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ABSTRACT

elementary and secondary principals' instructional lead - " ip
activities: Three open-ended items asked principals to estimate time
epent on business management and instructional leadership, and to
describe effective strategies they use to .'im'p"r'ove instruction. A
stratified random sample of 110 elementary, 111 junior high and 111
senior high principals received mailed questionnaires. Responses were
anatyzed from a return rate of 67%, or 219 priricipals. Results of

principals at three levels in their performance of instructional
leadership tasks or time spent on business management. Principals with
17 or more years of experience reported spending significantly more
tifie on instrictional leadership than did less experienced principals:

effective instructional improvement strategies. The most commonly used
were classroom observation and teacher support; least commonly used
Survey results identified a gap between normative and descriptive

administrative behavior.



Identifying and Comparing Instrictional Leadership
Behavior of Elementary and Secondary Principals

Can secondary principals be instrictional leaders? Firestone and
Herriott {1982), in a report of their survey research, suggested that
inherent differences between levels give elementary principals more
opportunity to be instructional leaders. Unique secondary school

characteristics (larger staff size; instructional departmentalization;
and diverse goals) prevent or modify the =econdary principal's
instructional leadership role. Therefore, they argue, instructional
leaders at different levels have different tasks to perform. Due to
these constraining characteristics, the secondary principal may rely on
"facilitative leadership”, which does not require frequent
communication. The Secondary principal may rely upon leadership from
other personnel or external resources to stimulate instructional
improvement. Examples of facilitative leadership incliude resource
professionals."” Firestone and Herriott have called for studies that

improvement? What are these tasks at each level?
We attempted to answer these questions by surveying principals at
various grade levels. This article first siummarizes the literature

identifying instructional leadership tasks and the principal's role as



instrictional leader. Second, we report the design of the instrument

findings regarding instructional leadership behavior in a comparative
analysis between grade levels. Finally, the summary section contrasts

our results to previous literature.

Review of Related Literature

what is an instructional ieader? A search of the literature does

not provide an explicit definition. Rather; instructional leaders are

defiried descriptively by the tasks they perfor:.; Carmine; Gersten and
Green (1982) provided a rationale for this type of definition by
stating that functions are easier to define operationally and measure
than is the elusive notion of instructional leadership.

What then are the functions of instructional leaders? Henchley,
McCleary and McGrath (1970) have proposed that "the setting of
objectives is the First step in instructional leadership” (p. 482-483):
They describe an instructicnal leader as "one who has reflected on the

mission of education and has Formulated at least a tantative answer”
(p- 483)-:
Tasks which secondary principals should perform in the role have

been identified by Brieve (1972). Principals who are instructional

leaders:

...route educational materials to faculty, keep teachers informed

observe instructional strategies, and formulate strategies and
techniques to help teachers with instruction. (p. 367)

Educational leadership tasks were cited by Riea (1977) as

tncluding:



conducting staff inservice, training staff for spec1al state or

federal programs and evaluating general school programs. (p. 85)

Reid stated also that principals who see their role as that of

school and tend to resist the role of school manager. Other behaviors
that characterize principals as effective innovators include:

...attendxng conferences, taIklng with univer51ty researchers,

with other innovators. (California State Leglslature, 1978)

Bossert (1982) delineated four functions common to principals in
effective schools that added instructional improvement. The principal
developed a school wide commitment to basic skill instruction;

clear instructional objectives:

In 1977, Johnson and Sloan surveyed elementary school principais
to determine specific behaviors reflectirg instructional innovation.
Tasks addressed in their Questionnaire included:

...providing inservice training for faculty, assessing faculty
morale, providing recognition for faculty méifibers regarding
noteworthy accomplishments, using outside consultants to a551st in

development of curriculum strategies; and providing Informatxon to

the community regardlng curricular achievements. (p. 12)

Vick (1971) stated that principals who want to be instructional
leaders must allow their staffs to function as individuals. He saw the
principal as a facilitator who "must provide flexible scheduling and
inter—departiental planning in order to facilitate educational

innovation." (p. 31)



Having identified instrictional leadership tasks, concensus is
found in the literatire that these practices should be pétfbtﬁéé by the
building principal (Awender, 1978; Mahan, 1970; Goodlad, 1976; Sause,
1974). The California State Legislature (1978) in its sSummary of
findings reported:

1. Research indicates that at schools where student achievement
is higher than might be expected, principals provide sStrong

leadership and support. S ) o )

2. studies show that the principal is the most effective agent
for bringing about educational improvement for effective
schooling. (p. 8)

Despite the agreement on the importance of the principal's role as
instructional leader, research which has assessed these behaviors
demonstrated little evidence of the reality of that function. A
tifie-motion study of principals revealed that the majority of

result not all had clear intentions for instruction. Supporting this

view, the California study (1978) emphasized that although principals’

leadership for effective schooling is essential, many are neither

prepared nor encouraged to be edicational leaders. Goodlad {1976)
found that managerial demands continually detracted from principals’
instructional leadership efforts. A study undertaken by Krajewski
(1978) in which 1,127 Texas principals were surveyed revealed the role

of instructional supervisor as the ideal first priority of principals.



Results also revealed; however; that this role ranked fifth in ten
roles principals actually performed.

The discrepancy between normative and descriptive behavior was
explained by Roe and Drake (1974) who observed that:
:+:It is virtoally impossible to assume that the principal can be
a real instructional leader and at the same time be held
accountable for the general operation and management detail
required by the central office (p. 19). The educational

leadership emphasis is the one that most principals profess they
dream about but never achieve (p.13).

Purpose of the Study

This study was undertaken to explore the tasks performed by

principals when acting as instructional leaders. The central questions
this study sought to answer were: (1) Is there a difference in
per formance frequency of instrictional leadership tasks between
elementary and secondary principals? (2) Do years of experience in the
role, number of years certified, or gender influence this Erequency?
(3) Is thére a difference in the amount of time spent on instructional
leadership or business management between principals at elementary and
secondary levels? and (4) what strategies do principals at various
levels use, to improve instruction in their buildings? Our hypothesis
was that there would be no difference in the frequency of tasks
per formed as instructional leader between elementary, junior and senior
high principals: The level for rejection of the null hypothesis was
set at oA =.05.

Method

Instrumient Design: Content and Format

The first section of the questionnaire asked principals to

complete items that yielded demographic data. Principals were asked to



experience as a principal, year certified, and their gender.
Individual or school names were not solicited.

The second cection was coiprised of 25 items designed to assess
the perforinance frequency of principals' leadership tasks. Twenty-one
items reflected the literature review (e.g., preparing proposals for
funding, setting objectives, conducting inservice, assessing morale);
four items served as distractors, reflecting management functions.
not prodiced by encouraging an artificial orientation towards
instructional leadership behavior in the mind of the respondent. The
four response categories reflected how often the principal performed
each activity; ranging from "never®™ to "more than 10 times®™ during the
academic year.

The third section included three open-ended questions that tapped
instructional leadership behavior in terms of quantity and quality.
Principals were asked to: (1) estimate the percentage of time they

spent on instructional leadership, (2) estimate the percentage of time
they spent on business management, and (3) describe the most effective
strategy they used for improving instriction in their buildings.

Instrument Design: Reliability and Validity

Content validity was established by using two methods. First,

based on previously identified tasks from school administration text
and research authors. Second, the items were field test~d on three
practicing principals who had repctations among their colleagues as

instructional leaders. These brincipals indicated the items did



represent a partial list of activities they engaged in when acting as
instructional leaders.

To establish reliability, a test for internal consistency was
per formed, based upon results of a pilot study. The questionnaire was
flailed to 40 randomly selected principals {20 elementary and 20
secondary) yielding a response rate of 758. Responses to the 21 item
instructional leadership scale were analyzed using the SPSS program. A
reliability level of .85 was established for the total scale. None of
the items detracted from this level of reliability, thus indicating all
items were measuring the same general construct.

Questionnaires were mailed to a stratified random sample of 332

and 111 senior high school principals. The sample size was determined
by applying several criteria. First, the sample solicited responses
from an approximately proportional number of urban, suburban and rural
principals. Second, because the study focused on level differences,
principals who were responsible for more than one level (e.g., those
sharing an elementary and junior high principalship) and middle school
principals were eiiminated from the sampie. Third; principals who were
sampled for the pilot study were excluded from the sample.

Data Collection

Questionnaires were returned by 219 principals; or 67% of the

sample (after follow-up letters were sent). The response represents

approximately 20% of the state's principals. From these responses, 190

questionnaires contained enoiigh completed inforfiation to be useable for



multifactor ANOVA; 217 were useable for single factor quantitative

analysis. Responses were analyzed from 65 elementary principals

(response rate of 628), 72 junior high principals (response rate of

65%), and 80 senior high principals (response rate of 73%).
Findings

’;’ ""-'l'i,;' _ !"'j’”’.*

Analysis of demographic data revealed interesting information
about the sample. The majority of principals had 1-5 years of
experience, were certified in the 1960s and 1970s and were male. The
male principals had more years of experience than did the females, with
fiost females certified in the 1970s or 1980s.

Responses from the 21 item questionnaire were analyzed in a
2(Sex: male, female) X 3(Level: elementary, junior high, senior high) X
1-5, 6-10, 11-16, i7+) Analysis of Variance. Results of this analysis

are shown in Table I.



Table 1

Analysis of Variance: Ins-rictional Leadership Scale

SOURCE OF SUM OF MEAN _ " P F
VARIATION SQIARES DF SQUARE F EXCEEDED

62.29 1.22 .282
124.18 2.44 .090
57.43 1.13 .338
52.92 1.04 375
41. 1M .82  .366

MAIN EFFECTS 560.65
LEVEL 248.37
YRSEXP 172,31
YRSCERT 158.78
SEX 41.7

- W W N DI

2-WAY INTERACTIONS 2079:23 2
LEVEL ~ YRSEXP 521.73
LEVEL  YRSCERT 253.85

79.97 1.57 .048
86:95 1. 71 s121
42.31 .83  .545
10.76 «21 .809
s0.35 1158 144
19.51 .38 .764
38.12 .75 .473

LEVEL  SEX 21.53
YRSEXP  YRSCERT 562.74

YRSEXP  SEX 58.53

YRSCERT SEX 76 .24

W 3N OO oV

3-WAY INTERACTIONS 256.87 42.81 .84 .538

LEVEL  YRSEXP  YRSCERT 178.02

LEVEL YRSEXP SEX 106.33

44.50 .87 479

53.16 1.04 .353

NI O

EXPLAINED 2896.76 41  70.65  1.39 .079
RESIDUAL 7504.84 148  50.70

TOTAL 10401.61 189 55.03

Examination of Table I reveals that some difference was suggested
level principals. However, these differences were not significant at
the .05 level (F=2.44, P<.09j. No other main effects or interactions
approached significance. Becaiuse sample size is cricial to the power
to detect group differences, and because 26 returned responses did ot
contain enough information to be useable in a multi-factor ANOVA but

*********

This increased the responses to 65 elementary; 72 junior high and B0

senior high principals' scale scores. Results of this analysis

b |
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demonstrated that no significant difference existed between principals

instructional leadership behaviors. Means and standard deviations, the
standard errors, and the .95 confidence interval are presented in Table
II. The 95% Confidence Interval around the means included only two

points, thus indicating the chance of finding a difference between the

means was relatively high.
I
One-way ANOVA S B - 7
Instructional Leadership Scale: ns, Means, Standard Deviations,
Standard Error, C.I.

STANDARD STANDARD .95
GROUP n MEAN DEVIATION ERROR CONFIDENCE
B INTERVAL
Elementary 65 55:476 7.903 . 9804 53.518 to 57.435
Junior High 72 55:597 8.339 .9828 53.637 to 55.556
Senior High 80 57.0i2 7.041 :7873 55.445 to 58.579

_____TOTAL 217 56.082

The Cochran's C and the Bartlett-Box F Tests for homogeneity of
variance were performed; the assumption of homogeneous variances was
found acceptable.

Principals' responses to the item requesting percentage estimates
of time spent on business management were analyzed in a 4 factor ANOVA
(level, years experience, years certified and gender). Time responses
were tallied in 4 categories: 1-24%, 25-49%, 50-74%; 75-100%. No
significant differences were found in time spent on business management
by principals at various levels (F=2.03, P=.13), at various years of
experience (F=1.30, P=.50), at various years certified (F=.79, P=.50)

noted.
Principais' responses to the item requesting percentage estimates
of time spent on instructional leadership behavior were analyzed in a 4

factor ANOVA (level; years experience, years certified and gender).
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Time responses were tallied in 4 categories: 1-24%, 25-49%, 50-74% and
75-100%. No significant differences were found between principals at
the three levels in amount of time spent on instructional leadership
(F=.73, P=.48). A significant difference was noted for years of

experience (F=5.u%, P<.00). Results of the Newman-Keuls multiple

instructional leadership than did less experienced principals. No

other significant main effects were noted for years certified (F=1.27,

?§;2§) or gender (F=1.17, P=:28); no significant interactions were
found.

It was interesting to note that the most experienced principals
did not show a difference from the others on the 21 item instructional
leadership task freguency assessment; however, they reported they spent
more time on instructional leadership than did the other principals.

An examination of the strategies they cited as effective for
improvement of instruction showed that as a whole, this group seemed to
define instructional leadership more broadly than did the
questionnaire. Examples of their responses citing effective
instructional improvement strategies included: “"Working with
department heads;" "treating teachers as professionals;" "holding
faculty meetings," and other similarly non-specific strategies. One
teadership:”

L

Principals reported a wide variety of instrictional leadership

strategies in response to the open-ended guestion, "What do you find to



be the most effective strategy for the improvement of instruction in

your building?" These responses were grouped into eight categories;

1. Teacher Support: Opportunities and Rewards

The strategy principals at all levels listed most frequently for
the improvement of instruction was reflective of facilitative
leadership. Teacher support and strategies included giving teachers
opportunities to assuie leadership roles and providing opportunities
for professional growth. Leadership roles were encouraged by
delegating responsibility to teachers, providing opportunities for
change, and, at the secondary level, by strengthening the department
chair role to include teacher observation and evaluation. Principals
facilitated teachers' opportunities for professional growth by
arranging for release time to attend conferences and workshops, by
providing needed resources, and by arranging for common planning
periods among department or grade level members.

Teacher support was also shown by principals giving rewards to
teachers. Examples of rewards included lending discipline support,
showing personal interest; providing recognition before peers or
These strategies were used by an approximately equal number of
principals across all grade levels.

2. Classroom Observation

Teacher observation was cited as a power ful tool used by
principals at all levels for the improvement of instruction: Aside
from the traditional form of principal-teacher observation,

instructional improvement éttétééiéé.

15
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observing teachers) than did secondary principals: However; these
observations usually occurred outside the teacher's own building (i.e.,
teachers sent to observe other "experts" or new curriculum programs).
Only three principals reported using peer observation within their own
buildings.

or settings. In some instances, principals demonstrated techniques
they themselves had used as teachers, while in other cases, the
principal shared teaching technigues he or she had observed in other
classrooms within the building.

The most common form of observation cited was the usual
principal-teacher observation. Secondary principals relied upon this
type of observation more than did elementary principals.

3. 1Inservice and Staff Development

An approximately equal number of elementary; junior and senior
high principals reported the use of inservice activities for
instructional iﬁﬁfé%éﬁéﬁi; The most common strategy consisted of using
external consultants to conduct the sessions. 1In only four cases (at
the elementary and junior high levels) did principals report personally
conducting the inservice; whenever this occurred, the principal had a
specific technique to share with the staff, e.g., mastery learning,

circle of knowledde or Madeline Hunter's clinical supervision model.

Only one principal reported using his or her own staff members to

present the inservice.

16
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participatory management or collegial interactions around instriction.
In comparison to their colleagues at other levels, senior high
principals reported heavy reliance on communicative strateg es that
brought their faculties together; meetings were held with committees,
departments or the whole staff to solve problems; set 6bjéétiﬁés and
assess progress: Teachers were involved in the decision-making
process, with principals reportedly incorporating their suggestions.

Elementary and junior high school principals reported the use of
team planning and team teaching to improve instruction: One junior
high principal facilitated instructional planning that involved
teachers from various disciplines. At the senior high level, teams of
teachers were involved in self-studies on curriculii needs within the
building.

5. External Events

At both secondary levels, principals reported a comparatively
higher reiiance on events not initiated directly by themselves or their
more than did their elementary colleagues. Secondary principals cited
their involvement in the North Central school assessment process most
programs to improve instruction.

6. Evaluation and Conference

used for instructional improvement. In most cases, this meant teacher

evaluation by the principal, but some reported evaluation of teachers

17
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by themselves, by students, or by parents as effective for
instructional improvement. None of the principals reported
instructional improvement through use of teachers' evaluations of the
principal's performance.

Principals also reported holding individual conferences with
teachers about instruction (following the principal's observation) as
effective for instructional improvement. These conferences were
reported to be held both in conjunction with and independent of the
evaluation process. One éuhiét high principal reported a continual
conferencing process as effective by giving specific feedback,
observing and conferencing in a series repeated with individuals

throughout the academic year.

7. School Climate Programs

Five percent of the principais reported use of a school climate

improvement process within a diagnostic-prescriptive model to impact
instruction: Diagnosis reiied on the use of school climate assessment
instruments administered to facuity, students, administration and
parents. Prescription involved the use of results to implement
activities for school climate improvement. This strategy was cited
principals.

8. Clinical Supervision

Only 4% of the principals reported use of ciinical supervision as
an instrictional improvement tool. This strategy was used more often
by elementary and junior high school principals than by their senior

high colleagues.

[y
10,])



Summary and Conclusions

our results conflicted with Firestone and Herriott's (1982)
conclusions regarding possible differences between elementary and
secondary principal behavior. Results of our gQuantitative analysis
instriuctional leadership tasks (identified by previous literature)
between principals at various grade levels. Years certified and gender
did not influence this frejuency. Principals with 17 or more years of
experience reported that they spent significantly more time on
instructional leadership than did less experienced principals. AS a
leadership more broadly than did the questionnaire: There was no
significant difference between principals at various grade levels in

time spent on business management.

levels most frequently relied on facilitative leadership, providing
teacher support in the form of opportunitiés and rewards. Classroof
observation ranked second as a strategy to improve instruction. These
two activities represented over 50% of principals' most effective
instructional improvement strategies. Secondary principals tended to
rely more on external events, while elementary principals relied more

on peer observation. Least-used strategies included clinical
supervision, teacher evaluation and school climate programs.
our £indings support the concept of facilitative leadership
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were not unique in relying upon indirect methods of instructional
leadership.

As consistent with previous literature (Krajewski, 1978; Roe an
Drake; 1974; Goodiad, 1976) we find a discrepancy between normative and
descriptive behavior. Particularly innovative or highly skilled

strategies (e.g., clinical supervision; school climate audits;

demonstration teaching) are not widely us~d by principals at any level.
The reasons have been explained by a lack of preparation or support
(€aiifornia State Legislature; 1978); demands of other responsibilities
1980) .

Our study suggests that a principal's assignment to either the
elementary or secondary level neither causes nor prevents the
assumption of the instructional leadership role. Secondary principals
can take an active and direct role in instructional improvement without
modifying their behavior by relying exclusively on facilitative
leadership strategies: What makes one principal a strong instructional

leader and another not may be more dependent on factors like self and

community expectations, motivation, and previous experience; than on

principals before reduced expectations become self-fulfilling

prophecies.
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