elementary School Principal

Secondary School Principal

5. Years of service in present position

6. Years of service in present district

7. Years of teaching experience:

Elementary _____ ~_ Secondary

8. Years of administrative experience prior to present appointment:

____ Vice -Principal

____ Principal

____ Assistant Superintendent

____Superintendent

___ Other (specify)

9. Academic preparation:

Highest degree held: Bachelor's Master's Doctoral _

Undergraduate major ~ _

Master's degree major _

Doctoral degree major - _



2) The categories of responses for each item are as follows:

Directions:

1) It will be necessary for you to make three responses to each item.

.:.!
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4) Preferably should not

5) Absolutely must not

ROLE INVENTORY

1) Absolutely must

2) Preferably should

3) Mayor may not

b) Secondly, respond to each item in terms of the following statement: "I think

that most superintendents would say that the assistant superintendent in charge

of instruction should or should not do the following things. "

c) Finally, respond to each item in terms of this statement: "I think that most

principals would say that the assistant superintendent in charge of instruction

should or should not do the following things. "

a) First, please respond to each item in terms of the following question: "As an

assistant superintendent, do you feel that the assistant superintendent in charge

of instruction should or should not do the following things?"

PART II.

';;

:r To indicate the answer you have selected for each item, DRAW A CIRCLE around the

numeral in the appropriate column and row.

Sample Item:

Make recommendations to the school

board without prior approval of the

superintendent.

AM

1

1

1

..!.§...~~~
2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

Asst. Supt.

Supt.

Principal

1.

2.

3.

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
AM PS ~.~~

Formulate and recommend directly to 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

the school board policies governing 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

the instructional program. 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

Present to the superintendent recomrnen- 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

dation~ related to the instructional program 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

and requiring school board approval. 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

Direct the development and operation of 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

an instructional materials center for 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

te acher use. 1 2 3 4 5 Principal



Asst. Supt.

Supt.

Principal

Asst. Supt.

Supt.

Principal

Asst. Supt.

Supt.

Principal

Asst. Supt.

Supt.

Principal

Asst. Supt.

Supt.

Principal

Asst. Supt.

Supt.

Principal

Asst. Supt.

Supt.

Principal

Asst. Supt.

Supt.

Principal

Asst. Supt.

Supt.

Principal

Asst. Supt.

Supt.

Principal

Asst. Supt.

Supt.

Principal

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

PS ..MM!:!~ AMN

234 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

.1M
1

1

1

Submit a written report to the super­

intendent on all meetings with the

professional staff.

4.

8. Make decisions regarding the selection of

curricular or instructional problems for

study at the district level.

7. Submit his decisions related to curricular

and instructional problems to the super­

intendent for approval.

6. Initiate and conduct meetings with

principals for the purpose of dis­

cussing instructional problems.

9. Make decisions related to the initiation,

design, and direction of pilot projects

requiring experimentation with new

teaching content, tools, and techniques.

5.. Discuss proposed curricular changes and

solutions to instructional problems with

the superintendent before presenting

them to principals.

12. Submit recommendations regarding the

structure and membership of curriculum

committees to the superintendent for approval.

13. Submit written communications directed to

staff to the superintendent for approval

before transmittal.

14. Make decisions on procedures for evaluating

the instructional program.

11. Make decisions related to the participation

of lay citizens on curriculum committees.

10. Seek direction and advice from the

superintendent when planning curriculum

proJects.

..... '"
~~.~,I

.,••.J

I,

i.,

;i
J
I

1
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~ PS MMN~.~
15. Develop and direct the process by which 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. S.upt.

instructional materials, supplies, and 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

equipment are selected. 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

16. Present proposed changes in the instruc- 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

tional supervision program to the 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

superintendent for approval. 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

17. Discuss the nature and content of all reports 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

made to the school board with the super- 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

intendent prior to making such reports. 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

18. Make decisions related to the implementation 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

of recommendations of curriculum committees. 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

1 2 3 4 5 Principal

19. Submit curriculum guides, course syllabi, and 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

resource units developed by curriculum com- 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

mittees to the superintendent for approval. 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

20. Make decisions regarding approval of appli- 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

cations by staff members for permission to 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

attend professional conferences. 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

21. Make decisions regarding the selection and 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

employment of instructors or staff for in- 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

service programs. 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

22. Present plans for staff in-service to the 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

superintendent for approval. 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

1 2 3 4 5 Principal

23. Secure the superintendent's permission to 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

attend professional conferences. 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

1 2 3 4 5 Principal

24. Direct and coordinate the activities of direc- 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

tors, coordinators, and supervisors employed 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

by the division of curriculum and instruction. 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

25. Clarify and determine roles for and with 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

directors, coordinators, and supervisors 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

employed by the division of curriculum and 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

instruction.
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AM PS ..MMN~~
Serve as a consultant to principals regarding 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

the development of recommended policies 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

related to the instructional program. 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

Initiate periodic evaluations of policies 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

governing instructional procedures. 1 2 ,3 4 5 Supt.

1 2 3 4 5 Principal

Initiate and conduct district-wide meetings 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

with teachers for the purpose of discussing 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

instructional problems. 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

Secure principals' approval of proposed cur- l 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

ricular changes and solutions to instructional 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

problems before presenting such proposals to 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

teachers.

Make regular and frequent reports to principals 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.
.1 I regarding the activities of curriculum 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

committees. 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

42. Plan procedures and techniques designed to 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

measure the effectiveness of the instruc- 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

tional program. 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

43. Submit recommendations of curriculum 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

committees to principals for their approval 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

prior to further action. 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

44. Visit schools for the purpose of observing 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

the instructional program in action. 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

1 2 3 4 5 Principal

45. Select teachers for participation in 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

experimental instructional programs. 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

1 2 3 4 5 Principal

46. Initiate a pilot project in a school only 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

upon the request or permission of the 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

principal. 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

47. Request pennission of principals prior 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

to assigning teachers to curriculum proJects. 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

1 2 3 4 5 Principal

48. Make final decisions regarding the selection 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

of instructional materials, supplies, and 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

eqUipment. 1 2 3 4 5 Principal
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I

~ PS ~-Eili~
49. Submit frequent reports to principals 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

regarding the activitie s of instruc- 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

tionaI supervisors. 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

50. Assign supervisors on the basis of 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

principals' recommendations. 1 2 3 4 S Supt.

1 2 3 4 5 Principal

51. Serve as a consultant on instructional problems 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

at the request of a teacher or teachers when 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

that request has been made without the knowl- 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

1.1. edge of the principal.
u~< . 52. Determine gUidelines controlling classroom 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.LI.:. :
(t:: visitation by instructional supervisors. 1 2 3 4 5 Supt........ .,
.........

3UJ:.; 1 2 4 5 Principal
'... ",.;:.. ..

53.i:Q::: Visit a school without an invitation 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.
q···t··,

It? from the principal. 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.
'l:~n..) 1 2 3 4 5 Principal... ,.....
~.~.~

~:.. 54. Visit a teacher's classroom without having 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

«::3 been asked by the principal to do so. 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.
~)
G." 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

i~'"
(:S

55. Direct the implementation of procedures 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.
{~

~ and techniques designed to measure 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

~ effectiveness. 1 2 3 4 5 Principal
~

program

.::> 56. Make frequent reports to principals regarding 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.
~..., the activities and prog.ress of curriculum 1 2 3 4 5 Supt..... committees• 1 2 3 4 5 Principal..

57. Evaluate principals for the record. 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

1 2 3 4 5 Principal

58. Evaluate teachers for the record. 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

1 2 3 4 5 Principal

59. Evaluate te achers only upon the request 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

of principals. 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

1 2 3 4 5 Principal

60. Supervise the assignment and scheduling 1 2 3 4 5

of teachers. 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

1 2 3 4 5 Principal
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AM PS ~!lli..~
Restrict recommendations for the continued 1 ;2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

employment or dismissal of probationary . 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

teachers to those instances where such 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

recommendations have been requested or

approved by principals.

Recommend the continued employment 1 2 3 4 S Asst. Supt.

or dismissal of principals. 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

1 2 3 4 5 Principal

Direct the assignment of principals. 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

1 2 3 4 5 Principal

Secure the approval of principals before 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

assigning or transferring teachers. 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

1 2 3 4 5 Principal

Secure the permission of principals to 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

discuss in-service needs with teachers. 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

1 2 3 4 5 Principal

66. Submit plans for teacher in-service 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

programs to principals for approval. 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

1 2 3 4 5 Principal
E5

1;,';
Asst. Supt.;~\ 67. Make decisions related to the development of 1 2 3 4 5

" criteria for assigning pupils to classroom groups 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

within a given grade level or organizational plan. 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

68. Consult frequently with principals about the 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

activities and performance of psychological, 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

health., and guidance personnel. 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

69. Make decisions regarding the appropriate 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

utilization of facilities for instructional 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

purposes. 1 2 3 4 5 Principal

70. Decide which community drives and 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

activities merit school participation. 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

1 2 3 4 5 Principal

71. Submit reports and bulletins de aling with the 1 2 3 4 5 Asst. Supt.

instructional program to principals for approval 1 2 3 4 5 Supt.

before distributing such reports to the community. 1 2 3 4 5 Principal



RUSSEL E. KLEIN
4975 WHITEAKER ST.
EUGENE, OREGON 97405

STAPLE



3. Position now held:

7. Years of teaching experience:

170

~
1

..
i'j

_____Assistant Superintendent

_____Superintendent

_____Other (specify)

_____Secondaty School Principal

_____Elementaty School Principal

GENERA L INFORMATION

The information requested below will be helpful in interpreting the results of the study.

All information will be held in strictest confidence and will never be identified by name.

EXPECTA nONS OF SUPERINTENDENTS AND PRINCIPALS FOR TIlE ROLE

OF THE ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT IN CHARGE OF INSTRUCTION

No. State ADM _-- _

2. School district - __

PART 1.

Superintendent

Assistant Superintendent

4. Title of preceding position:

Teacher

Vice -Principal

Elementary School Principal

---,
Secondary School Principal

5. Years of service in present position

6. Years of service in present district

1. Name _

~.

'::
l'
r

Elementary----- ______Secondaty

8. Years of administrative experience prior to present appointment:

______Vice -Principal

______Principal

______Assistant Superintendent

_____Superintendent

_____Other (specify)

9. Academic preparation:

Highest degree held: Bachelor's Master's Doctoral, _

Undergraduate major _

Master's degree major _

Doctoral degree major _

I

.1



1) Absolutely must

3) Mayor may not

171

ROLE INVENTORY

2) Preferably should

a) Superintendent's Question: "As a superintendent, do you feel that

the assistant superintendent in charge of instruction should

or should not do the following things?"

b) Principal's Question: "As a principal, do you feel that the

assistant superintendent in charge of instruction should

or should not do the following things?"

2) The categories of responses for each item are as follows:.

1) Please respond to each item in terms of that question listed below which is

appropriate for your position.

PAR T II.

Directions:

4) Preferably should not

5) Absolutely must not

~.
\.
~

'"

To indicate the answer you have selected for each item, DRAW A CIRClE

around the numeral in the appropriate column.

Sample Item:

AM PSMMN PSN AMN_._----
Make recommendations to the school board

without prior approval of the superintendent. z 3 4 5



T

"

\

I:
~ PS MMN PSN~

L Formulate and recommend directly to the school board 3l.

r
policies governing the instructional program. 1 2 3 4 5

2. Present to the superintendent recommendations related to the 32.

instructional program and requiring school board approval. 2 3 4 5

3. Direct the development and operation of an instructional 33.

materials center for teacher use. 1 2 3 4 5 1=

r,
4. Submit a written report to the superintendent on all

; meetings with the professional staff. 1 2 3 4 5 34. It
,

UL"I tb

::2:::: 5. Discuss proposed curricular changes and solutions to
llJ•.!' instructional problems with the superintendent before 1 2 3 4 5 35. Se
t:J::) presenting them to principals. reo
~I

~" 6. Initiate and conduct meetings with principals for the 36. M,

lIt: purpose of discussing instructional problems. 2 3 4 5 to
~p:: 111 a

..~ 7. Submit his decisions related to curricular and instructional
...~ problems to the superintendent for approval. 1 2 3 4 5 37• SeI'1
~:..

of 11
~~ 8. Make decisions regarding the selection of curricular or
~) I

~ instructional problems for study at the district level. 1 2 3 4 5 38. Inlj
~ inst

9. Make decisions related to the initiation, design, and

direction of pilot projects requiring experimentation with 2 3 4 5 39. lniti
I

.?

fo, ~new teaching content, tools, and techniques.
.,

10. Seek direction and advice from the superintendent when
40. Secu

planning curriculum proJects. 1 2 3 4 5 and Sj

11. Make decisions related to the participation of lay citizens
Such ,

I

on curriculum committees. 2 3 4 5
41.

Make I
the ao

12. Submit recommendations regarding the structure and member-
I
I

ship of curriculum committees to the superintendent for approval. 1 2 3 4 5 Plan pi
13. Submit written communications directed to staff to the

effect,

superintendent for approval before transmittal. 2 3 4 5 SUb111i~

14. Make decisions on procedures for evaluating the
cipals ~

I

instructional program. 1 2 3 4 5 Visit sci
!

15. Develop and direct the process by which instructional materials,
progranj

supplies, and equipment are selected. 1 2 3 4 5 Select t

instruct
16. Present _ proposed changes in the instructional supervision-

program to the superintendent for approval. 2 3 4 5



I ~1> ~ PS

I 17. Discuss the nature and content of all reports made to the 46. Initiate a

school board with the superintendent prior to making 1 2 3 4 or permiSl

I'
such reports.

47. Request p

~! 18. Make decisions related to the implementation of teachers t

I' recommendations of curriculum committees. 1 2 3 4 5,.
I' 48. Make fina

~ 19. Submit curriculum guides, course syllabi, and resource materials,

I units developed by curriculum committees to the 1 2 3 4 5
Submit f~I 49.

superintendent for approval.
activities

20. Make decisions regarding approval of applications by staff
SO. Assign su

members for permission to attend professional conferences. 1 2 3 4 5

Make decisions regarding the selection and employment
51. Serve as

21.
of a teac

of instructors or staff for in ..,service programs. 1 2 3 4 5
without

22. Present plans for staff in ..,service to the superintendent
52.

for approval. 1 2 3 4 5

23. Secure the superintendent's permission to attend
53.

professional conferences. 1 2 3 4 5

24. Direct and coordinate the activities of directors, coordinators,
54.

ana supervisors employed by the division of curriculum and 1 2 3 4 5
principal

instruction. 55. Direct th

25. Clarify and determine roles for and with directors,
designed

coer

ordinators, and supervisors employed by the division of 1 2 3 4 5 56. Make fre

curriculum and instruction. and prog

26. Present frequent reports to the superintendent regarding the 57. Evaluate

activities of directors, coordinators, and supervisors 1 2 3 4 5
58. Evaluate

employed by the division of curriculum and instruction.

27.
59. Evaluate

Submit recommendations regarding the assignment of

professional personnel to the superintendent for approval. 1 2 3 4 5 60. Supervis

28. Recommend pilot programs related to psychological, health, 61. Restrict

and guidance services to the superintendent for approval. 1 2 3 4 5 dismissa

29. Make decisions regarding the scope and nature of psychological,
such rec

health and guidance services. 1 2 3 4 5
principa

62. Recom
30. Prepare that portion of the school budget dealing with district-

wide instructional services, materials, and equipment. 1 2 3 4 5
principa

63. Direct t

L



~
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AM PS MMN PSN AMN
[N I - ----
- 31. Serve as a consultant to groups preparing educational

specifications for new school construction. 1 2 3 4 5

32. Make decisions related to the educational specifications

for new or remodeled buildings. 1 2 3 4 5

33. Submit reports and bulletins dealing with the instructional

program to the superintendent for approval before 1 2 3 45

releasing them to the public.

34. Initiate and conduct conferences on matters pertaining to

the instructional program with parents and other lay citizens. 1 2 3 4 5
rrJ ."

35. Secure the superintendent's approval of all materials to be

released to the communication media of the community. 1 2 3 4 5

Make final decisions on recommendations to be submitted

to the superintendent regarding curriculum and instructional 1 2 3 4 5

matters.

Serve as a consultant to principals regarding the development

of recommended policies related to the instructional program. 1 2 3 4 5

Initiate periodic evaluations of policies governing

instructional procedures. 1 2 3 4 5

Initiate and conduct district-wide meetings with teachers

for the purpose of discussing instructional problems. 1 2 3 4 5

Secure principals I approval of proposed curricular changes

and solutions to instructional problems before presenting 1 2 3 4 5

such proposals to teachers.

Make regular and frequent reports to principals regarding

the activities of curriculum committees. 1 2 3 4 5

Plan procedures and techniques designed to measure the

effectiveness of the instructional program. 1 2 3 4 5

Submit recommendations of curriculum committees to prin-

cipals for their approval prior to further action. 1 2 3 4 5

5 :;Il;_~ - -- Visit schools for the purpose of observing the instructional

program in action. 1 2 3 4 5

5 _ --. Select teachers for participation in experimental

'., instructional programs. 1 2 3 4 5
;t

-
':~

5
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AM PS MMN PSN AMN-- ------
46. Initiate a pilot project in a school only upon the request

or pennission of the principal. 1 2 3 4 5

47. Request permission of principals prior to assigning

teachers to curriculum proJects. 1 2 3 4 5

48. Make final decisions regarding the selection of instructional

materials, supplies, and equipment. 1 2 3 4 5
•r 49. Submit frequent reports to principals regarding theI'
~.

activities of instructional supervisors. 1 2 3 4 5~
~..
f
L SO. Assign supervisors on the basis of principals' recommendations. 1 2 3 4 5 ~r'
1 51. Serve as a consultant on instructional problems at the requestf,

of a teacher or teachers when that request has been madef~'

~ without the knowledge of the principal. 1 2 3 4 5,
!.

52. Determine guidelines controlling classroom visitation by

instructional supervisors. 1 2 3 4 5

53. Visit a school 'without an invitation from the principal. 1 2 3 4 5

54. Visit a teacher's classroom without having been asked by the

principal to do so. 1 2 3 4 5

55. Direct the implementation of procedures and techniques

designed to measure program effectiveness. 1 2 3 4 5

56. Make frequent reports to principals regarding the activities

and progress of curriculum committees. 1 2 3 4 5

57. Evaluate principals for the record. 1 2 3 4 5

58. Evaluate teachers for the record. 1 2 3 4 5

59. Evaluate teachers only upon the request of principals. 1 2 3 4 5

60. Supervise the assignment and scheduling of teachers. 1 2 3 4 5

61. Restrict recommendations for the continued employment or

dismissal or probationary teachers to those instances where 1 2 3 4 5

such recommendations have been requested or approved by

principals.

62. Recommend the continued employment or dismissal of

principals. 1 2 3 4 5

63. Direct the assignment of principals. 1 2 3 4 5

..

.~
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1[;1 AM PS MMN PSN~

i:l 64. Secure the approval of principals before assigning

di! or transferring teachers. 1 2 3 4 5

11"\: 65. Secure the permission of principals to discuss in -service, 'I

Iii
needs with teachers. 1 2 3 4 5

66. Submit plans for teacher in-service programs to principals,i l

"
:, .

for approval. 1 2 3 4 5
d
Ii
:( 67. Make decisions related to the development of criteria for
Ii assigning pupils to classroom groups within a given grade 2 3 4 5
!,,",

UL,J level or organizational plan.

)1
<:.

"

llij 68. Consult frequently with principals about the activities andI, IlS:'
i ::) performance of psychological, health, and guidance personnel. 1 2 3 4 5

lLa..1
~. 69. Make decisions regarding the appropriate utilization of
IZt: facilities for instructional purposes. 1 2 3 4 5
;§
!tl 70. Decide which community drives and activities merit school, ...........,

participation. 1 2 3 4 5
~..
~3 71. Submit reports and bulletins dealing with the instructional

"
~ program to principals for approval before distributing such 2 3 4 5

~ reports to the community.
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TABLE XXVIII

Agreement Scores (AS) and Mean Response Scores (RS) for 71
Assistant Superintendent Role Norms by Assistant Superintendents'
Self Expectations, by Assistant Superintendents' Perceptions of
the Expectations of Superintendents and principals, and by the
Actual Expectations of Others

Role Norms(n- - -- ~ (2) - - -- - D j----T4}
AS RS AS RS AS RS AS RS

Ass't. Sup't.: Self

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Sup'ts.
Sup' ts.: ;'~ctual

.354/4.08

.444/4.33

.390/4.27

.767/1.28

.711/1.35

.854/1.17

.483/1.94

.497/2.15

.715/2.00

.467/2.76

.514/2.62

.675/2.71

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Principals .257/4.07 .574/1.51 .450/2.15 .653/2.92
All Principals: Actual .120/3.77 .745/1.31 .425/2.25 .457/2.58
Elern. Principals: Actual .098/3.73 .741/1.31 .438/2.29 .465/2.60
Sec. Principals: Actual .176/3.85 .755/1.29 .392/2.14 .438/2.51

Role Norms
(5) (6) (7~ (8)

AS RS AS RS AS RS AS RS

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Self.467/2.16 .750/1.30 .417/1.70 .462/2.02

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Sup'ts.
Sup' ts.: Actual

.566/2.06

.512/2.10
.618/1.46
.553/1.61

.514/1.58

.512/1.59
.475/2.15
.634/1.95

Ass't. Sup·ts.: Principals .479/2~54 .549/1.54 .410/1.96 .521/2.32
All Principals: Actual .449/2.17 .579/1.50 .539/1.55 .475/2.l2
Elern. Principals: hctual .478/2.13 .580/1.50 .529/1.57 .475/2.11
Sec. Principals: Actual .373/2.28 .578[1.51 .564/1.52 .477/2.16

---:::
.: ,
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TABLE XXVIII-continued

Role Norms

'ill:"':'"'"

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Self

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Suplts.
Sup ItS.: Actual

{9T - - -(l0) --rrrr -mJ.
AS RS AS RS AS RS AS RS

.517/1.86 .626/1.96 .439/2.35 .371/2.43

.566/1.94 .52l/1.94 .371/2.39 .486/2.32

.492/2.07 .553/1.90 .479/2.67 .614/2.02

~sslt. Sup'ts.: Principals .479/2.25 .504/2.26 .601/2.60 .450/2.55
All Principals: Actual .586/1.92 .530/1.85 .435/2.42 .417/2.16
E1em. Principals: Actual .580/1.90 .563/1.86 .449/2.42 .397/2.20
Sec. Principals: Actual .603/1.97 .448/1.83 .399/2.42 .471/2.05

Role Norms
{13) --- (14) (15) (16)

AS RS AS RS AS RS AS RS

Ass't. Suplts.: Self

Ass't. Suplts.: Sup'ts.
Sup' ts.: Actual

.456/3.00 .600/1.84 .371/1.86 .817/1.22

.566/2.94 .514/1.79 .427/1.81 .826/1.21

.715/2.95 .634/2.00 .512/1.80 .756/1.29

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Principals .575/3.10 .490/2.12 .405/2.14 .507/1.59
All Principals: Actual .402/2.68 .552/1.93 .489/2.09 .624/1.45
E1em. Principals: Actual .384/2.67 .557/1.89 .482/2.12 .602/1.48
Sec. Principals: Actual .448/2.71 .539/2.01 .506/2.03 .680/1.38

l

I-'
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TABLE XXVIII-continued

Role Norms
(17r -- -(18) (f9T---T201

AS RS AS RS AS RS AS RS

Ass1t. Sup'ts.: Self

Ass't. Sup1ts.: Sup'ts.
Sup' ts.: Actual

.733/1.32 .533/1.80 .333/1.96 .433/2.24

.722/1.33 .566/1.81 .479/1.87 .444/2.46

.634/1.44 .634/2.05 .492/1.93 .472/2.05

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Principals
All Principals: Actual
Elem. Principals: Actual
Sec. Principals: Actual

.541/1.55

.752/1.30

.761/1.29

.729/1.33

.490/2.00 .462/2.19

.564/1.84 .416/1.76

.576/1.84 .426/1.78

.535/1.84 .409/1.71
Role Norms

.337/2.61

.420/2.40

.421/2.40

.419/2.40

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Self

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Sup'ts.
Sup' ts.: Actual

( 21) ( 2IT -[23T -124-)
AS RS AS RS AS RS AS RS

.600/1.92 .483/1.66 .550/1.54 .779/1.27

.549/2.12 .497/1.65 .514/1.58 .740/1.31

.533/2.02 .634/1.80 .492/1.61 .736/1.32

~

Ass1t. Sup'ts.: Principals .592/2.16 .444/1.92 .388/1.80
All Principals: Actual .560/2.16 .512/1.80 .408/1.71
Elem. Principals: Actual .559/2.15 .503/1.90 .403/1.72
Sec. Principals: Actual .564/2.17 __.235/1.56_ .4l.2/1.69

.592/1.49

.632/1.44

.598/1.48

.719/1.34

;---..

~--.­
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Tl'.BLE XXVIII-continued

Role Norms
(25)~--- TLEiT (271

AS RS AS RS AS. R~

(28)
AS RS

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Self

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Sup'ts.
Sup' ts.: Actual

.617/1.46 .433/1.88 .533/1.56 .433/1.76

.609/1.47 .504/1.87 .486/1.62 .415/1.85

.593/1.49 .614/1.78 .553/1.54 .370/1.78

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Principals
All Principals: Actual
E1em. Principals: Actual
Sec. Principals: Actual

.507/1.59

.590/1.49

.570/1.52

.641/1.43

.439/2.14 .439/1.78

.456/1.87 .386/1.87

.452/1.90 .403/1.86

.467/1.80 .341/1.88
Role Norms

.388/2.16

.383/1.97

.399/2.05

.341/1.79

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Self

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Sup'ts.
Sup' ts.: .?ctual

C29T-~----(301 - (3TI - - TIn
AS RS AS RS AS RS AS RS

.439/2.22 .433/1.72 .617/1.46 .433/1.88

.388/2.29 .405/1.86 .558/1.53 .439/2.06

.289/2.41 .553/2.10 .736/1.88 .542/2.30

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Principals .479/2.42 .439/2.06 .507/1.73
All Principals: Actual .316/2.62 .516/2.11 .560/1.86
Elem. Principals: Actual .299/2.60 .516/2.14 .578/1.91
Sec. Principal~:Act~al__ .360/2.65 .516/~~5 .516/1.74

.405/2.18

.485/2.30

.500/2.27

.448/2.36

f---'
-.J
\0

~



TABLE XXVIII-continued

Role Norms
\ 33)- - C34l ( 35 ) ( 361

AS RS AS RS AS RS AS RS

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Self .400/2.04 .617/2.10 .233/2.20 .400/1.72

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Sup'ts.
Sup'ts.: Actual

.433/1.83

.512/1.85
.626/2.08
.634/1.95

.323/2.15

.431/2.20
.362/1.77
.472/1.66

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Principals
All Principals: Actual
Elem. Principals: Actual
Sec. Principals: Actual

.375/2.04

.462/1.65

.471/1.64

.438/1.67

.541/2.27 .286/2.33

.530/2.22 .368/2.00

.532/2.24 .348/1.95

.525/2.20 .419/2.12
Role Norms

.405/2.02

.460/1.77

.476/1.77

.419/1.77

C31) ------ ( 38 ) --r39T· -. (40 )
AS RS AS RS AS RS AS RS

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Self

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Sup'ts.
Sup1ts.: Actual

.667/1.40

.514/1.58

.625/1.55

.633/1.44

.531/1.56

.593/1.51

.400/1.72

.427/1.81

.695/1.73

.617/1.46

.566/1.52

.521/1.92

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Principals .524/1.71 .609/1.78 .392/2.06 .740/1.31
All Principals: Actual .563/1.61 ~586/1.69 .501/2.05 .464/1.68
Elem. Principals: Actual .597/1.63 .617/1.71 .517/2.11 .453/1.74
Sec. Principals: Actual .535/1.56 .506/1.64 .457/1.91 .578/1.51

,~
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Ass't. Sup'ts.: Self

TABLE XXVIII-continued

Role Norms
f4Tr-- -----r4 2 ) ( 4 3 ) ( 44 )

AS RS AS RS AS RS AS RS

.600/1.48 .567/1.52 .450/1.74 .650/1.42

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Sup'ts.
Sup' ts.: Actual

.427/1.69

.496/1.61
.524/1.67
.551/1.62

.497/1.98

.496/1.87
.541/1.55
.583/1.50

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Principals .653/1.42
All Principals: Actual .523/1.64
Elem. Principals: Actual .524/1.67
Sec. Principals: A~tual .529/1.56

.524/1.80 .653/1.42

.516/1.70 .496/1.8~

.549/1.72 .515/1.92

.480/1.62 .583/1.50
Role Norms

.507/1.59

.507/1.59

.508/1.59

.504/1.60

l

(45J--- -- f4b) . -- - \47T--- (48)
AS RS AS RS AS RS AS RS

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Self .388/2.33 .507/1.59 .507/1.59 .300/2.56

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Sup'ts. .479/2.29 .427/1.69 .479/1.71 .288/2.52
Sup' ts.: Jl.ctual .625/1.90 .333/2.05 .646/1.77 .533/2.37

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Principals .490/2.63 .716/1.34 .677/1.39 .354/2.92
All Principals: Actual .43.6/2.69 .353/1.85 .545/1.79 .386/2.87
Elem. Principals: Actual .436/2.67 .372/1.80 .559/1.79 .384/2.80
Sec. Principals: Actual .438/2.73 _.! 304/1.99 ~510/1.Hl ...!..390/3.03

I-'
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TABLE XXVIII-continued

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Self

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Sup'ts.
Sup' ts.: Actual

Role Norms
(49) ( 50) ( 51 ) ( 52)

AS RS AS RS AS RS AS RS

.367/2.40 .467/2.68 .417/3.82 .354/2.53

.444/2.50 .531/2.81 .444/3.75 .337/2.47

.562/2.12 .492/2.73 .479/3.77 .542/2.20

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Principals
All Principals: Actual
Elem. Principals: Actual
Sec. Principals: Actual

.410/2.29

.431/2.30

.446/2.35

.392/2.19

.653/2.08 .444/4.21

.423/2.56 .332/3.84

.424/2.56 .317/3.81

.422/2.56 .373/3.91
Role Norms

.462/2.69

.372/2.61

.385/2.57

.405/2.71

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Self

{5 3) -(54 ) ( 5 5 ) [561
AS RS AS RS AS RS AS RS

.317/2.22 .317/2.70 .617/1.90 .600/1.80

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Sup'ts.
Sup' ts.: Actual

.337/2.18

.562/2.77
.269/2.65
.667/3.00

.541/1.94

.562/1.77
.618/1.92
.562/1.77

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Principals .410/2.62 .444/3.17 .626/2.08 .566/1.73
All Principals: Actual .592/2.69 .570/3.05 .602/2.01 .631/1.86
Elem. Principals: Actual .602/2.69 .585/3.05 .612/2.03 .647/1.89
Sec. Principals: Actual .563/2.69 .529/3.05 .578/1.96 .588/1.76

I--'
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Ass't. Sup1ts.: Self
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TABLE XXVIII-continued

Role Norms
( 57) '~f5~ ( 59) ( 60)

AS RS AS RS AS RS AS RS

.200/2.44 .200/3.40 .286/2.55 .350/3.26

Ass't. Sup1ts.: Sup1ts.
Sup ItS.: Actual

.252/2.29 .253/3.31

.231/2.26 .380/3.08
.291/2.53 .340/3.25
.359/2.79 .187/3.05

Ass't. Sup1ts.: Principals
All Principals: Actual
Elem. Principals: Actual
Sec. Principals: Actual

.167/2.79

.316/2.45

.283/2.50

.402/2.32

.133/3.41 .220/2.34

.289/3.54 .379/2.63

.302/3.57 .366/2.63

.273/3.48 .412/2.65
Role Norms

.236/3.42

.235/3.45

.306/3.28

.302/3.88

Ass't. Sup1ts.: Self

Ass't. Sup1ts.: Sup1ts.
Sup1ts.: Actual

{Gl) (62)--- (63) -~64)

AS RS AS RS AS RS AS RS

.303/2.31 .183/2.42 .183/2.50 .490/1.84

.358/2.27 .218/2.20 .133/2.51 .462/1.90

.268/2.68 .333/2.40 .354/2.72 .701/2.00

Ass't. Sup1ts.: Principals .379/2.02 .219/2.81 .184/2.98 .565/1.52
All Principals: Actual .386/2.28 .256/2.64 .322/2.93 .495/1.61
Elem. Principals: Actual .363/2.29 .257/2.61 .329/2.83 .474/1.65
Sec. Principals: Actual .444/2.24 .275/2.72 .306/3.21 .598/1.48
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TABLE XXVIII-continued

Role Norms
r65-J~----(66) {67} - ( 68)

AS RS AS RS AS RS AS RS

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Principals.415/2.28
All Principals: Actual .497/2.26
Elem. Principals: Actual .508/2.24
Sec. Principals: Actual .471/2.31

.486/1.98 .410/3.17

.589/2.08 .393/3.32

.578/2.12 .403/3.32

.618/1.96 .370/3.31

Ass1t. Sup'ts.: Self

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Sup1ts.
Sup ItS.: Actual

.417/2.42 .417/2.22 .392/2.98 .439/2.06

.410/2.46 .439/2.22 .415/2.94 .468/2.17

.496/2.39 .561/2.16 .386/2.68 .583/2.13

.402/2.15

.444/2.37

.433/2.36

.471/2.38
Role Norms

r69T--- - ( 70) T7TI
AS RS AS RS AS RS

•
~

Ass1t. Sup'ts.: Self

Ass't. Sup'ts.: Sup'ts.
Sup ItS.: Actual

Ass1t. Sup1ts.: Principals
All Principals: Ac.tual
Elem. Principals: Actual
Sec. Principals: Actual

.473/2.22 .375/3.00 .286/2.45

.462/2.23 .271/2.75 .271/2.50

.551/2.23 .594/3.08 .298/2.53

.433/2.53 .433/2.96 .438/2.15

.396/2.62 .412/3 •. 15 .374/2.32

.395/2.55 .432/3.05 .364/2.36

.399/2.81 .360/3.40 .402/2.20
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TABLE XXIX

Significant Differences between The Expectations of Superintendents
and Principals for the Role of the Assistant Superintendent

Role Responses by Per Cents Sign.
Norm Sample AM PS MMN PSN AHN ~2 df Level

S. 7.3 4.9 2.4 24.4 61.0
1 P. 7.6 12.8 16.1 22.4 41.1 9.93 4 .050

S. 17.1 65.9 17.1 0.0 0.0
3 P. 22.2 39.2 31.4 6.2 1.0 11.94 4 .025

S. 2.4 14.6 68.3 14.6 0.0
13 P. 13.6 24.7 45.8 12.0 3.9 10.82 4 .050

s. 31.7 63.4 4.9 0.0 0.0
39 P. 27.4 44.6 24.8 2.0 1.3 10.68 4 .050

s. 27.5 55.0 17.5 0.0 0.0
45 P. 10.6 28.4 46.9 10.2 4.0 28.73 4 .001

s. 9.8 53.7 29.3 4.9 2.4
48 P. 10.1 23.4 43.5 15.9 7.1 18.30 4 .005

S. 17.9 71.8 5.1 2.6 2.6
64 p • 51.7 38.7 7.9 0.7 1.0 19.59 '4 .001

co 10.5 31.6 36.8 21.1 0.0.., .
67 P. 3.9 12.5 42.0 30.8 10.8 17.03 4 .005
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Significant Differences between The Expectations of Superintendents
and Elementary School Principals for the Role of the
Assistant Superintendent

Role Responses by Per Cent Sign.
Norm Sample AM FS MMN PSN AMN X2 df 'Level

S. 7.3 4.9 2.4 24.4 61.0
1 E.P. 7.3 14.2 17.0 20.6 40.8 10.74 4 .050

S. 17.1 65.9 17.1 0.0 0.0
3 E. P • 19.5 40.7 33.0 5.4 1.4 10.66 4 .050

S. 2.4 14.6 68.3 14.6 0.0
13 E.P. 13.1 27.5 43.2 12.2 4.1 12.10 4 .010

S. 31.7 63.4 4.9 0.0 0.0
39 E.P. 23.5 46.2 27.6 1.4 1.4 11.58 4 .025

S. 27.5 55.0 17.5 0.0 0.0
45 E.P. 10.9 28.6 46.4 10.9 3.2 26.48 4 .001

S. 9.8 53.7 29.3 4.9 2.4
48 E.P. 10.4 26.1 43.7 12.6 7.2 13.41 4 .010

s. 17.9 71.8 5.1 2.6 2.6
64 E.P. 48.8 39.6 9.7 0.9 0.9 17.11 4 .005

S. 10.5 31.6 36.8 21.1 0.0
67 E.P. 4.1 11.4 41.6 33.8 9.1 17.07 4 .005
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Significant Differences between The Expectations of Superintendents
and Secondary School Principals for the Role of the
Assistant Superintendent

Role
Norm Sample

Responses by Per Cents
AM FS MMN PSN AMN ~2 df

Sign.
Level

r-

3

40

45

48

60

64

67

69

70

S.
S.P.

S.
S.P.

s.
S.P.

S.
S.P.

S.
S.P.

S.
S.P.

S.
S.P.

S.
.S.P.

S.
S.P.

17.1
29.4

32.5
55.3

27.5
9.6

9.8
9.3

14.6
3.5

1 7.9
58.8

10.5
3.5

15.4
7.0

2.6
2.3

65.9
35.3

45.0
38.8

55.0
27.7

53.7
16.3

17.1
5.8

71.8
36.6

31.6
15.1

51.3
31~4

15.4
14.0

17.1
27.1

20.0
5.9

17.5
48.2

29.3
43.0

29.3
25.6

5.1
3.5

36.8
43.0

28.2
38.4

64.1
39.5

0.0
8.2

2.5
0.0

0.0
8.4

4.9
24.4

26.8
29.1

2.6
0.0

21.1
23.3

5.1
19.8

7.7
30.2

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
6.0

2.4
7.0

12.2
36.0

2.6
1.2

0.0
15.1

0.0
... c:;
.).~

10.3
14.0

11.90

10.54

23.51

21.94

14.35

19.40

11.90

10.73

9.64

4

4

4

4

4.

4

4

4

4

.010

.050

.001

.001

.010

.001

.025

.050

.050
I--'
co
-.l

li



TABLE XXXII

Significant Differences between The Expectations of Elementary
and Secondary School Principals for the Role of the
Assistant Superintendent

Role Responses by Per Cent Sign.
Norm Sample AM PS MHN PSN <:~MN

~)2 df LevelA

E.P. 35.0 42.6 20.6 1.3 0.4
22 S.P. 50.0 45.• 3 3.5 1.2 0.0 15.58 4 .005

E.P. 33.2 44.1 20.5 2.3 0.0
43 S.P. 58.3 33.3 8.3 0.0 0.0 18.42 4 .005

E.P. 5.9 15.8 38.0 24.9 15.4
60 S. P • 3.5 5.8 25.6 29.1 36.0 21.12 4 .001

E.P. 9.6 39.7 40.2 7.3 3.2
69 S.P. 7.0 31.4 38.4 19.8 3.5 10.55 4 .050
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Significant Differences between The Expectations of Assistant
Superintendents and Superintendents for Role 1:
Acting Toward Superintendents

Role Responses by Per Cent Sign.
Norm Sample Ar-l PS HMN PSN ANN t 2 df Level

fl.• S • 58.0 38.0 4.0 0.0 0.0
31 S. 22.0 68.3 9.8 0.0 0.0 12.15 4 .025

A.S. 40.0 34.0 24.0 2.0 0.0
32 S. 12.5 55.0 25.0 5.0 2.5 10.17 4 .050
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TABLE XXXIV

Significant Differences between The Expectations of ~ssistant

Superintendents and Superintendents for Role 2:
Acting Toward Principals

Role Responses by Fer Cents Sign.
Norm Sample AM FS MMN PSN hMN X2 df Level

A.S. 50.0 30.0 18.0 2.0 0.0
39 S. 31.7 63.4 4.9 0.0 0.0 11.42 4 .025

A.S. 66.0 22.0 12.0 0.0 0.0
40 S. 32.5 45.0 20.0 2.5 0.0 10.69 4 .050

A.S. 20.4 30.6 44.9 4.1 0.0
45 S. 27.5 55.0 17.5 0.0 0.0 10.33 4 .050

A.S. 55.1 30.6 14.3 0.0 0.0
47 S. 32.5 60.0 5.0 2.5 0.0 9.95 4 .050

A.S. 20.0 24.0 38.0 16.0 2.0
48 S. 9.8 53.7 29.3 4.9 2.4 9.90 4 .050

A.S. 30.0 32.0 26.0 10.0 2.0
53 S. 10.0 17.5 62.5 5.0 5.0 14.37 4 .010

A.S. 14.0 28.0 32.0 26.0 0.0
54 S. 2.5 15.0 67.5 10.0 5.0 16.37 4 .005
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Significant Differences between The Expectations of Assistant
Superintendents and Principals for Role 1:
Acting Toward Superintendents

Role Responses by Per Cents Sign.
Norm Sample AM PS MMN PSN AMN X2 df Level

A.S. 48.0 32.0 20.0 0.0 0.0
30 P. 23.4 45.5 28.2 2.3 0.6 14.05 4 .010

A. S. 58.0 38.0 4.0 0.0 0.0
31 P. 33.2 47.6 18.9 0.3 0.0 13.88 4 .010

1\. S. 40.0 34.0 24.0 2.0 0.0
32 P. 16.0 47.1 28.8 7.5 0.0 16.99 4 .005

A.S. 34.0 34.0 28.0 2.0 2.0
33 P. 53.9 29.2 15.3 1.6 0.0 13.95 4 .010
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TABLE XXXVI

Significant Differences between The Expectations of Assistant
Superintendents and Principals for Role 2:
Acting Toward Principals

· '. ':~~'::;',.~:;"+:~i}·~~"r=

L _.,~...

Role Responses by Per Cents Sign.
Norm Sample AM PS MMN PSN AMN ~2 df Level

A.S. 50.0 30.0 18.0 2.0 0.0
39 P. 27.4 44.6 24.8 2.0 1.3 10.85 4 .050

A.S. 62.0 30.0 6.0 2.0 0.0
41 P. 46.7 43.4 9.5 0.0 0.3 10.76 4 .050

A.S. 30.0 32.0 26.0 10.0 2.0
53 P. 6.9 26.1 59.2 6.5 1.3 32.85 4 .001

A.S. 14.0 28.0 32.0 26.0 0.0
54 P. 3.6 16.2 56.8 18.5 4.9 21.27 4 .001

J... S • 26.0 22.0 34.0 12.0 6.0
63 P. 7.9 28.2 37.7 15.1 11.1 15.682 4 .005

..... ... ..,_._ ......... -. ----------
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TABLE XXXVII

Significant Differences between The Expectations of Assistant
Superintendents and Elementary School Principals for Role 1:
Acting Toward Superintendents

Role Responses by Per Cents Sign.
Norm Sample Al-1 PS MMN PSN ANN t 2 df Level

A.S. 48.0 32.0 20.0 0.0 0.0
30 E . F' • 22.1 45.5 29.7 1.8 0.9 14.68 4 .010

A.S. 58.0 38.0 4.0 0.0 0.0
31 E.P. 29.9 49.8 19.9 0.5 0.0 16.70 4 .005

A.S. 40.0 34.0 24.0 2.0 0.0
32 E.P. 16.4 46.8 30.0 6.8 0.0 14.58 4 .010

rl.S. 34.0 34.0 28.0 2.0 2.0
33 E.P. 53.6 30.6 14.4 1.4 0.0 12.30 4 .025
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Significant Differences Letween The Expectations of Assistant
Superintendents and Elementary School Principals for Role 2:
Acting Toward Principals

Role Responses by Per Cents Sign.
Norm Sample At-: PS MMN PSN 1I11N t 2 df Level

A.S. 66.0 28.0 6.0 0.0 0.0
37 E. P. 42.5 51.6 5.9 0.0 0.0 9.59 4 .050

A.S. 50.0 30.0 18.0 2.0 0.0
39 E.P. 23.5 46.2 27.6 1.4 1.4 14.77 4 .010

A.S. 62.0 30.0 6.0 2.0 0.0
41 E. P • 45.2 43.8 10.5 0.0 0.5 9.73 4 .050

1>•• s . 30.0 32.0 26.0 10.0 2.0
53 E.P. 7.2 24.8 60.4 6.8 0.9 29.36 4 .001

A. S. 14.0 28.0 32.0 26.0 0.0
54 E.P. 4.5 13.5 58.7 19.3 4.0 19.64 4 .001

A. S. 26.0 22.0 34.0 12.0 6.0
63 E.P. 9.0 30.8 37.1 14.5 8.6 11.32 4 .025
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TABLE XXXIX

Significant Differences between The Expectations of Assistant
Superintendents and Secondary School Principals for Role 1:
Acting Toward Superintendents

Role Responses by Per Cents
y2

Sign.
Norm Sample AJ'.l PS t1HN PSN AHN " df Level

A.S. 76.0 18.0 6.0 0.0 0.0
6 S. P • 54.1 43.5 1.2 0.0 1.2 11.51 4 .025

A.S. 16.3 36.7 34.7 12.2 0.0
12 S.P. 29.4 37.6 31.8 1.2 0.0 9.54 4 .050

A.S. 2.0 28.6 42.9 20.4 6.1
13 S.P. 15.1 17.4 52.3 11.6 3.5 9.63 4 .050

A. S . 40.0 34.0 24.0 2.0 0.0
32 S. p . 15.1 47.7 25.6 9.3 2.3 13.20 4 .025
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TABLE XXXX

Significant Differences between The Expectations of Assistant
Superintendents and Secondary School Principals for Role 2:
Acting Towarc frincipals

Role Responses by Per Cents Sign.
Norm Sample A~ PS MNN PSN .=l.M..N ~2 df Level

1';.. S • 30.0 32.0 26.0 10.0 2.0
53 S. P • 6.0 29.8 56.0 6.0 2.4 19.18 4 .001

n. S • 14.0 28.0 32.0 26.0 0.0
54 S. F • 1.2 23.5 51.8 16.5 7.1 16.71 4 .005

rl.S. 26.0 32.0 20.0 16.0 6.0
57 5. P . 20.0 38.8 34.1 3.5 3.5 9.53 4 .050

A.5. 6.0 14.0 42.0 24.0 14.0
60 S.P. 3.5 5.8 25.6 29.1 36.0 11.35 4 .025

l.\•• S • 26.0 22.0 34.0 12.0 6.0
63 5. P • 4.8 21.4 39.3 16.7 17.9 15.12 4 .005

A.S. 20.4 40.8 34.7 4.1 0.0·
69 S. F • 7.0 31.4 38.4 19.8 3.5 12.83 4 .025
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TABLE XXXXI

Significant Differences bet,~een Assistant Superintendents'
Perceptions of the Expectations of Superintendents and
the Expectations of Superintendents for the Role of the
Assistant Superintendent

Role Responses by Per Cents Sign.
Norm Sample AM PS MHN PSN ANN X2 df Level

A.S.:Sup'ts. 43.8 31.3 25.0 0.0 0.0
39 S. :Actual 31.7 63.4 4.9 0.0 0.0 11.50 4 .025

A.S.:Sup'ts. 14.6 29.2 47.9 8.3 0.0
49 S. : Actual 20.0 55.0 17.5 7.5 0.0 9.88 4 .050

.7\. S . : Sup' ts . 30.6 32.7 26.5 8.2 2.0
53 S. :Actual 10.0 17.5 62.5 5.0 5.0 13.91 4 .010

A.S.:Sup'ts. 14.3 32.7 26.5 0.0 0.0
54 S. : Actual 2.5 15.0 67.5 10.0 5.0 20.00 4 .001
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TABLE XXXXII

Significant Differences between Assistant Superintendents' Perceptions
of the Expectations of Principals and the Expectations of Principals
for Role 1: Acting Toward Superintendents

Role Responses by Per Cents Sign.
Norm Sample AM PS- HMN PSN AMN X2 df Level

A.S.:Prin. 63.8 25.5 8.5 0.0 2.1
2 P. :Actual 72.6 24.1 3.3 0.0 0.0 9.85 4 .050

A.S.:Prin. 12.5 29.2 50.0 8.3 0.0
5 P. : Actual 24.4 44.6 22.1 6.8 2.0 18.41 4 .005

A.S. :Prin. 37.5 29.2 33.3 0.0 0.0
7 P. :Actual 58.0 29.6 11.4 1.0 0.0 17.53 4 .005

A. S. : Prine 18.8 39.6 39.6 2.1 0.0
9 P.:I-\.ctual 29.1 53.6 14.4 2.6 0.3 18.19 4 .005

L\.S. :Prin. 17.0 40.4 42.6 0.0 0.0
10 P. : Actual 35.8 44.0 19.9 0.3 0.0 13.76 4 .010

A.S. :Prin. 4.2 35.4 56.3 4.2 0.0
11 P. : Actual 13.0 44.6 32.9 6.5 2.9 11.62 4 .025

A.S. :Prin. 14.9 25.5 48.9 10.6 0.0
12 P.:Actual 27.1 36.6 31.0 3.9 1.3 12.14 4 .025

A.S.~Prin. 0.0 20.4 53.1 22.4 4.1
13 P. :Actual 13.6 24.7 45.8 12.0 3.9 10.91 4 .050

A.S. :Prin. 30.6 38.8 30.6 0.0 0.0
18 P. :Actual 34.1 50.3 13.3 1.9 0.3 10.49 4 .050

A. S. : Prin. 22.9 43.8 27.1 4.2 2.1
19 P. : Actual 47.1 32.8 17.5 2.3 0.3 11.88 4 .025

l~.S. :Prin. 35.4 31.3 27.1 6.2 0.0 +-'
33 P. : Actual 53.9 29.2 15.3 1.6 0.0 10.22 4 .050 ~

~

. -''''··'''·~':'··;:7';;:''·-'

J



~·~~"''''~_~.~..!·1~,

TABLE XXXXIII

Significant Differences between Assistant Superintendents' Perceptions
of the Expectations of Principals and the Expectations of
Principals for Role 2: Acting Toward Principals
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TABLE XXXXIV

Significant Differences between Assistant Superintendents' Perceptions
of the Expectations of Principals and the Expectations of Elementary
School Principals for Rol€ 1: Acting Toward Superintendents

Role Responses by Per Cents Sign.
Norm Sample ..:'\...11.1. PS MHN PSN ANN X2 df Level

]l•• S. :Prin. 12.5 29.2 50.2 8.3 0.0
5 E.P.:Actual 24.8 47.7 19.4 5.9 2.3 22.09 4 .001-

A.S. :Prin. 37.5 29.2 33.3 0.0 0.0
7 E •P • : Ac tu a 1 55.7 33.0 10.4 0.9 0.0 17.39 4 .005

A.S.:Prin. 18.8 39.6 39.6 2.1 0.0
9 E •P • : Ac tu a 1 30.5 _53.2 13.2 2.7 0.5 18.96 4 .001

A.S. :Prin. 17.0 40.4 42.6 0.0 0.0
10 E.P.:Actual 33.5 48.0 18.1 0.5 0.0 14.47 4 .010

A.S.:Prin. 4.2 35.4 56.3 4.2 0.0
11 E. P • : Actual 12.• 2 47.1 30.3 7.7 2.7 13.15 4 .025

A.S. :Prin. 14.9 25.5 48.9 10.6 0.0
12 E.P. :Actual 26.2 36.2 30.8 5.0 1.8 10.04 4 .050

A.S. :Prin. 0.0 20.4 53.1 22.4 4.1
13 E. P • : Actual 13.1 27.5 43.2 12.2 4.1 11.06 4 .050

A.S. :Prin. 22.9 43.8 27.1 4.2 2.1
19 E.P.:Actual 45.5 34.2 17.6 2.3 0.5 9.68 4 .050

A.S.:Prin. 35.4 31.3 27.1 6.2 0.0
33 E.P.:Actual 53.6 30.6 14.4 1.4 0.0 10.66 4 .050
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TABLE XXXXV

Significant Differences between Assistant Superintendents' Perceptions
of the Expectations of Principals and the Expectations of Elementary
School Principals for Role 2: Acting Toward Principals

Role Responses by Per Cents Sign.
Norm Sample AM PS l<MN PSN AH1'IJ X2 df Level

A.S. :Prin. 77.1 14.6 8.3 0.0 0.0
40 E.P.:Actual 45.7 37.6 14.5 1.4 0.9 16.00 4 .005

A.S. :Prin. 64.6 29.2 6.2 0.0 0.0
43 E.P. : Actual 33 .. 2 44.1 20.5 2.3 0.0 17.66 4 .005

A.S.:Prin. 76.6 17.0 4.3 0.0 2.1
46 E •P • : Ac tu a1 47.5 29.1 19.7 2.7 0.9 15.50 4 .005

A. S. : Prin. 75.5 14.3 8.2 0.0 2.1
47 E.P.:i\ctual 37.1 48.4 13.6 0.5 0.5 27.01 4 .001

A.S.:Prin. 16.7 58.3 25.0 0.0 0.0
50 E. P. : Actual 8 .. 2 40.0 40.5 10.0 1.4 13.94 4 .010

A.S.:Prin. 29.8 21.3 40.4 2.1 6 .. 4
59 E •P • : Ac tu a 1 10.1 36.4 39.6 8.3 5.5 15.66 4 .. 005

A.S. :Prin. 18.8 12.5 37.5 14.6 16.7
63 E •P. : l',-c tu a 1 9 .. 0 30.8 37.1 14.5 8.6 10.97 4 .050
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TABLE XXXXVI

Significant Differences bet~;een Assistant Superintendents' Perceptions
of the Expectations of Principals and the Expectations of Secondary
School Principals for Role 1: Acting Toward Superintendents

Role Responses by Per Cents Sign.
Norm Sample AM PS r·u·m P5N ]il.}!l-1 X2 df Level

A.S.:Prin. 37.5 29.2 33.3 0.0 0.0
7 S. P. : Actual 64.0 20.9 14.0 1.2 0.0 10.93 4 .050

A.S. :Prin. 14.9 25.5 48.9 10.6 0.0
12 S.P. :l\ctual 29.4 37.6 31.8 1.2 0.0 12.28 4 .025

A.S.:Prin. 0.0 20.4 53.1 22.4 4.1
13 S.P. :Actual 15.1 17.4 52.3 11.6 3.5 9.94 4 .050

A.S. :Prin. 22.9 43.8 27.1 4.2 2.1
19 S • P • : Ac tu a 1 51.2 29.1 17.4 2.3 0.0 11.43 4 .025

A.S. :Prin. 37.5 35.4 25.0 2.1 0.0
22 S • P • : Ac tu a 1 50.0 45.3 3.5 1.2 0.0 14.69 4 .010

A.S. :Prin. 26.5 30.6 40.8 2.0 0.0
32 S.P.:Actual 15.1 47.7 25.6 9.3 2.3 10.24 4 .050
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TABLE XXXXVII

Significant Differences between Assistant Superintendents' Perceptions
of the Expectations of Principals and the Expectations of Secondary
School Principals for Role 2: Acting Toward Principals

Role Responses by Per Cents Sign.
Norm Sample A!vl PS HHN PSN i\.HN t 2 df Level

l'.• S.:Prin. 76.6 17.0 4.3 0.0 2.1
46 S.P. :Actual 42.4 28.2 20.0 7.1 2.4 16.61 4 .005

A.S.:Prin. 75.5 14.3 8.2 0.0 2.0
47 S • P • : Ac tu a 1 38.8 44.7 14.1 1.2 1.2 18.21 4 .005

A.S. :Prin. 16.7 58.3 25.0 0.0 0.0
50 S • P . : Ac tu a 1 11.8 32.9 44.7 8.2 2.4 13.49 4 .010

A.S. :Prin. 16.7 27.1 29.2 14.6 12.5
57 S.P.:Actual 20.0 38.8 34.1 3.5 3.5 10.27 4 .050

A.S. :Prin. 29.8 21.3 40.4 2.1 6.4
59 S • P • : Ac tual 11.8 29.4 43.5 12.9 2.4 11.42 4 .025
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j\n Abstract of the Dissertation of

.,.

Russel E. Klein for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy

in the College of Education to be taken June 1969

I

Title: An .lillalysis of the Role of the Assistant
Superintendent in Charge of Instruction

Approved:
(Thesis Adviser, John E. suttle)

This study was concerned with the role expectations

l1eld for the position of assistant superintendent in charge

of instruction by the incumbents of the focal position,

superintendents, and principals; and the assistant superin-

tenoents' perceptions of the expectations of super in ten-

dents and principals.

The purpose of the stUdy was three-fold: 1) to

determine the degree of intraposition cons~nsus, or agree-

ment, within the three role-defining groups regarding

"cheir expectations for the behavior of the assistan~..: su-

perintendent; 2) to determine whether or not there were

significant differences among the three role-defining

groups regarding their expectations for the behavior of

the assistant superintendent; and 3) to determine whether

or not there were significant differences between the as-

sistant superintendents' perceptions of the expectations

of superintendents and principals and the expectations

I.,
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expressed by assistant superintendents, superintendents,

and principals.

The study was based upon data C011ected from 41 su-

perintendents, 50 assistant superintendents, 86 secondary

school principals, and 224 elementary school principals.

A comprehensive role norm inventory consisting of 71

role norm statements was used to identify respondents'

expectations and perceptions regarding the relationship of

the position of assistant superintendent to that of super-

intendent and principal •

In addition to posing two questions dealing with

intraposition consensus, the study projected fourteen hy-

potheses. These hypotheses were related to the problem of

interposition consensus regarding the expectations of the

role-defining groups, and to the relationship of the assis-

tant superintendents' perceptions to their own expecta-

tions and to the expectations of superintendents and

principal s.

The level of intraposition consensus for each of the

role-defining groups was found to range from an almost

complete lack of consensus to almost complete consensus

depending upon the particular role norm in question. All

role-defining groups exhibited a higher level of intraposi-

tion consensus regarding how assistant superintendents

should act toward superintendents than they did regarding
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how assistant superintendents should act toward principals.

Intraposition consensus was also higher on dependent be-

havior role norms than on independent behavior role norms.

Perception errors on the part of assistant superin-

tendents occurred more frequently when predicting the

expectations of superintendents and principals for the

appropriate behavior of assistant superintendents toward

principals, than was the case when predicting the expecta-

tions of superintendents and principals for appropriate

behavior toward superintendents.

Assistant superintendents were found to perceive

superintendents and principals as having expectations

similar to their own expectations for the behavior of the

assistant superintendent.

In those instances where statistically significant

differences occurred between the expectations of one role-

defining group and those of another, these differences

occurred most often on role norms dealing with assistant

superintendents' behavior toward principals.

While statistically significant differences occurred

on individual role norms, the expectations of superinten-

dents for the behavior of assistant superintendents did

not differ significantly with the expectations of princi-

pals on 83 per cent of the role norms included in the

inventory.
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statistically, significant differences were found

on only four role norms when the expectations of secondary

school principals were compared with those of elementary

school principals.

When the expectations of assistant superintendents

were compared with th~ expectations of superintendents,

statistically significant differences were found on only

nine role norms. Thus, the expectations of these two

groups were similar for 87.3 per cent of all role norms.

The expectations of assistant superintendents were

found to differ significantly from those of all principals

on nine role norms. Again, the expectations of these two

groups were similar for 87.3 per cent of all role norms.

Thus, the findings of the· study supported the hy-

pothesized relationship that assistant superintendenLs,

superintendents, and principals hold similar expectations

for the role of the assistant superintendent.
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