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Abst razt 
/- 

c3 The purpose of t h i s  s t u d y  w a s  t o  

p r i n c i p a l s  behave as t h e y  do i n  t h e i r  

a > -- 

exp lo re  t h e  reasons  why, 

r o l e ( s )  as i n s t r u c t i o n q l  * ,i 

* 

l e a d e r  and t o  r e l a t e  t h e i r  behavliors to-a b a s i c  p e r s p e c t i v e  on 
-4 

- t h e  seko01 as an o r g a n i z a t i o n .  Three q u e s t i o n s  formed t h e  
22. 

, s t u d y ' s  focus : What a r e  . t h e  beeaviors  f e l t  ;t$ be c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  
r; q4 - - 

-II 

What m o t i v a t e s  a p a r t i c u l a r  prihcipal--Lo act., a r  n o t  act., i n  

certain w a y s  as an i n s t r u c t i p n a l  l e a d e r .  A s  t h i ' s  s t u d y  w a s  

exp lp rq tp ry  i n  n a t u r e  and r a s  nbt intended t o  be q u a n t i t a t i v e ,  
> 

, 
it% *f ind ings  were hot. cons idered  t o  be g e n e r a l i z a b l e  t o  o t h e r  

Z se t t ings  . 
- 

A ' l i t e r a t u r e  review focused on s y n t h e s i z i n g  f i n d i n g s  i n  
,5y 
C 

two major a r e a s  of r e s e a r c h :  t h e  t a s k s ,  q u a l i t i e s  arid s k i l l s  4 
-4 

found t o  be common t o  t h e  b a s i c  f u n c t i o n i n g  of  p r i r i d i p a l s  i n  

a l l  areas o;P t h e i r  qgrn in i s t r a t ive  work and t h e  F ~ l e s  and 
3, 

behaviors  found t.o be c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of p r i n c i p a l s  .who are 

i )  e f f ~ t i v e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  l e a d e r s .  As +he r a t i n g  s c a l e  used i n  

t h i s  s t u d y  was i t s e l f  developed through an e x t e n s i v e  r e v i g b  of 
/ - . n 

effective schools  l i t e r a t u r e ,  i t s  d e l i n e a t i o n  of v a r i a b l e s  was 

used as t h e  c o n s t r u c t  f o r  t h i s  s t u d y ' s  l f t d r a t u r e O  Yeview. y he 

l i m i t a t i o n s  g e n e r a l  t o  e f f e c t i v e  s c h o o l s  research were also - 

**,. ' reviewed. 1 

$ 

The \subjects f o r  t h i s .  s t u d y  were s e l e c t e d  as p r i n c i p a l s  of - 
,' 

+* 02 

I 





- & t h e  general i n s t r u c t i o n a l  effectiveness of schools in this , - 

r, 4 %3 -2 

b - ( I .  

.r; 
which ana lyses  - .  th; structure of s&ool .i orgladization . 'r as a 

I 
" p r o f e s s i o n a l  bureaubracy" and holds  i m p l i c e i o n s  for sqhool  

I" * -  - .* 

leadership .<  Impl ica t ions  f o r  f u r t h e r  research were presentM. 
.&: '. *-* 

*. t 
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The purpose af this study is to explore the reasons w h y  

scbml principals bshave arr they do in their role as 
e' 

iaetmctimal leader and to relate their behaviors to a basic 

psrsgmtive, an the suhwl 's organiea%ional nature. 

Instruction nowadays is receiving increased, detailed 

- . &tention as' the critical process for rsa1i.i~ aomplsx goals 

in &cation. This -stems from the #funeral forces of change at 

. , p l a y  within the -Jar fields of our sociaty's activity. Over 

the course of the past f e w  decades, two mjor developments in - I 

the Unit& States appear to have given impetus to a currant 
r? 

drive far effac%ive instruc%fon in our schools. ' 
t :;c . a  .. - 

In 1964, the Unitad States supre& Court clearly 

aohawled&t#t that a ssc3hool oan make a significant d i f f a r a n ~ e ~ i n  

q ohild'o adifsvsssnt buth arr a s t d & t  - - and as an adult. The 

atatarent affirmed a b&ic right of all children to equal 

udu~atfmal ~mportunity aad sobools ware uonssquentPy obliged 

to gusrarstue tbirr right, Suab fortchrfght public. acknclwledgmnt 

(Pfnccm, 1982; 17). Federal, state, arrd distriot programs were 
I 



2 
designed .to address the challenge. Parents &d community 

leaders became much more directly invalved as clients and - - - 

. directors of the schooling enterprise. Mministrator , 

<espoasibi 1 ities changed rbpidly in. range and .volume &d an + 

unprecedented emphasis was placed on a school's ability to 
i- 

0 - - 
manage both educational programs and public relations 

It seems that the days of safe encapst  lat ti on within 
the walls of the schoolhouse are at-an end for most 

- school administrators.' A closed-system view of 
ducat i .  ' s organieat ional world has been replaced by 
the realization that themschool must nedessarily be 
involved fully with its surrounding environment. 
(Morris et a1,1982; 691) 

0 

$ 

In 1966, the fundamental ability of schools tosguarantee 
- 

equal aducatimal opportunity regardless of racial or 

socio-economic b~ckground appeared to be seriously questioned 

by the findings of the colaman Report. Esualitv of Education J 

Opportunity (19.66). As the findings of the report were. 

initially interpreted and subsequently reinforced through 

subsequent studies (Jencks et a1, IWZ),  schools became 
+%h."2c. 

critically vie* as making little difference in pupil 
, 

achievement and as having low potenttal for overcoming 

"educatibnal disadvantages'related to poverty and minority 

status" (~inero, 1982). 

Obviously, the Coleman Report had a significsnt effect on 

the direction of educational research and, subsequently, on 
- 



. " 

3 
instructional gtract icbs . Larry cuban c i ~ i i i ~ ~ & ~ ~ t i ~ ~ ~ t  as 

follows: 

Researchers in the mid- to l~te-1970's reacted 
sharply to the 1966 Coleman Report and its progeny, 
which suggested that teachers and administrators 
could have little'effect on student achievement. One 

- line of research was based on the linkage between 
teaching practices and improved test scores - the 
coin of the realm a la Coleman; another utilized 
invsstigationp of schools which , given their ethnic 
and socio-economic mix of students, produced . 
unexpectedly high test score gains. Both strands of 
research identified teacher behaviors and school 
practices that intersected neatly with practitionar 
wisdom onowhat schools should do to become 
academically productive. (Cuban,1984;130). 

2 Resea chers and innovators, either by choice or by 

directive, have become preoccupied with defining and 

-determining effective instructional practices. Ministry 

standards have become more definite. School district. policies 

and prdgrams have become more explicit in their instructional 

guidelines and expectations. The'classroom skills and 

strategies of teachers are becoming increasingly precise and . -- - - -  J" 
specialized. The principal, khrough the role of hstzwtional . 

leadership, is more recently perceived as a potent catalytic 

agent, and this receives significant attention in the thrust 
- - 

for school improvement. This 

Cuban in the following day: 

sequence of evhnts is outlined by 

- 

Practitioners seldom wait for researchers to signal 
that school improvement can move forward. Nor h a d  
the substantial methodological problems in the 
research findings on effeutive sohools halted 
policymakers from converting them irito programs. With 

, a quick look over their shoulders at a skeptioal -- 
pub1 ic, many school boards and -superintenderits, 



believing tha* %ightly couple& o r g ~ ~ f o n ~  
affect children' s academic perfhrmance, have moved- 
quickly to implement a8 growing body of research- on 

. effect~ve,schoo~s. I do not sugeW that-poIicies 
anchored'more in faith tpan in statistical 

-significance are misguided. On the contrary, I - - 
suggest that policies are forged in a crucible that 
mixes political realities, practitioner wisdom, /-,, ' . 
technical expertise, and whatever can be extracted \,, --. 
from research. The task is difficqlt because the \ k q ~ ~ H  

% 
L 

empirical res arch seldom reveals clear causal links 
to policy, d et practitioners, who must make 
decisions every ay, are anxious to locate those L 
decisions in a t chnical" rationality. 
(Cuban, 1984; 130). t 

4 - , , 

economh, -political and social changes occurring in oui 

Schools - today are regularly caTled upon to respond to 

society. At this particular juncture in an ongoing cycle,' the 

causes and validity of the call for effective instruc%~onal 

practices ape a response to change. Research has been able to 

identify such practices with increasing precision and has also 

underscored the centrality of the principal's role as 

instructional leader in pr&ting .and implementing these 
' %* 

. -- practices (~lumberg & Greenfield, 1980; Bossert et a1,1982+ -- 

Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982; Purkey & Smith, 1983). An important 

focus for further study,. therefore, is the identification of 

those basic factors that motivate and enable today's school 
I 

principal to act as an effective instructional leader. 



Goodlad (1983a), Cuban (1984) and numerous other 

researchers, writers and practitioners acknowledge the fact 

that, in spite of all that has been clearly, emphatically and 

comprehensively established in the way of recommended 

behaviors, styles and practices for effective school 

lsadership, mere. access to such pertinent knowledge and 

informatipn seems to do little to25sure its effective 

application. 

In his discussion of school effectiveness research policy 

and practice, Larry Cuban states: 
A- 

9' 

Within the last decade a f e w  scholars have produced 
behavioral descriptions of principals and 
superintendents. Yet the tasks that administrators 
choose to work on, the language they use, the 
discretion they employ, the symbols they manipulate, 

t h e  incentives they extend, the style and commitment 
they project - all dance beyond the grasp of 
researchers. (Cuban, l884;_146 ) 

The challenge, then, is to unveil the forces and influenceq 

that moLivate effective leadership behavior, the forces and 

influences which produce what Cuban describes as' "the 
\ 

oonnective tissue": 
- .  

. . . the m n n  ctive tissue, tha set of behaviors 
that principal 6 engage in to develop a school climate 
that supports academic aclirevement - to gain staff 
comnitment, tq engender high expectations, to 
supervise imij!v$dual teachers and the entire 
instructional L ptogram, while carrying on the varied 
aa8 complex duties conneczted with maintaining order 

/ 

6 - - .;' 



-. 
in the school - none of thdse'complex, interacting 
behaviours has been linked in the literature to the 
production of higHer test scores. . . Practitioner - 

faith and folk wisdom sustain the conviction that 
school-site leadership makes a difference. . . 

,- , (Cuban, 1984; 145) -_ 

What are some of the basic factors wh'ch motivate and 

enable a prlhcipal to lead effectively, to make the .active v 

# 

connection between ePfective theory and effective practice? 

A 
t 

To address this central question, three . ther questions 

will be considered: (1) What are the behaviors currently 

thought to be characteristic of principals who are effective 

instructional leaders,? ( 2 )  To what extent do principals in 

4 / given settings display the behaviors which are characteristic 

, of ef fqctive ~~~~~cructional leaders? (3) What =motivates a - * 
particular principal to act, or not act, in certain ways as an 

instructional leader? 

The following outline of the methods employ& and B 

statement of limitations for the study provide a basis for an 

exploration of the three questions. 

Outline of Methdolocly. Four principals were chosen as the 

subjects .for this study. The criteria for their selection 

include : 

- their having been assigned to their school for a minimiirn 

of thr'ee consecutive years. 
- 



theref ore, sub jeut to common district pol idies, guiddines 

support services. I , 

- their being involved with schools which share .a similar 
t- 

blend of student groups with a relatively common socio-economic , 

background,. t 

- t h e b  being assigned to schools with student achievement 

levels at, br above, district j / and provincial averages. 

5 
r 

I A review of current l'iterature was used to illuminate the . 
I " 

principal's importance as instructional leader an@ the 

behaviors associated with effective instructional leader~~ip. 

The review was designed to provide a synthesis of findings on 
- 

\ 

both counts. 

C -/ - 
To assess the extent to which the subjects individually 

display the behaviors effective instructional leaders, the 
I 

study w e d  an instrument developed by Philip Hallinger entitled 
1 

Principal Instrwtional Management Rating Scale (1985). It 

lists seventy behaviors found to be characteristic of effective 

instructional leaders, groups them in eleven subscales of 

activity, and ealls for a rating of the frequency with which 

= - each behavior is displayed by-the principal in a given setting. 

Thb survey is completed by the teaching staff and the 

principal. * 



8 
Focused interviews were conducted wi6h -each-pri;ncip- 

follow-up to 4 patterns and elements revealed by the survesu 
/ 

f in each school, and as a means of identifying the:factorc! 
:. 

causing the principal to act in certain ways. 
1 

Limitations. This study is an exploratory %investigation of 

the research quesetons in relation to the chosen settings. As 
t 

. the study-is confined to four schools not random19 selected, ' 

the.findings are not generalizable to other settings. The 

study's investigator is also the interviewer. Therefore, there 

is a possibility of bias in the interpretation 

The investigator/interviewe also a colleague of the 
- Fa' 

subjects. This fact may have caused the subjects to stress the 

positive aspects of their performance, but m& also have caused 

them to be particularly'accura6e in their responses and to 

avoid elaborate details. 

Project Organizakion. This study is organized and reported' 

in five chapters. Chapter one outlines the problem to be 

explored and provides background to the study questions, an 

overview of the methodology &d a statement of limitations. 

Chapter two presents a literature ' review synthesizing recent 

findings regarding &he principal's role as instructional leader , 

and behaviors found to be characteristic of edfective 

instructional leaders. Chapter three details the methods and 

.procedures used for the gathgring and analysis of data and 

information. Chapter f w r  repcsrts -,a the findings from both., the 
J 

: .",. survey instrument used and the fo~~uaed interviews with 
" >A* 

*:i 



-* ' 

r .- --- - n 

principals. This &apter also comments upon the nature of the 

< findings from these two processes. Chapter five summarizes, 

examines and analyses the overall findings of the study with a 
* 

view to recognizing and explaining particular patterns of 

leadership behavioTin relation to the study's original 



CHAPTER TWO 
C 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter reviews current research findings regarding 

the role and effeotiveness of the principal. Specific attention 
, 

is given to the nature of instructional leadership. The 

literature review considers the limitations of the researoh and 
- /- - - 

t h ~  broad range of responsibi 1 ities characterizing the . 
4 

principalship. This provides a frame of reference for a close 

examination of the activities and behaviors commonly held to be .. 
characteristic of effective instructional leaders. A 

Limitations of the Research 

Many cff the limitations .of the research into effective 

sch~ols and instructional leadership stem from methodoloQ!cal 
-- 

problems which reduce the generalizability of the findings 

(Hallinger,1985). An outline of these problems is presented 

here as a general qualification for the review of the nature of 

4 the principalship and the roles and functions of instructional 
- 

leadership presented in the subsequent sections of the chapter. 
f"  

3 

Context. School effectiveness researuh over the past I 

several years has effectively refuted ~oieman's (1806) 

assertion that the socio-economic status of students accounts 

almost entirely for the variance in student outcomes. Whfls a 

general tositive correlation can ba found between a high SES 
d' 



D .  

t 11 
cbmpsitton in a mt-raai poputatim ~ a c t r i m m m m t ~  

- 

(Jones, l986), recent research on school effectiveness indicates G+ - 
> 

that student aohievement is also influenced by a variety of 

factors related to the quality of insbruction, characteristics 
* * 

-of the school organization and leadership and the impact of 

that school as a social system (Goodlad,1983a; Rutter et 

al, 1879). 

While school effectiveness research provides support for 

the notion that &dent outcomes may be subject to influence 

through the nanipulatioq gf within-school factors>%at& 
. g8- i m*.~ 

i 
'1 - 

must be considered in applyine the findings. First, tAe 

generalizability of the findings has been questioned. The - 
d a ~ o r i t ~  of %he research *dm carried out in the context of 

4c 
0 

-k 
urban, low-income and/or minority schools within the United- 

w 
' ss 

States (Bossert et a1,1982; Hallinger,1985; Purkey.& <. 
- - 

Smith,l983; Sweeney,l982). One cannot assume that school 

charactkiptics idsntif ied as assoe$&ted with achievement in 

these settings automatically apply to all others. Further, the ,*'. 

/ research has tended to focus on "outlier" schools, those that 

are unusually effective are compared and &ntras$ed with those 

that are unusually ineffective. The research doos not supper$ 

conclusions with respect to "average" schools (Purkey & 

Smith, 1983). 

1 
k-' 

- A second caveat relates to the correlational nature of the 

- - resear*. Its Rowan at a1 ( 1983) point out, "most of the 
'tu 

identified relationships between school-level faotors end 



orbrings. " Thus, while certain clusters or- patterns of 

characteristics seem to be a s s o ~ i a t ~  with student achievement 

in specific types of schools, it cannot be said with any 

certainty that these characteristics cause high achievement in 

, *  the schools studied, or that they will improve achievement in 
A v  

. 
all. schools. 7 

C (" 

Sample Size. Many studies begin by sifting through large 

populations using statistical procedures m d  arrive at case 

studies with samples of between 2 and 12 schasls (Purkey & - 

Smith,1983). Examples include Weber,1971:4 sch.001~; Venezky and 
\ 
Winfield,l979: 2 schoo1.s; Glenn,1981: 4 schools; Brookover and 

Lezotte,l979: 8 schools; Levine and Stark,l981: 4 schools; 

Rutter et a1,1979: -12 schools; Trisman et a1,1976: 6 schools 

(cited in Sweeney, 1982); Hallinger et a1,1985: 10 schools. J 

- Measures. Outcome measures are gften limited to student - 
:. achievemenq on tests of basic skills in reading and 

mathematics. While t,his does not necessarily reduce the 
9 

validity of the leadership studies, it does "tend to limit the 

ability to generali3,e findings when schools with 

characteristics different from those noted above and school 

objectives other th& student aohievement are considered" 

(Hallinger, 1888; 218). Many studies do not -inelude data or, in 

some cases, a description of methodology in their reports 



Data Gathering., Methods for data gatheping vary greatly 
J 

across studies. Soma studis4 uke s-t&c~& or mstrnctuW 

interviews, some uee surveys and others focus on brief or 

extended on-site observations (Leithwood & Montgomery,lQ83; 

Purkay & Smith,1982). Few studies are truly longitudinal& a 
1 

notable exception being Fifteen Thousand Hours by wtter et 
. - -- 

a1,(1999). As a result, no empirical link ~ a n  be made beCween 

leadership practices and higher test scores- (Cuban,1984). 
9 

I 

Lack of Explanatory Models and Behavioral Indicators? 
* 

Given that most research in linking educational leadership to 
X / - 

school effectiveness consists either of isolated &grassion 
P 1 

hnalyses oryase studies, there is a general lack of detailed 

model&. tq explain the findings (Purkey and Smith, 1983) .,. - 

Therefore, findings interpreted in lieu of the existence of 

such models yield little guidahce for the development of 

policies or strategies for the improvement of-schools through a 
4 

focus on leadership .(Hallinger,1985; Purkey & SmithJ1983). 

At the same time, a majority of the existing literature 
* 

,+?' , 
does little dtranslate general indicators of effect iweness 

into testable behaviors (Rallinger, l98q). Further resear'ch is 

needed to specify the behaviors and practices that make up such 

general indicators as "cobrdinating curriculum" or "monitoring 
I .  

student progress" in order to identify the conditions under 
- 

whioh thby operate 2 3  to test them in the school context 

(Cuban, 1084; Hallinger, 1985; Purkey & Smith, 1983). The Hallinger 

study (1986) is one reoent attempt to specify such indicators. 
t 

-- 
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A With these limitations serving as a necmmsrary t m ~ C r C C t R t , - - - - ~  
. -I 

---'the following section of this chapter reviews findings \ 

. - 
regarding the nature of the principalship. 

4. - 7 1 

TheeNature of the Principalship 2-33 

2 .% ;f".: 

il \ '  

* ..-Bir 

As this- study focuses on the-structi'onal leade;ship role 
3 .* 
4 of the principal, it is recognize *that this is one * 

. 
of a variety of roles common to a leadership. If 

- 
i 

-the ,- role - is t,o occupy a place af\central importance for the 
. Z$ 

a. r- 

principal, it *&ust be through the discretion and organiastional 
-a, 

ability of the individual principal (Blumberg arid' 

Greenfield, 1980; Bossert et a1,1983 ; Leithwood & . - 

Montgomery, 1982). , 
+ 

I -- 
1 

F 
As one might expect, a wealth of studies exist's- an the j 

I *  

'- topic'of a principal's tasks. An explanation for this fact 

derives from an observation made in the previous chapter and in 

the studies themselves, that the past decade has seen a 
I 

increased emphasis on the importance of the principal's roles 

to effective schooling. Consequently, a great deal more 

attention is being paid to the changing roles, functions and CC 

shifting priorities of school administrators (~usth, - 1979; 
Q I 

. Blumberg & Greenfield, 1980). 
. - 2  - 

1. 

- 

The literature is variq in its treatsent of the 

prinqipalship. being selectiv in many instances and rve;en L - j 



#hila .t;hmse two areas of aansideration are interoonne+sd, 
* - 

it is useful ,w attempt SORW separate m a 1 y s i ~ .  s i n &  a 
-7 - 

princiGl rust ultimately manipulate and balance t h e s e  role 

alrpcmtatima if affective inatructfonal leadership is s&n to 

uaffy Tasks. Thrdughout t h e  studies reviewed, there seemed 

to be genuraf agreement that the daily ta sks  of the principal 

sre (aany, varied,  ocour unpredictebly and average short 

Xn srrarsy instances, t h e  literature expressed - the idea that a 

princkpal 's day is typical ly nan-typical . A principal 's day 

twtdo to csmsiat of "currant, specific, non-routine, -- 
d 

. -!I-defined tasks" (Mintsberg, 1874) which regu'ire "more doing 

than t h f  nking" (Sadmay, 1980) and which .emphasiote verbal 

itatbraation (Mfntabsrg, 1974). 

Xa . f u ~  effort to  analyse the .daily tasks of principals, K. 

D. Petersen ( 1978) &wed attention on the  d a i l y  wo;k of two 

prfneipalo in a large, midwastarn city in the United States. 

B)&UI gmnaral obaerfntian, that the prinoipal's day consists of 

wry short tasks, was supported by finditigs showing an average 



- - . b 

of thirteen activities per hour with a range of "from four to 

almost fifty activiti&:per hour. " Most activities &re found 

to last an-average of one to two minutes and over 85% of-the - 
-.principafPe time w& found to be taken & by tasks lasting less 

than nine minutes. u 

Ultimately, Petcrsen grouped the range and-variety of. 

observed activities into five major functional categories : ( 1 j 

working with students, (2) working with professi.una1 staff, (3) 
d 

interacGing with parents, ( 4) planning arid coordinat,ing + 

curri~zular or instructional programs, (5) genera!. - 
' C  

administrative tasks. , 

In many ways, these categories corresponded with those - 

identified by Howell (19812 in his study of the daily 

aedivities of fourteen principals. Howel 1 categorized the daily : 

tasks according to paper work, parent conferences, discipline, 

scheduling, general supervision, and instructional leadership. 

He further organized *these categories under broader headings of 

office responsibilities, faculty/community relations, -- 
curriculum, students, and professional development. *Blumberg + 

and Greenfield (s1980j list the "five major functional areas of 

responsibility" formulated by Lipham and Hoeh (1974)  as: (1) 

The Instructional Program, (2) Staff Personnel Services, (3) 
L ,  

Student Personnel Services, ( 4 )  Financial-Physical Resources, 
L 

and ( 5 )  School-Community Relations (1980;19). Figure 2:l - 
illustrates a certain agreement in these identifications of 

\ 

major categories for a 'principal's tasks. 



studies, arrived at average percentages of time spent per I> 

- - 

category of daily activity (figure 2: 21.. Clearly, -the average . 
I 

4 
B amount of daily time spent per major functional category 

differs from study to study and, therefore, from principal to 
Q 

princTm-The fact that the difference is less than 10% in two 
# 

cases indicates, however, that an average, predictable 

breakdown'of time spent an major tasks does exist forthe daily 

work of the school administrator. Of particular note in the 

findings of both Petersen and Howell is that the category of 

"Planning/Coordinating Instructional Programs" receives a 

comparatively small percentage of average time, 6% in 
/ 

Petersen's study and 14% in Howell's. What was not made clear 

in these studies, however, was the degree to which tasks in 

other categories had a direct or indirect bearing on the 

principal's instructional leadership role. This question calls 

for a consideration m e  relationship between a principal's. 
- 

daily tasks and his or her major roles. 

A*common distinction used in identifying roles is an 

overall, general separation of a principal's activities into 

two major categories: that of "operational manager" as opposed 
P 

to that of '*idstructiona leader" ( b e  and   rake in Blumberg & t" 
Greenf isld, 1980). However one categorizes- and labels the roles 

that a principal can or should perform, .it seeins apparent that I 
principals will "carve out roles from the reality they see". \ 

- 

(Sacknsy,lQ80). Principals will ooncentrate on those roles in 

- 
-- 

- -> 



Figure 2:1 Functional Categories for a Principal's Daily" Tasks 

Petersen (1977) Howell (1981) Li pham & Hoeh (1974) 

h 

1 .  Work with students. 1. Students 1. Student Pers 
Service. "f"' 

2. Coordinating 2. Curriculum 2. Instructional 
instructional program 
program 

3. Interaction with 3. Facu 1 ty and 3 .  School/Comrnunity 
A parents . commun i ty relations 

4. Work with 4. Professlonal 4. Staff personnel - 
professional staff development services 

5. General administrative 5. Office respon- 5. Financial/Physical 
tasks ibilities . resources 



Figure  2:2 Average Amounts o f  P r i n c i p a l s '  D a i l y  
Time per Funct iona l  Category 

Funct-ional Categor ies Petersen Howe I 1  
w. (.I 977) (1981) 

' 1 .  I n t e r a c t i o n s  w i t h  students 3- 21% 

2. P lann ing/coord inat ing  
i n s t r u c t i o n a l  programs 

3. I n t e r a c t i o n s  w i t h  parents  6.5% 12.5% 

- 
4.. l n t e r a c t i o n s  w i t h  p ro fess iona l  

s t a f f  31% 12.5% 

5. General a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  tasks 18.5% 32% 

Note: Comparison o f  s tud ies  r e  average amounts (%)  o f  t ime 
spent by p r i n c i p a l s  i n  major ca tegor ies  o f  d a i l y  tasks 
( * f i g u r e s  do not  add up t o  100% i n  each column because 
some ca tegor ies  and f i g u r e s  have no t  been inc luded) .  



- - - -  

which they feel most competent or c o r n f o r t a b f  

tend to lean one way or the other es either "operatiom1 - 

managers'* or "instructional lead&". (Blumberg L / 
4 

Greenfield, 1980; Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982; ~ a ~ n e y ,  1980'; 

Shoemaker & Fraser,l981) 
/ 

d 

Recommended Qualities and Skills. 

Our informal observations indicated that no one style 
was associated with better outcomes. Indeed, it was 
noticeable that the heads of the more successful 
schools took widely different approaches. 
"Nevertheless, it was likely that these had essential 
elements in common, and it is important to determine 
what these might be. (Rutter et a1,1979) 

In their book The Effective Principal, Blumberg and 

Greenfield 'focused attention on hSh1y effective, successful 

principals, each of whom had a distimtly singular style, 

approach and set of skills from which t~ d~aw. At the 
\ conclusion~f their study, they identified three elements of - 

effectiveness which, they observed, were common to all eight: 

1. Their individual commitment to the realization of a 

particular educational or organizatianal vision, \ 
\ 

2. Their pr&e+ity to assume the initiative and take a 

pro-active stance in relation to the demands of their 

work-world environment, and 

- 3 .  Their ability to satisfy 'the routine organizational 



-r 
21 

main%enrtnce demands in a manner that permimed them to spend 
0 

- -mo"st of their on-the-job time in activities directly related to - 

the realizat.ion of their vision. They did not allow 

themselves to become consumed by second-order priorities. 
a" 

(Blumberg &-Greenfield, 1980; 208 )  
7 

The value of a principal herding to a vision for what the 
7 

\ 

school should achieve was supported by the findings of Hay 

(1980) and 

I \ importance 

reasonable 

Shoemaker & Fraser ( 1981 ) , which emphasized the 

of a principal being able to set and-maintain cl-sar, 
f 

and personal objectives for his or her efforts as a 

leader. Shoemaker & Fraser also stressed th"e value of a 

principaf being pro-act ive, assuming initiative and- showing 

assertiveness in dealing with daily demands. In their study 

What Makes a Gmd Elementary School Principal? , Goldhammer & 
I 

Becker (1970) also , s a w  the principals of schools they - 
identified as "Beacons of Brilliance" being pro-active and 

assertive in their approach. In turn, these writers pointed to 

_ %he importance of a principal's ability to "adapt to ambiguous 

situations." Other skills identified as having major importance 

in effective leadership include management ability, human 
\ 

relations skills, an ability to effectively supervise and 

evaluate programs and personnel, and a thorough legal awareness 

(Austin, k981; Goldh-er & Bscker, 1970; H v D  1980; 

1 

,lbe essential attributes inclining a principal towards 

effec%ivcmess may vary as do the characteristics and 



requirements, 

3 C - , -2% 
- - w* b 

* .  

- - ---2 
of scho~l environments. Each principal applies 

- 

t 

knowledge, 'skills energy according to the demands tind 

potential of his or h,!er situation. Sackney recommends $hit in 

all situations a principal maintain an objective view of, the 

school as a "microcosm of its larger society" and then act as a 
4 

"systems analyst" in sensing, evaluating and acting upon the 

major factors determining th'e direction and character of the 
< 

school society (Sackney,1980;4). By taking this 

"participant-observer" stance, the principal can become a 

"broker" of the influences, factors and resources which can be 

combined to achieve the overall goal or "vision" (Blumberg & 
. - 

Greenfield, 1980; Goldhammer & Becker, 1970; Sackney, 1980). 

principal expertise in instructional- practices and. programs was 

also identified as a key ingredient in meeting instructional ', 
goals and in identifying resources to'meet those goals 

(Austin, 1980; Sackney, 1980; Shoemaker & Fraser, 1981). 

This ~eview of the daily tasks and recommended qualities 

and skills constitutes a description of the general nature of Q 
the principalship. It serves as a baclcgrbund against which the 

roles and functions specific to effective instructional 
P 

leadership are more closely examined in the final section of 

this chapter. 

ex he Roles and Functions of Instructional Leadership 

The principal plays an essential role in support of a 

school's instructional program by exhibitim strong leadership 



Marsh, 1070; Mwss.1984; krria et al , lQ82; P h e ~ r ~ , l B B 2 ;  A -- 

Rutharford, 1985; Shoemaker and Fraser, 1981; Sw ney citing: F, - - 

P ~Armer st a1'1976; California State Department Stu y ,  1980; 

Edmonds, 1978; Levine & Stark, 1981; Trisman et a11 1976; 

Weber, 1871). On its own, "strong leadership" implies 

decisiveness, commitnrent, conviction, assertiveness and the 

- - like, but goes no further in detailing specific roles and 

behaviors to be associated with this description. The work of 

Philip Hallinger (1985) focused on a delineation of poles and 

behaviors associated with strong instructional leadership. 
A The) b 

behaviors specified by Hallinger's research are organized into 
* 

eleven subscales "and grouped according to what he identifies as 
'! 
three majbr dimensions of a grincipal's functioning as 

instructional leader: 
r( 

Through this delineation of instructional leadership 

behaviors, Hallin er developed the Principal Instructionai 
51 5 

Management ~atinz Scale. As this rating scale was used in this 
I 

p y  to determine the frequencyo with which the subjects 

exhibit effective . ,> instructional leadership behaviors in their 

respective schools, Hallinger's organization and listing of - - 
maJor dimensions and principal roles has been adopted as the 

format for the findings of this literature review. 

Dimension One: Defines the School's Mission. This 

dimension encompasses the principal's fundamental role -as the 
L - 
b "visionary", the formulation and communication of a vision for 

\ 
&--- - - -  - 

3<+1%. 



~ i ~ u r e  2:3 Q r g a n i z a t  i o n  o f  Dimensions and Subscales, - 

P r i n c i p a l  l n s t r u c t i o n a l  Management R a t i n g  Sca le  

, 
De f i nes  t h e  M i s s i o n :  Manages l n s t  r u c t  i on31 - Promotes School 

Program: C l ima te :  
' 

Supe rv i s i ng  and P r o t e c t i n g  
E v a l u a t i n g  I n s t r u c t i o n  l n s t r u c t i o n a l  Time 

Framing School Caals 
Communicating School 
~ Goa 1 s  

Coo rd ina t i ng  C u r r i c u l u m  Promot ing p r o f e s s i o n a l  
M o n i t o r i n g  Student  deve 1 opmen t 

Progress M a i n t a i n i n g  h i g h  
v i s i b i l i t y  
P r o v i d i n g  i n c e n t i v e  
f o r  teachers  
E n f o r c i n g  academic 
s tandards  
P r o v i d i n g  i n c e n t i v e s  
f o r  s'tudepts 

-P- 

( H a l l i n g e r ,  1985; 221) 



*- 
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the school. Blumbarg & Greenfield describe the effective 
- 

instructional leader as one who bases his or her &fmts won tit - 

desieu to make the'<school over in his or her own "imgem-- -. 
\ 

(1980), T h p e  principals gradually move the school towards ,,. 

their own vision of what it should be (Manasse, 1984). Vaill 

(1982) incorporates this idea of working towards a vision in 

his concept of "purposing", "that continuous stream of actions 
2.. -. 

by an organization's formal leadership that has the effect of 

inducing clarity, consensus and commitment regarding the 
- - 

organizationJ s basic purposes" (Vaill in knasse, 1884; 44). 
L 

Effective principals are 4een to have two types of vision: a 

vision of tkeir school and their role within it,& and a vision 
- \ 

of the change erooess itself. This provides a framework for 

daily action and a basis for assessing effects (Manasse, 1984). 

2 The principal's vision focusses on the studentsJ needs and 

strengths and on the teachers'as primary vehicles through which 

to achieve the desired outcomes (~utherford, 1985). The 

principal communicates the vision to staff and students in such 

a way that a sense of shared purpose exists, linking together 

the various activities that take place in the classrooms . . 
throughout the school (~allinger;l985; Sergiovanni 1984). 

0 ,  . ', 
b i 

Framing School Goals. In defining the school's mission, - 
2 

the principal, has dearly defined goals t h e  focus.on student 

aohievtmnent. These goals are few in number, incorporate data on 

past performance and inalude staff rssponsibi 1 it-ies for 

aohieving them. ~ecukirg input from both staff and parents in 
% 

framing school goals is seen as an important .prooess 
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(Hallinger,1985). Conceptual clarity on the part of all who are - 
involved in the instructional process is evidenced through gcral - 

specificity and results in a higher percentage of goal 

achievement (McLaughlin & Marsh, 1978; Rutter et al, 1879). 

Purkey & Smith, in their review of- six major case studies,found 
d - a 

that a common factor was a clear set of goals serving as an 

emphasis for the school (1983). Effective principals are 
Ph., 

;:, L . ' 
exceptionally clear about their own short- and long-term goals 

which usually focus on "basics." A heavy emphasis is given to 
'5 

the instructional objectives of teachers and clear priorities 1 
are established among the objectives which serve as a focus for 

instruction (Leithwood & Montgpmery,l982). 

C Communicating School Goals. This role is concerned with 

the ways in which principals communicate goals to,teachers, 

a -rents and students. Goals temi to be discussed andreviewed 

with staff periodically during the school year. They are 

formally communicated via goal statements, staff bulletins, 

newsletters, meetings with parents, and through school 

assemblies. Goals are also informally communicated through 

daily conversations and casual interactions (Hallinger,l985). 

Dimension Two: Managing the Instructional Program. This 

dimension encompasses those roles involved 3n working directly 

, -- -. with teachers in areas specifically related to curriculum and* 
s-2 

7 - 
instruction (Bossert et al,1982; Hallinger,1985; Leithwood & 

-- ,- A. , Montgamery,1982). The roles include supervising and evaluating 

instructiop, coordinating the curriculum, monitorinQ student 
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progress, protecting instructional time, and promoting * . I - 

1 ., l' -" - 
- instructional improvement (Hallinger,1985). + - 

Instructional leaders become influential in the aregs of 

curriculum and instruction. Decisions are made with clarity and 

purpose, considerable time is devoted to the coordination an h, 
control of instruction and a skillful Eandling of the involved 

tasks is apparent (Bossert et al, 1982). Instructional leaders 

focus on iristru&t'ional managemen roles to ensure that students 4 
are provided with the best possible programs. This focus holds - - - 

,top priority in all functions and decisions (Leithwo 
- 

Montgomery, 1982). 

'C -" 

- - 

At the heart of the principal's instructional 
management role, then, is an understanding o f  how 
school and classroom organization affects the 
learning experiences of children. . . An . approach 
is to examine the organizational organizational 
structure at the school level in order to find 
factors that shape a classroom's instructional 
organization (Bossert et a1,1982;41). 

Supervis$ng and Evaluating Instruction. Effective 

instructional. leaders do more observation of teachers' work, 

discuss more work problems with teachers and are more active in 
-+ 

setting up teacher and program evaluation procedures (Bossert 

et a1,1982; Brookover et a1'1979; Leithwood & MCntgomery, 1982; 
* 

Levine and Stark, 1981; Rutherford, 1985). Interestingly, the 

literqtumnoffers little evidence that close supervision 
- - -- 

results in greater student achievement (Hallinger,l985). This 

role receives only lim ted support from research on sckiool. t effeotivensss __ (Leyine - d Stark, 1982; Ligham, 1981; New York 
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" State Off ice of Perf ormmneer &view, $974~; &Et ei- +n- 

Hallinger, 1985). In spite of these findings, sugsrvidon and 

evaluation of instruct ion involve a complex of interrelated 
* 

processes on the partr of principals and teachers. 
. 

also 

s h e  as major vehicles for a variety of other disti l& 
\ 

functions related to instructional management. Whereas 

correlation with greater student achievement may be di 
<\ ( 

identify, this does not necesssarily minimize the importance of 

a principal's supervisory and evaluative functims in . ,, 
7 

effectively managing the-instructional program. Sweeney's 

(1982) review of eight major studies into school effectivenessL 

indicated that all studies positively associated the behavior 

of "sets-instructional strategies" with school outcomes 
\ 

(Sweeney citing:Brookover,1976: Edmonds,l979; Madden,lQ76; New 

York State Performance Review'1974; Rutter at a1,1979; School 

Improvement  project, 1979; Weber, 1971; Wellibh, 1978). - 
----fP 

Therefore, it can be reasonably assumed that the role of'. 

supervising and evaluating instruction would have major 
k 

application in instructional leadership. 

Rutherford (1985) notes that while, less effective 

principals show little concern and involvement with+%8achers 
a 

through supervision or evaluation, effective principals carry - 
out frequent observati&s and provide frequent, ften formal, I feedback. Teachers seem to appreciate such munit ing behaviors - 

because they reflect interest in quality teaching and obvdoue 

car& about what the teacher is dwing. 
-- 



.' Currimlac sbjsctivaao are- alossly aligned with both content and 
- 

a a h i s v e m t  tests. A high degree of oontfnuity exists in the 

tn%erprataticm of currioulwa across grade levels. This results 

f r a  a greater interaction mong teachers within and across 

grade levels regarding instructional and curricular issues. 

Behavfcrrs assoafstmi with the coardination of the instructional 
- - 

prqgrsar a m  found to be oharacteristic of effective principals 

in  studies aarried out by Brookover, 1976, Edmonds, 1979, t h e  

& h w l  11*prsvearant Project, 1979, and Wellisch, 1978 (cited in 

As instructional organization at both school and 
cjtarsorcroar Ittvels becomes more complex, principals may 
angeags in more ooordinative aotivity. . . Contingency 
theorists in the field of organizational analysis 

" argue that as organizations became more complex, more 
ccwrdfmtion is needed in order to maintain a given 
lave1 af perfarmmce (Bossert et a1,1982 ; 45 ) . 

t 

v 
MoniEarirqg Student Progress. Effective principals closely 

amnitor student prqgress on a regular and frequent baeis 
* 

(hitbwood & Montgomery, 1982; Levine and Stark, 198 1 ) . Leithwood 
& b tQc#ee ry  (1902) found this funotion to be a central 

prioricy of effective principals. Effective principals 

aaphasise ~tandardisad and witerion-referenced tests and u s e  

teat  resulte for setting goals, assessing the curriculum, 

evaluating instructioa and measuring progress tow~srds school 
x 



/ d 

~imans ion Three; Promoting a Positive 
4 - 

Because the terms "climate" and "culture" are sometimes 

referred to as being synonymous, a discussion of the 
-, 

between the two is important. Learning climate is 

referred to as "the norms and attitudes of the,staff .that 

influence learning in the school': (Hallinger, 1985), or as the 

"set of internal characteriseics that distinguishes one school 
4E - 

from another and influences the behavior-in it" (Hoy and 

Miske1,1982). The term "culture" is "reserved for the aeeper 
-3- - - 

level of basic assumptions and beliefs that-are shared by 

, members of an organization, that operate unconsciously and that 

define, in a basic taken-for-granted fashion, an organization's 

view of itself and its environment (Schein,1985). Culture 

governs "what is of worth for (the) group and how members 

should think, feel and behave" (Sergiovanni, 198.4). Imp1 ications 

of culture in relation to instructional leadership will be 
> 

discussed in the final chapter of this study. For now, it is 

important to note that, where "promoting a positive earning S 
climate" is a major dimension of instructional le4rship 

functions, it is a dimension which reflects the character of a 

more deeply imbedded culture shaped by a multiplicity of 

fqctors wit in the school. - .  7 
- 

Hallinger (1985) states that principals can influence 

climate through the creation of a reward structure that 

reinforces academic achievement and productive effort, through 

clear, explicit standards embodyinewhakthe school expects 
p_ 

\ from students, through the careful use of school time, and 1 



through the selec 
- -  - -  31 

tion and implementation of high-qual ity staff 

development progrants. Therefore, the instructional leadership - 

- 

roles asso=i*ted with this dimension include: protecting f 
F 

instructional time, promoting professional development, 

providing incentives for teachers, developing and enforcing 

academic standards, and providing incentives for learning. - 

Protecting Instructional Timalrincipals who successfully 
* - 

policies that prevent interruptions of classroom 

ime can increase allocated learning &me and, 

y, student achievement (Stallings, 1980). 

ons to learning time typically include announcements, 
a - 5- 

- 

tardy students. and requests from the off ice (Hallinger, 1985). 

--- In Leithwood & Montgomery's study (19821, effective principals 

were found to directly influence the amount of class time 

devoted to instruction. In the synthesis of effective schools 

research Onward to Excellence (Northwest Regional 

i Laboratory, 2984), fective prinBipals were found to handle 

administrative matters with time-conservi-ng routines that did 

\\ not disrupt instructional activities. Time-use strategies were 
- c  - 

established, widely communicated, and enf6cbd. .- 
, 

l'- 

- ~romoti& Professional Development. McLaughl in & Marsh's 

(1078) review of the Rand study highlights the value of direct 
a+ 

principal involvement in staff development and in securing 

teaoher commitment to ongoing training. Effective principals 

arrange for carefully-structured professional development in 

their schools and encouSrage teachers to participate. 
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Professional development is seen as a vehicle for program -P 

- * 
improvement. Principals worR closely with teachers to develop a - 2  - 

-+ 

program of individual in-service training to addregs issues 

identified during classroom observations (Leithwood & 

Hontgomery,l982) Effective principals regard in-service 1 activities as opportunities for teachers to acquire the 

information they need to make sound decisions about personal 

and professional improvement (Duke, 1982 ) . f 'a 

McLaughrin & Marsh ( 1978j note that few schools explicity 

address professimal- training with tenured staff and, as a . 

resu.lt, experielrcaJ%eachers were found to have "turned off I' to 
-. - 3 

further development of their instructional skills and .v 

&@ 
knowledge. a 

Providing Incentives for Teachers. This function relates 

primarily to the principal's provisian of recognition to 

teachers for their efforts. Monetary rewards have been found to 

have little effect on the motivation of teachers (McLaughlin & 

Marsh, 1978). However, forms of professional recognition such as 

letters of c~mrnendation,~informal praise and minforcement and 

internal "promotions" to roles with higher levels of 

responsibility do appear to have positive effects on teacher- 

motivation and on personal feelings of efficacy (Armor et a1 in 
- 

Sweeney,1982; Leithwod & Montgamery,lQ82; McLaughlin & 
r 

Marsh, 1978). 
- 

/ 
* 

Developing and knf orcing Academic Standards. The majority 
* 
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of affsotivq, schools studies underscore the importance of high 

fiksctations for student achievement (Leithwood & ' 

d 
Montgomery, 1-2; Krkey & Smith, 1982 ; Sweeney citing: Arrnar et 

a1,1976; Brookover & Lezotte,l979; California State Department 

Study, 1980; Edmonds, 1979; Madden, 1976; Rutter et a1,1979; 

Trisman et a1,1976; Wellisch, 1978). Clearly defined, high 

standards convey the expectation that all students can and will 

master basic skills (Hallinger,l985; Venezsky and 

Winf ield, 1979). 

Providing Incentives for Learning. In their review of 

school effectiveness studies, Purkey and Smith (1983) develop 

their own portrait of an effective school with eight 

organization-structure variables which are drawn from their 

research. One of these variables emphasizes the importance of. 

schoolwide recognition of academic success. 

A school's culture-rtially reflected in its 
ceremonies, its symbols, and the accomplishments it 
chooses to recognize officially. Schools that make a 
point of publicly honoring academic achievement and 
stressing its importance through the appropriate use 
of symbols, ceremonies, and the like encourage 
students to adopt similar norms and values (Purkey & 
Smith- oibing : Brookover et al. ,1979, Brookover & 
Leaotte, 1979, Coleman et al., 1981, Wynne, 1980). 
, , f  

.' 
P Rutter et al, (1979; 123), noted in their research that 

"while links between punishmen and outcome were more L 
6-  

consistent, all forms of reward, praise or appreciation tenaed 

to be associated with better outcomes. 
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This chapter has reviewed the limitations of effective 
0 

- 

7 

schools research, the nature of the principalship and the roles 

and functions 

will serve as 

discussion of 

conclusions. 

of effective instructional leadership. The review 

frame of reference for the analysis and 

this study's results and a statement of T 



CHAPTER THREE: 

The purpose of this study was to explore the reasons why 

school principals behave as they do in their role-as < 
instructional leader and to relate their behaviors to a basic 

perspective on the school's organizational nature. 

The three questions to'be addressed included: What are the 

behaviors currently found to be characteristic of principals as 

effective instructional leaders? To what extent do principals 

in given settings display the behaviors characteristic of 

effective instructional leaders? What motivates a particular 

principal to act, or not act, in certain ways as an 

instructional leader? 

To address these questions, it was necessary to dhvelop a ' 

sequence of procedural steps and incorporate methods which 

would narrow a broad range of considerations into a mankeable 
C 

set of variables with which to focus an investigation of actual 

principa1.behaviors and perceptions as instructional leaders in 
-- - 

given settings. 

In describing this study's method, this chapter first 

presents an overview of procedures and methods, then outlines 

the use of the survey and, finally, details the development and 

. applioation of -the interview process. 



Procedures and Methods 

The-sequence of procedures used in this study began with a 

 consideration^ and selection of schools as appropriate study 

settings. A review and synthesis of effective gchools research 

was then carried out to determine major considerations and 

variables for the study of effective instructional' leadership 

practices. In order to determine the extent to which principal' 

behaviors in the study settings matched those identified 

through the literature review, it was necessary to develop or 
L 

select an appropriate survey instrument. A survey instrument 

was selected and administered to the teacher; and principals in 

each study setting to determine the presence or abs 
t2 

specific instructional leadership behaviors. Once the survey 

, data had been collected and analyzed, an interview process and 

guide questions were developed to probe the practices and 

perc'eptions of the principal in each setting. Interview 

responses were used to expand upon the survey findings and to 

examine each principal's basic perspective on his leadership 

role in relation to the nature of the school organization. 

Finally, a review of student performance on provincial 

assessments in each setting, initially carried out as a basis -- 

for selection, was detailed so that associations between 
L - 

student pesforrnance and instructional . - leadership in each 

setting might be considered. 
PY 
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Study settings were selected on the basis of the following 
- 

major considerations and criteria: 

Studertt Population. Study settings were sought which 

served relatively similar student populations. As pointed out 

in the previous chapter, a large number of.schoo1 effectiveness. 

studies have been rried out in the context of urban, poor 4 
and/or minority schools. There is some question as to whether 

the advances made in these schools would apply to settings in 

white, middle-class neighbourhoods. Consequently, r this study 

focused on settings in %he latter context to see if outcomes of 

effective instructional leadership similar , to those described O 

in the literature might be evidenced. Attention was paid to the 

neighbourhoods' general socio-economicktatus. - the relative 
q'' 

transience of families and the racial mix. Student achievement 
- 

data were considered in relation to district and provincial 

means. 

LengtL.of Principals' Assignment. It is generally 

acknow 1 ed that leadership effects accrue over time. For this 

reason, study settings Mere sought  where^ the principal had been 

r ,  the study 

assigned for a micimum of three 
1 

years. 

Willingness/Ability to Participate. Obvious13 

could -- only be carried out in those schools where the teachers 

and principal would be willing a d -  d able to participate. None of - 

the  sohoo4approached were unwilli~ to participate in the 
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because the survey stag; of the study was 

carried out Rear the end of the school year, the busy schedule 

of activities common to this time of the year prevented some 

schools from being able to give time to this additional 

'activity. 

Four elementary schools in a Lower Mainland school . . 
district were selected as2 the study settings. Geographically, 

each was located in neighbourhoods which were clearly separate 

from each other though all were similar in their\general 

socio-economic&(middle-class) status, in the st bility of the f 
population and in the racial make-up which wadpredominantly 

white. principals had been assigned to the schools for a 
48 

minimum of five years. All four schools evidenced achievement A 

levels at, or above, district and provincial means. 

---k \ 
Eeview of Effective Schools Research 

A review of recent 'research literature was carried out 
1 

with three purposes in mind: 

(a) to determine limitations common to the research into 

effective schools and effective instructional leadership 

Knowledge of research limitations would appropriately 

'adjust one's perspective on the realities observed in the study 

- -schools, would provide some direction for procedures and 

methodolw and would shed light on the study's outcomes. For 
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example, one limitation common to studies afxi?fectlv=-' 

instructional leadership was the la& of a link between 

-t_es€able principal beh'aviors and indicators of el'fectiveness. 
. 

Consequently, an objective of this study was 'to develop or find --__ 

an instrument which would represent such a link. 

(b) to determinq,the wide range of tasks, responsibilities and 
+ --, 

roles which are found to be common to a principal's job as - - 
school administrator. 

D O  

Given that this  as to focus 

instructional leadership ole of the principal, it was "7 ol 
important to place e in the larger context of the 

myriad roles and tasks common to the principal's 

job.   his background would i 1 luminate the fact that -principals 
who function as effective instructional leaders have, by 

necessity, organized all their responsibilities to allow for 

greater attention in the area of instruction. 

(c) to determine the dimensions, roles and functions which are 1 
found to be characteristic of effeqtive instructional leaders. 

\ 
-/- . - .. 

A delineation of effective instructional~~e~ership 

practices would provide a framework with which to investigate, 

compare and analyze the instructional leadership behaviors of 

prinoipals in the study settings. 
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References for the literature review ,were draG from a . - 

number of sources including periadicald dealing with aducatiaa 

administration, course readirigs, recommendations from this 

study's supervisors, recommendations from colleagues, 

university library indexes and abstracts, and access to the 

results of an ERIC search: "instrudtional leadership. " 

Survey 
-w' t 

In order to determine the presence or absence of effective 
;i 

instructional leadership betlaviors in \the ~tudy 

decided that a survey of each school's professional staff would 

be the most efficient means by which to obtain an initial 

picture of the principal's behaviors and to secure a basis for 
- 

the generation of principal interview questions. As mentioned 
- 

earlier, it was difficult to devielop or find a survey * I 
i~lstrument which clearly, comprehensively and accurately linked 

I .  principal behaviors with indicators of effective instructional 

leadership. Ultimately, however, it was found that such an 

instrument had been developed and field-tested 

(Hallinger, 1985).  nowl ledge of this instrument came from a 

colleague studying the effectiveness of instructional 

leadership at the secondary school level as part of her P- 
$ *- --- 

doctoral program at Stanford. As her study was being carried \ 
\ -. - 

out in secondary schoo?~ in Lower Mainland school districts, it 

was decided that the use of the iristrument.at the elementary r 

level would pose no conflict and could prove informative. 



Hall ingar's instrument, entsled the  PrincipaTp 
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I n ~ t r u a t i c n d  M a r m g q t  Eating Scale (PIMRSL, lists seventy 

principal behaviors according to eleven subsca3es which are 

grouped within three dcmensions of instructional leadership. 
P 

Philip Hallinger developed the rating scale as a source of data 

for research into the instructional management behaviors of 
B 

principals. The scale was translated into a survey instrument 

which was administered to teachers, principals and district 

personnel involved with ten elementary schools in a California 

school district in 1983. The development of the scale followed 
/----A 

T > 
- 

- / steps 'prescribed by LEthGi &%d Wexley ( 1981) for constructing 

behaviorally anchored rating scales (BARS). Such scales rely on 

descriptions of critical job-related behaviors for the 
2 

development of scale items. The strength of the BARS approach 

lies in  its specificity; the scales make explicit to both the 
I - b 

appraiser and the respondent exactly what is expected and what 
i 

must be observed with respect to the )subject's on-the-job 
I 1 

behavior. Through a-synthesis of eldents from similar scales 

and his own exhaustive review of efftktive schools research, 

Hallinger arrived 9t tkh; listing and organization of e?ements 

which make up the scale. Given the similarity of focus 

context between this study and that of Hallinger's, it was 

considered appropriate 

oollection instrument. 

to incorporate the PIMRS as a major data 

A full outline of the rating scale is 

presented in appendix one. 
3 

- -- - - 

,J 

The instrument calls for ,d rating of the frs&ncy with 

whioh principal behaviors are observed to occur in the 



management of the instrttct ional program. Resporrctents rgt;crthe-7 

frequency of each behavior on a five point scale ranging-from 1 
L 

(almost never) to 5 (almost always). The sixth- point on the 

scale is reservAd for "no judgment". The ihstrument" is scored 

by calculating the item and subscale means. A "higher" mean 

-- score (that is, closer to 5) indicates that the respondents 

perceive the principal to perform the practice with a higher 

degree of frequency. 

Administration of the Survey. The survey was administered 

to) the teachers a id  principals in each of the four study 

schools in early June, 1986. In three of the schools, all P 
members of the teaching sta-and the princi-pal completed the 

survey. This full participation of the staff was requested by 

the principal in these schools. Ina.the fourth school, six. 

teachers (approximately one third of the teaching staff) and, -- 
the principal completed the survey. This school had re6ently 

undergone a thorough general assessment which had involved a 

number of surveys. It waqthe-preference of the principal, 
4' 

therefore, to make participation in this study's survey 

optional. l?h a1 1, there were forty-three respondents. 

Analysis of the Survey Results. For the purposes p f  

b statistical analysis, ratings of the frequency of pri cigal 

behaviors were assigned ochres of 1 {"almost never") through 6 
. - +, 

("almost always"). A score of 6 was assigned to the response 

"no judgment" and a score of 0 was assigned tc missing case@; 

where no response was indicated for an item. Rebpondents that 



h 
nccwod 0 ar 6 on twenty-five percent or more of the items were 

alfmfnatrsb m the basis of St being that; they mufd - 

not be further considered as - 

principal's instructional leadership 

which received scores of 0'or 6 in 

cases wera'delstled~on the basis of it being concluded that 

these itam were not readily understood or observed by the 

reepandc4nta. A s  a result, seven, of the original thirty-nine 

teacher respondents were eliminated and eleven of thetoFigina1 

-severity items were deleted from the data collected in given 
b 

seetinas. This 7elimination of items resulted in the deletion of 
-- 

Qbscale 07: Maintaining Administrator Visibility. "Missing a* - 

cases" which remained after these-deletions were made were 

assigned thud?? score for the particular item in 'the 

particular school. This substitution of mean scores for missing 

cases was suggested by t h e  author of the instrument as it was 

Lhe same procedure applied to the analysis of data in its 

original research applization. 
Z 

Further analysis of the data yielded the frequency of response 
-" 

scores per item, per school, the mean score per item, per 

school, and the mean score per subscale, per school. A 
- - 

reliability analysis using Cronbach's Alpha was,also carried 
C 

out per subsoale, per school. One function of this reliability 

< 

elysis w a s  to determihe key items in each scale; i -ms which "9 - 
_ would -st sharply reduce the alpha should they be deleted. 

Pseraon correlation ooeffLcisnts were also determined for the 
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This analysis prwided for a compa$ison of the mean frequmcdms -- 

-- of principal behaviors and functions between the four schools. 
It also provided items for key consideration in the development 

and execution of the interview process with individual 

principals. 

The Interview I 

Purpose. The purpose of the interviews was to review the 

roles and functions of the subjects (principals) as reflections 

of their perceptions, attitudes and rnotiv& as instbctional 

4 -  leaders. Interview responses were also sought as a s rce of 

illumination for the survey findings. In addition Hhese purposes, a major objective of the interview was to examine the 
P 

principal's approach to instructional leadership in relation to 

his basic p cspective on the nature of ,the school organization. 7. 

Design. The ethnographic interview process 'Bs described by 

Sp~adley (1979) and procedures fbr a focused interview were the 

main references used to design the interview. At the core of 

the ethnographic interview is a concern with the meaning of 

actions and events toithf\people we seek to understand. These 

systems of meaning constitute their particular cultyre. Culture 

refers to the acquired knowledge that people use to interpret 

experience and generate social behavior (Spradley,lg79). 

The design for this seudy then, 



sought to understand the meaning systems that principals use to 

organize their behaviors as instructional Ie'.ad;er-s. The design 

incorporated three important elements, explicit purpose: making 

clear the purpose and direction of the interview, ethnographic 

explanations: explaining the nature of the study, ethnographic 

questions: combining descriptive and structural questions. 

As a focused interview, questions and procedures were 

designed to determine the reponses of the subjects to a 

situtation previously analyzed by the investigator. In other 

words, questions and procedures sought to determine the 

perceptions of principals regarding their instructional 
4 

leadership roles, previously analyzed through'the use of the 
4 '  

rating scale sur-stions and procedures were structured 

according to four criteria: non-direction, specificity, range, 

depth/personal context. 

Interview Guide. As opposed to operating as a fixed 

questionnaire, the guide contained typical questions and areas 

of inquiry which made for comparability of data by insuring 

coverage of the same range of items, but which gave sufficient 
) 

latitude to invite a broad scope of responses that might yield 
- 

useful information. The guide questions were based on key < 

li 
/ 

elements of instructional leadership roles identified through 
- 

3 analysis of the survey data. 

& 

An unstructured "starter",question was used to open the 

interview: -? 



Hcw would you describe your role, or roles, in relaticm ta - 

instruction? 

  his' question was used'to determine the principal's 

overview of his leadership role in the context of instruction 

and in relatioh to his influences on key members and elements 

in the_-school orgarlizat ion. Succeeding queslYfDns took cues and d 

sequence from responses to this initial question. 

These quest ions, imcluded : 

HOW do you use goals? 

What are your sources of goals? 

How do you communicate the school's goals? 

Do you play a role in curriculum coordination? 

Do you monitor student progress? S 
How do you use student performance results? 

How doee the role of supervision and evaluation 09 instruction 

figure in your instructional leadership? 

Do you play a role in the promotion of improved teaching? 



Do you see the enforcement of academic standards as being 

significant to instruction? 

Do you play a role in the promotion of student learning? 

- 

Do you play a role in the protection time? 

How do guidelines, initiatives and/or services from the 

ministry and school district affect instructioi at your school? 

What would you say are your main sources of influence as 
/ 

instructional leader? 

This question was used to illicit a review of the 

principal's sense of his major roles or "place" in rbkation to 

teachers and other elements of the school organization, 

regarding instructional leadership. 

Mven the general approach to instructional leadership you have 

q c r i b e d  (here the interviewer would summarize for the subject 

G h e  central thems(s) and perceptions of leadership revealed 

hrough responses to previous questions), why do you,go about k - 
ings in this w a y ?  

a 9 
This last quesstion was intended as a summary question to 

/- 

review the principal's basic perspeckive on the school 

, organieation and on relations with the teachers working within 



it. - 
Techniques. The interview guide was used to maintain 

-1 common areas of inquiry, but was not rigidly adhered to. 

Questions were sequenced and phrased according to the nature 

and flow of responses from each subject. Each interview began 

with clarification of the overall purpose of-the project and 

questions moved from a general to a progressively specific 

scope. The main objective was to give the informant opportunity 

to express matters of central sipgnificance to him rather than 

those presumed to be important to the interviewer. This 

permitted subjects' responses to be placed in the propdr 

context rather than forced into a framework or sequence which 

the interviewer considered to be appropriate. k s  much as 

possible, natural transitions were used to sequence the guide's 

main areas of inquiry. 
4 

A trial interview was conducted in advance of the study. 

This allowed for a source of objective feedback on the process 

and sub~equent~refinement of the same. 1 .  

," 

- Permisvion was obtained from all subjects to use an audio 

tape recording during the interviews. This afforded the 

interviewer a closer concentration on the flow of the interview 

and ezsitred a full review of responses and associations which 

occurred in the course sf the interview. 

Conducting the Interview. The interviews were conducted at 
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either the subject's or interviewer's o - f f i c e , a t r  

II- - --. 

convenience of each subject. The interview lasted 45 to 60 " 

minutes and was carried out in .a single session. Fortunately, 

each interview was completed A without interruptions or 

Analysis of Responses. Once the interviews were completed, 

the audio tapes were transcribed. Within each transcription, 

responses were grouped according to the guide's areas of 
w 

. inquiry. Specific responses within the transcriptions were 

further noted for their relevance to guide questions. Full 
t 

L,". responses were highlighted where they bore direct relevance to 

areas of inquisy. 

-The audio tapes were replayed and transcript ions searched 

for evidence of common themes and perceptions throughout the 

responses; per interview across the interviews. Ultimately, 

associations were made between interview responses and each 

category (subscale) of responses from the rating scale survey. 

Similarities and differences in responses, themes and overall 

perceptions were summarized and reported in relation to t h e  

analysis of each subscale in the survey. 
- 



RESULTS 

The results of this study are derived9rom three sources 

of data: the Principal Instructional ~a&ern~nt Rating Scale 

(PIMRS), completed by the teachers and principals in four 

elementary schools; interviews carried out with the principals 

in the four schools; and student achievement measures on 

' provinciai reading and msthematics assessments administered to 
\ 6 students in the fair schoois in the spr,ing grade four and se 

-4 

The first section of this chapter presents a group profile 

of principals ' instructional leadership activity yielded by 

group responses from teachers and principals to the rating 
\ 

scale survey. Subsequent sections present individual profiles 

of principals' behaviors and perceptjons derived from a 

comparison of teacher survey responses, principal survey 

responses and principal interview data on a 

subscale-by-subscale, school-by-school basis. A later section 

review; student performance on provincial assessments in each 

of the four school settings to determine whether certain 

relationships exist between student performance and principals' 

instructional- leadership activity. 

As pointed out by Philip Hallinger in his discussion of 
OL 

\ 
survdy results from the PIMRS, a description of principal 
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behavior on the basis of teacher and principal perceptions is 

sub.jsct to certain limitations: perceptions are not evidence of 

actual behavior and may be affected by rating error. Also,, 

these data provide only a measure of the frequency of the 

principal ' s behavior, not the effectiveness of the behavior. 

Behaviors may beserformed frequently, but ineffectively. 
tP 

Similarly, certain behaviors may not need to be performede , 

frequently in order to be .performed effectively 

(Hallingcr, 1985; 226). 

With these limitations in mind, interviews were c~nducted 

on a systematic? .basis with each 6jincipa1, in part, to provide 
/ 

C 
a validity check for the survey results. It is worth restating 

that the surveys and interviews were used to determine what it 

is that a principals do or do not do as instructional leaders 
% 

and to attemptxexplanations for their behaviors on the basis of 
;,",' 

their personal perceptions of their leadership roles in 
. '2 

relation to their perspective on the school's orgtkizational 

nature. 

Group Profi1.e: Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale 

The analysis of survey respons;~ f r h  both reporting 

groups addressed a basic set of questions: To what extent are 

principals as a group actively engaged in instructional 

leadership functions? Which functions do principals engage in 

m ~ s t  frequently? Which functions do they engage in lass 
---% 

f repus&r? To what extant do principals ' 'perceptions of their 
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instructional leadership activity car-re-spo~&wi%k teachers ' s 

perceptions? Do the combined responses of both reporting groups 

yield a prbfile of principals' instrl~ctional leadership roles, 

functions and behaviors? Does this profile reflect a common 

perspective on the nature of instructional leadership in the 

organizational context of the school? 

In addressing these questions, group responses across the 

schools had to b~considered in combination with independent .- 
rekponses wf-n the schools. In many cases, considerable 

", 

variation'occurred between schools on.given functions and 

between peporting groups (teachers vis-a-vis principals) within 

schoois. Ana of interview data was used to clarify and 

qualify responses to the survey items'and to gain 

insights into why certain leadership roles and 

functiodperfoimed 

This report on findings e~amines survey data initially in 

an overview of group responses to h e  .&bscales and 

subsequently combines survey and interview data in a closer 

examination of each school's responses to the items in each 

- 

Table 1 lists the means and standard deviations for the 

ratings of teachers and, principals. Both groups reported hi& - 

levels of frequency on the majority of subscales. Whereas this 

would indicate that the principals are active in most roles and 

functions of instructional lsadsrsh&, the high standard 



Table One: Summary o f  t h e  l n s t r u c t i o n a l  Leade rsh ip  
Ra t i ngs  o f  t h e  P r i n c i p a l s  

Subsca l e  R e l i a b i l i t y  Teacher P r i n c i p a l  
(nm33) Ra t ing  R a t i n g  . 

(n=13) (n=4) 

- 

Framing Goals 

Comnunicating Goals 

Superv is igg and E v a l u a t i n g  
I n s t r u c t  i on  

Coord ina t i ng  Cur r i cu lum 

H o n i t o r i n g  Student Progress 

- 1 

Protects ing I n s t r u c t i o n a l  Time 

P r a t i n g  Improved Teaching 

P r o v i d i n g  I n q t r u c t i o n a l  
Imp. & Pro-D 

En fo rc ing  Academic Standards 

P r o v i d i n g  I n c e n t i v e s  f o r  Lea rn ing  

~ o i e :  A l l  r a t i n g s  a r e  based on a  L i k e r t  Scale,  wh ich runs f rom I- "almost never" - 
t o  5 - "almost always". X = mean score; SD = s tandard d e v i a t i o n .  

\ 

Subscale 07: M a i n t a i n i n g  A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  V i s i b i l i t y  does n n t  appear i n  this# 
t a b l e  as  i t  was e l i m i n a t e d  from the  f i n d i n g s .  
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- - - - 5 4  
deviations indicate a certain amount of variation in the 

perceptions of both teachers and principals. That the * 

principals are generally active in the various roles and .. . 
functions of instructional leadership would seem surprising 

given the relatively small averages of time that Petersen 
7 ,  

(1977) and Howell (1981) fbund principals active in the 

functional categsries called "planning and coordinating 

instructional programs" (Petersen) and "instructional 

leadership" (Howell). Hal linger's ful'l list of instructional 

leadsrship roles, functions and behaviors likely spans, 

however, all five functional categories delineated by Petersen 

nad Howell, re tively. In short,. it is more likely the 
-- - - - 

comprehensiven of Hallinger's lis-tings and the extreme 

overlap bitwe* riles and functions that accounts for high 

levels of activity than the fact that these principals are 
0 

specifically or exceptionally active.as instructional leaders,. 
0 

On this point, one begins 'to question the ability of a ""2 rese cher to G-T distinguish clearly, instructional roles from 

other roles in ,a principal's administration, particularly at 
3 

the elementary school level. 
P 

On most subscales, the means for principals' responses 

reflect a higher level of brequdncy. However, the differences 

in ratings are not marked and are reduced in significance when . 
one considers the difserence in size between reporting groups. 

It is only upon closer examination of individual schools t h e  

differences in ratings for particular functions become more 

distinct and thereby gain significance, especially when 
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considered in combTnation wlth in't;erview &&EL. 7 

9, %< 

Of the group-means for the subscales, those for the 

subscale "Providing Incentives for Learning" show comparatively 
1 

low levels of frequency. Given the important func ons implied $ 
b~y the heading for this subscale, this finding would seem to be 

an anomaly in the overall picture of group ratings. Instead of 
I 

specifying a range of functions that would provide incentives 

for learning, however, the four functions associated with this 

subscale specify formal modes of recognition for student 

achievement; that is, use of formal rewards, rec-nltion in. 

- student askemblies, seeing students in the office and 

1 'contacting parents. It . is . quite conceivable that principals' may 

not use such modes, but still effectively provide incentives 

for learning through various dother funcf io and behaviors. 

%% 

The analysis of group responses to the survey suggests 

that the principals are generally active in the roles and < 
functions of instrtktional leadership. Except on subscale 11, 

L " the frequency of their activity does not vary s nificantly 
ii 

between subscales. The principals' perceptions of their 

instructional leadership activity corresponds quite closely ol 

with teachers' perceptions. The original administration of this 

survey by its developer, Philip Hallinger (l985), proddced a 

- simila~ly high frequency rate for responses. Teacher ratings 
(n=104) scored means greatpr than 3.7 on all eleven subscales. 

- 
Principal ratings (a-10) were greater than 3.8 across the - 

subscales. As was the oase with the study's survey responses, 
5 - 



/ 56 ~ a f i  inger had a relatively high incidence of nGn-r&isponpe 
. -  

(missing cases) to various scale items. This would i m g l y  thgt - 

- - 
the respondents had either no opinion regarding the items, or 

felt that these behaviors- were never displayed by the. 

respective principal. It may also be due, in-%part, tg the -large 

number of scale items (seventy) causing the the respondents to 

occasiona?ly overlook some items in completing the survey. 

Standard deviatlons on teachers' means were also high in 

Hallinger's findings. In both studies, this wotild suggest that 
-u 

there was considerable variation in the frequency with which . 

the principals performed.the different nal lea ership 

functions. tandar?i&tions were. somewhat lower for ,a 
principal4 in Hallinger's findings. There was an average 

difference of .'3 in standard deviations on principals ' ratings 

between Hal linger's findings and those of this study. On two - 
subscales, the difference was as great as .6. On two other 

subscales, the differe*ce was . 2  or less. 
. .  * 

In his analysis * .  of survey findings, Hallinger (1985) n o d  

that the principals were more actively involved in managing 

curriculum "md instruction than the literature lead the reader 

to expect. This observati'on was also true'of this st;udySs 

findings. Hallinger also found that the 'principals in his etudy 

generally did not view students as a keiy audience. It was the 

principals who were highly ranked auross the eleven sunscales 
C _  

who maintained close contact with students. Such findings ware 

not as clearly reflected in this study. Contact with students 
- 

varied between principals and among subscala funations, but it 



wasr noted that the principal who most often scored the highest 
. = - - 

ratings on scale isems (principal IS also scord the Eisghest m 
F 

items involving direct oantact with students. A further - finding 

- 0  of'  Aallinger's was that principals scored fairly consistently 

across the subscales. That is, principals who ranked near the 

top on one subscale were likely to rank highly on other 
2 

I subscales. This was true of principal 1 in this study. The 

other three principal varied in their ranking from subscale to % 
- - subscale. - 

I 
The extent to which the profile yielded by group responses 

refleots a oomaon drganizational perspective can only be 

determined through a closer examination of each school's survey 
P - -  - 

rasponeras, 'by -subscale, in relation .to interview data. 

Subscafes 1 and 2: Framing and Communicating the School's Goals 

Mith a few exceptions, teacher and principal ratings on 

the functions on both subscales were generally high. Principal 
a --- 

rasing~ were slightly higher than teacher ratings in most 0 

crrr~es, but were within . 7  of 'each other ,on means. These results A - - 
are prasented in tables 2 and 3. 

These results show that principals are active in 
< develdping goals that seek improvement over current levels of 

%. 

academic gerforraance, ia setting target dates for goals and in - 
ussigning staff responsibilities for meetia goals. Some 

1 ' 

variation bartween sohools w a e  shown for the functions of using 
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needs assessments or other methods to secure staff input on 

when developing academic goals. The interview data indicated 

that all four schools used some form of year-end evaluation an& 

goal-setting process involving the principal and teachers in 

group discussion. Actual procedures for these processes varied . 

from setting to setting and, therefore, this fact may have 

caused principals and teachers to vary in the frequency with 

which they felt - - needs assessment or a review of student 
- - 

performance data were included in goal setting procedures. Once 

framed, goals were communicated in written form and circulated; 

primarily to staff members, to students and parents via 
H 

newsletters or bulletins in some instances, and specifically to 

parents via PTA meetings in other instances. Frequency ratings 

were comparatively law for the function of referring to 

academic goals in student assemblies. School 3 showed a marked 

difference between the principal's rating (4.0) and the 

teachers' mean (2.7) for this function. In this school, 

principal 1 stated in his interview that he discouraged 

assemblies if he felt they might interrupt instructional time. 

Many assemblies held in this school were offered as an option 

to teachers to have their class attend only if it was felt it 

was in keeping with instructional purposes. Consequently, the 

variation of responses to this function is understandable in 

this particular setting. 

Interview data showed that all the principals personally 

developed annual statements of goals reflecting instructional 
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md/or yielded by ahnuaI-staff goal-setEing 

prom-. In *ernew cases, these pereonal statements were more 

specific than others. principal 3 ' s instructional goals were 

very specific and were usually assigned' top priority. 

Once framed and communicated, the goals in two of the 

schools were left pretty much to the vice principal and/or 

teachers to carry out. Principal 2 stated in describing the 

outcome of a particular instructional goal in his school: 

It has died a natt:~al death. It obviously wasn't 
viable in the teachers' mind. I didn't mind that. I 
don't take personal ownership. If they work, they 
work; if they don't, they don't. 

In two schools, instructional goals were closely mpnitored 

via bi-weekly meetings, in one setting, ando"consistently close 

contact" on the part of the principal in the other. In the 

first school, principal 3 stated that the school's ' 

instructional goals were actually based on the culture of the 

school, a culture which was clearly determined &fore he 

arrived and which he actively chose to preserve. Principal 4 1 

implied a similar source of instructional.guais--when he stated 

that the school's goal setting grew out of an annual review 

which was based on a shared philosophy of "nurturing the child; 

a Whole Child concept." He felt that this annual process had 

become customary in the school and automatically caused the 

. staff to identify indicators of good and bad practices, a 

process which he described as a natural "self -checking system". 
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Supervising and ~ v a l u a t i n ~  Instruction Subscale- 3 : 6+ 
4 

, &  
Whereas the teachers' and principa!.sa group ratings, were 

high on this subscale, table 4 indicates that some &table 

differences between teacher and principal ratings occurred on 
I i' . 

certain items, in ce-rtain schools. 

-.-- 

The funceion of conducting informal observations in 

classrooms on a regular basis received ratings which were 

7 consistently higher on the4principals' part than on the 

teachers'. This is a significant difference, especially given 

the fact that this function Zs often identified as being most 

important to effeytive teacher supervision and instructional 
, 

L I 

leadership. A similar pattern occurred forlthe practices of 

ensuring that classr~om objectives of teachers were consistent 

with the stated goals of the school and pointing out specific 

strengths of the teachers' instructional practices in . 
0 

post-observation conferences. While acknowledging the pcint 

that differences in perceived fxequency does not necessar i ly 

connote differences in perceived effectiveness, these patterns 

do raise some questions as to how consistently these functions 

are incdrporated, or are capable of being incorporated into the 

principals' instructional management dimension of leadership. 
h & 

The functions of teacher supervision and evaluation involve 

certain dynamics which, are not as influential in other .. -+ 
functions of instructional leadership; namely, the dynamics of' 

making judgments about teachers' professional sxpertise/dnd/or 

competence.' Consequently, teachers may be more cautious about 
* - 

implying effectiveness a through a rating of frequency than "they 
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would be in rating other Leadership functions. Correspondingly, 

principals may be more inclined to equate effectiveness with , 

ratings of frequency , on these functions than on others. 

Further, it was interesting to note that similar patterns did 

not emerge on teacher and principal ratings for the frequency 

with which specific weaknesses of instructional pract- in 

post-obssrvakion conferences were pointed out. Perhaps a 

prevalent though possibly unconscious factor of guardedness was 

at play in these patte3s of responses. 

Interview data revealed that the supervision and 

evaluation of instruction was perceived by principals to be a 

central instructional leadership function in only two of the 

four schools. Principal 1 indicated that he was "detekmined to 

do something about incompetence". He took central 

responsibility for-the upgrading of skills and cited two 

instances of "success" where hs had applied a "hard'nosed, 

business-1 ike approach" ; an approach characterized by candid 

pre-conference discussi~ns, a "clear commitment of me to them," 

a further commitment of time, immediate, fair and honest 

feedback and a formalized procedure with comprehensive . 

documentation. Principal 3 had a close dependence on a 

detailed, systematiq approach, a schoolwide approach tbat 
-f 

involved annual target-setting meetings with each staff member 

in which targets in four majo; areas called for a minimum of 

ona devoted to instruction, and subsequent supervision 
- 

prooesses which are based on these targets with a target 

getting sheet used as a constant reference. In this setting, 
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peer-coaching approaches to supervision were encouraged by the 4 

principal. Targets were reviewed; with each staff member at the- -- 

end of. the year at which time teachers were asked if they 

wished to remain in the school and if they were still in 

agreement with the school's culture. The pr'incipal stated that 

if a teacher were to respond with a strong "no" to either of 

these questions, he would suggest that they coneider another 

school. He mentioned that, in all his years at the school he . 

had not experienced such a. scenario. He also stated that 

whenever, in the course of the target setting interview, a 

teacher suggested a change in instructional practice, he 

strongly encouraged that teacher's sense of ownership in the 

change. 

In the two other schools, principals 2 and 4 indicated 

that their involvement with the supervision and evaluation of 

instruction was modified by the degree to which they felt they 
F- 

could apply a personal measure of expertise to the functions. 

In most cases, they felt that they could contribute more in the 

way of support and checks for viability of processes than input 

into the actual methods, approaches or resources employed 

instructionally by tsachers. 

Subscale 04: Coordinating the Curriculum' 

Across the four schools teachers and priwipals were in 

fairly close agreement on their ratings for most functions in 

this subscale, with some exceptions. Table 5 iadiaatar that, in 
1 



who is reponsible for coordinating curricular content across . . 

grade levels is carried out less frequently than the principal 

indicates. However, the high standard deviation in teacher 

ratings shows that there was significant variation in their 

responses. 

Generally, the ratings indicate that principals are 
_B 

actively coordinating curricular content across grade levels, B 

ensuring that academic goals are translated into common 

curricular objectives, and ensuring that special programs are 

coordinated 5ith those of the regulat classroom. Lower ratings 
l u 

A 
of frequency were generally Pndicated for the functions of 

4 

ensuring that textbook content was aligned with curricular 

objectives, and assessing the overlap between curricular 

and achievement tests. In all butlux functtons, 
--- 

ratings were higher t h m  teachers'. 

Interview data showed that the emphasis given to this 

function varied in nature between principals. In three of the 

four schools, the principals cle y indicated that this 

function was central to their insGuctiona1 leadership 

activity. An outline of each principal's emphasis for the role 
t ? 

, of coordinating curriculum is worth considering in relati&' to 

the survey data. 

In the first school, principal 1 stated that this rolt! was 

"first and foremost. In the overview, curriculum and its 
\ 
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implementation is my major role." In oper-ational terms, this 

, inv'olved working closely with primary'and interm'diate t6&, 

attending in-service sessions and "getting the reading done." 

Formal and informal assessments were used to see how curriculum 

was meeting student needs. This process-+as "mderpinned by 
0 

teachers and administrators who know tkieir-stuff. Curriculurii is, 

justified on the basis of what we know and what we want to do." 
0 

The principal felt that teachers held high ownership in t.he 

curriculum and were " not, satisfied with what was merely in t h e  
- 

guide." The principal felt that these functions were 
f 

characterized by an "active partnership in curriculum 
I 

interpretation. " 

In the second Tchool, principal 2 emphasized a "supportive 

:+. and facilitative" role, but not one of "initiator. " He felt 

that his personal backgrounq had not afforded him a strong 

elementary experienqe with curriculum'*d so h~ had found it 

more effective to rely on his vice principal and/br particular 
i 2 

< 
4 - Y ' 

teacfi'ers to carry out c ~ o r d i n a t i ~ ~ . ~ " f u n c t - i o k s  in' curriculum. He , 
1 

felt he focused~mone on giving his sta& the opportunity to "go 
! 

to it" while he mbnitored .the viability of curriculum 
2 -  

ihterpretation and implementation. He found that, in most 
J ' 

instan%gs he had "learndfrbm the teachers" in this role and 

that the functions of curriculum ccordin&iop happened, 
, . -  ' b - 

appropriate'ly he felt, at w e  teacher level. 

T .  

I 
2 

(. - 

Prirlcipal 3 idAntified curri~ulum coordination aa a role 
? 

1 central to his* lerdsrship, but stated that he kept it in the 



- 
- - - - -- --- 

contpx'; of *'what we are kfter. '' Ha relied< on &tab 

systas  in the s c h p l  to carry out t h i s  role. 

_ inclubad "oanagamarrrt team*' meetings which took 

mth and i a v o l v d  the vice principal, primary and intermediate 

coordin~~tars.  and - the school secrsCary i n  an-ongoing rewiew of 

cy~z-lcul:m implementat3 or;, and "a~ministratiya teamog meetings, 

. which weire h i l d  weekly and involved t h e  vice principal and - -. 
* - e 

principal in planning strategies to influence and support 
4 

h 

taachars A =._ 

entirely i n  Farms bf' "ensuring $hat the tx.irriculum is thorough 
i 

f i r i d  txmsisterrt .  - Gas& on what I know -about what. kogd teaching 
t 

i s  s r d  u!mt: the experts say - ensuring that basic skills &a 
I 

supporting new programs because (they) 
- 

Qynrsrert;e sn uslasm," He summarized his overall Ict ldershipwale 
, . 
by stating: 

- 

J BasScalXy, ery function is in the area of curriculu& - 
enquring that-you have a oomprahensive praram in the 

\ school - mkklnp sure that someone has a - that it" dona wall. 

As rsm be eem, each principal pla~aa atrang emphasis an 

%a rule sf aurrioulum cwrdinatim, *rhethsr or not they take 
- 

1t was felt that primary ?asponsfbiXfty for effective 

war w t X y  m e  of support in# end mitor ing  the prcx?sss. 
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s c h o o l s  seem t o  reflect d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  proqedures for  carrying 

o u t  t h e  r o l e s .  

S u b s c a l e  5 :  Mohi tor ing  and Feeding Back Student. Performance 

R e s u l t s  u 
2 - 

Although t h i s  w a s  one o f  t h e  few &bs.cales f o p  which t h e  

p r i n c i p a l s '  m e a n  s c o r e  w a s  lower t h a n  t h e  t e a c h e r s ' ,  t h e  m e a n s  

w f i e  v e r y u s i o i l a r  between bo th  r e p o r t i n g  g roups  i n  showing a 
i 

f a i r l y  h i g h  frequency: A t  t h e  same t ime ,  s e v e r a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  . 
r a t i n g s  fa r  certair, f u n c t i o n s  occu r red  i n  g i v e n  sclhool.~.  For  1 

P 

t h e  f u n c t i o n  of d i s c u s s i n g -  t h e  i t e m  a n a l y s i s  of p r d v i n c i a l  or 

school-.wide tests w i t h  t h e  staff t o  i d e n t i f y  strengths and 
0 .I -" 

e a k n e s s e s  i n  t h e  s choo l  ' s i n s t r u c t i o n a l  program, two s c h o o l s  

a much lower  f r e q u e n c y % r a t i n g  by t h e  p r i n c i p a l  than by 

t h e  t e a c h e r s ;  a d i f f e ~ a n c e  of 2 . 2  i n  s choo l  2 and 1 . 4  i n  s choo l  

3. A similar p a t t e r n  a l s o  o c c u r r e d  i n  t h e  same s c h o o l s  f o r  t h e  

f u n c t i o n  o f  u s i n g  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  s t u d e n t  t e s t i n g  t o  assess 
\ 

p r o g r e s s  towards  s c h o o l  g o a l s .  Th i s  p a t t e r n  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  

t e a c h e r s  i n  t h e s e  s c h o o l s  feel t h a t  r e f e r e n c e  t o  test  r e s u l t s  - .  

i n  shaping i n s t r u c t i o n a l  programs o c c u r s  w i t h  s u f f i c i e n t  
2, 

f r eguency  w h i l e  the p r i n c i p a l s  Pee l  t h a t  such  r e f e r e n c e s  are 

$4 n o t  m e f r e q u e n t l y  enough. I n  t u r n ,  it may imply t b t  , t h e s e  , " 
C 

p r i n c i p a l s  are more concerned about  t es t  r e s u l t s  t h a n  t h e  
-- 

t e a c h e r s .  However, is p e r c e p t i o n  was n o t ' i n d i c a t e d  by the 

i n t e r v i e w  d a t a .  p r i n c i p a l s  2 and 3- s a i d  t h a t . * t h s y  gave 
3 

r e g u l a r  a t t e n t i o n  t o  test r e s u l t s ,  b u t  d i d  n o t  "push them" with 
1 
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Survey ratings showed thet each of the principals 

distribute the results of student testSn& to taachers in a - 

timely fashion. but that students are less frequently inforkad 

of the schsol's performance results. Principal 2's perception 

of the frequenzy with which he informed students of the 

school's performance results was' markedly higher than the 

teachers' . Ensuring that homework is regularly assigned and 

checked by teachers also received a comparatively low rating 

across the schools. In schools 2 and 4 the teachers' ratings 

were considerably higher on this function than the principals'., 

- 
The interview data showed that all four schools referred 

to test results in setting goals and coordinating curriculum. 

Each principal used test resu1"ts in staff discussions, bat 
1 -_  

focused the m~jority of their attention on monitoring student . > 
progress through visiting classrooms and dealing with students f l  
specifically referred for attention in thi? regard .' Generally 

d, 

- speaking, the-principals considered performance results in 
/' 

curriculm and instructional decisions, but did not see them as 
./ 

/ 
centril, clear indicators of progress towards school goals. In 

I 
m 

> a later section of this chapts~,, student performance on 
, 

provincial assessments is reviewed in the four schools. * 

Subscale 6: Protecting Instructional Time 
b ? 

In three of the four schools, teachers' mean scores for 

this subscale were higher than principels', the opposite of 

outcomes on m x t  of the other ~ubscales. This would indicata 



-- 
0 F 

that teachers in these schools perceive the principals as being 

more active in protecting instruotional time than do the 

principals. This may be due to the principals being generally 

more c~cerned about instructional time than teachers or more 

conscious of interruptions. 

P 
In contrast to the other functions in this subscale, 

teachers perceive principals as being less active in visiting 

classrooms to ensure that instruc4ional time is used for 

learning and practising new skills and concepts than the 

principals indicate that they are. However, when one co-ers 

the wording of this function it seems incongruous with the 

preceding three functiork. It may have &,%re relevance to the 
9 

a * 

role of supervising h d  evaluating inst2uction.: 

Teacher and principal ratings in the fourth school would 

indicate that, in a comparative sense, instructional time is 

.less actively protected. High standard deviationsofor each of 

the teachers' ratings in this school indicate a wide spread of 

responses about the mean. 
* 

Interview data revealed that a11 the principals recognized 

the importancdmof this role ahd were specifically concerned 

about it,t.erruptions caused by public, address announcements. One 
(" .. 1 

principal- stated that he was "guilty of (too many) p. a. :a  

~nouncaments " and had .been " 1  icely slapped on the wrist" by 

4 - , hia staff for overuse of the p. a: This situation was clearly 
$, 9." 
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reflected in ratings for this function in the particular 
i. 

Principal 1 described the role as "critical - absolutely 

'1 critical and stated that *'the clbssroom is sacrosanct':. P. A. 
* * 

announcements were kept to acminimum and confined to five 
',. ~, 

minutes befo-e the bell. "Lai8-lon" assemblies were generally 

avoided or made optional to the teachers; they could choose to 

attend or9n6t attend assemblies depending on whether they felt 

they were relevant to the class's instructional program. He 

stated that the staff were quick to point out interruptions. . 

b This principal's emphasis on t e role was clearly- reflected in 

teacher ratings on the subscale; teacher ratings were 

consistently high and standard deviations were consistently 

low. 

J 
M Subscale 8: Promoting Incentives to Improve Teaching - 

1 
Group means for this subscale showed a relatively high 

frequency; teachers: 3.8, principals 4.0. At the same time, the , j 

ratings for each function within the subscale showed a 

generally.moderate frequency across the four schools. The .. 

hiffhest frequency was shown for the function of privately 
I 1 

recognizing teacher efforts and performance. This would 

ndicate that this is the primary means by which principals 

pr mote incentives to improva teaching. Principals 2 and 4 3 
indicated a significantly higher rating than the teachers to 

no 
tbs functiao of rainforciw exceptignal a r t s  by teachers 
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- - 
with opportunities for professional development. This finding 

m a y  indicate that the teachers in these s c ~ ~ s  either 2%H 

that such opportunities did not occur freqently or were not 

intended as reinforcers. On the whole, the responses to items 

'in this subscale would indicate that the role of promoting 

incaneives to improve teaching is carried out more privately 
1 

and individually than openly and generally. This was reflected 

in the interview responses. The principals did not generally 

highlight this role as 'being of central importance to their 

instructional lbadership. 

Subscale 9: Promoting Instructional Improvement and 

Professional- Development 

1 

This subscale includes. functions with broad relevance to a 
\ - 

principal's overall instructional leadership activity. The 

functions describe practices which relate to other major roles 

described within the rating scale; namely, Supervising and 

Evaluating Instruction and Coordinating the Curr5culum. 

Consequently, ratings on these overlapping subscale functions 

are further reflections of leadership activity in the previous 

subscales. 

- 
-High group means are reflected across the individual 

functiops excep% for some differenoes apparent, in certain 

schools. Information regarding opportunities for professional 

development are circulated with high frequency in the four - h  

0 

sehooL th- the ratings in scho~ls 2 m d  4 showed that 
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84 
. the principal assigned more Xrequency to this 'function than did 

the teachers. 
P 

Ratings for- the " function .gf selecting in-servi oe 
.' 

'activities that. 8rg relat& directly to the schoql's academic 

goals received h i g h  ratingsain each of thb four schools. This 

tern is somewhat misleading, however, as it; was pointed out 

at t h e  princkpals rarely "select" in-service activIt,ies. The 

usual practice is for" teache.rs  to select i tems from in--service , 

calendars and the ,principals 'to sign the i r  releases. This is - 

reflected by t h e  corespondingly high rat ings for the next 

subscale function: supporting %eqcher requests for in-servioh 

that are related directly-to the school's academic goals. On 

the function: distributing . $  journal a r t i c b s  to teachers on a 

regular basis, it was nbtable that. the teacher ratings irr rsrra 

school had a standard deviation of 2.1, It would appear that 

the teachers were either confused as to what this item meant or 

t h e  prJncipa1 tended to distribute journal articles to only 8 
1- 

few membep of the staff. That the function of supporting the 
0 

use in classrooms of skills acquired during teachers' 
+ ,  

' in-service training received high ratings is hardly, surprisfn# 
'? 

given each principal's repeated references, during the 

interviews, to their supportive role for tehchers. Arranging , 
1 

fsr,outside speakers to m a k e  presentations on instructional 

issue; at staff meetings received coaparasively lor rating. 

which is not surprising given the generally tight time 
9 

, constraints for such aaetin#s.. Providing time -to meet 
1 

4 individually w i t h  teachers to discuss ine tkc i ioaa l  issuss 
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received ~ k p ~ i s i n g l y  $ow ratings givefi ea= principal's @ 

% ,  
Tr - 2  

individual intervie& were comm&ly used for +' - 
a1 setting and evalu&$ion. Perhaps these 

J 

ratings point to a lack of regular op$crrtimities for ,such 
5- * 

m+tings to occur in t h e  course of the year. The principals' ' 
\ * Z 

practice of sitting in on in-service activities concerned with 
k 

instructior! received fairly high ratings of frequency frqm 'the 

each schodl. 1n school 2, the principal 's rat,ing 
3 ,  ~tta2 distinctly lower than the teachers' . This was the same 

'% 
s c h o o l  w h e r e  the pknr . iE 'a l  assigned r n c ~ k t  uf t f l t s  c u r r i ~ - ~ ; l  t r r n  

* ? 

coordinating role to thr vice p r i n ~ i $ a l  a r i r i , ~ i ~ ~ - -  teachers .  It 1s  
- 

possible .that c h i s  principal underest  imaees the f.eachers' 

perceptions of his activity i n .  tbis role. Setting- aside time at 
y: 

f a c u l t y  mee t ings  t o  s h a r e  informatiun concerning their 
L 

r.1 assrvon* exper  ierices, andfin-service artivi t ios recni vsd 

T h e  pr'i ncipals ' i n t , e r v i e w  responses regnrtf i rig ffirrrt:t- i c m : ;  i n ' 

this subscale mi rrored thei r p e r c e p t  ion of t h e i  r gerrer-al 

-facilitator. None of the principals ind'icated that the role of - , 
r ' 

* 
. ,  

psomoting instructional improvemerit was a central rJr "driving" 
- 

role. Principals 2 and 4 emphasized a caution about pushing 

change. They stated a preference for t-tl l o w i n g  freedom for 

change by giving i.t time and ensuring support. As principai 3 



- - - 8- 
put it: 

f 
- 

t 

When you're talking about the type of instruction 
that's offereddto the individual kid or when one &= 
talks sbout changing teaching approaches, T believe, -%-- 
quite strongly,. that any change has to be a goal; it 
can't be a primary task. So, when I see that 
something has to be changed, I never rush into it." I 
try "to remember that, cer,tainly from my point of 
view, ;I want to'see that' changed over a period of 
time. I'm not going to rush into it. I think that as 

'soon as one rushes into it then one changes t+at 9 relationship that I tried to describe earlier on; , 
a 

that one of "we're all in th-is thing together and 
let's support e@ch other." It changes the leadership' ' 
style. *, , 

<+$. -9 

Subscale 10: Dev,eloping and promoting ' ~cademic Standards 
i 

\ - -- - -- - -- 

- - AI'though the group mean 2 scores on this subscalegJSIere high 
* 

for both reporting grbups, irkdividual functions yielded *. 
1 

significant differences between schools. "Setting high - 
1" 

standards for the percentage of students wbo hould master 'd 1 - I 3' /. 24 '  skills objectives" was d- rated 5. by ,one principal A d  3.8 by his 

teachers, an indication rof very different perceptions of the 

princiw's activity in this regard. On the same-item in 
I 

. - another school, the principal's rating of 2. and teachers:. 

rating of=- a gtandard deviation of 2. ) indic'ated a 
4 

i 

marked variation in qhe teachers' perceptions juxtaposecLvj$h 

h 7 the principal's sense f infrequent activit) in this functi n. 
1 .  

6 
9 

Another principal gave rto ind-of sctiviity in either this 

function or the one following it; either an error of cmission 

,or a.staternent of non-involvement. Consiqtently high ratings - 

for 'the function of ensuring that it is known what is expected 

of students a $ f  f ermt &ad( levels correspond kith the means m 

i 
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for the subscale: Coordinating the hrriculum. Ratings for the 

c -  - 

function of enforcing a standard ~f promotion that requires , 

btudedts to master expec;atfons before being bromoted showed a 

significant variation between the schools. In three schools, 
- 

the principals' ratings - were .-- considerably higher tha&the 
i 

. . d 
teachers '+; in -mother school, the principal ' s rating was 

I 
a2 

contrastingly lower and very close to the teachers' ratings in 

that school . p  This funcgen would appear to-be subject to 

discussion in each of the schools, most likely on the reference 
1 

to "mastery"; a term which implies the rationalizatioq of 

teachers' instructional processes and which would therefore be 

contrary both t.o a basic sense of autonomy in these 
*, * 

schools and the prineipals' proclaimed roles of supporterk and - 
facilitators as instructional leaders. 

On the whole, the functions associated with this subscale 

seem to pose a potential conflict between two perceptions of _ 

the instructional leadership role. One &k&eption is of the 
", 

instructional leader promoting an active ,?'partnership in - 
tion" through which academic standards are automatically 

6 

developed and promoted in the s ~ h o ~ l .  The ~ther 'perception- is 

of an instructional leadek who takes a more directive role in 
k 

setting standards for mastery. Each perception imp 1 ies 

different styles of leadership. Therefore-, it is uaderstandable 
- -  

that variations in ratings would occur for those functions 
- 

where the idea of "mastery" is mentioned.. 
w 

, - 

The interview data indicated a certain range of 
C- 



p r i n c i d a l s '  percept ionse- for  t h e i r  ro le ,  in;develoging and 

promoting a c a e m i c  s t a n d a r d s .  ~ r i n c i p a ~  1 i n d i c a t e d  that  h e  
+ 

s t r e s s e d  s t a n d a r d s  by e s t a b l i s b i n g  e x p e c t a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  work 

accomplished by s t u d e n t s .  H e  d i d  s o  through r e g u l a r  rev iews of 
- 

1 t u d e n t  asrk and f r e q u e n t  %ontac t  with s t u d e n t s  i n  h i s  o f f  i c e .  
1: 
'\ 

Hk felt t h a t  ;by rnalntain'.ng $bd reSp8iwing f i l e s  of  9 t u d e n t s '  
\, 

, . 
work he w a s  " c o n s t a n t l y  r e i n f o r c i n g  i n  t h e  c h i l d ' s  mind t h a t  

growth 

he d i d  

asking  

h e  p u t  

I 

and achievement are expected " P r i h c i p a l  4 s t a t e d  t h a t  

n o t  s t r e s s  standards; t h a t  h e , ,  i n  f a c t ,  s&it more t ime 

t eachers - to  back o f f  *expecta t ions  t h a t  are t o s  h igh .  A s  

i t :  

d o n ' t  stress s t a n d a r d s .  . . I do&"& pump s c o r e s ,  I 
pump unders tanding .  I stress comfort  level'.;' Things 
can be in t roduced t o o  e a r l y .  

In. schoo l s  2 and 3 ,  t h e  .-pFincipals f e l t  t h a t  a s t r e s s  on 

academic s t a n d a r d s  was an outgrowth of t h e  t e a c h e r s '  o v e r a l l  

awarensss of t h e i r  e x p e c t a t i o n s  r ega rd ing  schoof g o a l s ,  

cur r icu lum implementation and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p rocesses .  These 

. p r i n c i p a l s  promoted s t a n d a r d s  f o r  wo>k p roduc t s  &d pa id  
4 

a t t e n t i o n  t o  t es t  s c o r e s  b u t  d i d  n o t  f e e l  t h a t  t h e y  p e r s o n a l l y  
' 

t ook  an a c t i v e  s t a n c e  on developing and promoting academic:! 

s t a n d a r d s ,  p e r  se. '  * . > 

* 

Subacale  11: Promoting I n c e n t i v e s  f o r  Learning 

. In c o n t r a s t  t o  group means f o r - o t h e r  s u b s c a l e s ,  means fo r  
-> 

t h i s  s u b s c a l e  showed a moderate l e v e l  o f  f requency and c l o s e  
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- agreement between both r e p o r t i n e  > ., groups. eason f o r  t h i s  
>- 

t - 
cdn t rhs t ,may  be t h a t  t h e  f u n c t i o n s  i n  %%is subscale refer t o  

1 

-', - 
'- f o r m a l  modes &: r e c o g n i t i o n  f o r  s t u d e n t  achievement  which a r e  
\ %< d 

t o o  >>-'if i c  as y<nbt ionL which would be g e n e r a l  t o  promoting 
d \$  ' 

a * -  ' I  s" 
' *. t h e  schoo&s . ' -  I n c e n t i v e s  f o r  l e a r w n g  usua l  l y  

Jal 
h 

\\ 
P 

i 

. * 
f . ' involve  a wide v a r i e t y  of  p r i n c 5 p a l s '  f u n c t i o n s  beyond t h o s e  % + 

\ 'L; 

l ' i s ted .  I t  is n o t a b l e  t h a t  p r i n c i @ l  1 'gave a low frequencyp ... -<% 

-9. 

i a t i n g  t o  t h e  f u n c t i o n  o f  recognizing?, superibr . .s tudents  by 
J 

,, s'eeing s t u d e n t s  i n  t h e  o f f i c e  w i t h  t h e i r  wo,rk p roduc t s .  I t  w a s  
& 

' t h i s  p r  i p a l  who s t a t e d  ' t h a t  he promotrid academic s w n d a r d s  a 

.= = 

i n  t h e  s\&ool through f r e q u e n t  c o n t a c t  with s t u d e n t s  
9 . * 

t h e  o x f i c e  with t h e i r  - LC work. 

s t u d e n t  Performance on Prov$hc&l Asbessments 
- + 

rs 
?; %. 

'A 5+ F ,.-"- " 

T,ables 1 2  and 13 p r e s e n t  the r b s u l t s  of  - s t u d e ~ ~  ?% 
i. 

"\ -3 
performance on t h e  1984 P r o v i n c i a l  Reading Assessments 

\ . * '  
administe-red t o  g rade  f o u r  and seven s t u d e n t s  i n  t h e ~ f o u r  s t u d y  - 

schoo l s .  These r e s u l t s  were reviewed p r i m a r i l y  t o  p r e s e n t  -- a 

- g e n e r a l  p r o f i l e  of  s t u d e n t  performance i n  t h e  f o u r  s t u d y  I 

\'d 

schoo l s .  The review and t h e  mean s c o r e s  are n o t  cons ide red  t o  - .. 
t a. 

be i n d i c a t o r s  of i n s t r q c t i o n a l  l e a d e r s h i p  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  i 
= f 3 

f o u r  schoo l s .  To d o  s@,% a wide range of  i n p u t  and p rocess  
- - 4 

' d ~  1 

v a r i a b l e s  f o r  each se$$ting would have t o  bQ c a i e f u l l y  m a l y z e d  , - 2 

and discus,sed.  Even g iven  such a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  v a l i d i t y  of  u s i n g ,  

* I, 
' such d a t s a s  'heasures. of l e a d e r s h i p  ~ O S e c t i v e n c s  i n  a school  ' 

f d - .  *-ILs .Q %' 4 
is +err much sub jedt t o  debate. % 

a I 
I - 
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As the- :resu'lts an$ discussion qf survey and interviewBdata 
3 * . . -  *- 

*3 
yield some insights int@ instructionai leaderhip activity in - 

:, & 
relation to the organizational nature of each of the Gtudy " 

8' C 

schools, it was felt to be worthwhile to cansjder a profile of 
* %- 
khe outcotneb on provincial assessments in each setting. t 

At both the grade four and grade seven levels, the 

, district means, ed. as % correct, were higher than the 
*-- < 
I " 5 

4 

CXJ provincial means all domains. School 1 ' s  means were higher 

than *the diqtcict means on seven of the nine domains across- 
. -9 / 

both grade levels mid close to district means on two domains.. 

,Sschool 3 was also higher on seven of the nine domains and 
+d , 

lower on two. ~ c h o d l  4 was higher on five of the n i n e  domains, 

close to district means on one domain and lower than district 

means on three domains: School 2 was higher than district, means 

cn two of the nine domains and lower on six. To a <certain 

degree, it  can be said t h a t  H spread of perfc~rrn~~ri~~e uut,c:ornes 

exists among the four study schools. 

rg 

Summary 

Accsrding to group means, the survey data indicated that 

all subscales showed a relatively high rating of frequency. 

Therefore_,&+ztG be said that the principals ,in each of the 
t, -' 

study schools focused on instructional leadershi$ and organ'ized 

their general administrative activity to address that focus. 



Teachers ' and prineipa3s ' mean ratings per subscale showed , *A 
b?< _ 5 .,$ 

" T " s -  I 

close weement. The grgatest difference that. occurred between '+  -- 

P - 
meiuls was .5. Principals' mean scores were slightly higher than - " ' * -  

teachers' means on six of the elqven subscales, slightly lower 
& i .  ' W ,  

on three and very close on two. . 

- 

The .interview data showed that the four principals - 

y .  4 

\ generally described their role in relation t6 instruction as - 
a * >fi 

. + -  

supportive and facilitative as opposed to being directive ogi Xt 

\ 
\ ' --I 7 .  - 

author itat ive. A cross section of interview respokseF showed 

- that the principals recognized their te h r s  as being 4 

professionals who requiaed a certain amount of autonomy yd ' u  
I * 

%-2 ., 
YI 

discretion in their handling of instructional processes. They 
. - -. 

felt they generally worked with teachers who were 'highly -w 

competent and whd$hared a common interests in the quality & - * 

x 4 
i* 

ongoing improvement of instructisn. - A t  the. same time, the - 
@ 

principals indicated t h a ~  they felt resp~nsible for overseeing 
- 

\ 

and monitoring the praress of instructional processes. Given 
!. 

th-ese common perceptions and the uniform1 y high frequency %ith _ _  

which they employed instructional leadership practices, 

frequency ratings for par6icular subscale~functions in * +< 
k -- 

combination with interview responses indicat-ed that some e 

\ 

variation in leadership style and emphasis existed among the 

four principals. 

Principal 1 maintained a clase, direct involvernent~with 
- 

,. + teachers and students in relation to instructional programs', He + I 
. - 

held his teaching staff in high regard, but also held high ' *  - 
' _-. 

" I - 
\ 



3 a -- 

Coordination as bei* central to h instructional leadership 
L -  

i' Q - 
42 role. H-saw himsJ&lf primarily as alresource for his staff and 

I .  

@' 
, ,  felt that his &bit of teaching-on a regular basis allowed him 

> 

;'. ,+o provide m6dels fbr effective teachinfiract ices. He took 
4 

p'rirnyy, school-wide responsibility-for instructional programs; 
3 

-2 but emphasized teacher owners P in decisions affecting those . \ .  

pro$ramk. He felt that his gr6atest~scuroe of influence on 
P 

fl@ " % >  - 
& , -teachers was his own, observable personal commiCment to the 

s 
Y ' School -hterprisa'. The averagehf teacher meWm scores for the 

1 

IJ- 

is9 
' f & ,  subscales d incipal 1's school was 4.1. ~ h k  average of 

a 
i u !"I:+ .w 

principal 1' can% ... scores " I  was 4.3. 
12' ..'-$ *. ;9 

B ' 1-4 vr Y .  ., 
$* 

ts' 
-'r 

-~rincipsl 2 described his roles in relation to instkuction 
t r0 

1 
.as "a supporter, facilitator and catalyst, but not an 

: h 
- -- 

'initiator3'.sHe did not fee that his p e f i w l  backerou 
L +l 

. 8% instruction allowed hi; a central, knowledgable role in the 
F -& t4 
' coordination of curriculum. He cul 4 and gdm~ned t h e  . 

1) 

r .  
coordination af lum in cons i o n  with his vice 

* 

principal and/o?-his-mos't experienced teacher and regularly 
:4 

circulated the school to support and rnbn $tor instructional 
* >  

processes. He felt thdt &central ihstructional leadershi* ' 
" 8 .,.l%. - 

focus was to give his tea.&hers opportunities to "go to it" with 
7 -  

regard to instructional p'kogtams, bwt &,at he was .also 
% 

responsible for checking the viabilit of-rirdxuctional f" * '  
d 

4 

. ip ' processes. He mentioned that he gonstantly learned a great deal d : %.th '- about effective inst %i@ from ,K'w staff and emphasized staff 
1 i . , 

ownership of instructional 'pr<rarns. H& based ervision and 'lp % 



with teachers which was devePc~p& thruugh annual Baal -se t . t ing  

and evaltiatian interviews w i t h  each i n d i v i d u a l  teacher. He made, . \ 

L * 

<:leer h i s  persunal%t&ndards f m  the quality of s t u d e n t  work : 
and for the general "tightness" of the school's ovaral '--, 

subs6ales i n  principal 2 ' s  schuul was 3 . 3 .  T h e  &veragePof 

principal 2 ' s  mean see-~res was 3 . 9 .  

-=-b 
Principal 3 descr ibed  h i s  ro l e  i'ri r e l a t i o n  to instrucCion' 

ers the leader of i n s t r u c t . i o n  and i n s t r u c t i c r n a i  rhtyngs. H e  acted 

ss m~tivator, wmrd i n a t ~ r ,  "pusher" ( i f  nee?& f , supporter ( i f  
L 

fin area WAS going w e 1  i 1 ,  find assessor.  As motivatur, principal 
P 

3 e n s u r d  s h a r d  ownership in setting instructional goals ,gnd 

determining program .changes. Hr strongly emphasized the 

influence of the schooi's culture on instrdqtianel pracessgs. 

He felt the maio 4uality of the culture wes interaction; 
P L 

between teachers, teachers and s tudents  and parents .  That c- 
intaractian conveyed a coamon notion of how things ware done P 

a& o f  axpect.atimr: for s tdusnt  performance. In carryi* out 
* 

his lasdsrshlp role, priocipal 3 relied heavily &on highly 

devalaped system; systears far ,an atlnuaf setting and review of 
+ 
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goals with the staff and for developing p e ~ ~  g o a l  

s t a t e m e n t s .  H i s  systems i n c l u d e d  interviews w i t h  i n d i v i d u a l  
I '  = - 

staff members a t  t h e  b e g i n n i n g  and 'end of t h e  s c h o o l  year, 
- 

regular  management, team meetzings f o r  t h e  coord i  n a t i  c.n of 
- 

c * u r r i c u l u m  and weekly a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  meetings t c ~  p l a n  

J 
gb~ppc~i-t i ve . s t , r a t , c s g i  es f o r  i n s t  ructi onaf  Frc_li.esseF:. He W A S  v e t y  

careful not t o - u p s e t  t h e  school's s e n s e  o f  partnership i n  

i n s t . r u c t i - o n  by i n t r o d u c i n g  change tocl  q u i c k l y  o r  forceful ly. He 

s u p p o r t e d  w h a t *  he felt was a  pdirn~ry staff r e l a t . i . o n s h i p  based 

or: a feeling of " w e ' r e  a l l  i n  t h i s  t o g e t h e r . "  S u p r v i s i o n  end , 

c o n s i d e r e d  to ' b e  cent . ra l  tg his i n s t , r u c > t , i o n a l  ! e a d e r s h i p .  Tt ie  , 
1 

sverage o f  teacher mean scores f g r  t h e  subscales i n  t h i s  school  - 
5 

w a s  3 . 7 .  T h e  averagq  of p r i n c i p a l  3 ' s  meat1 scores w ~ s  3 . 5  .- I t  
\ 

was not.abl9 t h a t  t h i s  was the one s e t t i n g  where t h e  p r i n c i p a l ' s  
1 

averse w a s  - iswer than t h e  teachers'  

Principal 4' i d e n t i f i w l  C t ? r r i m t l l l r n  Cr-xsr-diriat i*)r1 as tieit@ 
d 

central t o  h k s  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  l e a d e r s h i p  r o l e .  H i s  p r i m a r y  - 

r e spond  b i  1 i ty was to ensure t h o r o u g h n e s s  and c o n s  i s t ' e n c y  i n  

% h e  in t . s rpre ta t  i o n  of c u r r i c i t l u m .  H e  based his I eadersh ip  

ineeractions on his personal knowledge of what comprises g o d  

teaching; knowledge derived from experience and i n f o r m a t i o n  

f mrn t h e  "experts" .  He e n c o u r a g e d  new instructional appro~cbes 

'. insofar  a s  they created. e n t h u ' s i a s ~ l  on  t h e  part. of t e a c h e r s ,  b u t  

h e  hlso tcmk r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  for m o n i t o r i n g  t h e i ' r  viability and 

ensuring ' t h a t  basic s k i l l s  were cnvered. Frinciyal ,4 redied on 

staff COnSehSuS for setting instructional goals on an annual 
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, basis. ~ss~onsibility meeting goals was delegated to staff 

c?ommittecs. Supetrvision k t d  evaluation of instruction' was based 

on ensuring, initially, that the teacher was a competent 

instructor then focussing on the improvement of instructional - 
strategies agreed upon as % common focus between principal and . 

teacher. He did not push instructional change. He worked to 
4 

preserve an atmosphere of freedom for teachers to apply their 

ski 11s as autonomous professionals. He applied personal - 
experience - in - given instructional areas and reaained0primarily 

supportive of teacher efforts in other areas. He felt. that h e  

did n o t  stress standards for student performance as much as he 
I 

stressed the importance of students gaining understanding. He 
" 

- encoukaged teachers to hold expectations that were appropriate 
- 

for each student's level of abiliky. Principal 4 felt that h i s  

main suurce of iniluence with st& came \from creating ahd ( 
# 

mair~ta i n i r ~ g  a general atmcspktere of f reedorn for - t .ear:hers to 

make t h e i r  o w n  decisions in applying instructi anal processes. 

He felt that his -styl'e was. non~authoritarian. He identified the 

classrnom as the key instructional unit and recognized the 

importance of maintaining consultation at that level. The 

average of teacher mean scores for the shscales in this score - ,  

was 3.7. The average' of principal 4 ' s  mean scores - w a s  4.0. 

The results of this study have yielded evidence of many 

similarities in the frequency with which. the four princi's 

employed major processes of instructional leadership. They have 

also pointed40 certain differences in leadership style, often 

. % ,- 
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reflected . i n  the frequency and manner in which specific 

I 

instructional leadership functions are performed. Chapter five - 

will d i s c o e s e  outcomes in relation t o  the central 

q u e s t i o n s  addressed by t h e  s t u d y .  



CHAPTER FIVE 

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

S 9 - 
a, 

This study addressed th'ke questions: What are the 

behaviors  currently thought to be characteristic of principals - 
who are effective instructional leaders? To what extent, do 

-- 

principals in given schools  display the behavior-s 
, $$- 

characteristic of effective instruct ionalc ." leaders? '  What 

motivates priticipa!~ to act, or n o t  act in certain4waYs as 

instructional leaders? It was expected that the answers to 

these questions would relate directly to the study's topic: the 

importance of an administrator's organizational perspective in 
I 

d e v e l r ~ p i n g  effective styles of instructional leadership. 

This chapter will discuss 'the study's results; first, in 

relation to the three questions arid second, to the topic. The 

final section will deal with the study's implicatiofls for 
'a 

further research. , 

What are the behaviors currently thought to be 

characteristic of principals who are effective instructional 
%* 

leaders? - 

The study's literature review first detailed the range and 

diversity of roles and functions - found to be common to the 

principal ship. By nature, the principalship involves a .wide 
c 

range of major roles necessary to school administration. 



Instructional leadership was listed as only one of these roles 

and was found $0 occupy, on the average, a small a'mount of a 

principal's daily 6irne: The daily tasks of the principal were" 

found to be many and varied, to occur unpredictably and to 

average short duratiohs of time. A common distinction used in 

identifying roles was a general separation of a principal's 

activities into two major categories~thak of "operational 
x .  , 

manager" as opposed to that of "instructional leader" (Alumberg 

& Greenfield citing Roe & Drake, 1980). However one categorizes 
O .  

\and labels the roles that a principal can or should perform, 

principals will "carve out roles from the reality they see" 

(Sackney,1980). Therefore, a principal who chooses to function 

as an effective instructional leader must organize and 

manipulate his cFr her range of adrnini s t r a t , i v e  a c t i  v i  t,y to 

address instruction as a primary role. 

~ecommended qualities and ski 11s for administrators were 
Q 

* .  also reviewed. Three elements of principal effectiveness 

identified by Blumberg & Greenfield (1980) included an . 

individual commitment to the realization of a particular 
- 

educational or organizational vision, a propensity to assume 

initiative and take a pro-active stance in relation to the 

demands of the work-world environment, and an ability to 

- satisfyroutine organizational maintenance demands in order to 

allow time for activities directly related to the realizatidn 

02 a personal vision. Other skills identified as having major ,- 

1 - 
importance iieeffeative leadership included an ability to adapt 

7 

to 'ambiguous situations (Goldh er & Becker, 19701, human 7 



- -- 
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-- 
-a# - relations skills, an ability Co.effectively supervise and 

8 
0 

evaluate prugrams and personnel, and a thorough legal awareness 
Y* 

(Austin, 1981; ~ o l d h d e r  &. Becker, 1970; Hay, 1980; 

Sakkney,.l980). Principal expertise,in instructional practices 

was also seen as a key ingredient in meeting instructional , 

goals and in identifying resouhes (both human and material) to 

meet those goals (Austin, 1980; Sackney, 1980; Shoemaker & 
- 

Fraser, 198 1 ) . 
Ji 

7 ' 
r 

The skills and qwalities associated with effective 

leadership in a general sense are assumed to serve as 

-$rerequisites f o r  priricipals wishing to "carve out" or focus 
6 

upon the role of, instructional leadership. One can hardly 

imagine a principal achieving -effectiveness as an instructional 

leader while , at the same time, possessing poor human 
, ", 

relations skills or letting other ects of the school's 

--operation fall into .disarray. It e assumed, therefore, 
I - 

that a principal who displays the behaviors characteristic-of 
- 4-, 

effective instructional leaders has satisfied these 

prerequisites . 
J- 

In identifying the behaviors characteristic of effective 

instructional leadership, a broad range of associated roles and 

functions were specified. These roles and functions were linked 

to the organization of items in the Principal Instructional 

~ m a g e m k n t  Rating Scale developed by Philip Hallinger ( 198~4, a 

scale which attempts tc translate general indicators of 

effectiveness into testable behaviors. 



The findings of this study's literature review yielded a 
i 

broad array of behaviors current1 y thought t.o be characteristic 

of principals who are effective instruct.ions1 leaders. It is 

apparent that these identified behaviors are not mutual ly 
- 5 

exclusive. The@ interconnectedness describes the majority of 
d 

on-the-job acti-kty for a principal who frames his or her 
2 ,  T 

overall administration .according to a primary focus on 

instructional 1eadership.The extent to which the study's four 

subjects displayed the behaviors characteristic of effective 
h 

\ .+ instructional leaders would therefore indicate the extent to 

which they held instructiorl,l leadership as a primary focus for 

their overall administration. 
5 

To what extent. do principals in given schools display the 

behaviors charact'eristic of effective instructional leaders? 
-+ 

'i 
In each case, the principals displayed, with gmerally 

high frequency, the behaviors characteristid of effective 

instructional leaders. It follows from this that each principal 
- 

met the prereqisuites of organizing their general - 1 

-s< 
administration around a central focus as instructional leader 

-and demonstrating associated qualities and skills. These 

results produced an anomaly for the study. Given the range and 
4 

specificity of behaviors that were tested for, it was expected 

that a certain spread' would occur in the frequency with which 

the principals ' behaviors were displayed4* 
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A possible explanatio6 for this outcome concerns the I 

design of the rating scale instrument and its Administration. , 

Because the scale listed sev~ncy ins uctional leadership 

- behaviors a.hd$Eall=d for a ranking of all items, it may have - 

pre-disposed the respondents-to indicate frequencies for 

Whaviors that would not normally have ~ccurred to them as 

being chara~teristic of their principal's instructional 
0- 

leadership. Althoqgb&he scale did provide for a response of 
k.. : <; 

"no basis for judgment" on items, the interrelatedness of many 

of the items would have madeiit difficult to indicate "no basis 

for judgment" in isolation on given items. Consequen*ly, there 

may have been a tendency for respondents to assign 'a modebate, 
8 -- 

seemingly "~eutral" frequency ( f ~ r  example, "sometimes", with a 

score of 3) to such less familiar items. Across the sample, 
P -- - cumulative ratings on such items may have inadvertently 

supported an overall outcome of high frequency. It- is notable * - 
that the mean scores for Hallinger's findiggs were 

correspondingly high acrQss the subscales. Given the larger 

sample for his study, one might expect that greater differences 

in Fatings would occur. As it was, the mean scores for teacher - 

ratings on his 

subscales when 

Large standard 

indicated some 

frequency with 

study (n=104) were similarly high across the 
r' 

compared with the scores for this study (n=33). 

deviations for teacher ratings in both studies 

variation in teachers' perceptions of the 

which the principals performed-the different 

instructional leadership (functions (Hallinger,1985). Survey 

results for both studies also indicated a large number of 

"missing cases", a situation which may have resulted from 



e i t h e r  a r e s p o n d e n t ' &  s e n s e  o f  t h e  i t e m  n d t j b e i n g  applicable, 
%," x- 

-,'Ax 

4 L* 

o r  f rom o v e r s i g h t  on the r e s p o n d e n t ' s  part w h i l e  cornpl&&& the 

l e n g t h y  f orm. 

O t h e r  p o s s i b l  e x p l a n a t i o n s  f o r  t h i s  outcqrne a re  dfs( :ussed R b 

i n  r e l a t i o n  g o  t h e  t h '  d q u e s t i o n .  
C 

What m o t i v a t e s  p r i n c ' i p a l s - T i ]  n o t  ct, i n  c ;~ r t , f i i n  ',. 5, I 1. way? as i n s t n u c t i c s n a l  l e a d e r s ?  

There  are v a r i r ~ l l s  p c ~ s s i b l e  e x p l a n a t i n n s  f o r  t h e  uniform1,y 
r 

h i g h  f r e q u e n c y  w i t h  which t h e  f o u r  p r i n c i p a l s  d i s p l a y e d  khe 

b e h a v i o r s  of e f f e c t i v e  i n s t r i ~ c t i o n a l  l e a d e r s  : 

One e x p l a n a t i o n  may b e  t h a t  each p r i n c i p a l  h a s ,  i n  f a c t ,  ., . ', 

4 .  

c o n s c i o u s l y  a p p l i e d  h i m s e l f  as' e f f e c t i v e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

1 eader . A1 tholugk h i g h '  l e v e l s  of r lc  n o t  rrecessar i ly 

imply  e f f  c t i v e n e s s .  s t u d e r ~ t  per formar ice  on p r o v i n c i a l  

, 'a $r 
assessmer i t  showed t h a t .  e a c h  school performed s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

h i g h e r  t h a n  p r o v i  r ~ c i  a 1  rrlems %rid, i n  many cases, kl i g h c r  t h a n  

' , d i s t r i c t  means. Each s u b j e c t  had accumula ted  c c m s i r l e r ~ b l ~  

e x p e r i e n c e  i n  h i s  r o l e  as p r i n c i p a l  and had had s u f f i c i e n t  t i m e  

i n  h i s  p r e s e n t  s c h o o l  t o  a p p l y  t h e  b e n e f i t s  o f  t h a t  experience. 

A l s o ,  each s u b j e c t  was e x c e p t i o n a l l y  clear i n  d e s c r i b i n g  and- 

e x p l a i n i n g  a l l  a s p e c t s  of h i s  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  l e a d e r s h i p  

a c t i v i t y .  The fact  t h a t  t h e  i n t e r v i e w e r  w a s  a l s o  a c o l l e a g u e  o f  

t h e  f o u r  p r i h c i p a l s  w m l d  modify  a t e n d e n c y  t o  be inaccurate or  

o v e r l y  e l a b o r a t e  i n  the i n t e r v i e w  r e s p o n s e s .  
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Another explanation involves'the district's processes 
Ca - 

through which the four subjects had been readied and selected 

for the principalship, placed in their present schools and 
< 

guided in their administration. As Pfeffer (1978) points out: 
I 

- 
: + 

People do not attain leade~ship' positions ,in a random 
fashion; they are selected (p. 1 7 ) .  - 

- % =  -6 belief in the importance of leadership is 
frequently accompanied by the belief that persons 
occupying leadership positions are selected and 
trained according to how well they can enhance the 

- organization's performance. If leaders ip matterfin 
affecting .organizational outcomes, then this surery 
3ustifies efforts to enhance selection 1 d training I 

procedures. Belief in a leadersip effect, in other 
words, leads to %he development of a set of 
activities, including theory building, selection, and  + 

training oriented toward enhancing leadership 
effectiveness. The assumption underlying these 
activities is that they will enable those so selected 
or trained to assume leadersip positions and lead - 
organizations to increased l'evels of performance. 1 - 
(p. 23) I 

Prior to becoming principals, each of the- bbjacts had a e I 

been teachers in the district. In line with PfefferJs 

observations, each was selected for leadership according to 
r - 

% * 
prgcise district proc&ses. Also, each principal had, at some' 

*L 

point in his career, undergone the district's detailed training 

program dealing with supervisory skills. This 'same district is 

one of -tzhe few in the province to, as a matter of policy, 
D 

evaluate each principal's performance every four years. A - 
district statement of Criteria for Effective Administration is 

used both as a basis for this evaluation and as a reference for 

- .  the development of personal goals, required of each principal 
- 



on an annual basis. 

Because the design of this study had four subjects 

investigated who were all employed by the same school district 
\ 
\ 

and had-Be.en subject to its influences, policies and gilidel ines 

for a number of years, it is reasonable to expect tkrt3; 

frequency ratings would be generally similar among the 

principal's self-selection Pfeffer states 

Organizations have images, providing information 
.about their individual characteristics. Also 
leadership roles in organizations have images, 
providing information about their character as w e l l .  
Persons are likely to selkct. themselves'into 
organizations, and into roles within those - S; 

organizations, based upon their preferred irn&%s ? 

This self-selection process would tend to work, along 
with the process of organizational select ion, t.o 
limit the range of abilities and behaviors one would 
be likely to find in a gjven urganizatirx~al role' - 
While it is no doubt true t h a t  role incumbency shapes  
peopie's attitudes and orientat,ions. it is E L ~ S I J  t.,rl~+ 

that there is a process of anticipatory 
spcialization, in w h i c h  people mentally q a k e  on the 
new ro le  &&ore entering the 
position.(PfefferL_t978;19i 

and ar~eicipator~ socialization may strongly determine 
$3 

l~nif ormity in principal behavicrs . Should these combined 
" *  - - 

prxesses be directed towards goals in instruction . 
1 

leadership, it is reasonable to expect that four experienced 
P 

A- 
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principals who have "come through the ranks" in the same 
- - 

district would display sJirnilar leadership behavior5 at co&on 
- - 

/- . & 

levels of frequency. -- - , d 

----.. A third possible explanation involves the context of the 

study schools. Each school was located in a white, suburban, 

middle-class neightourhbod. Consequently, the student 
t 

were drawn from communities-Gikh a relatively high. 
S 

socio-economic status. Through the close interest and 
/ 

involvement of parents and a correspondingly strong adhieverncnt 

orientation on the part of students, high e x p ~  :tations for- a 

instructional practices.would be brought to bear on the - 
t 1 

teachers and administration of the schools. Just asxit is found 

that unity of purpose and expectat2ons on the part of teachers 
4 

and administration will incline students towards better 

performance, the reverse is also true. Unity of purpose and 

expectations & the part of the community and students will 
\ 
incline a school's - professional staff towards better 

- & a 

performance. Studies of effective schooling record the most 

profound effects in outlier schools, those located in urban, 

low-income, racially mixed schools where consist,ently .. high 

expectations on the part of teaching professionals have 

v predisposed students to extend their level of performance 

beyond the nbrms and -expectations of the comunity. In 

communities ;he performance expectations are 2 
characteristically high, teachers and instructional leaders who . . 

do not respcnd to those expectations may be quickly identified 
- - 

by both colleagues and clientele as being out-of-step with the 
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norms of t h e i r  s c h o o l ' s  c y l t u r e .  Th i s  impact  of s choo l  cuitttre 

a - - on leaders hi^ raises a' , f o u r t h  p o s s i b l e  explanation for t h e  
@ 

u n i f o r m i t y  o f  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  l e a d e r s h i p g  a c t i v i t y  i n  -trhe f o u r  , 
/ . . 

P * i 

' ' s t u d y  s c h o o l s .  - 4 
., 

A 

C u l t u r e  has  been d g f i n e d  as be ing  "reserved f o r  the deeper 
- .+ * v  

l e v e l  of b a s i c  aasulhptions and becl iefs  t h a t  are7sharad by 
F L 

- 

mehIb&s of an o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  that: o p e r a t e  uncwnsc i r~us l  y and t t m t  
J. * Y 

d e f  i h e ,  in a 5&ic taken - fo r -g ran ted  fashion, an organization's\ ". - -fe 

view of environment  ( S c h e i n ,  1 9 8 5 ) .  C u l t u r k -  - - 
for ( t h e  j grcmp and ho* members 

shou ld  t h i n k ,  ! S e r g i ( r ~ v m n i .  1 9 8 4 ) .  Iri t.1-1ei r. 

i n t e r v i e w s ,  referred, tmth 'd ire.tr.t.1~ and 

P- 
b ind l r ec t  l y  t o  f h e  in f luence ' :  of t h e i r  scho~t l  ' L; r~rgarl i z a t  i o t ~ r i !  

L culturg on d e c i s i o n s  made a b o u t  : i n s t r c c t i o n a l  gl-~a 1 ~ :  
B /' ark1 

7 p r o c e s s d s :  Each p r i n c i p a l  i q d i c a t e d  that h i s  t e a c h e r s .  h r  Id rr 
'% 

4 b a s i c  i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  s~hsol's i n s t r u c t i o n a l  programs,  in 

improvement, and in t roduc i ' hg  c h a n g e .  . 

P r i n c i p a l ,  P made i n d i r e c t  r e f e r e n c e  t o  the i n f  luenke o f  
;+ 

s c h o o l  c u l t u r e  when h e  spoke  of a "sis ' lf-checking sys tem at work 

i n  t h e  s c h o c l  because  . .  o f  a good s t a f f "  and of an a n  oing b 0 

'Process  of  cur r icu luru  c o o r d i n a t i o n  t h a t  w a s  "underp inned  by - 

I 

t e a c h e r s  and a d m i n i s t r a t i b r l  who know t h e i r  s t u f f "  .' H e  f e l t  t h ~ t ,  

t h e  t e a c h e r s  d i  p l a y e d  " h i g h  ownership" i n  t h e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  I 
program and were "no t  satisf id *re ly  isi the 

.a 

( c u r r i c u l u m )  g u i d e .  " The t e a c h e r s  c u s t o m a r i l y  o p e r a t e d  within s 
". 



brcxght; with them a spec t~ . a f '  the culture of their former 

sr&ol; aspects which may work we1 l for them personally but 



w e r e  not i n  keeping w i t h  the present  sch~ul's culture- &exe - 

tt le  principal felt t h a t  irk the p ~ s t  h e  had 'tiad more cont ro l  

whrx came in+,<$ the school as s t a f f ,  h e  had recently been ' 

obligated tp t a k e  s t a f f .  a s s i g n e d  t c l  h i s  :;chorll, s t a f f  7 

/J' 
r& who expected b - 1  be lef t  ~ l m e  to parry c ~ t ;  their own 

the &hoo.l w a s  s t - r n n g i y  i n d i c a t e d  by t h e  t e r lde r~c$  c f  prirent:~ t-c? 

r:pme to h i m ,  w i t h i n  Len days o f ' t h e i r  c h i l d  t t e i n g  w i t h  ,me nf 

t , h e s e  n e w  s t a f f  m e m b e r s ,  a r d  stat i n k  "L,r~r>k, that ' s nct t .  w h a t  w e  
. - 

&,-g,+:-;Y ,-,f ( f - i - : j $ ; ;  %&<:,<::]. ". 
-"' . . . 

I n  h i s  book, Orgacizational C u l t u r e  and Leadership, Edgar 

had been  operating in the s f o ~  a c o n s  iderat le  number of 
r" 

&mct 1 f; possessed a c . h  l tu re 

\ t h a t  W ~ S  I irdeed, a learned p r c d u r i t  of grnllil experier~ce. I n  

l i'ne w i t h *  tthi-s observation, Sch t ~ s :  f u r t h e r -  that- the 

culture CWI cause the organiza t ion  to be "predisposed to 
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c e r t a i n  types of l e a d e r s h i p "  a n d - t h a t  " l e a d e r s  c r e a t e  , e & I t u r B ,  - -- 

+ -?\ 

b u t  c u l  L u r e s  i n  t u r n ,  creat eir. n e x t  g e n e r a t i o n  of l e a d e r s "  
n - 

There fo re ,  &' may w e l l  hake been  t h e  case t h a t  a s t r o n g  

c l ~ l t u r a l  b e l i e f  i n  t h e  i o r i t  of d e v e l o p i n g  arid m a i n t a i n i n g  , \ \ 
e f f e c t i v e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p w e  ses i n  each of t h e  s c h o o l s  4 9 
pred i sposed  each c f  t h r  t o  govern t h e i r  

- i n s t r v i c t  i una l  l e a d e r s h i p  consequen t ly ,  d i s p l a y  

\ u n i f o r m l y  h i g h  levels  (2 i n s t r u c t i n n a i h e a d e r s h i p  a c t i v i t y .  

I t  is most l i k e l y  t h a t  a cornhir~at ion of t h e  p r e c e d i n g  

k x p l a n a t i o n s  is 'respun's i b l e  f o r  t h e  un i fo rmly  h i g h  l e v e l s  of  

i n s t r u r t i o r ~ e l  l ead&sh ip  a c t i v i t y  among t h e  f o u r  p r i n c i p a l s .  
-5 

% T h i s  is n o t  t o  u n d e r e s t i m a t e  t h e  impact  of c o n s c i e n t i o u s  
w 

l e a d e r s h i p  i n  each  o f  t h e  f o u r  s c h o o l s ,  o r  t o  s u g g e s t  t h a t  e a c h  

p r i n c i p a l  was s imp ly  gu ided  by f a b t o r s  w i t h i n  t h e  s c h o o l  
C 

s i t u a t i o n .  ? ? a t h e r ,  i t  is  t o  i l l u m i n a t e  t h e  f ac t  t h a t  l e a d e r s h i p  

p r a c t i c e s  deve lLp  i n  accordance  wi th  t h e  o c e r a l l  p e r s p e c t i v e  of 

a s c h o o l ' s  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  n a t u r e .  

- - 
The h p o r t g n c e  of an A d m i n i s t r a t o r ' s  O r g a n i z a t i o n a l  P e r s p e c t i v e  

T h e , i n s t r u c t i o n a l  l e a d e r s h i p  p r a c t i c e s  'evidenced by t h i s  c, 

s t u d y ' s  survey and i n t e r v i e w  d a t a  have  been de t e rmined  by a 

h o s t  of dynamic i n f l u e n c e s  a t  work w i t h i n  t h e  s c h o o l ' s  o v e r a l l  

o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  env i ronment .  To t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  each p r i n c i p a l  



h a ?  d e v e l o p e d  and acted upon a  c lear  p e r s p e c t i v e  f o r  h i s  

' \ s c h o o l  ' s o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  n a t u r e ,  a p p r o p r i a t e  instructional 

l e a d e r s h i p  p r a c t i c e s  h a v e  bee=n adopt.ed and e f f e c t i v e  styles 

3 a p p e a r  t o  have  been  d e v e l o p e d  
f - 

d '4 
P 

S t r u c t u r i n g  o f  O r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  Henry 

d e t a i l e d  cornparat i v e  d e s c r i  p t i  crris 

f i v e  main types o f  c r g a n i z a t i o n + l  s t r u c t u r e .  H e  c a l l s  one  of I 

these s t r u c t u r a l  types t h e  " P r o f e s s i o n a 1  R t i r e ~ u  ? . r a c y "  arid 

in ( - : ludes  a l l  professic-,r:al o r g a n i z a t i o n s  s u c h  as h o s p i t a l s ,  

~ . l r l l v e r s i t i e s  and  E ; ~ . ~ C I C I ! .  ~yst ,erns  kinder t .h  i s heading. H i  5: 

analysis c:~f a s c h o o l ' s  c lrgat- l lzat ion as a pr.,l;fe.;-;. i~_ l r , a l  

All members of a  p r o f e s s i o n a l  t u & a u c r a c y  o n l y  join the 

o r g a n i z a t i o n  once  they h a v e  comple ted  a compulsory ,  e x t e n s i v e  

p e r i o d  of t r a i n i n g  and i n d o c t r i n a t i o n  t h r o u g h  which  t h e y  
iF. = -  s 

a c q u i r e  and l e a r n  t o  a p p l y  a s t a n d a r d i z e d  rombina t i c rn  of 

knowledge and s k i l l s .  T h i s  e n s u k  t h a t  e a c h  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  

t member c a n  and w i l l  p e r f o r m  competen t  y as a " p r o f e s s i o n a l "  and 

t h e r e b y  s h a r p l y  r e d u c e s  t h e  r o l e  of c e n t r a l i z e d  s u p e r v i s i o n  and 

c o o r d i n a t i o n .  The complex & a t c u r e  o f  a p r o f e s s i w a l '  52 work 

e n s u r e s  t h a t ,  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  how s t a n d a r d i z e d  the s k i  11s  might  

Qe, c o n s i d e r a b l e  d i s c r e t i o n  must remain i n  t h e i r  a p p l i c a t i o n .  

The f ac t  t h a t  c o n s i d e r ~ b l e  d i s c r e t i o n  m l i s t  be a l l o w e d  t h e  

p r o f e s s i o n a l  i n  the a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  s k i l l s  has a number of h 
i m p l i c a t i o n s  fo r  matter o f  c o n t r o l ,  measurement  and i n t e r n a l  I\ 



standardizatj on. As Mintzberg points out: "professional 

bureaucracies cannot rely extensi~ely~n the formalization of 

professional work or on systems to plan and control it" 

(p. 351). This is due to the relative complexity and - - 
urnpredictability of client needs within the professional 

bureaucracy. ~ 6 e s e  characteristics of unpredictabil ity and 

required discretion greatly influence the bases of power for 

administrators. A great deal of power over the regular wbrk 

rests at the "bottom" of the structure, or the "operating core" 

of individual professionals. As a result, most professionals 

see this power structure as an "inverse pyramid" with 

serve them. The professional bureaucracy has a very limited 

hierarchy and focuses 3r1 professional expertise as a source  of 

power. It, Is required that whatever pecking order does exist 

rnirr:lr the professional's experience and expertise. For the 

m c s t  part, the administrator ir! a professional ~ U ~ F - E L I I C T A C ~  must 

be able t,u draw p r rwe i -  at: the locus of uncertainty arid must he 

extremely ski 1 led ir!  rrmnipulat. ing t h e  dynamics iif negotiation. 

They also serve key ro$es at the boundary of the organization= 

where they are c o n s t a n t l y  c a l l e d  upon t o  medi'ate b'etween - 
A prufess i o r l a l s  inside and part ies outside of the organization. 

Given the high level of democracymand autonomy demanded by 

the operators in a professional bureaucracy, some major 

problems of coordination, discretion and innovation are 

inherent in,the organization. The only real source of 

coordination is the standardization of skills; direct 



ion, and mutual adjustment are resisted as "direct superx 
infrindments on the professional's autonomy". Attempts to 

rationalize -the professional's skills (to divide them into 

steps) are strgngly resisted because this makes them 
- 

"programmable by the technostructure", 'a threat t.o a 

professional's basis of autonomy. 
bf'--T 

- -- 

Because a relatively h\gh  degree of disc t i o n  is left in kr 
k, the hands of the major protl derives fiord-the 

9 
unconscientious 'member who comes to simply concentrate on the 

program he or she favours. The professional hureaucrac:~ cannot 

easi l y  deal with such operators. 

that, change.  AS' a result,  changes are characteristic~l ly slow 

and require a great deal of political intrigile[ and careful 

maneuve~ing to be effected. 

I In summary, a school organization is a clear example of a 

-professional bureaucracy. Teachers make up the operating core 
6 

c ~ f  the organization and rxsess s stand-ard set of skills 

acquired through their T-lnivers ity, and ongoing in-service 

training. They Qperate in their individual classrooms with 

considerable autonomy and reserve the right to use s high 

.degree of discretion in serving their students' (clients' 1. 

learning needs, that is, in determining instructional program. 



- --- - - 
To be effective as instructional leaders in their schools, 

principals must develop - lehdkrship styles in accordmice with a 
perspective on the school orgmization as a 

prof essiondl bureaucracy ar,d recognize its preconditions as 

determinants for leadership practices. The word "styles" is - 
%I7 

used in the. plural form 'because the  result,^ of this study 

suggest that, whereas individual st,yles may vary between 

principals, the nature -- of those styles is somewhat secondary to 

a principal's fundamental perspective on the school 
' , 

organization. In other words, -,just as personalities wi 11 vary 

between indiwiduals, so will personal styles of leadership vary 
- - -  .-i> 

between pkincipals. To the extent that individual styles 

reflect ,a sound working perspective on the nature of the 

organization, effective leadership practices may: be carried- out - 

in an individualistic manner. It is when individual leadership - 
styles are imposed in the absence of a basic grasp of the 

organization's nature that sharp differences in leadership 

effectiveness might be anticipated. This study's interview data . 
ind ics t . ed  that. certain d i f f e r e n  in leadership style did 

exist betwken the four principals. Where principal 1 ' s  style 

may be generally described as "ta kaoriented and b 
bgsiness-like, " principal 2 may be best describ as a 

- "\, 
d "conscientious manager. " Where principal 3's style m%y be 

described as "culture-oriented and systematic, " principal 4 

could be described as a "cautious supporter of instructional 

freedom." At the same time, however, the survey and interview 

data indicated th,at the four principals were relatively 

cons  istent in the instructional leadbrship practices they 



\ 
employed and ,  i n  most c a s e s ,  i n  t h e  f r e q u e n c y  w i t h  which t h e y  

* 

employed t h e d  T h i s  c a n s  i s t e n c y  was e x t e n d e d  t,o t h e  practices 

found by t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  t o  be c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  e f fec t ive  

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  l e a d e r s .  I t  c a n  he  c&c.laded the re fore ,  t h a t  t,he 

- 8 
: p r i n c i p a l s  t h i s  study and t h o s e  s t u d i e d  i n  t h e  effe(:t , ive 

s c h o o ' l s  shared a common p e r s p e r h i v e  on the n a t u r e  of 

the s c h o o l  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  a p e r s p e c t i v e  w h i c h  forrned a 

f o u n d a t i o n  f o r  tkeir  act ions and at t,i t t l r l e s  as i r l s t , rnc . t  i o n a l  

- 1 -p: 

l e a d e r s .  Howe-~er ,  t is n o t  l(jgics1 to assume as a c o r o l l a r y  o f  
I 

t h i s  t h a t  a l l  +fiesd i n s t r u c + i o r i a l  leaders s h a r e d  s i m i  1 n r  
I, 
1 

s t y l e s .  5 

The r e v e a l e d  t , h a t  the p r i n c i p a l s  c l e a r - l y  - 
s t a t u s  o f  t h e  t e a c h e r s  w i t h  whom 

degree of aut.onomy w a s '  a f f o r d e d  t h e  

of i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r o & s s s s  rind 

t h e i r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  d f  c u r r i c u l u m .  Each p r i n c i p a l  emphasized a 

d e m o c r a t i c  h a n d l i n g  o f  d e c i s i o n s  a f f e c t i n g  i n s t r u c t i o n  and 

i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  change had t o  be i n t r o d u c e d  very g r a d ~ u ~ i l l y  and 

d i s c r e e t l y .  The p r i n c i p a l  ' s i n s t r u c t i o n a l  e x p e r t i s e l w a s  f e l t  t o  
- 

b e  a major  s o u r c e  of i n f l u e n c e  on a s p e c t s  o f  t h e  i n s t r u c t i ~ o n a l  

program.  I t  was n o t a b l e  t h a t ,  r i n c i p a l  2 s e n s e d  a 
where $ - 

p e r s o n a l  l a c k  of expertise i n  c u r r i c u l u m  m a t t e r s ,  h e  a c t i v e l y  

e n l i s t e d  t h e  i n v o l v e m e n t  of h i s  v i c e  p r i n c i p a l  a n d / o r  o t h e r  

e x p e r i e n c e d  s t a f f  members w i t h  whom h e  c o n s u l t e d ,  p l a n n e d  and 

caordinated t h e  s c h ~ l  's curr i 'culurn.  This same 2 r i n c i p a l  

recognized a key r o l e  a t  t h e  boundary  of t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  when 

h e  stated t h a t  h e  felt t h a t  a m a j o r  source o f  i n f l u e n c e  with 
\ 



- - - -- - * 

his staff was his strong ability to mediate between the 

professionals inside his organization and the parents outside 

of it. As his was a large, scho@+.a5wddating both English and 
1 

d 

French immersion programs, this ability was a major element in 
t/ 

his leadership effectiveness. In describing their respective 

sources of influence with staff members, the principals - - - mentioned their ability to support the teachers, to develop and 

preserve a schoolwide sense of profes&ional partnership, to 

model high standards of conduct, and to convey a strong, 

personal commitment to quality instruction. At no time were the 

ideas of hierarchical control or authority of office mentioned 
r 

as possible sources of influence. Such - attitudes are in concert 

with a basic perspective on the school organization as being, 

in Mintzberg's terms, a professional bureaucracy. In $he eouyse 
'L 

of his interview, principal 3 explained his leadershipktyle , 

and described h?s leadership r o b  5n this way: 
/ 

We are in an enterprise that involves people. I think 
that makes the difference. If it was an enterprise 
involving objects, my leadership dyle would be quite -, 
different. I think an object wouldn't mind getting 
kicked around a bit, but with people it's different. 
You really can't think of teachers as -the employees 
in the sense of a business employee. I think b 

teachers, because of the nature of their task, are 
really the drivers of the enterprise. In business it 
would be the other way around; your management team 

- -- - 
-- 

are w v e r s r  I really do think that I am just the 
driving instructor in a sense and, because of that, I 
don't always have the wheel, but I need to control 
that wheel. \ - 

As has been the case in this study, any investigation into 

the causes and effects of school leadership practices is bound 
* 

to encounte- a diverse and complex set of variables and 
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-, c o n s i d e r a t i o n s .  As an " e n t e r p r i s e  t h a t  i n v o l v e s  people" rather-- 
.. - 

t h a n  "ob ; j ec t s " ,  i n p u t s  would a p p e a r  t o o  v a r i a b l e  t o  a l l o w  a 7 
clear F r n p i r i c a l  l i n k  t o  b e  drawn between l e a d e r s h i p  b e h a v i o r  f 

and s t u d e n t  a c h i e v e m e n t .  T h i s  s t u d y  has e x p l ~ ~ ~ r - e d  t h e  pract,ic:es , 

~f p r i n c i p a l s  as i n s t r u c t i o n a l  l e a d e r s  atid 1 - 1 ~ : ~  rtternpted to 
- - 

e x p l a i n  tfie h r t i a v i o r f ;  r ~ f  f n i l r  s ~ ~ b j e c t s  i t i  t hr i r r*espt . rbt  i v e  

s e t t i n g s .  I t  has n o t  attempted t,cl p r o d u r r  f inliitlg.; 

f o u r  s e t t i n g s .  A t  test, i t  has u s e r 1  c-1 ements film e = a c + ~  o f  the 

T r n ~ l i c a t i o n s  f o r  F u r t h e r  Resehrch  

I n  a t t e ~ ~ t i n g  t o  i d e n t i f y  f a c t c r s  which m o t i e a t e  school  - t 
p r i n c i p a l s  t o  ac t  i n  c e r t a i n  ways as- i n s t r u c t i o n a l  l e a d e r s ,  

t h i s  s t u d y  h a s  u n d e r s c o r e d  t h e  need f o r  r e s e a r c h  t o  c o n s i d e r  a 

m u l t i t u d e  of i n f l u e n c e s  and v a r i a b l e s  b e f o r e  c o n c r e t e  

g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s  can be made r e g a r d i n g  e f f e c t i v e  l e a @ r s h i p  

b e h a v i o r  and style. In l i g h t  of t h i s  f a c t ,  i t  is q u e s t i o n a b l e '  

w h e t h e r  f u r t h e r  r e s e a r c h  s h o u l d  a t t e m p t  t o  d raw a p u r e l y  

empirical l i n k  betweerL l e a d e r s h i p  e f f e c t  2nd s t u d e n t  



ch r e s e a r c h  cb l l s  f o r  the cl o n t r  

cmplex and dynamic v a r i a b l e s  wb&h are f a r  more s p e c i f i c  t h a n  

g e n e r a l  t o  school  s e t t i n g s .  In  l i e u  of pursuing  

empir ica l ly-der ived  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s  a lone ,  it may be more 

product ive  t o  f u r t h e r  develop  r e s e a r c h  a p ~ r p a c h e s  which combine 
c 

t h e  r e s u l t s  of empi r i ca l  .- i n v e s t i g a t i o n s ,  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  
4 

t hey  a r e  app1;iable a c r o s s  broad samples, of  school  s e t t i n g s ,  

with e thnggraphic  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  of f a c t c c s , s p e c i f i c  t o  school  

s e t g i n g s .  In  t h i s  way, f u r t h e r  r e sea rch  may l o g i c a l l y  produce a 
0 

t -  
i .. 

hie&tref iy of unders tandings  f o r  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  l e a d e r s h i p  % 

e f f e c t ;  a h i e r a r c h y  which  b u i l d s  from broader  l e v e l s  of 

ernpiricr:aolly-deri~led g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s ,  b a s i c  to e f f e c t i v e  

l e a d e r s h i p  in  a l l  s c h o o l s ,  t o  narrower l e v e l s  of ethnographic  

uriderstandings of e f f e c t i v e  l e a d e r s h i p  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  s c h h l  - ,  

\ 

environments.  In e f f e c t ,  such an approach would a i r r o c  

p rocesses  p r e s e n t l y  cons idered  b a s i c  t o  p r i n c i p a l s  g a i n i n g  a  

p r a c t i c a l  undprstanding of f a c t o r s  a t  p l a y  w i t h i n  t h e i r  9chools  

and, indeed, b a s i c  t o  t e a c h e r s  doing ' t h e  same -regarding f a c t o r s  

a t  p l a y  wi th in  t h e i r  c lassrooms.  

- - 

The development of t h i s  approach c a l l s  f o r :  

1. F u r t h e r  a p p l i c a t i o n  and ref inement  of  such inptruments  

as t h e  PIMRS which s p e c i f y  and t es t  f o r  behaviors  which can be 

cons idered  b a s i c  t o  e f f e c t i v e  i n s t r u c t i + m a l  l e a d e r s h i p .  , 

Ques t ions  as t o  whether o r  n o t  t e a c h e r s  a r e  a b l e  t o  

a c c u r a t e l y  i n d i c a t e  t h e  presence and frequency o f  a p r i n c i p a l ' s  



l e a d e r s h i p  b e h a v i o r s  t h rough  t h e  medium of s u c h  i n s t r u m e n t s  
- . - 

shou ld  a l s o  be  a d d r e s s e d .  

---- -- I - 
2 .  A thorough  a p p l i c a t i o n  ~f o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  t h e o r y  t o  the 

i 
s n a l y s i s  of observed  l e a d e r s h i p  b e h a v i o r s  and a t . t i t . udes .  

< 

F- 

3. Fur th&r  deveioprfient of focused ,  e t h n o g r a p h i c  i r ~ t e r v i e w  

pr-r~cesses t r ~  d e t e r m i n e  s p r i n c i p a l ' s  a t t  i t . de s  snd be1 i e f  
il. * 

sys tems  . L i r ~  re ln t , i z>J  t,r: +,he sc:hcml's  o r g a n i z a t i o n  and c u l t u r e  

4 .  A n  e x t e n s i o n  of i n t e r v i e w  p rocedures  t o  record teacher, 

parent and student p e r c e p t i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  leadership behaviors 

and t h ' e i r  ef fec+,s  01-1 i n s t r u c t i o n .  

4 

5 .  The u s e  of e x t e n s i v e  o n - s i t e  o b s e r v a t i o n s  to i 1  lumi n a t e  
,/ 

and expand upon f i n d i n g s  d e r i v e d  th rough  the ,  a p p l i c a t i o n  of- - - '  

s u r v e y  and i n t e r v i e w  p r o c e s s e s .  

6 .  ' l o n g i t u d i n a l  a p p l i c a t i o n  of t h e  metkiods 1 i s t e d  above, 

p a r t  i c l ~ l  a r l  y t h d s e  i n v o l v i n g  survey i n s t r - l~ rnen t .~ ,  t,c, Lest; f r ~ r  

t h e  s t a b i l i t y  of  f i n d i n g s  ove r  t i m e .  
>. 

I t  would a l s o  b e  i m p o r t a n t  t o  t e s t  f o r  a change i n  

f i n d i n g s  once a new p r i n c i p a l  had been a s s i g n e d  t o  d g i v e n  

s e t t i n g  f o r  a per iod  of t h r e e  o r  rnore y e a r s  
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A P P E N D I X  B 

INTRODUCTORY L E T T E R  TO P A R T I C I P A N T S  



Dear Respondentl 

In their role as instructional leadersl there is ,a 
variety of practices that may be carried out by a school 
principal. This questionnaire lists this variety of 
practices and asks you to indicate the extent to which 
your principal exhibits certain behaviours. Ohee,this 
hzd been indicatedl the next step in our research will - 
t)e to ask the principal why it is that they do what they 
do. Ultimatelyl we hope to be able to draw a connection 
betwecn a principal's instructional leadership practices 
and his or her perceptions of the school's organizational 
structure. 

We greatly appreciate your taking the time to complete 
the questionnaire. You may be assured complete confident- 
iality in your responses. 

' Completion of the questionnaire indicates your 
approval-for the use of the data in the manner described 
above. 

\ 

Than,k you for your consideration and time. 

Sincerely ?ours, 

Principal, Elementary 
North Vancouver School 

District -. 

Chris Kelly 

Graduate Student 
Faculty of Education 
Simon Fraser university 



-- =- 
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