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- What motivates a particular priﬂcip&lﬂpo act, or notiéct, in

Abstp&eb_ B

G
- A
o e »
a

#

E The purpose of this study was. to explore the reasons why

princiﬁais behave as they do in their role(s) as instructionél

leader and to relate their‘behayiors'td*a basic perspective on

3 .
N

the school as an organization.. ?hree questions formed the

25

study’s focus: What are‘the'beﬁhgiorsrfelt‘t@

Vel -

of effective instructional leadership? To what extent are the
. - - . . o .

behaviores evident on the part of prinéipalé ity given settings?

=

certain ways as an instructienal leader. As this study was

ekblpraﬁory,in nature and was not intended to be guantitative,

i%g'findings were ot considered to be éenerqlizablafto other

settings. e

A°*literature review focused on synthesizing findings in

two ma jor g:gaé of research: the tasks, qualities and skills

found to be common to the basic funmctioning of principals in

I3

3-8

§11 areas of their agministfativeuworkw&pd the roles and .

behaviors found to be characteristic of principals who are

effective instructional leaders. As the rating scale used in

this étudy'was itself deve%oped through:ﬁn extensive revié@ of* 

effective schools literature, its delineation of variables was

used as the construct for this study’s lﬁtératureoreview. The
|

limitations general to effective schools\research were also

" reviewed. : .

#

The\subjects for this,studyHWere selected as principals of

o

Loet

& . be characteristic

=hsat, g2

e
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i . . . L ! 'VS—"‘

schools in the ¢ same school dlgtrlbt They were belected on -the .
; | , “.,z “ ,
basis of their workiﬁgwin‘schools with a similar gocio- cgfgmlg o

base *or the student populatlon and their having been &551g@%d

-
to. the school for a minimgmu@f three-years. The roles and e .
A : ’ s -
E ¢ N . - 0 o3 ‘- l- o Ll ' }‘.::
“hehavicrs of the subjects were initially®™nvestigated through
o : : 5
the use of a rating scale"surveﬁ of the teachers and subject in
each zchool. The instrument measured the frequency with which
instructional’ 1eadﬂrsh1p bﬁhaVlurg w:ré evhlblted Ol the p t ) B
of the principal. Each principal was then engdaged in a
, " ; H .
semi-structured interview proce 2o whereln responseés.to specific
questions as well as unsclicitedsresponses:iwere analyzed
Interview guestiong al variablec arrived
at through analysis vey. The interview
responses were collected onoan audic cassette recdrder. Student
c;k e'@ment‘on pruvincial assessments was alse analyzed ag a
measure of ffertLch S, 4 e’

 The rezults of the rating.soale Survey hnwpd little

difference in the frequency with which the prlnrlpulc exhibited -

ingtructional leadership behav1_)rc The 1nterview data revealed

similaritdes in the princip&&s’ perceptions of their roles as

A L : .
ins tructlunal leaderf though <ome variation was ev1dent in the

S

D
R T

4

Pmph&51< given tu certaln instructional leadership practices

, I ,
and in each pﬁinoipal's stvle of léedership.
o d
LS

The findings of-the study were cause for reflection on

factors which were most likely to account for thﬁf“lmllarltyiof

Voutpbmes in each case and, therefore, moot llkely to determine
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~ BACKGROUND AND PROBLEM

‘Background ' ’ ' v . -

The purpose of this study is to explore the reasons why

school principals behave as they do in their role as -
¢ « _ _

ingtructional leader and to relate their behaviors to a basic

/ perspective.on the school’s ordanizational nature.

o Insttudtion nowadays is receiving increased, detailed

':;%éantion &é'the critical ptocens‘for realizing 6omplex goals
7in education. This-stems from the deneral forces-Qf change at
- play within the major fields of our society’s activity. Over

the course of the past few decades, two major'developmenFs in

the United States appear to havé diven impetus to a current

§ oL T

drive for effective instruction in our schools. - ) LR

In 1854, the United States Supreme Court clearly
acknowledged that a school can make a significant differanqe(in
a child’s achlevement both as a student and as an adult. The
statement affirmed a basic right of all children to equal
educational opportunity and schools were consequentiy obliged
to guarantee this right. Such forthright public acknowledgment
quickly fooused attention on public schools as an agent for
tocial'chgnce and tha‘“battlearound for conﬁunity'strulees"
(Pinero, 1882;17). Federal, state, and district programs were



designed to address the challenge. Parents ard community
leaders became much more directly involved as clients aﬂd“;f,*"
directors of the schooling enterprise Adninistrator,

responsibilities changed rapidly in renge and volume and an

unprecedented emphasis was placed on a school’ s ability to
manage both educational programs and public reletions
(Pinero, 1982). ‘

—

It seems that the days of safe encapsulation within
the walls of the schoolhouse are at an end for most
school administrators.” A closed-system view of
educat;on s organizational world has been replaced by
the realization that the school must necessarily be
involved fully with its surrounding env1ronment
(Morris et al, 1982; 691)

°

§

In 1966, the fundamental ability of schools to-guarantee

equal educetional opportunity regardless of racial or -

8001o—economic background appeared to be seriously questioned

by the findings of the Coleman Report guelitx Eguogtigggl

Opportunity (1956). As the findings of the report were.

initially interpreted and subsequently reinforced through

subsequent studies (Jencks et al, 1972), schools became

*'lnx\hc

critically v1ewad'as making little difference in pupil
achievement and as having low potentiel for overcoming
"educatidnal disadvantages related to poverty and minority

status” (Pinero, 1882).

Obviously, the Coleman Report had a significant effect on

the direction of educational research and, subsequently, on

=



instructional practices. Larry Cuban describes this effect as B

follows:

"Researchers in the mid- to late-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

v . 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 -

investigations of schools which , dgiven 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 practition\r

wisdom on- what schools should do to become

academically productive. (Cuban, 1984;130).

Reseaféhersiand innqyators,veither by choice ;r by
directive, have become preoccupied with defining and
-determining effective instructional practices. Ministry
standards have becéme more definite. School district policies
and programs have become more explicit in thei% instructional
guidelines and expectations! The classroom skills and

strategies of teachers are becoming increasingly precise and

—_—

specialized. The principal, through the role of instruetional
lehdership, is more recently perceived as a potent catalytic
agent, and this receivesigignificant attention in the thrust_

for school improvement. This sequence of evénts is outiined by

Cuban in the following way:

Practitioners seldom wait for researchers to signal
that school improvement can move forward. Nor have
the substantial methodological problems in the
research findings on effective schools halted
policymakers from converting them irito programs. With
. & quick look over their shoulders at a skeptical
public, many school boards and superintendents, =~



believing that tightly coupled organizations can
affect children’s academic perfbrmance, have moved-
qQuickly to implement the growing body of research on
effective_schools. I do not suggest that policies
anchored more in faith than in statistical

" significance are misguided. On the contrary, 1 ' -
suggest that policies are forged in a crucible that
mixes political realities, practitioner wisdom, VAN
technical expertise, and whatever can be extracted N

from research. The task is difficult because the N A

to policy, and_yet practitioners, who must make

decisions every day, are anxious to locate those LS

decisions in a téchnical rationality.
(Cuban, 1984;130). -

&

—

Schools today are regularly called upoh to respond to
economit, ‘political and social changes occurring in our
society. At this particular Jjuncture in an ongoing cycle, the
causes and validity of the call for effective instructional
practices are a‘fesponse 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 prdﬁgying°and implementing these

practices (Blumberg & Greenfield, 1980; Bossert et al,1982; — —
Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982; Purkey & Smith, 1883). An important
. focus for further study,. therefbre, is the identification of
those basic factors that motivate and enable today’s school

)

principal to act as an effective instructional leader.
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PROBLEM

Goodlad (1983a), Cuban (1884) and numerous'other’

researchers, writers and practitioners acknowledge the fact

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

comprehenéively estdblished/in the Qay of recommended
behaviors, styles and pfactices for effective school
léadership, meré;access to such pertinent knowledge and

information seems to do little to ®nsure its effective.

_application.

In his discussion of school effectivenéss research policy

and practice, Larry Cuban states:

. ) e
Within the last decade a few 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,
- the incentives they extend, the style and commitment
they project - all dance beyond the grasp of
researchers. (Cuban, 1984;146)

The challenge, then, is to unveil the forces and influences
that motivate effective leadership behavior, the forces and
influences which produce what Cuban deséribes as “the

connective tissue”:

. . the connective tissue, the set of behaviors
that principals engage in to develop a school climate
that supports academic achievement - to gain staff
commitment, tq engender high expectations, to
supervise 1ndivjdua1 teachers and the entire
. instructional program, while carrying on the varied
and complex duties connected with maintaining order

Eian
’



in the school - none of these ‘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-gsite leadership makes a dlffenence -
. {Cuban, 1984 145)

T —

Wﬁat are some of theibasic factors which‘motivateyandf
enable a principal to lead effectively, to make the .active
connegtion between effective theory and effective practice?

% -

To address this central question, three ﬁgrtgef questions

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

thought to be characteristic of principals who are effective

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

S ' ' : e

€iven settings display the behaviors ‘which are characteristic

of effective inscructional 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,emplbyed and’

statement of limitations for the study provide a basis for an

exploration of the three questiéns.

RS )
o

Qutline of Methodology. Four principals were chosen as the

subjectS'for this study.vThe criteria for their selection

include:

- their having been assigned to their school for a minimum

of thfee consecutive years.

¥

—

- 3; '



<

ffherefore, subJect to common district pollcies, guidelines. anf

v

support services. .

- their being involved with schools which share a similar
blend of student groups with a relatively common socio-economic ,
background. - |

~

- their being assigned to'schools‘with student aéhié%ement

&

levels at, or dbove, distriqg and provincial averages.

= A review of current llterature was used to illuminate the
principal’s importance as 1nstruct10na1 leader and the
behaviors associated with effective instructional leadership.

The review was designed to pfovide a synthesis of findings on

\

. both countg.

To assess the extent fo which the subjects individually
display ﬁhe behaviors af effective instructional leaders, the
study used an instrument developed by Philip Hallinger entitied

Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (1985). It

lists seventy behaviors found to be characteristic of effective
) finstruétiongl leaders, groups them in eleven subscalés of
activity, and‘calls for a rating of the frequency with which
~each behavioryfb displayed by :the principal in a given setting:
The survey is completed by the teaching staff and the

principal.
-

, J



Focused interviews were conducted with each principal as a
follow-up to bé; patterns and elements revealed by the surveys

in each school, and as' a means of idenﬁifying thégfactors

causing the principal to act in certain ways. "

geim

Limitations. This study is an exploratory%investigafion of

the research questions in relation é% the éhbsén settings. As
thevstudy?is conf;ned to four schools nét randogky‘selected,
the findings aré not generalizable to other settings. The
study;s investigator is also the interviewer. Therefpre, there
is a possibility o% bias in the interpretation of-responses.
The investigator/interviewep~i§ also a colleague of the
subjecterThis fact may have gaused'the subjects to strqss the
positive aséects of theif performance, but méy also haﬁe'caused

them to be particularly‘accuraﬁe in their responses and to

avoid elaborate details.

Project Organization. This study is organized and reported”

in five chapters. Chapter one outlines the problem to be
explored and provideg background to the study questions, an
overview of the methédology aﬁd\a statement’ of limitations.
Chaptér two presents a 1iterature’review synthesizing recent
findings regarding ﬁhe principal’s fole as instruq?ional leader
and behaviors found to be characteristic of effective
instructional leaders. Chapter three details the methods and
<procedure§ used for the gathering and aAalysis of data and

information. Chapter four reports the findings from both  the

¥
Y A

¥
K
A

éurvey instrument used and the focused inﬁérviews with
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_principals. This chapter also comments upon the nature of the

qfindinﬂs from these twofﬁrOcesses. Chapter five summ&riZes,‘
exaﬁines and analyzes the overall findings éf the study with a
view %o recogniZinz an& explaining particular patterns of
leadérship behavid;jin relation to\the study’s original

W B . .
" 4riestions.
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A ' CHAPTER TWO
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A . LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter reviews curfent research findings regarding
the role and effectiveness of the principal. Specific qttention‘
- is given to the nature of instructional leadershiﬁfrrﬁe

literature review consideré the limitations of the research and

therbroad rangde of\;ésponsibilities characterizing the .
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. 7 .

Limitations of the Research

Many of the limitations of thé research into effective
séhools and instructional leadefship stem from methodological
problems which reduce the generalizability of the findings
(Hallinéer,1985); An outline of thesé problems is presented
here as a general qualifiﬁation f;r:thé review of the nature of
thg principalship and the roles and functions of instructional
leadership presented in the éubsequent gsections of the chapter.

Context. School effectiveness research over the past o
several years has effectively refuted Coieman‘s‘(1988)
assertion that the socio-economic status of students accounts
almost entirely for the varignée in studqnt»outcomes. While a

general positive correlation can be found between a high SES
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oomposition in a school population'and*achtevement*results““““‘*

(Jones 1986), recent research on- school effectiveness 1nd1cates o

that student achievement 1s also 1nf1uenced by a variety of
factors related to the quality of 1nstruotion, characterlst1cs
0of the school organizetion and leadership and the impact of
that school as a social system (Goodlad,l983a; Rutter et

al, 1879).

While schoolveffectiveness research provides support for

the notion that student outcomes may be subject to influence

through the manipulatioqﬁgf within-school factorsf“fW6‘cautioqs

5
s

must be considered in applying the findings. First, the
fé;generallzabillty of the findindgs has been quest1oned The
\haJority of +he research was carried out in the context of

9

urban, low—income and/or minorlty schools w1th1n‘the Unlted

ah m

States (Bossert et al,1982; Hallinger, 1985; Purkey &

Smith, 1983; Sweeney, 1882). One cannot assume that school

characteristics identified as associgted with achievement in

these settings automatically apply to‘all others. Further, the

research has tended to focus on "outlier"” schools, those thaﬁy

are unusually effective are compared and contrasted w1th~those

that are unusually ineffective. The research does not support

conclusions with respect to "average" schools (Purkey &

Smith, 1983).
/

A second caveat relates to the correlational nature of the
reaearch As Rowan et al (1983) point out, “most of the

7identified relationships between school- level factors end
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- . - school achievement have highly uneert&in teméoéal—&né—eausal‘
orderings. " Thus, while certain ciusters or~pétﬁerns of
ch&rac?eristics seem to be associated with studeﬁt acgiéwement
in specific t&pes of schools, it cannot be ééid with any ‘
certainty that these characteriétics cause high achievement in

- the schools studied, or that they will improve achieveﬁent in
A . .

" all schools. ' ‘ e : .

: %

Sample Size. Many studies begin by sifting through large

populations using §tatistical procedﬁres and arrive atycase‘
studies with samples of between 2 apd 12 schoels (éurkeyv& L L
S@ith,1983). Examples include Weber, 1971:4 schpols; Venezky andA
‘\Winfield,1979: 2 schools; Glenn, 1981: 4 schools;>Brookover and
Lezotte, 1979: 8 schoolé; Levinemﬁhd'Stark,1981: 4 schools;
Rutter et al,1979: 12 schools; Trismgn etlal,1976: 6 gchools
(cited in Sweeﬁey,1982); Hallinger et al, 1985: 10 schoolsi . i

-

ﬁeasures. Outcome measures are often limitéd‘to(student
achieve;ent\on tests of basic skills in reading and .
mathematics. While this does not necessarily reduce the
Yalidif& of the leadership studies, it does "tend to limif the o
aBility to deneralige findings when schools with | |
) characteristics different from those noted ébove and school
objectives other than student aohievem?nt are considered"”
({Hallinger, 1985;219). Many sﬁudies do not -include daﬁa or, in -

some cases, a description of methodology in their reports

(Purkey & Smith, 1983). ) ‘ 7 ) .




Deta Gathering Methods for data gatherlng vary greatly

across studies. Some studieé use structured or'unstructured

interviews, some use surveys end oﬁhers focus on brief or

 extended on-site observations (Leithwood & Montgomery,1983
'Purkey & Smith 1982) Few studies are truly longitudinalgra\

\noteble exceptioa being F1fteen Thousand Hours by Rgtter et

al, (1979). As a result no empir1ca1 link can be made betveena

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

Lack of Explanatory Models and Behav1ora1 Indicators”

\_

Given that most research 1n linking educat1ona1 leadership to

school effectiVeness con51sts either of 1solated regress1on
analyses of\qas;wstudies, there is a general lack of deta11ed
models . tg explain the'flndlngs “(Purkey and Smith, 1983) ..
Therefore.lfind1ngs interpreted in lieu of the existence of

such models yield little guidance for the'development of

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

focus on leadership (Hallinger, 1985; Purkey & Smith,1983).

At the same time, a majority of the existing literature
. » 7"."’—'1 )
does little'to)Lranslate general indicators of effectivéness

into testable behaviors (Hallinger.lSS&). Further research is

needed to specify the behaviors and practices that make up such

general»indicators as "coordinating curriculum” or "mpnitoring
student progress” in-order to identify the condltlons under:
which toey operate to test them in the school context ‘
(Cuben.1984; Hellinger,1985, Purkey Q}Smith,1983).The‘Hallinger

study (1985) is one recent attempt to specify such indjcetors.

i
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W1th these limitations serving as a neeessury'backzr

eQﬁ;the f0110w1ng sectlon of this chapter rev1ews findinﬂs SN

the studies themselves, that the past decade has seeniee

DBlumberg & Greenfield,1980).

regardlng the nature of the pr1nc1palsh1p

The Nature of the Principalship = %

J ::Cr‘{;r: - . N . ’ ; * -7 ' 1-:" =
T - ) ) LS © -

As thls-study focuses on the 3

V"

o
of the pr1n01pal it is impoftant recognizetthat this is’oner 2 -

of a variety of roles common to a ‘r1n¢1pa1 s leadershlp If

the role 1s to occupy a place o#-central 1mportance for the
g

=

principal, 1t must be through the discretion and. organlzational

e

‘ab111ty of the 1nd1v1dua1 principal (Blumberg and

Greenf1e1d,1980, Bossert et al,1983; Leithwood & T ‘ i

Montgomery, 1982) . o . "‘f.

‘Aé one might expect, a wealth of studies eXist§~Qn the '{
topic of a principal’s tasks. An explanation for this .fact

derives from an observation made in the previous chapter and in’

increased emphasis on the importance of the principal’s roles

to effective schooling. Consequently, a great deal more

kattention is being paid to the changing'roles, functions and ‘ LY

shift%?g priorities of school administrators (Auz;}n,»lB?B;

The literetufe is vari in its treatment of the

pringipalship, being selective in many instances andeij'
.. i .
j -~

Pit
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deneral in ocpers. It seems possible to view the topic through
‘the uge ai two major areas of consideratlon._nally'Tasks, which
!adniniatritqré‘qpaned to bg‘nosé consistently called upon to -

perform and Recommended Qualities and Skills, which are seen té)

. be egsential to affective administration.

ﬁhila these two areas of consideration are interconnected,

"

it is useful to abtempt sone separate analysis, since a
principal must ultimately manipulate and balance these role .

axpectations if effective inatructional leadership is seen to

be a priority.

Daily Tasks. Throughout the studies reviewed, there seemed

to be general agreement that the &aily tasks of the principal
are many, varied, occur unpredictably and avé}age short
durat;ons of time (Howell, 1981, Mintzbe;g.lQ?Q; Sackney, 1880).
ln_maﬁy instances, the literature expressedfpge idea that a
princfpal’s day is typically ncn~ty§ical. A principal’s day
tends to consist of “eurrent, specifié, non-routine,

, wall—é;fined tasks” (Mintzberg,1974) which require "more doing .
then thinking™ (Sackney, 1980) and which ‘emphasize verbal

interaction (Mintzberg, 1874).

In. an effort to analyze the daily tasks of principals, K.
D. Petersen (19?8)‘cusod attention on the daily work of two
principals in a large, midwestern city in the United States.
g}n deneral observation, that the principal’s day consists of
very short tasks, was supported by findings showing an average




of thirteen activities per hour with a range of “from‘four to
almost fifty activitieé/per hour. * Most activities Qere found B
to last an: average of one to two minutes and over 85% of the

pr1nclpa1 g8 time waz found to be taken up by tasks lasting less

than nine minutes. =

Ultimately, Peterhen grouped the range and variety of.
vobserved activities into five major functional categories: (15
werking with students, (2) working with professional staff, (3)
‘interaeting with parents, (4) plannfng and coordinating s
curricular or instructional programs, (5)‘generai o “
adminfstrative tasks. 4 - A | -

In many ways, these eategories corresponded with thgse_i-
identified by Howeli (1881) in his study of the daily |
aetivities of fourteen principals. Howell categorized the‘daily Jﬁ -
tasks according to paper work, parent conferences, discipline,
schedullng, general supervision, and 1nstruct10na1 leadership.
He further organized these categories under broade:i headings of
office responsibilities,'faculty/community relations,
curriculum, students, ;n& érofessional development. Blumberg~
and Greenfield (1980) Iiet the "five major functional areas of
responsibility” formulated by Lipham and Hoeh (1874) as: (i)
The Instructional Program, (2) Staff Personnel Services, (3)
Student Personnei Services, &4) Financial-Physical Resources,
Aand (5) School—Conmunity Relations (1980;19);'Fi§ure 2:1
illustrates a certain agreement in these identifications ofl

. 3 A\
major categories for a principal’s tasks.

®
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* , .
Petersen (1978) and Howell (1981}, throggh separate 7 e
studies, arrived at éveraég perqentaées of time‘épent per |
category of daily activity (figure 2:2). Clégfiy, the average .
‘ a;ount of daily time spent pér major functional Qategory ' |
differs from study to study and, therefore;wfrom péincigal to
principal. The fact that the difference is less than>10% in two
cases indicates, however, that An avérage, predictable‘ T
breakdown of time spent'on majo} tasks does ex%st'for tﬁe daily
work of the school administrator. Of bdrtioular note in the
findings of both Petersen and Howell is‘fhat the category of
"Planning/Coordinating Instructional Proéfams" receives a i
comparativélyrsmall percentage of average time, 6% in

Petersen’s study and 14% in waell’s. What was not made clear

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

other categories had a direct or indirect bearing on the
principal’s,instructibnal leadership role. This question calls -

for a consideration of-the relationship between a principal’s.

‘déily tasks and his or her major roles.

A common distinction used in identifying roles is an
overall, geperal separation of a principal’s activities into

two major categories: that of “operational.manager" as opposed

Cad

to that of "instructiona)’leader" (Roe'and’Drake in B{Lmbe;é‘&l
Greenfield, 1980). However one categorizes and labels the féles
that a pfincip&l can or shﬁuldAPerform,.it seems apparent tha%
pribcipals‘will “"carve out roles from the reality they see”.

(Sackney, 1980). Principals willrébncentrate on those roles in

L
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Figure 2:1 Functional Categorieé for a Principal's Daily Tasks

Petersen (1977) = Howell (1981)

1. Work with students. 1. Students

2. Coordinating 2. Curriculum
instructional
program o .

3. lInteraction with 3. Faculty and
parents |, : community

L, Work with 4. Professional

- professional staff development

5. General administrative 5. Office respon-
tasks ibilities

Lipham & Hoeh (1974)

.'Studeﬁt Persovpel

Service.

Instructional
program-

. ‘School/Community

relations

Staff personnel
services

Financial/Physical
resources



~

.. |

5. General administrative tasks-

Note:

Figure 2:2° Average Amounts”of‘frincipals'Daily
' Time per Functional Category

Functional Categories Petersen Howell
Sty 4 (1977) (1981)
1. Interactions with students 5@%“*‘““*-\ 21%
2. Planning/coordinating
instructional programs . 6% 14%
3. Interactions with parents 6.5% 12.5%

nteractions with professional

staff = ‘ 31% 12.5%

18.5% 32%

Comparison of studies re average amounts (%) of time
“spent by principals in major categories of daily tasks
(*figures do not add up to 100% in each column because
some categories and figures have not been included).



which they feel most competent or comfo

table and will often

tend to lean one way or the other as either "operational

' managers” or "“instructional leadéFE“. (Blumperg &jjf_ .

. A N
Greenfield, 1980; Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982; Saginey,1980;

Shoemaker & Fraser, 1981)

—

&

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 al, 1879)

In their book The Effective Principal, Blumberg and

Greenfield focused attention on hEEETy'effective,’successful
principals, each of whom had a distinctly singular style,
approach and set of skills from which to dmaw. At the
conclusiontgf\fzgéf study, they identified‘tmree elements of

——

effectiveness which, they observed, werercommon to all eight:

<+

1. Their individual commitment to the realization of a

particular educational or ordanizatiaonal vision,

2. Their prﬁpquity 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
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maintenance demands in a manner that.permitted them to spénd»
— most of théiglon—the—job time iﬁnacﬁivities directly related to
the realiéafion of'ﬁheir peréonél vision; They did not allow
themselves to become consumed by seéond—order priorities.
(Blumberg & Greenfield, 1980;208) L‘

8
-

The value 6f a prchipal hoTﬁing‘t& a vision for what the
school shogid achieve was supported by the findings of Hay
(1980) and Shoemakef & Fraser (1981), whi§h emphasized'the
importance of a4principa1 being éble to set and -maintain clsar,
reasconable and personal objectives for his or her efforts ;s a
leaaer. Shoemaker & Fraser also stressed the value of a
principaf being pro-active, assuﬁing initiativeiaﬁd-showing

assertiveness in dealing with daily demands. In their study

‘What Makes a Good Elementary School Principal? , Goldhammer &

Becker (1870) also saw the principals of schools they
iaentified as "Beacons of Brilliance"” being pro-active and
assertive in their approach. In turn, these writers pointed to
the 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 suéervise and
‘evaluate programs and personnel, and a fhorough legal awareness

(Austin, 1981; Goldhammer & Becker, 1970; Hay,leO;
Sackney, 1880). '

i !
The essential attributes inclining a principal towards

effectiveness may vdry as do the characteristics and
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requirements of school enviroﬁmeﬁts; Eaéﬁ prinéié;ivapplies
?nowledge,’skills and) energy according to the demandélﬁndr
potential of his or her situation. Sackney recommends th;t in
all situations a principal maintain an objective view of the

school as a "microcosm of its larder society" and then act as a

'

“systems analyst" in sensing, evaluating and acting upon the
ma jor factors determining thé direction and character of the
school society (Sackney{1980;4). By taking this
‘“pafticipant—observer“ stance, the‘princifal can become a
- "broker" of the influences, factors and resources which can be
combi?ed to achieye the overall goal or “"vision" (Blumberg &
Greenfield, 1980; Goldhammer & Becker,1970; Sackney, 1980).
Prinéipal éxpertise in instruotiqnal*practices and - programs was
also identified as a key ingredient in meeting instructional \
goals and in identifying resourées to meet those goals

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

This review of the daily tasks and recommended-qualities
ari_gi skills constitutes a description of the general nature o,f
the p?incipalship. It serves as a backgrgund against which the
roles and function; specifiec to effective instructional |

leadership are more closely examined in the final section of

this chapter.

\KThe Roles and Functions of Instructional Leadership

The principal plays an essential role in support of a

school’s instructional program by exhibiting strong leadership
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(Austin, 1981; Ldithwood & Montgomery, 1982; McLaughlin &

‘Marsh, 1978; Manasse, 1984; Morris et al,1982; Pinero,1982; .

Rutherford, 1985; Shoemaker and Fraser,1981; Sweeney citing:
" Armer eﬁ al,1976; Californid StaferDepartmeﬁtJStu_y,1980: ’
Edmonds, 1978; Levine & Stark, 1981; Trisman et al, 1976;

' Weber,1971).‘0n its own, “stroﬁg leadership” implies

decisiveness, commitment,(conviétion,;assértivenes;’and the

like, but goes no fufther in detailiné specific roles and

behaviors to be associated with'tbis deécription.rThe work of

Philip Hallinger (1985) focused on a delineﬁﬁion of roles aﬁd

behaviors associated with étrong insfructional;leadership. The,

behaviors specified by Hallinger’s research are organized into
‘\e}even subscalé§”and grouged according to what he identifies as

tﬁree major dimensions of a principal’s functioning as '

instructional leader:
¥

Through this delineation of instructional leadership

behaviors, Hallinger developed the Principal Instructional

Management Rating Scale. As this rating scale was used in this

[5;ady to determine the frequency 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 Schogl’s Mission. This

dimension encompasses the priﬁcipal’s fundamental role as the

"visionary", the formulation and communication of a vision for

N
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Organization of Dimensions and Subscales,

Principal

Instructional Management Rating Scale

Defines the Mission:

Framing School Coals
Communicating School
.Goals

(Hallinger, 1985; 221)

Manages Instructiondl

Program:

Supervising and

~ Evaluating Instruction

Coordinating Curriculum
Monitoring Student
Progress

Promotes School
Climate:

Protectihg

~Instructional Time

Promoting professional
development
Maintaining high
visibility

Providing incentive
for teachers

Enforcing academic
standards ’
Providing incentives
for students

—
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‘the school. Blumberg & Greenfleld descrlbe the effective
vlnstruotlonal leader as one who bases his or her efforts upon a
‘ desige\to ‘make the ischool over in his or her own 1mage —
(1986}; These principals gradually move the school towards
their own vision of what it should be (Manasse,1984). Vaill
(1982) iocorporatee this idea of working towards a vision in
his concept of “"purposing”, "that continuoue stgeam'of actions
by an orgenization’s formal leadership that has the effeot of
inducing clarity, consensus and commitment regarding the
organization’s basic purposes” (Vaill in ﬁenasse;1984;44).
Effective principals are seen to have two tyﬁes of vieion: a
vision of their school and their role within it,” and a vision
of the change process itself. This provides-a framework for.

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

The principal’s vigion focusses on the students’ needsﬂand

strengths and on the teachers’as pfimary vehicles through which

kS

" to achieve the'deeired outcomes (Rutherford, 1885). The
principal communicates the vision to staff and students in such
a way that a sense of shared.purpose exists, linking together
the various aotivities that take place in the classrooms

~

throughout the school (Hallinger,1985; Sergiovannﬂb1984).

-

Framing School Goals In defining the school s mission,

the principal has clearly deflned goals that focus: on student
achievement. These ¢oals are few in number, incorporate data on
paet performance and inélude staff respon81bilit1es for
aohieving them. Seourinﬁ input from both staff and parents in

framing school goals is seen as an important process

o~
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(Hallinger,1985).;éonceptua1 clarity on the part of all who are

involved in the instructional process is evidenced tﬁrough goal

gpecificity and results in a higﬁér percentage of goal
achievement (McLaughlin & Marsh, 1878; Rutter et al, 1879).

Purkey & Smith, in their reviey of six major case studies, found

)4
F 4

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

" emphasis for the school (1983). Effective principals are

.exceptionally clear about their own short- and long-term goals

which usually focus on "basics.” A heavy emphasis is given to
‘ -

the instructional objectives of teachers and clear priorities

are established among the objectives which serve as a focusifor

instruction (Leithwood & Montgemery, 1982).

Communicating School Goals. This role is concerned with

the ways in which principals gdmmunicate doals to.teachers,

parents and studenis. Goals tend to be discussed and reviewed
with staff periodically during the school year. Théy are
formally communica£ed via goal statements, staff bulletins,
newsletters, meetings with parents; and throuéh school
assemblies. Goals are alsb informally communicated through

daily conversations and casual interactions (Hallinger, 1985).

—

Dimension Two: Managing the Instructional Program. This

dimension encompasses those roles involved in working directly

with teachers in areas specifically related to curriculum and.

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

Montgomery, 1982). The roles include supervising and evaluating

instruction, coordinating the curriculum, monitoring student

.
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- progress, protecting ihéffp¢tidh§1 time, and promoting - l‘ gy —

instructional improvement (Hallinger, 1985). , -
: AN \ |
Instructional leaders become influential in tge areas of
~curriculum and instruction. Decisions are nmade with clarity and
purpose, considerable time is devoted to the coordination an

control of instruction and a skillful handling of the involved
éasks is appérent (Bossert et al, 1982). Instructional leaders

focus on instructional manageme?ﬂ roles to ensure that studeﬁts

ére provided with the best possible progrdms. This focus holds

top priority in all functions and decisions (Leithwoéﬁif\, y

Montgomery, 1982).

B
At the heart of the principal’s instructional ’ ‘
management role, then, is an understanding of® 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 al, 1982;41).

Supervising and Evaluating Instruction. Effective

instructional lsaders do more observation of teachers’ work,
discuss more workvproblemS‘with teachers -and are more active in
setting up teacher and program evaluat;on procedures (Bbsseft
et al, 1982; Brookover et al, 1979; Leithwood & M6ntgomery, 1982;
Levine‘andetark,lgal; Rutherford, 1985). Intereétingly, fhe

literature offers little evidence that close supervision

results in greater student achievement (Hallinger, 1885). This
role receives only lim ted support from research on sqhooL

effectivonggg (Levine d Stark,1982; Lipham, 1981; New York
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State Office of Performance Review, 18974; all cited in ’ '

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

evaluation of instruction involve a complex of interrelated

*

" processes on the part of principals and teachers. -TRegy also
serve as major vehicles for a variety 6f other distfn |
functions relaﬁed'to insﬁructional management.FWhereas

s correlation Qith greater student achievement may be di
identify, this doegynot necesséarily minimize the ihportance of

woa principai’s supervisory and evaluative functions in
effectively managihgaihe_instrﬁctional program. Sweeney’s
(1982) review of eight major studies into school effectiveness
indicated th;t all studies positively qssooiatgd fhe-behavior
of'"se£S‘instsgctiona1 strategies” with school outcomés
(Sweeney citing:Brookover,1976: Edmonds, 1979; Madden, 1976; New
York state Performance Review,1974; Rutter et al, 1879; School
Improvement Project, 1879; Weber, 1871; Welli?ch,1978),

" Therefore, it cén be reasonably';ssumed that the rble of +
supervising and evaluating instruction would héve ma jor

e

application in instructional leadership.

o

Rutherford (1985) notes that while less effective
principals show little concern and involvement_with”teachers

through supervision or evaluation, effective principals carry

¥

(.

out frequent observations and provide frequent, Eiten formal,

feedback. Teachers seem to appreciate such monitoring behaviors —
because they reflect interest in quality teaching and obvious

caré about what the teacher is doing.
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Coordinating Curriculum. According to Hallinger (1985),

thi: role “stands out” .in instructionally effective échoois.
Curricular objectives are. closely aligned with both content and
achievement tests. A high degree of cén?iﬁhity exists in the
interpretation of curriculum across grade levels. This‘reéults
from a greater interaction among teachers within and across
grade leve{s recgr&ing ihstructional and curricular issues.

Behaviors associated with the Qoordination of the instructional

program ares found to ba characteristic“of effective principais
in studies carried out by Brookover, 1976, Edmonds,’1979, the

School Improvement Project, 1979, and Wellisch, 1878 (cited in

Sweeneyv, 1982) . .

As instructional organization at both school and
clasgroom levels becomes more complex, principals may
engage in more coordinative activity. . . Contingency
theorists in the field of organizational analysis

° argue that as organizations become more complex, more
coordination is needed in order to maintain a given
lavel of performance (Bossert et al, 1882;45).

.-

- :
Monitoring Student Progress. Effective principals closely

monitor student pro&ress on a regular and frequent baéis
(Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982; Levine and Stark, 1981). Leithwood
& Mont[onefy (1882) found this function to be a central |
priofity of effective principai;. Effective principals
emphasize standardized and criterion~referenced‘tests and use
test results for gsetting goals, aséessing yhe curriculum,
svaluating instruction and measuring p}ogress towar?s school

doals (Hallinger, 1885).

o | 29
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Dimension Three: Promoting qrﬁpsitive Learningf%limate,

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

referred to as being synonymous, & discussion of the

o

d;;E3nction 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, 1885), or as the

"set of internal characteristics that distinguishes one school

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

Miskel,lQBZ).*Thé term "culture” is "reserved for the deéper
e

e

level of basic assumptiohs and beliefs that-are shared by

~

members of an organiz;tion, that operate unconsciously and that

' defiﬁe, in a basic taken-for-granted fashion, an ordanization’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"” (Sergio#anni,1984)f Implications
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;Xgarning
climate” is a major dimension of instructional legﬂgrship
functions, it is Q)dimension which reflects the characﬁer of a

more deeply imbedded culture shaped by a'multiplicity of

factors withn the school.

i~

Hallin&er‘(1985) states that principals can influence
climate through the creation of a reward structure that
reinforces academic achievement and productive effort, through
clear, explicit'stanéards embodying~what'the'school expects

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

L

i
i
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’through the select1on and 1mp1ementat10n of hlgh—quallty staff

development programs. Therefore, the instructional leadership —

‘roles associated with this dimension include: protecting }t

)
~ . Py

instructional,time, promoting professional development,
providing incentives for tLeachers, developing and enforcing

academic standards, and providing incentives for learning.

Protecting Instructional Time. Principals who successfully

implemen pOllOleS that prevent 1nterrupt10ns of classroom
learning t1me can 1ncrease allocated learning t1me and,
poteE; v, student achievement (Stallings, 1880).

Interruptions to learning time typically include announcements,

tardy students. and requests from the office (Hallinger 1985)
In Leithwood & Montgomery’s study (1982), effective pr1n01pa1s
were found tc directly influence the amount of class time
devoted to instruction. In the synthesis of effective schools

research ' Onward to Excellence (Northwest)Regional

Laboratcry,l984),§3§fective principals were found to handle

administrative matters with time-conserving routines that did

not disrupt instructional activities. Time-use strategies were

established, widely communicated, and enfdégéd.

’&Promotinngrofessional Develogment. McLaughlin & Marsh’s

(1978) review of the Rand study highlights the value of direct
principal involvement in staff development and in securing
teacher commitment to ongoing training. Effective principals
arrange for carefulf?istructured professional development in

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

program of individual ih—se:vice training to address issues
identified during clagsroom observations (Leithwood &
Montgomery,IQiin’Effective principals redard in—serviéé
-activities as“Opportunities for teachers to acquire the
informétion they need to make sound decisions aboﬁt persbnal

and professional improvement (Duke, 1982). , ' ‘sz,

McLaughlin & Marsh (1978f note that few schools éxplicity
address professional- training with tegured staff and, as a

. resuit, experienced teachers were found to have "turned off" to

B

fﬁrther development of their instructional skills and »

knowledge. b

Providing Incentives for Teachers. This function relates

primarily to the Principal’s provision of recognition to
teachers for their efforts. Monetéry rewards have been found to
have little effect on the motivation of teachers (McLaughlih &
Marsh,1978). However, forms of professional recognition such as
letters of commendation, informal praise and reinforcement and
internal "bromotiogg" to roles with higher levels of
responsibility do appear to have positive effects on teacher
motivation and on personal feeiings of efficacy (Armor et al in
Sweeney, 1982; Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982; McLaUghlinx&

Marsh, 1978).

=

Ed

Developing and Enforcing Academic Standards. The mqjority

improvement. Pfincipals work closely with teachers to develop a
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of effectivqjgghools spudies undgrségre‘tbg importance of high
A\ﬁ\///iif\;xéectatdonsﬂfor student achievement (Leithwood & | |
| ‘Montgomery,lgﬁf?&?hrkey & Smith, 1982; Sweeney citing: Armor et
al, 1976; Brookover & Lezotte,1979; California State,Deéértment :
Study, 1980; Edmonds, 1979; Madden, 1976; Rutter et al,1979;
Trisman et al, 1976; Wellisch, 1978). Clearly défined, high
standards convey the expectation that all students can and will
master basic skills (Hallinger,1985; Venezsky and
Winfield, 1979).

Providing Incentives for Learning. In their review of

school efféctiveness studies, Purkey and Smith (1983) develop
their own portrait of an effective school withkeight
organization—structufe variables which are drawn from their
research; One of £hese variables emphasizes the importance of,

schoolwide recognition of academic success.

A school’s culture is partially 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-citing:Brookover et al., 1979, Brookover &
Legotte,1979,Coleman et al., 1981, Wynne, 1980).

y Rutter et al, (1979;123), noted in their research that
"while links between punishment and outcome were more -
consistent, all forms of reward, praise or appreciation tended

to be associated with better outcomes. "
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This chapter has ret}ewéd the limitations of effectiv; '
schoolé résearch, the nature of the principalship and the rqles
and functions of effective instructional leadefship. The review’
will serve as frame of reference for thé‘analysié'and
discussion of.this study’s results‘and a stgtément~of S,

conclusions.

B



CHAPTER THREE : . -

METHOD L ®
The purpose of this study was to explore the reasons why

school principals behave as they do in their rolé,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:lWhat are the

2

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 té act, or not act; in certain ways as an

instructional leader?

To address these questions, it was necessary to develop a*\
sequence of prqcedural sﬁepsbénd incorporatg methods which
would narrow a bfoad range of considerations into a manageable
set of variables wizg which to focus an investigation of actual

principal‘bepaviors and perceptions as instructional leaders in

diven settings. ' i\(&\

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

application of -the interview process.
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Procedurses 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 schools 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
select an appropriate survey instrument. A survey instrument
was selected and administéred to the teacheré and principals in
each sEudy setting to determine the presence or abséice of
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
perceptions 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 gsetting, initially carried out as a basis
for selection, was detailed so that associations hetween

student performance and instructional leadership in each

setting might be considered.

-~
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Selection of Settings

Study settings were selected on the basié of the followingr

ma jor considerations and criteria:

Studerit Population. Study settindgs were sought which

served relatively similar student populations.}As pointea,gut

in the previous chapter, a large number of.school effectiveéess‘
y:studies have‘been_j rried out in the context of urban, éoor
and/or mihority schools.rThere is some Question as to whether

~ the advancesnmade in these schools would apply to settings in

white, middle-class neighbourhbods. Consequently, this study

focused on settings in the latter context to see if outcomes of
effective instructional leadership s}milar to those described
in the literature might be evidenced. Attention was paid to the

neighbourhoods’ deneral socio—economickg?atus, the relative

2

- v
transience of families and the racial mix. Student achievement

data were considered in relation to district and provincial
means.

[

Length of Principals’ Assignment. It is generally

acknowled that leadership effects accrue over time. For this
reason, study settings were sought where:the brincipal had beenl

assigned for a mirimum of three years.
i

Willingness/Ability to Participate. Obviously, the study

could only be carried out in those schools where the teachers
and principal would be willing<dﬁ£ able to participate. None of

the schoolsg approached were unwilling to participate in the
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’study}/;owever; because the survey stage of the study was
carried out near the end of the school.yeﬁr, the busy schedule

of activities ecommon to this time of the year prevented*somegﬁ

schools from beiné able to give time to this additional
» ‘activity. |

" Four elementary schools in a Lower Mainland school , ;
district were selected as the study gettings. Geographicﬁlly,
eachvwas located in neighbourhoods'which were ciearly separate
from each otherwthough all were similar in their\deneral
sdcio—economicu(middle—class) status, in the stability of the
population ahd in the racial makefup which w A predominantly
white. Principafs had been assigned to the schools for a
minimum of fivéiyears. All four schools evidenced achievemeﬁ%
levels at, or above, district and provincial means.

N

Review of Effective Schools Research

A revitw of recent research literature was carried out
with three purposes in mind:
(a) to determine limitations common to the research into

effective schools and effective instructional legdership

Knowledge of research limitations would appropriately N
"ad just one’s perspective on the realities observed in the study
~—~schools, would provide some direction for procedures and

methodology &2nd would shed light on the study’s outcomes. For
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- example, one limitation common to §tudié§,6f“§fféctive
instructional leadership was fhe lack of a link between -

o ~\§gsfable principal behaviors and indicators of;effectiveneségr
Cons;éuéhtlyiﬁgg objective of this study was ‘to develop or find N

an instrument which would :epreseﬁffsuch a link.

(b) to determine . the wide range of tasks, rééponsibilities'and'

- ~—

roles which are found to be common to a principal’s job a§p”*

school administrator.

Given that thisi\study was to focus specifically ojythé

ole of the principal, it was
\

e in the larger context of the

ingstructional leadership

impo:taht to place this
myriad roles\and accompanying tasks common to the principal’s
Jjob. Thfs background would illumingte the fact that.principals
who function as effeétive instructional ieaders have, by
necessity, organized éll their'responsibilities to allow for

greater attention in the area of instruction. .

(c) to determine the dimensions, roles and functions which are ’,}/rj

found to be characteristic of effective instructional leaders.

—— \

——

A-delineation.of effective instructio&gixiéhdership
practiées«would provide a framework with which to investigate,
compare and analyze the instructional leadershiﬁlbehaviors of

_ principgls in the study~settin§§:

o
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References for the literature review were afawﬁ from a
number of sduroes inpluding perio&iéalé dealing with educatioh -
adminiétration, course readings,‘recommendations*from this»' )
study’s sgpervisoré, recommendationsgffom colleagues,'
univeréity 1ibraryrindexes and abstracps, and access to the
results of an ERIC search: "instruétion31 1eaéership." -

—f

Survey
=
}in 6rder to‘determine the presencé:or absence of effective
instructional leadership beRaviors in @he Ftﬁdy ) ools; it was
decidéd that a survey of each school’slprofessional 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 2}fficu1t to develop or.find aﬂsurvey
1nstrument which clearly, comprevensiVely and accurately linked
principal behaviors with indicatrs 6f effective instructioﬁal‘
leadership. Ultimately, however, it was found that such an
instrument had been developed and field-tested

(Hallinger, 1985). Knowlé&ge of'this instrument came from a

colleague‘studying the effectiveness df ihstructional

leadership at the secondary school level as part of her .

doctoral prpgram at Stanford. As her study wa3 being carriedl {\
out in secondary schools in quer Mainland school districts, it
was decided that the use of the iﬁstrumentoat the elemqpt&rj

level would pose no conflict and could prove informative.
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Hallin‘er s instrument, entitled the Prlnclgal
Instructional Management. RatingVScale (PIMRS), lists se?egty

principal bshaviors according to eleven subscales which are
/grouped yiﬁhiq three dimensions of instructional leadership.
Philip Hallinge: developed the rating scale as a source of data
for research into the instructional management behaviors of
principals. The scale wasvtranslated-intova.;urvey‘instrument
which was administered to teachers, principals and>district
personnelrinvclyed with ten a2lementary schools in a California

!

school_gigtrlct in 1883. The development of the scale followed
';teps ‘prescribed by Latham and Wexley (1981) for constructlng
behaviorally anchored rating scales (BARS). Such scales rely on
descripﬁions of critical job—felated behaviors f§r the
development of scale‘items.iThe stfength of the BARSiapproacg
11es in .its specificity; theQSOgles make explicit td both the

' !
appraiser and the respondent exactly‘what is expected and what

Y

must be observed with respect to the}subgect s on-the-job .
behav1or Through a synthesis of eléﬁents from similar scales
and his own exhaustive review of effgctlve schools research, |
Hallinger arrived at thé-listingfand organization of elements
which make up the scale. Given the similarity of focus

context between this study and that of Hailinéerfs, it was
considered appropriate to incorporate the PIMRS as a major data

collection instrument. A full outline of(therrating scale is

pfesented4in appendix one.

e

The ingtrument calls for a rating of the freddéncy with

which principal behaviors are observed to occur in the




- . management of the instructional program. Respondents rate the —
frequency of each behavior on a five poiqp sca{g rangind -from 1

(almost never) to 5 (almost always). The sixth‘point on‘the
scale is reserved for "no judgment". The ihstrumeﬁtwis scored

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

—— score (that is, closer to 5) indicates that the reépondents

perceive the prinéipal to perform the practice with a higher

degree of frequency. _ ‘ ;;

o

- ) - -

Administration. of the Survey. The survey was administered

to. the teachers and principals in each of the four study

schools in early June, 1986. In three of the schools, all %T
members of the teaching stéTT\andathe principal completed the
survey. This full participation of the staff was requested by

the principal in these schools. In -the fourth school, six .
teachers (approximately one third of the teaching étaff) ahd,

the principallcompleted the survey. This school had régzatlye
undergone a»ﬁhorough deneral assesément which had involved a
number of surveys. It wag the: preference of the principal,
therefore, to make participatign.in this study’s survey -

optional. In all, there were forty-three respondents.

Analygis of the Survey Results. For the purﬁosesgbf
statistical analysis, ratings of the frequency of principal
behaviors were assigned scérgs of 1 ("almost never") throﬁgh 4]
("almost always"). A score‘of 6 was assigned to the response |
“no judgment” and a score of 0 was assigned to missing cases;

where no response was indicated for an item. Réép&ndents that
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which received scores of 0'or 6 in twenty~-fi

scored O or 6 on tweptx—five percent or more of the items were

eliminated on the basis of it being concluded that they could

not be further considéred as credible obse vers of the

principal’s instructional leadership behaviprs. Surve items
’\\f

or more the

cases were deleted on the basis of it being.concluded'that
these items were not readily uhderstood or observéd by the
respondents. As a result, seven of the original thirty-nine

teacher respondents were eliminated and eleven of the otriginal

‘geventy items were deleted from the data collected in given

settings. ThiSvelimination of items resulted in the deletion of

///ﬁﬁhscale 07: Maintaining Admlnlstrator Visibility. "Missing -

cases” wh1ch remained after these. delet1ons were made were

assigned the mesh score for the particular item in the

‘particular school. This substitution of mean scores for missing

cases was suggested by the author of the instrument as it was
the same procedure applied to the analysis of data in its

original research application.
) / , N

Further analysis of the data yielded the frequency of response

2

scéres per item, per school, the mean score per item, per
school, and the mean score per subscale, per school. A
réliability analysis using Cronbach’s Alpga waszalsorcarried
out per subscﬁle, per school. One function pf this reliability
anlysis was’to determiae key items in each scale; items which

ﬁoulﬂ most sharply reduce the slpha should they be deleted.

‘ Peagqon correlation coefficients were also determined for the

eleven subscales.

43



This analysis provided for‘ﬁ coﬁpazison of the mean frequencies
—~ of principal behaviors and functions between the fouf’schbols.
| It also provided items for key considefation in the development
and execution of the interview process with individual

principals.

“ The Interview ) R ‘f

Purpose. The purpose of the interviews was to review the

foles and functions of the subjects (principals) as reflections

of their perceptions, attitudes and motives as inst
leaders. Interview responses were also sought:as a s
illumination for the survey findings.'In addition
purposes, a major objective.of the interviéw was to examine the
principal’s approach to instructionalfleadership in relafion to .

his basiq gﬁrspective on the nature o} the school organization.

Design. Tbg ethnographic interview process ‘s described by
Spradley (}979) and procedures for a‘fdcused interview wérevthe
main references used to aesiéh the interview} At the core of
the ethnographic interview is.a concern with the meaning of
actions and events torthe\people we seek to understﬁnd. These
systems of meaning consﬁitute their partighlar cultufe. Culture

refers to the acquired knowledge that people use to intérpretr

experience and generate social behavior (Spradléy,1979).

=

——\_ . -
The ethnographif/[hterview design for this study then,

t
] H
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sought to understand the meaning systems that pr1n01pals use to

,organize their behav1ors as 1nstructiona1 leaders. The'd631gn
incorporated three important elements, exp1ioit purpose: making
clear the purpose and direction of the interview,:ethnographio

explanations: explaining the nature of the étudy, ethnographic

questions: combining descriptive and structural questions.

As a focused interview, quostions and procedures were
designed to determine the reponses of the subjects to a
sitotation‘previously andiyged by the investigator. In other
words, questions and procedures'sought to determine the
perceptions of principals regarding their instructional
fgndership roles, previously analyzed through the use of the
rating scale survey. Questions and procedures were structured

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

depth/personal context.

Interview Guide. As opposed to opérating aé alfixed

questionnaire, the guide contained typical questions and areas

of inquiry which made for comparability of data by insuring
coverage of the same rande of items, but which gave sufficient
latitude to invite a broad scope of responses thgt might yield
useful information. The guide questions were based on key ‘ /)
elements of instructional leadershié roles identified through -
analysis of the survey data. | |

» ' v _
An unstructured "starter" question was used to open the

1nterview:
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How would you describe your role, or roles, in relation to P

“instruction? ‘ <:¢/

This‘question was‘USédito determine the principal’s
overview of his leadership role in the context of instruction
"and in relation to his influences on key members and elements
in the school organization. Succeeding questions took cués and .
sequence from responses to this initial question.
These questions included:
How do you use goals?
What are your sources of goals? _
How do you communieate the school’s goals?
Do you play a role in curriculum coordination?
Do you monitor student progress? i

How do you use student performagce results?

How does the role of supervision aqg evaluation of instruction

figure in your instructional leadership?

Do you play a role in the promotion of improved teaching?
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De you see the enforcement of academic standards as béing —

significant to instruction? * o - -

»
-

Do you play a role in the promotion of’stUdent learning?r
Do you play a role in the protéétion oflinstructidnél time?

How do guidelines, initiatives and/or services from the

ministry and school district affect instructioﬁ‘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 relation to

teachers and other elements of the school organization,

redarding instructional leadership.

ven the general approach to instructiona} leadership you have

cribed (here the interviewer would summarize for the subject

+ the central theme(s) and perceptions of leadership revealed
hrough responses to previousuquestionS), why do you go about

inds in this way? v

- This last question was intended as a sumhary question to

review the principal’s basic perspective—;n the school

organization and on relations with the teachers working within

+
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Techniques. The interview guide was used to maintain

coﬁﬁBn'&reas of inQuiry: but was not rigidly adhered to.
Questions we;e'sequenoed and phrased according to the nature
and flow of responses froﬁ each subject. Each interview beg&n
with clarification of the overall purpose of* the project aﬂd
questions moved from a general to a prodressively specif{c
scope. The main objective was to give the informant opportunity
to express matters of central significance to him rather than
those presumed to be impgrtant to the interviewer. This
permitted subjects’ responses to be placed in the proper
contéxt rather thanuforced into a framework or sequence which
the interviewer considered to be appropriate. As much as
possible,vnatura1 transitions were used to sequence the guide’s

main areas of inqQuiry.

A trial interview was conducted in advance of the study.
This allowed for a source of objective feedback on the process

)

and subsequent.refinement of the same.
e

PermiSsiqn was obtained from all subjects éo use an audio
tape recordipg during the interviews. This afforded the
interviewer & closer concentration on the flow of'the'interQiew
and ensured a full review of responses and associations which

occurred in the course of the interview.

Conducting the Interview. The interviews were conducted at
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either the subject’s or interviewer’s office, at the
T

convenience of each subject. The interview lasted 45 to 60

minutes and was carried out in‘? single session. Fortunately,

each interview was completed without interruptions or

distractions.

Analysis of Responses. Once the interviews wereé completed,

the audio tapes were transcribed. Within each transcription,

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

- e J
inquiry. Specific responses within the transcriptions were

further noted for their relevance to guide questions. Full

responses were highlighted where they bore direct relevance to

areas of inquiry.

The audio tapes were replayed and transcriptions searched
for evidence of common themes and percebtions throughout the
fesponses; per interview aid across the interviews. Ultimately,
associations were made between interview responses and each .
catedory (subscale) of responses from the rating scale survey.
Similarities and differences in responses, themes and overall
perceptions were summarized and reported in;relétion to the

¥

analysis of each subscale in the survey.
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CHAPTER FOUR

 RESULTS

The results of this study are derived*&Fom three sources

of data: the Principal Instructional Manggemgnt Rating Scale

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

elementary schools; interviews carried out with the principals

in the four schools; and‘studgnt achievement measures on
fuprovinciai\reading and mathematics assessments administered to
*%rade fourgand seﬁt%/students in the fodr schools in the spring

|

of 1984.
The first section of this chapter presents a group profile
of principals’ instructiohal leadership activity yielded by
group responses from teachers and principals to the ratihg
~

scale survey. Subsequent sections present individual profiles

. of principals’ behaviors and perceptions derived from a

comparison of teacher survey responses, principal survey N

responses and principal interview data on a

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

reviews student performance on provincial assessmentsg in each

of the four school settings to determine whether certain

relétionships exist between stddent performance and pfincipals’

instructional leadership activity. B
As pointed out by Philip Hallinger in his discussion of Lﬂ

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

subject to certain limitations: perceptions are not evidence of B
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 effectifeness of the behavior.
Behaviors may be;performed'frequently, butvineffectively;

Similarly, certﬁfh behaviors may not need to be performedﬂ

frequently in order to be performed effectively

(Hallinger, 1985;226).

With these limitations in mind, interviews were conducted
on a systematic basis with each g;incipal, in part, to provide
- v /

[ 3 N
a validity check for the survey results. It is worth restating

q

that the surveys and interviews were used to determine what it

is that a principals do or do not do as instructional leaders
o L)

and to attempt-explanations for ﬁheir behaviors on the basis of

T

their personal perceptions of their leadershiﬁ’roles in

A

relation to their perspective on the school’s organizational

nature.

Group Profile: Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale

The analysis of survey respopsés erﬁ botﬁ reporting
groups addressed a basic set of questions: To what extent are
Wprincipals as a droup actively'engaged in instructional
leadership functions? Which functions do principals engage in
mq&Eﬂfrequently? Which functions do they ?ngaée in less‘

frequeﬁtly? To what extent do principals"perceptions of their

* -
> . , . ol
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1nstructlona1 leadershlp actlvity corréépOﬁd‘ﬂﬁth*teacEan’s

rerceptions? Do the comblned responses of both reporting groups,, o
yield a proflle of principals’ 1nstruct}ona1rleadership,rples,
functiqns and behgvidrs?\Does this profilé_ref]ect a common
perspective on the nafﬁre of instructional leadership in the
organizational context of thq school?

;

In addressiﬁg these questions, group résponses'acroSs the
schools had to be.considered in combination with 1ndependent
responses w1€nan the schools. In many cases, con51derable
variation‘occurred between schools on_giﬁen functions and
between reporting groups (teachers vis-a-vis principals) within
schools. Anatysis of interview data was used to clarify and‘
qualify_prinéipals’ responses to the survey items,and to gain
insights into why certain instructional/leadership roles and
functioﬁg;&fg'%erfofmed more or less fJQquently.

This report on findings examines survey data<initia11yvin'
an overview of group responses to Jhe,ﬁhbscales and )
sﬁbsequeﬁtly combines survey and interview data ip a closef

examination of each school’s responses to the items in each
subsﬁ§i§;

Table 1 lists the means and standard deviations for the

ratings of teachers and, principals. Both groups reported high
levels of frequency on the majority of subscales. Whereas this
"would indicate that the principals are active in most roles and -

functions of instructional leadershik, the high standard




Table One: Summary of the Instructional Leadership .
' Ratings of the Principals

Iy

Y -
£
Subscale : Reliability Teacher Principal .
(n=33) Rating Rating ' i
. (n=33) {n=4) ;
0l:  Framing Goals .9007 <=b 4.5
, (sD =.8) (.6)
02: Communicating Goals ' .8438 3.7° 4.0
’ _ (.7 (.9)
- 03: 'Supervisigg and Evaluating
fnstruction .8331 3.5 4.0
: (.8) (.8) .
I 04: Coordinating Curriculum . .8901 3.9 b.2
(.9) (.9)
. ' )
05: Honitoring Student Progress .8645 3.9 3.7
. .7 (.9)
06: Protecting l}structional Time .8355 4.2 f:> 3.7
(1.0) (.9)
08: Promoting Improved Teaching .7608 ‘ 3.8 4.0
. i . (.9) (1.0)
09: Providing Instructional
Imp. & Pro-D .8101 3.8 4.0 .
' (.6) 9)
10:  Enforcing Academic Standards .8039 . 3.9 .0
(.8) (.9)
"1~ Providing Incentives for Learning . .8706 ) 3.5 < 3.3
' (1.1) (1o
’ N LY
T
Note: All ratings are based on a Likert Scale, which runs from 1- “almost never' - \

to 5 - "almost always'. X = mean score; SD = standard deviation.

Subscale 07: Maintaining Administrative Visibility does nat appear in this¢
table as it was eliminated from the findings. X




- Lo — B4
deviations indicate a certain amount of variation in the

perceptions of both teachers and principals. That the
principals are génerally activé in the various roles and . -
funcéions of instructional leadership would seem surprising
given the relatively small averagesvof time that Petersen
{1977) and Héwell (1981) gbdnd principals active in the
functional categories called "planning and coordinating
instructional programs" (Petersen) and "instructionalr
leadership” (Howell). Hallinger’s full list of instructipnal
1eadershi§ roles,'functiopsband behaviors likely spans,
.however, éll five functionai catedories de%ineated by Petersen
nad Howell, resp élvély. In short,:- it is more likely the
comprehensiveh%?fgof Hallinger’s listinds and the extreme T
overlap bétweqp rgles and functions tﬁat'accounts for high
'levels oﬁpactivity thgn the fact that these principals are
specifically gr exceptionally active as instructional leaders,.

)

per ::} On this point, one begins to question the ability of a
cher to distinguish clearly, instructional roles from

rese
other folei in a principal’s administration; particularly at
the elementary school level.

On most subscales, the means for principals’ responses
reflect a hiﬁher level of frequéncy; However, the differences
}n ratings are not marked and are reduced in significance when
one considers the difﬁerence in size between reporting groups.
It is only upon closer examination of individual schools theat
 differences in ratings for particular‘functions become morse

distinct and thereby gain significance, especially when



considered in combination with:iﬁterviéW'd&taT””»

Of the grdlpﬂmeans for the subscﬁles; those for:the
subscale "Providihg Incentives for Learﬁihg" show compafatively
low.levels‘of frequency. Given the imﬁgrtant functions imp}ied
by the heading for this subscale, this finding would seem to be
an anomaly‘in the overall picture of group ratings. Instead of
specifying a ranée:of functions that would provide incentives
for learning, however, the four functions asséciatéd with this
éubscﬁle specify formal modes of recognition for student
achievement; that is, use of formal rewards, recdgnition in:
student assemblies, seeing students in the office and
‘conﬁacting parents: It is quite conceivable that pripcipéls‘may
not use such modes, but still effectively provide incentiveg
for learning thro;gh various sother functiogi and behaviors.

-

The analysis of group respoﬁses'to the survey sugéests
that the principals are geneFally active in the roles{and
functions of instrUctionél leadership. Except on_subsdale 11,
£he freguency of their actiwvity does‘not vary ;§gnificant1y'
betweegﬂsubscales. The principals’ perceptions of theif
instructionnl leadership activity corresponds quite closely
with teachers’ perceptions. The original administration of this
survey by its developer, Philip Hallinger (1985), produced a
similarly high frequency rate for responses. Teacher ratings
(n=104) scored means dreater than 3.7 on all eleven subscales.

Principal ratings (n=10) were greater than 3.8 across the

subscales. As was the case with the study’s surVe§ responses,

e
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Hallinger had/i relatively high incidence of non-response
(missing d;ses) to various scalg itemé.éThis would imply that
the respoﬁdents had either no opinibg regarding the items, or
-felt that these-behaviors. were never displayed by the
'éespective ﬁrincipair It may also berdﬁe, infpart, tQ the large
humber of scale items (seventy) causing thekthe respondents to
occasionally overlook some items iﬁ completing the survey.
Sténdard_deviatiohs on Feacﬁers? means were also high in
‘Hallingef’s‘findingsj In both studieé, this would sugdest tha£
there was considerable variation in the frequency with which
the prlnclpals performed the different 1nstruc iénal ;\§aersh1p
functlons /Sgandafa”HEViatlons were somewhat lower for
: pr1n01pa1é 1n Halllnger s findinds. There was an average
d;fferencé of .3 in standard dev1at10né'on principals’ ratinds
befween Hallinger;s findings and‘those of this study. On two
subscales, the dlfference was as great as .61 On two other’
‘subscales, the d1fference was .2 or less.
In hisAanglxsis qf Sur§e9 fih@i&és, Ballinger_(lQSS) ng&g@ '

that éhe prinbipals were»more-activel} involved in maﬁaging
curriculum and instruction fhah tﬁe literature lead the reader
"to expéct. fhis‘obqefvation was also trde‘of'this study’s
fihdings. Hall;ngernalso found that tﬁe‘pr@ncipals in his study
generally did Adt view students as a key audience. It was the
principalskwho weré highl& ranked across the eleven sunscalesu
“who ﬁaint&iﬁeﬁ close contact with students. Such findings were

not as clearly reflected in this study. Contact wifh students

varied between priqgiﬁals and among subscale functions, but it
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was noted that the principal who most oiten scored the highest

fﬂf ratings on scale ipems‘(principal 1) also scored the ﬁiéhéét on

% ‘ items invblvinﬂ direct ocontact with students.QA'further fin&ing
of Hallinger’s was thatAprincipals scored fairly consistently
across the'gubscaies. That is,” principals who ranked near the
top on ¢ég$subsca1e were likely to rankrhighiy op other |

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

other three principalg\yaried in their ranking from subscale to

gsubscale.

[ The extent to which the profile yielded by group responses

reflects a common organizational perspective can only be

determined through a closer examination of each school’s survey

F [

responses, by subscale, in relation to interview data.

Subscales 1 and 2: Framing and Communicating the School’s Goals

With a few excéptions, teacher and principal ratings on

a

the functions on both subscales were generally high. Principal

=

faigﬁgs were slightly higher than teacher ratings in most

are presented in tables 2 and 3.

These results show that principals are active in
develuéing‘goals that seek improvement over current levels of
academic performance, in setting target dates for goals and in
assignipg staff responsibilities for meeting goals. Some

variation between schools was shown for the functions of using

.

cagses, but were within .7 of each other .on means.~These results -
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needsrasséésments or other ﬁefhodé to éécufé stﬁff input on
goal dévelopmegg and uring data on student academic performance
when developing academic goals. The iﬁterview Aath indicated
that all four schools used some form of year-end evaluation and-

goal—setting process involving the principal and teachers in

~&€roup discussion. Actual procedures for these processes varied

from setting to setting and, therefore, this fact may have
caused principals and teachers to vafy in the frequency wifh

which they felt needs assessment or a review of student

performance data were inéluded in goal setting procedures: Once

framed, goals were communicated in written form and circulated;

=4

primarily to staff members, to students and parents via

~newsletters or bulletins in some instances, and specifically to

parents via PTA méetings in other instances. Frequency ratings
were combaratively low for the function of referring‘to
academic goals in student assemblies. School.] 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 instructioﬁal time.
Many assemblies held in this school were offered as an option
to teachers to have their class atténd only if it was felt it
was in keeping with instructional purposes. Consequentl&, the
variation of responses to this funétion is understandable in

3

this particular setting.

Interview data showed that all the principals personally

developed annual statements of goals reflecting instructional
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and/or curriculapf;;:j:N:;elded by annual staff goal-seté%ng

pracesses. In some cases, these personal statements were more
specific than others.hPfincipal 3’s instructional goals were “fi

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 natural 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 monitored

via bi-weekly meetings, in one setting, and°“"consistently cloée
contact” on the part of the principal in the other. In the
first school, principal 3 stated tﬁat the school’s | |
instructional goals were actually based on the culture of the
school, a culture which was clearly determined before hq
arrivéd and which he actively chose to preserve. Principal 1
implied a éimilar source of instrpctibnal}gcﬁisNWhen he stated
‘that thg 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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Subscale“3: Superﬁising and Evéluatiﬁéﬂiﬁstructioﬁ

Whereas the teachers’ and principals* group ratings. were
high on this subscale, table 4 indicates that some nctable
differences between teacher and principal ratings occurred on

1 305

certain items, in certain schools.

* The function of conducting informal observations in
classrooms on a regular basis received ratings which were
coneisteetly higher on the principals’ part than oﬁ the
teachers’. This is‘a significant difference, especially given
fhe fact that this function is often identified as being most

important to effegtiye teacher supervision aqd instructional

N / .
~

leadership. A similar pattern occurred forétge practiceé of
ensuring that classroom objectives of teachersiwere censistent
with the stated goals of the school and pointing out specific
strengths of the teachers’ instructional practices in
post—observatzén conferences. While acknowledding the pcint
that differences in perceived frequency does not necessafily
connote differences in perceived effectiveness; these patterns
do raise some questions as to howuconsistently these functions
are incorporated, or are capabie of beiné incorporateﬂ into the
principals’ instructional management dimension. of leadership.

The functions of teacher supervision and evaluation involve

certain dynamies which, are not as influential in other

5
e

functions of instructional leadership; namely, the dynamics of
making Jjuddments about teachers’ professional expertise/énd/or
competence. Consequently, teachers may be more cautious about

implying effectivenesg 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
ratihgs 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 practiees in
post -observation conferences were pointed out. Perhaps a

prevalent though possibly unconscious factor of guardedness wask

at play in these patté?bs of responses.

Interview data revealed that the supervision and
evaluation of instruction was perceived by principals to bene
central instructional leadership function in only two of the
four schools. Principal 1 indicated that he was "determined to
do somethiné’about incompetence”. He took central
responsibility for-the upgrading of ekills and cited two

instances of ‘'success"” where he had applied a "hard-nosed,

Vbusiness—like approach”; an approach characterized by candid

pre-conference diecussions, a "clear qommitment of me to them,
a further commitment of time, immediate, fair and honest
feedback and a formalized ﬁrocedure with comprehensive
documentation. Principal 3 had a close dependence en a
detailed, systematic approach, a schoolwide approach that
involved annual taf&et—setting meetings with each staff member
in which targets in fuﬁr majof areasocalled for a minimum of
one devoted to instruction, and subsequent supervision
processes which are based on these taréets with a target

§etting sheet used as a constant reference. In,ﬁhis_setting,
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peer-coaching approaches to supervision were encouraged by the

principal. Targets were reviewed with each staff member at the- _L;'L
end oﬁrthe year at which‘time teachers wére asked’if théy |
wished to remain in the school and if they weré still in
agreement with the school’s culture. The prinéipal stated that
if a teacher weré to respond with a strong "no" to eithef>of
these questioné, he wpuld suggest that they consider ano?her
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 coursevof the tardget setting ihterview, a
teacher suggested a change in instructional practice,(he
strongly encouraged that teacher’s sense of ownership in the

change.

In thé two other schools, principals 2 and 4 indicated .
that their involvement with the supervision and evaluation of
instruction was modifiéd by‘fhe degree to which they felt they
~could apply a personal .measure of expé}tise to the functions.
In most cases, they félt that they could contribute more in fhe
way of support and checks for viability of processes than input
into the actual methods, approaches or resources employed

instructionally by teachers.

'\\

Subscale 4: Coordinating the Curriculum’

Across the four schools teachers and principals were in
fairly close agreement on their ratings for most functions in

this subscale, with some exceptions.mTable 5 indicates that, in




schooij4; teachers felt that theffunetien*ofﬁmakingmitf
who is reponsible for coordinating curricular content across
in&icates. However, the high standard deviation in teacher

rétings shows that there was significant variation in their

' responses.

Generally, the ratings indicate that principals are
actively coordinating curricular content across grade levels,
ensuring that academic goals are translated into common
curricular ocbjectives, and ensuring that special programs are
coordlnated zgth those aof the regul&} classroom Lower r%tlngs
of frequency were generally indicated for the functions of
ensuring that textbook content was aligned with curricular
objectives, and asseésing the overlap between curricular

objegtives and achievement tests. In all buE\TDur‘fUnctiohs,

principals’ ratings were higher than teachers’

Interview data showed that the emphasis giyen to this
function varied in nature between principals.‘In three of the
four s;hools, the principals cleagfy ihdicated that this
function was centrallto their instructional leadership
activity. An outline of each principal’s emphasis for the role

L J

of coordinating curriculum is worth considering in relation to

the survey data.

In the first schoeol, principal 1 stated that this role ‘was

"first and foremost. In the overview, curriculum and its
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implementation is my major role.” In operetionei tgﬁﬁé; this
“infolved working cloSely with primary and intermediate teams,
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-was "underpinned by

teachers and administrators who know their—stuff. Curricylum is-

=

Justified on the basis of what we know and what we Qent to do. "

The principal felt that teachers held high ownership ‘in the

curriculum and were " not satisfied with what was merely in the

et

guide. " The principal felt that these functions were - .

”

ohefaoterized by an "active partnershipﬂin ounriculum
interpretation." : ) “ | ’ o .
In the second gPhool, principal 2 emphasized a "éupportive
and facilitative" role, but not one of "initiator." He felt
that his personal background had not afforoed(nim a etrong
elementary experienqe with\currioUIum‘enﬁ so he had found it
more effective to rely on his Vicg ptincipal and/or particuler
. teacgere tozoarry‘OUt coordinatin;wfunctions in'cﬂrriculum He .
felt he focused more on g1v1ng his staﬂi the opportunlty to "do “
to it" while he monitored the v1ab111ty of currlculum
interpretation ‘and implementation. He fomnd that, in most
instanées hehhad "learned. from the teachers” in this role and
that the functlons of curriculum ceordinatlon happened

y —

appropriately he felt at tge teacher level.

. 2 . ' - - ’ v B
Principal ‘3 identified curriculum coordination as a role
=~ . '

central toyhisiieedership, but stated that he kept i& in the ;

\ ' B
B R . ia
A




~3
fory

N coﬁtexﬁ of “what Qeﬁaré &fter " He relied on establl hed

o - sysheus in the schgol to carry out this role. These syStems
i K ' -~ included mnnagamant team™ meetlngs whlch took place twike a ~
month and involved tbe7v1ce,pr1nclpal, prlmary and 1ntermed1até,’
—~ wcborﬂinhtqrsﬂand;the schbol secretary‘ihygn‘bngoigg feview of
';quicﬁium impiementﬁtimd, and "aninisﬁfative ﬁeém" meetings

which wéte,hé§d week}y and involved the»ﬁice principal and

o

B principal in éianning strategies to influence and  support

teachers. ' L ’ N - ?\\w/“

Principal 4 described his instructional leg@érship almost
entirely in pﬁrmo of “ensuring ﬁhat the curriculum is thorough

2

and consistent - based on what I know-about what goqd teachlng

ig and whnt the experfs gay -~ ensuring that ba31q skllls are
covered, buf) also supporting new programs because (they)
generate enthusiasm. © He summarized his overail leadership «role

i ' . .

" by stating:

Basically, my function is in the ares of curriculﬁﬁ -
ansurinz that ‘you have a comprehensive program in the
school making sure that someone has a reaonsxbi it

-~ that it s done well. . .

As ran be seen, each principal plaees strong 6mphaeis on
the role of curriculum coordination, whether or not they taka
direct rasponsibility tor i§s various functions. In each case,
i1t was felt that primary responsibility for effective A
l-pldnnﬁtation rested with taachers and the ﬁfinéipals’ yolq
uah»-octly-ond of supporting and monitoring the process.

Vuria’t.‘i:anc in ntin(g on certain subscale functions in given

o s

AN



o

y .
' the staff.

L, 1, ]

':,A i . - N ) B S . : B [4
schools seem to reflect differences in progedures for carrying

- out the roles..

o

Subscale 5: Monitoriég.ehd Feeding Back Student. Performance

RéSUItS' ’J - . . o : ) v

Although thls was one of the few subscales for which the

principals’ mean score was . lower then the teachers the means

!

yﬂ%e very sinmilar between both reportind groups in showing a

fairly high frequency. At the same time, several differences in

Ve

fatiogs for certain functions oceurred in given»éohools; For
the fuhction of discuséiné'the item analysis of prévincial‘of
school w1de tests with the staff to identify strengths and
eaknesses in the school’s instructional prodram, two schools
h wed e much.lower frequency*reting by the principal than by
the teeohers; a difference of 2.2 in school 2 and 1. 4 in school
3. A 51mllar pattern also occorred in the same schools for the
function of using the results of‘student testing to assess .
pgoéress towa;os schoolugoels. This\pettern sugdgests that
teachers in these sohools'feel that reference to test results.
in shaping instructional progrems occuré with sufficient .
frequeocy while the principals’feel that such refefenoes are
not oéﬂe frequently enough. In turn,mlt may: 1mp1y that these\
pr1n01pa]s are more. concerned about test results than the
teachers. However, t[15 peroepelon.yas not 'indicated by the

interview data. Both principals 2 and 3Qsaid that, they gave
- ) j;" .

regular attention to test results, but did not "push them” with

Cea
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Survey ratings showed that éachiofrﬁh;mfrincipalél
distribute the results.of student testink'td,teachers in ﬁ
timely fashion, but that students are less frequently informed
of the school’s performancet;ésults..Priﬁcipal 2’s pefception
of the,freéuency with which he informed,studenfs of ﬁhe
school’s performance resdltg was;markédly higher ﬁhan the
teachers’ . Ensuring'that homewofk'is regularly assigned and
checked by teaohers also recéived a comparativély low rating
across tﬁe schools. In schools 2 and 4 ﬁhe teachers’ ratiﬁgé

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

The interviéw data showed that all four schools referred

to téét/reéults in setting goals and coordinating curriculum.

Each principal used test reshrts in staff discussions, but

L3

focused the majority of their attention on monitoring student. .

progress through visiting classrooms and dealing with students

specifically rgfefred for attention in this regard. Generally

Ay

sp%gking, the-principals considered performance results in
curriculer and instructional decisions, but did not see them as

¥
central, clear indicators of progress towards school goals. In

)
-

a later section of this chapter, student performance on
provincial assessments is reviewed in the four schools.

Subscale 6: Protecting Instructional Time
s

Y

In three of the four schools, teachers’ mean scores for
this subscale were higher than principals’, the opposite of |

‘outcomes on m>st of the other subscales. This would indicate



: » ° ) S ' T7
that teachers in these schools perceive the principals as being

more active in protecting instructional time than do the
principals. This may be due to the principals being generally

more échcerned about instructional time than teachers or more

conscious of interruptions.

In contrast to the other functions in this subscale,
teachers perceive principals as being less active in visiting
classrooms to ensure that instructional time is used for

learning and practising new skills and concepts than the

principals indicate that they are. However, when one comsiders

the wording of this function it seems incongruous with the

preceding three functions. It may have more relevance to the

4

e

role of supervising and evaluating instruction.:

o

Teacher and principal ratings in the fourth school would

indicate that, in a comparative sense, instructional time is

. less actively protected. High standard deviations  for each of

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

responses about the mean.

Interview data revealed that 411 the principals recognized
the importancéfof this role and were specifically concerned
about interruptions caused by public. address announcements. One
principal stated that he was "guilty of (too many) p.a. .

announcements” and had ‘been "1 icely slapped dn the wrist"” by

his staff for overuse of the p.a. This situation was clearly

L

"
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reflected in ratings for this function in th6W§E§t{bular

s sehool. . L
\'1‘:«' . o

g Principal 1 described the role as “critical - absolutely
JP criticai' and stated that the classroom 1s sacrosanct P. A.

announcements were kept to a- m1n1mum and conflned to five

minutes before the bell. Lald’on assemblles were generally
avoided or made optional to the teachers; they éould choose to
attend or not attend assemblles 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.
This principal’s emphasis on tée role was clearly reflected in

teacher ratingé on the subscale; teacher ratings were

ot

consistently high and standard deviations were consistently

low.

d i

{&6 Subscale 8: Promoting Incentives to Improve Teaching

Group means for this subscale sbowed a relatively high
frequency; teachers: 3.8, principals 4.0. At the same time, the
ratings for each function within the subscale showed a
gen%rally,modérate frequency across the four schools. The

highest frequency was shown for the function of'privately
’ AN

1

recognizing teacher efforts and performance. This would

:,igzicate that this is the primary means by which pridcipals
P

romote incentives to improve teaching. Principals 2 and 4 L;—KB

indicated a significantly higher r&ting than the teachers to

the function of reinforcing exceptional eff6rts by teachers
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may indicate that the teachers in these schools either felt
that such_opportunities‘did»not occur fregently or were not
intended as reinforcers. On the whole, the responses to items
“in this subscalé would indicate that the role of promoting
incentives to i?prové teaching is carried out more~privateiy
and individudii; than openly and generally. This was reflected
in the interview responses. The principals,didunot generally

highlight this role as being of central importance to their

instructional lcadership.

Subscale 9; Promoting Instructional Improvement and

Professional Development

This subscale includes functions with broad rélevance 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 In;truction and Coordinating the Curriculum.
Consequently, ratings on these overlapping subscgle functions -
are further reflections of leadership activity in the prévious
subscales.

! ‘ .
iHiéﬁ-group means are reflected across the individual
functiops except for some differences apparent in certain
schools. Information regarding opportunities for professional .
developneny aru circulated with high frequency in the four .

achools though the ratings in schools 2 and 4 showed that

\ .
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.~ the principal assigned more frequency to this function than did

the teachers.

\./ - N <

P

Rafings qu;the&fun;£ion_df selecting in-service
Jaeéivfﬁiéé.that'prq related d}réctly‘toutbe school’s academic '
goals receiﬁed‘highhratinééfin eaoh»éf‘tﬁé four sghoolsﬁ Tﬁis
\tem ié gqmewhat misleading, however,‘as {t was pointed out
t aﬁ the prinéﬁpals rargly "select” invsérvice activities. The
usual practice is for teachers to select itegs“ﬂ;om in-service
calendars and theepriﬁcipals‘to sign their releases,. Thié is’
reflected by the coresﬁéndingly high ratings for the néxtf
subscale function: supporting ieqcher request§ for in-service
that are related directly.to the school’s academic goalg. On
the function: distripqting jou?;al apticlés‘to teachers on a
fegular basis, it wds notable that the teacher ratings in one
" school had a standardrdeviatioh of 2.1. It would appear that
the teachers were either confusedga9~to what this-item'heant or
the principal tended to distribute j0§§251 art£d1es to only a
few meﬁbegs of the staff. That the functéon,of subporting the
use.fn classrooms of skills acquired during teachers'’ .
"in-service training received high ratings is hardlx‘surprisina
"given each prinéipal;s repeateﬂ references, during the
’interviews, to their supportive role for teachers. Arrahding}/
) : ‘ . ;
for outside spgakers to make presentations Qn-instructiohal
;ssqeé at staff meetings received comparacively low rgtinas
which is not surprising giyeh the ¢enerally t}(ht time

constraints for such meetings. Providing time ‘to meet

individually with teachers to discugsyinstr@cﬁional issues

=

c . R
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Can

.rat1ngs p01ntrto a lack of regular oﬁgortunltles for. such

N
@
o

1nstruct1ona1“g6a1 settlng and evaluaxlon Perhdps these

maﬂtlngs to occur in- the course of the year. ‘The principals’
practice of sitting in on in-service activities concerned with

instruction received fairly high ratings -of frequency from ‘the:

tgfchers ip each schodl. In school 2, the principal‘s-rating

"§~a§“distigétly lower than the teachers’. This was the same

possible .that this principal underestimates the teachers’

H‘A

schnol where the p™Nncipal assigned most of the. curriculum
coordinating role to the vice principal and/ors teachers. 1t is

o

perceptions of his activity in#tbis role. Setting .aside time at

faculty meetings to Share information concerning their .

s

classroom experlenues and ‘in-service mctivities received

comparativeld low ratings across the schools. This may serve as

© '14,
“further indication of the tlghtxess of tlme ﬁonatralnt< or m

indicate that staff meeting agendae "are general]y reserved more
. hd ' .

v

for administrétivé than ingﬁéactiopa] issues.
. - @_\

The principals’ interview responses regarding funutiops in
thisg subscale mi%foréd their perception of their deneral
instrpgtiong} leadership role as being one of supporter aﬁd
Facilitatqr. None of the prinéiéafs indicated that the role of
promoting ins;ructional improvement was a central or "driving”
fole. Prinpipals 2 and 4 emphasized a caution about pushing
¢hange. They stated a preference forhallowing,freedom for |
chande by giving it time and ensuring suppbrt. Aslprincipai 3

%

o




& .
When you’ré talking about the type of instruction A'%
' that’s offered to the individual kid or when one g
talks about changlng teaching approaches, ] believe, - ;%kﬁ~
quite strongly, that any chande has to be a goal; it c
can’t be a prlmary‘task 'S0, when I see that
something has to be changed, I never rush into it.” I
try to remember that, certainly from my point of
view, /T 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 that
relationship that I tried to describe earlier‘on;.
" that one.of "we’re all in this thing together and. ‘
let’s support each other.” It changes the léadersgip’;7 i
style. o o ’ T R e k2

P
3

Subscale 10: Developing and Prdmotigg'AéademiE Standards

-

) /AIthough the group mean scores on this SUbscalegwere hlgh
for both reportlng groups, 1&%1v1dual functlons ylelded

51gm1flcant differences between schools. “Setting high

; , s
standards for the percentage of»E%udghté'who~§E?u1d_mastér' B L
skills objectﬁves" was rated 5; g&%sne ﬁfiﬁbipal Qnd‘S.B'by his.ﬁ ’
" teachers, an indication :of Véry different perceptions of the
princh&%ﬁs activity in this régara. Onvthe same item in
another school, thé pfincipal’s rating of 2. ghd teachers?
rating o?/i;l/Lw%tﬁ”E/standard deviation of 2.) indicated a
marked variation in é@évteachers’ perceptlons Juxtaposed—wa h
the principal’s senseﬁﬁf 1nfrequent?act1v1ty in this functz:n
Another pr1n01pa1 gave no 1pdxéa%%ea-of activity in either this
function or the one following it; either an error of cmission '
.or a, statement of non-involvement. Consiétentiy high ratings~

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

of students ggaaﬁfferent éradé\levels correspond with the means
' / . : . ,
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for the subscale: Coordlnatlng the Currlculum Ratlngs for the
function of enfor01ng a standard of promotlon that requlres
students to master expectatlons before being promoted showed a

significant variation between the schools In three schools,

the principals’ ratlngs were con51derably higher than4the

bk

teachers’; ih enother school the principal’s rating was QQI

% »

contrastingly 109er~and very close to phe teachqrs?;ratings in

that school.. This functien would appear to be subject to

‘discussion in each of the schools,>most likely on the’reference:

to ”mastery”; a term which implies the rationalisatiod of
teachers: instructional processes and which would therefore}be
contrary both to a teacher’sgbasio\sense of autonomy in. these o
schools and the pfinoipals’ proclalmed roles of supporters aﬁd

v

facilitators as 1nstruot10na1 leaders. .
g _
On the whole, the functions associated with this subscalee
seem to.pose a potential conflict betweeﬁ two perceptions of

the instructional 1eadership role. One ﬁé;ception is of the

1nstruct10na1 leader promoting an active rpartnershlp in

5.

1nstr%9tlon through which academic standards are automatically

.developed and promoted in the school. The other“perceptlon‘ls

of an instructional leader who takes a more directive role in

ﬂsetting standards for mastery. Each perception implies

different styles of leadership. Therefore; it is understandable

———

that variations in ratings would occur for those functions

where the idea of "mastery” is mentioned.

The interview data indicated a certain range of

-
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principaré perceptlons”for their rolg_lngdeveloglng ‘and

promoting[academlc standards. Pr1n01paI 1 1nd;cated that he

stressed standards by establishing expectations for the work

accomplished by Students He did‘so through regular reviews of

”'%tudent work and frequent contact with students in his office.

~.

T

He felt that by malntaln ng qnd rewﬁbw1ng flles of étudents

- work he was constantly relnforhlng in the chlld’ mind that

grbwth &nd achievement are expectedéx Pr1n01pa1 4 stated that
he d1d not stress standard ; that he,.in fact, -apﬁht more time

asklng teaohers—to back off°expectat10ns that are toq. hlgh As

he put it: o
. _ e y
g!}
e Ed
I don’t stress standards. . . I doﬂ“t.pump scores, |

pump understanding. I stress comfort. 1eve1 Things
ean be introduced too early.

{

kR

In schools 2 and 3, the .principals felﬁ that a stresS'oﬁ-i

academic standards was an outgrowth of the teachers’ overall

-~

awareness of their expectations regarding school goals,

curriculum implementation and instructional processes. These

. principals promoted standards for work products and paid

E 4

attention to test scores but did not feel that they personally

took an active stance on developing and promotiﬁg'academic;p

standards, per se. -

Subscale 11: Promoting Incentives for Learning

»
» -

In contrast to group means for.other subscalés, means for
this subscale showed a moderate level of frequency and close

L
N 2
Y
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- agreement between both reportingrgroups 4 ’reason for this/, I
)\\\\\\ . contrast may be that the functlons 1n‘%%1s subscale refer to =

. formal modes é% recognition for student achlevementxwhlch are
. ! B ‘! A
. too specific as?functlons whlch would be general to promotlng

o, x

a

such incentiv in the schooﬁs"Incentlves for learﬁang usuaily

# ;;i‘involve'a wide variety of princﬂpals”functions beyond those
iﬁsted It is notable that pr1n01pa1 1 ‘gave a low frequency
Vfatlng to the functlon of recognlslnfxsuperlon-students by
seelng students in the office w1+h their workxproducts It was"
" this prl%glpal who stated that he promoted academlc sﬁandards
'Vln the scﬁool through frequent contact w1th students %omlng to

the office with their work.

. e
9‘, B
» . : S
& oo g .
. Sl 4, < N

Student Performance on Prov1nc§pl Assessments

s e
Lo - f “\‘i
; Tables 12 and 13 present the results of-student %ﬁés
performance on the 1984 Prov1nc1a1 Readlng Assessments ?

administ%red to grade four and seven students in the@four study
7schools. These results were reviewed primarily to present.a
,general profile of student performance in the four stug:b(h{r

schools. The review and the mean scores are not considered to

. ]
v be indicators of instryctional leadershlp effectiveness 1nﬁ§he
1§ Y
four schools To do sﬁ‘ a wide range of input and process*

_ . iw&
varlables for each seﬁtlng would have to bé carefullywanalyzed

P !

and dlscussed Even given such analysis, the vaildlty of using .

-4 k
such datg,as measures of leadershlp aff ct1veness in a school
... é‘ q

%
is very much subJect to debate . ¢ \

A Y
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,As the results and dlscus510n Qf survey and interview. data

yield some 1nsxghts 1nto 1nstruct10nal leadership activity in ﬁ%:

& -é’

-

relation to the organlzatlonal nature of each of the study

>

schools, it was felt to be worthwhile to cons;der a profile ofo'

L . ] . . - o . .
‘the outcome$ on provincial assessments in each setting. S

Lok ¥
v e

‘At both the grade four and grade seven levels, the

-district means., expre edfas % correct, were higher than the

provincial means or/ all domains. School 1’s means -were higher
"‘3 . h’“- . ! . .
than the district means on seven of the nine domains across.

(RS 4

both grade levels and close to district means on two domains.

Sschool 3 was alsorhighef‘on seven of the nine domains and

e

1ower ;p'two. School 4 was higher on five of the nine domains,
close to district means on one domain and lower than district
means on three doméins:'School 2 was higheryéhan district means
on two of the nine domains and lower on six. To a certain
aegree, it can be said that a spread of performance dutoomeé

exists among the four study schools.

R

Accordihg to group means, the survey data indicated that.

a1l subscales showed a relatively high rating of frequency.

Therefore, it-can be said that the principals in each of the

study schools focused on instructional leadership and organized

their general administrative activity to address that focus.

-
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Teachers’ and principéﬂs’ mean ratlngs per subscale showed _

B LR “‘.N

close’ &Ereement The greatest dlfference that occurred between%‘
means was'.5. Prlnclpals mean scores were sllghtly hlgher than
teachers’ méanstbn'six of the eleven subsoeles, sllghtly 1owe§.;
on three and very close on two. L 1 \ 'qi L N

ki

The‘interview data showed that the four principals

- genérally described their role in relation to instruction as

»suppoftive and facilitative as opposed to being directive gg{gg o

.
™~
\ Sy

authoritative. A cross section of interview responses showed

that the pr1n01pals recognlzedttheir teﬁQ&?&s as being
prof6551onals who required a certain amount of autonomy a?d

+ discretion in thelr handllng of 1nstruct10na1 processes They

=

feltrthey generally worked with teachers who were hlghly l -

) competent and, who shared a common 1nterests 1n the quality and

7

ongoing improvement of 1nstruct19n.~At the same time, the

<

principals indicated that they felt responsible for overseeing

and monitoring the progress of instructional processes. Given
these common perceptions and the uniformly high frequency?ﬁath:7
which they employed instruotionel'leadership praotices,

frequency ratings for particular subscale functions in

combination with interview responses indicated that some S
variation in leadership style and emphaéis existed among the

1

four principals.

Principal 1 maintained a close, direct involvement -with

teachers and students invrelation to instructional programs. He

held his teaching staff in high regard, but also held high

LY

Ly
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expectatlons for thﬁﬁr performance He 1dent1f1ed Currxculum

Coordlnatlon as belng central to hﬁ%@lnstructlonal leadership
role. Hq%saw h1msélf prlmarlly as a%§esource for his staff- and
felt that his hhblt “of teachlng on a’ regular ba51s allowed h1m

%%o prov1de models for effectlve teachlng pract1ces He took

prlmégy, "school- w1de respons1b111ty for 1nstruct1onal programs;

@ hut»empha51zed teacher ownersﬁgp xn dec191ons affecting those

‘pfograms. He felt that his'gréatest'source of influence .on

_ *teachers was. his own, observable personal commltment to the

¥ , )
’“school~%nterprise The average\bf teacher mean acores for the

subscales @népr1n01pal 1l’s school was 4 1. The averagde of

%’f\‘ 4‘ < .
pr1n01pal 1’ s@ eanﬁscores was 4.3. : EEEY

) e

K - > ke

‘Principal 2 described his roles in relation to inst?ﬂction
> : :

as "a supporter, facilitator and catalyst' but not . an
.h‘ '''''

initiator" r%«He d1d not feeg that his pefswl backgrou 4 in

k% instruction allowed him a central, knowledgable role 1n;the'

coordination of curriculum. He.cu1§§§;;ed and p&anned the

coordination of curriﬁ&lum in consultation w1th hlS vxce

2

4pr1n01pal and/o?*hls mo®t experienced: teacher and regularly'
«-z

A

01rculated the school to support and monltor 1nstruot10nal

processes. He felt that aﬂcentral 1hstruct10nal leadershgy
‘. 1‘% -
focus was to glve his teachers opportunities to go to - 1t w1th

regard to 1nstruct10naluprograms, bﬁt t&qt he was .also

-

. T
responsible for checking the Viabillty of instructional-
, ‘ s

k.
hg
=

processes. He mentioned that he constantly 1earned a dreat deal

v,
ownershlp of 1nstruct1onal programs He‘based ggpervxsxon and-

: . - N

@

about.effective instg&ﬁtlg@ from ﬁ‘s gtaff and emphasized staff

gy

PR

S
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avaluation of instredctions] programs on a sense Oof "mutualness

with teachers thcb;was developed througﬁ\annual goal-setting

and evaluation interviews with each individual teacher. He made -
} el i ‘

clear his persunalﬂétdnﬁards for the quality of studén£ work
aga‘for the general "tiéhtneés“ of the school’s overal
operation. He referred to student performance results in
discussing the geéeral,pbggress Gﬁiinstructioné} programs but
((iid'é: f‘pu:gh them” wjt,_hrst,aff.. He felt that his dreateat,
}hf}uence on staff was ﬁh»,trust‘they could place in hﬁm. He
unw hig style as Eeing one of a “benevolent dictator” but

bel i everd thét.the staf{ zaw him"ag being fair, Suppbrtive and
encouraging. The average of teagh&f mehn scores ferAthg
subscales in ﬁgincipal 2's schoolAwas 3.7. The average- of

principal 27 mean scores was 3.9

Principal 3 described his role i relation to instruction’
‘as]the Ieadgr of instruction and instructional chgpgep He acted
as motivator, ﬁoordinai?r, “pusher” {if néeded}, supporter. (if
AN Area wAas gminglgeli}, and mssessor. As motivator, brincipél
3 ensuéed shared ownership in setting instructiénél goals .and
determining program‘chénges. He strongly emphasized the
in%luence of the qchool’s culture on instrugtional processes.

3

He felt the main éﬁality of the culture was intgraction;
betveen te?chets, teachers and students and ;a;;nté. That ¢
interaction conveyed a common notion of how thinés were done
and of e;pectatichs for stduent performance. In car;yiﬁg out
his leadership raole, priﬁcipgl 3 relied heavily upon highly

developed systems; systems for an annual setting and review of
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goals with the staff andvfor developing peisonal'goal

statements. His systems included interviews with individual

4 -

staff mémbers at.tbeebeginning and'ené of the school year,
reéular management team meetings for the coordination of
uu;ricﬂlum_and Qeekly admigistrative meetings to plan
supportive. strategies for instructional prgcesses. He was very
careful not to_upset the school’s sense of partnership in
instrgctfon by introducing change too quickly or forcefully. He
supported what: he felt was a primary staff relationship based ‘
on a feeling of.“we’ré all in th{s tdgether." Su}ervision and

4

evaluation®*of instruction and curriculum: coordination were
s . .

considered to be central to his instructional leadership. The
1

average of teacher mean scores for the subscales in this school
&

~

was 3.7. The average of principal 3°s mean scores was 3.5, It
\ -

was notable that this was the one setting where the principal’s

average was lower than the teachers’.

4
LN

_ Principal 4 identified Curriculum Coordination as being

: £
central to hrs instructional leadership role. His primary

P}

responsibility was to ensure thoroughness and consistency in

*the interpretation of curriculum. He based his leadership

ipﬁeractioné on his pgrsqnal knowiedge of what comprises good
teaching,; knowledge derived from experien;e and information
from the "experts"l He encouraged new instructional approaches
insofar as they created. enthusiasm on the part of téachers,_but
he also took responsibility for monitoring their viability and
ensuring that basic skills were covered. Principal 4 relied on

staff consensus for setting instructional goals on an annual
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basis. RéspOnsibility meeting gdals was deléééfed to staff
Gdommittees. Supervision and 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 ’a common focus between principal and
teacher. He did not push instructional change. He worked to
preserve an atmosphere of freedom for teachers to apply their‘

skills as autonomous professionals. He applied personal
supportive of teacher efforts in other areas. He felt that he
did not stress standards for student performance as much as he

;

stressed the importance of students gaining understanding. He

-

encouraged teachers to hold expectations that were appfopriate

for each student’s level of ability.iPrincipal 4 felt thgt his
main source of influence with staff came‘¥fom creating aﬁdﬁ
maintalning a deneral atmosphere of freedom for teachers téi
make their own decisions in applying instructional processes.
He felt thaf his -style was. non-authoritarian. He ident%fied 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 sﬁéscales in this score

was 3.7. The average of principal 4’s mean scores was 4.0.

.
" .
e °

The results of this study have yielded evidence of many
similerities in the frequency with which the four principgls
employed majbr processes of instructional leadership. They have

alsc pointed to certain differences in leadership style, ofteﬁ
e

experience in given instructional areas and remained primarily ¢+
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reflected in the frequencyvand manner in which specific ’

@

instructional leadership functions are performed. Chapter five o

will disgﬁé;\fﬁese outcomes in relation to the central

—— -

questions addressed by the study.

}J
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- CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

-

;34;,

This stuéy_add;éééed th%ée queétions: Whét are the
hehaviors cqrrently thought to Es_charactefistic ofiprincipals
who are éffective instructional leaders? To what extent do
principals in given schools displaylfhe beg;;iors
characteristic‘of effective instructionaf&qﬁﬁders?‘What
motivates principals to act, br not act in certain’ways as
iﬁstruotional 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

developing effective styles of instructional leadership.

This chapter will discuss ‘the study’s results; first, in
relation to the three gquestions and second, to the toéie. The
final section will deal with the study’s implications for

s v
further research. N

What are the behaviors currently thought to be ,ED
characteristic of principals who are effective instructional

K2

leaders?

The study’s literature review first detailed the range and
diversity of roles and functions found to be common to the
principalship. By nature, the principalship involves a .wide

- . . K .
range of major roles necessary to school administration.
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Instructional legderégip was listed as only one of these roles
and was found to occupy, on tHe average, a small ﬁﬁgunt of a
principal’s dail? time: Tﬁe daily taské of the principal were
found to be many and varied,‘fo occur unpfedictably andktg |
average short duratioﬁs of timé. A common distinct}on used in
identifying roles was a general separation of a principal’s
activities into two major categoriess that of “opergtional .
manager” aé opposed to that of "instructional lezder” (Bluﬁgefg |
& Greenfield’citing Roe & Drake,198bl. However one oatéébrizes

~

.and labels the roles that a principal can or should perform,
principals wifl "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 or her range of administrative activity to

address instruction as a primary role.

geoommendéd-qualities and skills for administrators were
also re?iewed. Three elements of principal efféctiveness
identified by Blumberg & Greenfieid (1980) included an
individual commitment to the realization of a particular\
‘edﬁcational or organizational vision, a propensity to assume
initiative and tgke a pro-active stance in relation to the
demands of the work-world environment, and an ability to
satisfy-routine organizational maintenance demands in order to
allow time for activities directly related to the realizatidn
ot a personal vision. Other skills identified as having majér

§ J—

importance’iﬁ effective leadership included an ability to adapt

5

to ambiguous situations (Goldﬂgaﬁer & Becker, 1970), human

\
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relations skills, an ability to effectively superviéeiand

’ -

evaluate prog;ams and personpel, and a thorough legal awareness
(Austin, 1981; Goldhammer & Becker, 1970; Hay, 1980;
Sackney, 1980). Principal expertise - in instructional practices

was also seen as a key ingredient in meeting instructional

goals and in identifying resoutces (both human and material) to

meet those goals (Austin, 1980; Sackney, 1980; Shoemaker &

Fraser, 1981).
s P

WL, ;
¥

The skills and quqlities associated with effective

leadership in a general sense are assumed to serve as

—brerequisites for principals wishing to "carve out” or focus

L

upon the role of. instructional leadership. One can hardly
imagine a principal achieving effectiveness as an instructional
leader while , at the same time,hpossessing poor human

relations skills or letting otherx ects of the schoolfs

._operation fall intoc disarray. It cen pe assumed, therefore,

that a principal who displays the behaviors characteristic.of

effective instructional Iéaders has satisfied these

- &
-
[N

prerequisites. ' : L

v

{. In identifying the behawviors charaoteristic of effective
instructional leadership, a broad range of associated'yoles and
functions were specified. These roles and functions were linked
to the organization of items in the Principal Instructional-
Managemént Rating Scale developed by Philip Hallinéer (1985), a
scale which attempts te translate general indicators of

effectiveness into testable behaviors.
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The findings of this study’s literature review yielaed a
broad array .0of behaviors currently thought to bé characteristic
of principals who are effective instructicnal 1eéderé.'lt is
apquent'that thése identified behaviors are not mutually

exclusive. Their interconnectedness describes the majority of
B
¥

on—thffjob acti@@ty for a principal who frames his or her )

L +
overall administration according to a primary focus on

instructiocnal leadership.Thé extent to which the study’s four
subjects displayed the behaviors characteristic of effective
instructional leaders would therefore indicate the extent to

which they held instructional leadership as a primary focus for

their overall administration.
& .

To what extent do principals in given‘schools display the
behayiors characteristic of effective instructional leaders?

In each case, the principalé displayéa,'with gcnépally
high frequency, the behaviors chafacterist;é of effectivé
instructional leaders. It follows from this that each principal
met the prereqisuites ogborganizing their'genefal . ' , o

3

.. . &, . ]
administration around a icentral focus as instructional leader

and demonstrating associated qualities and skills. These

results produced gn'anomaly for the study. Given the range and

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 displayedﬂy

O e



106 *.

A possible explanéfioﬁjfor;this outcome concern$ tﬁe
design of the rating scale;instrumenf and its édminisiration.
Because the scale 1;stéd sevggty in§€§uctional 1§ader§hipb
behaviors gndé%alléé for a raﬁking of . all items; it may have
pre-disposed the respondents to indicate frequenciés for
“behaviors that would not ﬁormaily have occurred to them as
being charéetep}stic of their principal’s instructional
,31eadershipf Altho%g$§$he scale'did provide for a response of
“n6 bésis for judgﬁiﬁt" on iteés, the interrelatedneSskof many
..of the items would héxe made' it diffiéult to indicate "no basié
for judgment” in isolation on given items.‘ConééqJéﬁtly, there
may have peen a tendency for respondents,fo ass}gn a moaébate,
seemingly “neJEral" frequency (fér example, "sémetimes”, with a
score of 3) to such less féﬁiliar items. Across the samﬁle,
cumulative ratings on ghch items may havé inadvertently
supported an overall outéome of high frequenéy. It- is notable
that the mean écores for Hallinger’é findings%were

correspondingly high acrgss the subscales. Giyen the larger

sample for his study, one might expect that gfeater differences

in ratings would occur. As it was, the mean scores for teacher

ratings on his study (n=104) were similarly high across the
subscales when compared :ith the scores for this study (n=335.
Large standard deviations for teacher ratings in both studies
indicated some variation in teachers’ percgptions of the
frequency with which the principals performed -the différent
instructional leadership .functions (Hallinger,1985). Survey

results for bcth studies also indicated a larde number of

"missing cases”, a situation which may have resulted from

- —
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either a respondent’s sense of the item not being applicatble, L,

or from oversight on the respondent’s part while oomplét@ﬁé’the

lengthy form. ; ' ’ - o , -

Other possibleg explanations for this outcome are digscussed
5
in relation ¥o the third questidh.

°

What motivates principals £p act, or not ag} in certain

U B

¢

ways as instructional leaders?

There are various possible explanations for the uniformly
high frequency with which the four principals displayed the
behavinrs of effective instruetional leaders:

4

One explanation may be that each principal has, in fact, .
oo;sbiously applied himself as- effective instructional
leader. Although high’ levels of?&lequenoy do not necessgfily
im?ly effectiveness, é}udent perfdrmance,on provincial
assessments showed th?%@eaeh school performed significantly
higher %han provincia1~méans and; in many cases, higher than
\\district means. Each subject had accumulated considerable =
experience in his role as principal and Ead had sufficient time
in‘his présent school té apply-the benéfitsrof that experiehcef
Also, each subjeét was exceptionaliy clear in describing and @
explaining all aépects of his instructional leadership
activity. The fact that the interviewer was also a colleégue of

the four principals would modify a tendency to be inaccurate or

overly elaborate in the intérview responses.

Y
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Another explanation involves the district’s processes
‘through which the four subjects had been réadied and selected
for the principalship, placed in their preséht schools and

) : . g

guided in‘their administration. As Pfeffer:(1978) points out:

. WLl —
People do not attain leadershlp positions 1n a random

fashion; they are selected (p.17).
. "

% \mTﬁM/bellef 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 leadership mattersSin
affécting organizational outcomes, then)this surely
justifies efforts to enhance selection d training
procedures. Belief in a leadersip effect, in other
words, leads to the development of a set of -
activities, including theory building, selection, and .
"training oriented toward enhancing leadership B
effectiveness. The assumption underlying these
actlvitles is that they will enable those so selected
or trained to assume leadersip positions and lead ~
organizations. to increased levels of performance.

L (p.23) ‘. o

Prior to becoming principals, each of the<§ub}aots had

4.

been teachers in the district. In line with Pfeffer’s

observations, each was selected for leadership according to
precise district processes. Also, each principal had, at some’

point in his career, undergone the district’s detailed training
program dealing with supervisory skills. This'sgme district is
one of the few in the province to, as a matter of policy,

i)
evaluate each principal’s performance évery four years. A
district statement of Criteria for Effective Administration is
~ used both as =2 basis for this evaluation and as a reference for

ﬁhe development of personal goals, required of each principal
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on an annual basis.

5 ' Because the design of this study had four subjects

investigated who were all emploved by the same school district

RN . -

~

and had -been subject to its influences, policies and guidel ines

P

for a number of years, it is reasonable to expect thatk

frequency ratings would be generally'olmllar among the

. — DubjeﬁtO.

=

Uniformity of hehaviors may also arise from —ach
~ ¥

principal’s self-selection process. Pfeffer states:

Y

Organizations. have images, providing information
.about their individual characteristics. Alsoc
leadership roles in organizations have images,
providing information about their character as well.
Persons are likely to seléct themselves into

i organizations, and into roles within those-.
organizations, based upon their preferrpd 1ma§es
This self-selection process would tend to work, along
with the process of organizational selection, to
limit the range of abilities and behaviors one would
be likely to find in a given urganizational role
While it is no doubt true that role incumbency shapes
people’s attitudes and orientations, it is also true
that there is a process of anticipatory .
spcialization, in which people mentally fake on the
new roleﬂééiore entering the ‘
position. (Pfeffer,1978;19)

Ar #

District processes for leader selection, orientation and

evaluation coupled with each principal’s self-selection process

and anticipatory socialization may strongly determine
uniformity in principal behavidrs. Should these combined

processes be directed towards goals in instructionai’faﬁﬂh

leadership, it is reasonable to expect that four experienced
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principals who have "come through the ranks” in the same

| district would display similar leadership behaviors atVCOmﬁbn

o s

levels of frequency.

"———— . A third possible explanation involves the context of the
Astudy schools. Each school was located in a white, suburban,

middle-class neighbourhood. Consequently, the student
[ .

popgﬁations were drawn from communities with a peiatively high
1 " = : b ‘
socio-economic status. Through the close interest. and

a
-

involvement df parents and a correspondingly strongd achievenment
orientation on the part of students, high expe>tations for-
instructional pracﬁices wou1d be brought to bear on the
teachers and administration of the schools. Just as_it.is found

that unity of purpose and expectations on the part of teachers

and administration will incline students towards better -

» performance, the reverse is also true. Unity of purpose and
expectations &4 the part, of-the communityvand students wiii
i;§line a School’slprofessiohal‘staff towards better

jéperforméhce. Studies of effecéiyé schooling récgyd the‘most
profound effects in outlier schools, those located in urbaﬁ,
low-income, racia11y4miked schools where consistgntly high
expectations on the pért of teachiné professionals have
predisposed students to extend their level of performance
beyond the norms and ‘expectations of the co;munity. In
communitiesrghe performance expéctations are

3

characteristically high, teachers and instructional leaders who

do not respond to those expectations may be quickly identified:

by both colleagues and clientele as being out—bf—step with the

#

o
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norms of their schoolfé cylture. This impact df[sChdoiuCUTiure
- —~ on leadership raises é*fourgh possible explanation for the

& - o . ' .
uniformity of instructional leadership activity in the four _

4 B . . - . . :,: .

"> study schools. L e - <

%

Culture has been défined as being "reserved for therdeéper
level of basic assumptions and bq}iefs that are’shared by S

,;V . L %‘ ‘ . . “ R
mambéfs of an qrgan}zation, thaﬁ operate unconsciously and that

e L & , ) . . N ‘ ) )

defihe, in a basie -taken-for-granted fashion, an organization’sy
L - W L - .

- ’Eﬂ” - * . ;s;,‘

ts-environment (Schein;1985). Culture”

.

view of itself and

a orth for (the) group and how members

. s
governs wh is of

nd hehave” (Sergiovanni, 1884, In their
: cooy A |
L -

t

should think, feel
pffﬁcipéls referred, both directly and

interviews, all fqy

. ,q;&‘&

Geme Dol ‘ ' - i
. N - « - N - .
dindirectly to the influence of their school’s organizational A
A 3 , ‘0 & . . ’
culturg on decisions made about:instructional goals andk~'//‘ , _
- - * N . = -
: . . . ) : . 4
> processes. Each principal 1qd1cated that his teachers-held a
- "basic interest in the school’s instructional programs, 1in
. A . j’f',:‘\l . A ) - » P 4 . - I3
setting and evaluating goals, monitoring prodress, pursuling I
improvement, and introducing change..

PrincipéL‘&‘made indirect reference to the influeﬂbe of
school culture ;ﬁeq‘he spbke of gr"éwlf—checking system at work
in the schocl becauselo§ a good staff” and of an ongoing |
‘process of curriculum bbérdination‘that wasi“underpinned by
teachers and administration who know their stuff”’ He felt that
the teachers digsplayed "high ownership” in the inSﬁruc@ional

program and were "not satisfied wi%ﬁ:@hat was merely in the

(curriculum) guide.” The teachers customarily operated within a

T
s
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‘partnersiip in rurriculom interpretation.

. //\) ] & . .

Frincipal 2 made direct reference to the influence of his

. Ve | |
geheenl T n o culture when diacussing th%J?brmatian o»f instructionsal.

giooniul N

The instructional goals that 1 have in my booklet of Y B
gonin would be based on, really, tie culture of the

ﬁthuwi. in thiy particular school that was determined
. VoL fore [ oarrived by ving parents and staff.

c Bunentially, since 1 rrivedd, Lthat culture hasg
%hange& a Bit, bt not 5o mich because of me. morssce .
heonyse of changes in ctaff and in what the role of
pehnln might be now. Thoss would he the things that

’ : wotild be the main determinants; the culture that the
schonl has and, of course, some of the canditions
’ ‘ that may be imposed from somewhere else. When one

talks nbout a gonod school , the culture or ethas that
~woj develop around s building is what makes it. 1'm
always guite pleased when, at this school, I get a
l1ittie kid coming in and saying "My mom {(or my dad}
aays this I8 a good school’'. That means that the
sulture has gpread. The main, (quality of culture) in
this school is the interaction between the teachers

3 and the teachers and the children and the parents.
From my peint of view anyway, that has the biggest :
. impact on the culture, but in that interaction it is

important that the teachers put across a feeling
that, as a.staff, we all have a similar understanding
3T what 1L 71l we are about. We sll have a similar way
of doing things: of expecting children to behave, of
expacting childrer, t¢ do work. And aih&ﬁgﬁﬁe things,
whén they are put together, give wthe feeling
that 'that’'s a rlace where my child is\going to be in
~ good hands: surportive, there aren’t golng to be any .
vells and screams, but, at the same time* my kid’s
gn'nﬁ to have expectations’

a
-~ Ld

When asked about changﬁs that haﬁ taken piace in the
. < jgurﬁ of his school, principal 3 pointed out that changes had
resulted from the introduction of new pta?f members who had
broﬁghtrwith them aspectyg. of the culture of their formér

school,; aspscts which may work well for them personally but
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were not in keeping with the present school’s culture. Where .

the principal felt that in thg past he had 'had more control

xr who came into the school as staff, he had recently been

; ;7ob1igated to take staff. assigned fo his school, staff | 4

ibéé% who expected ﬁo be left alone to carry out their own

vrtiées, often in spite of the cgltural norms and beliefs of
the'scho?l. He felt that the existence of a definite culture in/

- : the school was strongly indicated by the tendency of parents to

come to him, within ten days of their child being with one of

re, and stafting “Look, that's not what we

4 - T e

M

these new staff memb

)
-

Wi

-

e}:;}e;”;‘r,), mf (thiad
- —
Principals 2 and é mads indirect referonce ?u_fhé
influence of culture on thelir S“hwas instructional programs
by indicating that the stfength of those programe 1ax»Qith -
“matire” and Coompetent s ot 2ff memhere whe neaded Lo bé.FEVEn
"spportunities”, "freedrom” and Tsupport” fﬁ'”gﬁ Loy At

———

In his book, Orgarizational Culture and Leadership, Edgar

Sonein states that Toaltuyes 0 1g o oa learned produact of group
. sxperience and is, therefore —to be found only where there is s

definable group with a significant history”™ (1885,;7). Each of
the fgur schools had a si2able core Qf erxperienced teachers who
had been operaﬁing in the sc ;1 for a consideéable number of
ryvears. As might be expected, these\schools possessed a chlture
that was , indeed, a learned product) of groué experience. In
fiotes further that the

line with this observation, Schein

culture can cause the organization to be "predisposed to




" instructional leadership

“uniformly high levels of

e

- 114

certain types of leadership” and -that "leaders create e®ltures,
: ) -

?

but cultures _in turn, create pheir next generation of leaders”

R A - .
predisposed each of the four principals to govern their

ceor—;;;T;\@ndJ consequently, display -

AN
'instruétional\ieadership activity.
N

-

.

It is most likely that a combination of the preceding

-explanations is ?espoﬂsiblé*for the uniformly high levels of

instructional leadé§sbip activity among the four principals.
This is not to underestimate the impact of conscientious
leadership in each of the four schogis, or to éhggest that each
principal was simply guided by other factors within the school

situation. “Rather, it is to illuminate the faét that leadership

practices develbp in accordance with the overall perspective of

a school’s organizational nature. \/\//

The Importence of an Administrator’s Organizational Perspective

The instructional leadership practices evidenced by this
study’s survey and interview data have been determined by a
host of dynamic influences at work within the school’s overall

1

organizational environment. To the extent that each principal
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has developed and acted upon a clear perspective for his
'\\ school’s organizational nature, appropriate instructional

leadership practices have been adopted and effective styles

&¥”;Sappear to have been’dexgloped.
) ¢ / ‘ﬁ\ .

Fa)l B 3

In his bo

»

Mintzberg (297

-

The Structuring of Organizations, Henry =~ ———

pa S

ovides detailed comparative descriptions of
five main types of corganizational structure. He calls one of l
these structural types the "Professional Bureaqzﬁacy” and

Sincludes all professziconal organizations such as hospitals,
analysis of a schocl’s organization as a profescsional

bureaucracy has important implications for school leadership.

Al11 members of a professional bureaucracy only Jjoin the
organization once they have cdﬁpleted a compulsory, extensive \\
period of trai§£gg;andAindobtrination through which they
acquire and learn to apply a standardized combination of
knowledge and skills. This ensuﬁes that each organizational
membér can and will perform co?petent{y as a ‘professional” and
t@ereby sharply reduces the role of centralized supervision and
coordination. The complex nature of a professional’« work
ensures that, regardless of how standardized the skills might
he, considerable discretion must remain in their application:

The fact that considersble discreticn must be allowed the

professional in the applicatﬁon of skills has a number of

implications for matterg of \control, measurement and internal




'standardfzation.;As Mintzberg points out: "professional
bureaucracies cannot rely extensively on the formalization of
professional work or on systems to plan and control it"
{(p.35%1). This is_due to the'relatiye complexity and
unpredictability of client needs within the professional ,
bureaucracy. Tgese characteristics of unpredictability and

required discretion greatly infiuence the bases of pdwer for
administrators. A great deai of power over the regular work

rests at the “bottom” of the structure, or the “operating core”

of individual proféséionals. As a result, most professiohalé

see this power structure as an “inverée pyramid” with'

professional operators at ﬁhe top, and administrators below to

serve them. The professional bureaucracy has a very limited

hierarchy and focuses on professional expertise as a source of

power. It is required that whatever pecking order does exist

mirror the profefggsional’s exgerience and expertise. For the

most part, the administrator in a professional bureaucracy must

be able to draw power atfﬁhe locus of uncertainty and must be .
extremely skilled in manipulating the dynamics of nedgotiation. |
They also serve key rcles at the boundary of the organization—

where they are constantly called upon to mediate Between

crofessionals inside and parties outside of the organization.

Given the high level of democracy'and 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 socurce of -

coordination is the standardization of skills; direct



superv'éion~and‘mutual_adjﬁstment are resisted as "direct | ‘
infrin‘ ments on the professional’s ahtonémy". Attempts to
rationalize ‘the professioqal’s skills (to divide them into
-steps) are strongly resisted because this makes them
"programmable by the techndstf&oture?,'é thre;t ﬁorér o

professional’s basis of autonomy. e —

‘Because a relatively high degree of discretion is left in
the haﬁds of the professionxl, a major probl derives from-the
unconscientious member who comes to simply concentrate on the

program he or she favours. The professional bureaucracy cannot

-
.

easily deal with such operators.

Innovation also presents problems. In order for stratedic
change to take place, all professional operators must adree on
that change. As a result, changes are characteristically slow

and require a great deal of political intrigue and careful

maneuvering to be effected. '

/ In summary, a school organization is a clear example of a
professional bureaucracy. Teachers make up the operating core
é% the organization and 1 ossess a standard set of skills
aoquired through their university, and ongoing in-service
training. They operate in their individual classrooms with
considerable autonomy and reserve the right to use a high
‘degree of discretion in serving their students’ (clients’)

learning needs, that is, in determining instructional prodram.
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To be effective as instructional leaders in their schools,

prihcipals must develop leadership styles in accordaﬁce with a

flindamental perspective on the school organization as a
professiondl bureaucracy and recognize its preconditions as
determinants for leadquhip pfactices. The word "styles"” is -
used in the-plural_form;because the results of this study
suggest that, whereas individual styles may vary betyeen
principals, the natu;g of those styles is somewhat secondary to
a principal’s fundamentél perspect;ve on the school
organization. Inn other words,¥just as personalities willivary
between indiwiduals, so will personal styles of leadership vary
between principals. To the extéﬁ%Athat individual styles o
reflect_aﬂsound working perspective on the nature of the
orgenization, effective leadership préct%oes may;be carriedzout
in an individualistic manner. It is when individual leadership
L styles are imposed in the absence df a ﬁasio grasp of the
organization’s nature]that sharp differenées in leadership
effectiveness might be anticipated. This studg’s interview data
indicated that certain differengé\ in leadership style did
exist betwéen'thé four principals. Where principal 1’°s style
may be generally described as "ta krgriented and
bysiness-like, " prineipal 2 may be best described\gs a
“conscientious manager.” Where pgancipal 3’s style gﬁy be
described as “"culture-oriented and systematic,” principal 4
could be described as a ”cautiou§ supporter of instructional
freedom. " At the same time, however, the survey and interview

data indicated that the four principals were relatively

consistent in the instructional 1eadérship practices they
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employed and, in most cases, in the frequency with which they

employed then” This consistency was extended to thé'practices

found by the literature to be characteristic of effective

instructional leaders. It can be concluded therefore, that the

- J S
zprincipals\i? this study and those studied in the effective

schools 1ite(ature shared a common perspective on the nature of
the school organization, a perspective which formed a

foundation for their actieons and attitudes as instructional
: =

leaders. However, ;t is not logical to assume as a corollary of

\ . .
. P . ..

this that all thesd instructional leaders shared similar
|
\ )

Tt

[}

es.

sty

data revealed that the principals clearly

The intervie

tecognized the pyofessional status of the teachers with whom
they worked. A copsiderable degree of autonomy was afforded the

teachers in their impMementation of instructional processes and

"their interpretation of curriculum. Each principal emphasized’a

democratic handling of decisions affecting instruction and
indicated that change had to be introduced very gradually and
discreetly. The principal’s instfuotional expertiSe‘wasufel?vtc
be a major source of influence on aspects of the instrﬁctionél“
program. It was notable that, where Ri}ncipal 2 sensed a

¢

personal lack of expertise in curriculum matters, he actively
enlisted the involvement of his vice principal and/or other
experienced staff members with whom he consulté&, planned and
cBordingted the schoel’s curriculum. This same principal

recognized a key role at the boundary of the organization when

he stated that he felt that a major source of influence with

A}

-




his staff was his strong. &blllty to medlate between théf”'

profe551onals 1n51de his organlzatlon and the parents out31de

of it. As his was a large. schoq} a&egmgdatlng both Engllsh ‘and

French 1mmer51op programs, thlS ablllty was a maJor element in
. e
hig leadership effectiveness. In describing their respective

sources of influence with staff members, the principals’t

—

mentioned their ability to support the teachers, to develop and
preserve a schoolwide sense of profeeéional partnership, to
modelrhigh 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

as poesible sources of influence. Sugb attitudes are in concert
with a basic perspective on the school organization as being,
in Mintzberg’s terms, a professional bureaucracy. In Qpe'eourse
of his interview,‘principal 3 explained his leadershiékstyle

and described h3s leadership ro%sjéf 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 style 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
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 the drivers. I really do think that I am Jjust the
driving instructor in a sense and, because of that, 1
don’t always have the wheel, but I need to control
that wheel. - }

As has been the case in this study, any investigation iﬁto
the causes and effects of school leadership practices is bound

to encounter a diverse and complex set of variables and

‘




“

o
.

B

than JObjecté",_inputs would appear too variable tovallow‘a
clear gmpirical link to be drawn between leadership behavior
and stﬁdent achievement. This study has -explored the practices
of.principals as instructional‘leadens and haxy attémptéd~to
explain the behaviors of four Subjedbs i their respective
settings. It has not attempted te produce findings
generalizable to éther settings, nor ddes it assume .to have

a

fully grasped the particular features and influences of the

four settings. At best, it has used elements from each of the
four settings to illuminate the findings of other studies and
discussions which are cansiderahly broader in scape and more
=
n

detailed in their analyses. Further investigation of °

n

irgtructional. leadership tehavior in other settings and a more

N

ail

[o N
4]
ot

d review of organizational theory are needed o secure’
the importance of a principal s organizational pﬁrspentive’in

developing styles of effeqgifive instructional le&dership‘

Implications for Further Research

»

,éfh attempting to identify facters which motivate school

principals to act in certain ways as instructional leaders,

7/

4

gonsiderations. As an “"enterprise that involves people” rather-—

—

»

this study has underscored the need for research to consider a

ﬁultitude of influences and variables before concrete
generalizations can be made regarding effective lea@}rship
behavior and style: In light <f this fact,-it is questionable’
wheﬁher‘further research should attempt to draw ; purely

empirical liﬁkwbétweeq leadersh

ip effect and student
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Such research calls for the control of diverse,

ent.

complex and dynamic Qapiables which are fafAmore specific than
general to échoél‘settings. In lieu of putsuggg |
Pmpirically-dérived generalizations alone, it may be more
productive to further develop research approaches whlch comblne.
the results of emﬁlrlcal 1nvest;gat10ns, to tbe extent that

they are applicdable across broad samples of school settings,

with ethnographic investigations‘of factors specific to school

séttings. In this way, further research may logically produce a

»
° R

hié%grohy of understandings for‘instructionéllleadership
efféct; a hierarchy which builds from broader levels of
empiricelly-derived generalizations, basic to effective
leadership in all schools, to narrower levels of ethnographic‘
N uniderstandings of effective 1eadership in particular seébbl«\
environments. In effect, such an app;gach would mirror
processes presently considered baéic to principals gaining a
practical understanding of factors atAplay within their gchools
and, indeed, basic to teachers‘dding‘the gamefregarding factors

°

at play within their classrooms.

The development of this approach calls for:

~

1. Further application and refinement of such instruments
as the PIMRS which specify and test for behaviors which can be
considered basic to effective instructional leadership..

. <
Questions as to whether or not teachers are able to

accurately indicate the presence and{frequencﬁ of a principal’s



:
P

123
leadership behaviors tﬁrough the medium of such instruments

should also be addressed.

-

2.- A thorough apblicéfion of organizational theory to the

analysis of observed 1e§d¢rship behaviors and attitudes.

~<

ES

-3. Further development of focused, ethnodraphic interview

rrocesses to determine a principal’s attitudes and belief -

o

systems -in relatisn to the school’s organization and culture.

4. An extension of interview procedures to record teacher,
parent and student perceptionz regarding leadership behaviors
and their effects on instruction.

L4

5. The use of extensive on-site ovservations to illuminate o

and expand upon findings derived through the application of" -

survey and interview processes

-

8. Longitudinal application of the methods listed above,
particularly those involving survey instruments, to test for

the stability of findings over time.

N -

It would alsc be important to test for a chande in

3

findings once a new principal had been assigned to a given

setting for a period of three or more years.
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RE: SURVEY: IﬁgaEhETIbNAL MANAGEMENT BEHAVIOUR OF PRINCIPALS

Dear Respondent,

In their role as instructional leaders, there is -a
variety of practices that may be carried out by a school
principal. This gquestionnaire lists this variety of
practices and asks you to indicate the extent to which
your principal exhibits certain behaviours. Once this
has been indicated, the next step in our research will
bbe to ask the principal why it is that they do what they
do. Ultimately, we hope to be able to draw a connection
between a principal's instructional leadership practices
and his or her perceptions of the school's organizational

structure. N

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.
\

Thank you for your consideration and time.

3 o
Sincerely yours,

Chris Kelly

Principal, Elementary Graduate Student
North Vancouver School . ‘ Faculty of Education
District o Simon Fraser University
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