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ÂB S TRAGT

The purpose of thls study was Lo exanlne prlnclpalsr

connunication skllls. Teachers I perceptlons were compared to

prlncípa1sr s e I f - p e r c e p t 1o n s . A nunber of denographic

varlables l¡ere also lnves!lgaEed to determlne 1f Ëhey were

rei-ated to pr lnc1pa1- t eache r communlcation.

The sludy populatlons consisÈed of 592 randomly-sel-ected

publlc school teachers in Winnipeg, Manitoba and 181

prlnclpals ln this sane clÈy.

The studyr s Lnstrunent $ras a Llkert-type survey ca11ed

the Audlt of Adninlstrator Communlcatlon (AAC). The ÀAC is

based on ValenElneIs four factors of conrnunLcatlon \rhlch vÍe\,¡

the princlpal as a(n): a) AffectLve Involver, b) Informer,

c) Develope r and d) Encourager.

0n the basls of the f lnd ings, the follow1ng conclusions

r,¡ere drawn:

1. Teachers percelve prlnclpals to be strongest as

I Encouragers I and weakest as t AffecÈive Involversr rshile

princlpals perceive thenselves strongest as I Informers I and

weakest as r AffecEive Involvergr,

2. Teachersr perceptlons vary as a functlon of: a) whether

or not the prlnclpal evaluates them on at least an annual

basis, b) whelher or not !hey have the opporÈunity to

evaluate Èheir princlpals, and e) \rhether or not they have

knowledge that the princlpal has had recent connunlcatj.on

tralning. Prinetpals I perceptions dld not vary slgnlf lcantly

as a functlon of any of the varlables lnvestlgated.

v11



3, There is a signlfieant difference be twe en !eachers I

perceptl.ons and principals I perceptlona on all four facEors

of communlcation, 1n each case, teachers rated prlnclpals

slgnlficanÈ1y lo\rer than prlnclpals rated the!ûselves.

Impllcatlons for educatlon are thaÈ principalsr

communicatlon strengths and weaknesses are ldenÈtfied. Study

results lndlcate hoç¡ adninlst.ratorsr perceptions conpare to

the perceptlons of teachers. Thts research lndlcates how

lmportant a role the evaluatlon process plays ln

prlnclpal-teacher connunfcatlon. Data also suggests that

conmunfcatlon tralning night affect how principals are

percelved by thelr teachers.

vaal



CEAPTBR 1

I NTRODI]CTION

1.1 Background and Beeearch Problen

The quality of the corn¡nunicatlon beÈvreen enployer and

enployee has long been a source of concern. As the pofentlal

for adninlstrators to lnprove relatlonshlps in lhe e¡orkpLace

has becofûe beÈÈer undersËood, thls concern has Lncreased 1n

recent years. The school settlng ls sinllar to that of any

large buslness ln that effectfve communlcatlon between

supervlsors and their ernployees ls essentlal. Thus, the

connunlcatlon bet.ween Èeachers and prlnclpals 1s very

lnportant. In fact, Bagln, Ferguson and Marx (1985) referred

Èo this con!ûunication as "the lifeblood of the organlzatlon".

The ro 1e of the prlncipal ls vltâ1 1n de ternlnlng the quallty

of thls contrtuûlcatlon. Val-entine (1975) and Hunter and

Cavanaugh (clted 1n McCurdy, 1983) sÈated thaË, "The nost

lmportant ski1l that a prlnclpal need s is to be able to rüork

r¿1th and through people." If all these clalrûs are true, then

educaÈors need to lnprove thelr understanding of the

con!ûunlcatf on process.

The purpose of this sÈudy is to examlne the

conmunfca!1on skllLs of prlnclpals. The study conpares

Èeachers I perceptlons of hor¡ prlnclpals cornmunlcat.e wlth

prlncipals t own percepË1on€. The invesËigatlon examÍnes:

a) teachersr and pri.ncJ.palsr perceptlons wlth respect to

speclflc dirnenslons of conmunlcatlon



2

b) the relationship of Ëeachers I and pr inc lpal s t perceptlons

to â variety of denographlc varlables

c) the conparlson of teacherst and prlnclpalsr perceptlons

of prlncipalsr comnunicat lons skflls.

How do prlncipals knor¿ 1f they are working effectively
rwfth and through peoplet ? Essent1al1y, there are tr,Io

sources fron whlch the concerned prlncÍpa1 can obtatn

feedback. The first source 1s the feedback received f ro¡n

teachers. No other group works as closely \,¡lth prlnclpals on

a dally basls as do teachers. The ktnd of lnfornation that
teachers can provlde is lnvaluable. The second source of
feedback 1s fron pr inc lpal s Èhemselves. Self-appralsal of
oners own comnunLcatlon skills ean be an enlightentng

exercLse 1n personal honesËy. Feedback from teachers coupled

wlth ÊeLf-evaluatlons can furnÍsh prlncipals wlth a rûore

eonprehensive plcËure of hor¿ effectlvely they communicate.

Studles done by Meyer and VanHoose ( I98l) and Beckner

(1985) showed that teachers and prlnclpals do not always

agree with respect to ho\,¡ prlnctpals connunlcaËe. They

fndlcated Èha t prlncipals I perceptions and Èeachers I

perceptlons often dlffer greatly. They al so suggested that
principals need to be nore ar¿are of horü they are rconing

acrossr to !heir reachers.

Awareness of the quality of their ot¡n performance is

essentiaL to current adnintstrators and future educatlonal

leaders. It 1s essentlal because prtncipats need to know

r¡hlch connunicatlon skí11s are belng perforned ¡¡e11 and whlch

need fnprovemenÈ. Accordlng to Valentine (f981), "Èhe flrst
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step to lDprovenent can occur only if prlnclpals take an

honest, introspectlve look aÈ thenselves and ho\,2 they

comnunicate r,7lth their teachers," Àccordlng to ElleÈt (eited
1n Bronberg, 1985):

Through their dal1y functionlng, principals !ûay
lndeed set a t.one for the educatlonal envlronnent
that either fosÈers or lnhtbits student gror,rth.
Ilor.¡ever, i! appears that these inf luences lnpact
more dlrectly on Èeachers and thelr attitudes,
r¿h I c h s ub s equen t lfEi!ãid-e r s t ud enr a r r 1 t ud e s
conduclve Ëo learnlng. (p. l3)

1.2 Research Questl.ons and Research Eypotheees

The purpose of thls study is Ëo exanine four najor
research quesÈions and thelr related hypotheses. They are i

Besearch QuestLon 11:

a) In whlch dlrnensions of comnunlcatLon do teachers rate
thelr prlncipals highest?

b) ln whlch dimenslons of comrnunicatlon do teachers rate
therû lowest?

c) In \rh1ch dlnenslons of cornnunication do princlpals rate
Èhernsel-ves hlghest?

d) In whlch dlnensÍons of communicatlon do they rate
thenselves lowes! ?

( See 1.3 Operatlonal Def inl t ion of TerEs for an explanatfon
of Èhe dlrnensions of coEmunicatlon as described by Vâlenttne,
r981)

Besearch hypoÈheses relevant to Reeearch QuesÈLoa #1:

f) Teachers will rate princlpals hlghest as rlnfornersr (or

connunicators of factual infornaÈion) and lowest as

I AffecËive Involvers I .
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1t) Prinelpals ç¡111 rate thenselves highest as r Inforners I

and 1o¡ses! as rAffectlve Involversr .

Reeearch QuestLon #2:

Do teachersr perceptlons of princlpalsr comnunlcatfon sk11ls

vary as â function of :

a) sex of Ëeacher?

b) sex of prlnclpal?

c) grade/ teachlng leve1?

d) slze of studenÈ populatlon?

e) slze of teachlng sÈaff?

f) \,7hether or not the prlnclpal has a teachtng toad?

g) !¡hether or not the teacher was hlred by the prlncipal

belng assessed?

h) the nunber of years the teacher has ç¡orked Írlth the

parÈlcular princlpal?

f) pr lnc lpals I oppor!unitles to evaluat.e Èeachers?

J) teachers I opportunlties to evaluate princlpals?

k) k'hether or not Èhe pr 1nc Ípal has had any recent trainÍng
in connunicatlon techniques?

Research hypothese6 relevant Èo B.eaearch eueetion #2:

f) Teachers I perceptlons of prlnclpalsr cornnunlcation

skllls wil-1 vary slgniftcantly as a functlon of the f ollor,ring

denographlc varlables:

- sex of prlnclpal
- grað,e/teachlng level of teacher
- ¡{heÈher or not the prlnclpal has a teachlng load
- teachers I oppor tunl t 1es Èo evaluate thelr prÍncipals
- prlnclpals I recent conmunicatlon training
- stze of studenË population
- sLze of teachlng staf f
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( Speclf1cal1y, wi th respec! to the last two demographlc

varlables, teachers I perceptlons \,ril1 be slgnÍflcantly lower

ín schools wi th large s tudent populatlons and large teachlng
sraf f s. )

il) Teachers I percepËions of princlpals r cornnunicâtlon

sklll s ç¡i11 noË vary s lgnif lcant ly as a func t lon of the

fo 11ow1ng denographlc varlables:

- sex of teacher
- whether or not the teâcher ¡,¡as hlred by the prlnclpal

being assessed.
- nunber of years teacher has r¿orked \rlth that partlcular

prlncipal.

Regearch QuestLon #3:

Do prlncipals I perceptlons of Ëhelr own com!ûunicatÍon skills
vary as a functlon of:

a) sex of princlpal?

b) grade / teachfng level ?

c) sLze of s tudent population?

d) s lze of teachlng staff ?

e) whether or not the prlncipal has a teachlng load?

f) prlnclpals I opportunltles to evaluate Èeachers?

g) teachers I opporÈunltles to evaluâte prfnclpals?

h) ¡,¡hether or not the prlnclpal has had any recent tralnlng
in connunlcaÈ ion techniques?

Research hypotheses relevant Èo Besearch Queatlon f3:
1) Prlncipals t percepÈlons of their own comuunicatlon

s k 1I1s w111 vary slgniffcantly as a func t lon of the follow1ng

denographlc varlabl-es :
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- whether or not the prlncipal has a teaching load
- whether or not the teachers have Èhe opportunlËy to

evaluate thelr princlpal
- whether or not the prlncÍpa1 has had recent

comnunicat íon trainlng
- slze of êtudent populaElon
- slze of teaching staff

(Speciflcally, \,rith respect to the last two varlables,

principalsr perceptlons of thetr own connunlcâtion sk11l-s

v¡l11 be slgnlflcantly lower ln schools wlth large student

populations and large teachlng staffs. )

tt) Princlpals I perceptlons of their own communlcaËion

sk111s w 111 not vary sfgnlficantty as a func È ion of the

following denographic varlables:

- sex of prlnclpal
- grades for whlch Èhe princfpal 1s responsible
- opportunlties for princlpals to evaluate their !eachers

B.eseârch Queatloû. #ó:

Are there dlfferences ln teachers' perceptlons of prlnclpalst

conmunicatlon ski1ls and prlnclpals I self-perceptlons on Lhe

dinensf ons of conmunlcatlon ldentlfled 1n Research Questlon

ll t?

Research hypothesls relevant to Research Quesflon l4:

Teachers I perceptions of principalsr comnunlcation skllls

r¿i11 differ signiflcantly fron principals' own

self -percept fons on the four dlnenslons of I Involver,

Inforner, Developer and Encourager.

1.3 Operatlonal DeflnLtLon of Terns

a) Princlpals I communicatlon skills are defined as outllned

by Valentlne ( 1981) . There are four dirnensl.ons of
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prlnclpal-Èeacher connunlcatlon. The four finenslons are:

1) AffectLve Involver - The adrninl-strator understands

and acceprs the feellngs, thoughÈs and value s of the teacher.

The adninlstraEor seeks lnvolvement in the personal,

nonprofesslonal 11fe of the teacher, and shares personal,

nonprofessional interesIs wlth the teachers. The

adnlnlsErator seeks opinions and feellngs on school-related

lssues and shares rùith teachers personal thoughts on school

lsgues. Teachers feel comf ort.able dlscusslng personal or

professlonal problens wlth thelr admlnlstraÈor.

2) InforEer - The adninlstrator clearly connunlcates

inforBatlon, dlrections and declslon6 to the teachers.

Teachers feel they are well-lnfor¡ned. Teachers undersLand

\,¡ha t 1s expected.

3) Developer - The ad¡ninlstrator stLEulates and

encourages the teacher Èo\rards personal and professlonal

groúrth. Thls lnvolves establlshlng personal and professlonal

goals coupLed wlth a reallstlc aasessnenÈ of present

capablllËles.

4) Encollrager - The adnlnlstrator utlllzes po6lflve

rather than negatlve relnforcement. The adnlnlsÈrator

encourage s Èeachers by showing an interesÈ 1n teacher

concerns and rnakÍng the teacher feel those concerns are

s lgnl f lcanl.

(Valentlne, 1981)

b) Teachers I perceptlons and princlpals I s e 1 f - p e r c e p t l o ns of

prlnclpalsr eonmunlcatlon skl1ls are neasured by seores

derlved fron the Audft of AdninisËrator Coxûnunicatlon.
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c) rTralnlng 1n connunicatlon techniquest (variable rkr fron
Research Questlon ll2) fs deftned as âny academlc courser,rork,

workshops, 1n-servlces or other tralnlng prograns that
prlnefpals have recently attended.

d) rRecenËr ls deflned as any tralnlng that has taken place

withln the last f 1ve years.

1.4 EducatLonal SLgnLf lcance

The resulÈs of thls sËudy nay provide:

1) A broad overvler¿ of teachers I perceptLons of prlnclpals I

connunicaÈlon ski11s. The results nay-also isolate
dl¡renslons of prlncipal conrnunlcation 1n whleh prtnclpals as

a group are seen to be strong and t.hose in r¿htch they âre

seen to be weak. In thls context, resuLt6 nay show how

teachers rate princlpals 1n terns of:

- thelr af f ectlve lnvolvernent r,¡lth staf f rnembers.
- their connunicating of factual lnfornaÈion.
- their encouragemenÈ of teachers towards personaJ- and

professlonal growth.
- thelr use of po s 1t lve ra ther !han negatlve

rel.nf orceEent.

2) A broad overvle¡¿ of principals t se Lf-percep tlons wlth
respect to the above diuenslons of connunlcation.

3) An lndlcatlon of the extenË to which teachersl

perceptions and prlncÍpals I perceptions are seen Èo be

related to certaln demographlc varlables.

4) A basls for conparlng teachersr and prlnclpalsl

perceptlons wi thin the conÈexË of Èhe four dlnenslons of
prlnclpal-teacher communlcatLon al,ready described.
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Sone of Ehe secondâry ouÈcoEea of ÈhLs etudy naI/ bè:

1) that teachers nay be beÈter able to clarify their
perceptions of thelr o\,Jn communicatlon skt11s.

2) that prlnclpals may learn more fully how they conmunlcate

through the self-appralsal process and from rhe feedback

provided by teachers.

3) that prlncipals rnay al-so be betEer able to declde whlch

speelfic conmunlcatlon skllls are belng perforned well and

whlch need improvenen!.

4) that., fron the resulËs of thls study, sone princlpals nay

be sÈlûulated to plan sËrategies for self-lnprovenent.

It¡lque AspecÈa of thla StualJr

Some of the unique aspects of thls sEudy are:

1) Responses of a group of teachers and a group of

principals ¡¡i11 be conpared. Most of the prevlous research

usÍng the Audit of Admlnlstrator Comnunication examlned;

a) elther teachers I perceptlons or principals I perceptions,

or

b) speciflc clusters of princfpals and Èhe1r respectlve

teachers.

2) The re1êtlonships betr,¡een teachers t and prlnelpals I

perceptlons and a number of ne\r denographlc variables will be

lnves Èlga ted. These varlables are:

- stze of s tudent populatlon
- size of teaching staff
- prlncipals who also have teachlng loads
- oppor cunlt le s for teachers to evaluâ te thelr prlnclpals
- prlnclpalsr recent trainlng 1n conrnunlcatlon technlques
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3) Alrhough many sËudies on princlpal-teacher comnunlcatlon

have been conducted ln the United States, no sinllar Canadlan

SÈudles were found. Thls study exanfnes p r i n c i p a 1- t e a c h e r

connunlcation in a Manltoban context.

1.5 Srudy LLnltatfong

Llnllatlons of thls s tudy are as f ollotvs:

1) The s tudy 1s descriptlve in nature and utlllzes a brlef
and closed-response survey instrunent. The AAC, a

LfkerÈ-type survey, does not encourage respondenÈs to

elaborate on responses ¡ Therefore, the inslghË required for
greater understandfng, 1s falrly 1tm1Ëed.

2) T\,¡o very speclfic populatlons are sarnpled. The

lnvestlgatiofl of teachers I and prlnelpals t percepÈlons ln
Winnipeg neans tha t results are probably only generalizable

to Ëhat group. An investlgatlon lnto the perceptions of
rural and/or northern educator6, for exanple, nlght produce

c onple Èe ly dlfferent resulËs.

3) Thls study also does not l-lnk up teachers r,7ith Ëheir

speclfic princlpals. The resulting general overvle\r nlght
not be as meanlngful as r¿ould an examinaÈ1on of clusters of
principals and their respectlve teachers.
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REVIEfT OF TEB RELATED LITERAII'RE

Introdrrctlon

Thls chapter wf 11 review the re lated 1i Èe ra tur e and

relevant research ln the area of princlpal-!eacher

connunlcaÈion. DiscussÍon will focus on topics such as

deflnltlons of com¡nunlcatLon and wlll progreBs to toplcs

r¿hlch address speclfic research in the area of

principal-teacher comnunlcatl.on.

2.L Deffnltlona of CoûEuûlcat lon

WhaÈ does connunlcatlon nean? Kindred, Bagln and

Gallagher (1984) provlded us r¿f th a definitlon that serves as

a useful polnt of departúre:

Co!ûnunicatlon doesnr t mean just. Ëe111ng or hearlng
sonethlng. In the true sense of the word, 1t neans
conmunion or the nutual sharlng of ldeas and
feellngs. It comes fron the Latin conmunlco
neanlng "to share" or to make c o rnn oì--l-l--ì-Tn any
event, communlcâtíon ls a co-operaËlve enterprfse
requlring the nutual lnterchange of ldeas and
Lnformatlon, and out of whlch understandfng
develops and actlon ls taken. (p. 78)

Merrlhue and Davls (cited ln McCurdy, 1978) supported the

noÈ1on thaÈ connunl.catlon 1s a nutual process. Merrihue

deflned conmunlcatlon as "any lnitlated behaviour on !he parÈ

of the sender rvhLch conveys Èhe deslred neanlng to the

recelver and causes desired response behaviour from the

recelver. " (p. 239)
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The t\ro previorls deflnltlons nay imply Ëhat the

comEunlcatlon process 1s, for the mos! part, Íntentlonal,

Ho\,rever, Boles and Davenport (1983) suggested that. not only
is comnunlca!1on "a process through rçh1ch an lndlvtdual

receive6 a senae lnpresslon of anoÈher, " . . . but also that
"many of the rûessages recelved are not lntent tonâ11y sent.

Even when one 1s consciously sendlng, Èhe receiver rnay be

plcklng up unintended messages on channels of ¡,¡hlch the

aender is unaware. " (p. 167) Wallen ( 196S) alluded ro rhe

amblguous a6pects of communlcatlon when he staÈed that ,'the

concept of cornnunlcatlon includes all those processes by

whlch people lnfluence one another . . . Thls deflnltion is

based on the prerûf se that all actlons and event s hâve

comnunicaÈ1ve aspects, as soon as they are perceived by a

hunan being." (p. 2)

Bhola (1973) vlewed co¡nrnunlcatlon 1n a nore atructured

nanner. Ite sald Ëhat "connunl.catlon sinply rneans

es Ëablishlng conrnonality of neanings glven to slgns and

symbols by the connunLcaÈor and the one comnunicated Eo."

(p. 104) He further suggested that. "the problens related to

effectlve connnunLcatÍon arfse because establishtng

comrnonallty 1s difficult, even inpossible ln an absolute

sense. " (p. 104)

2.2 Eleme¡Èg of ConmonLcatÍoû. and the CoomunlcatLon procese

There are countless rnodels of comnunlcatlon. Sone of

these incLude those of Shannon and Weaver (1964), Wa1len

(1968), Schrnuck and Runkel (1972), ArneÈr (1976), Flscher
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(1978), Katz and Kahn (1978) and Boles and Davenporr (1983).

Each of these outltnes the com!ûun1câtion process and Lhe

elenents lnvolved. Thts study vie\rs t.he coEmunlcation

process as seen by Wallen (1968) and Boles and Davenport

( 1983). They descrlbed f our basic elenent s involved in all

c omnun 1c a t lo n:

1) A person to orlginate a thoughË or 1dea.
2) The idea lÈself as 1t is expressed.
3) A medfum or channel for expresslng the Ídea.
4) Soneone to recelve and lnterpret the fd ea.

Wallen (1968) stated thaÈ if any one of the four baslc

elenents was nlsslng, effective connunfcation could not take

place. Kindred, Bag in and Gallagher ( 1984), on the other

hand, ldencífled an exLra eLement lnvolved 1n the

comnunlcation process. Thelr model was sinllar to that

proposed by Wallen except thåt Èhe receiver had two roles -
thaÈ of decoding the nes sage and then reactlng to it.

Viewlng the connunlcatlon process 1n terns of four or

ffve elernents nay be an overslmpllflcation. It may 11!rl!

understandlng of ho\ù A and B connunlca!e. Boles and

Davenport ( 1983) , Ln addressing this, proposed that there

lrere a nunber of factors Ëhat crucially affect each of the

elenents. For exarnple, senders were affecÈed by their sktll,

experience and knowledge levels, attlËudes and origlns.

InporÈanÈ factors affectlng the nessage were: Èhe content,

symbol s us ed, rnodes of phras 1ng used and the tecttnical and

granEatical qualfty. The rnedlurn v¡as affecÈed by such thlngs

as: the channel and the !ûaterials used. Receivers (like

senders) were lnfluenced by Èhelr sktll, experlence and
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knowledge 1eve1s, attltudes and orlglns. WalIen ( l96g)
revealed additlonal factors that rùere lnvolved. He suggested

thal nental and physlcal health, envlronnen!, ernottonal

state, preJudlces, tone of volce and bo dy language also
played a role 1n the comxûunicating of a message. Accorcling

to WalLen:

An av¡arene6s of al1 these factors and their
ever-changLng var iab ll i ty should he lp us realize
how easy it ls to have a breakdown in
conmunlcatlons, and rnake us nore careful in our owneffort6 to conmunlcaEe and to be üore patient \ciththe efforts of others. (p. 2)

2.3 BasLc ConaunLcaÈfqq Sktlle and Tecìnlques

There are a nurnber of comrnunlcatlon sktlls whlch are

vital 1f a prlnclpal 1s to be an effecÈlve conmunicaEor.

Wallen (1965) tdentlfled four baslc connuntcation skllls.
They are: a) paraphraslng, b) percepÈfon checks, c)

behavlour descrlptlon and d) descrlptfon of feellngs.
Parâphrasl.ng lnvolves stating 6 oneone else I s ldea ln your ot¡n

words to shon that you undersÈand what he/she has satd.

Perceptlon checks involve sÈaÈing r,rhaÈ you percelve the oËher

person Èo be feeling. B ehaviour de sc rlp tlons describe

speciflc behaviours whlch you are respondlng to. Descrlptlon
of feellngs describe feellngs thaE you are experlencing.
Sehnuck and assoclares ( 1977) (cited in RoËhberg, l9g4)

agreed wfth I,Iallen but added the follovlng skills: llsÈenlng
attenÈ1vely, of f erJ.ng rel-evant information, seeklng

inforx0atlon to undersËand the other be tter and offering
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opinions. Wallen (1968) descrlbed eighÈ other coxûnunicatlon

techniques. ( See Appendfx B)

2.ó Types of CoanunLcatloo

The llterature idenilfled types of conrûunlcatlon

necessary ln order to under s tand the directions and channels

through which comnunlcation can flow r,¡lthin a school

organlzatLon.

Internal coaEunlcation 1s vlewed as Èhe

conmunicaÈ1on that goea on between the admlntstratlon and

6taff eithln an organÍzatIoî. This 1s in contrasË t.o

external conErrnÍcatfon ¡¡htch 1s Èhe connunlcatlon thaÈ 1s

carried out bet.\,reen the school and varlous external publles

ln the communlty such as: parents, nonparents, taxpayers and

busLnesspeople. (Bagln, Ferguson and Marx, 1985). The naJor

probLen wlth Lnternal communicatlon is that 1t is often taken

for granted and not planned. Bagin et a1. suggested that

many organlzatlons do noÈ plan sysEernatfc internal

coxûmunlcatlons. Infornlng and llstenlng to sÈaff ldeas are

ofÈen noted as fnporÈanÈ but too ofCen are forgoÈten rùhen the

need arises. "ln sone cases, sEaff mernbers are seen not as a

part of the tean, but as tools Eo get the job done." (p.39)

Bagln et a1. and Hoyle, Engllsh and SÈeffy (1985) agreed

that staff burnout, norale concerns and increasing stress

Levels have brought t.he key lssue of inrernal comuunlcatlons

to the forefront. Bagln et a1. repor ted that 1n order to

lmprove 1nËerna1 communlcations, teachers need: 1) Èo feeL

ÈhaÈ Èheir ldeâs count, 2) to know expectatlons of
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the admlnlsÈratlon, and 3) to kno\{ that opporEunltles exlst
to express theLr concerns. Iloyle e! al. added that ln order

for teachers to feel thaE they are lnportant, prlnclpals need

to rely on staff nenbers \¿ho have speciftc knowledge and

sk111s and to lnvolve all staff in decision-rnaking so they

have a greater sense of ownershlp. In essence, "the rlght
hand nust know what the left hand ts doing.,' (p. 49)

Ilorq gerlous 1s thls need to luprove lnternal
connunlcatlons? Bagin et al. c1Èed a sÈudy done by Dr Aprlx
(1982) which shor¿ed Èhat 90:l ot Ëhe teacher6 who Iost thelr

lobs to decllning enrollnenÈ sald that they would not return
to thelr posltlons. The reason: lack of f eed.back fron thelr
rbosses I . "Another alarnlng staÈlstÍc was Èhat of.Ly 20% of
Ëeachers and prlnclpals lntervlewed by DrAprlx fron 1979-g4

said they would boÈher suggestlng an idea to irnprove the

schools, even 1f thelr ideas cost nothlng Èo inplerûent.,'
( Bag ln et al., 1985)

Vertlcal and horizontal connunication are two

oÈher types of cornrnunicatLon. (St. John, 1983 and Jwaldeh,

1984). Yertfcal coEEunlcatlon ls vlened as Ëhe

connunlcatlon between Èwo dlfferent levels ( ie.

adnlnlstratlon and teachers). EorLzontal co[!ünlcatlon
usually represents the co¡nmunlcatlon beÈween sËaff nenbers at

the sane level (1e. teacher-to-teacher or

prlnclpâ1-to-prlncipal). St. John and Jwaldeh proposed thaÈ

vertical connunicatlon 1s Just as inportanÈ as horízontal

communLcaË1on. Conmunlcatfon beÈ\reen teachers and prlnctpals
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is essential 1f the sources fo problems are to be dlagnosed

ând correctlve ac tion is to be taken.

Jwaldeh suggesEed thaË "Upward communlcatlon can be

effectlve only r,rhen people aÈ the botton and nÍddle 1evels

are free from any sense of lntlmidat j_on and when those at the

Èop accept and even seek communicatlon from be1ow. " (p. 14)

Jwaldeh also reporËed that fn large organizatlons, there was

the further problen of persons at top levels tålklng nostly

wlth people aË the sane l-eve1, thereby relnforclng each other
fn theÍr v ler¿s .

grltten ard verbal coBrunLcâtlon are Ëwo oÈher f orr0s

of conrnunlcatlon used by the princlpal. Certainly, sone

messages are conmunlcated Duch nore effectlvely one way than

the other. BoLtlng (1986) reported that conprehenslon fs
greater lrhen the connunfcation 1s 1n $rritten f orrû but 1f

opinion change 1s lnportant, face-to-face, verbal

connunlcat lon ls needed.

ValentLne (1975) and Ro6e (clted Ín cilberrson, 1978)

stressed the lnportance of a princlpal I s verbal communicâEÍon

skllls. They stated that verbal LnteracÈ1on 1s so

6lgnlflcanÈ that tt 1s probably the chief rneans by whlch the

prlnc1pal lnfluences educatlonal outcones. ValentLne ( l9B0)

and cltzeL, Llpharn and Canpbell (ctted tn cllberrson, 1978)

reported that the verbal skills which a pr1nc1pal uses in
face-to-face encounters are cruclal ln determtnlng both staff
norale and the general effecËÍveness of the organlzatlon.

Interperaonal cooau¡Lcatfon 1s probably one of the

¡nost dlfflcult types of connunlcatlon Èo define. Brecknan
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( 1986) descrlbed it as nore than the business at hand - it
deals r¿1th the feellngs and eEotfons of those involved.
Miskel (L977) and Byrne and Grlffirt (cited in Knurson, 19g5)

referred to the soclal-eno t ional lnteractions of group

menbers. They described the interpersonal dlrnenslon as

consistlng of the expressed aetlËudes nenbers hold toward

other nenbers 1n the group.

Al though 1t appears that nost educator s agree that.

internal conmunlcatlon 1s important, nany adnlnlstrators
tend to assune that good Lnterpersonal cornnunlcaÈion cones

fron havlng a rknackr for lt, Bagln et a1. (f9S5) suggested

Ëhat too rnany admlnLstraÈors are contenÈ to rI,¡ing itI ln
face-Èo-face sltuatlons, even though some of Èhe most

lnportanÈ conmunlca!1on occurs in thls way. Accordtng to
Berlo (cited in Gllbertson, 1978), "the goal of effectlve
1n ter personal conrnunicatÍon Ís lnteracEion or reciprocal role
taklng, Èhe nutual perfornance of enpathlc behavlour.,, (p.

13r)

What lnportance do prlncipals and asplrlng prlnclpals

place on lnterpersonal corn¡nunicatlon skllls? AÈ Ëhe SixÈh

Annual Prlncipals I Leadershlp Course held in Clear Lake,

Maûltoba (.luly, 1986), Èhe fifÈy particlpants \{ere asked to

rate the previously-descrlbed types of connunicatlon

accordlng to thelr perceived importance. The respondenÈs

were unarìlmous. All raÈed lnterpersonal sktlls as those nost

iEporËant for a prl.nclpal to possess.
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2.5 Thê Effects of Ineffeettve CoEEunicatlon

Schaub (1980) reporEed that one of the nost comnon

problens clted by educators ls that of poor communLcâtions

bet\,reen teachers and prlnclpals. Lack of adequate

communlcaÈions, breakdown of comnunlcaÈlons and lateness of

communlcatlons \¿ere consËantly lfsted as geËËfng in the way

of effectlve teachlng. Lefan ( 1986) added that it ls even

nore discouraglng for teachers when poor connunl.catlon skllls

not only lead to fallure a! problen-solving but actually

contrlbute !o naklng bad sltuations worse.

During the 1979-1980 school year, Sulllvan and Watker

(1981) asked 300 teachers to conplete a supervlsory behavlour

que6tionnalre, They noted that nany of the responsea

lndÍcated a lack of effeetlve cornnunicaËlon by prlncipals.

Anong the Eost comnon responses trere:

1) prlncipals rarely couplinent.ed their teachers when a job

ç¡a s done r¿ell.

2) prlncipals said someËhlng on one occaslon and then dented

1t at the next neeting.

3) princlpals ans¡¿ered teachers I questlons with questtons.

4) princlpals $7ere never fully aÈtentive to what teachers

were saying.

Bhola (1973) ldentlfled the problen of stereot.yping as

lÈ is involved ln the comnunicatlon process. He proposed

that adnlnis Ëra !o rs often s tereotype the rec eiver s of their

messages and fall to see what effecÈ Èheir nessages have on

!hese recelverÉ!. Bhola stated that not ofl1y nust
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adninl s E rat or s re-d 1s cove r Èhe1r receivers as currenÈ

Lnteractlon proceeds, buË future comnunlcation should be

re-d e s lgned on the basls of Ëhís ongo lng Lnteractton.

LeFan (1986) suggested thar comDunication failures are

largely due to I seven deadly slnsr. They are:

1. Bad TLûl.ng - There fs danger when your
connunlcatlon 1s either too early or
too late.

2. Iodlfference - If you want your nessage heard,
yourve got to te11 your llsteners what
they \,¡ant to hear. You I ve got to , as
he says, pay attentlon to thelr need s,
wanLs and drea!û6.

3. tresftancy - Nothlng is nore offenslve or
frusÈrating than someone who refuses !o
take a stand when that 1s nhåt is
cal1ed for.

4. Prejudlce - We feel before we rhlnk and
therefore make lt lmpossible to hear or
conmunicate ner¿ idea s .

5. Saote ScreenLng - This ls rlrhat you do when you do not
really want !o be underst.ood. The
inapproprlaËe use of jargon conf uses
rather than fnpresses people.

6. Atrogaûce - This allows no quesÈloning, ls
averse to critfcism and seeks to cran
lnformatlon do\rn others I throats by
edlct.

7 . Iûconpetence - If you lack knor,zledge or know-how
ln co!ûrûunicatlng, yourd be \rlse to
rqtthhold your contrlbution untfl you
can quallfy yourself .

(pp. 22-23)

Bagln, etazlan and Harrison (1972) ldentlfied two other

exanples of how ineffectlvety principals soneÈlmeg

connunicate. The flrst deals \rtlh the frustratlng feellng of

an enployee ¡¿ho nakes suggesËlons r¡hlch are never acÈed upon.

The auËhors reconnended t.haË if Èhe ldea could be
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lnplenerited, flne; 1f tt could not, Ëhe prlnc!pa1 should

explain why thls \,ras !he case. The second example ldentified

horv poor comnunlcatlon skills can affect a staff meeting.

They sugges ted that teachers do noÈ appreclaEe:

â) belng read a statenen! $rhen they have their o\rn copy in
front of then.

b) havlng to Iisten to a dlscusslon !haË lnvolves only one

teacher or departnent.

c) belng reprlrnanded in the presence of other Eeachers.

2.6 Skllla of PrtncLpalÉ Í¡ho Conrûunicare Bffecrfvely

St. John ( I983) proposed that successful comnunl.cations

and deslrable conmunÍcator aÈÈltudes go hand-ln-hand. He

outllned 14 key attttudes requlred by the adninlsËraÈor.

They are:

1) the deslre to connunicate.
2) the r,rlllingness to l-isEen.
3) the desire to undersÈand and to be under s tood,
4) the courage to say 1t as it ls.
5) the nalntenance of an open-door pollcy.
6) the focuslng on the receiver and lmpact of your

nessage.
7) the nakfng of avallabl-e tine Ëo circulate and chat

r¿1th staff .
8) Èhe recognition that connunicatlon problens are

ofÈen only synpÈon6 of other dlfflculties fn the
school.

9) being frlendly and approachable.
10) the sharlng of informatlon promptly and fu11y.
11) the Èakfng of actlon on con¡nunlcatfon needs.
LZ) the identlfLcat.lon of lnfornal leaders and oplnlon

molders on staff and llstening Èo theB close1y.
f3) strtvlng to mairtaln good upward cornmunlcaÈlon

channel,s, espectalLy durlng tlnes of change,
trouble and tenslon.

14) renemberlng that horizontal conmunicatlon fs just
as inportant as vertlcal comnunLcaË1on.

(p. 23)
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In their exaninatlon of effective conmunicators, Bagln,

GrazLaî and Hârrison (1972) and Fa6enneyer (f984) appeared to

agree that a vltal 6tep 1s for Lhe prlnclpal to establlsh a

comnunlcaElon forun for all staff. By provtdlng such a

forun, the prlnclpal can encourage all teachers !o share

Ëhelr oplnlons and concerns. Fasenmeyer and Ellett (cfted 1n

Bromberg e! aI. 1985) also added that "the prlnclpal Eus!

strlve to !reat teachers faItLy becau6e this, ln turn, will
be passed on from the Ëeachers to the children. Another

cruclal- polnt 1s for prtnclpals (whether deallng wlth

students or parents) "not Èo second guess their teachers any

more Èhan they 11ke to be second-guessed. " (Fasenmeyer,

1984, p. 3)

Affectlve involvemenË appeared to be the concern of

Walton (cited ln Brodtnsky, 1983) and Fasenmeyer when they

reported Ëhat both sÈaff and student acconplishnents need to

be recognlzed. Many princtpaLs forget Èo conpll.ment staff
when they see sonething they llke but, for some reason, never

forgeË to comnent on the unfavourable results produced.

Walton stated that "pralse is not the absence of crlticlsn.

Unexpressed gratitude is no gratltude at all. All hunan

belngs need recogniË1on, graÈitude and pralse. " (p. l1)

Conmon ( 1986) que6tloned: Ilhat other quallÈles nust

prlûcipals possess lf they are to be effectfve conmunlcaÈors?

She referred to the work of Croghan, Lake and Schroder

( 1983) . Their \,rork focused on the conpetencles of average

and hlgh-per fo rming prlncipals. Anong Èhe c onpe Ëenc i e s found

in Èhe laiter group was Èhe abtltty to conduc t that Ëhêy
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called the rlnterpersonal search. I According to Crogan, Lake

and Schroder, prlncfpals r¿ho comnunlcate effectlvely are

continually talking wlÈh others, a sking questlons, comparl-ng

situations and generally, probing for more information.

Mohlman (clted 1n McCurdy, 1983) stressed the inporLance

of prlnclpal s suppor t ing teachers in order to lnp rove staff
norale and !o develop closer associatfons I,r1th lndlvtdual

teachers . RoËhberg ( 1984) agreed rqith thts notion v¡hen he

referred to rdeveloping a cllmate of Èrust. r He 6ËaÈed that
a cllmate of trusË will resuLt noÈ only 1n Job saÈiBfacËion

but lncreased producÈ1v1Èy.

Beale and BosË ( 1979), Berlo (c1red fn Gllbertson, 197g)

and Rogers (ctted 1n Beale and Bost, f979) agreed that a

pfvotal connunicatlon skill for prlnclpals ls to achl.eve and

convey eEpathy accura¿eIy. Beale and Bostts interest Iay in
deternining rùhether speeÍa11,y-designed workshops would

produce slgniflcant changes 1n the enpathlc dlscrlmlnaÈfon

abilfties of the prlnclpals \,rho partÍclpated. They developed

ân lnstrument called The Adninlstrator Empathy Discrinlnatlon

Index (AEDI). Twenty-slx â.dmlnlstraËors Èook part 1n the set

of workshops whlch conslsted of four two-hour sessions held

over a perlod of three weeks. Study result.s indicated that

coununLcaÈ1on ski11s, especlally those dealing with erûpathy,

could be enhanced through actlve partlclpatlon ín a

6hort-t erm trafnlng program.
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2.7 CorparLng Teachers I and prlncLpala r percepttons

Aceording to Valentine ( 1981) , most prlncipals are \,re11

aware that they spend at 1eâst three-fourths of thelr r,rorking

day conmunlcatlng \,¡1th teachers, students, parents,

secretarLes and many other persons wl Lh nhon they r,¡ork.

Kindred, Bagln and Gallagher (1984) proposed thar prtncipâ1s

nust constantly be sensitlve to the way Ëheir behavLours and

âctlons affect Èhelr teachers.

Beckner (1985), Valenrtne (1984) and Klndred e! al.
(1984) supported Meyer and VanHoose (19S1) 1n sÈresslng rhar,
1n general, the perceptlons of Èeachers and prlncipals r¿lth

respect to how they coúmunfcaLe, mus! be undersEood. They

suggested t.hat agreerûent between Èhe Ë\,ro groups is not always

flecessary but ft ls necessâry that each know what the oÈher

is thlnklng and doing. J¡Taideh ( 1984) and Beckner reported

however, Lhat Èhis ts not comnon at present. Jnåideh stated

that 1n most schools, there 1s a lack of interactlon and

under standing be Ëlreen teachers and thelr prlnclpals.

Beckner (1985) found in a recent study on Èhe perceived

needs for ÍnproveDent ln snall-er schooLs 1n Texa6, that there

were less than ldeal relatlonshlps between Èeachers and

prlncipals. Study results tndicated !hat "Teachers dld not

fe el as srrongly as did the adrninlstrators that the

adnLnlstratlon was: I) available Èo the ÍnstrucÈ1ona1 sÈaff

2) effectively conmunicatlng lnformation to Èhem, or 3)

denonstrating actlve support for ÈheE. " (p. 5)

Slnce prlnclpals are at !he nerve cenËre of the

connunicaË1on network of Èhe school, lË is 1rûperatlve Èhat
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they self-evaluate and al so assess ho\r other6 percelve thelr

comx0unlcative ablllties. Valentlne (1981) 6upported the

vlews of Bhota (1973) ¡¡hen he proposed that not on 1y should

pr lnc lp aJ- s obtaln teachers I percept fons of how they

communlcate, but for additlonal fnslght, they should also

conpare teachers I perceptions to thelr own self-perceptions.

Redfern and Bol-ton (ctted in McCurdy, 1983) suggesÈed Èhat

the adninlstrator should Èry Èo Èake advantage of the

creativlty and notlvatlon that cones f roro self-evaluation.

They vlewed self-evaluatÍon "not as a device for

self-incrlmlnation but as a tool for deslgnlng a

self-inprovement strategy wffhout the t.hreat of an exÈerna1

evaluator. " (p. 85)

2.8 Inatrußeût¿¡tlon AvaLlable

0ver the yeârs, a number of Lnstrunents tere developed

to assess prlnclpâls I leadershlp skilLs. The comnunicatlve

ab i1i ty of prlnc lpals was often one aspect of thls

assessnent. InformaËfon Ls avallable on the developrûent and

reflnement of an early instrunenÈ cal1ed the Admlnistrator

Professlonal Leadership Scale (APLS-II) developed by Thornpson

Ln L974. He designed this ínstrument to aasess the

profes slonaL leadership quallties of school pr inc lpaLs wi th

respect to their; 1) lûstructlonal 1-eadershlp, 2) personal

warmth, and 3) managerial effectlveness. Unfortunâte1y,

results of sËudles r¡here the APLS-lI ruas actually lnplenented

r,/e r e not found.
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Meyer and VanHooae (1981) developed a slmilar survey

lnstrument. conslsting of 37 skí11 areas. Thelr study

attefûpted Ëo plnpolnt the areas of agreenent and dlsagreenent

beË!¡een teachers and prlncipals. The focus waa on Ëhe

analysls and conparlson of the perceptlons of prineipals and

teachers Èoward the perfornance of prlnclpals in ntddle

schools. Thls study looked aË Èhe nlddle school prlnclpal ln

terms of! 1) lnstructional leadership, 2) adrninlstrative

servlce sktlls, and 3) Lnterpersonal skills . Meyer and

VanHoose found that ln the lnstructlonal leadershlp area,

there was a statlstlcally slgnlflcant dlfference between the

response patterns of Eeachers and princlpals in terms of what

was practlced on all 12 itens. In the adEinlsErative gervlce

area, a statistfcally slgnifÍcant dlfference was found

be tween Èhe response s of the t!¡o groups on 11 o f 14 f terûs . A

sinilar trend v¡as also found ln the interpersonal

relaËlonship donaln as Èo what was actually practlced.

However, there t¡as âgreement lrlth respect Eo f.rhaË should

be practlced.

Valentine (1981) developed a thlrd survey inst.runent

ealled the Audit of Admintstrator CorûmunlcaLLon (AAC). He

refined thls LikerÈ-type lnstrunent frotr 40 to 27 iÈens. He

de s lgned 1t so that. prlnclpals could qulckly self-assess

perceptfons of their coünunlcatlve abllltles and that

teachers could also assess prlncipals I comrnunication skflls.

The survey looks at the prlnclpal as:
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1. ân Affective Itrvolver - conmunlcating in the
affectlve domain.

2. a¡ Informer - com¡runicatlng factual
informa Ë 1on and declsions.

3. a Developer - stlnulating and encouraglng
personal and professional growth.

4. an Encourager - using positive ralher Lhan
negatlve relnforcement and
showlng an lnterest ln teachersr
concerns.

Research results shor¿ed that princlpals were raÈed hlghly in
comnunicatlng factual lnfornation buÈ \.rere consÍsÈently raLed
Low 1n the personal, affective donain. VaIentlne (f9S1)

reporÈed that " prfnc ipal s coul d be pleased \ri th the skllls of
clear, precise connunicâtlon of declslons, lnfornatfon and

expec Èa t Lons; and concerned about the absence of strength in
the affectlve areas of communlcatlon. " (p. 37) Other

flnd ing s of interesË to the prac t iclng prlnclpal índ.icated

Èhe overall communlcatlve ablltty of princlpals r¿as rnost

favourably rated by tho se Èeachers with:

a) fewesÈ years of experience

b) fe\rest graduate hours

c ) fewest years worklng \,7tth Èhelr current princlpal

d) adnlnlstraÈ1ve dutles (such as departnent heads).

Valentlne found that teacher perceptfons of princlpals r

comnunlcâtlon skll-1s were alike regardless of the sex of the

teacher and \shether or not they were assesslng a prevlous

prlnclpal or one nho had htred them,

Valentlne and Ra¡sn ( l98l) exanLned prlnclpal-Ëeacher

comnunlcation across grade levels and also found that
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prlnclpals, regardless of teachlng level, connunicâted.

factual lnfornatlon best but needed lmprovement in ¡he

affectlve domaln. Results showed that !here \,¡as a

slgnificant dlfference 1n the \,rays 1n whlch eleuenÈary

princlpals !¡ere perceived by elenentary teachers as conpared

Èo the ways fn ¡¿h1eh senl.or hlgh prlnclpals were perceived by

their Èeachers. In shorE, elenentary prlnclpals ¡yere

perceived as being betLer overall conmunlcators than thelr
senior high counterparts. Junl.or high princfpals were

percelved Èo eommunicate Eore l-tke elenentary prlncLpals than

senlor hlgh prlncipals.

2.9 Receor SrudLes ltsl.ng the AAC

A nuuber of studÍes using the AAC have recently been

conducted. Most have investfgated prlnclpal--teacher

connunicatlon as related Èo other concepÈs such as:

personality types, learning styles and school effectlveness.
Although these studles follow dlfferent directlons Èhan Èhe

study conducted by the researcher, a brlef exarû1naÈion of

theû serves:

1) Èo lllustrate the versatiliÈy of the AAC, and

2> Ëo relnforce some flndlngs from the current study.

In 1981, Le\,¡nan utfllzed the AAC Èo sEudy connunlcation
effectlveness as perceived by secondary school prlneipals.
He wanted to see 1f there was a signiflcânt difference ln the

Ì{ays that secondary prlncipals percelved thelr rrealr (or
actual) and rldeal r connunication practices. He r,Jas also
Lnterested 1n deternlnlng if studenE enrollnent,
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adEinl6tratlve experience and teacher experience were at all

relaÈed !o prlncfpals I sel f-eva1uat.lve abiltty to

connunlcate. Le!¡nan f ound ¡ha t a slgntffcant dif f erence

betr,reen prlncipalsr rrealr and tidealt conmunicatlon skills

dld not exlst. The prlncípals in the s tudy perceLved

thenselves as effectlve communlcators. He also found that

the Ëhree lndependent variables examined (student enrollnent,

ad inls tra E lve exper lence and teacher experlence ) were not

slgnlflcantly related to princlpals I self-evaluatlons.

BatÈ1e (1982) inplernented the AAC to examine teacher

perceptlons of ¡nale and fenale principal coEnunlca!1on

styles. The study was conducted Ln secondary schools located

ln a six-state nid-western area. BattLe found ËhaÈ fenale

p r lnc lpa1s scored hlgher than male prlnclpals on all

dlmenslons of communicatlon. She also found that fenale

teachers nore posiÈ1ve1y rated prlncfpals I communlcatlon

skllIs than dld male teachers, regardless of the sex of the

princlpal. In her s tudy, Bat È1e ralsed Èhree vltal

questions. They we re:

1) Are fenale adninlstrators inherenÈ1y better connunlcators

than male adnlnlsËrators or are factors such ag3 lnnate

intelllgence, speclflc sklIls and personaLlEies slgnlf icant

and cont ribut lng variables?

2) Is 1t posslble that females score more hlghly than nales

because only the besÈ of Èhe fenale appllcants receive

adninisÈratlve positions r¡hf le nales recelve less scrutlny

when being consldered for admlnÍstrative poslÈlons?
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3) Do hlgher scores on the AAC necessarlly relate to nore
effectlve schools for studenËs?

(These questions are lnportant as tsex of teacherr and rsex

of prlnctpal r are Ë!¡o denog raphle var iabl es inves t iga ted in
the current study. )

Laffey ( 1983) looked ar rhe relarionships anong

prlnclpals I learnlng sÈy1es, teachers r learning styles and

princlpals I conmunlcatron styles. she wanted to deternrne
whether there were dlfferences in the \rays teachers perceived
thelr princlpals t comnunlcaÈion skills, based upon the
J-earnlng sÈyIes of both teachers and prlnclpaLs. In this
study, the AAC was used to neasure connunfcative ability and

the Gregorc Style Delineator, a se1f-analyBis tool that
enables lndlvlduals !o determlne how they apprehend and

express lnformatlon, was used for tdentifying learning
channels. The analysi.s of the da ta denonstrated tha t the
predonlnant learnlng channel for both groups $ras that of
t Concrete Sequentlal r . In terEs of connunicatton styles, the
predornlnant factor evldenÈ tn both teachers r and prl.ncipals r

responses Í¡as that of r Encourager r . When lookfng for
correlatfons betr,reen prlnclpals I Iearni.ng styles and

teacher-percelved scores on the AAC, three signlficant
correlatlons were found. These correlatlons were:

a) Abstract Seqenrlal negatlvely correlated wlLh Encourager.
b) AbsÈract Rando¡r posltlvely correlâted with Encourager.

c) AbsËract Randon posltlvely correlaÈed r¡if h Affectlve
Involver.
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Laf fey also f ound that. Èhere was no s lgnlf icanL dif ference ln
the overall conrûunication effectlveness of princlpale (as

perce lved by Èeachers ) based upon Èhe learnlng styles of
prJ.ncipals (as percelved by prlnclpals therûselves. ) In
looking at the conmunlcatlon sÈyles of prlnclpals (as

perceived by Ëeachers) and Èhe learnlng s tyles of prlnclpals
(as reported by the prfnclpals Ëhenselves) a slgnificant

dÍfference was found only wlth respect to the principal_ as an

rAffectlve lnvolverr. The analysls of the oÈher t.hree

conmunlcation scores (rlnformert, rDeveloperr and

rEncourager') and the learning styles of prLncipals dld not

produe e sfgnlflcant Fr s.

In 1984, Bueler urillzed Ëhe AAC ro srudy rhe

relatlonships anong personallty tralts and comuunicatlon

styles of secondary and elementary school prtnclpals. Ile was

lnterested in determinlng lf there \rere any significanE

dlfferences between these tr¿o groups of adnlnistrators and lf

there ¡¡as a relaEfonshlp betÞreen connunlcat.fon styles and

personallÈy traLÈs. The AÀC was used to gaÈher data on

prlnclpals I comnunlcatlon styles while the Meyers-Briggs Type

Indfcator (MBTI) ¡¿as used to gather daÈa on personallty

tralts. Bueler found that there was no dlfference beËr^'een

the personallty tralts of elementâry and secondary

prlnclpals. lle also found that there was no dlfference

between conmunicatlon styles of elenentary and secondary

princlpals. Fina1ly, Bueler found no signlf Ícant

relstlonshlps between personallty tralts and connunLcation

styles of prlncipals at either leve 1.
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Taylor (1984) sËudled adninistrator communicatfon

behavlour as a func t 1on of Èeacher perceptiong 1n rural
school distrlcts. Data was gathered f ron Mi s s ourl teachera

on thefr superlntendents, hlgh school and elemenÈary

prlncipals. Sone of Taylorrs conclusions werei

1) Rural superlntendenEs were perceived as less effectlve
communlcators than elther el-enenÈary or hlgh BchooL

prlnclpals.

2) Rural Èeachers perceived boÈh elenentary and high school
prlnclpals to be strong 1n dealing r¡1th school problerns in a

posltive nanner and in lnformfng teachers. On the other
hand, rural teachers perceived eleuentary and htgh school

prlnclpals to be nuch vreaker ln developtng professlonal
growÈh and in acceptfng the Èhoughts and feellngs of

teachers.

3) When the results of thls study were cornpared !o previous

sl¡nllar research, rural prÍnclpals úrere typically rated lower

than pr 1rc lpal s fron non-rural areas.

In 1984, Kno\rl-es lnvestlga!ed the relatlonshlp between

prlnclpal con¡nunlcatlon behavlour and school effectlveness.

The AAC r¿as used to neasure prlncipalst conmunLcatton sktlls
while sÈuden! galn scores on standardfzed achfeve!ûent ËesÈs

r¿ere used to neasure school effecÈtveness. Kûowles found

that the prlnclpals lncluded 1n the study connunlcated least
effectively on a per6onal level r¿tt.h Èhelr teachers. He also

found that principals 1n larger schools conmunicated less

effectively than dtd pfinclpals 1n smaller schools. Flnally,

Kno\ù1es found Èhat lrnproved princípa1 coEúunication skills,
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rvhen consldered alone, did not have a signtflcant
poslÈ1ve effecÈ on s tudent achlevement.

2.10 SuErâry

To aunmarize the review of t.he related llterature, a

philosophical foundation for understandlng the connunlcation
process was flrst establfshed. Tht s lncluded definittons of
connunlcatlon and types of comnunlcatfon found wlthin the

school settlng. A pracÈicaI view of the lnpac t of effective
or lneffecÈlve comnunicatfon sktlls v¡a6 then provlded.

Studles lnvolvlng the coEparlson of teachers I and prlncipals r

perceptlons were presented and a nunber of instru.menÈs

designed Ëo neasure Ëhese perceÞ!ions r¿ere also described.

Thl6 sectlon concluded by focuslng on the research of

VaLentfne and other researchers ¡¡ho have recently-utilized

Èhe AAC .

The related lfterature lndlcates that ef f ectlve

comnunication between teachers and prlnclpals fs essentlal.

At che same ti e, 1t would appear that there are many hurdles

to overcome before effecÈive connunlcatLon can be achleved.

Fron the research done Ln the U.S., it would appear that

Ëhere ls sone dlsagreenenË between Ëeachers and prlneipals

with respect Èo Èhe connunfcatlon skllls of prlncipals.

Valentlners AAC provldes one nay of Iooking at communfcation

and the perceptlons of those wtÈhin the school seËring. Sone

related denographlc varlables have been fdentlfied but oÈher

facËors appear to be contrlbut ing to the varlabtlity be !we en
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teachersr and princlpals I perceptlons. For these reasons, a

siúl1ar study úsing the AAC in a Canadlan conËext and

invesËigaÈ1ng neç¡ denographlc varlables seens !o be fn

order.



CEAPTER III

IfBIEODS

3.1 Sub J ec ts

There were two populations used 1n thls st.udy:

a) The flrst populatlon conslsËed of teachers r,¡ho were

currenÈ1y teachfng Klnde rgar ten to Grade 12 lnclu€ive in any

of the Wlnnlpeg school dlvlsions. A randon sample of thls
popularlon (approxinateLy lO%) \,ras generated, produclng a

11s I of 592 teachers.

b) The second population consisted of all prlnclpals who

were currenÈ1y responslble for Klndergarten to Grade l2

schools ln Wlnnlpeg. Since the nunber of prlnclpals was so

rnuch less than the nunber of teachers, lt was declded Èhat

all 181 principals ¡¿ould be lncluded 1n Èhe sanple.

3.2 Instrument

Ratlonale

After exanlning in6Èrurnents designed to measure

princlpal-Èeacher conmunication, the researcher concluded

Èhal, for the follo!rfng reasons, the AAC was t.he best

avaflable lnstrument:

a) The Audit of Admlnlstrator Conmunication had been used ln

many conËexts and was found to be both valid and relfable by

a slgnlflcant number of researchers such as; Le\,¡nan ( 1981) ,

BatÈIe (1982), Laf f.ey (1983), Knowles (1984) aûd Taylor

( 1e84) .
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b) The AAC was brlef ând easy-to-adnin16!er. These criterla
\rere lmportant as they could have a dfrect 1rûpact on the

response rate. Às a group, teachers are surveyed f requently
and therefore, l ong and conplex surveys are of !en not

completed, The brevlEy of the AAC Èhen, \{as one of rhe naJor

selectlon criterla.

c) The AAC could be used by teachers and principal6.

Therefore, the perceptlons of both groups could be neasured

\ri thln the sane study.

Purpose of Èhe InstruEenÈ

The Audit of Adnlnistrator Connunicatlon r,za s developed

so Èhat prlnclpals could quickly self-assess percepÈ lons of
thel.r own conmunlcatlve abllltles and so that Èeachers could

also assess Èhelr princlpals t comnunÍcatlon ski11s. The

survey fs a. Likert-type lnstrunenÈ thaÈ conslsÈs of 27 ftems

whlch are ba6ed on four factors or dftnensions of

prlnclpal-teacher conrûunIcatLon. (see 1.3 Operatlonal

Definltlon of Terrns) Initlal valldtty and rellabflfty data

¡ras based on responses from urban teachers and prlnclpals in
the Anerlcan nld-west. After careful consideratlon, there

appeared to be no reason to doubt the suit.abilf Ëy of the AAC

1n an urban Canadfan sett lng.

In dlscussing the reliabiliÈy of the instrument,

Valent lne (1981) sËared:

The AudiË of Admlnlstrator Connunlcation $ras
validated by a panel of publlc school princlpals,
college faculty who have also served as publlc
school adninistrators and by publtc school
teachers. Re11âb111ty of the ÍnsÈrument \,¡a s
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measured at.9B5 uslng Ehe spllt-half methodology
and a co -eff lcient alpha of .973 us lng the
Kuder-Rlchardson ModÍfted 20 f or¡ru1a. (p . 109 )

The panel tncluded teachers, prlnclpals and professors

re p re sent lng all three t eachlng levels. They te sËed the

lnstrunent for conÈent and face valldlty, Through ongolng

factor analysls, a flve-facÈor, 40-item insÈrument \,ras

reflned to four factors anð, 27 itexûs,

The grouplngs of questions whlch conprlsed each of the

four factors \rere studled for content. slnllarity and thelr
relaÈlonship to the theoretical constructs of the lnstrument.

To revlew, the four theoretfcal construcÈs as they relate to

princlpal-teacher comnunl cat ion are:

- Affec È1ve I nvo 1ve r
- Inforrner
- Developer
- Encourager

Change8 to DeEographLc Vartables

Fron his research, Valentine found Èhat so¡oe of the

varlables lnitially exarnined such as: age of teacher and age

of prlnclpal, and acadernfc quallflcattons of teachers, were

rninftnally related to Èhe najor concept of princlpal-Èeacher

communication. In 1981, Valentlne suggested t.haÈ future

studfes using the AAC lnvesÈ1gaÈe the posslble relatlonshlps

of other varlables to Èhe concept of princlpal-teacher

comEunlcatlon. The orlglnal lnstrurûent and coples of Èhe

prlncipals I and teachersr AACs 111ustrå!ing the new

denographic variabl-es are found in Appendlx B.
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The ratfonale for retalnlng sone orlglnal varlables and

for substltutlng others, follows:

1) The reseârcher believed that the sex of the princlpaJ-
could sornetines affect the qual i Ëy of principal-!eacher
connunicatlon. In fact, Battle (19g2) suggesLed Ëhls when

she proposed that female prlnclpals were typlcally percelved
as better comnunlcaÈors.

2) Varlable c) deal È wlth 'g rade or teachfng level r .

Valentlne and Rawnrs regearch (19gf) lndlcated that Èhere was

usually greaËer agreenent beÈween the perceptlons of
elementary teachers and thelr princlpal-s than !¡lth the

perceptlons of teachers and the lr prlncipals at other 1eve1s.

The researcher nas 1nÈerested 1n seeing 1f the resulËs of
this s tudy would be conslstent wl th Râwn r s findlngs.
3) Varlables d) and e) addressed the r slze of student
populaÈton and teaching sËafft, Valent 1ne reported that,
"there nas 6one indicatton thaÈ as Èhe stze of the faculty
got larger, Èhe perceptlons of teachers tor,rards prlncipal
conüunLcatlon became more negattve.,' (J. Valentine, personal

connunÍcatlon, Sept. 18, 1986).

4) Varlable f) asked 1f Èhe prlnclpal in quesÈ1on had sone

klnd of teachlng 1oad. Thl s varlable had noÈ been previously
lnvestlgated. Would teachlng principals ernpaÈhlze nore

I,¡f Èh thelr teachers than Èhose wlthout. teaching loads?

5) Variables 1) and j) investigated !¡hether Èhere $rere

evalua t lon opportuntÈies for bo th prlnclpals and teachers.

Specifically, was effectlve conmunlcatfon fostered when

teachers had the opporCunlty Èo evaluate thelr prlncipals ?
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6) Varlable k) attenpted to determine if there was a

correlåtlon between teachers r percep!1ons and thefr knowledge

of lrhether or not thelr princlpals had had recent training in
connunlcatlon technlques.

3.3 Deslgn and procedure

The lnttlal nailing of l8l prlnclpalsr surveys and 592

Èeachers I surveys t.ook place early ln November, 19g6. The

ma11-out. lncluded:

1) a copy of the teacher€r or prlnclpalsr AAC2) a cover letter
:) a stanped, self-addressed envelope
4) a return card

and,
5) a letter of endorseroent fron the Manttoba

As soc La t ion of prlnelpaLs.
( see Appendlx C)

Surveys rcere nu¡ûerlca11y-coded so that the reseâ.rcher could
accurately record who had responded and who had not. Thls
\ras necessary for the inplenentation of the f olIo\,r_up

rnaillng. Ilhen a conpleted AAC was returned, it was recorded.

on the naster llst. As we1l, the return card r¡as exanlned Ëo

see lf the respondent:

a) wanted final results senÈ to them, and./ot

b) agreed to be lntervle¡¿ed by phone at a later date.
Inl t laIly, the lnveBtlgaÈor lnclud ed the latter option so

that nore tn-depth responses could be pur sued after the

actual data collectlon perlod had ended. Ho\rever, lt l,ras

later decided Èhat this follow-up nlghÈ noË be as useful as

r,¡a s f lrst Èhought.
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The response raÈea froE the lnitlal nailing dtffered

between !he two groups. ApproxinateLy 3O7" of the teachers

and 407" of the prlncípa1s responded by late Novenber. At

that polnt, the fo1low-up rnailing !¡as sÈarÈed. Second coples

of the Lnstrunent plus a follow-up letter were sent to al1 of

the subjects who had not yet responded. The follow-up

reminder was tactfully worded so as not to offend any

respondents whose surveys had already been sent but which had

not been rece lved. Thi s 1eÈter al so re-empha s lzed the

slgniffcance of the sÈudy and the importance of the

re spondent s I lnput.

Decenber 25th, 1986 was used as the cuÈ-off date for

fo1low-up responaes. By thfs date the response rates had

lnproved and once agaln, Èhe rates dlffered betÍ¡een the È\ro

groups. 0ut of a possible 181 prlncLpalat surveys, 113

responses r¿ere recelved - a 62% response rate, Seven of Èhe

113 responses rüere not able Èo be us ed. Therefore, I06

prlncfpals t surveys were cornpleted and returned for a

response rate ol 597". 0uÈ of a posslble 592 teacherst

6urveys, 341 were recelved - a 58.l response rate. Tr,¡o of Èhe

341 responses were not able to be used. Therefore, 339

teachersr surveys were eompleted and returned for a response

tate of 57 7".

0verall, the response rates of both groups lrere

encouragJ.ng when conslderlng Èhe followlng factors:

1. Educators are a wldely-surveyed group. Due t'o the Long

and conplex nature of sone of these survey6, rnany teachers

and principals have been I turned-off I fron respondlng. That
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ls why the brevlry of the 1nsËrunen! as ¡¿ell as lts validity

and reliablllty were consldered so lmportanÈ.

2. The da!a collection perlod took place durlng the nonths

of Novenber and Decerûber, 1986. The response rates rnight

well have been affected by the busy nature of the Christnas

season 1n the schools.

3. Slnllar studies uslng the AAC such as Èhose done by

Bueler (1984) and Laf fey (1983) al so produced conparable

response raËes.

3.4 Treatûe!.t of Data

There were four phases in the t rea tnen t of the da ta.

all phases, analyses were performed uslng the Statlstlcal

Analysis Systems (SAS) Package.

Phaae One

Teacher and prlnclpal demographics ¡,¡ere sunnarlzed usLng

lnfornatlon provlded by respondents on the flrst page of Èhe

AAC.

PhaÊe Two

In

Factor and

completed

- Itens I,

dlvlded by

Involver I .

- Ite!ûs 2,

dlvlded by

overall scores !¡ere conpuÈed for all surveys

and re Ëurned by teacher and principal respondents.

5, 9, 13, 17, 2I , 24 and 26 were totalled and

I Èo compuÈe Èhe factor score for rAf f ect.lve

6, 10, 14, 18, 22, 25 and 27 were totalled and

I Èo compute the facÈor score for rlnfornerr.
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- Ilens 3, 7, 11, 15, 19 arLð 23 were totalled and dlvided by

6 Èo conpute the factor score for t lnforner r.

- Itens 4r 8, L2, 16 and 20 r¿ere totalled and dlvlded by 5 t.o

conpute the factor score for rEncouragert.

- In order to calculate overall average scores for each

respondenË, the values for all itena were totalled and

divided by 27, (Appendtx D provldes addlËional- lnfornarLon

regarding this scorlng procedure. )

Phaee Three

Teåcher and prlncipal mean factor scores were croas-tabulated

wfth the study I s denographlc varlables. Analyses of varÍance

and lndependent sanple È-testB were used to determlne lf

Èeachers I and princl.palsr perceptlons varied as a func È lon of

Èhe studyr 6 demographlc varlables.

Phase Four

Independent sample t-te6ts r¿ere used Èo exanlne dtfferences

bet\,reen teachers I perceptl.ons of prlnclpals I conmunlcatlon

skllls and prfncipals I s e 1f-percept ions on each of the f our

factor scores and on an overall connunicatlon score.

3.5 SunnarJ¡

The f ollowing Èopics ¡yere addressed in thls chåpter:

a) The t\,ro sanples r¿ere descrfbed as were the nethods by

erhl c h they were chosen.

b) The Audlt of Àdninlstrator ComnunicaÈ1on and the purpose

for usLng thls lnstrunent \rere described in detall.
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c) Data collection procedures were ou!llned, f ro!0 the

inltial nâl1tng Eo subsequent follol¿-up acttvities. Response

rates for bo!h groups \,¡ere reporËed.

d) The four phases 1n t.reating the data were sunEarlzed.
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ANALYSIS OF DATA AND REST'LTS

4.1 IntroducÈlon

The purpose of thls sLudy was Èo conpare teachersr and

prlncipals I perceptlons of how princlpals conmunlcate. The

connunlcation skllls of pr1nc1pals r¿ere surveyed uslng the

Audlt of Adnlntstrator Connunicatton (AAC). The parÈlclpants

ln this s tudy were current public s choo I teachers and

prlnclpals representing all teachtng l eve 1s ln Wlnnipeg,

Manltoba, Canada. Flve hundred and nineÈy-two Èeachers \,¡ere

randomly-se lec ted fron a possible 6,000 teachers to forn the

teachers I sanple. All 181 princtpals 1n urban Winnipeg r{ere

chosen to forn the prlncipalsr sanple. From these sanples,

341 teachers and 113 prlnclpals satisfactorlly conpleted and

returned the AAC resultlng in response rates of 5BT" and, 6Z%

respecllvely.

4.2 DeEographfca of the sanples

Pr Lncl p al s

A nunber of denographlc questlons rvere included fn the

survey. Prlncipal denographlcs are shov¡n ln Table 1. As

Èhere r¿ere princlpals r¿ho dld not respond to the demographic

questlons, not all of the percentages total 100. The daCa

lndicated that the vast najortty of prlnclpals in the sanple

were nalee (77%) as opposed to fenales (I4"/.). The nost
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lable I

Denographlc Informatlor (Z) oo Prlncipal Sanpl-e (N=106)

Denographic Varlable Categorl.es

Sex of Prlncloal
Male

170/
Fenale

| 4"t

Grade Level
N-6 K-9 7 -9 7 -L2 9-L2 K-rz
48'/. 161¿ 9'/. 37. rt% 2"4

Student Populatlon

1- 100 101-200 201-300 301-400
t7. 8"/" l7'/" 18"/"

401-500 501-600 601-700 701-800
r41¿ t97. 2% 57.

801-900 901-1000 over1000
siL 27" 27"

t-10 rL-20 21-30 31-40 41-50
37. Zrll 367" 24% 4%

No. of Staff Menbers 51-60 61-70 over70
2% 2% r'/"

Does Prlncipal llave a
YE S

+lo

NO

88"/.Teachlns Load?

YE S NO

Does Prlncipal Evaluate
Teachers Annuallv? 44% 45"1

Do Teachers Have the
0pportunlty to EvaluaEe

YES

5 47.

NO

38:lPrlncíoa1?

YES
Doe s Prlncipal Have Recent
Communicatlon Trafûlns2 7 L"/.

NO

2 t"/.
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frequently-noted teachlng level wås that of N-6 erhich \,ra s

cornprlsed of 48'/" of Ëhe prfncfpal respondents. The student

populâtions of the schools lnvolved were qulte diverse. The

greaËest nurober of respondents ( 19% ) were princlpals \,rho r,Jere

responslble for schools wfth populaLions of 501-600 students.

The nost frequently-noted staff sfze was 2t-30 teachers.

ThlrËy-slx percent of the princlpals supervlsed sLaffs of

thl s slze. Elghty-e1ght percenË of the prlnelpals who

re s ponded stated cha t they did not presently have a teachlng

load, The responses rsere split wfËh respect !o \rhether the

pr lnc lpal s evaluated thelr teâcher6 on at least an annua I

basis. Accordlng to the princípal respondents, 542 stated

that thelr Èeachers had Èhe opportunify to evaluate Èherû.

Flnally, 7l% of the prlncfpal respondents lndlcated that they

had had recen! tralû1ng ln comnunlcaÈ1on techniques.

Teachers

Teacher denographlcs are sho$¡n in TabIe 2. Once agaln,

there \,Jere soûe teachers ¡¡ho dtd not respond to the

denographlc questlons. For thât reason, not all of the

percentage6 total 100, The data lndlcated that 53% of the

Èeacher respondents ¡¿ere female. At the sane time, on]-y L7%

of Ëhe princlpals be lng assessed were females. The greatest

number of teacher respondents \rere fron the Nursery to Grade

3 level. Twenty-four percent of the teacher respondents did

moÊt of their teaching at thls 1eve1. As noted wtth the

principals, the s tudent populatlons of teachers t schools were

aJ-so quite diverse, The greatesÈ percenËâge of respondenÈs
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lable 2

DemographLe Infornatlon (Z) on Teacher Sanple (N=339)

DenographLc Varlable Categorles

Sex of Tea che r
Male

37"t
Fenale

5 3"Á

Sex of Princlpal
Being Assessed

Male
73%

Fernale
t7z

Grade Level
N-3 4-6 7-9 L0*I2 K-6 4-8 8-L2
2 4% 18% L7 % L7 '/. 6% 2% 8"Á

Studen! Populatlon

l-t-00 101- 2 00 201-300 301-400
17" 4'/, 12% t 6'/"

40r-500 501-600 601-700 701-800
L37" rt% 67. 6i¿

801-900 901- 100 0 over1000
6"Á 27. r37.

No. of Staff Menbers

1-10 11-20 21-30
4'A L 67" 27 "t

5 f-60 61-70 over70

31-40 41-50
16% LO%

ô/.6%

Does Prl.ncipal Have a
Teaching Load?

YES NO

88"4

Were You Hlred By
Prlncipal You Are

YES
the
Assesslng? 28%

NO

o5/"

Nunber of Years Worked
f^l i Lh Current Principal

0"2 3-5 6-L2

3 57. 3 5"/. t8%

13 and ove r

5/-

Does Prlncipal Evaluate
Teacher s AË LeasÈ Annually?

YES

3t7.

NO

5 8"Á

Do Teachers Have Èhe
OpportunlËy to Evaluate
Prlnclpal?

YE S

LÔ/.

NO

7 37"

YES
Has Prlnclpal Had Recent
Coxûmunlcation Tralning? 28'/.

NO

o/ô

NOT SU RE

56%
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(I6%) wete teachers who taughÈ ln schools wlth populations of

beÈween 301 - 400. The nost frequently-noted staff size

was thât of between 21 and 30 teachers. This accounted for
27"/" ot the Èeacher respondents. A vast najority of the

teachers (8BZ) lndtcated that Ëheir prlnc tpal s dld not

currently have Èeachlng loads. Thts was consistent r,¡Lth

responses receLved frou Èhe princfpals t sample. Slxty-three
percent of the teachers who responded indicated lhaË they

$rere not hlred by the prlnclpal r¡ho Ëhey were asse6slng in

Ëhls study. Thfs majorlty of teacher respondents (702)

lndlcated tha t they had worked wiÈh their current princlpal-

from 0-5 years. Ftfty-etght percenÈ of the teachers in the

sanple sËated that thelr prlnclpals dld noÈ evaluate then on

at leasÈ an annual bas ls . At the same tine, 73i( ot the

teachers re s pondlng stâted that Èhey dld not have the

opportunity to evaluate thelr princlpals. When asked \rhether

or noÈ thefr currenl prlncipâ1s had had recent communlcatlon

tralnlng, 56% of. the respondents indicaÈed that they were not

sure.

4.3 Stâtlsttcal Analysls

There ¡,¡ere four research questlons invesÈigated in Èhls

study. The statistlcal analysls of each along wlth

s tatement s addressing related hypo the se s now f oLlo¡s. As

mentloned Ln prevlous chapÈers, all data ana Lys e s we re

conducÈed uslng SAS. All tests of hypotheses were conducted

aÈ the .01 level of slgnlflcance.
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Besearch QuestLon f1 :

a ) In whlch aspects of cornrnunlcatlon do teachers rate
prlnclpals highest ?

b) In r¿hlch aspects of communlcation do teachers rate
prlnclpal- s lowest?

c) In which aspects of comnunlcatlon do principals rate
thense lve s hlghest?

d) In whlch aspects of co¡nmunlcatlon do Èhey râte Èhenselves

lowest?

Prlnclpal and teacher surveys were rfactor gcoredr aecordlng
to Èhe directlons of Valentlne ( see Appendix D) in orde r to

têst the hypotheses relevant to Research Questlon /lI. That

1s,

1) Teachers wlll rate prtnctpals hlghest as r Informersr and

1or,¡est as rAffective Involvers r, and

1f) Prlnclpals w 111 rate t hemse lve s htghest ag I Informers r

and lowest as I Af fec t fve Involversr.

Table 3 ll1usÈraËes the factor and overall AAC neans and

standard devLatlons for prtnclpals and teachers ln thls study
conpared Èo nornatlve data for the AAC, as reported by

Valentlne (f981). Accordlng to Valentfne, ,,normatlve data

was calculated by multlplylng the factor score coefflcient
for each iten wl thln Èhe factors by the average score of al1
partlclpants." (p. 1f) In this case, partícipants rrere

represenÈed by teachers. As seen ln the tab1e, normât1ve

datâ descrlbes prlncipal6 strongeat as I Informers r or
corûmunicators of factuâ1 informatlon, dlrectlons and
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Table 3

Factor and Overall ÀAG Meana a¡d Standard DeyiatLoûs
for PrLncÍpals and Teachers

tractor P rf. nc l pa1s Teacbera Nortsatlve
Data

¡l s.D. uN M S.D. I{

rNvoLvER 103 3.88 0.37 332 2.90 0.80 3,36

INFORMER 104 4.46 0,33 331 3.93 0.67 4.89

DEVELOPER 103 4.32 0.44 314 3,54 0.94 4.37

ENCoURAGER 105 4 .38 0.41 335 4.08 0.79 3 .7 9

OVE RALL 98 4.24 0.25 306 3.57 0.71 N/A

rePorted by valenr lne ( 198I)
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declslons. However, the means of 4.08 shor,rs that the

t eacher s 1n Èhl s study consldered prlnelpal s to be strongest
as f Encouragers r. In f act, 6L% of the pr1ncipa1s r¿ere seen

prlmarlly as rEncouragersr by teacher respondents. On the

other hand, the mêan of 4.46 illustrates that the princf pals

ln thl s study percelved themselves strongest as r Informers r.

Forty-one percent of the principals scored thenselves highest
ln the tlnf orrnerr domain.

Table 3 al"so shoss the r,reakesÈ percelved connunlcation

sk i 11s of prlncipals. Teachers and prtnclpals in Èhis study

agreed wlth nornatlve data for the AAC that princlpals'

r,reakesÈ aspect of communlcation 1s 1n the rAffective

Invol-verr dornaln. The mean score of teachers I responses

(2.90) conpares to 3.88 as percelved by prtnclpals ancl 3.36

for nornatlve data. Etghty-one percent of the teachers sav

prlnclpals weakest as I Àffective Involvers I as compared to

727" of the prlnctpals. As the standard deviations presented

in Table 3 lndlcaÈe, there !¡as greâter vartablltty 1n

teachers I responseB than in princlpals I responses.

Table 3 also illusrrates the rank order of the factor
means for teachers and prLncfpals as compared Èo nornatlve

dåta for the AAC. Slnce princlpals I sÈrongest and r¡eakest

percelved eornnunlcatfon s kt l1s have already been addressed,

atÈention should be dlrected to the seeond and thlrd

sÈrongest corûnunication factors as percelved by prtncipals

ând Èeachers. NornatLve data describes prlncipals I second

and thtrd strongest areas of conmunicatfon to be in the
I Devel-oper t and 'Encourager t domalns . prlncipals ln thls
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study agreed on Èhe donalns but dlsagreed ¡+l-th respect to
thelr percelved degree of strength. Teachers in thls study
rated prlnclpalsr second strongest area as that of rlnformer'

and their thlrd strongest area to be Èhat of rDeveloper r . lt
was thls Iatter area ( Developer) whlch lllustraÈed Èhe only
agreenenÈ between the teachers r and prtnclpals r groups. The

agreenent r,za s one of rank only as Ehere \ras â slgnlflcant
d ifference beË\rêen Èhe nean fac tor scores for I Developer I for
both groups. Table EI 1n Appendix E provides a eomparison of
Lten means for teachers and prfnclpals for aLi- 27 itens of
Èhe AAC. Tables E2 and E3 illustraËe the rank order of the
hlghesË ten ftem means and lowesf ten íten neans accordlng to
prlnclpal and Ëeacher responses.

In €unmary, the data provided only partlal support for
Hypothesis l). That 1s, although teachers ln thfs study

rated principals lowest as r Involversr, they dfd noÈ rate
prlncipals highest as I Informers r. Instead, as Table 3

lndlcates, teachers râ ted princtpals hlghest as

I Encouragers t .

Hypotheses ll) was supporËed by the data. Table 3

1l-l-ustrates that prlncipals rat.ed themselves hÍghest as

r lnformergr and weakest ln the rlnvolverr domain.

Beaeârch Queetlon f2:

Do Èeachersr perceptions of principalsr connunlcatlon sk1lls
vary as a functlon of :

a) sex of teacher?
b) sex of prlnclpal?
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c) grade/Èeachlng level?
d) slze of student population?
e) slze of teaching staff?
f) whether or not the prtncipal has a teachlng load?g) l.¡hether or not the teacher was hlred by tnã princtpal

belng assessed?
h) the nunber of years the teacher has worked rrlth theparËicular prlncipal?
1) prlncipals t opportunities to evaluate teachers?
J) teachersr oppo r tunl t le s to evaluate prlncipals?
k) wheÈher or not the princlpal has had recent conmunlcatlon

training?

Analyses of Variance (ANOVAs) ând Lndependent sanple t-tests
¡¿ere used to gesÈ the hypoÈheses relevant Èo Research

Questlon /12. That ls,

i) Teachers I perceptions of prínc lpals I cornnunication

skills wl11 vary signtficantly as a function of the following
denographlc variâbles:

- sex of teacher
- grade/teachfng leve 1
- wheËher or not the prlnctpal has a teachlng load
- Èeachers I opportunltles Èo evaluaËe prlncipals
- pr lneipals I recent co¡ûmunication tralnlng
- stze of s tuden! populaÈlon
- stze of teachlng staff

( Speclfically, teachers I perceptlons of princlpals'

connur¡lcatlon sklIls will be slgniflcanÈ1y Iower in schools

I{lth large student populations and large teachlng staffs t han

in schools wlth sBa1l student populatlons and snall Èeêchlng

sraffs.)

fí) Teachers I perceptlons of prlncipals r conmunlcat!on

skllls wl11 not vary slgnlficantly as a functlon of the

followlng demographlc varlables :

- sex of Èeacher
- \rhether or not the teacher was hlred by Èhe prfncipal

be lng assessed
- nunber of years teacher has worked r¡lth thaf

parÈlcular princlpal
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In alL cases, the denographic varlables served as Ëhe

ilndependentr varlables whtle Èhe dependent varlable was the

overall perceptlon of connunlcatlon nean score. T$ro

lndependen! sarnple t-tesËs Írere coBputed for those

demographlc varlables havlng only two levels. They were I

t Sexlr ( sex of teacher ), tSex2r (sex of prlnclpal ), r Load r

(whether or not the prtncipal has a teachlng load ), r Hired I

(whether or not Èhe teacher $as hired by the prlnclpal being

assessed), rEvallr (princlpalsr opporËunltles to eva lua t e

teachers ), and I Evâ12r ( teachers t opportunlties to evaluate
prlnclpals).

Single factor ANOVAs were perforned on those deüographfc

varlables havfng more Èhan tno Ievels . They were: rGrade I

(grade/teachlng leve1), rPopr (slze of s tudent populatlon),
t Staff I (slze of teaching staff ), I years r (nunber of years

teâcher has r¡orked with current prlnclpal ), and rTralnl

(whether or not the principal has had recent confrunication

Èralntng ).

The results of these analyses are presented 1n Tab j-es 4

chrough 6. Table 4 contâ1ns the neans ând standard

devlations for each of the denographlc varlables as they

relaÈe Èo teachers I overall pefceptions of principalsl

conmunlcaÈ1on skl11s. Tables 5 and 6 present the resul-ts of

Èhe t-tests and AN0VAs perf orrned on these varlable6.

As seen ln Table 5, teachers t perceptlons of the overall
connunlcatlon sk111s only varled slgfilflcantly as a functLon

of rEvallr, rEval2r and tTralnr. Teachersr perceptlons of
Èhe overall connunlcatfon skÍ11s of princlpals dld noÈ vary
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Meane and Standard Devlatlona for Demographlc Vartables
aB Related to Teachere I PercepÈlone (n=339)

Varl.able Levels l{ean St. Devfatlon

Sex of Teacher:
2 Leve 1s

Male
Female

3 .60
3.s6

0 .70
0 .7 2

126
179

Sex of Prlncipal:
2 Leve 1s

Male
Fernale

3.55
3.65

o .7 2
o.67

246
58

I Grade | : 7 1e ve 1s

1.(N"3)
2. (4-6)
3 . ( 7-e )
4 , (to-L2)
s. (K-6)
6 . ( 4"8 )
7.(8-t2)

80
62
57
56
I9

6
24

3.69
3.65
3.30
3.51
3.80
3.s4
3.63

0.7t
o.62
0.7r
0.75
0.66
0.55
0 .78

1.(1"100)
2.(r01-200)
3. ( 201-300 )
4. (301"400)
s.(401-s00)rPop': 11 levels 6.(501-600)
7.(601*700)
8.(701-800)
9.(80r-900)

10.(901-1000)
11.(1000+)

3
l5
42
55
45
37
2t
19
I9

7

43

4.O4
3.48
3.61
3.64
3.47
3.57
3 .67
3.75
3,57
3.06
3.50

0.46
0.63
0.70
0 .7 2
o.7 4
0 .68
0.7 2
o.72
U.bJ
0.83
o .7 7

rStaff r: 8 level-s

1. (1"10)
2.(11-20)
3.(21-30)
4.(31"40)
s. (41-s0)
6.(51"60)
7 . (6r"7 O)
8. ( 70+)

L2
55
93
53
J¿l
T9
2l
19

3.59
3.68
3 .50
3.69
3.65
3.46
3.31
3.53

0.68
0.6s
o .7 4
o.67
0.63
0.87
0.74
0.73

Yes
No

7

298
o.62
0.71

3.39
3,57

rLoadr: 2 1evels
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Table 4 (conttnued )

Heans and SÈandard DevLetioDs for Dernographlc Varlables
as Related to Teacherer perceptLoûs (n=339)

VarLable Levele Meaû St" Deviatloû

I Hired | : 21eve1s Yes
No

94
2r2

3 .60
3.56

0.78
0.68

t Years | : 4 levels
I . ( 0- 2 )
2.(3"s)
3.(6-12)
4.(13+)

3 .64
3.s4
3.53
3.37

0 .68
0.7 r
0.75
0.86

TL7
L20

60
I

tEvallr: 2 levels Yes
No

106
196

3 .82
3,43

0.63
0.71

I Eva12 | : 2 1e ve 1s Yes
No

)J
248

3.93
3.50

0 .58
0.71

I Tralnr : 3 levels
Yes
No
Not Sure

95
20

191

3.88
3.06
3 .47

0,61
0.83
0 .69
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Ànalysis Table

Denographlc VarLables aa Related Èo
leachers t Perceptfo¡.e (a=339)

Derographic
Va r lab 1e

TesÈ
Statlatlc Df S lgnf f Lcance

Sex of Teacher

Sex of Prlnclpal

Grade /Teachlng Level

Student Popul-at1on

Teachlng Staff

Teachlng Load

Illred By Princlpal

Years I,¡ith Princlpal

Eval1

Ev aLz

Train

È = 0.53

5 = 0.99

F = 2.O7

F = 0.80

F = 1.08

t = 0.74

t = 0.54

F = 0.68

t = 4.92

t = 4.7A

F = L7.96

273.7 0,60 NS

90.7 0.32 NS

7/29e 0.0s Ns

t0/29s 0.63 Ns

7/298 0.37 NS

6.4 0.49 NS

159.1 0.59 NS

3/302 0.56 Ns

236.9 0.000I S

90.5 0.0001 s

2/303 0.0001 s

S = Significant¡ NS = Nonslgnlficant

Level of s lgnl f icance = .01



Iable 6

T TesÈ and AnalysLs of VarLance Sumaary Tables
for rBvallr, rEval2r and rTralnr

VarLable = rEvallr n Eean St"Dev. t Df prob>T

1. (Yes) 106 3.BZ 0.63 4,92 236.9 O.OO01>r

2. (No) 196 3.43 0.71

VarLable = rBval2r n üean St.Dev. t Df prob)T

t. (Yes) 53 3.93 0.58 4.70 88.9 O.O00t*

2. (No) 248 3.50 0.71

VarLable = 'TraLn t

Source df SS tfs F Value PR<F

Model 2 L5 .92 7 .96 17 ,47 O .000 t*
Error 303 138.03 0.46

corrected Total 305 153.95

x p < .01
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signlflcantly as a funcÈlon of any of the renalning

demographlc varlables. An examination of the neans of Table

4 indlcates that teâchers \,'ho are evaluated by their
princlpal s on at leas t ân annual basls, percelve prlncipals

slgnlflcantly nore favourably as communicators than

prlnclpals who do not evaluate their teachers as regularly.
(3.82 versus 3.43) In add í t ion, the data lndfcates thaË

teachers who have the opportunity to evaluâte their
prlncipals pe ree lve thelr prlnclpals as being slgnlftcantly

beÈter co¡ûnunicators than those who do not glve thelr

teachers Ëhfs opportunlty. (3.93 versus 3.50)

In order to locate the source of statlstical

signlficance associated wlth the demographic varlable of
rrecent cornmunlcation tralnlng r, the Tukey test (Tukey, 1953)

\,râ 6 conducted on all possible pair-wise cornparisons anong the
I Tral.n I neans . The var lable I Train I asked teachers 1f thelr
prlncipal had had recen! communlcâtlon trainlng. Response

options were tYesr, rNor or rNot Surer. Uslng a .01 crltlcal

value, two out of three coBparÍsons were found to be

statlstlcally signlflcant. These conparisons revealed that
teachers r¿ho kners their prlnclpal had recelved recent

comnunlcaÈlon Èralnlng raÈed then as slgnlficantly better

comnunÍcâÈors than those \,rho $¡ere ei!her not sure or knew

thelr prlncipals had noË recelved eonnunlcation tralning,

There r,¡as no slgnlficant difference in teachers r perceptlons

of prlncfpalsr overall co!ûmunlcatlon abtllty beÈr,reen teachers

rsho d1d not knov about Èhe connunicatlon trainLng of their
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prlnclpals and those thaË knew thelr princ1pâls had no

c oEmunicat i on tralnlng.

While the statlsÈ1ca1 !ests associated wiËh Èhe

varlables of rEvallr, I Eva12r and I Traln I were found to be

signlflcant, these tesLs do not speak to the que s t lon of

practLcal slgniflcance. In order to asses6 their practical

slgnificance, Èhe proportÍon of variance accounted for by

each effecË (via ronega squaredt ctr) *as computed.

Àccording to Cohen ( 1969 ) , tn the behavloural sclences,

large treatment effects account for about l4% of the varlance

ln the dependent varlable ¡ nedlum effects and small ef fecËs

account for about 6% and 1Z of Èhe varlance respecËlve1y.

Bearing these benchnarks ln mind, the following effects sizes

were found for the three stgnificant varlable s 1n questlon:

1) The effecË of rprlnclpals I opportunltles to evaluâÈe

teachers I ¡qas found to be nedlum ln slze, accounting for

approxlmateLy 7% of. the varlance ln teachersr perceptlons of

prlnclpals I overall connunlcatlon skllls;

2) The effecÈ of rteachers I opportuntties to evaluate

princlpalsr was found to be rnediun in size, âccountlng tot 7 "/.

of Èhe var ianc e 1n Èeachers I perceptlons of principals I

overall coEnunicaÈion skil ls; and

3) The effect of rwhether or not the prlncipal has had

recent conrnunlcaÈion tralnlng I r¡as found to be

moderately-large ln size, accoun!1ng for approximateLy l0"l ot

the variance 1n teachers I pereeptlons of prlncipalsr overall-

comnunlcation skllls.
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In suEnary and \,¡ith respect to the research hypotheses

rela¿ed to Research Questlon l|2, t]r.e flrst hypothesis was

only partially supported by the datâ. Flve of the

demog raphl c varlables (rsex of princlpal r , I grade I , r load r,

t popr and rstaffr ) we re found not to be sign1flcant1y relaÈed

Èo teachers I percepÈ1ons. However, the two renainlng

varlables ( rEvallr and rTrainr ) were found to be

signlflcantly related to teachers I percept lons. Teachers

whose prlncipals evaluated then regularly percelved these

prlnelpals more favourably as connunicators than prfncipals

who do noÈ evaluate as often. In addÍtlon, teachers who were

aware that thelr principals had recently undergone

connunication tralnlng, perceived thelr prlnclpals more

favourably as conmunlcators than prlncfpals who did noÈ have

this Èralnlng. The s e cond hypoËhe s I s was supported by the

data. I Sex of teacher I , t Hlred I and I Years I were all found

not to be slgnlficântly re lated Èo teachers I perceptlons.

Research Questloo #3:

Do pr incipal s I perceptlons vary as a funcÈ1on of :

- sex of prfnclpal?
- grade /teachlng 1eve1?
- stze of s Eudent population?
- size of teachlng staf.f.1,
- t¡hether or not the prÍnclpal has a teaching load?
- prlncipals I opportunttles Èo evaluate teachers?
- teachers I opportunitles to evalua te princlpals?
- whether or not Èhe prÍncipal has had recent

conmunlcâÈion tralnlng?

Analyses of Varlance (AN0VAs) and lndependent sanple

t-tests were used to test hypotheses relevanÈ to Research
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QuestÍon /13. Thar 1s,

1) Princlpalsr perceptions of thelr oúrn conEunicâtion

skí11s w111 vary signlficant 1y as a functlon of the followlng
denographtc variables :

- whether or not the prfnclpal has a teachlng load
- r{hether or not teachers have the opportunlty to

evaluate thelr prtnclpal
- r,¡hether or not the prlncfpal has had recent

communfcatlon tralning
- sIze of student populatlon
- sLze of teachfng staff

( Speclfically, prtncipals I perceptions of their or,¡n

corûnuû1caÈlon skills will be lower in schools r,7ith large
studen! populatlons and large teachlng staffs than ln schools

ç¡1 th snall sÈudent populatlons and srnall teaching staffs. )

fl) Principals I perceptlons of their orqn conmunlcation

sk l11s wf 1l not vary s ignl f lcanÈ 1y as a func t lon of the

f ol1owlng denographic variables:

- sex of prlncipal
- grade /teaching leve I
- prlnclpals I opportunltles to evaluate thelr teacher6

In all cases, the defûographic variables served as the
rlndependentr varlable while the dependent varlable was !he

overall perception of conDunLcatlon mean score.

Two independent sample t-Èests .frere conpuËed for Èho6e

demographic varlables havtng tr\ro 1eve1s. They were: I Sext

(sex of prtncfpal), I Load I (whe the r or not the prlnclpal

evaluates teachers on at leasÈ an annual basis ), rEval2l

(\rhether or not teachers have the opportuntty to evaluate

thelr princlpal ) , and I Traln I (whether or no¿ the prlncÍpa1

has had recenÈ coÍrmunLcation trainlng ).
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Síngle factor AN0VAs were performed on those derûographtc

variables havlng nore Lhan t\,¡o 1eve1s. They were : I Gradel

(grades for whlch principal is responsible), tpop' ( s!ze of.

student population), and I SÈaffr (size of Ëeaching staff).

The results of these analyses are presenËed tn Tabtes 7

and 8. Table 7 lllustrates the neans and standard deviatlons

for all of the denographle variables as related to

princlpals I overall perceptlons of Ëhelr own communlcatlon

sk111s. Table 8 provides the t or F statistic for each of

the denographlc varlables and lndlcates \rhether each is

signlficanÈly related to prlncipals I percep!1ons. As Table 8

shows, none of Èhe variables lnvestlgated were found to be

slgniffcantly related to prlnclpals I ol¡n perceptions of their

conmunlcation skills. Thar ls, prlnclpaLs I vlews of thelr

osn comnunlcaEion sk111s dfd not vary as a functlon of any of

the above mentloned varl.ables.

In sumnary and I,ilth respect to the research hypotheses

related to Research Ques!1on il3, the data falled Èo supporÈ

the flrsl hypothesls. 'Whether or noÈ the prtncipal had a

Èeachlng load I , rÈeachersr opportunitles to evaluate Ëheir

prlncipals I , rsize of Ëhe studenÈ populatLonr, rslze of

Ëeaching staff I and rrecent conrûunlcatlon tralning I were

found not Ëo be 6ignificant wl th respect ro prlncipals I

perceptlons.

The data supported Èhe second hypothesls. The t sex of

Lhe prlnclpalr, rgrades for r¿htch the prlnclpal t,:as

responsLble I and IprlncfpalsI opportunltles to evaluaÈe
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Tab 1e

Means and S tandar¡l Devlâtlona
as Related to prlncLpals I

7

for DeaographLc Varlables
PerceptLons (û=fO6)

VarLable Leve I s Hean St. Deviatlon
Sex of Prlnc ipa l: Male
2 levels Female

B2 4.24
15 4.20

0 .24
0.33

i.(w
i Grade I : 6levels

2.(K-9)
3 . ( 7-e )
4 . (7 -12)
s . (9-t2)
6.(K"12)

L7 4,20
10 4.25
3 4.25

L2 4.29
2 4,22

0.28
0. 14
0.46
0.19
0.10

1.(1-100)
2.(101-200)
3.(201-300)
4.(301-400)rPopr: 11 levels 5.(401-500)
6.(s01-600)
7.(60r-700)
8.(701-800)
e.(801"900)

10. ( 901-1000 )
11.(1000+)

¿ rqt
8

l8
19
15
20

2

5

5

2

2

4 .3 4
4.18
4.27
4 .23
4.25
4.02
4 ,2L
4.JL
4 ,28
4.05

0.19
0.28
o.26
0,25
0.29
0.13
0.17
0 .23
0.13
o.45

'SËaf f r: 8 levels

1. ( 1-10)
2 . (1t"2 0)
3.(21-30)
4. (31-40)
5.(41"s0)
6.(51-60)
7 . (6r"7 o>
8.(71-80)

3
22
38
25

4

2

2

t

4:ti oJt
4 .23
4 ,2L
4.28
4.08
4.46
4.r3
4 .37

0.26
0.27
o.24
0.10
0.13
0.5 5

'Load': 2 IeveIs Yes
No

4.31
4 .23

0.21
v . ¿o

4

93

'Eva1I': 2 Ievels Yes
No

47
48

4.27
4 ,2L

o.23
o .27

'EvaLZ ': 2 levels Yes
No 48

4.23
4,2t

0.25
o.21

'Train' ! 2IeveIs Yes
No 22

4.24
4 .23

o.24
o .29



Table I

AnalysÍs Table

Demographtc Varlables as B.elated to
Princlpala I PerceprLons (n=lO6)

De¡lographlc
Va r lab 1e

les t
Stattatfc Df SLgniffcanee

Sex of Prlnclpal

Grade /T eaching Level

Student Populatlon

Teaching Staff

Teachlng Load

Eval1

Ev aI2

Train

L6,7 0.65

6/90 0.99

r0/86 0.85

7/89 0.s9

3 .4 0 . s5

91.0 0,27

81.5 0.96

30.2 0.88

t = 0.47

F = 0.16

F = 0.55

F = 0.79

r = 0.67

t = 1.10

t = 0.05

r = 0.16

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

S = Slgniftcant; NS = Nons lgnlf lcaût

l,evel of s lgn1f icance = .01
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teachers t r{ere found not to be slgniflcant trlth respect to

principals I percepÈions, Basically, none of the vâr1âb1es

lnvestigated r,¡ere foúnd to Ínpact slgniflcantly on the nays

in nhlch principals vlew thenselves as comüunicators.

Therefore, other varfables nust be contrlbutlng fo the

varfabi 1lt y ln prlncipalsr perceptlons.

Reaearch Queatloû t4:

Are there dlfferences ln teachers I perceptfons of

prlncipals I conmunlcation skllls and prlnclpals I

self-perceptlons on Èhe dlnensions of connunicåt1on

ldentifled in Research Questton il 1?

Two lndependent sanple t-Èests were conducted Èo tesË

the hypothesls relevant Ëo Reseârch Questlon /14. That is,

t) that Ëeachers I percepÈlons and prlncipaLs r perceptlons of

princlpals I comnunlcatlon skllls will vâry signlflcantly.

The type of re spondent (princlpal versus teacher ) served as

the rindependent variabler ¡shll-e the dependent variables were

the mean gcores on each of Èhe four facLors of I InvoLverr,
I Inforner I , I Developer I and I Encourager I plus an overall

connunlcatlon score. Thus, ftve t-tesËs I,¡ere conducted.

Thelr results of thls analysls are presented in Table 9.

Wlthfn Èhe populaÈlons exa¡olned 1n thls sÈudy, the nean

prlncipal score for I Invol-ver t r¿as 3.88 as conpared Èo the

mean teacher score of 2.90. The t statistic of 16.94

lndicates Èhat there 1s a statlstically slgnif lcant

dlfference beÈr,reen the Ël,ro mean scores. That 1s, prlnctpals t
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Table 9

ComparLson of Teacher and PrLnclpal Data
for the Four Factor and Overall lleana of the AAC

Factor R lfean S.D. T Stat" Df p Slg"

P=103 3.88 0.37 16.94 369.60 0.000I s
Involver T=332 2.90 0.80

P=104 4,46 0.33 10.84 353.40 0.,001 s
Informer T=331 3.93 0.67

P=103 4.32 0,44 LL.37 368.00 0.0001 s
Developer T=314 3.54 0.94

P=105 4.38 0.41 5.11 345.10 0.0001 S

Encourager T=335 4.08 0.79

P= 98 4,24 0,25 13.89 398.00 0.0001 S

Overal1 T=306 3,57 0.71

S = Slgnfficant
P = Prlnclpal-s
T = Teachers
l,evel of Slgnificance = .01
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perception6 r{rere slgniflcantly higher than those of teachers

when viewing principals as I Affectlve Involvers r . Table E4

ln Appendlx E provides a further descrlp!1on of rAffectlve

Involver I . It shorrs the iten means and 6 tandard devlations

for Ëhe factor as they relate to bo th t eache rs ând

prlncipals.

I{lthin the populatlon examLned fn this study, !he !ûean

prlnclpal score for tlnformert wag 4.46 as compared to the

nean teacher score of 3.93. The t sËatistlc of 10.84

lndlcates that there 1s a statlstlcally sÍgnif lcant

dlfference be Eween the t!ro means nith respect to the
rlnformerr dornaln. That ls, prineipatsr percep!ions were

slgnlficantly higher than those of teachers røhen viewlng

prlncipal"s as I Inforners r. Table E5 ln Appendlx E provfdes a

further descrtptton of the t lnformer t factor. It shows !he

f Èem rneans and standard devla t l ons for the rlnforner I factor

as they relate to boËh teachers and prtnclpals.

Wlthln the populatlons exanfned tn thls s Èudy, the nean

prlnclpal score for rDevelopert rqas 4.32 as conpared to the

nean teacher score of 3.54. The t statistlc of 11,37

indfcates Èhat there is a staÈistically slgniflcanË

difference between the tr,ro neâns with respect to the
I Developer t do¡taln. That is, prlncipals I perceptlons \¡¡ere

s lgnlf lcant 1y hÍ ghe r than those of teachers when viewing

principals as rDevelopersr, Teachers tn thls study dld not

feel as strongly as prlncipals Èhat princlpals stlnulaËe

teachers toÍ¡ards personal- and professÍona1 growÈh. Table E6
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ln Appendtx E provldes a further descriptlon of the
rDeveloperr facÈor. It shor,Ts Ëhe item means and stândard

devlations for the I Developer t factor as they relate Ëo both

teâchers and prlncipals.

Wlthin the populatlons exanined in this study, the nean

prlncipal score for tEncouragerr was 4.38 as compared to the

nean teacher score of 4.08. The t statlstlc of 5.11

fndlcates tha t there ls a statistically signlf icant

difference bet!reen the two rûeans wÍÈh respect to the
t Encourager I dornain. That ls, princlpals r perceptlons rvere

signlffcantly higher than those of teachers when viewing

princlpals as rEncouragers r. Teachers fn thl s study dÍd not

feel as s trongly as d1d prlncipals that princlpals provide

teachers wlth po s 1t ive rather than negat lve relnformcement.

HorÍever, lt should be noÈed that 1t \,ras Èhe rEncouragerr

do¡nain tha t lllustrated the greatest degree of agreemenÈ

be twe en the princlpal and teacher groups. Table E7 ln
Appendix E provldes a further descrfptlon of the I Encouragert

facÈor. 1t sho!¡s Èhe 1t en means and standard deviatlons for
the I Encourager I factor as Ëhey relate to both teachers and

prlncipals,

Besides the four lndlvldual fac tor neans, overall means

tqere also calculated for both teachers and prlnelpals. The

overall nean f rom teachers I responses r¿as 3.57 whtle Èhe

overall nean calculated fron principals t responses was 4,24,

The t statlstlc of 13.89 tndtcates Ëhat Èhere is a

staÈlstÍca11y signlflcant dlfference between Ëhe tno neana
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r,Ilth respect to the overall AAC scores. That is, prlnclpals
1n thl s study vlewed thenselves slgnlficantly stronger âs

comlûunÍcators than díd teachers.

l,Ihlle the statlstícal tests assoclated wlth the above

cornparlsons were found to be signfficant, these tests do not

speak to the que s t ton of practlcal s ignl f icanc e. In order to

assess the pråctical slgnlficance of these effects, the

proportfon of varlance accounted for by each effect (vlâ
ronega squaredt dr) *u" conputed. Bearlng the

benchnarks nentloned earller ln rnlnd, the followlng results
rve re revealedl

f) The effect of the type of respondent (princlpal or

teacher ) was found to be large 1n sLze ac count lng for
approxlnately 247 of the varlatlon in perceptions regardlng
prlncipals ås rAffectlve Involvers r.

2) The effect of the Èype of respondent (prtnclpal or

teacher) was found to be large 1n slze â.ccounting for
approxlnately 12% of the variatlon 1n perceptions regarding
princlpals as I Informers r.

3) The effect of the Èype of respondent (prlneipal or

teacher) was'found Èo be large in sfze âccounting for
approxlnâtely I47" of the varlation in perceptlons regardlng

pr inc i pal s as I Developersr .

4) The effect of the type of respondent (princlpal or

teacher) was found to be smaIl in size accounting for

approxlnateLy 4"/. of the variatlon 1n percepÈlons regardlng

princ lpal s as I Encouragers I .
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5) The effect of the Ëype of reepondenÈ (principal or

teacher) ¡vas found to be large fn size accounting for

approximaËeLy l5% of the varÍatton ln perceptions regardlng

prlnclpals as overall communlcators.

These resulEs fndlcated that, except for the factor
I Eneouragerr , the dlfferences between teachers I and

prlnclpals I perceptlons ln this study r,rere no! onl"y

statf stlcally s ignl ficanÈ but practlcally s ignl f lcant as

well.

In sunmary and with respect Èo the research hypothesls

related to Research QuesËlon /14, the dat.a supported Èhe

hypothesls. All È-tests r,rere staÈlstlcally slgnificant and

lndfcated thaÈ principals viewed Èhenselves as slgnlflcantly

Dore effective conmunlcators than did !eachers. Results were

also pracÈ1ca11y slgniflcant but dlffered wtCh respect to the

level of thelr prâctlcal slgnlflcance.



CEAPTER Y

süt4t{aRy, cot{cl,usIoNs, IMpLTCATIOT¡S AND RECOTßBIíDATTOTS

5.1 Su¡lnary of Flndlngs

The purpose of thls study was to conpare teacher6r

perceptlons !rlth princlpals I pereeptlons of hor¡ prlnctpals

corûnunlcate. The lnstrunenÈ used was a prevlously-developed

survey called Ëhe Audlt of Adrqlnlstrator Connunlcatlon (AAC).

The AAC vLews prLnclpal-teacher conrnunleatlon ln Èerms of
four broad factors or dlnensions and conslsta of 27 lÈems.

SubjecÈs 1n the study forned two groups - one of

teachers and one of prlncipals. ApproxtnateLy LO% oî 59z

teachers from urban Wlnnlpeg schools were randonly-selected

to forn Èhe teachersr sanple. 0ne hundred and elgh¡y-eng

pr lnc lpal s - all those currently in these posltlons in
l.Iinnlpeg schools, forned the prtnclpals I sanple. All

Èeachlng leve1s \rere represented ln both sanples. Surveys

were maLled to all subjecÈs 1n November, 1986. DaËa

collection Í¡as conpleËed by Decenber, 1986. Flnal response

rates were| 58% for Ëeachers and 62% for prlnclpals.

At the ouËset, four research quesËfons \,¡ere staEed.

These quesÈ1ons and statenents lndlcaÈlng \,rhether or not Èhe

data supported or falled to support the acconpanylng

hypo Ëhe se s are presenÈed here:

Research QuestLon fl:

a) In r^¡hlch aspecÈs of cornnunlcaÈion do teåchers rate Èheir

prlnclpals highest ?
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b) In whlch aspects of connunicaËfon do teachers rate their
prlnclpals lowesË?

c) In whtch aspects of comnunlcatfon do princlpals raÈe

thense 1ve s htghest ?

d) 1n whlch aspects of comnunLcatlon do prlnclpals rate

thenselve s lowest?

Hypothesls 1) \ras partly supported by the data. Teachers dld

rate prlncipâ1s lowest as rAffectlve lnvolvers r. However,

they dld not rate prlnclpals highesÈ as t Inforners I but as

I Encouragers I . Hypothesls i1) \,ra s supported by the data.

Princlpals d1d view themselves strongesË as tlnforroersr and

weakest as I Affeetlve Involvers | .

Reaearch Qlreetlor t2:

Do teachers I perceptlons of principals I conrnunicatlon skt11s

vary as a func t lon of :

a) sex of teacher?

b) sex of prlnclpal?

c) grade/teachlng 1e ve 1?

d) slze of s tudent populatlon?

e) size of teaching staff?

f) whether or not the prfnclpal has a teachlng load?

g) !¡hether or noÈ the !eacher r,¡a s hlred by the principal

belng assessed?

h) the nuDber of years the teâcher has worked with the

partlcular prlnclpal?

f) prlnclpals I opportunlties to evalua Èe teachers?
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J) teachers I oppor t'unl ! ie s to evalua te prlnclpals?

k) vhether or not the prtncipat has had recent conmunicatlon

Ërainlng?

The daËa partly suppor ted HypoÈhes 1s t). Teacher sl

perceptlons of prlnclpals' connunlcaÈ1on skills vârfed

sfgnlficantly as a functton of I teachers I opportuniÈles Èo

evaluate thelr prlncipals I and I princlpalst recent

conEunlcaÈlon tralning I . However, teachers r perceptlons dld

noÈ vary signlflcantly as a func ! lon of rsex of principal r,

rgrade/teaching 1eve1r, rwhether or not the prtncipal hacl a

Ëeaching load t , I studenÈ populaflonr and I sLze of teachlng

staf f | .

Hypothesis i1) was supported by the data. Teachers I

perceptions did not vary as a function of ! r sex of teacher r

\rhether or noÈ the Ëeacher was hlred by the prtnclpal being

assesgedr, and Inunber of years the Èeacher has worked r¿f Èh

Ëhat partlcular princlpalt,

Beaearch Questtoû #3:

Do princlpalsr perceptlons of thelr own conmunlcaÈion sk1I1s

vary as a functlon of :

a) sex of princlpal?

b) grade / teaehlng 1evel ?

c) sLze of studenE population?

d) slze of teachlng staf f.?

e) wheËher or noÈ Ëhe prlnclpal has a teaehlng load?

f) prlnclpals I opportunlties to evalua Èe Èeachers ?

g) Èeachers I opportunl.tles !o evaluat e prlnclpals?
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h) nheÈher or not the princlpal has had recent conmunication

trainlng?

The daËâ failed to support llypothesls t). Principals I

perceptlons dld not vary as a functlon ofi rwhether or not

they had a teachlng loadr , t Èeacherg I opportunlÈ1es to

evaluate prlnclpals r, rwhether or not they had had recent

conmunlcatlon tralnlngt, rsLze of sEudent populatlon' and

I sfze of Ëeachlng staff | . The data dld support Hypotheses

il). PrlnclpaLs r pereeptlons did not vary as a func t fon of :

rsex of prlncfpal r, t grade /teachlng level I and I prinelpals t

opporlunitles Ëo evaluate thelr teachers r.

Reeearch Questlon #4

Are there dlfferences 1n teacherrs perceptlons of prlncipaLs'

conmunlcatlon sk111s and prlnclpals I self-perceptlons on the

dlmen6lons of connunlcatlon ldentifled 1n Research Questlon

lll? The data supported the hypothesls. Teachers I and

prlnclpals I perceptlons \.¡ere slgnlfleantly dffferent \rlth

respect to the four fac!or and overall nean scores. For each

factor and the overall comnunlcatLon score, prlnclpals

perceived thenselves to be beÈter com¡lunlca¿ors Ëhan d1d the

Ëeachers surveyed fn thls s tudy.

5.2 ConclusLone

A nurûber of concluslons may be drawn fron the resulÈs of

thls study. They should be tentative however, due to the

llnftatlons nentloned fn Chapter 1. The sLudy 1s a broad

overvlew of the Ëopic and speciflc sanples were surveyed.



76

Flnal result6 are generalizable but only to other s lnilar
sanples. Keeptng thfs in rnlnd, a nurober of coneluslons nay

be stated:

1) 1eâchers and prlnclpals in this s tudy feel Ëhat

prlncipals are strongest ln connunicating factual
lnfornat 1on, directlons and de ci s ions and in provldlng
teachers wlth posltlve raËher than negat ive reinforcenent.
This 1s consistent vriÈh the findings of Valentlne ( l9g1),
Le\,rnan (1981) and Knoe¡les (1984). Alrhough research

conducted by Valentlne idenLlfied Èhe I Informerr dlmenslon as

fhat \rhlch 1s percelved strongest by both teachers and

princlpals, Ëeachers in thls 6tudy vlewed prlnclpals

stroûgest in the I Eneouragerr domaln. This latter result is
supporred by the ftndlngs of Laffey ( 1gs3). Both reachers

and princlpals surveyed in Laffey I s study rated princlpals

strongest as I Encouragers | .

2> Teachers and prlnclpals 1n thls study feel that
principal-s are weakesÈ Ln conmunlcatlng tn the affective
donaLn and ln sflmulatlng Èeacher6 towards personal and

professlonal gror,rth. Thls ls also consl6!ent !¡ith the

flndlngs of Valentlne (1981), Lewnan (1981) and Kfiowles

(1984),

3) The results of this study lndlcaÈe thaÈ teachers and

prlnclpals agree to a large extent regardlng prlnetpals I

sÈrengths and weaknesses 1n connunicatlon. Even though thelr
ranklngs of the connunÍcatlon facÈors are 6trÍkingly stnllar,
iÈ should be noted that prtnclpals I pe reept ions are h1g he r

Èhan those of their Èeacher6 on all 27 Lteus. These kincts of
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findlngs åre comnon ln sLudles investlgatlng the

superfor-subord ina Èe relatlonshlp. Sull lvan and Wa lke r
(1981), Jrùaideh (1984) and Beckner (1985) att found Èhar

prlncipals conslstently rated themselves higher than dld
thelr teachers.

4> The flndings of thls s tudy indicate that a large porElon
of the variabflity in teachers r perceptlons of princlpals r

connunication skllls is not related to the denographlc

variables fnvestigated. r Sex of Èeacher r, a varlable found

to be sfgnlflcant ln a study done by BattLe (19S2), was not
found to be signlflcanÈ in Èh1s study. She found Èhat, at
the secondary 1eve1, f ernale teachers rated prfnclpals no re
po sl t lvely, regardless of the principals t sex. BatEle also
found that the sex of the principal was sfgnlflcanÈ1y relaÈed
to Èeachersr perceptlona. She concluded that female

secondary pr inc ipal s nere typl.cally rated hlgher than the ir
nale counterparts. Both of these flndtngs, however, are no!

supported by the results of this s Ëudy.

5) The work of ValenËine and Rawn ( 19gl) lndfcated thar
Èeachlng level was slgnlficantly relaÈed to Èeachersl

perceptlons. Thts, however, is noE supported by the present

study. No slgnlficant dlfferences ln perceptlons were found

between Èeachers at the elenentary, Junior htgh or sentor
hlgh 1eve1s.

6) Knowles ( 1984) and Valenrine ( l9g6) suggesred rhår as rhe

sLze o1. the faculËy and staff increases, the qualfËy of
connúnlcaÈlon often decreases. Teachersr perceptlons in
larger schools are ofÈen 1o\,rer than those ln smaller schools.
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This t rend 16 not evtdenÈ from the results of thi s study.

7> The researcher hypotheslzed that | Èeachlng t princlpals
(those wlth t eaching loads ) would be perceÍved as better
coxûnünicators than Èhetr fu11-t1ne counterparts. The data,

however, does not support thls hypothesls. In thls study,
only three percent of the prlncipal respondents actually had

Èeachlng dutles. Slnce the number of subJects ln thls cell
¡,ras so ama11, resulËs are Lnconclusive and further reseârch

ln thls area mlght be warranted.

8) It appears froIû the resulËs thaË whether or not a teacher

ís hlred by the prlncfpal belng assessed 1s not slgnlflcantly

related to teachers I percepÈions, Thts dtffers fron the

flndlngs of Rawn (1979) r¡ho found that Ëeachers hlred by the

prlnelpals beLng assessed vler¿ed their prlnclpals more

favourably than o thers.

9) Beale and Bost (1979) and Bronberg (1985) 6uggested rhat
speclally-designed workshops could lrnprove the communlcaÈ1on

skl1l s of prlnelpals. These re searcher s r¿ould noÈ be

surprlsed to flnd that, ln this study, rrecenË conDunlcation

Èra1ûlngr r¿as found to be signlftcantly relâted Ëo Ëeachersl

perceptlons. The quesËLon arlses: Are prlnclpals with

recent conmunicatlon tralning actually better

comnunlcaËors or are they just perceived to be better

communlcators by teachers who know Ëhat thts trainlng has

taken p1-ace? Moreover, 1s 1t posslble that recent courses ln
comnunlcatlon tralnl.ng nake prlnclpals more åware (at l-easË

tenporarlly) of their own comnunlcatlon sktlLs?



79

Further lnvestlgaÈ1on into the stgnlftcance of thls varlable
1s necessary before results can be conclus ive.

10) The ftndings of thls st.udy indicaEe that a large porËion

of the variabll l ty 1n prlnclpals r perceptions is not relaEed

Èo the demographte varlables investlgated. None of the

varlables exanlned were found to be stgnlflcanÈty related to

prlnclpals I perceptlons. Of parÈ1cu1ar no te were:
t teachers t opportunltÍes to evaluate Èheir prlnclpal-s r and

I princl.pals I recent conmunlcation trainlrg r . It \ras

predlcÈed Ëhat those prlncipals who provlde teachers wlth the

opportunity to evaluate then and those I,¡ho have undergone

recenË conmunlcation trainlng would percelve thenselves to be

better conrnunicators. Thls, hot¡ever, 1s r¡ot supported by the

data sho¡¡n 1n Table 8.

ft) Valent 1ne ( 1986) sugge s t ed thaÈ I sLze of. teaching staffr
and I size of student populationr mlght prove to be

slgni f lcant factors. For Èhts reason, the reaearcher

predlcted that prlnclpals of larger schools would percelve

themselves rseaker ag connunlcators than thefr counterparts ln

snaller schools. The data shown ln Table 8 does not support

Èhese hypotheses.

L2) The research of Sulllvan and Walker ( 1981) , ValenÈ1ne

(1981), Jwaideh (1984) and Beckner (1985) found Èhar

principals I and teachers I perceptlons are often va6tly

dlfferent. The results of thls s tudy supporÈ pas t research

in thls regard. An areâ of concern, however, ls ËhaE

prlnclpals so consfsÈently rated thenselves hlgher than did

ËheÍr teachers Ín aII areas of cornmunicatLon. A questlon



that arises ls: "1s

superlor-subordlnate

percel.ve themselves

rea1ly are? "
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this sinply the nâture of che

relaÈlonshlp or do princlpals, in fact

to be beËter communicators than they

5.3 11cå È I oEs

The slgnlflcance of the study lies 1n the fact that 1t

lnvestLgates a cruclal fssue 1n educatlon - nanely, thaÈ of

prlncfpal-teacher connunLcatlon. Research done by Valentlne
(198f), Jwaideh (1984), Beckner (1985) and Bronberg 

,et 
a1.

(1985) lndicated that a prlncipâlsr con!ûunicaÈfon skills have

a direcf lnpac ! on teacher job sattsfaction, general school

climaÈe and even sEudent productivlÈy. GreaEer understandl.ng

of the communicaËion that goes on bet\reen teachers and

princlpal s Èhen, ls essenËlal.

Study results suggesE that pr incfpal s can be satisfied

Í¡iÈh their communÍcaEion of infornatlon, dlrect.lons and

declBlons. Teachers in this sÈudy feel well-lnforned and

appear to under6tand Ëhefr adnl.nisErator rs expectatlons of

then. Prlnclpals should al so feel that rhey are positively

relnforcl.ng thelr teachers and are showlng an lnterest l-n

Èeachers r concerns.

0n lhe other hand, prlnclpals nighl re-exanlne Èhelr

fnteract.Lon wlth teachers on the lnterpersonal, af fec È1ve

1eve1. Do prlnclpals show a concern for thefr Eeacherst

personal l1ves and interests and do they 6hare thelr own

personal llves \,¡1Ëh Èhelr teachers? ResulE6 suggesË that

lmprovenenË nay be needed ln the affecË1ve area. Prlnclpals
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nlght also exanlne thelr encouragement of Eeachers to\rârd.s

personal and professlonal gro\,rth. The assessment of

lnd fv ldual teachersr capab 111t ies and the e s tabll shlng of

personal and professlonal goal s for each is a Èine-consunlng

and dlfficult ta sk for todayr s prlncfpal to achleve. In

splte of thl6, the lnsightful adnlnlstraÈor wlll be one rqho

r¿111 overcone thls hurdle and will be able to develop a

sÈrategy for self-lnprovenent 1n Èhls regard.

Although t.he evaluatlon proeess Ls often dffflcult and

uncomforÈabLe for al1 concerned, 1t woul_d appear that

beneffÈs are wl.despreâd r,¡hen a prlnelpal evaluates Ëeâ.chlng

sEaff on a regular basls. Moreover, allowing Eeachers fo

evåluate thelr prlncipal also appears to be step in the rtght

directlon. Tralnlng ln communicatlon technlques also appear€

lo be a worth\,¡hile endeavour. Not only wlll prlncipals who

undergo this Èralnlng have a better understandÍng of the

connunlcatlon process, there 1s al so the possibility that

these prlnclpals wi 11 be percelved rnore fabourably by

teâchers.

5.4 RecoBEeú.da t Lona for Further Be6earch

Further research ls suggested by the results of the

study. There are five parÈlcular suggestions that are

outllned by the researcher.

The fir6t recornnendatlon would involve following-up with

the rwllllng respondents t fron thls st.udy. Tbese subjects

are Èhose \,¡ho lndlcated that they would be willlng to dfscuss

prlnclpal-Ëeacher conmunÍcatlon in greaÈer depth 1f contacted
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at a later date. Thls lnvesttgatlon could Ëâke Ër,7o

directions:

l) Data f ro¡û Êhe twill-ing respondentsr could be conpared to
thal of the total sarnples. A cornparlson of the t\,¡o data seÈs

would lndicate how representative the twilling respondentsl

Írere of the general population.

11) If the conparlsons lndicated a sËrong relationshlp, nore

ln-depth questions regarding princlpal-teacher conmunication

could be asked of Êhe t!¡11ling respondentsr. One speclfic
area t.hat r,rarrants addit.lonal investlgatÍon ls the importance

of the rAffectlve Donainr, the weakesÈ aspect of prlncÍpa1sr
coonunlcatlon skllls as percelved by teachers and

prlnclpals.

The second reconnendation r¿ouId lnvolve a procedure

already Ímp1e!ûented by Valentine and Rawn (l9Sl), Battle
( 1982) and Laffey ( 1983) . Speelflc schools r,¡ou1ct be selected

\there both teachers and principals would be surveyed. In

thls \ray, specifle prlncipalsr percepÈions could be conpared

to those of their teachers. Areas of agreenent and

dl sagreement could then be idenË t f led and an indlvtdual

school progran for lnproved communlcation could be developed.

The researcher has sone hesitaLlon 1n reconnendLng furEher

research 1n Èhi s d lrec È ion. These eoncerns are:

a) The use of rlntact groupsr suggests ÈhaË only prlnctpals

who were willtng, would parÈlclpate. How representatlve

¡sou1d Ëhese prlncipals be of prlncipals in the general

populatlon?
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b) l{on honest would teachersr responses be if they knew that
the object of the study was t.o natch thelr responses wfth
those of the ir princtpals?

A thlrd reconmendaÈ1on would involve !he conparlson of

Èeachers I and prlnclpals t perceptfons ln d i f ferent geographic

locatlons. Taylor (1984) looked at thls area r¿hen he

investigated teachers I perceptions of adnlnlsÈrator

connunlcation behavlour in rural Missouri school d1sÈr1cts.

He found that when hls ftndlngs were compared to previous

simllar research 1n non-rural school dtstrlcts, rural
prlneipals frere ÈyplcaIly râted lower. Thls suggests that an

urban/rural/northern exan inat 1on of prlnclpal-teacher

communicat.lon 1n ManfÈoba mighÈ be of lnteresc to educators

1n Èhis province. Slnllarlties and dlfferences fron one

geographlc area Èo the next could be ident i f ted. SuggesÈions

for lnprovenenf could f o1lor¿. A naturâl- fo11ow-up r¿ould be

to compare thl s data to that of Valentine (1981) and Taylor
(1984). Would there be any lnconslstencfes across borders?

If final resul!s were sln1lar, the appltcablliÈy of the AAC

ln dlfferent settlngs nlght be enhanced.

A fourth recommendatlon orlginaËes from connenÈs nade by

teacher respondents. They no ted Ëhat they lrteracted nore

wlth their vice-prlnclpals Èhan r,riÈh thelr principals. A

corûparatfve study of t.he perceptions of teachers,

vlce-prlnclpals and prtnclpals nigh t be useful in better

understandlng the connunicatlon networks wlLhln schools 
"

A final reconnendatlon would fol1ow-up nith the

varlables found to be signlflcant ln thls study. It appears
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Èhat the evaluation process and recent communlcation tralning
are signlf lcan!1y related to teacher6 r perceptions of

principalsr conmunicatlon skills. Since Ëhese resultê are

lnconclus 1ve, fur Eher research 1s necessary tn order to

determlne how these vartables are slgnfflcant.

5.5 Conclûdlng SuEEary

The purpose of this descrlptive sÈudy was to exanine the

com!ûunlcatLon skflls of princlpals. Teachers r and

princfpalsr perceptlons \{ere compared usfng thelr responses

on the Audtt of AdDlnlstraÈor Cornnunicatíon (AAC), Thls

lnstrunent was a Llkert-type survey conprised of 27 itens.

Flve hundred and nlnety-two Ëeachers were randomly-selecEed

fron approxlnaEely 6000 teachers ¡¿ho were currently teachlng

K-12 in rhe clty of Wlnnipeg, ManiÈoba. All prtncipals ¡vho

held posftlons ln K-12 schools ( 181) were chosen to represent

Èhe prlncipals t sanpl e. Three hundred and for ty-one ouÈ of

592 teachers responded to the na 11 survey produc lng a 58%

response rate. Thls conpared Èo 113 ouÈ of a posslble 181

principal responses whlch produceð, a 62% response rate.

There ¡¿ere four phases to Èhe data analysls. phase One

involved the surnnarizaÈ1on of teacher and prlncipal

dernographics. Phâse Two lnvolved Èhe rfacÈor scorlngr of

teacher and prlncipal surveys accordlng to Èhe dlrecÈ1ons of

Valentlne ( 198 f) . Phase Three Lnvolved t.he cross-!abulatfon

of teacher and prlnclpal nean fâcEor scores with a nurnber of

dernographlc variables. Phase Four involved conductlng

lndependent sanple t-tests tn order to exanlne dl.fferences
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be Ëween teachersr and pr lnc Lpal s r perceptlons on each of the

f or¡r factor scores and an overall comnunicatlon score.

0n the basls of the f lndtngs ând the 1lm1taËlons lnposed

on the study, the followfng concluslons r,7ere drawn:

1) Teachers percelve prlnclpals stronges t as rEncouragers t

and r¿eakest as rAffectlve Involvers r.

2) Prlnctpals percel.ve themselves strongesE as rlnformersl

and weakest as rAffectlve Involvers t.

3) There ls a signiflcant relatlonshlp be tween teachers I

percepÈ1ons and I

a) r¿hether or not thelr prfncipal evaluaÈes theE on at
1eêst an annual basls.

b) \,¡hether or noÈ teachers ÌÌave the opporÈunlty Ëo
evaluat e thelr prlnclpals.

c ) \,¡hether or not teachers kno\,¡ 1f thelr prtnclpals
have had recent conmunlcatlon tralning.

4) There are no slgnfflcant relatfonBhtps bet¡,¡een

prlnclpals I perceptlons and the denographlc varlabl-es

lnvestl.gaÈed fn thls study.

5) There ls a slgnlflcanÈ difference between teachers I

perceptions and prlnclpaLs I pereeptlons \rlÈh respect to

prlncipals I communLcatlon sk111s. That ls, principals

percefve Èhenselves to be much stronger communlcaÈors than do

teachers on all four facÈors of communlcatlon and as overall

conmunLcaÈors.

Inpllcations for educatlon are that princlpaLs shouLd

exanlne more fu11y hor,, they are connunicatlng, parÈ1cu1ar1y

1n the affecÈ1ve domaln and 1n how they stLnulate teachers

towards personal and professional growth. The benefits of

the evaluatfon process and of conrnunlcatlon tralning should
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be exanlned in nore depth. In general, prÍncipals should

Èake an honest, lntrospectlve look at Èhelr own connunicatlon

skllls and compare thelr perceptlons rrlth those of their

teachers. Further research nay exânl.ne clusters of

prlnclpals and thelr respectlve teacher6. A comparatlve

lnvestigatlon lnto teacher-prlncipal conmunicatlon ln

dlfferent geographfc locatlons nlght a1Êo be \,¡arranted.
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APPEI¡DIX A

IfaLLEN I S I COHUnNTCATIoñ ÎECEBIQUBS



I{al-len I s Elght Coanunlcatlon TechnLqueo

Wa11en (1968) described elght connunlcatlon technlques. They

are !

1. Transltions - used when a person ¡¿ishes to âdd
s ome thlng to a dlscussion.

2, ElaboratLotr - used when a person wlshes ¡nore
l nformatlon from the speaker.

3. Rane calllng - used when one person uses
anotherrs name when talktng to Ëhen.
(Although thfs ls a relatlvely
sirnple technique, 1t 1s often
forgotten. When used, it can rnake a
me s sage nore meanLngfu1. )

4. rYout nesaages - used when a person wlshes to
pråcËlce some refLeetÍve llstenlng.

5. Support Stateúenta - used when a person wLshes to
Èe11 another thaË he/she agrees úrlth
$rhat 1s belng sald.

6. ClarlffcatLon - used when a person wl-shes to
check the accuracy of a nessage.

7. rIr oeseages - used in three dlfferen! \,rays:
f ) when one person çrlshes to te11

ano Èher s ome thlng positlve.
1í) when a person has a probl-en

and wishes to te11 another.
ttl) when a person 1s having a

problen wl th a partfcular
person and l¡lshes to te11 ÈhaÈ
Person.

8. Cloaure - used r¿hen a person has been
asked a questLon by ano the r. The
person answers and makes I closure I

by tylng Èhlng s rogether.

( pp. 3-4)



Ä,PPET{DIX B

INSTRI,I4EìITATION: ORIGINAL AAC
TEACEERS' AAC
PRINCIPALSI AAC



* ortgtnåI AAC

I

AUDIT OF ADII1INISTRATOR COI4I4UNICATION

Form 9-79-P

Ther€ ¡re 27 stàtemnts ln thls lnstrumnt. Each statement descrlbes ¡n
âspect of cormunlcatlon between you and your àdmlnlsträtor. There âre n0
rli¡ht or Hrcng àns*ers. Do not hesltate to màrk the stateDents frankly' Your
reiponse shouid reflect your perceptlon of the connunlcôtlon between you rnd
the aÅn;ai.tt¡t t¡¡ Aou a^z a.ôÁ e.a¿,ittg.

Please compìete the lnfon¡ation below before beglnning the lnstrument. llote
that there ls no pìace for your nðne. D0 NoT record your name' AlI responses
t{lll be reported as group' not lndlvldua'l , data. The lnfomEtlon Yill be
processed ànd analyzéd by the developer of the lnstrLment' llo ldentiflcatlon
of lndlvlduals ¡Jllì be ßEde, so please be honest ànd candld ln your responses.

PTEÀSE RESPOÄI' TO EVrfY 'TTEII!

Clrcle the àpproprlate response:

l. How many years have you been a teacher? 0-2 3-5 6-12 13+

2, Ihrt ls your highest acadenic degree? Båchelor I'laster l'làster Doctor
Pìus

3, How nàny yeårs hôve you tàught !t this
level (älãm., jr. hi-gh, sr.-hlgh)? 0-2 3-5 6'12 13+

4, How nany yeârs hüve you Horked ¡s å
te¡cheiwith thls rdïinJstrrtor? 0-2 3-5 6-12 13+

5. 0o you htve ¡ny tdnlnlstr¡tlve
responslbil lties ln the bulldlng
(teàm ìeader, dept, heôd, etc.)? Yes No

6. l,lere you hlr€d by the aúllnlstràtor
you ðie rssessln¡? Yes llo

7. Pleöse ldentlfy your sex. ¡l F

Copyrlght, 1978 by Jerry ¡1. valentlne



DI REC'T IONS

Please wrlte ln the name of the åónlnlstrator you rre ratlng ànd todày's dâte.

Read eàch ståtemnt carefulìy. Then lndicate the degree to Ìrhfch the statenent
descrlbes cofinunlcatlon betì{een you and your àdmlnistrâtor.

Cir€ìe " " for HEVER lf you feel the statement descrlbes cofllunlcatlon behavior
thät is never present.

Clrcle "R" for RARELY if you feel the statemnt descrlbes corllnunicàtlon behavlor
that ls rarcly or seldorn present.

Clrcìe "0" for oCCASIoNALLY lf you feel the statement describes coflìunicatlon
b€havlor that might on occasion b€ present.

Circle "U" for USUALLY if you feel the stateîìent descrlbes cor,municatlon behavior
that ls usually or typlcally present.

Clrcìe "4" for ALllAYs if you feel the statement descrlbes coflnunication behövior
that is å ìways present.

ys

NROUA

H ROUA

NROUA

!{R0UA

NROUA

IIROUA

IIROUA

NR0UA

I{ROUA

l. Your administråtor discusses school related problems with you,
seeking your opinions and feelings àbout the prob'lems.

Your adminlstrator co{rnunicåtes to you directlons and lnstructions
regördi ng schooì I ssu€s,

Your ôdrîinistràtor encourages you to develop professlonål goals
rnd to strlve toward those goals.

Your aúfllnlstrator måkes stàten€nts to you that tend to b€llttìe
or make llght of t€ôchers as lndividuals or ¿s a group.

Personal thoughts shared by your administrator tbout school he'lps
you develop ô sense of prlde ¡nd loyalty as ð menber of the school .

The decislons con¡¡unlcated by your adminlstrâtor äre clear and
easily understood.

Ìlhen crltic{2lng poor practices, your àúninlstrator provides
suggestlons for f mprcvement.

Coamunicatl on from your adm'inistrator dl scourages your creativlty'

Your admlnistr¡tor denonstrates à slncere lnter€st ln your
personaì life through discussion ànd lnquirles about your fànlly,
âctivities, lnterests, ând/or åccompìlshments'

Your administråtor keeps you lnfoñ¡ed åbout those àspects of
the school progràn about uhich you should be åHàre.

4.

6.

7.

8.

9.

fi R 0 u A 10.



N=Never R=Rarely 0.0ccaslonalìy U=Usuàììy A'Àìways

tl R 0 U A 11. llhen dlscusslng your arers of professlonàì strength lnd
weökness, your ldmÌnlstrator rssists you ln focuslng upon ¡
progran of gror{th to overcone àreas of ì{eàkness.

N R 0 U A 12. t{hen you pr€sent å thought or concern to your àdmfnlstråtor' your
àdministråtor glves you the feeìlng the thought or concern ls
lnsignlflcant ônd *11ì not be consldered.

N R 0 U A 13. Your àdmJnistrator shàres rlth you person¡l feelings and
opl nJons about school lssues'

ll R 0 U A 14. l{hen connunlcðtlng $lth you, your ¡dmlnlstrator enphaslzes
those polnts whlch ¡re most lmportànt to r€member,

N R 0 U A 15. Through the evaìuatio¡ process, your adminlstrator stimulåtes
ðnd encourages your professionöl growth.

tl R 0 U A 16. t{hen you dlscuss à problem nlth your ådmlnlstr¿tor' your
adninistràtor demonstrates an understanding and åppreciation of
how you feeì àbout the Probìem.

ll R 0 U A 17. You discuss personàl probìems wlth, ànd seek ådvice from' your
adni n i stràtor.

ll R 0 U A 18. Your adminJstråtor keeps you Jnformed of those rúìinistrôtlve
declslons Hhlch affect you ðs a teacher.

t{ R 0 U A 19. Your adiinistrator spe.ks candidly and sincer€ly Yhen discussing
your t€âch l ng àbiIItY.

N R O U A 20. tlhen taìklng to your tdnfnistrator, you have the feelfng your
àfiinistratór ls sincerely interested ln rihàt you are saying'

l¡ R O U Â 21. Your àdminlstrrtor shàr€s personal , non-professionðl lnterests
ând ¡ctlvl tles Hltll You.

t¡ R 0 U A 22. Through lndlvlduaì, smâll group. ànd/or staff meetings' your
ädminlstrttor Provides lnformation relative to schooì issues.

t{ R O U A 23. Your rdmlnlstr¡tor encouråges chânges ln school progråms ihat
lerd to ! better schooì for the students.

N R O U A 24, Your ¡drinlstrttor notlces mlnor âccompl i strflents that others do
not notice rnd tàkes the opportunity to compl iÍì€nt you on those
¡ccompl I sturËnts.

It R o U A 25. llhen you årr lnforfied of tónlnlstràtlve declslons, you tre tHôre
of Ìrhàt ls lxp€cted of you !s lt relates to the declslon.

t{ R O U Â 26. Through dlscusslons wlth you âbout concer¡s and Þroblems that àffect
the s¿hool , your ldminlstrator involves you in the decislon màking
process.

N R 0 U A ?7, Your rdminlstrator connunlcâtes to you the re¡sons for àdìinls-
tr¡tive practices used in the school .

a!a

Høve gou ne.tpnded to each ôttlenent? 16 not, pLetÀe do óo!



* Teacher6' AÂC

'"u'.0.''.'. ï i ";i';'#.J';:' :- 

n' oo

,':;;-;;-;,-
There sre 27 stste!ìents ln thl6 lnst¡ument, Esch atate¡nen! descrl.bes ån asPect of
com'0uñicåtlon bet!¡een you ånd your prlnclpal. The¡e ere no rlSht or erong ansiters.
Do no! he6itete !o merk the ststenents frsnkly, Your response 6hoúld reflect your
perception of the cormunlcs!lon beteeen you snd the prlncipEl you sÍe âssesslnS.

Pleåse coûpIete the lnforûatlon bêlov before be8tnnlns the lnsÈlub€nt. Note that th€re
is no plece for your nane. m NOT record your nsrne. ÀIl responses utll be rePorted as
groupt not individual date. The lnforlnation el11 be processed and ånelyzed by lhe
researcher. No lden!lficåtlon of lndfviduals nlll be Esde, ao Plesse be honest end cendld
in your response6.

PLEASE RESPOND 10 !W- ITEM!

**t

,c-i_r_c-I!__r!:jlpplgp_r_t_âlg!e9p9!!_e_s:

l. Please ldentlfy your 6ex, Hsle Fenele

2, Please ldentify the 6ex of your prtncipal' Xsle FemåIe

3. Pleåse lndlcåte the Brsde(s) et shich you do K' l' 2, 3, 4, 5, 6,
lhe ûìajorlty of you! teachlng. 7, 8, 9' l0' tl' 12.

4. Please lndicate the spproxinate student populatlon l-100, 101-200,201-300,
of your schoo).. 301-400, ¿0I-500, 501-600,

601-700, 701-800, 80t-900,
901-1000, ovêr 1000.

5. Pleå6e lndicste the âpproxlmate number of teacher6 l-10' ll-20' 2l-30' 3l-40'
on 6teff at your cutrent school. 4l-50' 5l-60' 6l-70' over 70.

6. Does your current prfnclpsl hsve s leåching load Ye6 No

of soße klod?

7, Ilere you hlred by the prlncfPal you ere sssesslnS? Yes No

8. Hov nåny years hÂve you sorked as s leåcher elth
this p¡ìncipãl? o - 2,3 - 5' 6 - 12' ll +

9. Does your prlncipal eva¡uât€ your perforDance on et
lea6t an snnual baÊls? Yes No

10. Do you a6 e teechet hâve Èhe opportunlÈy to
gvaluete your prlnclpål? Yes No

ll, tlås your prlnclpal håd env recent trâfnlng ln
conmurìic¡t lon technlques? ( io. lorlll¡l corrrse v¡orh. Yes No Nt)t Srrre

$drkshops, tnsorvi.es elr', eitlrirì tlrc l,1st 5 yc¡rs.)

* Copvrißtr!, 1978 by ,ierry l,l. V,¡lrrìt irì(..



Resd esch 6tstenent csrefu¡.Ìy. Then lndtcåte the degree to rhfch Èhe 6!åtehentdescrlbes coÍ!¡ruifcsÈion beleeen )rou and your edntnl;tlator.
cfrcle ,N" for NEVER t.f you têel the ståt€nent descrlbee corìrluÍlcatlon behavtourthat !.s never present.

clrcle I'R" for n¡¡ELy ff you feel the ttate6ent de6crfbe6 comnunfcatfon behâvlor¡rthåt 1s råre.ly or seldoE present.

Clrcle "O" for OCc.tSSIONALLY tf you feel the srsreôenr descrtbes coEEunfcarion
beh¡vlou! th¡t Dlght on occaEton be present.

Circle "ü' for USUALLI lf you feel the 6rareDent desc¡fbes col!runlca!fon
behâvlour thst ls u8uâl¡y or typlcslly present.

clrcle 'rA" for Aü{.{Ys rf you fêer the stete'ent descrlbes co.ûunlcalfon behÁvfourthå! is åIsåys presênt.

N R 0 U A l. Your âdEfnl6trator diacusses school te¡åted probl€bs rdth you,
aeeklnt your oplnlon6 ând feellngs about the probleDs.

N R O U A 2. Your edDlnlscrator comunfcstes !o you dlrections snd tnstrucclons
re8ârding 6choo1 lssues,

N R 0 U A 3. Your ådntnlstretor encoureges you to devel.op professfonal Boals
snd to strlve toerrd those toåls.

N R 0 U A 4. Your ,dDtDr.strltor b¡kes atateEenta !o l¡ou lhãt tend !o bellttLe
or Dlke lfght of teåchera aÊ fndivldusls or as s troup.

N R 0 U Â 5, Perso¡al thoughts shared by your adninistrelor sbout school helps
you develop a rense of prfde ând loyalty ss a oer¡ber of lhe school.

N R 0 U A 6, The declslons coE@unlcated by you! ådoinisÈrator åre clear and
easlIy understood.

N R O U 
^ 

7. lrhen crftlcfzlng poor practfces, your ådninlstrâtor provfdes

. suggestions for foProvênent.

Ìl I O U A 6. ConDunlcrtt.on froE your adblnlEÈråtor dfscourages your cresGlvity.

N R 0 U A 9. Your adrlDl6trrtor deEonstratêB a alncere lnterest 1n your personsl
lffe through dlaco6slon lnd f¡qu1r1es åbol¡! your fsnily, âctlvftles,
lnterê!Ès | ånd/or accollpllshnents,

DI RXCTIONS

Todåyr € Dare ¡

N R 0 U Â ¡0, You¡ ådnlnistretor keeps you infomed ãbou! those åspecrs of rhc
school pro8rsn sbout t¡htch you shou¡.d be auã!e.

N R O U 
^ 

ll. Hhen dfscussfnß eour ar€ns of pr¡rfcssiô ¡l strengrh and lreôkness,
vor¡r âdmfnfstråror assis¡s y(ru in locrjsinf r¡pon a progralll of Srovrh
to overcùhe areás of ueâkncss.



N=Never R=RareIy o=occâsionally U=Usual.ty A.Alvays

N R 0 U A 12, tthen yoú present a thought or concern to your adfil.nlstratorr
your ådmlnlstrator Blves you thc feeling the thought or concern

fs lnsignlflcsnt and vlII nor be considered,

N R 0 U A 13. Your adnlnl.straÈor sh¿rres rlth you per8onal feellngs and oPfnions
abou! Échool fssueg.

N R O U A 14. l.¡hen conr¡unlcstlng efth you, your admlnfstretor enpheslzeÊ those
pofnÈs uhfch sre Dost lnportsnt to remeñber.

N R 0 U A 15. through the evaluåtlon plocess, your ådnlnlstralor stinulâ!ea
and encoura8es your professlonal groíth.

N R 0 U A 16. l,lhen you dlscuss e probleo wllh your adEfnt6trator, your
âdofnfstratoE deEonstrâÈes an understâûdln8 and appreclation
of hou you feel about the problem.

N R 0 U A 17. You dlscuss personal pEobleDs elth, ånd seek Âdvice ftom, your
administrator,

N R 0 U A 18. Your edoln{strator keeps you inforned of those adminfsÈraÈ1ve
dêclsions lrhich affect you as a teacher.

N R O U A i9. Your admfnfstraEor speâks cendidly ând slncerely ehen dlscusslng
your teåchinB abilily.

N R O U A 20. When Èalklng !o your admtnlsirator, you have lhe feellng your
adñfnfscralot fs sfncerely interested 1n rrhât you are seying.

N R 0 U A 21. Your adniniscrator shares peEsonaI, non-Professlooal lnteresls
ãnd ac tivit fes lrich You.

N R O U A 22. Through Lodlvidual, snall group, and/or staff oeeÈin8s, your

. adDlnlstraÈo¡ provldes fnfomlatlon relatfve to school fssues.

N R O U A 23. Your âdblnlstretor encourages changes 1n school Progråùìs that
lesd !o â better school for the 6tudenÈs.

N R O U A 24, Your adñlnlsttatot r¡otices ñlnor acconPllshnents that others do
not noÈice and tskes the opporlunity to conplinent you on chose
accoopllshnents.

N R 0 U A 25. l,¡hen you are lnformed of edminístrative decf6lons, you are elrare
of r.,hãt fs expecled as lt relates to the decision'

N R O U Á 26, ThrouBh discuss{ons sith you about conceins and problens tha! affect
lhe schooI, your edrofnlstretor fnvolves you ln the decfsion nsking
P rocea s.

N R O U A 27, Your sdninlscrator comfiunlcates to you lhe reasons for adElnistrat{ve
pr¿c!1ces used in the schooì.

llûve v,)rr respondcJ ro e¡clì s!i¡!¡Ìn'rnc? If noÈ, PIei¡s¿ do so!



* PrtÞc1på16r .qAC

4,_u_!_l-I 9-¡ 4.p.y_r-l¡,_r-_s-I_!_4.-r'_9_¡

9_9_ I_ ¡r_:u- l¡_ _r- -c_.¡_ l_r_9_ !
(FoF¡ 9-79-P)

llere ere 27 ltehs In. thls fnstrunent, Eâch Btetelnent descrlbes sn espect of
coÌÌ¡nunlcation bet!,een you and your teschers. There ere no rl8ht o¡ r¡¡ong ânsr¡,ers,
Do not hesl.tåte co nark the staterEent6 frenkly. Your ¡esponses should reflect yorrr
pe!ceptions of your or'n corEnunlcstlon sklIIs,

Please complete the lnforlÞation beloe before beBlnnin8 the Lnstrunent, Note that there
ls no place fo¡ your n6.be. Do NoT recold your nanìe. All responses vlll be reported
as Broup, not lndlvidual data. The lnfornetlon s1ll be processed and analyzed by lhe
researcher, No identlficêtlon of lndivlduals elll be tllade, 60 pIeåse be honesÈ ând
candld in your respon6e6.

PLEASE RESPOND 1O EIERY ITE}T!

**;

ç_i_r_c_I_e_!¡_e_-âpÌ_r-op-rjle_t_e__r9!pl'!le_s.l

l. Please identlfy your 6ex, ¡tåle FenåIe

2. Pleese lndlcâte the grådes for !¡hich you ere K' t' 2, 3, 4, 5, 6,
responsible. 7' 8,9, 10, I¡, 12.

3. Please lndlcâte the approximãte 6tudent l-100, ¡01-200,201-300,
populâtion of your school. 30I-400, 40¡-500, 50I-600,

60r-700, 70r-800, 80r-900,
901- 1000, over 1000,

4. Pleåse indlcate the app¡oxiÎDete nuDber of l-10, ll-20, 2l-30, 3l-40,
teachers on staff in your present 6chool' 4l-50, 5t-60, ól-70, over 70'

5. Do you presently hsve â teachlng losd of
sone kind? Yes No

6. Do you evaluate the perforoance of your teachers
on st leas! sn annuel bå61s? Yes No

7. Do your teachers have the oPportunlty to
evåluat€ you_r perforrnånce? Yes No

8. Have you håd åny recent tralnlng ln conñunicåtlon
techniques? (te. formãI course vork' IrorkshoPs,
ln-servtceE etc. r¡lthin the last 5 yeers.) Yes No

*t*



DI R.ECTIONS

lodsys I Dete:

Reed €ach ststellent cârafuIly. Then fndlc6!e the degree to ehlch the atatenent
dercrlbes codlunlcrtfon betseen you ând your leechers,

Clrcle "N" for NEVER lf you feel the ststeûrerìt descrlbes cofir0unlcâtlon behsvlour
th¿t l3 neve¡ Pre6ent.

clrcle "Rrt for RÂRELY ff you feel lhe ateteEen! descrlbeB coDûrrnfcstlon behevlour
lhet ts tsrely or sêldo¡! Present.

Cfrcle "0Ù for occ sloN.\LLY lf you feel Èhe 6tateñent desc¡lbea co¡Elunlcatfon
- behåv1our thåt El8ht on occåsfon be Preaen!'

ClrcIe "U" for USU^LLY lf you fee!. the atâlehent deacrlb.s coEEunlcatlon
behåvlour thst la u8úâ1ly or tyPlcally PresenE.

Cfrcle "4" for ALtlÀYS lf you feel the statelDent descrlbes coEu¡fcetlon behavfour
thal fs lleaYs Present.

N R O U A l. I df3cusr school-releted Ptobleos l¡llh Ey teåchels' aeeklng thelr
oplûlons and fêellnts rbout the Probleús.

N R O U 
^ 

2. I co@unlcate dlrectlons end lnstructlons reSsrdfr¡8 school l66ues
to rEY teechera.

N R O U 
^ 

3. I encouúate oy leschêr6 to develoP Professlonal 80å16 snd to strive
tosard tho8e 8osl6 '

ü R O U A 4. I ¡!kê atâteEanÈa to lty tercher6 thât tend to bellttle or Eåke li8ht
of theð Às lndtvldurls or as å SrouÞ.

N R O U A 5. Peraonsl thouthts rhåred by Ee åbout school helP to develoP 6 sense

of Prldè üd loYeItY fn DY teachers'

N R O U A 6, The declslons coglreuolcaled by tôe åre clcsr 6nd essfly understood'

N R O u À 7, l¿hen crltlclzfnS Poor Pråcllces' I Provlde su8geatlons fol fñprovebent'

N R O U A 8, Co!!¡unfcâtlon f¡oo ûe discourå8es the creåtfvity of Ey teacher6'

Ù R O U A 9, I atetìonslrate a alncere fnterest ln the Personål llve6 of tìy leache¡s
through dfscuasfon ¡nd tnqutrtes ¡bout thêlr fsElItes, thelr sctlvltles'
lntarê!!s r and/or ôccoqllgtuênt8 '

ü R O U A lO, I keep oy teachers lnfonn€d 6bout those rspects of the school progrÁh

sbout uhlch they 6houId be auåre'

N R O U 
^ 

ll. l,rhen dlscussfnB sr€ås of Professlonal st¡en8th snd ueakness ln ny

teschers, I asslsÈ them ln focusing upon ¡ Progran of gro!¡lh to

overcone á rets of r:eakness



N. Never R. Rårely 0. Occaslon8lly U. ususlly A " ¡\leayg

N R 0 U A 12. then oy teåchers present thoughts or conccma to De, ¡ Blve then
the feêl.tng thsl thef! thoughts or concern6 âre lnsfgnlffcånt snd
vlLl not reellY be considcred.

N R o U 
^ 

13. t shsre úy pe¡soDsl feellnga and oPlnfons rbout 6choo¡ lssues elth
Dy teåch€r6 '

N R O U Jr 14. l{hen co@ri¡fcatlnS stth ty ùeåchers, I ebPhaalte those Þoints etich
sre bost iEPoftant to rauobê!.

N R O U 
^ 

15. through the evâlu¡tlon Plocesa' I 3tlÞulatê end êncourå8e lhe Profeaslonal
Srorrth of Dy teachera,

N R O U ¡\ 16. l{hen å t6scher dfacuaaea r probleo vlth Ee, I debon6trste an understandlng
end .ppreclåtfon of hos thåt teåcher feels ábout Èhe probfe.À.

li R O U 
^ 

17, Hy teåcher6 dtscuBa Personrl Problebs rtÈh' tnd seek sdvfce froo ùe.

N R O U Â 18, I keep Dy teschers fnforoed of thosê âdt¡1n1alretlve decla{ons
thet affect theE !s lescher6.

tl R O U A t9. I speek candldly end sfncèrely ljhen dlscuasfn8 the leechtng ablllty
of one of EY teachers.

N R O U A 20. Lrheû Ey têschêrs tsl¡( to Dêr they 8et thè feeltn8 ths! I sE atnce¡ely
ln¡erested lri rhat they ¡re aaylnt.

N R O U A 21. I Bhsre person¡I, ¡¡on-ProfesslonaL.nÈêrestB snd åcllvltles stth
bY têachers.

N R O U A 22, Through lndtvlduåÌ, 6nal1 trouP, ånd/ol ståff DeetlnS6' ¡ Provlde
lnforDåtfon rclâtlve to school lasues.

N R o U A 23. I êncour¡gc châtr8èa tn school ProSraû8 thåt lesd to s better achool
for the 6ludêDts.

N R O U A 24, ¡ notfce ¡lnor åccoo9llsh¡entB of Ey têechers thst others do nqt notice
snd I tske Èh. oPPor!unlty to col¡pllBent theE on lhose accoEPI lshBen !a .

N R O U A 25. I{hen I lnfoiE leâchers of rdElnfstrstive declslonsr they ere åsare of
vhet ls exPected of theB ð6 lt relåtes to the declsfons.

N R O U A 26. Th¡ough dlecusslons ufth ay teachers ebout concems ånd problellìs that
affect lhe school, I lnvo¡ve lhell ln the decl6lon-¡¡eking Process'

N R O U A 27. I coEEunfcatc to ùy tcachêr6 the rêâsons for ¡dElnfslrstlve Prâctlces
used fn thê achool.

r HAVT: YOU R},SPONDED 1'O EVERY SÎÀTEHENT? IF NOT, PLEASE DO SO!



APPEI{DIX C

CORRE SP ONDENCE



rtuMlr

tÁcutfY ot ED{J(âtìoN
D.FnÈÀ' of c¡.riorhrñ
MÍtErurb ¡r¡ N¡ I'rr. t S(þr¡..¡

t leechers I Covêr
Let te¡

C¡ ñ¡d¡ Rlt ¿N¡

lltE uNtvELsrTY oF t{¡rN¡to8^

october 20!h, 1986

Dear ColleaSue:

Hov êffectrvê Â cotrounrc!tor tB your princrpår? Do you feer thår r prrncrparrs
co'nìrrnrcâtfon 

'kfl18-(effec!fve o¡ fneffectlve) have sny beårr¡8 0n tle àattyoperåtlon of a Bchool?

lf you are llke be, you håve asked your6elf sftDllar questlons ât one tfDe or
another durlng yoúr teschlÞE cåreer. Ihls i6 preclEel.y ehy I ab condúcttnt thefollol'lng 6tudy, ln psrtiâl fulf l!ìenr of s Haste¡ of EdrJcetlon degree aã theuniver'ity of ¡rånitobs' A6 ån educetor, r çsnt to knoÐ Do¡e about hãr¡ prrncrpars
int ersct ì'lth thelr teeche16,

The focus of th16 êtudy fE the co')u¡icåtion Ektrr6 of princfpals. It wlrr cobpsreprinclpsls' ovfl perceptlons of hor,¡ they coslnunic6te !¡f!h the perceptions of thelr
teechers. Thet lß ebere you cooe 1n.,. The enclosed suñrey asks you to râle yourprincfpsl'6 corú'nlcatlon skflls. Fln.l result6 rrfll cor¡pare tes;he¡6r p"r""ptton"
eith those of prfnclpals theEselves. Areås of BtreelDent ånd dlsagreernent wlll be
PlnPolntêd. Reco!û€ndetlons fo! enhsncfnt prlncfpal-teache¡ coo[r¡nlcatlon ÞlIl then
fo LIoe.

Your. fnput ls essenllal - el.thout lt, lt eilt be ioposslble to reach â conserìsus of
hou teachers really feel. I eould grestly ôpprecl.ate lt lf you eoul¿l coùplete the
6$¡vey snd retuñr ft l¡ lhe enclosed, self-åddressed, 6tamped envelope as
soon âÊ possfble. You ylll notr.ce that there iÊ no plsce for you to iecord your
nadìe ot the nåEe of your achool. Thdt l¡ becar¡se the intent of thls 6tudv is to
Bet a broâd overviee of prfnclpå1-reåche¡ colrûurica!lon, ¡ot to Iink up speci.fic
teachers' responses uith those of thelr prlnclpals. please rest assured ti¡et all.
rndividual responses ',rll be kepr stricr¡v confidenrial - results eill be nãde knol,n
on)y tn thelr totållty. For those !,ho a¡e inrerested, I trill glsdly fonrard surveyresults' Pr€¡se check off one or ûìore of the boxes on lhe ¡erìrrn csrd if you vor¡ldllke â copy of the flnâl results and/or $ould be t^,illtng to be intervier¡eà ln rno¡e
de!åil by teìephone.

I look forHard to recelving your coople¡ed Er¡rvey snd rerum card, Thank you fo¡ your
enrlcipated partlcfpstlon 6nd co-operÁtfon. If yoQ hâve sny quesÈtons please do ho!
hesl!are to câlI E sr êlther¡ ¿52-1328 or 474-9063.

Slncercly,

u.') /+-*JrJ-z (Researcher)

,Äi*Þlk1Facurtv 
Ad\'l sor)



* TeacherÊ' ¡olloe-up letter

duMlr

Slncerely,

,7¿---,t,".L. (Researcher)

,A*HFscurrvAdvrsor)

THE UNIVERSITY O¡ M?tNITOB^

NoveEber l6t, 1986

Desr ColleaSue r

Hoe effectlve a co¡ú¡unlcator ls yout prlnclpål? Do you feel that a pllncipalrs
collrrunicstion Ekills affect the dslly opelatlon of â Bchool? these åre questions
I have often asked ltryself. In f6ct, I an conductlng â study to deterDlne hon teachers,
1n general, feel ebor¡t the com\rnicatlon 6klÌ1s of princfpåIs. The study lrtfl
conpare teachers! pelcêptlonê elth the 6e1f-pe¡ceptlons of PrinclPels.

As sn lnlÈls1 letter ånd Eurvey have elreedy been foreårded to you, I reallze that
you heve eithe¡ probably Eesnt to respond or, 1n fsct, you nevet did recelve s coPy.
If tbls is the ffrst tlne thât you have heard of the study, I sPologlze fol there
Eust heve been sooe kind of Elx-up 1n the Dåtl. Plesse coÎlplete the survey snd ff
you hsve sny questlon6, please do not hesltste to êontåct oe ât elthell 452-1328 ot
474-9063. If you have recelved sn 1nt1ål coPy but hsve not ¡esPonded, I urge you
to do 60 nou.

I un¿lerstan¿l ehst lt 1s l1ke to håve extra deDsnds P1åced on your tioe, lloltever, lrd
lfke to 6t!es6 hoÐ fEportsnt I99f fnPul 1s to the Etudy. HoPefulLy, the conclus{ons
that wlll be dråvn snd the recoEmendatlons thst i¡ill be Elsde !¡1If en8ble P¡lncipals
to comunlcete Dore effectively r¡1th their teâchers. This t{11, fn turn' Eåke lhe Jobs
of teachers essier ånd Dote plesssnt. To dste, the resPonse råÈe hes been very good.
I have ¡ecefved s nrnber of fsvoursble co[ments froE teschers vho feel thst this 6tudy
is very $orthl¡hfle, ln o!de! to tet ån sccurate Pictule of te¿chers' PercePtlons'
honeve¡, I need to knot, hon l9g feel.

I uould Sreetly sppreclåte lt ff you vould coEPlete the survey snd ¡etum It fn the
enclosed, self-sddressed, atsEPed enveloPe ås aoon ås Posslble' ALso, Please ¡eturfl
the enclosed cBrd and check off the boxes thåt ePPty to you' For those who are
lnterested, I r¡lI1 8ladly forva¡d 6urvey results' Please ¡est å6sured thet sl1
Lndlvidusl responses wl11 be kePt 6trfctly confiden!lal. Results t¡lll be tåde known

only 1n thefr totsIllY,
Thsnk you for your antic{pâted PelticiPstlon ånd co-oPe!âtfon.

f/TCULTY oF EDUC^TION llinnip.8, M¡ni'obr
D.p¡ ænr ol Curr¡Nlumr c¡ôrd¡ RIT 2N¡
M¡rh.m¡ri.! rnd N¡rulll s.i.n<.i



r Principå16 | cover lÆttet

THT UNIVERSITI OF MANITO¡Á F/ICuLTY oF EDUCATION Win¡iF8, M¡niroö¡
D.p¡rrmnr ol cllrri(lllumr Gùd¡ RIT 2N2
Mr¡hchÍic! ¡nd N¡ru.jS<icn !t

ocrobe! 20th, 1986

Dear Collesgue:

Ho$ effectlve s coED.runlcsto! are you? Do you feel that your corúu¡lcstlon sk11l6
håve any besrl.ng on the delly operâtfon of your êchool? How do your teachers
Perceive you as â comunicato¡?

If you sre lfke Ee, you hsve å6ked youlseIf slEllår que6tlons åt one tiEe or snother
durlng your cereer in Educstlon. The! ls preclsely !¡hy I aÞ conducting the fol1or.dnB
6tudy, fn pârtfåI fulflltDent of s Håstet of Educâlfon degree. A6 an educstor, I
lrant !o knor¡ Dore sbout hoe p¡inclpå16 lnterac! efth thelr teachels.

îhe focus of this Êtudy is on the cotuunic¡rtlon skllIs of ptfnclpe16. It i,lII coEpsre
th€ perceptlons of teachers eith the self-perceptlons of pÌlncipals, Ihet 16 rhere you
coÞe in... The enclosed survey ls deslgned so thet you cån qulckly self-sssess your
or,rn comìu¡ìic¿rtlve sbllity. Flnal re6ults lrfll coDpsre self-perceptlonê of princl.påls
þlth perceptions of teachers, Areas of agreeDent ând dl6âgreeDent i¡tlI be pfnpofnted.
Recomendâtions for enhenclng prlncipal-teâcher co@unlcstlon iùfll then folloÌ¡.

Your lnput ls esÊêntial - rlthout lt, reechlng a conêensu6 of holr prlncfpsls feel
they âre co!únrmicsÈtng i¡t1l be frÀposslble, I eould greatly åppteclste tt 1f you
sould coEplete the survsy snd return lt 1n the enclosed, self-eddressed, 6tã:lped
enveLope as soon as posslble . You i¡ill notfce thet theÌe fs no place for you to
¡ecord your naEe or the naEe of your êchool, fhåt iE becåuse the intent of the study
1s to get a broâd overvfev of princlpal-teecher comrmfcatlon, !g! to l1nk up
6peclfic teâchersr responses eith tho6e of the{r prlnclpâIs. Pleâse rê6t assured that
aIl lndfvldual responses wllI be kept 6trfctly conffdentlal, Results rdll be Dade
kno¡rn only in their totâI1ty. ¡or those eho are lnterested, I $tll glådly forçård
survey Ìesults. Please check off one or Þore of the boxes on the return cald lf
you rould ]ike a copy of the ffnal results and/or uould be $iltlng to speak to De
st greate¡ Length on thlÊ toplc.

I look fort.ard to ¡ecelvln8 your coEpl€ted aurvey and return card. If you have åny
questions plesse do not he6itâte to cål1 ¡te åt eftherr 452-1328 or 474-9063.
Thank you for your sntlclpsted parllclpatlon ånd co-operatlor¡.

Slncerely,

/'A\h^ ?,|.

(RrBesrcher)

(?âculty Advfso¡)



IACUITY OF EDUC-ATìON
D.p¡nmñ! ol Curjc!lüm:
M¡rh.mri6 .ñ¿ N.M¡l S.i.ñ6

* PrfnclpalE r ¡o1loe-up Letter

Gn¡d¡ RrT 2N2
TH! UNIvE-ÈSlTl OF M^h_¡To8¡

?,.r

NoveÐber lst, I986

Deår CoIleågue¡

Ho!' effectlve a cor@ur¡1cåtor are yotr? Do you feel thet you! comu¡1câtlon sk111Ê
âffect lhe dafly ôperatlon of your 6chool?

These are quesllons ¡ hsve often âsked Eyself. In fsct, I aE conductlng å 6tudv
to deterElne holr princl'pals feel åbout their or,¡n coMr\j¡lcatÍve abtlj.ties. the study
!¡1I1 coepare prlncipã]sr self-perceptlons $lth the perceptlons of thelr teachels.
As ån lnitisl letter ånd Éurvey have alreådy been foruârded to you, I ¡esllze that
you elther probably Eeant to respond or, 1n fact, you never dld recelve a copy.
If thls ls the cåse, I apologlze ss there oust hâv€ been soDe kfnd of blx-up 1n
the EalI. Please conìplete the 6urvey ånd 1f you have sny qr¡estlons, p1eâse contâct
ne at elther 452-1328 or 474-9063, If you hsve received sn inltlsl copy but hâve not
responded, I ulge you to do so noe,

I rmderstand ehst lt fs lfke to heve extre dehárds plsced on you. At the saDe tiùe,
I'd l1ke to stress hor lûlportsnt l:o!l_ lnput ls to the study. Hopefully, concluslons
drar.¡n f¡on the ¡esearch !,lII lndicate areas of ågreeroent snd dlsegreehent betúeen
teachers ånd prfncipels eith re6pect to p¡lnclpels! coEmunlcatlon skllIs. Froo thls
da!å, suB8estlons snd recomendstlons s1II be Dsde. To dste, Eåny of your colleagues
heve responded end hsve nade fâvoureble conments regardlng the value of the 6tudy.
However, ln order to get an accurete plcture of ho!¡ principåls feel åbout their own
coEûlunicstlon sklIIs, ås bany re6ponseÊ ås posslble s¡e needed.

I eould Sreatty spprecfåte 1t 1f you eould coEplete the survey and return 1t in the
enclo6ed, self-sddressed, staDped envelope as soon ås posslble ALso, return the
enclosed cerd snd check off tho6e boxes $hlch âpply to you. ¡or tho6e who sre
lnrerested, I e111 glsdly foreard 6urvey results. Pleese rest åssured thst sll
indlvidual responses rJlll be kept strlcÈly confidentlsl. Results ÞlI1 be Eede k¡own
only ln their totallty.
Thank you for your åntlc{pated psrtlcfpstlon snd co-oper6tlon,

SincerelY '

"¿- (Rcsesrcher)

(Faculty Àdvisor)

Àt*
¿



s1u'9.o¡ c,É\ HCÀ s<iôo¡

6d 8Aâ.068¡

* ¡1.À.P. I-etter of Endorsernent

octôbèr 24, ,986

De.¡ Cô¡¡êàgnresr

Your ,1.¡.P. Execútlve påsgêat r Dotlo, aÊ ou¡

septerle¡ 2e, þeetlnE to suPPort l¡r ptlttëlPlê t gtudg

ot rcoÍtauJntc¿tlons àeÈæe¡ teacher r¡at PrlnciPèt" to
be urdertrr.e¡ bC D:9!9_!P!Z!!:_ t r,,ould urge .¡I
lre,rÞe¡s to Ê¡*e tàe Êl¡te to fl¡¡ ouÈ tà15 ílestjoD-
ña!te,

Îàe ¡9sulÊs of the sutveg nllt be fotla'.ded to
gour ExecuÊlve r¡¿t t¡e resu¡¡s ,l]l be puÞlls'¡ed I't
out Prlnclp¿! Issuè.



* Princlpals I and Teachersl
Return Ca rd

RETURN CARD: Please check off those boxes beloç¡ t¡hich
are appropriate and return this card nith your
coupleted survey. Thank you,

I have conpleted and returned my copy of the
Audlt of Adninistrator Cormrunicatlon.

I r¿ould lÍke a copy of the final results
sent to ne at Ehe conclusíon of the study.

I would be wÍlling Èo speak ro you at
greater length on this toplc, ff you
contåcted Ðe by teLephone,

YESr
T
u

NOu
lr



APPBADIX D

SCORING IIISTRI]CTIOI{S FOR TEE AAC



,,

AAC FORM 9-79-P

SCORING INSÎRIICÎIONS

0N THE SURVEY FoRM, WRIÎE A NUMERIC VALUE NEXT TO EACH
ITEM AS FOLLOWS:

A. SC0RE ITEMs 4-8-12 UsINc N=5 R=4 0=3 U=Z A=1B. SCORE ALL OTHER ITEMS N=l R=2 O=3 U=4 A=5

ADD TITE VALUES FOR ALL ITEMS; THEN DTVIDE BY 27 To oBTAIN
YOUR OVERALL AVERAGE SCORE !

COMPUTE TI{E SCORES FOR EACII OF THE FOUR FACTORS USlNG THE
INFORMATION BELOW AND PLACING TIIE VALUE NEXT TO EACH ITEM
THEN DIVIDING BY THE NUMBER OF ITEMS.

FACTOR

AFFECTIVE

ITBI.IS

I
5

9

13
t7
2L
24
26

TOTAL VALUE:

OI{E

INVOLVER

VALI'B

FACTOR 1I{O

IIIFORI.f ER

ITEI{S VALI'E

2

6
10
I4
I8
22
25
27

TOTAL VALUE:

FÀCTOR TEREE

D BVELOP EB

VALT' E

à8=

VALÜE

å8=

FÀCÎOR FOIIR

BTCOIIRAGE R

ITE}IS

3

7

1l
15
19
23

TOTAL VALUE:

ITEUS

4

8
I2
t6
20

TOTAL VALUE:+6= +4=



APPEFDIX E

SBLECÎED DATA TABLES



Table E-1

Coaparlaoû of AAC Iten Èleans for Teachers and Prfnclpals

7.6.5.4,3.2"1.Iten

Teachers
Prlncipals

3.04 3.84 3.47
4.20 4.60 4.38

4.4L 3.33 3.88 3.80
4 .68 3 .7 9 4.20 4 .44

IteB 9.8. 10. 11. L2. 13. Lh.

Teachers
Princlpals

4.11- 2.83 4.04
4.26 3.78 4.62

2.97 4.01 3.09 3.70
4.t2 4.5t 3.94 4.10

Iten 15. 16. t7. 18. 19 . 20. 2L.

Teachers
Princlpals

3 .22 3 .87 2.O3
4.25 4.30 3.45

4.09 3.81 3.96 2.65
4,73 4.18 4.13 3.s7

Item 22. 23. 24. 25. 26. 27 .

Teachers
Prlnclpals

4.3r 3.9s 3.03
4.65 4.58 3.92

3.98 3.23 3.5r
4.34 4.26 4.43



lable B-2

Rânk. Order of the Elghest 10 IÈeÃ lfeans for rhe AAC

- Teachers I and Prlncfpaler Responses

Rank
leachers

IteE No. l{ean St. Dey.
Prlncipals

IteB tro. Hea¡ St.Dev.

1.

|,

4.

6.

7.

o

9.

10.

4.

22 .

18.

10.

L2.

25.

20.

23.

6.

4.4r

4.30

4.11

4 .09

4.04

4.01

3,98

3.96

3.95

3.88

0.83

0.7s

0.95

0.9r

0.91

1.11

0.78

r.03

1.14

0.90

to

4.

tn

10.

2.

23.

L2.

7.

27 .

.'.

4.7 3 0.4s

4 .68 0 .67

4.65 0.48

4.62 0.51

4.60 0.57

4.58 0.5s

4.51 0.92

4.44 0.70

4.43 0.62

4.38 0.84

Rank Order 1 10 (Hlgh to Low)



lable E-3

Rank Order of the Losest 1O lteç lle¿na for the AAC

- leachers r and PrLnclpals r Responses

Rank
Te ache r s

IteD Fo. Ìleaû St.Dev.
PrLnclpals

fteB Eo" Uean St.Dev.

1.

,)

3,

4,

5.

6.

7.

8.

o

10.

5.

15.

13.

1.

24.

11.

o

2L.

L7.

J,JJ

3 .23

3.22

3.09

3.04

3.03

2,97

z .83

z.aJ

2.O3

L.22

1.03

1.33

1.04

1.05

| .21

r.32

1.14

I.09

1.07

19.

20.

11.

L4.

13.

24.

5,

o

2L.

t7 .

4 .18 0 .7 2

4.13 0.54

4 .I2 0 .7 I

4.10 0.63

3.94 0.63

3.92 0.63

3 .7 9 0 . 6I

3.78 0.68

3.57 0.7 6

3.45 0.71

Rank Order 1- 10 (High to i,ow)



TabLe B-ó

Conparlson of Item Ëeaas for tAffecttve Involvert

T
H. S.D.

problens wlth ny t.eachers, 6eeklng
thelr opinlone and feelfngs about

ftem
P

H. S.D.

he problen.
. Personal thoug ts share y me

about school help
sense of prlde and

to develop a
loyalty ln ny

Ëeachers.

interest 1n the personal llves of
my teachers through dlscussion and
inquir le s about their fanllies,
thelr acÈlvitles and interests
and/or accornpllshments.

and opinlons about school issues
wlth rnv teachers.
17, My teachers dfscuss peis
problens wlth, and seek advlce
f rom De.

professlonal lnÈerests and
actlvlties wi th eachers.

accoEplfshmenÈs
of my teachers that others do not
notlce and take Èhe opportunlty Èo
compl lnent then on Ëhose

I notice n

aceonplLshnents.
. Through dfscusslons w

teachera about concerns and
problems that affecL the school, I
involve them 1n the decfslon-
naklng process.

Affectlve Involver

P = Prlnclpals
T = Teachers

M = Mean
S.D. = Standard Deviatlon



Table E-5

GoEparfson of Iten lleans for I Informerl

IteE
P

u. s.D"
T

E. S.D.

2. I connunieate directlons and
instructlons regardlng school

4,60 0.s7 3.¡Z 0;91

fssues to nv teachers.
6. The decislons corûmunlcated 4.2O 0.47 3.88 0.90
by me are clear and easlly
undersÈood.
I0. I keep ny teachers informed 4.62 0.51 4.02 0.3I
about those aspects of school
problens about \,rhich Ëhey should
be a¡,¡ar e.
I4. [,¡hen conmunlcatlng with ny 4.10 0.63 3.7O 0.90
teachers, I emphasize those points
r¿hich are most fnportant to
remenber.
18. I keep ny teachers inforrned
of tho se admlnisÈrative decisions

4.73 0.45 4.09 0.91

that af fec t then
. Through lndlvldual, srnâ

group and/or staff neetlngs, I
provLde lnfornatlon relaLive to
school Lssues.

adminlsÈrative decisionB, they
âre a!¡are of rshat ls expected
of then as lt relates to the
decisions.
Zl . I connunfcate to ny Èeachers 4.43 0 .62 3.51 1 .07
Èhe reâsons for admlnisÈrative
practlges used ln the school.
0vera11 Factor Score: 4.46 0.33 3.93 0.67
Inforrner

P = Princlpals
T = Teachers

M = Mean
S.D. = Standard DevlaÈion



Table E-5

CoaparLao[ of ltee lleans foa rDeveloperi

T
H. S"D.

3, I encourage my teach
develop professlonal goals and Ëo
strlve to\rard those goal s.

ftem
P

It. s.D.

practlces, I provide suggestions
for inprovement.

. I,Jhen discussing areas o
professlonal s Ë reng th and we akne s s
ln ny Èeachers, I asslsÈ them in
focuslng upon a progran of gror,¡th
to overcone areas of weaknegs.

process, I stlnulaËe and eneourage
the professfonal growth of ny
teachers.

sincerely r¡hen discussing the
teaching abllfty of one of ny
teachers.

school prograltr6 Èhat lead Èo â
better school for the students.
Ove ra11 Factor Score:
ntorner

P = Prlnclpals
T = Teachers

M = Mean
S.D. = Standard Deviat Íon



Tabte B-7

Conparlson of Itea Heans for rBneourager r

IteE
P

t{. s"D.
T

It. s.D.
4. I make stateroents to my 4 .68 0 ,67 4 ,4t 0 .83
teachers that tend to bellttle or
nake light of then as lndivlduals
or as a group.
E
discourages Èhe creatlviËy of
my teachers.

. When ny Ëeachers present
Èhoughts or concerns to me, I give
them the feeling that theír
thoughts or conce rns are
lnsignlflcant and r¿111 not rea11y
be consldered.
16. When a teacher
a problem r¡1th ne, I denonsÈrate
an unders tandfng and apprecíat1on
of how thaÈ teacher feels abouÈ
the problen.
20, When ny teãõtr
Ëhey get Ëhe feellng that I an
slncere 1y lnterested ln what they
1-"' "3lils. . .0vera11 Factor Scorei A;3¡ ¡,2 1----Zl¡3---õ'.73_
Inforner

P = Prlncipals
T = Teachers

M = Mean
S.D. = Standard Devf ation


