
 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright 

by 

Jennifer Lea Partin 

 May 2013 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

FRUSTRATIONS, OBSTACLES, AND RECOMMENDED CHANGES: A 

JUXTAPOSITION OF THE ASSISTANT PRINCIPALSHIP AND PRINCIPALSHIP 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A Doctoral Thesis Presented to the 

Faculty of the College of Education 

University of Houston 

 

 

 

 

In Partial Fulfillment 

of the Requirements for the Degree 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Doctor of Education 

in Professional Leadership 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

by 

 

Jennifer Lea Partin 

 

 

 

 

 

May 2013 



 

iv 

FRUSTRATIONS, OBSTACLES, AND RECOMMENDED CHANGES: A 

JUXTAPOSITION OF THE ASSISTANT PRINCIPALSHIP AND PRINCIPALSHIP 

 

 

 

 

 

A Doctoral Thesis for the Degree 

Doctor of Education 

by 

Jennifer Lea Partin 

 

 

 

 

Approved by Doctoral Thesis Committee: 

 

 

____________________________________ 

Dr. Angus J. MacNeil, Chairperson 

 

 

____________________________________ 

Dr. Steven Busch, Committee Member 

 

 

____________________________________ 

Dr. Michael W. Emerson, Committee Member 

 

 

____________________________________ 

Dr. Julie Fernandez, Committee Member 

 

 

____________________________________ 

Dr. Robert Borneman, Committee Member 

 

 

____________________________________ 

Dr. Robert H. McPherson, Dean 

College of Education 

 

 

 

May 2013 



 

v 

 

Dedication 

 

For My Family, 

The lone name on the title page of this thesis may beguile readers into thinking it was a 

singular effort; however, nothing could be more misleading. Without the steadfast 

support of my family, I would not have had the time nor inspiration to execute my study 

to actualization.  

 

My fiancé, Brian, helped me to maintain my sanity throughout the arduous, sometimes 

maddening process, literally lifting me from the floor during a particular breakdown. He 

kept the house maintained, the clothes washed, and me happy and fed for months. Sandra, 

my amazing mother, kept me motivated with delicious edible treats, stuffed animals 

adorned with encouraging pennants, and endless reassuring notes and texts messages. For 

Cary, my father, he not only proffered his unwavering familial love and support, he 

provided me with professional wisdom, serving as my superintendent mentor. Finally, for 

my brother, Brent. He has always extended a resolute confidence and respect for his little 

sister that continues to fill me with remarkable pride. Each loved one was an 

indispensable component in completing my thesis to fruition. I thank you. I love you.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

vi 

 

Acknowledgements 

 

I would like to extend immeasurable gratitude to Dr. Angus J. MacNeil. Not only 

was he an amazing chairperson throughout my doctoral program, his arrestive wisdom 

was the motivating factor behind my initial interest in the program. I previously 

completed my master’s degree under the tutelage of Dr. MacNeil and I was overjoyed at 

the prospect of gleaning even more knowledge from such a distinguished mind.  

 

To the remaining members of my committee, you have all played an instrumental role in 

helping me to achieve this momentous accomplishment. The research topic from my 

study was the suggestion of both Dr. MacNeil and Dr. Steven Busch, generated from 

their previous research interests. Dr. Michael W. Emerson served as my field supervisor 

and worked closely with my mentor to inculcate me with outstanding educational 

knowledge. Finally, to Dr. Julie Fernandez who took ahold of my shoulders the first day 

of our writing workshop, looked my square in the eyes, and convinced me to stop being 

overwhelmed with the entirety of the process and just put pen to paper. My successful 

completion of this sophisticated process is only a testament to the collective efforts of my 

extraordinary family and committee.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

vii 

FRUSTRATIONS, OBSTACLES, AND RECOMMENDED CHANGES: A 

JUXTAPOSITION OF THE ASSISTANT PRINCIPALSHIP AND PRINCIPALSHIP 

 

 

 

 

 

An Abstract 

of a Doctoral Thesis Presented to the 

Faculty of the College of Education 

University of Houston 

 

 

 

 

In Partial Fulfillment 

of the Requirements for the Degree 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Doctor of Education 

in Professional Leadership 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

by 

 

Jennifer Lea Partin 

 

 

 

 

 

May 2013 



 

viii 

Partin, Jennifer L. “Frustrations, Obstacles, and Recommended Changes: A Juxtaposition 

of the Assistant Principalship and Principalship” Doctoral Thesis, University of Houston, 

May 2013. 

 

Abstract 

 

The emergence of federal and state educational mandates makes administrators 

vulnerable to severe scrutiny if schools do not perform to expected levels. As the face of 

American education continues to transform, reformist must reweave the fabric of 

administrative training requirements to better cloak the exposed gaps in the profession. 

Research is beginning to reveal a substantial connection between quality school 

leadership and student success (Shelton, 2010; Sun, 2011; Louis et al., 2010), and 

policymakers need to craft guidelines to better prepare our administrators. With literature 

bolstering the conception that effective leaders host effective schools, determining what 

impedes administrators from focusing on student achievement must be addressed.  

            To help improve administrator preparation programs and guide reform, this 

research was conducted to compartmentalize the perceived frustrations and obstacles 

experienced by assistant principals as compared to principals. The results indicated 

assistant principals experienced greater frustrations, perceived more obstacles or 

restrictions, and recommended the most change with regard to items dealing with 

students, parents, and teachers while principals felt more dissatisfaction with bureaucracy 

and lack of resources. The conclusions from this study contain dichotomic findings for 

education reformist as they recalibrate preparation programs by better understanding the 

distinct frustrations and obstacles of the assistant principalship and principalship. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

The topography of our nation’s educational system becomes rockier and more 

difficult to navigate with each change endowed by political agenda and societal 

imposition. Our public schools’ ability to satisfy obligations to stakeholders continues to 

be severely burdened by the complexity and breadth of the copious administrative tasks 

involved. Ever-evolving governmental mandates suggest impatience with the perceived 

pedestrian performance of our country’s schools and administrators. Waves of 

bureaucratic and public influence unrelentingly wash upon the educational shore and 

ablate previous reformation efforts, revealing a fresh level of standards of which to 

adhere.   

These legal obligations require new strategies for reforming the current 

preparation processes of our educational leaders. Like a bewildered dog chasing its tail, 

reformation trails legislation in a cyclical and assiduous game. Our public school system 

has become the product of both evolution and revolution, constantly adapting and 

adjusting to new demands and circumstances (Garduno, 2009).  

Though the rhetoric about needed education reform is certainly not new, never 

before has the effectiveness of schools and administrators been so acutely monitored and 

measured by quantifiable standards across schools, districts, and states (Goldring, et al., 

2009). The introduction of the “No Child Left Behind” (NCLB) federal mandate (2001) 

requires contemporary school leaders to do something extraordinary and unprecedented 

in ensuring that every student achieves in school. The law represents the most significant 

federal policy initiative for education in decades, making districts and states culpable for 

student success. Fifty-three percent of public school principals say a primary concern of 
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theirs is that NCLB is “an intrusion by the federal government into areas traditionally left 

to local government” (Farkas, Johnson, Duffet, Syat, & Vine, 2003, p. 24). This 

legislative pressure is creating additional obstacles and frustrations for school leaders to 

overcome. “School leaders today are tackling tough curriculum standards, educating an 

increasingly diverse student population, shouldering responsibilities that once belonged 

in the home or in the community, and then facing termination if their schools do not show 

instant results” (Tirozzi, 2002, p. 2).  

In this era of heightened bureaucracy, it is paramount to more astutely understand 

the impact that quality school leadership plays in student achievement. Energetic 

discourse at the district, state, and national level emphasizing the concatenation between 

effective school leadership and school success continues to spark. Recent research shows 

(Sun, 2011) effective leadership in schools is critical to improving teaching and learning 

and turning around low-performing schools (Shelton, 2010). Leithwood, Louis, 

Anderson, and Wahlstrom (2004) report that school leadership is second only to 

instructional quality as the most significant school-related contributor to what and how 

much students learn at school.   

With current research revealing a substantial connection between school 

leadership and school success (Shelton, 2010; Sun, 2011; Louis, Leithwood, Wahlstrom 

& Anderson, 2010), policymakers are quickly crafting guidelines to better recruit, 

prepare, support, and retain effective educational leaders. Statewide leadership 

academies, district-led programs and independent non-profit organizations are creating 

alternative leadership preparation programs as collaborative partnerships with state 

agencies, school districts, professional associations, and institutions of higher learning. 
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The U.S. Department of Education has partnered with various private foundations to 

establish the School Leadership for the 21
st
 Century Initiative in an effort to improve 

leadership across the country (Farkas et al., 2003). Additionally, in the 2010 legislative 

session alone, at least 23 states enacted 42 laws that support school leader initiatives 

(Shelton, 2010). Illinois, Kentucky, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Oregon, and Virginia have 

all generated task forces and legislative working groups to restructure and recalibrate 

leadership preparation (Shelton, 2010).  

As school districts continue to be pummeled by federal accountability 

requirements—all while manacled by historic budgetary gaps—the need to invest in cost-

effective approaches that will improve educational leadership practices is imperative. 

States and districts are facing intense scrutiny to develop and implement comprehensive 

strategies and programs ensuring today’s administrators have the skills, knowledge, and 

support required to guide the transformation of schools and raise achievement for all 

students (Shelton, 2010). Though facing powerful new legislation, states and districts can 

help strengthen leadership preparation programs by adopting arduous leadership 

standards and leveraging policy to develop more rigid licensure, program accreditation, 

and certification requirements.     

Lawmakers and educators throughout the nation continue to stretch customary 

measures and boundaries in hopes of creating an educational system that is highly 

responsive to the needs of the 21
st
 Century student and globally competitive in today’s 

market. Those committed to a structural education revolution seek new strategies that 

will enhance the success of school leaders and improve the means by which they are 

prepared for stricter public standards.       
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STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

The recent emergence of federal and state educational policies expose 

administrators to severe scrutiny if schools do not perform to expected levels. Being 

under this microscope of justification places more pressure on educational leaders who 

already bear the weight of a myriad of administrative and instructional tasks. School 

leaders must juggle budgetary constraints, student achievement concerns, and teacher 

issues all with one arm pinioned by governmental incursions. Education administrators 

describe the constrictions as a “frustrating mix of too much nit-picking, not enough time, 

and too many hurdles thrown in their path. Sheer frustration seems to be a recurring 

theme” (Farkas et al., 2003, p. 16).  

Because of this compounding of frustrations and obstacles, the profession is 

experiencing a critical shortage of qualified aspirants and a cry for leadership is being 

heard on all fronts. Education officials across the nation have come to a staggering 

conclusion—the shortage of school administrators to lead the nation’s schools is real and 

reaching crisis proportion (Quinn, 2002). Districts are finding it increasingly difficult to 

recruit highly qualified new administrators, while at the same time, a record number of 

school principals are reaching retirement age (Howley, Andrianaivo, & Perry, 2005). A 

survey conducted by the National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP) 

reports that 66% of elementary school principals plan to retire in six to ten years (2002).  

Recent trends indicate that finding adequately prepared applicants to fill open 

administrative positions will become more difficult in the next decade as retirement rates 

of experienced principals increases, high percentages of current principals move to non-

administrative roles, and the number of capable candidates choosing to become school 
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leaders decreases (Browne-Ferrigno, 2003). When districts fish for applicants in a 

shallow hiring pool teeming with unprepared, insufficient contenders, schools, teachers, 

and students suffer.  

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

The purpose of this study is to excogitate perceived frustrations and obstacles 

assistant principals encounter in being able to carry out their duties and juxtapose them 

with the perceived frustrations and obstacles experienced by principals. The study will 

also compare recommended changes that would make each administrative position more 

enabled in their specific role.  

RATIONALIZATION OF THE STUDY 

Current education reform has resulted in enhanced responsibilities and 

accountabilities for school administrators. These reformations befall the country at a time 

when public schools are already facing a shortage of qualified education administrators. 

One report states 40% of the nation’s principals have reached retirement age (Potter, 

2001). With emerging literature and research bolstering the conception that effective 

leaders host effective schools, determining what impedes administrators from focusing on 

student achievement must be addressed.  

Research reports (Leithwood et al., 2004) that effective educational leadership not 

only improves student learning, it is second only to teaching among school related factors 

that impact student learning. With this realization, it is vital that we develop training 

programs that will inject competent, prepared individuals into educational leadership 

positions and precipitate positive change in our schools. When we look at the preparation 

programs currently available to prospective administrators, states generally make no 
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differentiation in their requirements for assistant principal or principal licensure, and the 

pre-training requirements for both are congruent (Marshall & Hooley, 2006). Now that 

research is beginning to substantiate the common sense notion that effective leadership 

breeds successful schools, it is essential to dichotomize the specific roles and 

responsibilities of the principal as compared to the assistant principal and better 

understand the frustrations and obstacles each position presents and recommend change.  

This study is significant because it contains material that can be used by state 

agencies, school districts, professional associations, and institutions of higher learning as 

they reformulate the characteristics of good educational leaders by better understanding 

the unique frustrations and obstacles assistant principals and principals must hurdle daily. 

Preparatory programs across the United States presently offered to prospective 

educational leaders make no distinction between aspirants seeking positions as assistant 

principals and those seeking principalship positions. Research indicates (Fields, 2002; 

Goodson, 2000) the role of the assistant principal alone does not provide the appropriate 

training to become a competent and prepared principal. The administrative and 

instructional tasks of the assistant principalship and principalship need to be juxtaposed 

to determine what additional competencies and skills need to be introduced to current 

preparation programs for candidates to glean the most from them.   

To improve the preparation of educational leaders, further research must be 

conducted to compartmentalize the frustrations and obstacles experienced by assistant 

principals as compared to principals. This inquiry will add to the preexisting body of 

literature and provide supplementary information designed to improve the preparation 

programs for our nation’s emerging educational leaders. Considering these factors, it is 
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fundamentally important to begin the process of transforming the roles of educational 

leaders by identifying the frustrations, obstacles, and recommended changes unique to 

each position. 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The overarching goal of this study is to identify if differences exist between 

assistant principals and principals in their perceived frustrations, obstacles, and 

recommended changes of their respective positions. 

1. Do assistant principals and principals differ regarding their feelings of 

frustration or discouragement in being able to carry out their duties? 

2. Do assistant principals and principals differ regarding their perceptions of 

genuine obstacles or restrictions causing them the most concern as they carry 

out their duties?  

3. Do assistant principals and principals differ regarding things they would 

change to make them more enabled in their roles? 

DEFINITION OF TERMS 

With regards to this study, the Definition of Terms will provide operational 

definitions for important terms having a specific meaning for the purposes of this 

research. 

The term assistant principal is the individual holding the building level 

administrative position in which he/she aids the principal in supervising and facilitating 

the daily operations of a school, and having similar expectations as noted for the 

principal. The assistant principal can usually be involved to a great extent in student 
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discipline (Fiore, 2009). This person is also commonly referred to in some areas as the 

vice principal. 

The term assistant principalship refers to the occupation of the assistant 

principal.  

The term baby boom refers to a time period during 1946 - 1964 in which the 

United States experienced a huge increase in births following World War II. The first of 

the baby boomers are reaching retirement age in America.  

The term blank responses refers to items left blank by survey participants.  

The term bureaucracy is any mandate, policy, or law that is imposed on the 

principal from a district, state, or federal level.  

The term change is to make the form, nature, content, future course, etc., of 

something different from what it is or what it would be if left alone. 

The term educational leader refers to the assistant principal(s) and principal of a 

school.  

The term frequency distribution is a tabular method of showing all of the scores 

obtained by a group of individuals.  

The term frustration is a feeling of dissatisfaction, often accompanied by anxiety 

or depression, resulting from unfulfilled needs or unresolved problems. 

The term general supervisor refers to a school supervisor—usually male—who 

helped teachers with content involving math and science and assisted the principal with 

administrative and logic matters.  

The term headmaster refers to leaders of the American schoolhouses during the 

18
th

 and early 19
th

 Centuries. They could be “married or single, whole in body, sober, 
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discrete, honest, and learned in Latin and Greek. Applicants were required to be at least 

27 years of age and able to teach, as well as be severe in discipline” (Ensign, 1923, p. 

184). 

The term Likert scale is a commonly used, self-reporting instrument in which an 

individual responds to a series of statements by indicating the extent of agreement. Each 

choice is allotted a numerical value, and the total score is presumed to indicate the 

attitude or belief in question (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009).  

The term mandates are the operational expectations placed upon school systems 

by, but not limited to, the federal government, state, and locally developed school board 

policy. 

The term mean is the average of all the scores in a distribution.  

The term obstacle refers to something that obstructs or hinders progress. 

The term principal is the individual holding the building level administrative 

position in which he/she supervises and facilitates the daily operations of a school, and 

characterized as the leader of the school (Cranston, 2007). As noted by Beach (2010), 

principals have expectations for effective performance in areas such as, but not limited to: 

(a) establishing visions and goals for high levels of student performance; (b) having high 

expectations for student achievement; (c) creating a positive and supportive school 

climate; (d) promoting a safe and orderly school environment; (e) maintaining high 

visibility among school populations; and, (f) responding to all matters that arise in a 

school setting (Browne-Ferrigno, 2003; Fiore, 2009). 

The term principalship refers to the occupation of the principal; the main/lead 

administrator of a school.  
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The term principal teacher refers to a classroom teacher during the middle19
th

 

Century whose skill set had evolved and was capable of becoming that of a principal 

teacher. They undertook the responsibilities of managing the school while still 

accountable for classroom teaching duties (Madden, 2008). 

The term resources refers to money and other usable or expendable tools that are 

available in a school to facilitate the education of its students.   

The term school supervisor refers to the assistant principalship prior to claiming 

its official, currently recognized name. 

The term special supervisor refers to a school supervisor—generally female—

with no formal leadership training assigned to the responsibility of assisting the less 

experienced teachers with curriculum. 

The term SPSS refers to the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences. SPSS is a 

computer program that calculates descriptive statistics and conducts hypothesis tests 

(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009).  

The term stakeholders refers to students, parents, teachers, community members, 

district office officials, unions, state and federal agencies involved with a district’s 

education.  

The term subjects refers to individuals whose participation in a study is limited to 

providing information (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009).  

The term survey is an attempt to obtain data from members of a population or a 

sample to determine the current status of that population with respect to one or more 

variables (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009).  
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LIMITATIONS 

This study uses archival data of an exploratory survey given to assistant principals 

and principals across the Southeastern region of Texas. The survey collected respondents’ 

background information and school demographic data and used Likert scaled items to 

collect answers. Although the research was carefully prepared, there were some 

unavoidable limitations.  

This study is limited by it only being completed by individuals specifically 

interviewed and asked to participate by the graduate students who administered the 

survey, not all active assistant principals and principals in the area. Using results from the 

survey administered only to participating, requested administrators may reduce the utility 

and generalizability of the findings.  

Furthermore, this research is limited by the extent to which participants were 

willing to contribute candidly to the survey. Respondents’ names were requested as part 

of the research, and this link from participant to participant response may skew the 

answers provided. 

 

 



 

 

CHAPTER 2 

Literature Review 

Across the United States, extraordinary progressions and civil advancements have 

transformed our nation’s schools and the society they are charged to serve (Garduno, 

2009). These transformations in anthropological and educational systems affect how our 

schools operate; and consequently, the scope of the administrative position. The broader 

the range in responsibilities, the more frustrations and obstacles are likely to emerge. The 

purpose of this study is to excogitate perceived frustrations and obstacles assistant 

principals encounter in being able to carry out their duties and juxtapose them with the 

perceived frustrations and obstacles experienced by principals. The study will also 

compare recommended changes that would make each administrative position more 

enabled in its specific role. To better comprehend the variances in frustrations and 

obstacles perceived by assistant principals as compared to principals, it is important to 

review the genesis of education administration and appreciate its journey to the 21
st
 

Century.  

An extensive review of research and accompanying literature was conducted to 

provide a context for this study. The primary focus and themes identified in this literature 

review include: (a) a review of the history of educational leadership, (b) the current state 

of the principalship, (c) frustrations and obstacles of the principalship, (d) principal 

preparation reform, (e) the current state of the assistant principalship, (f) frustrations and 

obstacles of the assistant principalship, (g) assistant principal preparation reform, and (h) 

educational leaders’ impact on the school community.  
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REVIEW OF THE HISTORY OF EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP 

The educational leadership positions referred to today as assistant principal and 

principal have gradually evolved and adapted over time, manipulated and shaped by 

political platforms and social agendas. The roles and responsibilities of school 

administrators must remain malleable, as the positions morph to serve the shifting needs 

of their public.  

In the 17th Century, both in early colonial America and across the Atlantic in 

Europe, families continued the ancient tradition of being responsible for educating their 

own children (Power, 1991). This proved to be problematic for many families in the 

developing new nation as they were more concerned with establishing settlement than 

foundational education. American families were not always as proficient to the tasks of 

providing moral, religious, and educational training capable of fitting youth for life in 

society as their European counterparts. They were constantly preoccupied with 

maintaining the importance of family and preserving traditions while achieving the 

independence that inspired the nation. Power (1991) notes: 

Not bold enough to declare a cultural independence to complement a newly-won 

political sovereignty, because they were sensitive to the indignity in becoming 

cultural orphans, our ancestors nevertheless complied with an urge to translate old 

cultural convictions and values for the novel condition of their infant nation 

(Power, 1991, p. 245). 

Parents knew that their own and their children’s spiritual welfare was at stake in 

the matter of education (Power, 1991).  Since families were not always capable of 



14 

 

providing complete and appropriate education to their children, schools were 

recommended to handle secular knowledge.  

In the early part of the 18
th

 Century in the United States, these secular schools 

were led by someone frequently referenced as the “headmaster” (Garduno, 2009). The 

headmaster could be “married or single, whole in body, sober, discrete, honest, and 

learned in Latin and Greek. Applicants were required to be at least 27 years of age and 

able to teach, as well as be severe in discipline” (Ensign, 1923, p. 184).  

As the single room, secular school houses spread to include multi-grade level 

classrooms, the need for someone to manage the daily operations of the school was 

conceived. In the middle 19
th

 Century, the role of the school manager was initially befit 

for a classroom teacher whose skill set had evolved and was capable of becoming that of 

a “principal teacher”. These principal teachers undertook the responsibilities of managing 

the school while still accountable for classroom teaching duties (Madden, 2008). The 

principal teachers usually held other roles within the town in which they worked. In 

addition to being educators, they may have been town clerks, church bell ringers, 

gravediggers, or court messengers (Garduno, 2009).  

Shortly before the Civil War, as population continued to inflate and towns 

expanded, free, public education became more ubiquitous throughout the country 

(Garduno, 2009). Schools grew to accommodate the influx of students and high schools 

began to surface.  According to Garduno (2009), most public education prior to this time 

was not offered past the eighth year. By the late 19
th

 Century, school enrollment grew 

from around 14 million to over 21.5 million and the role of the superintendent was 

created to manage multiple schools within a jurisdiction (Garduno, 2009).  
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The turn of the new century began what some (Campbell, Fleming, Newell, & 

Bennion, 1987; Murphy, 1998) refer to as the Prescriptive Era in American education, a 

nearly 50 year period of expansion in training programs for school leaders. This effort 

attempted to align current political and societal trends to coursework that would 

adequately prepare educational administrators for the new challenges facing the nation. 

Murphy (1998) notes that in 1900, there were no institutions actively engaged in 

preparing school administrators; however, by the end of World War II, 125 institutions 

were offering systematic study in the area of school management. Many states were 

requiring the completion of formal coursework in educational leadership for 

administrative positions prior to employment consideration (Beach, 2010).       

The 20
th

 Century continued to see a steady increase in the number of American 

youths attending school; and subsequently, the number of public schools. The 

responsibilities of the principal teacher grew proportionally with the growth of the 

population and schools. As the principal teacher became so consumed with the errands of 

managing the new, larger schools, the teacher role was discontinued and they assumed 

the primary role as principal (Madden, 2008; Garduno, 2009). Serving as the school’s 

manager, the principal was responsible for maintenance of the building and overall 

school management matters. This increase in responsibilities and number of students 

called for a more defined, circumscribed operational guideline for the profession of the 

principalship.  

With the increase in student population, principals began to be consumed with 

administrative tasks that absconded with their time. This squeeze on principal time 

sparked the need for a more managerial position and the “school supervisor” profession 



16 

 

was born. According to Garduno (2009), there were two separate, specific types of 

supervisors; the “special supervisor” and the “general supervisor”. The special 

supervisors—generally female with no formal leadership training—were assigned the 

responsibility of assisting the less experienced teachers with curriculum. The majority 

male general supervisors helped teachers with content involving math and science and 

assisted the principal with administrative and logistic matters (Garduno, 2009). These 

ancillary positions were initially created due to expanding educational bureaucracy that 

became too much for one person to balance. The title of the general supervisor was 

eventually replaced with assistant principal. While the assistant principalship was created 

at the turn of the century, the job of the modern assistant principal really began to flourish 

in the 1950s (Gerke, 2004).  

Starting in the late 1940s and lasting throughout the 1980s, the Prescriptive Era 

was eclipsed by the Scientific Era, introducing administration preparation programs that 

drew theoretical and conceptual material from the social sciences (Murphy, 1998). As 

Culbertson reveals (1965, 1988), scientists, not businessmen, were at the forefront of 

enlightened society during this time period and a science of school administration was 

deemed appropriate. This time period was emphasized by understanding the ‘how’ of 

administration, where the school principal became the expert in finance, curriculum and 

instruction, school reports, and business management (Knobl, 2010).  

This era was also marked by a period of rapid growth in both educational 

administrator positions and a resulting surge in administrator training programs. In 1946, 

approximately 125 institutions had been established to prepare educational leaders. Forty 
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years later, there were some 500 institutions involved (National Commission on 

Excellence in Educational Administration, 1987; Beach, 2010).  

Murphy (1992, 1998) explains the educational leadership period from 1986 to the 

present day is described as the Dialectic Era, accompanying the shift from a scientific to a 

post-scientific society. Some public observers of the education system contend that 

school administrators are mere managers, nurturing a dysfunctional and costly 

bureaucracy (Beach, 2010). This has called for a new wave of preparation reformation 

efforts for educational leaders. Current administrative reform efforts gain the most 

strength and momentum from the critiques and complaints of the existing training 

programs.  

As the face of American education continues to progress and transform, advocates 

of preparation reform must reweave the fabric of the nation’s administrative training 

requirements to better cloak the currently exposed gaps in the profession. A review of the 

history of educational leadership proves that the American education system is a living, 

active entity that is continuously adjusting and reframing to meet the ever-changing needs 

of the public it serves.  

CURRENT STATE OF THE PRINCIPALSHIP 

Seeking school principals. Qualifications: Must be faster than a speeding bullet, 

more powerful than a locomotive, and able to leap tall buildings in a single bound. 

Must communicate in multiple languages. Ability to be in more than one place 

simultaneously, to perform miracles and to walk on water is highly desirable. 

(Cushing, Kerrins, & Johnstone, 2003, para. 1).  
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The responsibilities of school principals continue to develop with the natural 

progression of society. An increased demand to be a viable, competitive pillar in the 

global marketplace inflates the role of the principalship. Principals are charged with 

staying abreast of 21
st
 Century skills while balancing governmental mandates and 

adhering to societal pressures. Recent research (Copland, 2000; Queen & Schumacher, 

2006; Institute for Educational Learning, 2000; Davis, Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, & 

Meyerson, 2005) reports that the principalship has evolved from a management position 

into a leadership role that far exceeds what is reasonably expected to be accomplished by 

a sole individual. Not only are today’s principals accountable for leading their schools, 

they are also accountable for maintaining the managerial duties that sustain it (Copland, 

2000; Portin & Shen, 1998). It is typically the principal who is put in the ‘hot seat’ for 

any dropped tasks and they are essentially responsible for everything that happens in the 

school (Cranston, 2007).  

As a figure who serves of the community, the principal must also become skilled 

in absorbing and addressing any recommendations, complaints and ridicule offered—

whether warranted or unwarranted—by their public. Principals are now obligated “to 

serve the often conflicting needs and interests of many stakeholders, including students, 

parents, teachers, district office officials, unions, state and federal agencies” (Davis et al., 

2005, p. 4).   

Davis, Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, and Meyerson (2005) expound on the 

expectations of principals as “visionaries, instructional and curriculum leaders, 

assessment experts, disciplinarians, community builders, public relations/ 

communications experts, budget analysts, facility mangers, special program 
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administrators, as well as guardians of various legal, contractual, and policy mandates” 

(Davis et al., 2005, p. 1). A Michigan principal further explicated on the current state of 

the principalship: 

What’s the problem? Fifteen hour days; night games, girls’ games, more events, 

travel, buses, coaches, the parents—a few of them are out of control and 5% are 

impossible. And there are rules for everything that there did not used to be rules 

about: pagers, cell phones, porn on the Internet, weapons, zero tolerance (Cusick, 

2003, p. 3). 

With all these responsibilities taken into consideration, it’s more than apposite to 

say the principalship is an artful, remarkable balancing act. It would be reasonable to 

presume—with a preponderance of administrative duties to maintain and an interminable 

amount of public pressure—that American principals should be rewarded with a generous 

salary relative to the time and dedication it takes to run a school. Research (Williams, 

Protheroe, & Parks, 2003); however, reveals a surprisingly narrow gap between teacher 

and administrative pay when accounting for the length of the work year and comparative 

levels of education and experience.   

The Educational Research Service (ERS) conducted a study across the 2002 - 

2003 year showing as little as a 17% difference in the average salaries of principals and 

relatively skilled teachers (Forsyth, 2003). That margin is further reduced when 

compared to highly skilled teachers with several years of experience, and in some cases 

does not reflect any significant salary improvement for the new school leader who has 

left the classroom (Williams, Protheroe, & Park, 2003; Forsyth, 2003). Although some 

administrators can earn between $10,000 to $25,000 more in annual income, they can 
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work around 20 to 40 more days per year than teachers (Cusick, 2003).   Most school 

administrators’ contracts involve a 20% to 30% longer work year than do the contracts of 

their teachers. On average, teachers have 187 days on duty during the year; whereas, 

elementary principals typically work 223 days annually, and middle school principals 

have a 228 day contract (Forsyth, 2003).   

Disproportional work to reward outcome is not the only factor currently 

oppressing the American principalship. Aggravating the already stressed condition is the 

mass exodus of principals leaving the profession due to retirement or natural attrition of 

the occupation. Trends indicate that finding adequately prepared applicants to fill open 

administrative positions will become more difficult in the next decade as retirement rates 

of experienced principals increases, high percentages of current principals move to non-

administrative roles, and the number of capable candidates choosing to become school 

leaders decreases (Browne-Ferrigno, 2003). Almost 50% of principals leave within the 

first five years of starting the job, with many of those principals leaving within the first 

three years. They cite “feeling like they are in a ‘sink-or-swim’ situation with little 

support, being overworked, and spending a majority of their time on non-instructional 

tasks as reasons they leave the field” (Sun, 2011, p. 4).  

Districts are finding it increasingly difficult to recruit highly-qualified new 

administrators, while at the same time, record numbers of school principals are now 

reaching retirement age (Howley, Andrianaivo, & Perry, 2005). Though principals born 

toward the beginning of the baby boom are just starting to reach retirement age, many are 

choosing to retire even before they achieve it (Garduno, 2009). A survey conducted by 

the National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP) reports that 66% of 
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elementary school principals plan to retire in six to ten years (2002). While Farkas et al. 

(2003) reports 40% of the country’s 92,000 principals are expected to reach retirement 

age in the next several years.  

The shortage of principals is pervasive throughout the country and is not prejudice 

to geographical or economical persuasions. Urban districts encounter high turnover rates 

and find difficulty filling administrative positions in low-performing schools. Rural areas 

face challenges in attracting qualified, competent aspirants because of budgetary and 

location constraints (Beach, 2010). Cusick (2003) states that a national study has shown 

60% of superintendents report having a deficiency of qualified candidates. Furthermore, 

of teachers holding principal certifications, fewer than half are willing to even consider 

the position.  

Education officials across the nation have come to a staggering conclusion—the 

shortage of school administrators to lead the nation’s schools is real and reaching crisis 

proportions (Quinn, 2002). In economic terms of supply and demand, the current supply 

of principals does not even begin to satisfy the demand. The administrative lexicon 

perpetually expands to include the new expectations bestowed upon the 21
st
 Century 

principal. These added expectations—combined with current principal attrition and 

retirement indicators—are caustic to the future state of the principalship. 

FRUSTRATIONS AND OBSTACLES OF THE PRINCIPALSHIP 

Interestingly enough, a lot of the information provided in the previous section 

detailing the current state of the principalship could easily slide into the frustrations and 

obstacles segment. The existence of the principalship alone lends itself to stress as the job 

was conceived to absorb the unattended chores of the school as enrollment increased. 
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Seventy-five percent of principals nationwide work in a culture where they experience 

stress (Queen & Schumacher, 2006).  

Most modern-day American schools are characterized by a hierarchical division 

of labor with the principal at the top. “Instructional leadership as the role of the principal 

has moved from administration and management to leadership, and the responsibilities 

for ensuring student achievement and success have fallen directly on the shoulders of 

principals” (Alford et al., 2011, p. 250). The transformation of the principalship from a 

manager to leader is a slothful process and the change is described by Sergiovanni (1996) 

as slow and frustrating. Principals are caught in a maddening definitional dichotomy of 

their position.  

With the move toward the self-management of schools, the principal appears to 

have the worst of both worlds. The old world is still around with the expectations 

to run a smooth school, and to be responsive to all; simultaneously the new world 

rains down on schools with disconnected demands, expecting that at the end of 

the day the school should be constantly showing better results, and ideally 

becoming a learning organization (Fullen, 2001, p. 138-139).  

Research indicates (Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, Meyerson, Orr, & Cohen, 

2009) the increased pressures of accountability systems, expanded responsibilities within 

a school, and inadequate professional supports as the main reasons provided for leaving 

the principalship. The recent focus on standards and accountability has prompted changes 

within the operational duties of the principalship and incited additional stressors to the 

role. New requirements and additional skills are needed that were not politically critical 

in the past. “Expectations for the principalship have steadily expanded since the reforms 
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of the early 1980s, always adding to, and never subtracting from, the job description” 

(Copland, 2000, p. 4). Research confirms (Alford, Perreault, Zellner, & Ballenger, 2011) 

that the principals’ world of work is one of constant demands and intense circumstances. 

“Principals should have no problem claiming their fair share of frustration, since the role 

of the principal has in fact become dramatically more complex, overloaded, and unclear 

(Fullen, 2001, p. 137).  

The introduction of school reform mandates are wrapping bureaucratic red tape so 

tightly around the necks of principals that it’s causing asphyxia of instructional and 

budgetary freedom. In a Public Agenda national mail survey completed by 925 public 

school principals, 88% say their district has experienced an enormous increase in 

responsibility and mandates without receiving necessary resources. Fifty-eight percent 

cite insufficient funding as the most pressing issue their district encounters (Farkas et al., 

2003). 

Though most educational leaders applaud the intended goal of the NCLB 

legislative mandate as an effort to improve student achievement, it is one of two federal 

policies that seems to generate the most resentment. Farkas et al. (2003) reports 88% of 

American public school principals express their concern that NCLB remains an unfunded 

mandate, but has associated costs. Districts and schools must absorb the costs of 

providing state certified teachers in all core subject areas and fulfilling testing 

requirements. “Handling the tests, test security, packaging, and shipping the tests to be 

scored by the state, analyzing and interpreting the results—all require additional 

personnel time” (Farkas et al., 2003, p. 12).  
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NCLB is not the only federal mandate that invokes aggravation among school 

leaders. Sixty-five percent of principal respondents to the Public Agenda survey say they 

are obligated to spend a disproportional amount of money and other resources on special 

education while an alarming 81% report the volume and complexity of federal and state 

legislations regarding special education have gotten worse in recent years (Farkas et al., 

2003). According to Cusick (2003), there is a lack of coherence between the obligations 

placed on principals by these legislative reforms and the more important tasks of running 

the school and tending to parents.    

In addition to the disjointedness between adhering to governing policies and 

balancing the tasks of the school, principals project a disparity between expectations and 

resources. Seventy-four percent of principals who participated in a focus group say “daily 

emergencies of the job rob [them] of time that would be better spent in the classroom or 

on teaching issues” (Farkas et al., 2003, p. 15). They reported the nonstop, always-on-

the-run, crisis-a-minute nature of their jobs as a source for a considerable amount of 

pressure on their professional and personal life.  

In a 2011 study of 907 practicing principals in a Midwestern state by the National 

Council of Professors of Educational Administration (NCPEA), administrators attributed 

the most stress to personal task management for insufficient time to get the job 

accomplished, constant interruptions, keeping up with e-mail correspondence, the 

insurmountable paperwork, work-life balance, and loss of personal time (Alford et al., 

2011). Howley et al. (2005) warn of the physically and psychologically draining effects 

of trying to address multiple contradictory expectations with limited time and resources.  

Cusick (2003) points out that principal workdays are often 12 hours long, starting 
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between 5:50 a.m. and 7:00 a.m. and lasting into the night with evening activities and 

events. Some principals are required to attend school activities like PTA meetings, sports 

games, plays or musical productions, community gatherings, and additional ad hoc events 

outside of work hours (Beach, 2010). Pounder and Merrill (2001) report on the loss of 

personal time: 

How much can I afford to sacrifice in terms of my personal life and overall 

quality of life to fulfill my desire to achieve or influence education and to make 

more money? Or similarly, how much more money do I need to make to be worth 

the loss of personal life time? (p. 47).  

Principals are greeted by obstacles of bureaucratic red tape from federal 

legislation, strained by a lack of free time, and encumbered with pressure from parents 

and other stakeholders in the community. In the 2003 Public Agenda survey, 51% of 

principals say they are more frequently dealing with parent complaints about school 

personnel and being second-guessed about their decisions. Specifically, 43% of 

elementary school principals admit they have witnessed a recent rise in these parental 

criticisms (Farkas et al., 2003).   

Increased pressure from policymakers and parents places principals in higher-

stress and more conflict-laden roles, and this complexity of demands is likely to increase. 

Overlying and sometimes misaligned commitments make the principals’ job less 

appealing and more burdensome to many in the profession. Becoming aware of changing 

government legislation, managing time constraints, and handling 21
st
 Century students, 

parents, and stakeholders introduces more challenges to the already frustrating role of the 

principalship. Compounding the already overwrought principalship are the issues of 
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inadequate training and preparation programs available to potential administrative 

leaders.   

PRINCIPALSHIP PREPARATION REFORM 

Even in the 1900s, it became apparent to educational practitioners and observers 

that those serving as the principal needed additional training due to the numerous 

requirements and responsibilities placed upon them (Garduno, 2009). After a slew of 

unsatisfactory reports on student achievement surfaced in the 1970s, the American 

Association of School Administrators (AASA) released guidelines for the preparation of 

school administrators shortly thereafter in 1983 (Garduno, 2009). In 1994, the Council of 

Chief State School Officers formed the Interstate Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) 

to develop guidelines for educational leaders that are fashioned after the curriculum 

standards for administrators by the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher 

Education (NCATE) (Garduno, 2009).  Principal preparation continues to evolve and 

shift as the needs of the new century unearth themselves.  

Many modern educators entering the principalship are expected to perform tasks 

that they received little or no training for at their campuses or in licensure and 

credentialing organizations. School programs preparing assistant principals for the 

principalship many times employ what Golanda (1991) describes as the osmosis theory, 

depending on the mere exposure to the campus atmosphere and occasional observation of 

effective administrative conduct will result in the acquisition of leadership skills. 

Research supports (Wallace Foundation, 2008) a refined concept of educational 

leadership that disengages from an osmosis theory of preparation and “superhero” 

principal paradigm and focuses on tangible leadership that is “trainable”.  
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Since research indicates a substantial connection between a school’s success and 

the leaders they anoint (Shelton, 2010; Sun, 2011; Louis, Leithwood, Wahlstrom & 

Anderson, 2010), lawmakers are quickly crafting policies to better recruit, prepare, 

support, and retain effective educational leaders. Improving the quality of the 

principalship benefits all teachers and students in the school (National Conference of 

State Legislatures, 2010) as effective leadership practices permeate the culture and 

climate of a campus. Because of this deduction, “effective leadership is undoubtedly a 

catalyst to school reform” (National Conference of State Legislatures, 2010, p. 1). 

There is an emerging consensus that deficiencies exist in the principal training 

programs now in practice. Current administrative reform efforts usually gain the most 

strength and momentum from the critiques and complaints of existing training programs. 

Reform efforts are fueled by the necessity to stay abreast of ever-evolving 21
st
 Century 

influences and legislative actions. Educational leaders are forced to abide by legal 

edicts—in many circumstances—without proper guidance on how to handle such 

governmental matters. States and districts must be willing to create conditions and 

incentives to support the ability of leaders to meet those governmental standards 

(National Conference of State Legislatures, 2010). They can play a key role in 

strengthening leadership preparation reform if they are willing to adopt relative and 

rigorous standards to guide all aspects of school leadership development (National 

Conference of State Legislatures, 2010). Some states are already supporting such 

initiatives.  

In the 2010 legislative session alone, at least 23 states enacted 42 laws that 

support school leader initiatives (Shelton, 2010). Illinois, Kentucky, New Mexico, 
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Oklahoma, Oregon, and Virginia have all generated task forces and legislative working 

groups to restructure and recalibrate leadership preparation (Shelton, 2010). Illinois 

dedicated $1 million for administrative costs and to award grants associated with the 

Educational Leadership Institute; whereas, Maryland gave $100,000 to the Academy of 

Leadership and $1.494 million to the Department of Education’s Department of 

Leadership Development (National Conference of State Legislatures, 2010). Alabama 

allocated $650,000 to the Department of Education for its principal leadership program in 

2008, while Delaware appropriated $150,000 for the Delaware Academy of School 

Leadership and $142,800 for the Delaware Principals’ Academy (Kirkpatrick, 2010). The 

advancements of preparation programs in Missouri have included the redesign of 17 

university principal preparation programs in the state and have enacted a statewide 

mentoring program (Wallace Foundation, 2008).   

In addition to states allocating funds for leadership programs, some districts are 

providing performance incentives by means of monetary compensation directly to 

principals for their participation in preparation programs. The Pittsburgh Public Schools 

(PPS) received funding from the U.S. Department of Education in 2007 to implement 

reform efforts designed to improve principal leadership in the district. The program 

provides two types of monetary compensation: (a) an annual opportunity for permanent 

salary increase of up to $2,000 based primarily on rubric measuring practices in several 

areas, and (b) an annual bonus of up to $10,000 based primarily on student achievement 

growth (RAND Education, 2012).  

Even with many states now allotting resources for leadership training, and 

districts offering monetary compensation to principals, many school leaders do not 
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believe such programs adequately prepare them for the challenges they face in schools. 

Almost 67% of principal respondents to a Public Agenda survey reported that these types 

of programs did not prepare them for the realities of leading a school (Public Agenda, 

2001). This phenomenon may be attributed to current preparation reform efforts not 

recalibrating their framework to match the shift of the principalship from managerial 

duties to leadership responsibilities. Research indicates (Usdan, McCloud, & Podmostko, 

2000) principal training programs “historically focus on managerial issues such as school 

law and administrative requirements, but fail to address topics needed for instructional 

leadership such as instructional strategies, curriculum, and supporting teachers’ 

professional growth” (National Association of State Boards of Education, 2011, p. 7). 

The principalship transition from manager to leader calls for preparation programs to 

actively involve principals in ensuring classroom instruction is effective for all students 

(Blase & Blase, 2004). It is never too soon to begin sculpting the new era of educational 

managers into leaders, and many surmise this begins with assistant principals.  

Targeting better programs for assistant principals is paramount to improving the 

principalship since the role of the assistant principal is the most common career path 

followed to acquire the position of school principal (Busch, MacNeil, & Baraniuk, 2012). 

According to Garduno (2009), the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) 

reports that 68% of principals in the 2003 – 2004 school year held the position of 

assistant principal prior to their anointment as principal. These percentages were even 

greater in urban and suburban areas (Garduno, 2009). Potter (2011) encourages looking at 

the assistant principal as the potential principal of the school, stating that the best option 

for districts is to grow and nurture their own candidates.  
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Recent research indicates that the assistant principalship does not provide the 

appropriate training or preparation necessary for assistant principals to become effective 

principals (Fields, 2002; Goodson, 2000; Glanz, 1994; Koru, 1993).  Assistant principals 

are not afforded many opportunities to practice the educational leadership skills 

necessary for transitioning successfully into the principalship (Chan, Webb, & Bowen, 

2003). Koru (1993) reports most assistant principals spend considerable time on conflict 

resolution between staff members, faculty and students, and among parents and teachers. 

Because of the time exhausted on resolving such issues, the assistant principalship is 

sometimes not adequate preparation for the principalship. Assistant principals also 

display a lack of preparation when first assuming the principalship because they have 

been ushered up the administrative ladder too quickly in a system lubricated with 

attrition, retirement, and lack of interest in the position. “In these days of principal 

shortages, we have found that many assistant principals and resource teachers are moving 

into principalships after serving for relatively short periods of time in these preparatory 

roles” (Bloom & Krovetz, 2001, p. 12).  

Another obstacle to fully preparing assistant principals is what some refer to as 

the “narrowing” of the position (Johnson-Taylor & Martin, 2007). They are usually 

tasked with carrying out the managerial and discipline issues of the school and awarded 

very little responsibility in the area of instructional leadership. With this limited range of 

responsibilities, assistant principals do not get an accurate foundation for the role of 

instructional leadership they may eventually fill. Several principals ascertain that 

assistant principals need to be involved—at some level—“behind the scenes” (Pounder & 

Crow, 2005). “Assistant principals will feel that their jobs are valuable if they know they 
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are part of the process that leads to improved instruction and student achievement” 

(Johnson-Taylor & Martin, 2007, p. 24).  

Hopkins-Thompson (2000) recommends the best way to reform principal 

preparation programs is to include a strong mentoring component for assistant principals 

to enhance current training practices.  Some education experts believe that even the most 

effective training programs must be crafted to include a mentor guide.  

It is imperative assistant principals fully comprehend the requirements of the 

principalship and complete accredited preparation programs that qualify them for success 

in the role (Madden, 2008). Improving educational leadership in all capacities will 

undoubtedly affect school success. “High quality leadership has no substitute, and high 

quality professional development depends on such leadership” (Wahlstrom and York-

Barr, 2011, p. 22).  

CURRENT STATE OF THE ASSISTANT PRINCIPALSHIP 

The assistant principalship, though fundamental to our current education 

structure, is little researched or discussed in journals of administrative leadership. One of 

the most prominent fixtures in contemporary education has not received the attention the 

position warrants. Analogous to Animal Farm’s Boxer (Orwell, 2003), the American 

assistant principalship epitomizes the best qualities of a hard-working, dedicated, almost 

servile employee garnering little recognition. The Encyclopedia of School Administrators 

did not even include the occupation of assistant principal in its section on administrative 

education roles until as late as 1988 (Marshall et al., 2006), and there is still no universal 

definition for the role of an assistant principal (Weller & Weller, 2002). “Assistant 

principals may be the most dynamic and evolving positions in public schools, even 
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though it is often the most overlooked in both significance and prestige” (Garduno, 2009, 

p. 16). Fields (2002) explains the role is one of the least researched topics in educational 

journals and its ambiguity allows for ineffective use of the position. Hartzell (1993, p. 

707) refers to the assistant principal as “the neglected actor in practitioner literature.”  

Some remark the underrepresented assistant principalship experiences difficulty 

in creating a definition and a standard list of duties for the position because the tasks can 

be so varied and change daily, especially across diverse school settings (Celikten, 2001). 

Marshall and Holley (2006) discuss that although the role of the principal is relatively 

well outlined, the role of the assistant principalship is poorly defined and dubious in 

nature. The primary, rudimentary role of the assistant principal is to “assist” the principal, 

but that can be discursive and assume many functions. Marshall and Holley (2006) 

further note the assistant principalship did not develop from clear and thoughtful planning 

of what should be accomplished with the position, but rather formed as a ancillary role to 

the catch principal overflow. “The natural response for a principal is to delegate duties 

that he or she cannot fulfill to the assistant principal” (Davis, 2008, p. 6).  

In a 1992 study of 164 acting New York City assistant principals, they describe 

the duties of the position as, in sequential order: (a) student discipline, (b) lunch duty, (c) 

school scheduling, (d) ordering textbooks, (e) parent conferences, (f) assemblies, (g) 

various administrative duties, (h) articulation, (i) evaluation of teachers, (j) student 

attendance, (k) emergency arrangements,(l) instructional media services, (m) counseling 

pupils, (n) school clubs, (o) assisting PTA, (p) formulating goals, (q) staff development, 

(r) faculty meetings, (s) teacher training, (t) instructional leadership, (u) public relations, 

(v) curriculum development, (w) innovation and research, (x) school budgeting, and (y) 
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teacher selection (Glanz, 1994). Most assistant principals also spend considerable time on 

conflict resolution between staff members, faculty and students, and among parents and 

teachers. They are usually tasked with carrying out both the discipline and managerial 

issues of the school and awarded very little responsibility in the area of instructional 

leadership. 

Koru (1993) delineates the main tasks of the assistant principal into three 

categories of crisis manager, custodian, and visionary. Simpson (2000) further organizes 

the responsibilities of the assistant principal into three major duties of student discipline, 

student activities, and student attendance. Though the assistant principalship offers a 

wealth of experiences in all realms of the school, most reports conclude the primary duty 

of assistant principals is discipline (Gerke, 2004; Mertz, 2000). These discipline issues 

include dealing with students who have been sent to them by teachers, meeting with 

parents, and monitoring disciplinary decisions (Mertz, 2000).  A different study 

(Hausman, Nebaker, McCreary, & Donaldson, 2002) yields the three dimensions to 

which assistant principals devote most of their time as, in order, student management, 

interacting with the educational hierarchy, and personnel management (Lee, Kwan, & 

Walker, 2009). 

In the wake of new education legislation, more principals are preoccupied with 

bureaucracy leaving assistant principals to catch many of the subordinate responsibilities 

of the school. “Having been traditionally preoccupied with routine maintenance 

operations in schools, [assistant principals] lacked training to undertake the extended list 

of tasks delegated to them and therefore found it difficult to adjust to their changing 

roles” (Lee et al., 2009, p. 189).  
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Glanz’s (1994) survey reports that although they spend most of their time on the 

areas of student discipline, lunch duty, and school scheduling, assistant principals 

indicated the most important duties they should be focusing their efforts on are teacher 

training, staff development, and curriculum development. Unfortunately, the bulk of 

assistant principals’ interaction with instruction seems to be when appraising or 

evaluating teachers. This misalignment between time spent on various duties and the 

duty’s perceived importance is injurious to the school’s success.  

As assistant principals continue to absorb a more significant stake in the 

managerial responsibilities of their schools, they are also beginning to enjoy a 

concomitant increase in their role in the instructional process; and therefore, requesting 

more professional training in instructional leadership (Oliver, 2005).  Hausman et al., 

(2002) also notes the increasing involvement of assistant principals in staff and 

curriculum management areas.  

Locating, hiring, and retaining a qualified assistant principal can do a great deal to 

improve staff morale, student achievement, and the overall quality of leadership within 

the school (Davis, 2008). One study (Glanz, 1994) records the impact of the assistant 

principal on the schools’ they serve with regard to curriculum, staff development, and 

instructional leadership. Increasing amounts of literature indicate a correlation between 

the importance of the role of the assistant principalship and successful schools. Since it is 

more frequently the assistant principal who maintains more daily interaction with staff 

and students (Glanz, 1994), they act as a barometer for the school climate. The assistant 

principal has gone from being regarded as someone who merely alleviates some of the 

burden of the principalship, to an essential and indispensable part of the aggregate of 
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educational leadership (Hausman et al., 2002). The extended and assorted responsibilities 

of the assistant principalship need to be thrown to the crucible and melted to reveal a 

purer, more comprehensible definition from which future assistant principals may better 

understand their contribution to the school community they serve.  

FRUSTRATIONS AND OBSTACLES OF THE ASSISTANT PRINCIPALSHIP 

Many educators are entering into the assistant principalship inadequately prepared 

leading to feelings of frustration and defeat. Defensibly, it is the vast, insuperable 

responsibilities the job besets making it nearly impossible to be a fully fortified leader at 

the onset of the job. Hartzell, Williams, and Nelson (1995) attest that becoming a first 

year assistant principal is frequently a challenging transition for an educator who usually 

advances to the position directly from the classroom. This transfer from teacher to 

administrator means the new assistant principal has to make major modifications to the 

way they perceive their new placement in the school’s hierarchy. Many times the process 

of transitioning from teacher to assistant reveals the fledgling administrators’ lack of 

understanding for the position and the skills deemed essential to perform the role 

effectively (Hartzell et al., 1995). This shift in roles forces the new administrator to 

become socialized to the assistant principalship (Martinez, 2011) as they are often 

overwhelmed and frustrated by their new role. Marshall and Hooley (2006) believe the 

assistant principals’ first obstacle is to learn the procedures and culture of the school and 

establish their particular role on the campus.  

The change of roles and the transition from being a teacher to taking on the 

additional expectations of leadership imply the negotiations of new identities. The 

change involves not only what new [assistant principals] do within the role, but 
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also who they are and what it means to be an educational leader (Gibeau, 2011, p. 

19). 

Considering the principal usually takes center-stage when dealing with extensions 

of the school—community outreach, communications with central administration, 

stakeholder concerns—it is more frequently the assistant principal who maintains more 

daily administrative interaction with staff and students (Glanz, 1994). They are more 

frequently on the frontline of campus events and often the most visible and participative 

administrator on school grounds (Marshall & Hooley, 2006). “An overwhelming amount 

of tasks related to discipline and student management can have negative effects on 

assistant principals’ effectiveness and job satisfaction” (Oleszewski, Shoho, & Barnett, 

2012, p. 277). Assistant principals are consumed with handling disengaged or 

unmotivated students and teachers in addition to up-keeping most managerial services of 

the school. The expanded set of responsibilities not only places further demand on 

assistant principals’ time, but is also a source of great frustration (Harris, Muijs, & 

Crawford, 2003). Many find themselves draped in negative working conditions involving 

apathetic students, frustrated parents, and ill-prepared teachers (Martinez, 2011). Lee et 

al. (2009) also notes assistant principals’ increased involvement in staffing issues causes 

tension and strain with teacher relations.  

Although research in the last part of the 20
th

 Century and the turn of the new 

century have surged with emphasis on the importance of administrators as instructional 

leaders of the schools, the lack of significant changes to the managerial role of the 

assistant principal is the source of much frustration in their daily working environment 

(Martinez, 2011). Simpson (2000) reports many assistant principals feel encumbered by 
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serving only as campus disciplinarians. They are socialized to operate autonomously, to 

complete the task, but not solve underlying problems (Mertz, 2000). The occupation is 

programmed to work independently, not collectively. It is a no-man’s land position—no 

longer a teacher, but not yet a principal leader (Daresh, 2006).   

Despite the acknowledgement that assistant principals have more consistent, daily 

interaction with teachers, a 2000 survey (Weller & Weller, 2002) found that 25% of 

participants feel inadequately prepared to motivate their instructors, develop ‘real-world’ 

curricula, resolve conflict, and work effectively in teams. Chan et al. (2003) reports in 

many cases, the only real contribution assistant principals have with instruction is with 

regard to teacher appraisals.  

Further attributing to a lack in job satisfaction is assistant principals’ perceived 

diffusion of work roles (Harvey, 1994). Assistant principals often recognize a 

misalignment in the amount of time and energy expended on various tasks and the 

weighted importance of those duties in school success. They spend time on lunch and 

carport duty that should be spent on learning. Some suggest (Marshall & Hooley, 2006) 

these delegated tasks—requiring only managerial skill and ransoming assistant 

principals’ time from classrooms—could consequently undermine the educators’ affinity 

for instructional leadership. This perception of an inappropriate use of their time affects 

assistant principals’ job satisfaction, and can consequently influence their desire perform 

and ambitions to seek the principalship (Lee et al., 2009).  

How a principal choices to use an assistant principals’ time and knowledge can 

have a salient effect on their attitude and performance. Literature (Mertz, 2000; Golanda, 

1991) states the responsibilities of the assistant principalship are largely and almost 
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exclusively assigned by the principal. “The natural response for a principal is to delegate 

duties that he or she cannot fulfill to the assistant principal” (Davis, 2008, p. 6). 

Principals set parameters for the roles both administrators will play, controlling what 

assistants are exposed to and where they glean experience (Garduno, 2009). Since the 

principal has direct control over the responsibilities of the assistant, a corresponding 

amount of job satisfaction lies within the dynamics of this relationship. With mounting 

occupational hindrances, prospective assistant principals must be armed with an arsenal 

of competencies to attack the daily frustrations the position extracts.  

ASSISTANT PRINCIPALSHIP PREPARATION REFORM 

It is never too soon to begin sculpting the new era of educational managers into 

leaders, and it’s reasonable to surmise this begins with assistant principals. Many 

assistant principal vacancies are filled with university master’s degree students 

disturbingly unprepared for the position (Busch, MacNeil, & Baraniuk, 2012), and 

although their university programs provide training for the principalship, most educators 

do not circumvent the role of assistant principal and move directly into the principal  

position (Hartzell, Williams, & Nelson, 1994).  

When we look at the preparation programs currently provided for prospective 

administrators, states generally make no differentiation in their requirements for assistant 

principal or principal licensure, and the pre-training requirements for both are congruent 

(Marshall & Hooley, 2006). In one study of assistant principals, only 29% of participants 

were aware that programs specifically designed for the assistant principalship even 

existed (Marshall, Mitchell, Gross, & Scoot, 1994). Now that research substantiates the 

common sense notion that successful leadership breeds successful schools, it is essential 
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for preparation reform programs to dichotomize the specific roles and responsibilities of 

the principal as compared to the assistant principal. Assistant principal reform should be 

addressed independently and viewed as completely sovereign from the principalship.  

Preparation reform efforts need to further outline the expected roles and 

responsibilities of the assistant principal in terms they, teachers, and other non-

administrative educators can understand. Some suggest (Armstrong, 2009) that assistant 

principals and professional associations need to collaborate with district administrators to 

reconfigure the role of the assistant principal. This proves to be difficult as assistant 

principal duties are ever-evolving, surprisingly varied between school settings, and 

dependent upon the acting principal. A 2000 to 2004 longitudinal study on the needs of 

Californian assistant principals indicates a swing in the focus of the job requirements; and 

consequently, a shift in requests for corresponding administrative professional 

development.  Oliver (2005) notes that as assistant principals experience an increased 

role in instructional processes, they are calling for preparation programs targeting 

successful instructional leadership. Garduno (2009) notes the problem with reform lies in 

determining what specific, additional skills and experiences are necessary for assistant 

principals to hone their abilities, develop the needed expertise to be successful in their 

current role, and hopefully become viable contenders for future educational leadership 

positions.  

Hartzell et al. (1995) indicates that becoming a first year assistant principal is 

frequently a difficult transition for an educator who usually advances to the position 

directly from the classroom. A survey commissioned by the National Association of 

Elementary School Principals (1998) shows that almost 75% of participating school 
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districts do not have any training programs in place to appropriately prepare potential 

administrators that are currently in the classroom. Teachers certified to become 

administrators are frequently opting not to apply for assistant principal vacancies due to 

the fluctuating demands of the job, lack of appropriate training, and increased job 

performance expectations (Garduno, 2009). This is leaving districts to fish for desirable 

administrative aspirants in an already shallow and stagnant candidacy pool.  

Assistant principal preparation should be hands-on, begin within the campus 

organization, and simulate authentic obstacles experienced on the job. A new drift has 

districts implementing a ‘grow-your-own’ approach (Garduno, 2009) to stocking robust 

administrative rosters and initiating programs that encourage teachers to transition from 

the classroom to the front office. Learning opportunities available through on-the-job 

training can be bolstered when accompanied by the guidance and structure of a 

mentorship component. These programs focus on providing support and staff 

development to aspiring administrators at all campus levels and begin cultivating 

leadership deep in the roots of the school system.   

The development of future school leaders sometimes begins with assignments in 

jobs that assist with administration, but do not necessarily include all the job 

responsibilities of a school administrator. These roles may include teachers with 

administrative contracts who may assist with school discipline, department chairs 

who may be involved with curriculum development and enhancement, and 

internship programs” (Garduno, 2009, p. 25).  
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Some districts are beginning to realize that to attract the very best educators and keep 

them in leadership positions they must provide a network of support and foster a career-

long approach to administrator development (Pounder & Crow, 2005).  

Considering the role of the assistant principal is the most common career path 

charted to acquire the principalship (Busch et al., 2012), preparation reform of assistant 

principals should not be a movement that terminates once the job commences. 

Professional development for assistant principals needs to encourage continual skill 

development and instill a desire for the principalship (Oliver, 2005). It is necessary that 

assistant principals are involved in continuing professional development in what Pounder 

and Crow (2005) refer to as “behind-the-scene” leadership experiences. Challenging 

them to take the decision making reigns with regard to more substantial school issues 

reinforces self-confidence in the budding administrators’ abilities. “Assistant principals 

will feel their jobs are valuable if they know they are part of the process that leads to 

improved instruction and student achievement” (Johnson-Taylor & Martin, 2007, p. 23). 

THE EDUCATIONAL LEADERS’ IMPACT ON THE SCHOOL COMMUNITY 

In this era of heightened bureaucracy and limited resources, it is paramount to the 

success of the school to understand the complex influence educational leadership plays in 

staff performance and student achievement. No Child Left Behind has placed great 

external pressure on public education administrators to improve student achievement for 

students across all demographic backgrounds (Oleszewski, Shoho, & Barnett, 2012). 

Energetic discourse at the district, state, and national level emphasizing the concatenation 

between effective school leadership and school climate continues to spark. Motivating 

educational leaders have the ability to discover the latent capabilities of a school. Recent 
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research shows (Sun, 2011) effective leadership in schools is critical to improving 

teaching and learning and turning around low-performing schools (Shelton, 2010). A 

review of Leithwood et al. research (2004) discusses how school leadership, from both 

formal and informal sources, helps to shape the nature of school and classroom 

conditions—instruction content, classroom size, forms of pedagogy used by the educator, 

etc.—and helps shape a sense of campus community. “Everyone [who] has a stake in the 

education of our children…[and] people who work in schools and people who study 

schools know that leadership makes a difference” (Wahlstrom, Louis, Leithwood, & 

Anderson, 2010, p. 32).  

Rolling Up Their Sleeves, a 2003 Public Agenda report from superintendents and 

principals on what is needed to fix schools (Farkas et al., 2003), finds that 

superintendents are convinced an effective principal is at the heart of any given school’s 

accomplishments. They believe deploying a good principal at an underperforming school 

is an excellent way to improve student achievement. Sixty-two percent of the 1,006 

public school superintendents who participated in the survey say that moving a principal 

with proven talent to a low-performing school is a great way to turn around a campus 

(Farkas et al., 2003).   

Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, and Wahlstrom (2004) report that school leadership 

is second only to instructional quality as the most significant school-related contributor to 

what and how much students learn at school. More recently (2010), Louis and colleagues 

expound that although principals are responsible for a large number of practices and 

conditions that independently would make only a small contribution to student 

achievement, together can exert a substantial and beneficial effect.   
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The RAND Corporation (2012), a nonprofit institution dedicated to improving 

policy and decision making through research and analysis, evaluated the implementation 

of a U.S. Department of Education funded reform effort designed to improve leadership 

in the Pittsburgh Public Schools (PPS). One component of the reform effort, the 

Pittsburgh Principal Incentive Program (PPIP), provided principals with professional 

development support focused on leadership, feedback and coaching from their 

supervisors, and a directed professional growth project. Using surveys, conducting focus 

groups, interviewing key district staff, and analyzing administrative data, RAND 

researchers found that PPS principals reported student achievement growth increased 

during the incentive program.  Student achievement growth in grades fourth through 

eighth reached their highest levels for reading and math, and growth exceeded that of the 

rest of the state in three of the four PPIP years (RAND, 2012). “In addition, achievement 

growth among the lowest scoring students and at the most disadvantaged schools was 

beginning to accelerate, consistent with the presence of bonus premiums for high 

performance by these students and schools” (RAND, 2012, p. 2).  

According to the National Conference of State Legislatures (2010), nearly 60% of 

a school’s influence on student achievement is attributable to principal and teacher 

efficacy. Furthermore, the Wallace Foundation (2012) has identified five key functions 

an effective school principal must execute well in order to be a successful leader: (a) 

shaping a vision of academic success for all students, (b) creating a climate hospitable to 

education, (c) cultivating leadership in others, (d) improving instruction, and (e) 

managing people, data, and processes to foster school improvement. Research is showing 
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undeniable associations between the strength of campus educational leaders and school 

vigor.  

The Learning from Leadership Research Study findings suggest that successful 

principals develop supportive environments for their staff and students and play an acute 

role in the recruitment, development, and retention of teachers. “These supportive 

environments promote increased student achievement and help keep teachers at schools” 

(Sun, 2011, p. 4). Surveys from teachers across the nation report that a good principal is 

the single most significant factor in attracting and retaining high-quality teachers. 

“Investments in effective principals can be a cost-effective way to improve teaching and 

learning, and these investments have the ability to dramatically improve student 

achievement” (National Conference of State Legislatures, 2010, p. 1). If student learning 

outcomes are not at desired levels, current leadership systems and structures must be 

scrutinized. Successful leaders create supportive professional learning conditions that 

enthuse teachers and improve classroom practice such that students engage and learn at 

high levels (Wahlstrom & York-Barr, 2011).  

Though studies are indicating effective leaders host effective schools, they must 

be a consistent presence to enact improvements. A study commissioned by The Wallace 

Foundation, the Learning from Leadership Research Study is a six-year study starting in 

2003 examining leadership practices that foster improvements in schools and student 

achievement at the campus, district, and state level (Sun, 2011). The Study surveyed 471 

administrators across nine states and found the average principal stayed in the position 

for approximately three-and-one-half years, with principals departing sooner in more 

challenging schools (Louis, Leithwood, Wahlstrom, & Anderson, 2010). Frequent 
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turnover at the administrative level can have devastating results on staff morale and 

student production. Considering leadership practices permeate the culture and climate of 

a campus, the hasty principal shelf-life has damaging, perennial effects on a school.   

In schools that experience extreme principal turnover, there is evidence that 

teachers and staff are less receptive to efforts of new principals and resistant to 

instructional changes championed by a new principal…principal turnover 

negatively impacts school culture as well as classroom curriculum and instruction 

(Sun, 2011, p. 4). 

The importance of retaining high quality administrators for effective student 

achievement and school morale is not only critical at the principal level, but the assistant 

principal level, as well. Davis (2008) proposes that “interviewing and hiring the right 

assistant principal—and then ensuring that he or she remains on your campus for several 

years—can do a great deal for staff morale, student achievement, and the overall quality 

of leadership within the school (Davis, 2008, p. 6).  

 

 



 

 

CHAPTER 3 

Methodology 

This present study was an extension of a larger, multi-phase study of 

administrators in the Gulf Coast Region of Southeast Texas. This section describes the 

research methodology used in the Principal as a Successful Leader Project (Busch et al. 

2012; Waxman, Lee, & MacNeil, 2008) and related assistant principal study whose 

archival data was analyzed for the purposes of this study. While conducting a qualitative 

study that interviewed over 200 principals, MacNeil and Kajs (1997) identified five 

commonly reported sources that lead to feelings of frustration and served as genuine 

obstacles during the work life of the school principal: (a) bureaucracy, (b) lack of 

resources, (c) lack of parent involvement, (d) student issues, and (e) teacher issues. A 

group of principals developed the initial set of topics and specific questions they believed 

focused on the critical areas of their profession. From this original study, MacNeil 

created a survey designed to measure the degree to which principals felt frustrations and 

encountered obstacles regarding the previously mentioned sources. A measurement piece 

was then added broadening the scope of the original study to determine the degree to 

which principals felt the identified sources should be changed to make them more 

enabled in their position (Kirkpatrick, 2010). Eventually, the Principal as a Successful 

Leader Project was further expanded to examine the perceptions of assistant principals 

regarding the knowledge, skills, and attributes needed to be an effective leader in the 

Critical Advice from Practicing Assistant Principals for Assistant Principal Preparation 

study (Busch et al., 2012).  

The Principal as a Successful Leader Project and additional assistant principal 

study used exploratory surveys and cognitive interviews to study practicing 
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administrators in the greater Houston area and get a better understanding of the 

conditions they perceived as crucial factors in defining administrative success with the 

goal of improving their profession (Busch et al., 2012; Waxman et al., 2008; Martinez, 

2011; Vick, 2011). “The study was designed to strengthen the understanding of the 

factors and issues assistant principals and principals consider critical in terms of their 

own administrative effectiveness” (Busch et al., 2012, p. 40).  

The purpose of this study was to excogitate perceived frustrations and obstacles 

assistant principals encounter in being able to carry out their duties and juxtapose them 

with the perceived frustrations and obstacles experienced by principals. The study also 

compared recommended changes that campus administrators felt would make each 

profession more effective. The findings of this study can be used to inform and influence 

educational leadership preparation programs to be more appropriately tailored the 

specific needs each position merits.  

DESCRIPTION OF THE RESEARCH DESIGN 

A survey research design consisting of personal, cognitive interviews was used 

for this study. The design was appropriate because it described the characteristics of a 

large group of school administrators with respect to their perceived frustrations, 

obstacles, and recommended changes of their circumscribed positions. This study 

juxtaposed a convenience sample of 371 campus assistant principals and 308 principal 

participants and analyzed the findings of their perceived frustrations, obstacles, and 

recommended changes.  

It is important to note the entirety of this study was based on the use of archival 

data from the Principal as Successful Leaders Project (Busch et al., 2012; Waxman et al., 
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2008; Martinez, 2011; Vick, 2011) and the Critical Advice from Practicing Assistant 

Principals for Assistant Principal Preparation study. The present research utilized 

surveys and interviews completed before the commission of this study. The survey 

instrument was administered by students—under the supervision of their professors—as 

part of completion requirements for the master’s degree program at the large research 

university in Southeast Texas conducting the study. 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The overarching goal of this study was to identify if differences exist between 

assistant principals and principals in their perceived frustrations, obstacles, and 

recommended changes of their respective positions. 

1. Do assistant principals and principals differ regarding their feelings of 

frustration or discouragement in being able to carry out their duties? 

2. Do assistant principals and principals differ regarding their perceptions of 

genuine obstacles or restrictions causing them the most concern as they carry 

out their duties?  

3. Do assistant principals and principals differ regarding things they would 

change to make them more enabled in their roles? 

SETTING 

The current study was an extension of a larger, multi-phase study of 

administrators in the Gulf Coast Region of Southeast Texas. This research used archival 

data conducted by a research university in that region.  
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PARTICIPANTS 

The participants that comprised the original studies consisted of assistant 

principals and principals from various demographics who represented campuses from 

diverse districts across the greater Houston area. Those surveyed worked at all school 

grade levels, divided into three categories for the purpose of the study: (a) elementary 

school, (b) junior high schools, and (c) high schools. Most frequently, elementary schools 

are defined as serving students in pre-kindergarten through fourth or fifth grade. Junior 

high schools traditionally serve students in any possible combination of grades fifth 

through eighth, and high schools serve ninth through twelfth graders with a possible 

campus split at any of those levels.  

Most participants worked in either a suburban or urban setting, with only a few 

respondents from rural locations. All of those interviewed were acting administrators in 

the state of Texas at the time surveyed. The Texas Education Agency (TEA) uses campus 

accountability ratings based on student achievement, attendance, dropout rates, and other 

factors to rank state public schools (Vick Jr, 2011). Based on the overall achievement 

level of students, and the achievement level of specific student populations derived from 

student demographics, economic status, and program participation, the state assigns a 

campus performance rating. These are presented in order from lowest to highest level 

accountability ranking: (a) Academically Unacceptable, (b) Academically Acceptable, (c) 

Recognized, and (d) Exemplary.  

In some instances, a response was not supplied by the respondent; therefore, it 

was not recorded on the survey. This was registered as “unreported” when referenced in 

data tables.  
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Assistant Principals 

A convenience sample of 371 respondents chosen from a population of Texas 

Gulf Coast region active assistant principals contributed to the study. Participants in the 

survey represented administrative perspectives drawn from the public school setting. 

Though the survey was representative of both genders, female assistant principals were 

interviewed more than twice as frequently as their male cohorts. The interviews gleaned 

the viewpoints of assistant principals from diverse ethnic backgrounds including White, 

African American, Hispanic, Asian, and American Indian administrators. The 

participants ranged in age from under thirty to over sixty-three years old and their 

experience on the job spanned from zero to more than 16 years. Most of the respondents’ 

highest level of academic attainment was a Master’s degree, though a handful of 

participants achieved a Doctorate degree, with an almost equal number having obtained 

only a Bachelor’s degree. A breakdown of the demographic information of the 

participating assistant principals can be found in Table 3.11 – 3.14.  
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Table 3.11 

Gender of Assistant Principal in the Survey 

Gender      f     % 

Female      261     70.4 

Male      110     29.6 

Total       371     100 

 

 

Table 3.12 

Ethnicity of Assistant Principal in the Survey 

Ethnicity     f     % 

White      190     51.2 

African American    93     25.1 

Hispanic     70     18.9 

Asian      11     3.0 

American Indian    1     0.2 

Unreported     6     1.6 

Total      371     100 

 

 

 

 

 



52 

 

Table 3.13 

Years of Assistant Principal Experience in the Survey 

Experience     f     % 

0-5       236     63.6 

6-10      90     24.2 

11-15      26     7.0 

16+      11     3.0 

Unreported     8     2.2 

Total      371     100 

 

 

Table 3.14 

Level of Degree of Assistant Principal in the Survey 

Degree      f     % 

Bachelor’s     14     3.8 

Master’s     344     92.7 

Doctorate     13     3.5 

Total      371     100 

 

 The assistant principals were asked to self-report their campus level, school 

location, and state accountability rating. The majority of those surveyed were 

professionals at the elementary level, with an almost equal number of participants 

gathered from junior high and high schools. Seventy-eight percent of participating 
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assistant principals had Texas state accountability campus rankings at the Acceptable or 

Recognized rank. A breakdown of the demographic information of the participating 

assistant principals’ campuses can be found in Table 3.15 – 3.17.  

 

Table 3.15 

Campus Level of Assistant Principal in the Survey 

Campus Level     f     %  

Elementary     168     45.3  

Junior High     90     24.3 

High School     101     27.2 

Unreported/ Mixed    12     3.2 

Total      371     100 

 

 

Table 3.16 

Campus Location of Assistant Principal in the Survey 

Campus Location    f     % 

Rural      12     3.2 

Suburban     156     42.1 

Urban      191     51.5  

Unreported     12     3.2 

Total      371     100 
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Table 3.17 

Campus State Accountability Rating of Assistant Principal in the Survey 

Campus Rating    f     % 

Academically Unacceptable   16     4.3 

Academically Acceptable   189     50.9 

Recognized     102     27.6 

Exemplary     35     9.4 

Unreported     29     7.8 

Total      371     100 

  

Principals 

A convenience sample of 308 principals from the Gulf Coast region of Southeast 

Texas were surveyed. Participants represented the outlook of principals in the public 

school setting and were drawn from diverse demographics. The respondents included 

both male and female principals from a variety of ethnicities, a range of experience 

levels, and representative of the three identified grade levels. A breakdown of the 

demographic information of the participating assistant principals can be found in Table 

3.21 – 3.27.  
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Table 3.21 

Gender of Principal in the Survey 

Gender      f     % 

Female      181     58.8 

Male      127     41.2 

Total       308     100 

 

 

Table 3.22 

Ethnicity of Principal in the Survey 

Ethnicity     f     % 

White      203     65.9 

African American    66     21.4 

Hispanic     36     11.7 

Asian      2     0.7 

American Indian    0     0.0 

Unreported     1     0.3 

Total      371     100 
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Table 3.23 

Years of Principal Experience in the Survey 

Experience    f     % 

0-5       116     37.6 

6-9      51     16.6 

10-14      51     16.6 

15+      90     29.2 

Total      308     100 

 

 

Table 3.24 

Level of Degree of Principal in the Survey 

Degree      f     % 

Bachelor’s     7     2.3 

Master’s     278     90.2 

Doctorate     19     6.2 

Unreported     4     1.3 

Total      308     100 

 

The principals were asked to self-report their campus level, school location, and 

state accountability rating. The majority of those surveyed were professionals at the 

elementary level and were located in dominatingly suburban and urban schools. Seventy-

eight percent of participating principals had Texas state accountability campus rankings 
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at the Academic Acceptable or Recognized rank. A breakdown of the demographic 

information of the participating principals’ campuses can be found in Table 3.25 – 3.27. 

 

Table 3.25 

Campus Level of Principal in the Survey 

Campus Level     f     % 

Elementary     152     49.4 

Junior High     62     20.1 

High School     72     23.4 

Unreported/ Mixed    22     7.1 

Total      308     100 

 

 

Table 3.26 

Campus Location of Principal in the Survey 

Campus Location    f     % 

Rural      14     4.5 

Suburban     149     48.4 

Urban      143     46.4 

Unreported     2     0.7 

Total      371     100 
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Table 3.27 

Campus State Accountability Rating of Principal in the Survey 

Campus Rating    f     % 

Academically Unacceptable   7     2.3  

Academically Acceptable   147     47.7 

Recognized     99     32.2 

Exemplary     26     8.4 

Unreported     29     9.4 

Total      308     100 

 

Assistant Principal and Principal Comparisons 

Assistant principal and principal information from the tables above was graphed 

and juxtaposed to note demographic differences in the participants and their respective 

campuses. Figures 3.31 – 3.37 compared assistant principal and principal data from the 

seven demographic categories found in the above tables.  
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Figure 3.31 

Gender Comparison of Assistant Principals and Principals in the Survey 

 

Figure 3.32 

Ethnicity Comparison of Assistant Principals and Principals in the Survey 
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Figure 3.33 

Years of Assistant Principal and Principal Experience Comparison in the Survey 

 

Figure 3.34 

Level of Degree Comparison of Assistant Principals and Principals in the Survey 
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Figure 3.35 

Campus Level Comparison of Assistant Principals and Principals in Survey 

 

Figure 3.36 

Campus Location Comparison of Assistant Principals and Principals in the Survey 
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Figure 3.37 

Campus State Accountability Rating Comparison of Assistant Principals and Principals 

in the Survey 
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survey process, as a portion of their grade was based on the satisfactory completion of the 

required surveys.  

In order to obtain revealing, meaningful interactions with the respondents, an 

open-ended style questionnaire with face-to-face, cognitive interviews was necessary. 

Cognitive interviews were administered to strengthen the validity and reliability of the 

survey results because both interviewer and participant needed to have a degree of 

commitment to the process to garner quality responses. Students were also permitted to 

choose which administrators they would interview, again reinforcing the level of 

commitment. Due to the breadth and complexity of the survey, professors feared that if 

questionnaires were mailed out or distributed via email, the quality of their responses 

would wane as their interest in the extensive survey lagged. “Simply mailing out the 

instrument and expecting busy school principals to invest time needed to complete the 

detailed survey on their own was unrealistic” (Busch et al., 2012, p. 41). Professors 

determined the cognitive interview format would be used to ensure the response level 

was high and that the interviewee had a greater level of motivation to answer all of the 

questions comprehensively and candidly (Martinez, 2011). By using cognitive interviews, 

researchers can glean the type of insights usually only afforded by qualitative case studies 

and interviews while retaining the quantitative characteristics of traditional surveys 

(Beatty & Willis, 2007).  

A total of 99 graduate students from a research university in Texas administered 

the survey and conducted the cognitive interviews over an 18 month data collection 

timeframe. The copious students involved in the process served to safeguard against and 

abate any interviewer bias (Busch et al., 2012).    
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INSTRUMENT 

The survey addressed a multitude of facets of the assistant principalship and 

principalship and contained questions pertaining to administrators’ perceptions of 

successful school leadership. The overall survey instrument included 115 items, 22 of 

which dealt with participants’ background and school demographic information, 62 of 

which were Likert scaled items, and 31 open-ended questions requiring in-depth, 

descriptive answers. The open-ended questions were designed to allow participants the 

most freedom and flexibility with their responses. A complete form of the survey is given 

in Appendix B.  

The exploratory survey instrument was initially developed to provide clinical 

experience for students in the Masters of Education program. The survey used open-

ended questions thought to provide a standardized framework for students to engage in 

meaningful interactions with the school leaders they surveyed. A group of administrators 

developed the initial set of topics that they believed focused on critical areas of their 

profession.  

CONCEPTUAL FORMULATION 

Only one segment, Section G, of the full survey was analyzed for the purpose of 

this study. Section G consisted of 12 subject categories repeated three times (36 total 

items) for each of the three stem statements. The three stem statements in Section G 

inquired about assistant principals and principals (a) feelings of frustration or being 

discouraged in being able to carry out their duties, (b) genuine obstacles or restrictions 

causing them the most concern as they carry out their duties, and (c) things they would 

change to make them more enabled in their positions. Assistant principals and principals 
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were asked to respond to the 12 subject categories using a Likert scale. A Likert scale is a 

self-reporting instrument in which an individual responds to a series of statements by 

indicating the extent of agreement. The choices were assigned a numerical value, and the 

total score is presumed to indicate the attitude or belief in question (Fraenkel & Wallen, 

2009). Below are the exact three stem statements found in the questionnaire. A full copy 

of the survey can be found in Appendix B.  

1. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 being most and 1 being least, rate the degree to 

which each of the following presents a feeling of frustration or being 

discouraged in being able to carry out your duties.  

2. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 being most and 1 being least, rate the degree to 

which each of the following presents a genuine obstacle or restriction that 

cause you the most concern as you try to carry out your duties.  

3. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 being most and 1 being least, rate the following for 

the things that you would change to make you more enabled in your role as 

administrator. 

The three stem statements about frustrations, obstacles, and things assistant 

principals and principals would change were proffered to participants with regard to the 

12 subject categories. The selected subject categories (listed below) were initially yielded 

from research of commonly reported sources of frustrations attributed to education 

administration.  

1. Federal Bureaucracy 

2. State Bureaucracy 

3. School District Bureaucracy 
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4. Lack of Money 

5. Lack of Other Resources 

6. Lack of Parent Involvement in the School 

7. Poor Preparation of Teachers 

8. Lack of Teacher Commitment 

9. Poor Instruction of Teachers 

10. Lack of Parental Involvement at Home 

11. Lack of Student Motivation 

12. Poor Basic Skills of Students 

Item Development 

Assistant principals and principals were asked to rate the 12 subject categories on 

a Likert scale to measure the severity of their frustrations, obstacles, and changes they 

were most concerned with to make them more enabled in their positions. For example, 

respondents would have rated “Poor Instruction of Teachers” on a “1 to 5” Likert scale 

according to the degree to which they felt it most impeded their performance, with “5” 

designating the highest score of agreement to the statement. The Likert scale served as a 

measurement of the attitudes of assistant principals and principals’ feelings and 

perceptions about their roles.  

DATA ANALYSIS 

This section describes the methods that were used to analyze the data for the 

study. The data from the participant responses was first organized using frequency 

distributions so that it was easier to evaluate. A frequency distribution is a tabular method 

showing all the scores given by a group of individuals (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009). The 
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frequency distributions were then analyzed using SPSS 21.0 for any differences in the 

responses of assistant principals and principals. SPSS is a computer program that 

calculates descriptive statistics and conducts hypothesis tests (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009). 

The information derived from the distribution has been presented in tables and figures to 

better understand and interpret the quantitative data in a pictorial format. 

The first set of statistics was used to interpret the results in response to research 

question one. The statistic set calculated and compared the mean (M) for each of the 12 

subject categories in regard to the first of the three posed stem statements to which the 

assistant principal and principal participants were to respond. The mean is the sum of all 

the scores in the distribution divided by the number of scores in the distribution (Wiersma 

& Jurs, 2005). The data was also calculated for the frequency with which each item was 

rated as a five on the Likert scale, or as presenting the most feelings of frustration or 

being discouraged in being able to carry out their duties. The frequency and percentage of 

assistant principal level five responses was compared to the principal number of level 

five responses.  Finally, a measure of the discrepancies in the percentage of assistant 

principals versus principal score five responses to the 12 items with regard to research 

question one was determined.  

The second set of statistics was provided in response to research question two. 

The mean for each of the 12 categories in regard to the second of the three posed stem 

statements was considered and the frequency with which each item was rated as a five on 

the Likert scale was also calculated. A measure of the discrepancies in the percentage of 

assistant principals versus principal score five responses to the 12 items with regard to 

research question two was determined, as well.  
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The third set of statistics was used to interpret the data in response to research 

question three regarding things administrators would change to make them more enabled 

in their roles. Again, the frequency with which each item was rated as a five on the Likert 

scale by respondents was measured and a comparison of the discrepancies in the 

percentage of assistant principals versus principal score five responses with regard to 

research question three was conducted. 

Finally, a total mean comparison of assistant principals and principals’ responses 

was calculated with regard to all three research questions. The mean of each of the 12 

categories was averaged for assistant principals and compared to the average principals’ 

mean for all 12 subject categories to determine the level of: (a) feelings of frustration or 

being discouraged in being able to carry out their duties, (b) genuine obstacles or 

restrictions causing them the most concern, and (c) things they would change to make 

them more enabled in their role as measured on the Likert one to five scale.  

LIMITATIONS 

This study used archival data of an exploratory survey given to assistant 

principals and principals across the Southeastern region of Texas. The survey collected 

respondents’ background information, school demographic data, asked open-ended 

questions, and used Likert scaled items. Although the survey and research were carefully 

prepared, there were some unavoidable limitations.  

This study was limited to the questionnaire only being completed by individuals 

specifically interviewed and asked to participate by graduate students who administered 

the survey, not all active assistant principals and principals in the area. Using results from 

the survey administered only to participating, requested administrators may have reduced 
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the utility and generalizability of the findings. Because the surveys were gathered over an 

18 month period by 99 participating graduate students, all stemming from the same 

university and common locale, there were numerous duplicate survey respondents. This 

phenomenon can be attributed to the selection technique that allowed students to select 

their own participants for the study. Furthermore, this research was limited by the extent 

to which participants were willing to contribute candidly to the survey. Respondents’ 

names were requested as part of the research, and this link from participant to participant 

response may have skewed the answers provided.  

 



 

 

CHAPTER 4 

Results 

The intent of this study was to excogitate perceived frustrations and obstacles 

assistant principals encounter in being able to carry out their duties and juxtapose them 

with the perceived frustrations and obstacles experienced by principals. Additionally, this 

study compared recommended changes that would make each administrative position 

more enabled in their specific role. Assistant principal and principal survey responses 

were analyzed to answer the following research questions: 

1. Do assistant principals and principals differ regarding their feelings of 

frustration or discouragement in being able to carry out their duties? 

2. Do assistant principals and principals differ regarding their perceptions of 

genuine obstacles or restrictions causing them the most concern as they carry 

out their duties?  

3. Do assistant principals and principals differ regarding things they would 

change to make them more enabled in their roles? 

Before describing the results, it is important to note one assistant principal did not 

complete any of Section G of the survey, the specific segment used in this study. 

Therefore, the participant was removed from the total number of assistant principal 

respondents, making the sum 370 for calculation purposes. Furthermore, several 

administrators of both positions only partially completed Section G, leaving some 

responses blank. A null value was applied in the SPSS program for blank responses as to 

not apportion a worth to the absence of an answer and alter the mean. Allotting blank 

responses with a value of zero and not a null value would shift the mean to reflect a lower 

average than actually reported. It was also important not to disregard the entire string of 
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response from a participant whom left Section G of the survey partially incomplete, as 

the absence of a response can be as informative as providing one. As mentioned in the 

limitations of the study, respondents may not have contributed to the survey candidly or 

may have chosen not to answer portions of the survey considering participant names were 

requested as part of the complete questionnaire.  

RESULTS OF EACH SET OF STATISTICS 

RESEARCH QUESTION ONE 

 Research question one asked if assistant principals and principals differed 

regarding their feelings of frustration or discouragement in being able to carry out their 

duties. The set of statistics in Table 4.11 and Figure 4.11 compared the mean (M) 

assistant principal response to the mean (M) principal response with regard to each of the 

12 subject categories posed to stem statement one in Section G of the survey.  The mean 

was determined by taking the sum of the Likert scale responses in the distribution divided 

by the number of assistant principal (N = 370) and principal (N = 308) survey participants 

(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009). Assistant principals and principals were asked the severity to 

which they encountered feelings of frustration on a scale from one to five with a response 

of five indicating the highest, greatest, or most feelings of frustration or discouragement 

in being able to carry out their duties.  
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Table 4.11 

Assistant Principal vs. Principal Mean Response and Mean Discrepancy to Feelings of 

Frustration or Discouragement in Being Able to Carry Out Their Duties 

Item      AP’s M P’s M    M Discrepancy 

Federal Bureaucracy    3.16  3.24  .08 

State Bureaucracy    3.31  3.43  .12 

School District Bureaucracy   3.14  3.02  .12 

Lack of Money    3.21  3.29  .08 

Lack of Other Resources   3.02  3.12  .10 

Lack of Parent Involvement in the School 3.20  2.80  .40 

Poor Preparation of Teachers   2.84  2.62  .22 

Lack of Teacher Commitment  2.85  2.61  .24 

Poor Instruction of Teachers   2.81  2.64  .17 

Lack of Parental Involvement at Home 3.32  3.19  .13 

Lack of Student Motivation   3.39  3.17  .22 

Poor Basic Skills of Students   3.18  3.06  .12 
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Figure 4.10  

Research Question One Discrepancies in Assistant Principal vs. Principal Mean 

Responses in Descending Order 
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Figure 4.11 

Mean of Assistant Principal and Principal Responses to Research Question One  
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Table 4.12 

Assistant Principal vs. Principal Frequencies and Percentages for which Respondents 

Answered with a Score of Five, or Presenting the Most Frustration or Discouragement 

Item     AP f  AP %  P f   P % 

Federal Bureaucracy   51  13.8%  70  22.7% 

State Bureaucracy   61  16.5%  71  23.1% 

District Bureaucracy   56  15.1%  47  15.3% 

Lack of Money   63  17.0%  77  25.0% 

Lack of Other Resources  38  10.3%  40  13.0% 

Parent Involvement at School  63  17.0%  33  10.7% 

Poor Preparation of Teachers  40  10.8%  37  12.0%  

Lack of Teacher Commitment 62  16.8%  43  14.0%  

Poor Instruction of Teachers  54  14.6%  44  14.3%  

Parental Involvement at Home 75  20.3%  43  14.0%  

Lack of Student Motivation  65  17.6%  47  15.3%  

Poor Basic Skills of Students  49  13.2%  32  10.4%  
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Figure 4.12 

Assistant Principal vs. Principal Percentages for which Respondents Answered with a 

Score of Five, or Presenting the Most Frustration or Discouragement  
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Table 4.13 

Research Question One Discrepancies in Assistant Principal vs. Principal Percentages of 

Score Five Responses 

Item     AP %  P %  % Discrepancy 

Federal Bureaucracy   13.8%  22.7%   8.9% 

State Bureaucracy   16.5%  23.1%   6.6% 

District Bureaucracy   15.1%  15.3%   0.2% 

Lack of Money   17.0%  25.0%   8.0% 

Lack of Other Resources  10.3%  13.0%   2.7% 

Parent Involvement at School  17.0%  10.7%   6.3% 

Poor Preparation of Teachers  10.8%  12.0%   1.2%  

Lack of Teacher Commitment 16.8%  14.0%   2.8% 

Poor Instruction of Teachers  14.6%  14.3%   0.3% 

Parental Involvement at Home 20.3%  14.0%   6.3% 

Lack of Student Motivation  17.6%  15.3%   2.3% 

Poor Basic Skills of Students  13.2%  10.4%   2.8% 
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Figure 4.13 

Research Question One Discrepancies in Assistant Principal vs. Principal Percentages of 

Score Five Responses in Descending Order 
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4.21 compared the mean (M) assistant principal response to the mean principal response 

with regard to each of the 12 items posed to stem statement two in Section G of the 

survey.  Assistant principals and principals were asked the severity to which they 

encountered obstacles in being able to carry out their duties on a scale from one to five 

with a response of five indicating the highest, greatest, or most restrictions.  

 

Table 4.21 

Assistant Principal vs. Principal Mean Response and Mean Discrepancy to Perceptions 

of Genuine Obstacles or Restrictions Encountered in Being Able to Carry Out Their 

Duties 

Item      AP’s M P’s M       M Discrepancy 

Federal Bureaucracy    2.98  2.99  .01 

State Bureaucracy    3.10  3.08  .02 

School District Bureaucracy   2.99  2.82  .17 

Lack of Money    3.04  3.12  .08 

Lack of Other Resources   2.90  2.98  .08 

Lack of Parent Involvement in the School 3.07  2.69  .38 

Poor Preparation of Teachers   2.01  1.90  .11 

Lack of Teacher Commitment  2.81  2.54  .27 

Poor Instruction of Teachers   2.84  2.62  .22 

Lack of Parental Involvement at Home 3.29  3.02  .27 

Lack of Student Motivation   3.35  3.05  .30 

Poor Basic Skills of Students   3.12  2.96  .16 
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Figure 4.20  

Research Question Two Discrepancies in Assistant Principal vs. Principal Mean 

Responses in Descending Order 
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Figure 4.21 

Mean of Assistant Principal and Principal Responses to Research Question Two  
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Table 4.22 

Assistant Principal vs. Principal Frequencies and Percentages for which Respondents 

Answered with a Score of Five, or Presenting the Greatest Obstacle or Restriction 

Item     AP f  AP %  P f   P % 

Federal Bureaucracy   50  13.5%  54  17.5% 

State Bureaucracy   50  13.5%  46  14.9% 

District Bureaucracy   44  11.9%  36  11.7% 

Lack of Money   49  13.2%  66  21.4% 

Lack of Other Resources  25  6.8%  40  13.0% 

Parent Involvement at School  51  13.8%  34  11.0% 

Poor Preparation of Teachers  42  11.4%  34  11.0% 

Lack of Teacher Commitment 55  14.9%  40  13.0% 

Poor Instruction of Teachers  56  15.1%  44  14.3% 

Parental Involvement at Home 69  18.6%  41  13.3% 

Lack of Student Motivation  72  19.5%  43  14.0% 

Poor Basic Skills of Students  52  14.1%  33  10.7% 
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Figure 4.22 

Assistant Principal vs. Principal Percentages for which Respondents Answered with a 

Score of Five, or Presenting the Greatest Obstacle or Restriction  

 

 

The data in Table 4.23 and Figure 4.23 measured the discrepancies in the 

percentage of assistant principals versus principal score five responses to the 12 items 

with regard to research question two. Again, the percentage discrepancies for the 12 

items in Figure 4.23 were listed in descending order, noting the greatest difference in 

responses first.  
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Table 4.23 

Research Question Two Discrepancies in Assistant Principal vs. Principal Percentages 

of Score Five Responses 

Item     AP %  P %  % Discrepancy 

Federal Bureaucracy   13.5%  17.5%   4.0% 

State Bureaucracy   13.5%  14.9%   1.4% 

District Bureaucracy   11.9%  11.7%   0.2% 

Lack of Money   13.2%  21.4%   8.2% 

Lack of Other Resources  6.8%  13.0%   6.2% 

Parent Involvement at School  13.8%  11.0%   2.8% 

Poor Preparation of Teachers  11.4%  11.0%   0.4% 

Lack of Teacher Commitment 14.9%  13.0%   1.9% 

Poor Instruction of Teachers  15.1%  14.3%   0.8% 

Parental Involvement at Home 18.6%  13.3%   5.3% 

Lack of Student Motivation  19.5%  14.0%   5.5% 

Poor Basic Skills of Students  14.1%  10.7%   3.4% 
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Figure 4.23 

Research Question Two Discrepancies in Assistant Principal vs. Principal Percentages 

of Score Five Responses in Descending Order 
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RESEARCH QUESTION THREE 

 Research question three asked if assistant principals and principals differed 

regarding things they would change to make them more enabled in their specific role with 

regard to the 12 categories. The set of statistics in Table 4.31 and Figure 4.31 compared 

the mean (M) assistant principal response to the mean principal response with regard to 

each of the 12 items posed to stem statement three in Section G of the survey.  Assistant 

principals and principals were asked the severity to which they would recommend change 

to the 12 subject categories to make them more enable in their role.  
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Table 4.31 

Assistant Principal vs. Principal Mean Response and Mean Discrepancy Regarding 

Things They Would Change to Make Them More Enabled in Their Role 

Item      AP’s M P’s M      M Discrepancy 

Federal Bureaucracy    3.31  3.34  .03 

State Bureaucracy    3.42  3.48  .06 

School District Bureaucracy   3.34  3.21  .13 

Lack of Money    3.55  3.54  .01 

Lack of Other Resources   3.46  3.47  .01 

Lack of Parent Involvement in the School 3.63  3.22  .41 

Poor Preparation of Teachers   3.30  2.96  .34  

Lack of Teacher Commitment  3.29  2.93  .36 

Poor Instruction of Teachers   3.31  3.03  .28 

Lack of Parental Involvement at Home 3.70  3.44  .26 

Lack of Student Motivation   3.80  3.53  .27 

Poor Basic Skills of Students   3.64  3.43  .21 
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Figure 4.30  

Research Question Three Discrepancies in Assistant Principal vs. Principal Mean 

Responses in Descending Order 
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Figure 4.31 

Mean of Assistant Principal and Principal Responses to Research Question Three  

 

 

The data in Table 4.32 was calculated from the distribution to find the frequency 

and percentage with which each of the 12 items were rated as a five on the Likert scale, 

or regarding things assistant principals and principals would change to make them more 

enabled in their role. The data was then charted in Figure 4.32 to juxtapose the 

percentage of assistant principal responses allotting a weight of five—the greatest 

possible score indicating things administrators would like to see changed to make them 

more enabled in their specific position—versus the percentage of principal responses 

allotting a score of five. 
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Table 4.32 

Assistant Principal vs. Principal Frequencies and Percentages for which Respondents 

Answered with a Score of Five, or Things They Would Change  

Item     AP f  AP %  P f   P % 

Federal Bureaucracy   83  22.4%  83  26.9% 

State Bureaucracy   91  24.6%  91  29.5% 

District Bureaucracy   86  23.2%  70  22.7% 

Lack of Money   109  29.5%  111  36.0% 

Lack of Other Resources  94  25.4%  96  31.2% 

Parent Involvement at School  110  29.7%  75  24.4% 

Poor Preparation of Teachers  92  24.9%  62  20.1% 

Lack of Teacher Commitment 104  28.1%  66  21.4% 

Poor Instruction of Teachers  103  27.8%  77  25.0% 

Parental Involvement at Home 131  35.4%  85  27.6% 

Lack of Student Motivation  144  38.9%  101  32.8% 

Poor Basic Skills of Students  127  34.3%  86  27.9% 
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Figure 4.32 

Assistant Principal vs. Principal Percentages for which Respondents Answered with a 

Score of Five, or Things They Would Recommend the Most Change to Make Them More 

Enabled in Their Role 

 

 

The data in Table and Figure 4.33 measured the discrepancies in the percentage of 

assistant principals versus principal score five responses to the 12 items with regard to 

research question three. For Figure 4.33, the percentage discrepancies for the 12 items 

were listed in descending order, noting the greatest difference in administrator responses 

first.  
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Table 4.33 

Research Question Three Discrepancies in Assistant Principal vs. Principal Percentages 

of Score Five Responses  

Item     AP %  P %  % Discrepancy 

Federal Bureaucracy   22.4%  26.9%   4.5% 

State Bureaucracy   24.6%  29.5%   4.9% 

District Bureaucracy   23.2%  22.7%   0.5% 

Lack of Money   29.5%  36.0%   6.5% 

Lack of Other Resources  25.4%  31.2%   5.8% 

Parent Involvement at School  29.7%  24.4%   5.3% 

Poor Preparation of Teachers  24.9%  20.1%   4.8% 

Lack of Teacher Commitment 28.1%  21.4%   6.7% 

Poor Instruction of Teachers  27.8%  25.0%   2.8% 

Parental Involvement at Home 35.4%  27.6%   7.8% 

Lack of Student Motivation  38.9%  32.8%   6.1% 

Poor Basic Skills of Students  34.3%  27.9%   6.4% 
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Figure 4.33 

Research Question Three Discrepancies in Assistant Principal vs. Principal Percentages 

of Score Five Responses in Descending Order 
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assistant principals and compared to the principals’ mean to determine the level of (a) 

feelings of frustration or being discouraged in being able to carry out their duties, (b) 

genuine obstacles or restrictions causing them the most concern, and (c) things they 

would change to make them more enabled in their role as measured on the Likert one to 

five scale.  

 

Table 4.41 

Assistant Principal vs. Principal Total Mean Comparison for Research Questions One, 

Two, and Three 

Research Question    AP’s M    P’s M 

Question One (Frustrations)  3.12     3.02 

Question Two (Obstacles)  2.96     2.81 

Question Three (Change)  3.48     3.30 
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Figure 4.41 

Assistant Principal vs. Principal Total Mean Comparison for Research Questions One, 

Two, and Three 

 

  

The data taken from Section G of the survey and presented in chapter four, when 

calculated and juxtaposed, showed that differences existed in the perceptions of assistant 

principals and principals’ (a) feelings of frustration or being discouraged in being able to 

carry out their duties, (b) genuine obstacles or restrictions causing them the most concern, 

and (c) things they would change to make them more enabled in their positions. The 

concluding chapter provides a brief overview of the purpose and plan for this study, a 

discussion of the results, implications for school leaders, and suggestions for further 

research.   
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CHAPTER 5 

Conclusions 

The increasing saturation of federal and state educational policies exposes 

administrators to extensive scrutiny if their schools do not perform to expected levels. 

Being under this microscope of justification places more pressure on educational leaders 

who already bear the weight of a myriad of administrative and instructional tasks. School 

leaders must juggle budgetary constraints, student achievement concerns, and teacher 

issues all with one arm pinioned by governmental incursions. With emerging literature 

bolstering the conception that effective leaders host effective schools, an increased need 

exists to determine what impedes administrators from focusing on student achievement. It 

is essential to further dichotomize the specific role of the assistant principal as abutted to 

the principalship to better understand the frustrations, obstacles, and changes needed to 

make each position more enabled. This study advances the current educational leadership 

research and helps to compartmentalize the frustrations, obstacles, and needed change 

perceived by administrators with regard to their unique position.  

OVERVIEW OF STUDY 

The purpose of this study was to excogitate perceived frustrations and obstacles 

assistant principals encounter in being able to carry out their duties and juxtapose them 

with the perceived frustrations and obstacles experienced by principals. The study also 

compared recommended changes that would make each administrative position more 

enabled in their specific role.  

The following research questions were addressed during this study: 

1. Do assistant principals and principals differ regarding their feelings of 

frustration or discouragement in being able to carry out their duties? 
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2. Do assistant principals and principals differ regarding their perceptions of 

genuine obstacles or restrictions causing them the most concern as they carry 

out their duties?  

3. Do assistant principals and principals differ regarding things they would 

change to make them more enabled in their roles? 

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

Do assistant principals and principals differ regarding their feelings of frustration or 

discouragement in being able to carry out their duties? 

 The data from Table 4.11 and Figures 4.10 and 4.11 was analyzed first to help 

answer research question one. The results demonstrate that differences exist regarding 

assistant principals and principals’ feelings of frustration or discouragement in being able 

to carry out their duties. By measure of a higher mean score (M), with regard to the 12 

subject categories, assistant principals reported greater feelings of frustration or 

discouragement than principals in response to the last seven categories: (a) lack of parent 

involvement at the school, (b) poor preparation of teachers, (c) lack of teacher 

commitment, (d) poor instruction of teachers, (e) lack of parental involvement at home, 

(f) lack of student motivation, and (e) poor basic skills of students. Principals reported 

more feelings of frustration or being discouraged than their assistant principal 

accompaniments as measured by a higher mean response on the Likert scale—a one to 

five scale with five being the most agreeable response—in relation to federal and state 

bureaucracy and a lack of money and other resources.  

Assistant principals replied with greater feelings of frustration—measured by a 

higher mean score—towards lack of student motivation (M = 3.39) first, and lack of 
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parental involvement at home (M = 3.32) second out of the 12 preselected subjects items. 

Principals recorded greater feelings of frustration first with state bureaucracy (M = 3.43), 

and then lack of money (M = 3.29). The greatest discrepancy in the mean comparisons 

for research question one was with regard to the lack of parental involvement in the 

school subject category. Assistant principals scored lack a of parent involvement with a 

mean of 3.20 out of a possible five points on the scale measuring their frustrations while 

principals only assigned an average rating of 2.80. This accounted for a .40 point 

discrepancy between administrator responses —a rather large variability when 

considering only an available five point Likert scale ration.   

 Scores also revealed notable differences in how frustrated or discouraged assistant 

principals and principals felt with federal bureaucracy and a lack of money. The statistics 

from Tables and Figures 4.12 and 4.13 were assayed for the frequency with which each 

of the 12 subject categories was rated as a five on the Likert scale, or as presenting 

administrators with the most feelings of frustration or being discouraged in being able to 

carry out their duties. The frequency and percentage of assistant principal level five 

responses was compared to the principal number of level five responses and the 

percentages were calculated for any discrepancies. Of the 308 participating principals, 

22.7% (n = 70) rated federal bureaucracy with a score of five and 25.0% (n = 77) rated 

lack of money as a five; whereas, only 51 of the 370 assistant principals (13.8%) rated 

federal bureaucracy as presenting the greatest feelings of frustration and 17.0% (n = 63) 

indicated a five for lack of money. The difference accounts for an 8.9% discrepancy 

between assistant principals and principals in their feelings of frustration toward federal 

bureaucracy and an 8.0% disparity with regard to lack of money. With principals rating 
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federal bureaucracy as one of their top three most frustrating categories, and assistant 

principals as one of their bottom four, administrators demonstrated through their survey 

responses that they not only encounter different tasks and subsequent discouragements 

throughout the day, they often hold much less concern for the perceived primary issues 

that befall the other.  

 Overall, assistant principals perceived the greatest feelings of frustration—as 

measured by the percentage of level five responses found in Tables 4.12 and 4.13—in 

relation to lack of parental involvement at home first, at 20.3%, and lack of student 

motivation second, at 17.6% of assistant principal replies. Twenty five percent of 

participating principals had more feelings of frustration or discouragement for a lack of 

money and 23.1% toward state bureaucracy—claiming the leading two most frustrating 

categories perceived by principals of the 12 subjects provided in the survey. These 

percentages of most frustrating administrators’ perceptions are indicative of assistant 

principals tending more to the actual internal functions of the campus—interactions with 

students, parents, and teachers—while principals are usually consumed with external 

tasks, more globally related to the school.  

Do assistant principals and principals differ regarding their perceptions of genuine 

obstacles or restrictions causing them the most concern as they carry out their duties? 

Results interpreted from research question two in chapter four imply that assistant 

principals and principals differed regarding their perceptions of genuine obstacles or 

restrictions causing them concern. The data from Table 4.21 and Figures 4.20 and 4.21 

illustrates that assistant principals reported greater genuine obstacles or restrictions—by 

measure of a higher mean response—again to the last seven of the 12 subject categories 
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found in Section G of the survey used for this study. Consistent with research question 

one results, assistant principals perceived considerably more obstacles or restrictions than 

principals with all categories dealing with parents, students, and teachers. Principals 

indicated more obstacles and restrictions were present and caused them the most concern 

when dealing with federal bureaucracy, lack of money, and a lack of other resources.  

Assistant principals perceived their greatest obstacles and restrictions—as 

measured by the two highest mean scores to stem statement two—to be lack of student 

motivation (M = 3.35) and lack of parental involvement at home (M = 3.29). These 

findings are consistent with assistant principal two greatest frustrations and 

discouragements statistics from research question one. Principals denoted more obstacles 

and restrictions in being able to carry out their duties first with lack of money (M = 3.12), 

and next with state bureaucracy (M = 3.08).  The greatest discrepancy in the mean 

comparisons for research question two was, again, with regard to the lack of parent 

involvement in the school category. Assistant principals’ scored a lack of parent 

involvement in the school with a mean of 3.07 on a five-point scale while principals only 

assigned an average rating of 2.69. This accounts for a .38 point discrepancy between 

assistant principal and principal responses with regard to lack of parent involvement 

posing a genuine obstacle in administrators being able to carry out their duties. The 

second greatest mean discrepancy for research question two was administrators’ 

perception of a lack of student motivation being a genuine obstacle or restriction. On 

average, assistant principals’ scored 3.35 out of the allotted five-point scale with a 

principals’ mean of only 3.05—a .30 point difference.  A lack of parental involvement at 

home and lack of teacher commitment both accounted for a .27 point mean discrepancy.  
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 The statistics from Tables and Figures 4.22 and 4.23 were reviewed for the 

frequency with which each of the 12 categories was rated as a five on the Likert scale, or 

as presenting administrators with the most perceived obstacles or restrictions in being 

able to carry out their duties. Assistant principals again viewed lack of parental 

involvement at home and lack of student motivation as the two greatest obstacles or 

restrictions they encounter. Principals remained consisted with the findings in research 

question one and rated lack of money as the greatest obstacle—by a measure of level five 

responses—at 21.4%. Next at 17.5%, principals recorded the second highest amount of 

perceived obstacles or restrictions as federal bureaucratic constraints.  

Additionally, the frequency and percentage of assistant principal level five 

responses (Tables 4.22 and 4.23) was compared to the principal frequency and percentage 

of level five responses and they were subtracted to calculate any differences. The largest 

discrepancy was created by school leaders’ diverging opinions on obstacles encumbered 

from a lack of money. Though both assistant principals (M = 3.04) and principals (M = 

3.12) agreed that lack of money is an obstacle, 21.4% of the 308 participating principals 

(n = 66) rated lack of money with a score of five, and only 13.2% of the 370 assistant 

principals (n = 49) rated lack of money as presenting the greatest obstacle. The difference 

amounts to an 8.2% discrepancy between level five responses of assistant principals and 

principals in their perceptions of genuine obstacles and restrictions in being able to carry 

out their duties. The slightly more than 8% gap is possibly attributed to the notion that 

principals identify lack of money as a bigger restriction because of their closer 

relationship with campus budget and finance. It is more frequently a school’s principal 

who handles the monetary planning for their campus; therefore, they would rate lack of 
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money as a greater obstacle or restriction than assistant principals who are not usually 

responsible for budgetary decisions.  

Do assistant principals and principals differ regarding things they would change to make 

them more enabled in their roles? 

 The data in Table 4.31 and Figures 4.30 and 4.31 was analyzed to answer research 

question three regarding things administrators would change to make them more enabled 

in their roles. Again, the statistics indicated that meaningful differences exist in assistant 

principal and principal discernments. By measure of a higher mean (M) score, assistant 

principals reported stronger feelings than principals towards things they would change to 

make them more enabled in their position, again with regard to the last seven of the 12 

categories: (a) lack of parent involvement at the school, (b) poor preparation of teachers, 

(c) lack of teacher commitment, (d) poor instruction of teachers, (e) lack of parental 

involvement at home, (f) lack of student motivation, and (g) poor basic skills of students. 

More frequently than their assistant principal accomplices, principals suggested that they 

would become more enabled in their role by recommending changes to federal and state 

bureaucracy and adjusting the lack of other resources currently hindering their 

performance. 

Assistant principals disclosed—by measure of a higher mean score in response to 

research question three—they would first change the lack of student motivation (M = 

3.80), and secondly, change the lack of parental involvement at home (M = 3.70) to make 

them more enable in their role. For research question three, principals recorded they 

would initially change the lack of money (M = 3.54), and then affect the lack of student 

motivation (M = 3.53). The assistant principals’ suggested primary change and 
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principals’ secondary change—lack of student motivation—was the only similar response 

in all the sets of statistics.  The greatest discrepancy in the mean comparisons for research 

question three was—for the third time—with regard to the lack of parent involvement in 

the school category. According to participating assistant principals, on average, they 

would recommend changing the lack of parent involvement in the school 3.63 possible 

points out of five, with principals only recording a 3.22 mean score. This accounts for a 

.41 point discrepancy—again, a very large difference when considering only a five point 

Likert scale allowance. Next, assistant principals and principals marked a .36 point 

discrepancy with regard to the lack of teacher commitment in things they would 

recommend changing to make them more enable in their role. Table 4.31 and Figure 4.30 

indicate assistant principals and principals perceived a .34 point difference in their mean 

responses towards a lack of teacher preparation. These are sizeable point discrepancies in 

administrators’ opinions regarding things they would change to make them more enabled 

in their role. This discontinuity in participating school leaders’ perceptions regarding 

change affects assistant principals and principals’ ability to operate cohesively. If school 

leaders have a misaligned outlook on the current state of the campus and its needs, then 

they cannot function fluidly and congruently towards essential goals.  

The statistics from Tables and Figures 4.32 and 4.33 were examined for the 

frequency with which each of the 12 subject categories was rated as a five on the Likert 

scale. Assistant principals—measured by level five responses on the Likert scale—rated 

lack of student motivation at a considerable 38.9% as the greatest recommended change 

that would make them more enabled in their role. For a third time, and with regard to all 
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three posed stem statements, principals scored lack of money with the greatest percentage 

at 36.0%.  

Additional differences were unearthed in recommended changes that assistant 

principals and principals would make to allow them to be more enabled in their role. The 

frequency and percentage of assistant principal level five responses was compared to the 

principal number of level five responses and the percentages were subtracted to calculate 

any discrepancies. Of the 370 participating assistant principals, 35.4% (n = 131) rated 

lack of parental involvement at home with a score of five and 28.1% (n = 104) rated lack 

of teacher commitment as a five; whereas, only 27.6% of the 308 principals (n = 85) rated 

lack of parent involvement as something they would change to make them more enabled 

in their role and 21.4% (n = 66) indicated a five for lack of teacher commitment. The 

difference amounts to a 7.8% discrepancy between assistant principals and principals 

regarding lack of parental involvement at home and a 6.7% disparity with regard to lack 

of teacher commitment. This finding may have reference to assistant principals more 

frequent involvement with apathetic parents and teachers than their principal counterparts 

who appear to be more consumed with bureaucratic red tape and budgetary constraints.  

Assistant Principal vs. Principal Total Mean Comparison for Research Questions One, 

Two, and Three 

 Gleaned from the data in Table 4.41 and Figure 4.41, assistant principals recorded 

a greater mean score than principals with regard to all three stem statements from Section 

G of the survey. On average, assistant principals were overall more frustrated, perceived 

greater obstacles or restrictions in being able to carry out their duties, and recommended 

the most change to make them more enabled in their roles in relation to the 12 posed 
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subject categories. Considering many educators enter into the assistant principalship 

without any formal preparation customized to the position of assistant principal, their 

higher feelings of dissatisfaction across the board as related to principals is expected. 

Perhaps principals have learned how to better cope with frustrations during their rite of 

passage through the assistant principalship. Perhaps principals have become more 

calloused to the discomforts they experience; or, perhaps—once they have climbed to the 

top of the campus mountain—principals now possess the ability to thrust any obstacle or 

restriction they face upon the shoulders of the assistant principal, and this, provides them 

more solace than their assistant principal scapegoat.  

Connections to the Literature 

In the wake of new education legislation and societal evolvement, more principals 

find themselves tangled in bureaucratic red tape leaving assistant principals to catch most 

of the subordinate responsibilities of the school. The results from the data in this study 

indicated assistant principals experienced greater frustrations, perceived more obstacles 

or restrictions, and recommended the most change with regard to items dealing with 

students, parents, and teachers while principals perceived more dissatisfaction with 

bureaucracy and lack of resources.  

Assistant principals recorded a higher mean score—indicating higher perceived 

frustrations, obstacles, and needed changes—with regard to all categories dealing with 

students, parents, and teachers than did principals in relation to all three stem statements. 

This compliments current literature that suggests with the principal usually taking center-

stage when dealing with extensions of the school, it is most frequently the assistant 

principal who maintains daily administrative interaction with staff and students (Glanz, 
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1994). Koru (1993) reports most assistant principals spend considerable time on conflict 

resolution between staff members, faculty and students, and among parents and teachers. 

Martinez (2011) further explains many assistant principals find themselves in negative 

working conditions involving apathetic students, frustrated parents, and ill-prepared 

teachers. Many assistant principals report their primary responsibility is handling 

discipline issues dealing with students who have been sent to them by teachers, meetings 

with parents, and monitoring teacher concerns (Mertz, 2000). This study revealed—that 

on average—participating assistant principals perceived considerably greater frustrations, 

obstacles, and needed changes towards a lack of parent involvement and teacher 

commitment than did their principal colleagues. The literature reviewed in chapter two on 

the current state of the assistant principalship corresponds with the results of this study. 

Assistant principals are overwhelmed and discouraged with the handling of unmotivated 

students, uninvolved parents, and under-prepared teachers.  

The recent focus on standards and accountability has prompted changes within the 

operational duties of the principalship and incited additional stressors to the role. 

According to a Public Agenda national mail survey completed by 925 public school 

principals, 88% say their district has experienced an enormous increase in responsibilities 

and mandates without receiving necessary resources (Farkas, Johnson, Duffett, Syat, & 

Vine, 2003). They express their concern that NCLB remains an unfunded mandate, but 

has associated expenses. Districts and schools are left to absorb the costs of providing 

state certified educators in all core subjects while fulfilling arduous testing requirements 

and responsibilities. “Handling the tests, test security, packaging, and shipping the tests to 

be scored by the state, analyzing and interpreting the results—all require additional 
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personnel time” (Farkas et al., 2003, p. 12).  These superfluous incidentals rob 

administrators of precious time and resources already in shortage.   

Fifty-eight percent of principals in the Public Agenda survey cite insufficient 

funds as the most pressing issue their district encounters (Farkas et al., 2003). Eighty-one 

percent of principal participants reported the volume and complexity of federal and state 

legislation just regarding special education has gotten worse over recent years, with 65% 

of respondents remarking they are obligated to spend a disproportional amount of money 

and other resources on special education. The data compiled from the Public Agenda 

survey is analogous to the results discovered in this study. As measured by the mean of 

participant responses, principals consistently scored bureaucracy and lack of money as 

one of the top three greatest frustrations, obstacles, or needed changes with regard to all 

three research questions. The current literature available advocates a lack of coherence 

between the obligations placed on principals by these legislative reforms and their 

associated costs, and that sentiment is reinforced and augmented in the results of this 

study. Increased pressure from policymakers and stakeholders places principals in higher-

stress and more conflict-laden roles, and this complexity of demands is likely to increase. 

IMPLICATIONS FOR SCHOOL LEADERS 

Striking point differences and percentage discrepancies in participating 

administrators’ perceptions regarding frustrations, obstacles, and recommended change 

are found in the results of this research. This discontinuity in school leaders’ viewpoints 

regarding discouragements and restrictions can affect assistant principals and principals’ 

ability to function indivisibly. If school leaders have a misaligned outlook of their 

campus and its needs, then they are not operating towards a unified vision with shared 
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goals. Incoherence at the top of the campus hierarchy can precipitate the school—

infecting it with disharmony and inconsistency.  

Improving the quality of administration benefits all teachers and students in the 

school, as effective leadership practices permeate the culture and climate of a campus 

(National Conference of State Legislatures, 2010). Current research (Shelton, 2010; Sun, 

2011; Louis et al., 2010; National Conference of State Legislatures, 2010) marks a 

considerable concatenation between a school’s success and the leaders they anoint, and 

policies need to be quickly crafted to better recruit, prepare, support, and retain effective 

educational leaders. Almost 67% of principal respondents to a Public Agenda survey 

reported current leadership training did not adequately prepare them for the realities of 

leading a school. This emerging perception that deficiencies exist in the education 

administration preparation programs now in practice coincides with research indicating 

(Usdan, McCloud, & Podmostko, 2000) principal training programs “historically focus 

on managerial issues such as school law and administrative requirements, but fail to 

address topics needed for instructional leadership such as instructional strategies, 

curriculum, and supporting teachers’ professional growth” (National Association of State 

Boards of Education, 2011, p. 7). The principalship transition from manager to leader 

calls for preparation programs to actively involve principals in ensuring classroom 

instruction is effective for all students (Blase & Blase, 2004).  

Educational leadership preparation programs are anachronically misplaced 

serving a “one-size-fits-all” mentality for training assistant principals and principals. This 

study echoes what previous research has explicated, that a redefined, recalibrated concept 

of educational leadership is necessary to disengage from the osmosis theory of current 
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preparation practices with a “superhero” principal paradigm, and focus on programs that 

are “trainable” (Wallace Foundation, 2008; National Conference of State Legislatures, 

2010). Educational leaders are forced to abide by federal and state edicts—in many 

circumstances—without proper guidance and training on how to handle such 

governmental matters. States, universities, and districts must be willing to create 

conditions and incentives to support the ability of leaders to meet those legal standards. 

This can play a key role in strengthening leadership training reform—and in turn, 

strengthening student success and achievement—if they are willing to adopt some 

rigorous standards to guide all aspects of school leadership development (National 

Conference of State Legislatures, 2010).  

Furthermore, when we look at preparation programs currently in place, states 

generally make no differentiation in their requirements for assistant principal or principal 

licensure, and the pre-training requirements for both are congruent (Marshall & Hooley, 

2006). The results from this study concluded assistant principals were overall more 

frustrated, perceived greater obstacles or restrictions in being able to carry out their 

duties, and recommended the most change to make them more enabled in their role. “An 

overwhelming amount of tasks related to discipline and student management can have 

negative effects on assistant principals’ effectiveness and job satisfaction” (Oleszewski, 

Shoho, & Barnett, 2012, p. 277). Perhaps this general overwhelmed feeling of assistant 

principals can be attributed to their lack of proper training specific to the position. A lack 

of suitable preparation can negatively affect the assistant principals’ productivity and 

effectiveness. With their proximity and interconnected relationship with students and 

teachers, assistant principals’ efficacy is paramount to campus success. Research 
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indicates (Davis, 2008) that locating, hiring, and retaining a qualified assistant principal 

can do a great deal to improve staff morale, student achievement, and the overall quality 

of leadership within the school. This study provides data supporting the need for reform 

policies to dichotomize the preparation programs to better meet the needs of each 

administrative position—assistant principal and principal—in order to better meet the 

needs of staff and students. According to the mean of their responses to the survey, 

assistant principals and principals differed regarding their perceived frustrations, 

obstacles, and recommended changes. Assistant principal reform should be addressed 

independently and viewed as sovereign from the principalship. Hopkins-Thompson 

(2000) recommends the best way to reform principal preparation programs is to include a 

strong mentoring component for assistant principals to enhance current training practices.  

Based on the participating administrators’ responses, the results from this study can be 

used as a framework for bifurcating preparation programs that are specifically tailored to 

assistant principals and principals’ needs. The findings contain useful material for state 

agencies, school districts, and universities as they reformulate the characteristics of 

effective administrators by better understanding the severity of the frustrations and 

obstacles assistant principals and principals must hurdle daily.  

IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

Though this research provides insightful implications for how to better 

dichotomize preparation programs to meet specific needs of educational leaders, it elicits 

further investigative intrigue to informed educators and policymakers. Using only the 

information from this study, additional research could examine if any differences exist in 

the perceptions of the educational leader participants with regard to frustrations, 
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obstacles, and recommended changes based on the demographic information of the 

administrators and their respective schools.  

This study was limited to the archival data from the survey that supplied the 12 

predetermined subject categories: (a) federal bureaucracy, (b) state bureaucracy, (c) 

school district bureaucracy, (d) lack of money, (e) lack of other resources, (f) lack of 

parent involvement at school, (g) poor preparation of teachers, (h) lack of teacher 

commitment, (i) poor instruction of teachers, (j) lack of parental involvement at home, (k) 

lack of student motivation, and (l) poor basic skills of students. Further research could 

use a survey instrument that allows for open-ended responses where administrators can 

auto-populate an answer instead of having to choose from preselected topics and assign a 

grade based on a weighted Likert scale. This would allow the participant more latitude in 

their responses and provide a more accurate depiction of the precise complications of the 

assistant principalship and principalship. The more acute the preparation programs for 

our educational leaders, the more opportunity for success of the administrators, teachers, 

and students. 
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