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A Study of Principals' Administrative
Effectiveness and Their
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Research Scholar

Abstract : The present research

~ paper is a description of the Principals'

Administrative Effectiveness and their

~ Institutional Academic Performance in

the important salient aspect of School
Administration and Management. The
study under: this division : U.P. and
C.B.S.E. Boards, This division is done to
keep proper representation of schools
from all areas, The total 68 secondary
schools ‘were selected randomly. The
sample belongs 68 secondary schools
from U,P, Board and C.B.S.E. The
selection -of  the schools indicates the
selection of principals and academic
performance of that school. To get data
on Principal's Administrative Effective-
ness, "Administrative Effectiveness
Scale" was administered on teachers of
that: school. So the 5 teachers were
selected randomly from each secondary
schools of the sample. All students of ITX
classes were selected from 68 secondary
schools for getting scores on "Institu-
tional Academic Performance", The total
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numbers of students were 8803.

Key Words : Principal, Teachers,
Academic Performance, Effectiveness,
Students. Introduction: - A sound
administration is a sine qua non for any
organization aiming at achieving its
goals. Administration is the growth of
skills in dealing with human relationship
which constitute the essential knowledge
of administration effectiveness. The
difference between effectiveness and
efficiency is that the test of effectiveness
is the accomplishment of the common
pwpose of organization, while the test of
the efficiency is the eliciting of the
individuals will to co - operate.
Acministration denotes the ability of the
administration to achieve the goals and
objective of the organization .the
discussion relates the administration
which consist of the definitions, history
and Background, administration effec-
tiveness and how to be an effective
administrator. Management procedure in
any organization significantly influence
how well organization often its goals and
objective. Management procedures that
are effective invariably foster the
attainment of goals of the organization.

Need and Significance of the Study: -
In a school, the principal holds a key
position and is the coordinating agency

the balance and ensuring the harmonious
development of pupils. He has the ability
to design such an organizational climate
in his institution, which is conductive for
the total personality development of the
learners. His administrative ability
affects teachers directly satisfy them,
provides the freedom of work and affects
students indirectly through the medium
of teachers. Many researches have been
done in this context as the effect of
principal's leadership or administrative
behaviour on the climate of the
organization, teachers alienation etc.
very few researchers have been
conducted to look the direct impact of
principals administrative behavior on
students academic achievement. This
was tried to know only that different
types of administrative style keep an
impact on students to gain more
achievement or not. A set of desirable
behaviours requires operating the
functioning the school for a principal.

Objectives of the Study : -

1. To find out difference between the
Institutional Academic Performance of
Principal's with High Administrative
Effectiveness and Low Administrative
Effectiveness.

2. To find out difference between the
Principal's Administrative Effectiveness
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of UP. Board and C.B.SE. Board
S econdary Schools.

3. To find out difference between the
Academic Performance of U.P, Boarg
and C.B.S.E. Board Secondary Schools.

Hypothesis : -

. 1. Thatb there is no sig.nifjlcant Statistical Techniques : - The
dlffcren(.?e c;tween the Institutional researcher has used Pearson Product
Af:adcn.nc Per oTn}ance. of the Pru.101pal's Moment techniques to calculate scores,
with High Administrative Effectiveness to test. 't' test and 'f' test were also use to
and Low Administrative Effectiveness, calculate scores

2, That there is no significant Delimitations of the Study :- This
difference between the Principal's study is delimited to rural and urban
Administrative Effectiveness of U.P. and Secondary schools Students, Teachers

Population and Sample : - The
Population for the study is consisted of
the total number of Principals, Teachers
and Students of all U.P. and C.B.S.E.

Boards Secondary Schools of Morada-
bad District,

C.B.S.E. Board Secondary Schools. and Principals of Moradabad District.

3. That there is no significant Analysis and Interpretation of
difference between the Institutional Data:
Academic Performance of U.P. and Hypothesis-1 That there is no
C.B.S.E. Board Secondary Schools. significant difference between the

Methods of the Study : The Institutional Academic Performance of
researcher has used the Ex-Post factor the Principal's with High Administrative
method in which an attempt is made to Effectiveness and Low Administrative
study the administrative effectiveness of  Effectiveness.

the Principals of Secondary Schools.

Table No-1
Imﬂtuﬂon.al Academlc Performance of Principal’s with High Academic Effectiveness (HAE) and
XX Low Academic Effectiveness (LAE)
Group-A Group-B

Mean on Institutional Academic Performance (IAP) Principal’s with |  267.88 24241
HAE and LAE (M)
SD on Institutional Academlc Performance (IJAP) with HAE and LAE | 3041 22.03
(o)
Numbers of Schools (N) 40 28

t — value — 5.42

df = 70
Table value - .01 -2.65
1 .05 -2.00




In the table-1 it is clearly shows that
the mean on Institutional Academic
Performance (IAP) of Principals with
high Administrative Effectiveness is
having the mean score 267.88 and the
mean on Institutional Academics
Performance (IAP) of Principals with
- low Administrative Effectiveness (PAE)
have the mean scores 242.41. SD for both
the group is 30.41 and 22.03 respectively.
The number of schools is 40 and 28
related to both groups. After applying the
t- test (Independent group and large
sample), the value observed as 5.42. The
level of significance, given in the D table

at .01 levels is 2.65 and the significance
level at .05 levels is 2.00. The number of
schools is 68 but the researcher used 7(
df for the convenience. This shows that
the t- value of the both group is
significant at both the levels of means
difference between Institutional Acade-
mic Performance (IAP) of Principals
with high Administrative Effectiveness
and low Administrative Effectiveness.

Hypothesis-2 That there is no
significant difference between the
Principal's Administrative Effectiveness
of U.P. and C.B.S.E. Board Secondary
Schools.

oy . |

Table No- 2
Principal’s Administrative Effectiveness of U.P and C.B.S.E. Boards Schools
Group-A | Group-B

Mean on Principal’s Administrative Effectiveness (PAE) of U.P. and 127.21 124.21

C.B.S.E. Schools (M)

SD on Principal’s Administrative Effectiveness (PAE) of UP. and 25 16.67

C.B.S.E. Schools (o)
' Numbers of Schools (N) 39 29 |
i t— value — 0.86 |
j df =70 !
) Table value - 01 -2.65 |
| .05 -2.00 /|

16.87 respectively. The numbers of |
Government and Public schools are 39 1|
and 29. After applying the t-test |
(Independent group and large sample), |
the value observed is 0.86. The level of
significance given in the table at .01 level
is 2.65 and the significance level at .05

In the table 2, it is clearly shown that
the mean on Principal's Administrative
Effectiveness (PAE) of U.P. board
schools is 127.21 and the mean on

' Principal's Administrative Effectiveness
(PAE) of C.B.S.E. board schools is
124.25. SD for both the group is 9.25 and
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levels 18 2.00, The df is considered 70,
This shows that the t-value is not
significant at both levels of mean
difference between Principal
Administrative Effectiveness of U,P, and
C.B.S.E. Schools,
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Hypothesis-3 That there is no
significant difference between the
Institutional Academic Performance of

U.P. and CB.S.E, Board Secondary
Schools,

Table No- 3
Institutional Academic Performance of U.P and C.B.S.F., Boards SBchook
Group-A | Group-B |
Mean on Institutionsl Academic Performence (IAF) of U.P, and | 25605 77162 |
C.B.8.E. Schools (M) |
SD on Institutional Academic Performance (IAP) of UP, snd | 24,17 396 |
CB.S.E. Schools (o) ‘
Numbers of Schools () 79 729 |
t — value — 1,898 .:
df =70
Table vahie - .01 -2.56 l
05-2.00 J
In the table-.3, it is clearly shown between Institutional Aczademic
that mean on Institutional Academic Performance of U.P. and C.B.S.E.

Performance (JAP) of U.P. schools is
256.05 and the mean on Institutional
Academic Performance of C.B.S.E.
schools is 271.62. SD for both the groups
is 24.17 and 38.96 respectively. The
numbers of U.P. board schools are 39 and
C.B.S.E. board are 29. After applying t-
test (Independent group and large
sample), the observed value is 1.898. The
level of significance given in table at .01
levelsis 2.65 and the significance level of
05 levels is 2.00. The df is considered 70.
This shows that the t- value of either of
the groups is not significant at both the
levels of mean difference. The difference
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Schools is not significant.
Findings/Result : It is clear that
Principal is that direct force to motivate
or make much healthy environment of
the schools, where students can develop
their potential at maximum level. This
study shows that Principal’s
Administration affect the Academic
Performance of Students. If a principal is
high or more effective in his/her
functioning of Administration, the
Institution/school will get good
performance in the form of high
academic scores of students. The finding
of this hypothesis-2 is that Administ-
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rative behaviour of principals is same in
UP. and CB.S.E. boards secondary
schools. Both principals are performing a
variety of behaviour. Therefore, it is not
matter of principals' Administrative
Effectiveness whether they are working
in U.P. and C.B.S.E. boards schools.

Both types of schools are administered
by high and low administrative

schools get the same level of academic
scores. It is not necessary that students of
U.P. and C.B.S.E. boards schools wil]
achieve only high Institutional Academic
Performance or low Institutional
Academic Performance. These schools
perform both high and low level of
academic performance of their students.

Effectiveness Principals. The finding of
th’s hypothesis-® is that Institutional
A.: «mi  “erformance is found similar
in U.P. aad C.B.S.E. boards secondary
schools. The students of both groups of
schools are same in their Academic
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