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Abstract. To the apparent surprise of policy makers at the provincial and school board levels,
Ontario’s public schools are about to experience a massive exodus of principals and vice principals.
This report, funded by a grant from the Ontario Principals’ Council, details the scale of the retirement
wave currently hitting Ontario’s public school boards. Data collected from 946 practicing school
administrators suggest that the retirement rates will be almost 20 per cent higher than provincial
estimates.

Anecdotal evidence suggests that the pool of qualified candidates for these positions is also shrinking.
Already, fewer individuals are applying for each available vacancy. The study examines the major
dissatisfiers in the current role of school principal as experienced by incumbents. Interviews were also
conducted with 92 individuals identified as exceptional candidates for the principalship who had
opted not to follow that career path in order to determine what factors they found most important in
their decision making. The report concludes with recommendations for the province, school boards
and principals’ organizations.

INTRODUCTION
The Ontario Principals’ Council commis-

sioned this study in November 2000.

There was a growing body of anecdotal

evidence that there is a looming shortage

of principals and vice principals in On-

tario’s public schools. But, little actual data

on the potential problem or if it existed,

its causes were available. The project was

guided by research questions in four

broad areas;

1. What are the projections concerning the

number of principal and vice principal va-

cancies in Ontario’s public schools 2001-2010?

2. What do we know about the current pool of

candidates?
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3. If shortages are identified, what are the

reasons for it?

4. What recommendations to policymakers

and decision makers can be made if a

shortage is found to exist?

The study ’s principal investigator was

Professor Tom Williams, School of Policy

Studies, Queen’s University. Members of

the research team included Jeanette

Robinson, Senior Research Assistant and

David Adams and Robert MacKenzie,

Research Assistants. The project secretary

was Marilyn Redmond. The Principal

Investigator acknowledges the assistance

of Frank McIntyre of the Ontario College

of Teachers, the councilors and member-

ship of the Ontario Principals’ Council who

provided survey data for the study, 92

members of the teaching profession who

agreed to be interviewed and 30 enrollees

in current Principals Qualifications Pro-

grams who were also interviewed. The

advice, insight and support, provided by

Michael Benson, Executive Director and

Rick Victor, Past-President of the Ontario

Principals’ Council is gratefully acknowl-

edged.

RELATED LITERATURE
This report does not attempt to present

a comprehensive review of the literature.

The reader interested in a more thorough

review is referred to the work of Evans

(2000). It is helpful however to briefly

describe recent work on the supply of

principals and vice principals and disin-

centives for potential principals and vice

principals.

The Supply of In-School
Administrators

The largest, most recent U.S. study of the

current and projected pool for the princi-

palship was conducted for the National

Association of Elementary School Princi-

pals (NAESP) and the National Association

of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) in

1998 (NAESP, 1998). [See Appendix A] It

concluded that there was cause for

concern. “Half of the district administra-

tors interviewed felt that there had been a

shortage of qualified candidates when

they filled at least one principalship in the

last year”. (p.16) This finding is supported

by McAdams (1998) reporting on a decline

in the diverse regions of Washington

State, New England, Nebraska and New

York State. Lord (2000) reported that New

York City had 163 principal vacancies as of

August 1 [2000], “…meaning that about

15 per cent of all schools [in New York

City] may open with an “interim acting

leader”. (p.43) One of the recommenda-

tions of that study was “Current principals,

as well as leaders who are identified as

candidates who should be encouraged to

prepare for the position, might be con-

tacted directly about their perceptions

about the job and suggestions they might

have for encouraging high-quality people

to both work toward certification and

then apply for principalships and assistant

principalships.”(pp.16-17) This, in fact, is a

large component of the approach fol-

lowed in this research project.

In Canada, there is similar growing

evidence of a potential in-school adminis-

trator shortage. Echols, Grimmott and

Kitchenham (1999) described a lack of

interest combined with an increasing

number of in-school administrator posi-

tions. Commenting on this situation,

Steffenhagen (2000) reported, “Many

districts are already lamenting a dearth of

good candidates for the top jobs in their

schools, and it is expected to get much

worse in five to ten years, especially at the

secondary level.” ( p.A1) McColl (1999)

reported that in the Ottawa-Carleton
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District School Board in Ontario, there were

22 schools missing vice-principals in Febru-

ary 1999. Similarly, Eckstrom (1997) found 90

per cent of the responding boards to his

study reported a decrease in applications

for school administrator positions.

It would appear that many jurisdictions

in North America are already experiencing

principal and/or vice principal shortages

and that the lead time to remedy the

problem is rapidly shrinking. Currently, no

comprehensive data are available con-

cerning the situation in Ontario’s public

school boards although anecdotal evi-

dence from a number of boards suggests

a decline in applications for administrative

positions. One proxy for a possible short-

age is the number of temporary letters of

approval for principalships and vice

principalships issued by the Ontario

College of Teachers. These numbers have

been steadily increasing from 5 issued for

principals for the 1998/99 school year to

17 for 2000/01. Even more dramatic are

the numbers of temporary letters of

approval for vice principals which have

risen from 83 in 1998/99 to 181 for 2000/

01. (Ontario College of Teachers 2001)

Reasons Effecting The Number of
Applications for Principalships and
Vice Principalships

The literature identifies a number of

factors that are important to potential

principals and vice principals in making

their career choices. Salary is frequently

cited as a deterrent to would be princi-

pals. (Cooley and Shaw, 1999; Lord 2000;

Malone and Caddell, 2000; McAdams,

1998; NAESP, 1998; Echols, Grimmett and

Kitchenham, 2000) Studies comment upon

the salary in comparison to that earned by

teachers. The mitigating factor appears to

be salary in relation to the number of

hours worked by principals as compared

to teachers. In Canada, publications by

McKinnon (1999), Echols et al (2000) and

FWTAO (1992) point to salary as a poten-

tial incentive to would be administrators.

Workload and time required by the job

is another factor in career choice. Echols

et al (2000), Evans (2000), Lord (2000) and

McAdams (1998) all note that the princi-

pals’ job has become so bogged down

with paperwork that it is unattractive to

one concerned with educational matters.

As one British Columbia principal noted,

“Now there is so much non-school related

[work] that I don’t have time to be the

educational leader I am trained to be”

(Steffenhagen, 2000, p.A1). This type of

disincentive will only increase in impor-

tance as school boards are forced to cut

monies previously available for in-school

support such as school clerical staff.

Some literature points to the increased

demands on the principal for accountabil-

ity for school performance and the con-

comitant decrease in authority to act.

(McAdams, 1998; NAESP, 1998; McKinnon,

1999). As McAdams (1998)notes “…higher

accountability may, on balance, be an

advance for a public institution, but the

principal is caught in the classic middle-

management bind of responsibility

without commensurate authority.” (p.39)

Another disincentive noted in the litera-

ture is the need for principals to manage the

teacher-union contract and the related

impact it has on their collegial status within

schools. (Cooley and Shaw, 1999; Echols etal,

2000; Evans, 2000; McKinnon etal 1999;

McColl (1999). For most in-school adminis-

trators, this is a relatively new role. Principals

and vice principals are feeling considerable

discomfort with both the re-definition of

their relationship with teachers and the

time the administration of the contract

takes.
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Travel time is seen as another major

disincentive to assuming a principalship

or vice principalship (McAdams 1998). This

is seen to be a factor for two reasons;

(1) school districts are becoming increas-

ingly large and (2) “Today ’s potential

administrator is far less mobile than his or

her typically male counterpart from the

1960’s”. (p.37) McAdams notes, “The career

interests of the trailing spouse often

restricts potential school administrators to

apply for positions within commuting

distance of their current homes. This

generally translates into an applicant pool

that is drawn from a rather localized

region.” (Ibid). Certainly, with two career

families, a move to another community is

a big factor when there is no guaranteed

career opportunity for the spouse or

partner. This often results in inordinately

long commutes and it is a price many are

unwilling to accept. Certainly, the major

reduction in the number of school boards

in Ontario and the resulting very large

regions covered by the new amalgamated

jurisdictions could raise travel concerns

here as well.

Increased parental involvement in

education was reported as a disincentive

in several publications. (McAdams, 1998;

Moore, 1999; NAESP, 1998; Steffenhagen,

2000). The president of the Canadian

Association of Principals noted, “Previ-

ously, parents saw the teachers and

principals at parent-teacher interviews, …

now it is very different. Principals typically

deal with parent issues every single day.”

(Steffenhagen, 2000, p.A8) The NAESP/

NASSP (1998) study ranked this factor

fourth of thirteen disincentives in its

study. One would expect that the case in

Ontario might be similar given the rela-

tively recent legislation mandating school

councils for all schools.

The final disincentive reported in the

literature centered on poor government

— educator relations and the negative

public image of educators. (Cooley and

Shaw, 1999; Evans, 2000; McKinnon, 1999;

NAESP (1998). Given recent tensions in

Ontario, it is expected that this may be a

crucial disincentive to candidates here.

METHODOLOGY
The research questions in this study

required the collection of several different

types of data using different data bases

and data collection instruments.

Basic data on the provincial pool of

individuals who hold principals’ certifica-

tion was obtained from the Ontario

College of Teachers. These data can be

broken down by gender, age, region and

elementary or secondary panel. The data

however are aggregated and therefore

include all individuals who hold the

certification in the province in public,

separate and francophone boards. It is not

possible to identify practicing principals

or vice principals within the total pool.

Thus, the Ontario College of Teachers

database does not presently allow finer

levels of analysis such as whether or not

certificate holders currently work for

public or separate school boards.

Data concerning the situation and

recent experience in Ontario’s public

school boards was collected through a

survey sent to the supervisory officers

responsible for principal and vice princi-

pal hiring in each public school board in

the province. Boards were also invited to

comment on programs they had in opera-

tion to recruit and train potential princi-

pals and vice principals.

The perceptions of current school

principals and vice principals in Ontario’s
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public school boards concerning disincen-

tives of the job were collected using a

survey instrument. Questions in the

survey were based on disincentives

identified in the literature review and

others suggested by a focus group of

practicing principals and vice principals.

Respondents were asked to rank the

degree to which each factor was a disin-

centive using a five-point scale. They were

also asked to identify changes that might

make the job of principal or vice principal

more attractive to potential candidates.

The questions were field tested with a

focus group of current elementary and

secondary principals and vice principals.

These surveys were distributed through

the councilors of the Ontario Principals’

Council. (Each public school board in the

province has two councilors). The survey

was distributed electronically and com-

pleted surveys were returned be e-mail,

fax or regular mail. A total of 946 surveys

were returned for a response rate of

approximately 20 per cent. All of those

who received the survey instrument were

asked to identify individuals they knew

who were viable candidates for principal/

vice principal careers but who had opted

to not follow that career path. The re-

spondents were asked to obtain permis-

sion from those they identified to have

their names forwarded to the research

team for follow up telephone interviews.

Ninety-two persons who had chosen not

follow a principal/vice principal career

were identified and interviewed by

telephone. They were first asked to name

the major factors they considered in

making their decision and then they were

asked to rate the same set of “disincen-

tives” as were principals and vice princi-

pals. Finally, each was asked for changes

that might be made by the provincial

government on the employing board that

could possibly make the career of in-

school administrators more attractive to

them.

Finally, thirty individuals enrolled in

Principals Qualification Programs operated

by the Ontario Principals’ Council were

interviewed by telephone. The purpose of

these interviews was to identify factors that

were important in their choice to seek

principal’s qualifications.

THE BROAD PROVINCIAL
PICTURE

Currently, according to the Ontario

College of Teachers data, approximately

16,700 people hold the Ontario principals’

qualifications. (This number includes all of

those who are currently employed as a

principal or vice principal as well as those

who hold the certificate but are not

employed in the role.) English principal’s

qualifications are held by 15,972 persons

and French principal’s qualifications by

802 individuals. The median age for those

holding English principal’s qualifications is

53 and for their French counterparts, 52.

Table 1 illustrates the average age of the

pool of all of those holding principals

qualifications by region. It also shows the

percentage of that aged 50 or more, 45 or

older and 40 or older provincially and by

region.

There are not major differences across

the regions of the province in either the

average or median age of English holders

of the principal qualifications. The eastern

and northern regions of Ontario have

higher percentages of their pool in the

older than 50 years of age group and

hence will be more likely to experience

higher retirement rates earlier than other

regions. The relatively high average and

median ages of members of the pool

coupled with the 85 factor suggests a

high turnover of pool members is looming

in the next five years across the province.
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The Ontario College of Teachers estimates

that about 49 per cent of principal’s

certificate holders will retire by 2005 and

72.4 per cent by 2009.

Those holding French principal’s qualifi-

cations, being younger, are predicted to

retire at the following rates; 37 per cent by

2005 and 66 per cent by 2009.

There are some differences among the

cumulative percentage of retirements

from the pool across the province’s

regions. Again the cumulative percentage

retirement rates are higher in the Eastern

and Northern Ontario regions.

TABLE 1
Age Distribution, by Region, of Pool of Persons Holding Ontario Principal ’s Qualifications – 2001

Average Age Median Age %>50 yrs % >45 yrs % >40 yrs

Total All Ontario 51 53 63% 83% 92%
Central Ontario 50 53 59% 81% 91%
Eastern Ontario 52 54 70% 85% 94%
Northern Ontario 51 53 69% 86% 94%
Northwestern Ontario 51 53 66% 89% 95%
Southwestern Ontario 50 53 62% 84% 93%
Toronto 51 53 64% 82% 92%

French Qualifications 49 52% 78% 88%

Source: Ontario College of Teachers

TABLE 2
Predicted Cumulative Retirement Rates of the Pool of Persons Holding Principal ’s Qualifications
in Ontario – 2001

% retired by 2005 % retired by 2010

All Ontario 49% 76.3%
Central Ontario 44.7% 73.4%
Eastern Ontario 56.4% 79.7%
Northern Ontario 52.8% 79.6%
Northwestern Ontario 51.2% 81.5%
Southwestern Ontario 46.2% 76.9%
Toronto 51% 76.6%

Source: Ontario College of Teachers

The predicted retirement of about 50

per cent of the current pool of qualified

individuals by 2005 represents 7986

persons. If this number is compared with

the total number of persons completing

their principal’s qualifications since 1997

(2854) for an average annual rate of 715

persons per year, it is clear that the out-

flow of qualified persons through retire-

ment strongly outnumbers new qualified

persons entering the field. (The number of

replacement qualified persons over the

five year period is only 44 per cent of

those projected to retire — a decrease in

the pool of 56 per cent).
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THE SURVEY RESPONDENTS
Surveys were distributed through the

Ontario Principals’ Council councilors to

the Council’s membership. The member-

ship includes elementary and secondary

school principals and vice principals. This

group differs from the pool of persons

holding the principal’s qualifications

discussed earlier in that the survey is

comprised of persons actually in the role

of principal or vice principal in Ontario

public schools.

The Composition of Respondents
Respondents to the survey were slightly

younger than the total provincial pool.

As can be seen from Figure 1, the median

age of the sample is between 50 and 54

years of age. This is consistent with the

median age of the provincial pool of 53. Of

those responding to the survey 57 per cent

were female and 43 per cent were male. As

shown in Table 3, the concentration of

women is higher in elementary schools.

FIGURE 1
Age Composition of Survey Respondents
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TABLE 3
Composition of Survey Respondents by Gender and School Type

Elementary Secondary Total

Male-count 264 128 392
% within Elementary or Secondary schools 39.6% 51.2%

Female-count 403 122 525
% within Elementary or Secondary Schools 60.4% 48.8%

Total 667 250 917

Note: The gender of 30 respondents could not be idenified
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The role of the respondents is seen in

Table 4. Overall, 64.2 per cent of the

respondents were principals and 35.8 per

cent vice principals.

TABLE 4
Percentage Composition of Survey Respond-
ents by Role and School Type

Principal Vice Principal Total

Elementary 51.5% 21.2% 72.8%
Secondary 12.6% 14.6% 27.2%

Total 64.2% 35.8% 100.0%

In terms of experience, those who were

principals had experience ranging from 0

years to 27 years. The median experience

of the sample is 6 years. This group of

principals had varying experience as vice

principals before assuming the principal-

ship with the median being 1-4 years. (It is

interesting to note that 5 per cent of the

respondents had no vice principal experi-

ence.) Board Central office experience

characterized a minority of the respond-

ents with only 26.9 per cent having

worked for a time in that capacity. Even

fewer (6 per cent) had experience working

for the Ministry of Education.

With respect to teaching duties, 79.8 per

cent of all respondents did not have

classroom teaching responsibilities. Of

those who did, the vast majority taught

between one and three hours per day. As

can be seen from Table 5, the vast majority

of those who are not full time administra-

tors is found at the elementary school level.

Retirement Intentions of the
Survey Respondents

When one looks at the total sample, 65.5

per cent reported that they expect to

retire when they reach the 85 factor and

28.4 per cent do not. (See Table 6)

TABLE 6
Retire at Factor 85 – All Respondents

Percent

Valid Yes 65.5
No 28.4
Unsure 6.1

Total 100.0

When asked, in what year do you expect

to retire, 46.9 per cent of all respondents

expect to retire by 2005 and 70.4 per cent

by 2009. (Table 7) These percentages are

slightly lower than those for the provincial

pool of qualified persons — 49 per cent

and 72.4 per cent respectively for the

same time periods.

TABLE 5
Elementary and Secondary School Principals and Vice Principals – Number of Teaching Hours per
day as a percentage of the total role set

Number of Hours Principal-per cent Vice Principal- per cent

Elementary 84 54
0 Secondary 96 87

1-3 Elementary 15.5 37
Secondary 4.0 12

More than 3 Elementary 0.5 9
Secondary 0.0 1
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TABLE 7
Cumulative percentage retirement rates for all
respondents 2001-2010+

Year Percent Cumulative Percent

2001 9.5 9.5
2002 10.6 20.0
2003 10.1 30.1
2004 8.3 38.4
2005 8.5 46.9
2006 6.7 53.6
2007 7.2 60.8
2008 5.2 66.1
2009 4.4 70.4
2010+ 29.6

Total 100.0 100.0

Respondent ’s answers to the projected

year of retirement question were broken

down into four groups; elementary

principals, secondary principals, elemen-

tary vice principals and secondary vice

principals. The percentage of each role set

i.e. elementary principals retiring each

year from 2001-2010 plus was calculated,

as was the cumulative percentage. These

results are shown in Table 8 below. (Also

included is the Ontario College of Teach-

ers (OCT) projected retirement rates for

the qualified pool as a whole.)

The figures in Table 8, highlight the

degree to which the retirements of both

elementary and secondary school princi-

pals are “front-end loaded”. By 2005, 56.9

per cent of elementary principals and 60.4

per cent of secondary principals in the

survey intend to have retired. This is

substantially higher than the 48.7 per cent

for the qualified provincial pool. Even

more striking are the cumulative percent-

ages that will have retired by 2009. (81.2

per cent of elementary principals and 85.4

per cent secondary principals). This

compares to the Ontario College of

Teachers projection of 72.4 per cent.

In general, vice principals are younger

than principals and, as the Table 8 shows,

they will retire at lower rates. Nonetheless,

it is noteworthy that almost 1 out of very

2 vice principals in Ontario’s public

schools will retire by 2009. When these

retirement rates are juxtaposed against

the very high retirement rates for princi-

pals and the relatively flat numbers of

new qualifications being awarded, one

can only conclude that there will be a

serious looming problem in filling key

leadership positions for the province’s

TABLE 8
Retirement Plans of Survey Respondents by Role – Annual and Cumulative Percentages

Retirement Year 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010+

Elementary Principal-% of total 11.4 14.2 11.8 11.0 8.5 7.6 7.2 4.4 5.1 18.8
Cumulative % 11.4 25.6 37.4 48.4 56.9 64.5 71.7 76.1 81.2 100

Elementary VP % of total 4.1 4.6 4.1 5.1 8.2 5.1 7.2 5.6 2.6 53.3
Cumulative % 4.1 8.7 12.8 17.9 26.1 31.2 38.4 44.0 46.6 99.9

Secondary Principal % of total 12.1 9.5 15.5 9.5 13.8 7.8 6.0 7.8 3.4 14.7
Cumulative % 12.1 21.6 37.1 46.6 60.4 68.2 74.2 82.0 85.4 100

Secondary V.P. % of total 8.2 7.5 8.2 2.2 4.5 5.2 7.5 5.2 5.2 46.3
Cumulative % 8.2 15.7 23.9 26.1 30.6 35.8 43.3 48.5 53.7 100

Provincial Pool % of total 13.2
English Principal
Qualification(OCT)Cumulative % 13.2 23.2 32.4 40.9 48.7 56.0 62.2 67.7 72.4 76.3
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public school boards. Given the fact that it

now takes several years for individuals to

meet the certification requirements, even

if there is a large latent pool of interested

potential candidates, it would appear that

between now and 2010, many boards will

face major principal and vice principal

recruitment challenges.

JOB DISSATISFIERS FOR PUBLIC
SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS

The review of the literature identified an

array of potential job dissatisfiers for

school administrators. Several more were

identified by a group of Ontario school

administrators with whom a draft survey

instrument was field-tested. The following

twenty-two factors were identified and

survey respondents were asked to rank

each in terms of the impact it has on the

attractiveness of the principalship or, vice-

principalship as the respondent currently

experienced the job.

• The amount of time the job requires

• Amount of in-school support for the

principal given workload requirements

• Adequacy of salary

• The need to balance demands from

competing constituencies

• Employee relations climate with the board’s

teachers

• Support accorded to administrators by the

board

• Support for principals and/or vice princi-

pals from senior management

• Respect for principals/vice principals from

teaching staff

• Respect for principals/vice principals from

the community

• Parent demands

• Amount of decision-making authority for

principals/VP ’s

• Amount of discretionary financial resources

available to you

• Financial resources available to meet your

assessment of the school’s educational needs

• The number of curriculum changes man-

dated by the province

• Resources made available to meet your

assessment of the school’s educational

needs

• Adequacy of time to plan for provincially

mandated changes

• Threats that your school may be a candi-

date for closure

• Changes in the principal’s legal status

• New requirements for increased parental

involvement through school councils

• Accountability expectations for in-school

administrators

• Adequacy of time to work with students

• Non-student reporting requirements

Respondents were asked to rate each

factor in terms of the impact each had on

the attractiveness of the principalship or,

vice principalship as they currently

experienced the job. A 5-point scale was

used.

For reporting purposes, unless noted,

the hi negative and somewhat negative

report scores have been combined during

the analysis. The rank order of the disin-

centives for all survey respondents is

found in Table 9.

Respondents Ranking of
Disincentives by Role, Panel,
Gender and Age

The data were analyzed further to

determine if the ranking changed with

respondent’s role (principal or vice princi-

pal), panel (elementary or secondary),

gender (male or female) or age. These

rankings may be found in Appendices B-J.

The responses to these questions were

analyzed first, in the aggregate for all

principals and vice principals as a group

and then each factor was analyzed further

to determine if there were any statistically

significant differences between the
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responses of (a) principals and vice

principals, (b) elementary and secondary

respondents (c) male and female respond-

ents and (d), respondents of different

ages. In the detailed analysis of each

satisfier/dissatisfier, only those that were

found to be statistically significant at the

.05 level or better are reported on here.

As may be seen in Table 10, the top three

ranked dissatisfiers are identical for

principals and vice principals and all of

the top ten items in each group’s list is

included in the other ’s although there are

minor variations in ranking. It is interest-

ing to note that, despite the high profile

given in the media to teacher union-board

disputes, the factors relating to those

problems were in the bottom third of the

dissatisfiers lists of both principals and

vice principals.

Table 11 presents the rank order of

factors rated 1-3 by all survey respond-

ents. This includes; both role groups, both

panels, both genders and three different

age groupings. It is striking to note from

this table that with only one exception

(the 30-40 year old age group) all groups

ranked the same three factors as the

TABLE 9
Rank Order of Dissatisfiers

ALL SURVEYS

RANK FACTOR Hi Negative Somewhat Negative Total

1 Adequacy of Time to plan for provincially mandated changes 65% 27% 92%

2 Number of curriculum changes mandated by the province 56% 30% 86%

3 Adequacy of time to work with students 44% 40% 83%

4 Amount of in-school staff support for the principals given
workload requirements 32% 47% 79%

5 Amount of Time the Job requires 37% 42% 78%

6 Resources made avail. to meet your assessment of the
school’s educ. needs 28% 49% 77%

7 Non-student reporting requirements 36% 38% 73%

8 Financial resources avail. to meet your assessment of the
school’s educ. needs 31% 42% 73%

9 Parent demands 26% 43% 68%

10 Accountability expectations for in-school administrators 25% 40% 65%

11 Need to Balance demands from competing constituencies 21% 44% 64%

12 Adequacy of Salary 30% 32% 62%

13 Changes in principal’s legal status 23% 39% 61%

14 Amount of discretionary financial resources available to you 22% 35% 56%

15 New Requirements for increased parental involvement
through school councils 17% 38% 54%

16 Employee relations climate with boards teachers 15% 33% 48%

17 Support accorded to administrators by board 13% 33% 46%

18 Support for principals and/or vice principals from senior
management 10% 27% 37%

19 Amount of decision-making authority for principal/VPs 7% 28% 35%

20 Respect for principals/vice principals from the community 7% 17% 24%

21 Threats that your school may be a candidate for closure 13% 9% 22%

22 Respect for principals/vice principals from teaching staff 2% 13% 15%
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TABLE 10
Rank Order of Dissatisfiers by Role, Principals and Vice Principals

Factor Principals’ Rank and % Vice Principals Rank and %

Adequacy of time to plan for provincially mandated changes 1 (91%) 1(93%)

Number of curriculum changes mandated by the province 2 (85%) 2(86%)

Adequacy of time to work with students 3(82%) 3(85%)

Amount of in-school staff support for the principal given
workload requirements 4(79%) 7(75%)

Amount of time the job requires 5(79%) 5(77%)

Resources made available to meet your assessment of the
school’s educational needs 6(77%) 4(78%)

Non-student reporting requirements 7(75%) 8(70%)

Financial resources available to meet your assessment of the
school’s educational needs 8(72%) 6(75%)

Parent demands 9(71%) 10(63%)

Accountability expectations for in-school administrators 10(76%) 11(61%)

Need to Balance demands from competing constituencies 11(67%) 12(60%)

Changes in principal’s legal status 12(63%) 14(58%)

Adequacy of salary 13(60%) 9(66%)

New requirements for increased parental involvement
through school councils 14(59%) 17(47%)

Amount of discretionary financial resources available to you 15(56%) 13(58%)

Employee relations climate with boards teachers 16(47%) 15(51%)

Support accorded to administrators by board 17(45%) 16(48%)

Support for principals and/or vice principals from senior
management 18(36%) 18(40%)

Amount of decision-making authority for principal/VPs 19(34%) 19(37%)

Respect for principals/vice principals from the community 20(24%) 20(25%)

Threats that your school may be a candidate for closure 21(23%) 21(21%)

Respect for principals/vice principals from teaching staff 22(15%) 22(15%)

TABLE 11
Rank Order of Factors Rated 1-3 by All Survey Respondent Groups

All Principal Vice Elementary Secondary Male Female Ages Ages Ages
survey Princ 50+ 40–49 30–49

Adequacy of time to
plan for provincially
mandated changes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Number of curriculum
changes mandated
by the province 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Adequacy of time
to work with students 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4
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greatest disincentives and in the same

rank order!

1. Adequacy of time to plan for provincially

mandated changes

2. Number of curriculum changes mandated

by the province and

3. Adequacy of time to work with students

In order to simplify reporting a com-

bined score of hi negative and somewhat

negative ratings totaling 70 per cent or

more was used as a cut off threshold for

the dissatisfier rankings. This resulted in

the inclusion of six additional dissatisfiers.

Again, it is of interest that in this group of

additional dissatisfiers, all groups identi-

fied at least 5 of the same group of six

factors as dissatisfiers for principals and

vice principals! (see Table 12) Again the

degree of consistency across role, school

level, gender and age groups is remark-

ably high.

A few observations on the ranking of

items in the bottom third of the list are in

order. Given the widespread tensions

between teachers’ unions and boards of

education in 2000-2001 (the time period

during which data were collected), it is

noteworthy that the factor “Employee

relations ... with the board’s teachers,”

ranked in the bottom third of factors

viewed as disincentives. (16th overall). The

only exception to this was the ranking of

11th for all secondary school respondents.

Given that in 2000-2001 the OSSTF has

been the most outspoken of the public

school teacher unions, this higher ranking

is not surprising. What is surprising is the

fact that it was not included in the top 50

per cent of factors by any other group of

respondents. Also of interest is the fact

that factors associated with a board’s

operating culture also ranked low as

disincentives. For example, support

accorded to administrators by the board

and/or senior management of the board

and, the amount of decision making

authority for principals and vice principals

all were rated in the bottom third of the

list of disincentives by all of the respond-

ent sub-groups.

The literature review indicated that

salary levels were found to be strong

disincentives in several studies in both

TABLE 12
Rank Order of Factors Rated 4-9 by All Respondent Groups

All Principal Vice Men Women Elementary Secondary Age Ages Ages
survey Princ 50+ 40–50 >40

Amount of in-school
staff support 4 4 7 4 5 4 7 4 6

Amount of time the
job requires 5 5 5 6 4 5 5 5 4 5

Resources to most
schools educational
needs 6 6 4 5 6 6 4 6 5 7

Non student reporting
requirements 7 7 8 7 7 7 8 8 7

Financial resources
available to most
schools needs 8 8 6 8 8 8 6 7 8 6

Parent demands 9 9 9 9 9 9 13 10 9 8
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Canada and the U.S. In the factors

analyzed in the present research, salary

ranked twelfth of twenty-two factors. Vice

principals as a group rated it slightly

higher (9th) while all other reference

groups rated it in the bottom half of the

list of factors. It needs to be remembered

that this is a relative ranking. In absolute

terms, salary was seen to be an important

dissatisfier by 62 per cent of the respond-

ents. (Almost two out of every three

respondents) This suggests, particularly in

a period of increasing shortages, that

salary might be an important variable

within the control of school boards to

both encourage more people to follow

the principalship or vice principalship

career path or, perhaps more importantly,

to hold on to those administrators they

already employ in a climate of increased

“raiding” by other boards. When the

supply of qualified candidates to fill the

huge number of predicted vacancies

starts to decrease, market forces will

inevitable make salary and fringe benefits

important recruitment and retention

factors.

Discussion of Highest Ranked
Factors
(1)(2) Adequacy of time to plan for
provincially mandated changes and
the number of curriculum changes
mandated by the province.

All respondents viewed these two

factors as the highest ranked disincen-

tives to the public school principalship

and/or vice principalship. There were no

statistically significant differences among

any of the respondent sub-groups to

these questions. All groups saw these two

factors as keys to making the job of

principal or vice principal unattractive to

incumbents. The province of Ontario has

experienced an unprecedented number of

school focused changes since 1997. There

have been sweeping curriculum changes,

changes in evaluation and testing,

changes in budgetary rules and changes

in the teaching hour requirements for

staff. The responses to these two items

should not be read as calling into ques-

tion the objectives of the government in

implementing the changes (no questions

were asked on this matter). Rather, the

high levels of dissatisfaction of all re-

spondents reflect their concerns over the

government’s change management

processes. Most management research

literature concerning change recom-

mends an intense management focus on a

few clearly defined objectives, adequate

resources to ensure effective implementa-

tion and realistic time frames to allow

change to be implemented. (Kotter 1996,

Drucker 1998) The survey results indicate

that front line administrators are very

dissatisfied by the province’s implementa-

tion strategy that resulted in too many

changes in too short a time frame that

were inadequately resourced.

(3) Adequacy of time to work with
students

Again, on this factor there were no

statistically significant differences be-

tween the respondent groups. All re-

spondent groups saw the amount of time

they had to work with students as inad-

equate. This may be due to two elements;

(1) Principals and vice principals originally

entered education to work with students.

“Promotion” to administration means

losing time for that purpose. (2) The time

that principals and vice principals have

had to work with students directly has

been further compromised by budget

cuts that have reduced the in-school

support staff available to undertake

clerical type duties. (See also the discus-

sion of the next factor.) When this has

been coupled with “work to rule” type job

actions by teachers’ unions, increased

responsibilities for supervision of large
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group student activities have fallen on

principals and vice principals thus reduc-

ing the time available to work on a 1:1

basis with students on educational

matters.

(4) Amount of in-school staff
support for the principal given
workload requirements

This factor is closely related to provin-

cially imposed budget constraint that has

seen school secretarial and clerical staffs

reduced dramatically by local public

school boards. There was a statistically

significant difference between the el-

ementary respondent’s (1.91) who saw the

item more negatively than secondary

respondent’s (2.20). (F significant at .01

level) This is probably due to the fact that

elementary schools are smaller organiza-

tions that have far fewer support staff

than larger, secondary schools. A reduc-

tion of one clerical support staff member

in the smaller organization has a much

more deleterious impact. Indeed, some

elementary principals and vice principals

argue that the high proportion of their

time that they now must spend on clerical

type duties is a false economy, in that the

cost of principals or vice principals doing

clerical work is far higher than if lower

paid clerical staff did it. (Given increased

reporting requirements from both the

province and boards, the clerical workload

may actually have gone up!) There is a

further opportunity cost of principals and

vice principals spending their time in this

way in that they do not have adequate

time to lead the new curriculum changes

mandated by the province!

(5) Amount of time the job requires
There were no statistically significant

differences between respondent groups

to this question with 78.4 per cent rating

this item as a dissatisfier. This factor is

related to many of those already men-

tioned. One additional factor adding to

the time requirements, often after normal

school hours, is the relatively new legis-

lated requirement to meet with school

councils.

(6) Resources made available to
meet your assessment of the
school’s educational needs

There were no statistically significant

differences between respondent sub-

groups on this item. Its high ranking

probably reflects cutbacks in Special

Education personnel and teacher aides as

a result of provincial budget restrictions.

There simply are fewer specialized educa-

tional support personnel in schools now

then there were a few years ago, even

though the numbers of students with

special needs has remained high.

(7) Non-student reporting
requirements

This item refers to the heightened

requirement to report on matters not

concerning individual students. For

example, it does not refer to parent

reporting. Foremost among the responsi-

bilities mentioned by respondents is the

need to respond to EQAO initiatives. The

comments section of the survey instru-

ment elicited many comments that

suggest the need for EQAO to both

tighten its administrative procedures (to

avoid unnecessary duplication) and to be

more consultative with in-school manage-

ment concerning the provincial office’s

expectations and timelines. In terms of

statistically significant differences those

respondents 50 and older viewed this

factor significantly more negatively than

those in the 30-34 age range. (F significant

at the .01 alpha level) Principals viewed

the non-student specific reporting re-

quirements more critically than did vice-

principals. (F significant at the .01 alpha

level) Finally elementary respondents
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viewed this matter more negatively than

did their secondary counterparts. (F

significant at the .05 alpha level)

(8) Financial resources available to
meet your assessment of the
school’s educational needs

For many schools, fund raising to collect

monies to purchase materials and equip-

ment and to finance educational field

trips has become a regular on-going

activity. As board budgets have been cut,

so too, have principal’s discretionary funds

and even monies to replace worn out or

out-dated equipment. For many principals,

fund raising has become a necessity. There

was a statistically significant difference

between elementary (2.02) and secondary

respondents (2.17) to this item with

elementary respondents viewing the

factor more negatively than secondary

respondents. (F significant at .05 alpha

level) Again this may reflect the size of the

two organizations. Cuts of similar percent-

age magnitude will have a greater impact

on the smaller organization.

(9) Parent demands
For a number of years, under several

different governments, policies have been

promulgated to open up the school

system to parent and citizen involvement.

School councils are now mandatory for

every school and a much higher level of

consultation on school policies is expected.

This takes considerable time of school

administrators and their professional staff. It

is also a change to the traditional decision

making autonomy of administrators that

hasn’t always been welcomed.

Principals view parent demands more

negatively than do vice principals. This is

probably due to the old adage that the

buck stops at the figurative top of the

school hierarchy. Women view parent

demands considerably more negatively

than do men. Finally, elementary respond-

ents rate parent demands much more

negatively than do secondary respond-

ents (74 per cent compared to 54 per

cent.) This difference may have something

to do with school proximity. Elementary

schools tend to be neighborhood institu-

tions and not geographically distant while

secondary schools that serve much larger

geographical regions. Also, some princi-

pals suggested that many secondary

school students as they become older,

want more independence and discourage

parent involvement.

TABLE 13
Parent Demands

Statistically Significant Differences between
Response Groups

Groups and Means F-test

Principals Vice Principals F-test
2.08 2.24 **

Women Men F-test
2.06 2.23 *

Elementary Secondary
2.04 2.40 *

*Statistically significant difference at the .01
alpha level
**Statistically significant difference at the .05
alpha level

(10) Discussion of Other Factors
This section of the report will comment

upon other factors not ranked in the top

one third, where statistically significant

differences among sub-group respond-

ents were found. They are commented

upon in this way because there could be

policy implications associated with the

differences identified.
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(a) Accountability expectations for in-

school administrators

This factor was ranked tenth overall by

all respondents. Certainly, the provincial

government is promoting increased

accountability in the public sector with

particular emphasis on education. Public

statements by members of cabinet sug-

gest that the province is moving to make

school staffs, led by principals and vice

principals, more accountable for school

performance as reflected in provincial test

scores.

There is a strong difference (F significant

at the .01 alpha level) between the rank-

ing of principals (2.14) and vice principals

(2.31) on this item . This is probably due to

the fact that ultimately, the principal is the

person responsible for school results and

not the vice principal. Secondly, elemen-

tary respondents ranked this factor more

negatively than did their secondary

colleagues. (F significant at the .05 alpha

level) A greater percentage of elementary

respondents ranked this factor negatively

(67 per cent) in contrast to only 58 per

cent of secondary school respondents.

(b) Need to balance demands from

competing constituencies

There was a statistically significant

difference (F significant at the .01 alpha

level) between men and women. Women

ranked this item (68 per cent) more

negatively than did men (60 per cent). No

explanation for this difference is offered

here.

(c) Employee relations-climate with the

board’s teachers

As noted earlier, this factor ranked

relatively low as a dissatisfier for respond-

ents (16th out of 23 factors). However,

there are some statistically significant

differences between respondent sub-

groups as may be seen in Table 14.

TABLE 14
Employee Relations Climate with board’s
teachers – statistically significant differences
between respondent sub groups

Groups and Mean Scores F-test

Principals Vice Principals F-test
2.67 2.51 **

Women Men F-test
2.54 2.70 **

Elementary Secondary F-test
2.71 2.34 *

*Statistically significant difference at the .01
alpha level
**Statistically significant difference at the .05
alpha level

Vice principals viewed this factor more

negatively than did principals. This is

probably due to the fact that vice princi-

pals have only recently left teaching

positions where they were members of a

union. Hence the probably feel labour-

management tensions more personally.

Hence, they feel collegial strain due to

contractual difficulties more acutely.

Women also ranked this item more

negatively than did men. The greatest

difference is mean scores is found be-

tween elementary and secondary re-

spondents. The majority of secondary

school respondents ranked this factor

negatively (64 per cent) as compared to

elementary respondents (43 per cent).

This probably undoubtedly reflects the

intense job action activities of the OSSTF

in the province’s high schools during the

time of the survey.

(d) Support for principals and/or vice

principals from senior management

This factor, ranked 18th out of 23 for all

respondents, saw two statistically signifi-

cant different mean scores emerge. First,

vice principals viewed this factor more

negatively than did principals (mean
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scores 2.91 versus 3.07). (F significant at

the .05 alpha level) Secondly, secondary

school respondents ranked this item more

negatively than did elementary respond-

ents (mean scores of 2.82 versus 3.09). (F

significant at the .01 alpha level) However,

on this item, the majority of responses

were in the no significant impact or

positive impact categories suggesting

there is not a problem that needs to be

addressed.

(e) Respect for principals and vice

principals from the community

This item, that ranked 20th overall, saw a

statistically significant difference in mean

scores between the responses of princi-

pals and vice principals. (F significant at

the .05 alpha level) Vice principals mean

scores (3.17) were slightly more negative

than principals (3.34) but both are in the

no significant impact category.

(f ) New requirements for increased

parental involvement through school

councils

There was a statistically significant

difference in mean scores of principals

(2.34) and vice principals (2.55) on this

item. (F significant at the .05 alpha level) It

probably reflects the increased time the

principal must now, legislatively, spend

working with school councils and the

reality that councils now have formal

impact on many items that previously

were the exclusive preview of school

administrators. Principals are required to

be members of school councils while vice

principals were not.

(g) Changes in the legal status of

principals and vice-principals

This factor was viewed as a negative

factor by 61 per cent of all respondents. It

ranked 13th out of 23 items. Women

respondents mean scores were more

negative than men’s (2.14 versus 2.33). (F

significant at the .01 alpha level) A higher

proportion of women answered nega-

tively (65 per cent) in contrast to males

(56 per cent). Moreover, a quarter (25 per

cent) of all female respondents reported

this factor as highly negative as con-

trasted to 19 per cent of males. This factor

was also ranked more negatively by

elementary school respondents. A larger

proportion (64 per cent) of elementary

respondents ranked this factor negatively

than did secondary school respondents

(53 per cent). The mean score of elemen-

tary respondents (2.16) was statistically

significantly different from that of second-

ary school respondents (2.37). (F signifi-

cant at the .01 alpha level)

11. Survey Respondents-Additional
Comments

The survey instrument provided the

opportunity for respondents to identify

any additional factors they thought made

the principalship or vice-principalship less

attractive. Eighteen additional factors

were identified and are listed in Appendix

M with the frequency of reporting. The

two most frequently mentioned are;

government interference and portrayal of

the profession (N=32) and inadequate

resources to meet the needs of special

education students (N=23). The reference

to the political climate surfaces later in

this report in responses of people who

have opted to pursue a career in school

administration.

THE VIEWS OF SOME WHO
HAVE OPTED OUT OF SCHOOL
ADMINISTRATION

In the survey of principals and vice

principals, respondents were asked to

identify teachers who they had tried to

encourage to become qualified for the

principalship or vice principalship but

who had chosen not to follow such a

career path. The respondents were also
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asked to seek the permission of those

they identified to be contacted by the

researchers for a telephone interview. This

process resulted in 92 interviews being

conducted. Interviewees were asked

initially the open ended question; What

are the key factors that have caused you

to decide not to seek a principalship or

vice principalship? Then they were asked

to rate, using the same scale as survey

respondents, the same list of disincentive

factors, plus two additional factors that

were identified in pre-testing the inter-

view schedule (a) the time required to

travel to the location where a principal-

ship or vice principalship might be lo-

cated and (b) the cost of obtaining princi-

pal’s certification.

(1) The Interviewees
The age distribution of the interviewees

is seen in Figure 2, Age Composition of

Interviewees

Of the interviewees, 47.3 per cent were

male and 52.7 per cent female. Interview-

ees were 61.0 per cent from elementary

schools and 39 per cent from secondary

schools.

(2) Responses to the open ended
question, “What are the key factors
that have caused you to not seek a
principalship?

Respondents were asked this open

ended question to elicit the reasons most

important to their individual circum-

stances. This was done to enable inter-

viewees to highlight, at the beginning of

the interview, the major reasons for their

decision that were uppermost in their

minds. (Some of the factors identified by

interviewees were also included on the

list of standard items asked of all respond-

ents in the second part of the interview

schedule.) These results are found in Table

15.

FIGURE 2
Age Composition of Interviewees
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(a) Discussion
Potential candidates perception that

principals and vice principals have little

ability to effect change should be a big

concern for policy makers, supervisory

officers and principals. It may be related to

recent changes that have seen increased

government intervention and control of

curriculum and funding and the negotia-

tion of teacher union contracts that are

perceived, by some, to limit independent

administrator initiative. Potential candi-

dates clearly are picking up negative

sentiments and comments from their own

principals and vice principals during

moments of frustration. Certainly, princi-

pals and vice principals need to be more

aware of the potentially damaging impact

that their ‘off the cuff ’ remarks may have

on those they are trying to encourage to

become school administrators. Board and

education group leadership development

programs too, need to give higher profile

to the critical and successful roles princi-

pals can play as leaders of educational

change.

The third ranked factor; the negative

government portrayal of education must

be addressed. The continuous negative

portrayal of education by government

politicians is having a negative impact on

the morale of educators at all levels in

Ontario. It is clearly having a major impact

on those who represent the future leaders

of schools — the very persons on whom

the government initiatives on curriculum

and evaluation depend. The interview

data suggest that the negative brush

being used to paint public education is

serving to turn substantial numbers of

potential in-school leaders away from

those roles. In some respects this will

exacerbate the looming principal and vice

principal shortage discussed earlier. If the

objective of all parties interested in the

improvement of education is to select the

best qualified candidates from an ad-

equately large pool of applicants, then

factors that deter potential candidates

such as deliberately negative or provoca-

tive comments from political leaders and

responses, in kind from leaders of the

teachers’ unions are resulting in a very

high and possibly unintended, cost on the

development of a pool of future school

leaders. The result is a downward spiral of

the image of public education rather than

a common focus on the real challenges

schools face.

TABLE 15
Deterrents to seeking administrative position identified by interviewees

1. Perceived inability for principals/vice principals to effect change 60.9%
2. Lifestyle/Family Commitments42.4%
3. Government/media portrayal of public education 40.2%
4. Removal of principals/vice principals from the union 39.1%
5. Perceived amount of time P/VP is off site at meetings 30.4%
6. Workload demands on personal time 29.3%
7. Cost of obtaining certification 26.1%
8. Travel time and cost to reach location of principalship 26.1%
9. Perceived bias and cronyism of board selection processes 25.0%
10. Lack of encouragement or support from management 23.9%
11. Salary 23.9%
12. Perceived lack of support from trustees for school administrators 12.0%
13. Lack of adequate support staff for principals/vps 12.8%
14. School board amalgamation problems  7.6%
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The factors ranked second, fourth and

sixth in Table 15 are unlikely to change

and may simply be self selection factors

that eliminate potential candidates in the

current political environment. Two of the

three (numbers 2 and 6) are also more

related to personal and/or family circum-

stances. The factors ranked fifth, seventh,

eighth, ninth and tenth are all factors that

are amendable to individual school

district action. Some may require in-

creased and improved communication

and some may require changes in board

policy and/or, administrative behavior. But,

the fact that they are identified between

approximately one-third of all interview-

ees as factors mitigating against them

considering an administrative career is

serious and needs board’s attention. Given

the impending inter board competition

for potential candidates, such matters

cannot afford to remain unaddressed by

any boards that hope to both retain their

current complement of principals and vice

principals as well as those, as yet

uncertificated, who have been identified

as possessing leadership potential.

Responses to interview questions
re the standard list of disincentive
factors

Table 16 presents the ranking of

dissatisfiers from the interviews. It is

interesting to note that the rankings,

while being quite consistent with those of

survey respondents in the bottom third of

the factors vary, appreciably in the top

two thirds. Both interviewees and survey

respondents ranked the same item,

“Adequacy of time to plan for provincially

mandated changes,” as the number over

dissatisfier.

Of the top ten-ranked disincentive

factors by the interviewees, eight also

appear on the top ten list generated by

principals and vice principals. Similarly,

seven of the eight bottom factors on the

survey ranking are included in the inter-

viewees bottom eight factors. The indi-

vidual factor rankings do vary however.

This suggests that while there is general

agreement on the majority of items to be

included in the top and bottom thirds of

the ranking, the disagreement in actual

rank order reflects quite different percep-

tions of the importance of various factors

between actual incumbents and potential

candidates with no experience in the job.

Of those factors that have 70 per cent or

more of interviewees rating it as negative,

two of the six relate to provincial actions,

two relate to the perception that there are

inadequate in-school resources to meet

the school’s needs and the remaining two

deal with time to work with students and

changes in the principal/vice principal

status as a non-union member.

As in the survey of principals and vice

principals, potential candidates for these

positions viewed as deterrents the way in

which many of the new policy initiatives

of the provincial government have been

implemented. Their concern is with the

change management process that is

perceived to; provide insufficient time to

plan for the changes and, tries to imple-

ment too many curriculum changes at

once. Virtually all of the interviewees were

front line teachers with responsibility to

implement the changes and their feelings

are strong. In the additional comments

section of the interviews, interviewees

complained of; inadequate planning, poor

or non-existent staff development, lack of

availability of teaching materials when

needed, and insufficient attention being

paid to the interface between various

grade levels during transition. Said one

interviewee, “the Ministry always appears
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to be playing catch-up rather than antici-

pating implementation problems.” Cer-

tainly, these two factors convey to poten-

tial administration candidates a percep-

tion that school administrators have little

or no control in the face of provincially

mandated changes — something re-

flected as the most reported personal

reason for not pursuing a career in

administration.

This perception is exacerbated by the

interviewees’ third and fourth ranked

factors. Not only do they perceive too

much change in too short a time frame

but they also feel strongly that there are

TABLE 16
Interview sub-groups ranking of disincentive factors

RANK FACTOR Elementary Secondary Male Female
All interviewees

1 Adequacy of time to plan for provincially
mandated changes 1(92%) 2(87%) 2(84%) 1(96%)

2 Adequacy of time to work with students 2(89%) 3(87%) 1(91%) 2(88%)

3 Financial resources available to meet your
assessment of the school’s educational needs 5(79%) 1(90%) 3(81%) 4(85%)

4 Resources made available to meet your
assessment of the school’s educational needs 4(79%) 4(83%) 4(76%) 5(83%)

5 Changes in principal’s legal status 3(81%) 8(63%) 7(65%) 3(88%)

6 Number of curriculum changes mandated by
the province 8(68%) 5(77%) 5(75%) 6(71%)

7 Non-student reporting requirements 7(70%) 7(73%) 6(70%) 8(67%)

8 Need to balance demands from competing
constituencies 6(72%) 11(50%) 9(60%) 7(71%)

9 Amount of time the job requires 9(64%) 10(50%) 8(63%) 11(60%)

10 Parent demands 10(32%) 12(50%) 10(56%) 9(65%)

11 Amount of in-school staff support for the
principal given workload requirements 16(45%) 9(52%) 18(36%) 10(61%)

12 Travel time 15(46%) 16(39%) 11(51%) 15(44%)

13 Amount of decision-making authority for
principal/VPs 11(49%) 18(33%) 14(44%) 14(48%)

14 Cost of obtaining courses 14(46%) 13(50%) 16(44%) 13(49%)

15 Accountability expectations for in-school
administrators 17(45%) 15(40%) 17(42%) 12(50%)

16 Support accorded to administrators by board 12(48%) 14(47%) 13(44%) 17(40%)

17 Support for principals and/or vice principals
from senior management 20(28%) 7(63%) 12(47%) 20(33%)

18 Adequacy of salary 18(43%) 19(32%) 15(44%) 19(35%)

19 New requirements for increased parental
involvement through school councils 13(47%) 22(17%) 20(31%) 16(42%)

20 Employee relations climate with boards
teachers 19(30%) 17(37%) 19(35%) 18(38%)

21 Threats that your school may be a candidate
for closure 22(24%) 20(27%) 21(31%) 23(15%)

22 Respect for principals/vice principals from
the community 21(25%) 23(17%) 23(21%) 21(23%)

23 Respect for principals/vice principals from
teaching staff 23(15%) 21(23%) 22(23%) 22(19%)
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insufficient financial and other resources

to meet the school’s educational needs.

These two disincentives coupled with the

two provincial factors discussed above,

constitute a strong rationale for the

interviewees’ perception, (mentioned

earlier as the number one reason given for

personal choices not to seek an adminis-

trative position) that principals and vice

principals have little power to effect

change. As one interviewee put it, “I don’t

need that kind of frustration and the

increased time commitment to boot! It

simply isn’t worth it.”

Perhaps because the interviewees were

all members of one of the teacher unions,

the principal’s changed legal status as a

non-union member is seen as a strong

disincentive. (Ranked fifth of twenty three

factors) Over time this may reduce in

importance. But, should the government,

teacher’s unions and media continue their

portrayal of the educational milieu in us

versus their terms, the change in the princi-

pals’ status to that of a non-union member,

will continue to have unnecessarily high

profile and will continue to be a strong

disincentive to potential candidates.

Two other disincentives were ranked in

the top group (those with total negative

scores of 70 per cent or more). As in the

survey of principals and vice principals,

the adequacy of time to work with stu-

dents was seen to be a strong disincentive

(it was seen to be a disincentive by 88 per

cent of interviewees). This is not surprising

given that working with students is

undoubtedly one of the major reasons the

interviewees entered education in the

first place. The transition from a direct

service provider to one that facilitates the

delivery of instruction is clearly a substan-

tial cognitive and emotional leap for

interviewees. Such tension is not new for

those contemplating a career in educa-

tional administration. Ultimately, it is one

that must be resolved individually.

Although it didn’t quite meet the 70 per

cent threshold, 69 per cent of interview-

ees saw non-student reporting require-

ments as a disincentive. The perception, as

one interviewee remarked, “of a prolifera-

tion of bureaucratic paper to meet the

needs of someone at Queen’s Park or the

board office” is seen as a clear deterrent.

Interviewees simply do not want to be

involved in what they perceive to be as

time consuming activities that take away

from time that could be spent meeting

student needs. This is exacerbated when

agencies such as EQAO are seen to be

inefficient in their demands for data and

not sufficiently consultative in the devel-

opment of assessment tools.

The two additional disincentives added

to the interview schedule, travel time to

reach the site of a school principalship or

vice principalship and the cost of obtain-

ing the principal’s qualification were seen

to be disincentives by 47 per cent and 46

per cent respectively of all interviewees.

Although ranked in the middle of the list

of disincentives, these factors certainly

need to be addressed by employing

boards seeking to address a potential

shortage of candidates for administrative

positions. The matter of travel time can

certainly be addressed through a review

and redesign of board principal place-

ment policies. The use of smaller, more

travel friendly regions within large boards

might alleviate this problem. With regard

to the cost of obtaining certification, there

are many examples in the public and

private sector where employers reimburse

employees for the cost of additional

training to meet the needs of the organi-

zation. It would seem that in an increas-

ingly competitive environment, such an

employment ‘‘perk’’ could prove to be
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both an incentive and an attractive fringe

benefit.

As table 16 showed, there were substan-

tial differences in the ranking of elemen-

tary interviewees and secondary school

interviewees. However, when the mean

scores for all items were subjected to tests

of statistical significance (the F-test), only

two factors had differences between

elementary and secondary school inter-

viewees that were statistically significant.

These differences are found in Table 17,

Interviewee Factor Means for Elementary

and Secondary Schools.

For both of these items, the mean scores

placed them in the bottom third of the

overall rankings, although support for

principals and/or vice principals from

senior management was ranked seventh

by secondary school interviewees. Again,

the more negative view of elementary

interviewees concerning new require-

ments for increased parental involvement

through school councils is not surprising.

School councils are far more likely to be

visible and active at the elementary school

level. Forty seven percent of elementary

interviewees ranked this factor negatively

as contrasted with only 17 per cent of

secondary school interviewees.

There were statistically significant differ-

ences between men and women interview-

ees on two factors; adequacy of time to plan

for provincially mandated changes and

changes in principal’s legal status. These

differences are reported in Table 18, Inter-

viewee Factor Means for Males and Females.

TABLE 17
Interviewee Factor Means for Elementary and Secondary Schools

FACTOR Elementary Means Secondary Means F Ratio F-Test

Support for principals and/or vice
principals from senior management 3.09 2.27 8.249 *

New requirements for increased
parental involvement through
school councils 2.70 3.17 4.589 **

*Statistically significant different means at the .01 alpha level.
**Statistically significant different means at the .05 alpha level.

TABLE 18
Interviewee Factor Means for Males and Females

FACTOR Male Means Female Means F Ratio F-Test

Adequacy of time to plan for provincially
mandated changes 1.65 1.31 4.128 **

Change in Principal’s Legal Status 2.02 1.40 8.785 *

*Statistically significant different means at the .01 alpha level.
** Statistically significant different means at the .05 alpha level.
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In both cases, women feel significantly

stronger that the factors are disincentives

than do men. The change in principals’

status was seen to be negative by 88 per

cent of female respondents in contrast to

65 per cent of males.

SUMMARY OF CHALLENGES
REQUIRING POLICY OR
MANAGEMENT INITIATIVE’S

This research has highlighted a number

of areas of concern surrounding the

supply of principals and vice principals in

Ontario’s Public schools during the rest of

this decade. The rates of retirement will be

very high. This study found that 70.4 per

cent of the respondents would retire by

the end of 2009. For those respondents

who are currently principals, the rates are

much higher; 81.2 per cent for elementary

principals and 85.4 per cent for secondary

school principals. The vice principal group

too, will suffer attrition; 46.6 per cent at

the elementary level and 53.7 per cent at

the secondary level. Given recent rates of

certification, the current rate of producing

newly certificated principals will be

insufficient to fill the void. (It should be

remembered that at least 75 per cent of

the provincial pool of persons holding

principal’s certification will also have

retired during this time period.) Ways

must be found (a) to increase the size of

the pool and (b) streamline the process of

acquiring the principal’s certification. With

expected retirement rates of the magni-

tude found in this study, even if boards

are successful at finding adequate num-

bers of qualified persons, the resulting

“new hires” will be very inexperienced.

This will pose an on-going, massive

professional development challenge to

boards and professional bodies such as

the Ontario Principals Council.

Evidence from across North America and

comments from Ontario supervisory

officers during this study suggest that

shortages of qualified candidates are

already being experienced. The pool of

candidates needs expansion. This raises

the question of why persons are not

choosing to become principals and vice

principals.

This study found that the following

factors were seen as position dissatisfiers

by at least 70 per cent of all incumbent

principal and vice principal respondents.

1. Adequacy of time to plan for provincially

mandated changes.

2. Number of curriculum changes mandated

by the province.

3. Adequacy of time to work with students.

4. Amount of in-school staff support for

principals given workload requirements.

5. Amount of time the job requires.

6. Resources made available to meet your

assessment of the school’s educational

needs.

Three themes characterize these incum-

bent dissatisfiers; (1) the management

and implementation of provincially driven

change, (2) the availability of resources at

the school level and (3) time demands of

the job.

A group of ninety-two educators who had

decided not to seek principal’s certification

was interviewed. They identified the follow-

ing four personal negative factors to

seeking an administrative position.

1. Perceived inability to effect change

2. Lifestyle/family commitments

3. Government/media portrayal of education

4. Removal of principals/vice principals from

the union
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The first issue certainly is amendable to

change through strategically developed

programs to better inform potential

candidates of the realities of the position.

Deterrents 2 and 4 are not amendable to

short-term action. However, respondents

saw deterrent 3 as being within the

purview of members of the government

to control. This is largely a political issue

demanding political action by all parties

to the dispute to remedy it.

This same group of interviewees, was

asked to rank order the same list of

dissatisfiers as were principals and vice

principals. Interestingly, five of the six

dissatisfiers on the incumbent principals

and vice principals ranking are also on the

potential candidates ranking and, they

encompass the same policy themes. The

only additional item, “changes in the

principal’s legal status” came from inter-

viewees who were virtually all teachers

and union members. Incumbent principals

and vice principals who responded to the

survey did not rank this issue in the top

half of their list of dissatisfiers.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
POLICY AND/OR
MANAGEMENT INITIATIVES

Acknowledge the shortage
There is ample evidence that the leader-

ship provided by a school’s principal is

fundamental to the success of a school. In

fact, many of the recent educational

change initiatives in Ontario’s public

schools are based on the assumption that

well qualified principals and vice princi-

pals will be in place to lead their imple-

mentation. But, there is a looming chal-

lenge to that assumption that has appar-

ently not reached the “radar screens” of

educational decision makers and policy

makers. The data from this study point to

turnover rates of about 57 per cent for

elementary principals and 60.4 per cent

for secondary school principals by 2005!

The number of letters of permission to

allow uncertificated persons to assume

principalships or vice principalships is

escalating. In the same time period

between 25 and 30 per cent of public

school board vice principals will retire. By

2009, as this study’s results document,

over 80 per cent of all current principals

and about 50 per cent of vice principals in

Ontario’s public school boards will have

retired. This is only 8 school years away.

Conservatively, the current certification

process including; teaching experience,

obtaining concentrations in three divi-

sions, obtaining a Specialist or Honour

Specialist qualification or a master’s

degree or equivalent plus completing the

Principal’s Qualification Program takes

four to five years at least. This process may

need to be streamlined or modernized as

it is simply too lengthy. It may well be that

the principalship itself has changed

sufficiently in the last few years that the

content of principal’s qualification courses

also needs to be overhauled.

The fact remains that time is very short

to develop what is almost a new genera-

tion of educational leaders. At this point,

this critical and growing problem does

not appear to be on any publicly available

priority lists of policy makers and supervi-

sory officers at either the provincial or

local board levels. The fact that the On-

tario Principals’ Council, a non-govern-

ment group, commissioned this study

speaks eloquently to the lack of engage-

ment of formal government decision

makers with the problem. The system is

drifting towards a serious leadership crisis.

There presently is a narrow window of

time to develop and put in place a strat-

egy to deal with the rapidly snowballing

number of retirements. But to do so the

problem of a principal and vice principal

shortage must be recognized, now as an
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urgent priority by the province and its

public school board leaders.

Ameliorate the role ‘dissatisfiers’
There are some serious dissatifiers

associated with the current roles of public

school principals and vice principals.

There is a high degree of overlap in the

ranking of dissatisfiers by principals and

vice principals and also by a large group

of educators who have opted not to

pursue careers in school administration at

this time. The current number of persons

obtaining principal’s qualifications annu-

ally will not be sufficient to ensure ad-

equate pools of applicants for the posi-

tions that will become vacant in the rest

of this decade. The growing numbers of

temporary Letters of Approval already

indicate this dilemma. It is certainly

arguable that these dissatisfiers are

barriers, which if ameliorated could result

in more people deciding to pursue careers

in school administration.

As indicated earlier, there are three

major classes of serious dissatisfiers

requiring attention.

(a) Improvements to the provincial
educational change
implementation process

Respondents and interviewees both

indicated, in very high numbers, that the

change management process used to

implement recent provincially driven

educational reforms is a problem. In the

broad field of policy analysis and public

management, there are well-developed

arguments to the effect that consideration

of implementation needs to be built into

policymaking and design from the begin-

ning. (See for example Pal (1997) and

Patton and Sawicki (1993). Recent at-

tempts to implement sweeping changes

to curricula, evaluation, finance reform

and teacher workload have been brought

with difficulty. The perception of respond-

ents in this study is that there are simply

too many changes to implement in too

short a time frame. The provincial change

management strategy is perceived to

have not allowed for sufficient focus

because there have been too many

initiatives at once. This is simply poor

management practice. (See for example

Drucker (1998). In addition, it is the view

of many respondents that provincial

authorities did not adequately anticipate

implementation needs such as; resources,

textbooks and professional development.

Further, the implementation schedule is

perceived as being consistently too short.

It is recommended that the government

draw upon the change management

expertise of experienced outsiders in both

the private and the public sectors when

considering future systemic changes. The

perceived inadequacies of the implemen-

tation strategy used since 1997 are

alienating large numbers of incumbent

principals and vice principals and poten-

tial principal candidates.

(b) Availability of resources at the
school level

Related to the above, the change man-

agement literature points to the need to

adequately resource the changes being

contemplated. Principals and vice princi-

pals as well as potential candidates who

have opted out of administration all

responded that the resources that have

been made available to implement the

reforms have been inadequate. These

responses were manifest in two main

areas; (1) resources made available to

meet the principal’s assessment of school

needs and (2) the amount of in school

staff support for the principals given

workload requirements.

Whether this problem area is attribut-

able to an overall shortfall of available
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financial resources to school systems and/

or decisions taken by school boards that

have allocated disproportionate cuts to

school level operations as opposed to

central or system wide functions cannot

be answered here. The fact remains that

overwhelming numbers of respondents

feel that principals and vice principals do

not have the resources (financial or staff )

to meet the demands of the job. This

matter needs to be addressed urgently —

and cooperatively by all parties. Currently,

scarce, expensive principal time is being

consumed on the most basic administra-

tive activities to keep the schools operat-

ing. Clerical staff could do many of the

tasks that occupy school administrators’

time much more cheaply, efficiently and

probably better. But, school boards have

drastically reduced the numbers of such

staff. It needs to be recognized that not

only is such use of principal and vice

principal time financially inefficient, but the

opportunity costs of this type of time

expenditure are immense. If engaged in

clerical or low-level management tasks

needed to keep a school functioning, in

school managers are not engaged in

leading the large number of changes that

have been legislated. Further, if schools are

not provided with adequate resources to

support the innovations required by the

province, the change management litera-

ture would suggest that the innovations will

not achieve their full benefit and certainly

not within the time frames expected. There

are those who would argue the solution as

simply to increase the amount of money

available for education. This alone however

will not solve the problem. The monies may

not get to the schools through board

channels for the purposes intended. It is

recommended that the province immedi-

ately and urgently, in cooperation with

boards and principals, examine the actual

resource needs of schools related to the

implementation of key initiatives required

by the province. This may also necessitate

an examination of the allocation procedures

used by boards to determine how much

money gets to individual schools.

(c) Principal time
The amount of time the job requires and

the amount of time to work with students

represent one third of the top six

dissatisfiers. The provision of adequate

resources to do the job as suggested

above will help to ameliorate the situa-

tion. But this alone will not address the

time related strains. In Ontario, principals

and vice principals are operating with role

descriptions that are decades old. A large

number of operational changes to the

position have occurred at a rapid rate in

the past decade. Incumbents are now

non-union members — management

personnel. They are change leaders in an

increasingly pluralist environment. Most

undoubtedly know less about cutting

edge developments in teaching and

learning than some of their teaching staff.

The old model of the principal may be an

anachronism in today ’s environment. It

needs redefinition to establish functions

and priorities consistent with the new

needs of today’s schools. This will provide

a more realistic framework in which

administrators can make decisions as to

how they should spend their time. Cur-

rently, too many are trying to be all things

to all people with the result that there are

complaints of overload. (It should be

noted that solely increasing salaries will

not solve this workload issue. It is a

structural problem.) It is recommended

that the province, together with appropri-

ate stakeholder groups, commission a task

force to review and redefine the role of

school principal and implement the

appropriate legislation and regulations

provincially and locally.
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Improve the climate between
stakeholders

Respondents and interviewees in this

study consistently pointed to the hostile

environment that exists between the

province and education stakeholder

groups as both a dissatisfier for incum-

bents and a deterrent to potential princi-

pals. While the acrimony between the

province and key stakeholder groups is

now of several years standing, all parties

must recognize that it is having a deleteri-

ous impact. It is hurting the morale of

both current principals and vice princi-

pals, the very lynchpins of “effective

schools” demanded by the government,

parents and taxpayers. It is also a major

factor in the decision of people who have

been identified as potential educational

leaders not to pursue careers as principals.

The rhetoric and name-calling by all

disputants is exacting too high a cost on

the provincial system of public education.

Adult agendas are being accorded a

higher priority than those of our students.

It is time for the key parties to the dis-

putes to exercise real leadership and take

the first steps towards meaningful coop-

eration in the interest of education. Until

the provincial educational climate

changes, educators with the potential to

be excellent principals and vice principals

will elect not to follow that career path in

droves, thus worsening the impending

shortage.

Recruitment, Leadership
Development, Training and
Certification
(a) Boards of education must act on
their corporate responsibility to
insure the development of
adequate leadership resources for
the board’s future.

In order to supply both an adequate

supply and an appropriately sized selec-

tion pool, for individual vacancies, it is

necessary to increase the size of the

provincial pool of potential candidates for

the principalship. Surprisingly, only about

one half of the boards responding to this

study have formal leadership develop-

ment programs run by the board. In many

boards, no formal leadership development

program exists and no central office

supervisory officer has formal responsibil-

ity for the identification and training of

the board’s future principals! Interviews

with 30 enrolees at four Principal Qualifi-

cations Programs in the summer of 2001

suggest that the role played by a mentor

was seen as a positive influence on the

decision of a majority of the enrolees to

enter principal’s certification programs.

This suggests the need to place greater

emphasis on this activity in the annual

career plans and evaluations of principals

and vice principals.

As the number of principal and vice

principal retirements increases, it is going

to become much more difficult for some

boards to recruit from a rapidly decreas-

ing pool of qualified persons outside the

board. Boards increasingly will need to

“grow their own replacements. Trustees

must take the corporate responsibility to

ensure that adequate human resource

development systems are in place within

their school boards. Simply ignoring this

basic corporate responsibility is not

acceptable. Those boards that do not

make this a priority will not only have

shortfalls, they may also find themselves

being “raided” by other boards that place

higher priority on the principalship.

(b) Boards need to explore new
ways to allow potential principals to
learn ‘first hand’ about the job.

Virtually all of the principal qualification

program enrolees who were interviewed

did believe principals had the power to
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make a difference unlike their counter-

parts who chose not to become principals.

Through the use of mentoring or job

shadowing, potential leaders can become

more informed about the real possibilities

in the role of the principal. Principals

course enrolees who were interviewed

cited opportunities that they had been

given to play a leadership role at the

school or board level as the second

highest ranked reason they decided to

seek the principal’s qualifications. The

provision of meaningful mentoring or,

special assignments takes vision and

system flexibility to provide teachers with

the opportunity to be involved in leader-

ship roles. The provision of such opportu-

nities means that potential candidates

need to be freed from their regular duties

for meaningful amounts of time. There is

no doubt this will cost money but, it is an

investment in the board’s human capital

that must be recognized as a priority. To

not make such incremental expenditures,

is to mortgage the board’s future leader-

ship capacity.

(c) The requirements for principal
certification need review.

Policy makers must ask, “Are all of the

pre-requisites currently demanded,

actually required for the new principal-

ship?” Is it essential that all future princi-

pals hold concentrations in three divisions

in addition to five years experience and a

master’s degree? The reality in other

jurisdictions where professional creden-

tials have become overly burdensome and

the job less attractive is that the shortage

is “fixed” by hiring ‘non-educators’. (See for

example Goldstein 2001) Educational

professionals surely have an incentive to

streamline their own certification require-

ments so that such radical solution as

hiring non-educators is not necessary.

Decision makers must also confront the

findings in this study that both the costs

of obtaining certification and the time

required away from family for many

young candidates are big deterrents. The

certification system needs to be stream-

lined and modernized to allow for more

rapid and less costly completion of the

requirements.

If there was sufficient flexibility in the

requirements, innovative boards might

implement practices such as internships

for candidates of high potential in lieu of

some of the present course requirements.

Consortia of coterminous boards could

develop leadership programs that would

not require enrolees to travel to distant

locations.

(d) Finally, the delivery of principals’
qualification programs need to be
modernized and made more user
friendly.

Given modern technology, there should

be no reason for potential candidates to

travel considerable distances at their own

expense for all course components.

Course delivery agents must urgently

explore, in cooperation with the Ontario

College of Teachers, new modern and

efficient modes of course delivery. This is

not something that should be subjected

to long term study. The need for stream-

lining is urgent given the rapid rates of

retirement confronting Ontario’s public

school boards.

Revision of local practices
It is clear from the interviews in this

study that in addition to taking more

responsibility for the development and

training of future principals, boards need

to re-assess some of their existing admin-

istrative practices.

(a) Review placement criteria
With the amalgamation of many boards,

the sheer geographical size became huge.
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Too many boards place “successful” vice

principal and principal competition

winners in the “first available” opening.

This often results in principals and vice

principals being required to travel long

distances or, face the prospect of uproot-

ing their families for a few years. Boards

need to examine, with the appropriate

stakeholder groups, ways in which their

geography might be broken into more

manageable placement regions thus

decreasing the entry barrier of travel time

seen by many potential candidates.

(b) Review selection and
recruitment processes for bias

Surprisingly, 25 per cent of interviewees

identified “perceived bias and ‘cronyism’ in

the board’s principal and vice principal

selection processes as a barrier to entry. It

is strongly recommended that boards

review their selection processes with

particular attention being paid to charac-

teristics of the organization’s culture that

may bias that process. This will require

input from a wide variety of perspectives.”

(c) Review salary and perquisites
Finally, salary and perquisites require

review. Sixty-two per cent of all survey

respondent principals and vice principals

saw it as a dissatisfier. This will certainly

increase an importance as the shortage of

principal and vice principals increases.

Market forces will be such that boards

with the best salary and fringe benefit

packages will have a competitive advan-

tage in the recruitment of current princi-

pals and vice principals from other boards

where insufficient attention is paid to

these matters. This is not a matter to be

taken lightly as such differentiation

between boards already exists and is

becoming well known among incumbent

principals. It is predicted that these gaps

will increase as the competitive market for

excellent candidates increases. Boards

that have not paid attention to their

reward systems will certainly lose princi-

pals and vice principals as a result.

CONCLUSION
Ontario public school boards face an

imminent and large principal and vice

principal shortage. Retirements of principals

in the next 8-9 years will approximate or

exceed 80 per cent. Little, if anything, is

currently being done by the province,

provincial agencies or the majority of public

school boards to prepare for this shortage.

Many of the disincentives to becoming a

principal have been identified here and

recommendations have been made to

ameliorate them. Many are simply inconsist-

ent with sound management practice. The

way in which future leaders are identified,

nurtured, trained and certificated also needs

attention. All of these problem areas will

require immediate, concerted, cooperative

action by all effected parties. Realistically

this is a huge challenge in today’s highly

charged educational environment. But, the

failure to do so will inevitably result in the

same kinds of solutions being proposed

within a very few years that are now being

implemented in several American cities.

(Goldstein 2001). But, this need not be the

inevitability. As Blackman and Fenwick

(2000) note; “It is important that the

principal shortage be resolved in ways

that preserve the role of professional

leaders in schools… The challenge

districts face is to encourage the able to

be willing.” [emphasis mine]

The looming shortage of principals and

vice principals is a shared problem of the

province, its public school boards and the

profession. The challenge is, will they

cooperatively accept ownership and

responsibility for developing appropriate

remedies? The window of opportunity for

meaningful action is quickly but surely

closing.


