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Pr1n01pals Play a critical role in school improvement,

however such improvement is defined. vadence supporting this

assertion is considerable and mounting rapidly. This Chapter,

i
!

outlines what it is that effectzve przncxpals do, offers an -

explanation for such behavzour and attempts to understand

. some of the reasons for its impact,

A number of revzews of lzterature regardlng the prlnczpal's
role have been completed recently (e. g., Barth and . Deal l982°

Greenfield, 1982; Lelthwood 1982; Leithwood and Montgomery,

1982- Persell, Cookson and Lyon, l982 Yukl, 1982). The present-

chapter, whlle encompasslng these syntheses, tries to move

beyond them in two ways. "First, it offers. a theoretzcal

' explanatlon of pr1nc1pal functlonlng which, in comparlson w1th

other such explanatlons presently avallable alms to be more -
comprehensive, in our view, - 1t also has greater potentlal for

effectively addresslng such practlcal problems as the develop—

ment of prlnC1pal training programs. Second, new insights about

'the rolecf the prlnc1pal gleaned from our current research




. s . _
program are added to the stock of knowledge available in

recent literature reviews. . o S . T

Several featurés central to our research method‘and
subsequent results were 51gn1f1cantly shaped by our attempt
to address serlo&s llmltatlons w1th1n the two bodles of knowledge
most obviously aimed at understanding the pr1nc1pal s role. These
bodies of knowledge, leadership_theoryland recent research about :
what prihcipals‘do, have‘llmitedAvalidity,‘practical utility¢and
comprehensiVeness; These limitations and how we responded to -

them are examined first as a way of orienting the reader to -

 what follows.

Validity. Limitations on the validity.of curfeht,knowledge
_ebout the principal's role are a consequence of ;a) the laoh of
- grounding of such knowledge in ehpirical date; (b) its failure
to aocoqht for the.specifio demands plaoed on the orincipal_byl

school context and -(c) flawed research designs’

Rutherford,et al (1983) contend that recommendatlons from
leadershlp theory "e-- are not conSLStent from one authorlty

‘;““““ﬁr-to~another—nor-are-theytsupported_ln a COhSlStent manner by

research f:ndlngs (p.22)"; this contention is consistent‘with

, earller assessment - for example by Kerr and Jermler (1978),.




Tﬁe tenﬁous'empirical suppo*t for even suoh a widely promoted -
and scrutinlzed view of leadershlp as Fiedler's (1967) contin--
gencv theory is lllustrated by Crehan s (1983) recent meta-
analysis. This problem is partly explained by the "grand" as
opoosed to "grounded" nature of’such‘theorj. Leadership theory
is, for the most‘part.;ﬁgrand" in the conventionalvsense that |
it is geherated through some unknown, prlvate process whlch is
usually not systematzcally data based. Resulting conceptlons of
leadership become'b priori" ex ed ade; ehav.1.t::_g_x._‘_ih____._~~
search of emplrlcal support.- The apparent lack of such support
for theor1es generated using this: method throws ‘into question’
not only its products but the method itself. Alternatlvely,
,theoretégﬁl.constrﬁcts’used in this Chapter_are "oroqndedﬂ;
they“haQe beuh.explicitly genere;ed from data using.methoos
largeiy open to scrutiny by others}_ ‘We do- ‘introduce a’ "post hoc"
theoretical explanutlon of the source of these constructs and

their relatlonshlps, however, which is- more speculatlve.

Leadership theory.may also’be»considere&'"Qrand"~in the -
-less conventional sense of its asplratlons for generallzatlon.,
Character1st1cs~of the situation (organlzatlon) in which the

leader works, the_tasks (or goals) the leader strives to

eccomplish and the leader's traits, behaviours or style are

the primary components of most leadership theories. Rarely,
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however, are there specified éet; of values for these componehts.
As applied across many organizations, variations within these
components have been desgribea in highly abstract termsv(e.g.,
tasks.ure rouﬁ-ine or novel, situations axgé"fé/vc;;rab'le or un-
favourable to accdmplishmeﬁt of the task). While there are
undoubtedly features of legdership common”acrqss situations and
tasks, theée features,seem likely to Eepreseﬁt the "lowest
c;ﬁmqn denominator" shafﬁﬁ by lgaders@(including effec;ive

M - leaders). Identifying those features of situa;iohs and tésks.
| unique to leaders in specific settings»(like séhools) seems a
more likely way of accdunting fpt how.leadeis éistihgﬁish
themselves from qheir peers and of improvingithe validity of
research'results. 'Theoretical‘qonstruqts used in this
Cha?%ér have been specifically formﬁ;atéd with the charactérli
_‘istics'ofvschools énd the tasks of curricuiar and instructionalh‘

. ‘ ) . . . . . L.
improvenent 1in vxew.z : :

Finally,. concerning validity, we note that supportJfbr
causal claims about the effectslpfaprihéipal’s béhaviour have
beeh generafed largeinfrom crogs-sectionaltstﬁdies using
Burﬁey, case study, éthnographic and‘pfe-expgfimental research

deéigns (Leitﬁwood and Montgomery, 1982, p.314); individual

‘*—4—**4*-studiesTwas~aw:esult,vdomnoghggntrol for cgggggigg“EXPtheSéS




in the fashion associated with experimental and quasi experimental
3?919n5'¢anis 1ot only poses Validity threats but also the
likelihood of misapplication of results. Adopting the conventional
response of socral scientists o data based on such design
features, our subsequent claims about effective pr1nc1pa1
‘ , behavrours are based on evidence generated through more than
\’J——’—’";?Slngle research design. When multiple Studl 3 employing
different desrgns, each of which contains serious but different
flaws, produce similar results, considerable confidence may be
placed'in those results,giVen.reagonably compet eiit tieatment
of other methodologicaI components'(webb, é} al, 19715 H'The
extensive claims now being made about nffective principal ot
behavrour fand- the accompanying flurry of prinCLpal trginin ),
based solely on data resulting from "effective schools" designs
(Rowan, Dwyer, Bossert,.l982) iliustrates~the ease WLthHWhiCh
this limitation has been overlooked.> o -
Utilitx~' While the validity of research knowledge~1s a.
necessary condition for it to be Judged of high quality, it is
not suffic1ent. For practical purposes, we suggest that such

L4

. knowledge must also be (a) coherent, arja (b)-attainanle nyuthose

who need it most - in ‘this case principals. Present research .

'knowledge about principals meets these utility criteria in

only a modest way. ' N o .




Partially as a reaction to the abstract and reductionist
nature of much leadership-theory, a considérable prOportion
of'current research on the principal's”role is largely descript-i

\ ive and atheoretical in natureq(e g., Peterson, 1977-78;
| Blumberg & Greenfield l980 Morris et al, l981). Such deecrip;
tion,-grounded in data about the work of principals; providee
an important foundation fer understanding the role, a foundation
that has often been lacking in previous administrative research
'(Greenfield 1982; Peterson, 1978). Nevertheless the quality
and extent of descriptive data now available warrants efforts at
“ - theory de«elopment. éech theory aims to increasg the utility
* ' (coherence) of these data by. advancing present levels of: under-'
% . standing about what theyumean and how they may be applied’to
practical problems. ' o
| B ‘9‘. .. [ .
- The attainability by practising principals of'at leaSt'the
behaViours and skills attributed to their highly effective peers
is limited by two characteristics of present research knowledge._“
‘First, recent research on principals has tended to describe .
" both representative and highly effective functioning. It has
not addressed the knowledge required to move from a representative
state to.highly effectiVe forms of-functioning._'Our past work ;'
1on_school improvement (e.g.} Leithwood;;l982}'Leithwood»and'c;f -

R Montgomery, 1982; Leithwoodl& Rob}nson,:l979) has‘viewed such.




change as an incremental process of growth.from less to more
desirable"states, in both, students and those responsible for‘
facilitating.quch improvement,such as teachers and principals.
The goals for school improvement are stable only in the short
run; in the*long run they evolve in response to gradually ',J
shifting social values, requiring gradual but continual change .
in school systems. Given such a. view of the improvement process
and“assuming that highly effective behaviours needed to.attain
desired states are usually possessed bv only‘a small proportion
of role.incumbents,_fit is not enough to 5ust describe what
highlv effective principals do. It is-egually important to -

el

identify the bases for growth in pr*ncipal effectiveness...

Therefore, the fundamental elements of the principal's functiong

ing that are changing in this way need to be. addressed "To do'
this we have developed a "profile" of growth in principal

Vg
effectiveness, described in. detail later. D

» -

Closely related to the importance attributed to identifying

‘fundamental elements of growth in principal effectiveness is a

' second criterion of attainability; the(gttention to "alterable

o ’ : B 7 : .
variables". The effects of such variables as personality traits,-
age and leadership "style" on principal effectiveness are not

uninteresting; indeed such information may be quite useful for

ithe selection of principals. = We assume, nevertheless, that such )
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characteristics are relatively unresponszve, practlcally, to
':' forms of intervention. available. Accordlngly, those aspects

of behavlour that we have descrlbed are not only cr1t1cal to

principal effectlveness but, in our view, are acqulrable by the

‘‘majority of those already in the role, given reasonable amounts

of asslstance.-‘
In addition to describing ?rowth’in alterable variables, our

description of the effective printipal encompasSes a. set of

' R

behaVLours wh1ch a single individual is capable of masterlug,
not an unatta1nable ideal.’ Nevertheless, we ‘assume that leader-

ship behav1our required for school improvement may be provided _%
[ 3

by.seVeral or even many people in a school.s

~

Comprehensiveness. Limitations in the, comprehensiveness of

: current knowledge about the pr1nc1pal's role are a consequence

[o‘
of (a) theoret1ca1 reductlonlsm, and (b) a focus on a restr1cted

range of pr1nc1pal responslblllties.

Iﬁ“addltlon to possesslng llmltatlons associated with grand
theory, many extant conceptlons of leadersh1p suffer from‘l
N excesslve reductlonlsm, . Bass.notes, for example, that "... to
some degree, all research on leadershlp styles can be concelved as

about democratlcﬁ hu'Jcratlc or lalssez-falre leadershlp ...".

’
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! iquoted in‘Rutherfqr&;et.AI, 1983, page 29).‘/bontipgency
- /Eheor;ea (Fiedler's, 1967, for example) and Pdth+Goal theory
(described by House, 1971) conceive leadersh%p along’only two‘
.primary“drpeneions: initiating'étructgre,and‘coﬁsideratgoh.
Such theories have emerged fromattentioq to an unneoessarily
restribted set of premises\about human functiohfﬂo Contlngency

‘theories and Path-Go?l ‘theory are based on,prlnCLples of human

[}
- - ¢

motivatxon- the Vroom-Ye:ton model (e g., Vroom & Yetton, 1973)

- .,

is based on varxatzon in leader decxslon-maklng processes.

N

Admxttedly, no\s;ngle leadership theory can hope to capture and
< explain more than'a slige of reality, a sub-set of the leader's

total functioniné, But; particularly in view of recent'develop-

ments ‘in cognltlve psychology, there seems to be no 1nsurm0untable
X .

barrler to offerlng, as-we*attempt 1n thls Chapter, a more compre-

M AN

Qensxve account of princxpal functlonlng; an account\yhlch

» [N

conszders not‘bnly motlvation an&’decxsxgﬂﬂmaklng but" other

aspects of the leader s 1nformat1on processxng, as werl.

-‘“‘l' | I B Lq:
Another form of "redu‘ctioninsm""is‘ evident in the ge»neralitv
or abstractness of descrlptlons of prlnCLpal behaviour in ﬁtch
current prlnc1pal reseirch. We assume that a complete account

‘of what effectlve principals do would 1nclude what Rowan et al .

o

(1985) refer to as "thick’ descrlptlons of prlnc1pals' leadershlp
behaviours‘(p.s)?. Our version of such descriptxon_has-been
outlined elsewhere (Leithwood and Méntgomery, l9é§(a)),;§owev6r.

i
H

. R 11




10 ' . :

"Another limit#tion on the comprehensiveness of current
principal research concerns éhe choice of variables in.such
research. Single studies of principal behaviours and their
cdnsequences have focused on relatively narrow sets of dependent
‘35& mediatik&\éariables._ Nevurtheless, such studies, as a group,
span‘a wide variety of'such variables. Amdngdependentvariabled
studied féf exé@ple, ére: "basic" math and language skills
 (Rokan,' Bossert and’ Dwyer, 1983),.high achieveménﬁ test scores -
(Little, 198l), low income children matcging achievemeﬁt of

,»middle class counterparts.(Edmonds; 1981) , .combinations of
;chievement_gains, ébsentee rates, delinquen?y and ciassroom
behaviour (Rutter; et al, 1979), combinations of'timé-bn-taa%,
absentéersm, degree of friénéliness, litter and vandalisq
(stallings, 1982) and séhool'"robustnesé" (wiilowér and Smedley,
1981). Climate degree of implementation, job satisfaction and
teacher décision-making!exemplify %hg"ﬁany mediating variables -
whiéh have been studied. Some p:ihcipal behaviours may‘be effgc-;
tive in enﬁancing'the status of several or many of tﬁése vafiablés:
in the absence of relevant evidence, however it seems prudent to
assﬁme thaﬁ maﬁy principal behaviou;s, iﬁdentified by feéeaﬁch as
'45 effective, are outcome - dependeht (they'faéilitate achievement

.of some goalé]b;t not others). Real pPrincipals, on:the‘other

hand, are typically responsible for achieving a wide rangeuéf

compiex putcomestin their schools, although this responsibiiity

may be blurred sometimes by sh@rt term pridritiesi_;As a result,

“ . - »

12 -




behaviounk whith are effective in a potentially outcome-dependent

5- . T T T

fashion need to be treazed as-a necessary but not sufficient

account of:what effective piincipals do. Our description of

what effeciive principals do was based on evidence collected

iz relation to a wicde range of social,_intellectual and physical

outcomes‘(dependent variables); some quite complex in_nature:

it is intended to he the description of a principal who'is'
effective in facilita 1ng growth across the student population

$

_toward an image . of the educated person as a self-directed

problem solver.6

 METHOD

Space permits neither extensive description nor defense of
the method in this Chapter. ‘A brief synopsis is prov1ded, however,
to permit the reader a -rough estimate of the status of the

description of effective principals to follow.
' Pursued in two distinct stages,}this'method{had both

qualitative and cuantitative features: stage one was largely

;(but not exclusively) qualitative: stage two (not yet fully

completed) used quantitative methods only.' Smith (1983) contends

that ‘these two methodological orientations are based on differentmr

assumptions and may be incompatible. We are inclined to agree,'m

" and have used the methods to serve quite different purposes.‘*

-~



s_wlwlmﬁﬁ,Role_of the Principal -

Stage Ones Developlng a Description and Explanatlon of The

Descriﬁtion. Theipurpose of this stage was to develop‘an
elaborate hypothesis abouf. the nature of lncreaSLngly effectlve
prlnclpal behaviour and a theoretlcal explanatlon of such:
behavzour. This hypothesis was to take the form of proflle;
a-multl—dlmensional, multi-staged but. nonetheless"lntegrated
descrlptlon of the bellefs, lntentlons, knowledges, skllls and
actions relevant to a partlcular role. The reaons for adoptlng‘
“such a form for the descrlptlon of prlncipal behaviour'were '

- derlved from our views regard1ng the school 1mprovement process’

alluded to above. Accordlng to thls v1ew, "lmprovement” conSLsts -
of growth within cr1t1cal d1menslons of behaVLour from less to

more desired states, de51red states deflned ‘as those which |
facilitate achlevement of the goals for lmprovement. - How

.cr1t1cal d1men510ns of pr1nc1pal behaVLour were identified has

been outllned elsewhere (Le1thwood & Montgomery, 1982, PP. 3l3 324)

Two research grouos were established to develop the”profile;
one giving special | attention to secondary and one to elementary
' school prlnc1pals, yet each broadly representlng the knowledges
and ekperlences needed.6' They conslsted of reputatlonally - fim_~
effectlve'prlnc1pals, deoartment.heads,'teachers; suoervisory
officers, and ourselyes.ézThese groups were required to develop
‘1a proflle of growth 1n prlnc1pal effectlveness over a 2&‘year |

perlod in whlch they met as groups approximately % day per month ;r;
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and worked singly or in pairs for an_equivalent period between
- -meetings.. . They had available, collected or were given three _

different types of information.

The composition of thevgroups themselves ensured a good deal
of information (professional judgement) already possessed by
their members relevant to their task. The value of this
information was justified hy‘the belief that reputaCionally
‘effective orofesSionals are generally c0mpetent and a much richer
 source. of information about what is involved in being effective, :
in context, than researchers generally acknowJedge. Indeed, |
. complex human action may well defy capture by conventional
_quantitative methods, in part because~observed behaViour has’
little meaning apart from the intentions giVing rise to it and
.the Significance attributed to it‘by others. Professional
judgement, then, encompassed these-estimates of intention and
attribution, as well as “empirical facts". The first task
'addressedah; the groups was'to agree on a. shared definition of
principal effectiveness, one based on the images of the educated o
'person alluded to in the preVious section of the Chapter. |
- Information and experience of the groups was augmented o
; through collection, by members of the groups folloWing appropriategi
training, cf original opinion data.' These data resulted from.

- relatively intenSive interviews with "convenience" samples of
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teachers,“department“heads“and principals.. Original drafts . .. . ..

Aaof the profile explicitly incorporated fea tures of effective

principals reported in these data.

Considered as important as collecting original data, the

research groups systematically reéviewed the results of other

research. A small sample of original, recent research reports

were read and discussed and: two large scale rev1ews of the empi-

. rical literature were prenared for. the groupS{(Leithwood and

5
Montgomery, l982‘ Leithwoo 982{“"(The lite ture reViews R

—

’7:

'themselves as well as some of the particular literature reViewed

»is reflected in the Results section. ) ~ R

Profiles of growth5 in both elementary and secondary scu«ol

princ1pal effectiveness were produced by the groups. These L
profiles incorporated all three sets of data, following a

procedure whichawe.proyided-for synthesizing these data. i

Explanation. The search for theoretical perspectives which

would help give the descriptive data more. coherence and, there-"‘“
fore, more utility was begun shortly after preparation of .the

first draft of the profile.; This was a process of trying to

match related clusters of- behaViour described in- the profile to

extant theoretical positions from leadership theory, socxology _f.t

AN

B L
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__wof;_,_ “andhpsyggg;ggy:_“Besults_otmthe'ﬁirst analysis undertaken for

this pupose were highly eclectic and were reportedrin Leithwood

" and Stanley (1983). Subsequent sections of this paper report -
the result of the secon? analysis and discuss'why we believe it
to be more satisfactory than.the first; Such discussion is
intended notvoniy to add coherence to the description of
prlnclpal behavxour but also to polnt out . how other orlentat;ons

' to leadershlp behaviour have been 1ncorporated in our descrlptlon '

B

- and explanatlon.‘:

Stage'Two: profile Validation
The concern in Stage Two was w1th two types of adequacy.
" the adequacy of the proflle in capturlng the range of actual
behav1ours among pract1s1ng pr1nc1pals (content valldlty), and
the extent to w...%h stages of growth in the proflle actually
represent behaVLours that differ in thelr effectlveness as:

hypothesized (predlctlve valldlty);'

Content valldlty was examlned w1th several types of data.ﬂ e
G1ven extensive prlor opportun1t1es to examlne the profile and _f'

seek clarxflcatlon, groups of central board admlnlstrators,

”iprlnclpals, v1ce-pr1nc1pals, teachers and department heads fo;ff

responded to a questlonnalre concern1ng speclflc features of the
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profile. In addition, intensive interviews were conducted with

a samplefof 90 princlpalS’about‘the nature of their work and how
o - - - they respond to.it. -Content. analysis. of-the interviews and item

analysis of the questlonnalres resulted 1n significant modifica=-

tions te the 1n1t1al profile.

.fhree'methods were used to-eXamlne the
.'predlctlve va11d1ty of the descrlptlon of growth in pr1nc1pal
effectlveness. Reputatlonally effectlve pr1nc1pals,'consu1tants
e and central board admlnzstrators were asked to rank the relative
o effectlveness of prlnclpals based on aud1o~taped 1nterv1ews with
! | such pr1nc1pals mzthout prlor knowledge of- our results._wTheseWrﬁl_
1ndependent ranklngs were then compared with qur ‘own’ ranklngs._ f{
A second method 1nvolved compar1ng ranklngs of effectlveness of o
the ‘same set of pr1nc1pals based on. our research w1th a rat1ng
systen, developed by a prlvate consultlng group, emphaslzlng
part1ally d1ss1m11ar sets of behav10urs. Flnally, a study 1s
underway to compare the amount of selected change over:: the

'course of a one year perlod among teachers whose pr1nc1plls vary

in effectlveness, as we have descr1bed 1t.

' Our assumptlon in employ1ng these procedures 1s that no
w_51ngle method of assesslng predictlve valloity, lncludlng others

'we mlght have chosen,-w1ll produce 1nd1sputable results.‘ The
attempt, therefore, has been %o accumulate modest support across

-several stud1es employlng alterantxve methods.?

- ‘ L




first, neVertheless, because of the meanlng it adds to thé’~”:'

LAY

RESULTS

Descrlptlon and explanatlon of what it is _that. effectlve

prlnclpals do constltute ‘the results of our 1nVEStlgat1ons ang

' ‘are prov1ded in flve sectlons. The flrst section provides;a.\.

theoretical orientation to the role and identifies the majore f\§\-
dimensions of behaviour which apbear central to discriminating.

variations in'principal effectivenessf

As pointed out already,_ourytheoretical-orientation-waswan'

‘outcome of our research not a starting point. It is presented

i

subsequent deﬁcrlptlon of pr1nclpal behaVLour._
N i "

The remaining four sections‘correspond'to the four major

dlmenslons of the Profile (Goals, Factors, Strategles and"

"‘Dec151on-Mak1ng) within whlch prlnclpal behaviour is descrlbed.

- The Prlncrpgl As - Informatlon Processor

The domain of 1nd1vxdual human functlonlng 1s most directly

addressed by psychological theory. It is reasonable to seek an

'explanatxon for what prlnclpals do from the perspectlve of such

theory.- although th1s has ‘not often been" done. Qore precxsely,“”;;fﬁ

K R it

however, the- study was concerned w1th what“prlnclpals do~to~——wa-—~

.

improve schools. Few would contest the assertion. that schoaf‘“““f
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improvement is problematic: that irrespective of who is maKing
the attempt, there are o ready'solutions particularlv_when

variations in school contexts and aspirations for complex

"outcomeS»areftakenwinto .account. A comprehenslve concepvxon of

, the prlncrpal s role in school 1mprovement, therefore, is one

which focuses narrowly-on problem-solv1ng behav10ur but provides -

a relatlvely complete explanatlon of the structures and processes

-~assoc1ated w1th such behaVLour. Among the alternatlve psycholegica

explanatlons of 1nd1v1dual human‘functlonlng, information prooagu
sing theory has been most expllcltly developed to explain orohlem

solvrng behaviour (see, for example, Newell & Slmon, 1972, Chi,

xGlaser and Rees, 1932)f Not surpraslngly,\thls theory readily

e,

lends ltselfft0<pgst-hoc-explanations of principaltbehaviour_f

which emerged through analees¥of data using techniques designed_g

\

——

for the development of grounded theory (Glaser &—Strauss, 1967-

Glaser, 1978), it provxdes a tramework capable of subsumlng m6‘f7\;

~

of the conceptual threads ‘identified earller in our work focused

on selected elements of pr1nc1pal functioning. ' A relatlvnly

sxmple (skeletal) version of 1nformatlon proces51ng theory ‘proved

to be sufflcxent for thlS purpose. _
. . . oy

Contemporary accounts of Lnformatlon proceSSLrg (e g Calfee,

l981° Roblnson et al, in oress, Norman & Lindsay, l977) stress the

_ goal=oriented nature of human functioning and describe. mental.
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structures ‘and processes associated with the resolution of
problems standing in the way of goal achievement. Three struc-
tures domlnate this descrlptlon and are partlcularly relevant to

explanations of pr1nc1pal functlonlng- the Executlve, Short

Term Memory (STM) and Long Term Memory (LTM). ThelExeCutive-isemww

<

the prlmary location of both short and long term goals (or

asplratlons). Once percelved, 1nformatlon from the external

. environment is screened or assessed by the Executlve to determine
lts relevance for goal achlevement. Informatlon Judged'to\be
lrrelevant is glven no further attentlon, if Judged to be poten-,~’
t1ally relevant, 1nformatlon is passed on to STM. §Z§333 the
limited proceSSLng space of STM and 1ts capaclty to chunk together

- bits of 1nformatlon for treatment as SLngle pleces, llttle 18

" known about the- functlonlng of STM.{ Its purpose, however, is to~

make sense of information passed on to it by the Executive. :ltv

does this by searchlng through the v1rtually unllmlted storage'j i

space of LTM. Struct ually, this space consJ.sts of clusters or nodes
| of 1nformatlon, typlcally referred to as schema, many of wh1ch
are assoclated 1n networks, sometlmes organlzed hlerarchlcally. fl
\_i Relatlvely undemandlng forms of sense-maklng take place when,
N through sxmple matchlng processes, STM.locates ex1st1ng schema a

'V.\\\\or schematlc networks capable of largely as51mllat1ng new . ;;f




There is conslderable debate regarding the nature of schema.

For present purposes two d1st1nct types are d1st1ngu1shed in LTM

"Knowledge schema" encompass facts, concepts, prlnCLPles and

personal theorles as well as affectlve d1spos1t1ons toward these

: elements. ST™M seeks out relevant schema of this type in its:

attempts to 1dent1fy those elements or factors 1n the envzronment

~

whlch 1nfluence goal achlevement and to determlne the conditions N

within each factor whlch.must be met if goals are to he achieved

Aomomecs

‘Having determined such cond1t1ons, act1on is requxred to meet'ikmw
them. Actions are gu1d8d by "procedural schema",'structures which
1nd1cate how to act, the steps to take. Superordlnate;proceduralv'
schema, called Executive Strategles, exist to coordlnate highly
complex sets of actions. " A

b | )

Knowledge structures or schema-become increasingly sophisti-

cated as they are reorganlzed to 1ncorporate add1t1onal pleces ofm

’ related 1nformat1on -and- as the.. (sometlmes hlerarchlcal) assoc1a- N

tions -among such schema 1ncrease._ Such sophxstlcatlon 1s a

functlon of active attempts to makesmeanlngful more and more new

"1nformatlon. And as new lnformatlon is subsumed by ex1st1ng

' knowledge schema, the potentlal for meanlngfully processlng

subsequent lnformatlon 1ncreases. Act;ons.becomevmore skxllful..
(effective) asvprocedural schema become potentially more effective

ir accomplishing theirends,as'oVert behaviours-reflect mora

] accurately the 1mage of skllled performance captured by such schema
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and as the use of procedura! schema becomes'less conscious and
nore automatic. High degrees of automaticity permit effective
responses to enVLronmental input without the need for processing
-such input through STM. This reduces response time and leaves

the severely limited information processlng space of STM — — . —__

"available for handllpg other problems.

Information processing explanations of motivation begin With - —

those internalized"goals'located’in the'Executive.‘ People'are

normally motivated to engage -in behavxours Wthh they believe will
'contribute to goal achievement., The strength of one's motLVation

to act depends on the importance attached to the goal in question

and one's Judgement about ltS achievability, motivational
strength also depends on one's Judgement about how successful a
particular behavxour will be in mov1ng one toward goal achieve-

L3

- ment (Bandura, 1977). < B
----- "From this theoretical perspective on lnleldual human
functioning, variations in principal effectiveness can befexplain-L‘
ed as differences in the way information is processed and problems E
- .are solved. Such differences ‘centre around ‘the content and |
functions performed by one or more of the mental structures‘
- that have been discussed- differences in the nature and clarity
of Goals located in the Executiue; differences in the existence

and- sophistication of knowledge schema located in LTM regarding

;Factors that bear on goal achievement- differences in the existence
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and sophistication’ of procedural schema located in LTM regard-

ing actions or Strategies that will alter the status’ of such
factors; and, differences in the characteristics of the

executive strategy used in Decision-Making about Goals, Factors*

‘and Strategies;’ This ‘explanation of how differences in principals'
.efrectiyeness are to be- accounted -for- proVides theOretical re-
.inforcement for the four broad dimenSions of . behaViour8 identified
as central to principal effectiveness through prior empirical

'inquiry (see Leithwood: & Montgomery, 1982 Leithwood and Stanley,

The focus of school improvement,‘student outcomes,,is a
partial function offactivities ‘and characteristics iFactorS)
associared with the 'school, some of which can be influenced by
the principal. The principal's Goals, which vary in their
attention to student outcomes as well as the particular outcomes

- of interest, serve- as a baSlS for. helping the principal determine_
-which Factors to .attempt ‘to influence. Hav1ng decided which
Factors to. influence and haVing determined the conditions aspired
to.Within those Factors, the_principal engages:in an array.ofg'
interyentions (Strategiesl to'exercise such influence. Principals

decisions aboutHGoals, Factors and Strategies"are determined

' by their direct experiences w1th and understandings about those

y ’_.dimensions of behaViours. Their decisions are also their perceptf'

ions about a relatively open—ended‘set_of,influences imginging\g

RS ) ‘L . ' . A ‘. . .’ .




on them, such as curriculum and administrative policies, . ™~

interventions by central board staff, community expectationsv

and the like.® . .

. v - ) o ﬁ .
The remainder of the Chapter describes what effect1ve :

‘prlnclpals do and how growth in effectlveness ‘may be concelved

-

¢ ‘within the fou1 cr1t1cal dxmenSLons of behaviour 1dent1f1ed 1n ‘i

our research and supported by the foregoing theoretlcal "~ )
perspectlve. _ : ) o i : L |
o "Goalg-.. . . . f» o A

Goals are the long term asplratlons held by prlnclpals for
work in their schools.. No other dlmension of pr1nc1pal behavzour-i;
is more consistently llnked to school 1mprovement by currknt )
-emp1r1cal research than Goals (Le1thwood and Montqomery, 1982,
pages 320-322). There is, moreover,:v1rtually no confllct

within this research, 1nclud1ng our own, regard;ng the types of
goal related behavxours which are effectlve._ Such behaviodurs
have been descrlbed in. exceptionally abstract terms, however,"f%'
'terms whlch offer llttle explicit . d1rectlon to practlslng pr1nclpalsgi
'and few attenpts hate been made to offer a coherent explanatxon {
for the importance of this dimension of behavxour. A speclal concernf
k..for both llmltatlons in cur?ent knowledge underlles our account of J

the Goal-related behaVLours of effectlve pr1nc1pals.

A




First the role-of'Goals in éhe principal's functloning
is discussed. This is followed by a descrlptlon of three 'sub-
dlmenslons of Goal-related behavzour (the sources, nature and | E
uses of goals) founu to exist among principals and,. hence,
reflected in the Goals dimension of the principal profile.
~\ " An information processlng model of the prznclpal locates
Goals and their use in a mental structure called the Executive.

Through the functlonlng of tka Executzve, personally valued

goals (a) form tng_basls upon whzch those env1ronmenta1 inputs
to whlch the pr1nc1pal attends are selected, (b) proV1de the
purposes tcward WhLCh the pILHCLPal'S actlons in the school are
- {_directed; and, (c) are a.central.element.zn the pr1n01pal s 5*2;'
§§motivational"structure - a stimulus for action. Goals held by
the pr1nc1pal determlne, in & slgnlflcant way, how pr1ncipals
define thelr Jobs in school anﬁ the terms used to represent the

’ .

. . problems assoc1ated with school 1mprovement. How problems are

'represented has been shown to- explaln some- of the lmportant

~

differences between prob‘em solv1ng processes used by "experts

and "novices" (Chx, Glaser & Rees, 1982).,-These~functzons offer
“a plaQSLBle explanation for the importance of the sub-dlmenszons'

of pr1nc1pal Goal-related behavxour 1dent1fied through our

.

emplrlcal anulry.' s _//. N
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Sources of Goals.~_0ur-research found that prlncipals

differ in terms of the sources.from which their Goals are derived. .
As principals increase in their effectiveness, the sources from’
which:tHEir Goals are elected beéhme‘hncreaszngly publlc in
origin and greater in umber. Highly eéfectlve prlﬁblpals
systematically select* heir goalle from those espoused for
_students by agencies of the state (e. g., State Educatlon Dept.
for Mlnzstry of Educatzon), the local school board and perceived

j“needs of the c0mmun1ty and students served by the . school.. Such"
behav10ur anreases the pOSBlblllty that the Goals eventually
1nternallzed by the prlnclpal w1ll be conslstent with readily

_ defenslble expectatlons for school improvement; the adoption of
such Goals by the principal SLgnlflcantly 1ncreases her attentlon. ,d
to subsequent "env1ronmental anuts“ llkely to- promote school
improvement. This is 4n sharp contrast with relatlvely 1neffect1ve'@
principals whose .Goals, because they are largely derived from

perceptlons;of.personal need, may not have any dlrect relation-

ship to school improvement.

. The nature of. growth in effectlveness evzdent 1n thls sub-- .
dirnension of the przncrpal's Goal-related behavxour can be explaln-"
ed fron at least three addltlonal, quite dlfferent perspect1ves~

ethlcs, organlzatlonal coupllng and ugo decenterlng.
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If the major -purpose of schools is to strive toward the
achievement of publically endersed'goals~for“children, theu |
increased”effectiveness, in this-sub-dimensiou'of behaviour
may - be viewed as growth in the ethical defeusibility of_what.
Aprineipa}s are trying to accomplish. _Questiops.cohcerning the
Goals to pursue and their relative priority (value deterﬁihatiOn
and value welghtlng) are not systematlcally ‘addressed in some
.flelds of social serV1qe. But in public educatlon considerable
' pelicylactivity has usuaily takenuplace to identify Goals °
~censidered valuable'for students to achieve. Failure to -
expllcltly conslder these sources of Goals Jeopardizes the value
p051t10ns of many of those w1th a polltlcal right to shape the
’dlrectlon pursued by the schoollng enterprlse._'

Orgauizational “cbupliug" refers‘tq the.degree of agreement
.about\the~Goals‘to be pursued’ahd interdependence amorig roles in
an orgauization in the'performance'of specific. tasks to acnieve_
those Goals_(Weick; 1976): tightly eoupled relationships‘are |
- characterized by;high degrees of coordinationband.interdependence,‘
Cons%derable evidence suggests that relatienships_in schbols_are
quite looseif coupled.around'tﬁe core.tasks of curriculum deVelpp-.”
ment and lqstructlon (@eGa, Deal & Celotti, 1980 Lelthwood &
.MacDonald 1981). Data concernlng variations in the sources of

- Goals considered by principals are consistent with such evidence
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- as it relates to moderately effective principals. Increasingly
effective principals, on the other. hand, pursue Goals quite

' . consistent With the official goals of the school organization.

Finally, patterns}of;growth in the sources of Goals
‘considered by principals are also to be understood in terms ofl
ego "decentering" - movement from a concern for self to a concern‘
.for the task and finally,-to a concern for others. This is a
pattern of personal growth, espoused by theories of. developmental
psychology. which has also been observed among teachers as’ they f

~become more mature (Fuller, 1974) and as they approach the
implementation of innovations in their classrooms (e g., Hall.

. .‘and Loucks, 1977). Growth among principals v1ewed from any one
of these four theoretical perspectives seems to provide. a
plauSible explanation for increased effectiveness, although
information processing,is the'most fundamental, in our view.

N Nature of Goals. Particular Goa_ls held by effective principals are

" substantially context dependent. While theY”cannot_be described
.precisely,.therefor,'our research points-to three features’which

: ' appear common_across_Goals held by effective principals. Qne'
of these features.concerns their ambitious nature.. Thege
.principals want—their‘schools to provide the;best education'y(
’possible for the students they serve; they beleive theirlstudents

can_achieve Qell'academicallyfand socially. In contrast,

Ric .iﬁ | h'ii 1~:»=tdvsliﬁ;?:i;}.jﬂga,ﬁ?«ﬁp??s);th;;;l;ui;lf -




28

relatlvely ineffective.princlpals frequently;believe'that-fOrces
‘ outsfde the school and limited student ahilities preclude

significant achievement. Their Goals, as a result, focus more

on ensuring- that admlnlstratlve and log1st1cal requirements are

attended to, that. the school runs "smoothly”

ngh level expectations conveyed through approprzate mediating |
behaviours, are conszstently linked wzth higher levels of perform- y
‘ance among both staff and students (for example, see ‘Braun, l976)
The effect of such expectatlons may be explalned by the.-
L information people process in formulatlng the1r own . goals and .
the way such processlng occurs, Staff and students, llke princlpals,
develop the1r goals not only, or even pr1mar11y, frOm purely '
1nternal sources (e. g., physzologlcal needs) of 1nformat1on~
'external 1nformatlon bearlng o the1r actlons, part1cularly the
_.expectatlons others are percelved to have for oneself, are. CIUCLal ’
in the formulatlon of goals. The pr1nc1pal's expectatlons
1nfluence staff and student behaVLour, therefore, to the extent !
that they 1nfluence the school-related goals wh1ch staff and ‘
'“students adopt as their own (the content of their Executlves)
~ More ambitious. 1nternallzed goals foster levels of achievement |
. more closely approximatlng_the celllngrof one's potent1al,than"

do less ambitious goals.
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This information processing explanation of-why ambitious
principal Goals are associated.with effective schools subsumes"
other quite simila. but less complete accounts provided by role
theory (e g Gross,. et al, l958) and expectancy theory (e.g.,

' Braun, 1976). Sociology of knowledge, also suggests"that not
only one's goals but one's knowledge structures; as well; are.

"socially negotiated” (Berger &‘Luckman, 1967).

Effective principals! Goals are not only ambitious but they
also apply to all students served by their schools. While indi-

vidual differences are not=in‘dispute, there are no "second class
. «

citizens" students which the schools of less effective principals"

treat w1th benign neglect. In this respect, principals at diffe-_
_rent levels of effectiveness may be viewed as basing ‘their Goals
on different value premises, effective principals adhering to
something akin to the concept of "Justice as. fairness" (those
with greatest need are allocated the largest share of resources)
The Goals of less effective principals seem to be more consistent |
with the value of "maximizing the greatest good for the greatest~‘
nunber"”. ffectiVe principals' Goals are based, as well, on a
defensible philosophy of education, one characterized by explicit-
images of the educated person and a balanced focus on the develop-”
ment of knowledge, skill and affect. *This philosophy is open to

L
evolution over time in response to fundamental shifts in social .-

'~ values.

N
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Uses of Goals;‘ Internalized Goals serve as a focus for

planning one's actions and as a source of criteria for deciding
what those actlons will be. Clear evidence suggests that as

| pr1nc1pals ;norease in their effectiveness,'their espoused'

Goals for_school:improvenent are.more oonsistently and explicitly

used -for such planning‘and decision-making; Less effectiue

N prinoipalsnsometimes espouse Goals very similar to those'of their
highly effectlve colleagues yet demonstrate little use of such

'Goals in dec1s1on-mak1ng. This dlscrepancy can be explalned by:
lack of actual Goal 1nterna11zat1on- school 1mprovement Goals are
understood, espoused to meet percelved external expectatzons

but not personally adopted. Alternatlvely (and an explanat;on =
applying to more pr1nc19als, 1n our vxew), less effectlve
principals may personally adopt worthwhlle schoolflmprovement

'_Goals but lack the crltlcal skllls needed to use such

“goals effectlvely. for example, 1dentmf1cat1on of sequences

of shorter term Goals whlch must be met in order for the \
longer term Goals of school 1mprovement to be achleved

Such "task analysis" skill has a dlrect bearlng on

mot1Vation- people are more hlghly motivated to achleve

goals which appear ‘to’ be out of reach (e. g., Bandura,

- 1977). This Sklll also determlnes how well the . pr1nc1pal is

able to transform Goals 1nto crlterla for maklng decxs;ons.
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In addition to these personal uses for Goals, highly effec-
tive prxnczpals, in contrast with the1r less effective peers,
seek out opportunities to clarlty Goals with staff, students, .

- parents and otkar relevant members of the s'chool conununlty.

They str1ve toward consensus about these Goals and actlvely
encourage the use of such Goals in departmental and dLV1s1onal
“plannlng. Such behav1our can be explalned by the principal's
knowledge of human functzonlng and actions consistent with such
knowledge. Highly effective principals appear to understand that
school 1mprovement goals wzll only d1rect the actiong of staff,
students and others to the extent that -these people also adopt
them as the1r cnn. Increases in principal effectlveness can be“ Ef

. explained as increases in opportunities,_provlded.by the
:princlpal, for all relevant others to‘agree'upon'and internalize

approximately the same set‘of school'improvement'goals;_

'?actors |

 Goals have been concerved as long term profes51onal
asplratlons held by pr1nc1pals for their work Our own research,’
lncludlng rev1ews of the literature," suggest that reallzatlon of
Goals depends, in substantlal measure, on the abllity of pr1nc1pals
to identify those elements of the school, called Factors, wh1ch
most account for what students learn._ ;t also depends on -
.determining'thosefconditions"wlthin'Factors whlch‘must_pertaln

i
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if student learning is to improve. A previous review of

literature (Leithwood and Montgomery, 1982, pp. 322~ ~325) and

' results of subsequent empirical inquiry point toward some 18
" Factors which effectivevprincipals'attempt to influence, Ten

of these Factors‘affect students' classroom experiences: the

match .of teacher to student, program objectives, instructional o

behaViour, curriculum resources, content, student evaluation

' procedures, the use of time and its management, interpersonal ‘

relations, the physical enVironment and integration. Eight
additional Factors help shape the students' hon-classroom, school-
Wide experiences. . human resources, material andlphysical
resources, relationships with the community, extra-curricular.

and intramural actiVities, relationships 'with in-school and' o

_4'board staff, student behaviour in school and relationships

’and both the source and nature of expectationsfheld~for these

among teachers and students.l;
}

Variations in effectiveness within this dimension of behaViour. ,

are a function of the Factors the principal selects for attention, .

Factors. As indicated earlier, Factors can be understood in

~information processing terms‘as knowledge,schema,in the long .

term memory. Recent research on human=problem solVing (Chi,

‘Glaser & Rees, 1982) attaches considerable importance to both o

the amount of knowledge and its hierarchical organization in

34
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distinguishing problem-solviné‘effectiveness. As compared with
novices, experts possess ewtensive problem-relevant information

organized in larger chunks or networks.

'Factors of most concern. - As principals increase in effec-

tiveness, the Factors they attempt to influence increase in
number<ﬁuichange in focus. To a predominant concern for Factors

| bearing ‘on school appearance and the day-to-day operations of the
school, especially odtside‘the classroom (e.g., student behaviour,
material ana phgsical'resources) is added,. a concern for inter-

'~ personal. Factors7 These, in.turn} are subsumedwby attention to
program-related Factors: (e.g., program objectives, use"of_time and'
its management)_and,<at‘the most effective level, attention tor
.all Factors. -This-pattern"of growth toward attention tohallf
Factors can be explained as a function, in part, of the principal s
internalized Goals; the more closely linked to school improvement
sucr Goals become, the greater the likelihood. that Factors

selmcted for attention will bear on school improvement - all

other things being equal. But, it seems unlikely that all other ;'.
things do remain. equal. 'As principals ‘become more effective,

their behaViour suggests that the superordinate kno&ledge schema
stored in long term memory for identifying school variables K
effecting student achievement encompasses more "Valid” knowledge.

In contrast with their less effective-colleagues, highlynh
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effective principals seem to possess a more comprehensive and

more complex understanding of such causality.

|
!

Natdre of expectations. As principals become more effec~
tive, the expectations they hold (the‘conditions they aspire to)
within Factors also become more valid; there is increased like~
lihood that such expectations, when met, will actually result in
‘school improvement or Goal achievement. This can be explained
in terms of the s0phistication of ‘the subordinate schema represent-
ing each Factor. Additionally, expectations become increasingly |

. detailed or concrete with increased principal effectiveness,
'presumably reflecting greater schematic elaboration and
differentiation. Effective principals, for example, are better
able to see which special characteristics of their schools must.
be accounted for in formulating expectations they_hold for .
Factors and, specifically, how such characteristics inflnence'
those-expectationspin practice, . |

Sources of erpectations. jInformation used in formulatinc
expectations_also varies with principal effectiveness. Although
knowledge schena relevant\to~Factors are formed.by all principals
from many sources. of information,‘increased effectiveness is
associated withlsystematic as posed to incidental or whimsical

attention to nonépersonal'sources. Least effective principals
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. base&expectations on personal experiences, however formed. As

principals hecomd more effective, knowledge possessedfby o
respected colleaguos, and eventually reseorch-based knoﬁledge

0 is actively sought out and acconmodated in fornulating expect-
.ations. hccommodatiOn of these additional'sources of information

increases the sophistication or validity of principals' know-

ledge schema hence the nature of their expectations.

We are not aware of alternative theoretical explanations

for what has been .described within this dimension of principal .
behaVLour. There is, however, a popular orientation to research
in educational administration quite antithetical to the concept
of effectiveness that we -have described, - This orientation
focuses on llStS of tasks for which principals .are assumed to
be respon51ble (budget, personnel, plant maintenance and the like)
Data are collected from principals .and others associated with

" the role about the proportion of‘time actually and ideally~spent

.. on each task (e - P Pentacost, 19’1, Lyon, 1981 OgilV1e, 1977,
Ambramow1tz et al, 1978 Krajewski, 1977). ‘Inevitably, principals
are found to be engaged in all=such tasks and are rarely able,
as a result, to apportion more than 15 to 25 percent of their
time to the technical core of schooling - "instructional |
leadershlp".. When defined as narrowly as the time spent in'class-g'-“

room observation and'teacher supervision (e.g.,.Morris‘etfal,'1981),

Principals' provision of such'leadorship is often considered to be
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mytnical (Johnaton 1983) and the principal's'role more
accurately conceptualized as that of_building administrator.
Dismissing instructional leadership as a‘reasonable'conception
of{the effective principal on this basis is unwarranted, however. -
First, such a restricted definition of instructional leadership
is quite, inconsistent with the meaning awarded the function~by
practicing principals and, as a consequence, a source of

misunderstanding. . Second, we are unaware of any evidence

suggesting~that even if such behaviour was possible that it would |

v M

be effective in'improving schools (it seems to be a straw man) .
To pe,certain,we are not suggesting that teacher classroom super-,,
Vision invoIVing observation of instruction is an unimportant
aspect of orincipal behaViour. " We are suggesting, rather, that .
effective principals do not avoid those other tasks (Factors)’

not directly linked to such.supervisionc They attendito ‘them

all as means for influencing the guality of student's school
experiences:(bwyer etial, 1983). To do this requires principals

°

to have a view of appropriate student experiences in school T

}HWhlch transcends subject matter and classroom activity. It aiso

. requires principals to- know how decisions can be made about such

diverse matters ‘as ‘budget and discipline (conditions within

Factors) so that they contribute toward school improvement.

)
¢

38
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§trategiel

Having identified Factors aseociated with the achiévement
of valued goals, principals still must do something to influence
selected Factors in dircstions they consider most likely to
facilitate goal achievement. These actions or interventions we
refer to as Strategies. The empirical research of others, as

| well as our own suggests that principals employ a repertoire‘of
both "general purpose" (Leithwood and Mongomery, 1982, pp.325-331)
and "Factor specific" strategies (Leithwood and Stanley; 1983,
pp.25-36).

General purpose Strategies, as the .label implies, may be
useful in influencing the condition of almost any Factor',
depending ver? much on circumstances in the 'school at the time.
action is taken. Such Strategies establlsh an appropriate back-
ground and climate within ‘which more Factor-spec1fic action
must still be initiated if goal achievement is to bg;ensured.
Among the seven general -purpose Strategies that have been iden.
tified, four focus on keeping those involved in decision-making
~well informed and Willing to partiCipate° building and main-
taining interpersonal relationships and notivating staff, '
providing staff With knowledge and skill, faCilitating WLthin;.
scho6l communication, and facilitating communication between

school and community. Two additional Strategies concern the
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provision of adequate_orqanizational resources for staff work:
finding nonteaching time for staff and gstablishing procedures
to handle routine matters. The final qtrategy is using vested
authority, and the purpose for its use varies significantly
from ineffective to effective principals. ‘
N \

Factor-specific Strategies exercise a potentially significant.
influence on selected Factors given the establishment of appro-
priate background and climate. They include. program monitoring;
goal setting, program planning and development: program implement-

ation, staff supervisionm providing support resources.
. - . ; .

The cognitive bases for Strategies used by pPrincipals can
ke thought of -as procedural schema contained in long term memory.-“
they guide principals' actions and probide verbal and/or visual
representations of what the’ principal believes to be skillful
performance. As compared With novices, the procedural schema
of expert problem solvers .are relatively more explicit and . ' r%%
detailed (Chi, Glaser & Rees, l982) , Differences in stragegic : |
effectiveness can be explained by principals' criteria for
choice of strategies, .the’ qualify of Strategies used and their
skill in use of Strategies.

i

Criteria for choice of Strategios.=-As the. strategic

effectiveness of principals increases, the number of Strategies d
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used over extended periods of time also 1ncreases. This 1s
> _“stmptomatic of the Bhlft in Factors of concern to the pr1nc1pal
| ‘already descrlbed, a shlft ultlmately traced back to changes in
Goals (from personal needs through ‘interpersonal relatlons ‘to
the school program and flnally to student achlevement) Achlev-
ing Goals 1ncreasxngly llnked to school 1mprovement eventually
demands attention to all'Factors. Effectively 1nfluenc1ng all
Factors requlres the use of v1rtually all general purpose and
fFactor-speclflc Strategles._ More to. the poxnt however, Factors"
.of concern to the pr1nc1pal are the cr1ter1a for choosxng ‘
Strategles. Increased-effectlveness 1n the criteria used hy’
pr1nc1pals, therefore, can be explalned, in part, by ‘the number ﬁu
\;? S and nature of Factors the pr1nc1pal is attemptlng to 1nfluence -,j'
a fu tlon of the sophlstlcatlon of relevanf knowledge schema. ,
In addztlon, effectlveness depends ‘on pr1nc1pals' abzllty to o
ldentlfy Strategzes that will 1mpact on those aspects of back-*f‘
ground or cllmate and speclfic Factors in need of 1nfluence 1n
the;r school c;rcumstances.L Knowledge schema also determlne the;
levels of such abllity.~ o |

AR P ’ s . . ) h - T
Ll

Quallty,of Strategies. Prlnclpals may choose Strategles

well matched tg Factors in need of 1nfluence and stlll fazl *o._

exercise much influence.“ One sourcecof such fallure 1s the\

”quallt!" of Strategles used.. Hav1ng declded, for example, that?ﬁ?i
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.zt is 1mportant to improve Pommunzcatlon between school ‘and
community, a prlnclpal may st;ll do th1s poorly or well The

- effect of hls actlons.ls partlally_ a function of the specific
procedures'assoéiated with this Strategy.. Prznclpals become
more effectlve as thelr procedures better meet 1ncreasxngiy
hlgher standards for the quality of procedural knowledge
(Lelthwood, 1982) - That is, they are relatlvely cost effectlve
in 1nfluenc1ng Factors as deszred by the prlnclpal they are
‘readily usable by others’ (many prlnclpal 1n1t1ated strategzes e

' depend on other members of staff to complete), they are readlly
uadaptable to changzng school condltzons, and they have an under- .
1ly1ng structure that may be applled to other sets of actlons .

¢ -

(for example, a general problem solvlng process),\

Procedures guldlng Strategles employed by prJnclpals can f‘f
) be explalned as the rules for skllled act1on’1n pr1nc1pals .
procedural schema. Although frequently difficult to art1culate,
it 1s orlnarlly these rules that are the subject of consclous
- attent1on durlng early stages of Sklll acqulsltlon, dur1ng
'1nstruct1on or- coach1ng and when performance 1s Judged to be
wantlng. Varlatlons in the effect1veness of prlnclpals'
Stragegles can be. explalned by the adequacy wzth whlch rules
Z'embodled in the pr1nc1pals procedural schema approxlmate hlghly

skllled act1on, 1n terms of the (superordlnate) general actlons

they suggest and hlghly reflned 1n the dlstlnctlons they make
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regarding associated specific (subordinate) actions. In the

‘pr1nc1pa1 proflle, d1fferences 1n the qualzty of Strategles

is partlcularly eV1dent in Pactor-Speclflc Strategles such as
program 1mplementat10n. " Very effective pr1nc1pals have a

strategy for program implementation which has a sound overall -

~direction as well as well-fefined,‘detailed steps.which are

applicable to many programs:p Ineffectlve pr1nc1pals either

do not deal with 1mplementatlon or have no systematlc approach

to the process.

Sklll 1n use of Strateg;es. It is stlll posszble, however,

~

. for a pr1nc1pal to select a Strategy potent1ally able to lnfluence,

the Factor(s) of concern, possess h1gh qvallty procedural know-' .7

.‘ ledge about th1s Strategy and Stlll not exerclse much real

1nfluence on the Factor(s) Th1s 1s the case. when the pr1nc1pal s
actual performance of the Strategy 15 s1gn1f1cantly descrepant
w1th the procedural schema gu1d1ng such performance,.the |
pr1nc1pal lacks Sklll 1n use of the procedure. Effectzve pr1nc-z:'
1pals are h1ghly Skllled 1n most of the General Purpose and Factor-

Spec1f1c Strategles. As pr1nc1pals become h1ghly Skllled in

fthezr performance of a Strategy, less consczous effort 18

requxred of them Performance, by becomlng 1ncrea51ngly f\;f'
automatlc, places smaller demands on the llmlted prOCESSLRQ

space of short term memory.~ Th1s reduces the tlme requlred for fil‘

~ principals to respond‘to some matters demandlng'thelr meedlate
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attention (e.g., a report-of drug use in the boy's washroom),_
and allows them to slmultaneously attend to other problems
for wthh solutlons are less well known (e. g., 1ncrea51ng

collaborative curr1culum plannlng across Departments in the

school).

Decision-Making

‘Principals; we’found; make'decisions’abouthoals, factors
© and strategies. In pract1ce, dec1s1on-mak1ng processes always :hy
depend upon and are 1nseparable from one or other of these

contexts.- There are, however, 1mportant 51m11ar1t1es 1n the. '
pr1nc1pal s approach-to dec151on-mak1ng, 1ndependent of context.hr
-Such 51m11ar1t1es ‘can be explalned in terms of the prlnclpal s_“:h

"executive strategy" for maklng cholces.ﬁ In order to better

'lexplaln characterlstlcs we found among prlnclpals 1n our study,_
we draw on several concepts from decrslon theory,ra speclallzed
category of 1nformat1on proces51ng theory. " The dec151on-mak1ng ly
of pr1nc1pals is descrlbed uslng six. sub-dzmenslons of such

behaV1our. ‘Three of these s1x sub-dlmensrons are used to out-
line how pr1nc1pals handle the relatlvely technlcal aspects of
-dec1s1on-mak1ng Components of declslon-process.- Three sub~ )
dlmen51ons are concerned w1th what~pr1nc1pals do toward ‘ o
~establlsh1ng a context wh1ch wlll support those technlcal aspects?f
of thelr declslon-maklng behav1our,. Background to.the(dec;s;on‘-"

process."
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-Behaviours described wrthln the s1x sub-dimenslons are based

dlrectly on empirlcal research - our own and others.

- .Decision procéss. .Thtee aspects of the decision process
have been identified to describe and d1fferent1ate pr1nc1pals
-dec151on-mak1ng behavxours. deglnlng and clarlfylng the declsion |

problem; criteria used in decision-making; and, usé of information.

1. *Defining and'clarifying the decislon problem: VLrtually
) all problems are deflned in the _context of the goals held by

“the pr1nc1pal. Increased effectlveness, 1n thls respect 1s

accounted for by changes in the goals 1nternallzed by the prlnclpal_
- and res1d1ng in the Executlve. All pr1nc1pals w111 1nterpret IJ_,,
i'problems from thelr own personal perspectzve, a perspectzve
hshaped by thelr goals. When goals focus on students, dec1s1on
problems wlll also be deflned from the polnt of v1ew of such goals.f
»Problems are also deflned by effectlve pr1nc1pals'so that they
‘are solvable (e. g.,."too llttle t1me" 1s a problem for which
there is no solutlon, "determlnlng pr1or1t1es for the use of
ﬁtlme" permlts a solut1on) { Decreaszngly effectlve pr1nc1pals.\f:bh

" experlence greater d1ff1culty 1n def1n1ng problems 1n ways l”

' that are solvable.




3. Use of 1nformatlon- ‘the extent to Wthh 1nformat1on relevant f .

'and made. readlly avallable to staff determlnes the effectlveness

-result - 1n 1nformatlon meetlng conventionaﬂ\standards of.

rellablllty and valldlty.‘ Thls 1nformatloﬁ is of two. sorts._~‘
context-xndependent 1nformat1on dEleed, fol\example, from

_ensurlng that these features of the1r dec1s1on-mak1ng are even-

' tually approxlmated by school s*aff as well

',faccounted for by changes 1n prlnclpals' goals an ln terms of the o

:Factors. Increaslngly d1fferentiated schema permit readler

SR T S
o . L. ._ ) ’ . T //’.v:‘ .
2. Criteria used in dec1s1on-mak1ng' ‘criteria'are derived from

the prlncipals' goals. Increased effectlveness depends on

changes in goals and on knowing ln some detall the characterlstlcs
of educatlonal env1ronments conduc1ve to goal achlevement- it
also depends on belng able to determlne the lmpllcatlons of .

decisions not obv;ously about 1nstruct10n or currlculum (e. g.,

"budget, bu11dlng malntenance) for educatlonal goal achlevement.

to dECISlonS is systematlcally collected, used in decxsion—making

of.a prlnclpal 1n thls sub-dlmenslon.' Effectlve pr1nc1pals

collect such 1nformat1on rout1ne1y, us1ng\procedures Wthh

\, .

research, and, 1nformat1on about relevant features of the

\“partlcular school context. Effectlve prlnclpals work toward

Incveased effectlveness 1n these three sub—dlmenslons 1s

sophlstlcatlon of the prznclpals'knowledge schema relevant to

Ac



made.. Increased effectiveness also means increaSingly striving
.conducive to relatively decentralized, participatory forms of

: deciSion—making.; Effective prinCipals establish procedures for IJ}:'xé

clarifying ‘the values on which deCisional criteria are based,

- weight to be given such Views.- Value conflicts among stakeholders

‘ are addressed before decisions are made. Such issues go un-it ;'

the extent to which a principal sees deCision problems as

: described as becoming more proactive, positive and systematic

'toward deciSion-making.

.45
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identification of goal;supporting decision criteria.' Such

'differentiation is stimulated by the need to make sense of

newly collected information.

Background to decision process. Principal behaviours

concerning the establishment of an appropriate context for

”“kdecision-making are summed up as. follows.- ~

o forms of . decision-naking- increased effectiveness involves

'the prinCipal knoWing and being skilled in the -use of an

increased range ‘of different forms of decision-making and choosing

the form best suited to the sohool setting and deciSion to be

-~ to create, if they do not exist, conditions w1th1n the school

~-\f

AL
-the Views of all stakeholders in. the deCision and the relative

i

o

recognized by the least effective principal.gén}

5. Stance toward deciSion-making this sub—dimension describes

"opportunities and the extent to which the principal anticipates ';

decisions to be made. Increased effectiveness can be generally
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, ' ~"6‘.' Monitoring decision-making: 'as principals more systematically.
collect information about'the effectiveness of decision-making
processes used in the school they become more effectlve. "Such
1nformat10n beglns to 1nclude, for example, stakeholders'ﬁ
satlsfactlon; costs and progress toward.goal achlevement.
'Increased effectlveness also involves gradual reflnement,as

v

_ needed, of decmsxon-maklng processes.
Behavxours w1th1n these three sub-dlmenslons can be
_accounted for by the sophlstlcatlon of the pr1nc1pal s procedural
schema (Forms), the motlvatlonal strength associated w1th their f\*
goals (Stance) and the development of 1ncreased Sklll in response

.to feedback about performance (Monltorlng)

PIOPOSlLlOnS derlved from theorles of leadershlp and
' admlnlstratlon (about s1tuatlonal sensmtxvmty, decxslonal
'partlclpatlon and admlnlstratlon as a moral enterprlse) offer

alternatlve explanatlons for some of these dec1sion behav10urs.~

N

They also prov1de addltlonal support for: clalms about the1r

\

effectlveness. Cont1ngency theorles of leadershlp suggest

that there are forms of leader 1ntervent1on, the effectlveness
\

of whlch depends prlmarlly on the sltuatzon-; characterlstlcs Fffﬂ'ﬂz
\

(abl.ll.ty, personal tralts, etc ) of thcse who are the obJect of

_the 1nterventlon~ cheracterlstlcs of the task to be performed

o
B
4
\
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(e.ga, routine or ambiguous, satlsfylng or tedlous), and,
characteristlcs of the organization (e de, h1erarch1cal relatzon-
_sh1ps, degree of flex1b111ty,. As a consequence, most such
. theor1es propose that leaders ought to match thelr styles or
behaviours to relevant characterlstlcs of the situation (e ger.
Vroom & Jago, 1978; House, 1971) Fiedler (1967), on the*other
«hand, proposes that. leaders change the s1tuatron to match thelr
own styles or behavzours.‘ Studxe; of elementary school pr1ncipals
'and staff groups (Martin, Isherwood & Lavery,'l976 Wllllams &

,~x-;
A

2, l97l) have reported support for Fledler [ maJor proposrtions,“

~the iheory as tested in school settlngs. Whlle not formally

testlng such theory, detalled case stud1es of - effectlve pr1ncipals

report substantlal varlatlon in what they do presumably ‘as a
\ ' . '
,respons

F' in part, ‘to unlque features of thelr schools (Dwyer, :f' A
afLee, Rowan & Bossert, 1983, Blumberg &: Greenfleld, 1980, Hall,» L f?
‘Ratherford & Gr1ff1n, l980) Llpham, Dunstan and Rankln (1981) o
report changed teacher Job satlsfactlon when pr1nc1pals are able \
to adapt thelr leadershlp behav10ur, conceptuallzed as part1-

c1pat1ve supportlve, facllitative and structural, to the“

.s1tuatlonal demands .of . the school.

‘ Cont1ngency theory does not deny, however, that some forms

: }f‘of leader 1nterventlon are effectlve across almost all s1tuazfons.
.One such form 1s assoclated w1th the 1nvolvement of staff 1n

‘.dec1slons whrch they con31der'to be - meortant and to effect them
N R O e J
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High ‘levels of staff participation in decision-making have been‘\
associated Wlth high levels of curriculum implementation (Common,
1979) and teacher’ morale (Devlin, 1980-81; Chase, 1952; Blocker
&;Richardson, 1962-63; Belasco & Alluto, 1972; Stallings,‘1982).
Such participation'has also beén asSociated with positive teacher
percept ons of effective principal leadership (Meyer & Van- Hoose,
| 1981, Caldwell & Lut;, 1978), desirable student social behaViour
(Stallings, 1982- Rutter, et al l979), high student achievement
(Rutter et al, 1978, Stallings, 1982; Edmonds, l981° Little, 1981)
and student satisfaction w1th school (Cullers et al, l973)
,Although some situation are not initially conduCive to such ;
?partiCipation, the effective principal gradually modifies the
context in apprOpriate directions (e. g., altering the locus
of responsiblity, improVing staff communication skills)

)

A second, situation-independent aspect of effective princi-:
'pals' behaViour is explained by propositions concerning the role |

of values in administration (e g., Hodgkinson, 1978 Greenfield,

undated) Schools;are designed for the achievement and expres-mww

sion of broadly held, though by no means uncontentious, SOClal
values. As leaders of such institutions,‘effective principals
help ensure that their schools self consciously strive toward

.

i~achieVeing such values uSing means conSistent with those values.

1
R

\g\\

“In doing so, they are confronted with persistent ethical

»'dilemmas concerning the values on. which are based views of what



49 -
is desirable (Warwick and Kelman, l976) Hov'are such values °
to be determined? Whose values ‘'should be given what weight? IHowJ
can value conflicts be resolved? While . there is very little

direct empirical ev1dence on this matter, effective principals,

[

"as a minimum, appear to be aware of these dilemmas and their
importance. They attempt to reflect the values of legitimate
: stakeholders in the dGCLSlOnS that are made about both school'

_ goals and- means for their achievement.
I T

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION - .

o NS : . : %, : I
\ ' Describing what effective principals do and providing é
AN o P . |

\, Coherent explanaticn of such behaviour has been the centraﬂ

dpurpose of this-Chapter. The nature of this descrlptlon and

\
explanation has been formulated, in part, as a response to

/

concerns about the validity, utility and comprehenSiveness of
alternate accounts based ‘on leadership theory and recent research .
on the principal s role. Our descrlptlon and explanation,as a
whole,was grounded in empirical data, ‘tried to be sensitive to

the full array of outcomes for which principals are responSible,_
and the school\contexts in which ‘they "Wwork. The description

}incorporated data reflecting research using multiple deSigns.

on . °

Additionally, we have tried to paint not only a meaningful

:picture—pf—principalsi—behaviou:_but—oneewhich_focuses_on_aspect'

- of that behav10ur which are amenable to change.

\
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Goals, Factors, Stratagies and Declslon-Maklng were ldentifled
as dlmenSLOns of beuav onx central to an account of Principal °
effectiveness and 4 fferences in effectlveness. The importance
of these dlmenSLQnS»and’an explanation of behaviour within each

were explained through the use of information processing theory;

3 -

each dimehsion was linked to ‘the functions~of'cognitive Structures
consldered central to, an explanatlon of how people thlnk. FOther‘
plauslble theoretlcal accounts of prln¢lpal behav1our were aluo

. d1scussed as a way of helplng llnk our research Uotherelevant
research of others -and to demonstrate the relatlve merits of

;~-nformatlon processan theory for our purposes._

| The behaviours of exceptlonally effectlve prlnclpals were

h1gh11ghted by contrastlng them with the. behavxours of thelr

less effectlve peers. However, such blpolar d1st1nctlons are - .-
finadeQuate.' Effectlveness is, in reality, and. therefore,ls
hetter described as a continuum"sith at least several distinctiVe°
Stages.betWeen the:effective and ineffective-eXtremes; For.'cm
this reason, the major product of our own research has been a four
staged profile of growth in effectlveness w1th1n each of the four
dimensions of behavxour that have been d1scussed - Goals, Factors,»ﬁ

o

Strategles and Decrslon-Making. _ SR .'"1 S

[

The_hlghest level in. the proflle captures behavrour_of

princlpals whlch we have referred to throughout the Chapter as

o
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"systematic problem soIVers”. As Figure 1 indicates, however,~
our research suggested three identifiable stages of growth (org
' levels of effectlvenegs) leading up to the systematic problem-
solver - the Administrator, the Humanitarian ;nd the Program
Manager. The'”ﬂdministrator" stage, Whilevdescribing the .

2

behaviour of many practlslng pzlncipals, is furthest from what
has been descrlbed as effectlve tnroughout the Chapter.
Prznczpals at this level are preoccupled with "runnzng a smooth
shlp" as an end in its own r1ght.~ Then"Humanltarlanf_retains
a concern for running 'a smooth sh1p'but strongly believes that
‘developlng effective 1nterpersona1 relatxons in’ the school,
s partlcularly among staff, ls h1s or her most 1mportant Goal.
| Program Managers, on the other hand, see. 1nterpersona1 relation-
' ships as one 1mportant means to ach1ev1ng student outcomes- whlch}
ithey-value. Implementlng-dlstrict or commerc1a1-programs and -
. gu1de11nes effectlvely 1s a central procedure for goal achieve-
| ment. Systematlc problem solvers, as we have seen, begln with
/a/legltlmate,'comprehensmve set of goals for students, and seek
T out the most effectlve means for thelr achlevement. szs sometlmes

means com1ng into conf11ct w1th dlstrlct admlnlstrators 1f the

pr1nc1pa1 belleves that he or she must serlously explore better

program alternatlves than ‘the one belng proposed by such people,

-

1n,order to appropriately addre 8 the needs of‘students in their “‘;

- -;:—»schoo.l S - - : : ;ﬂwTﬁ'N" : S
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| The profile summarized in Figure 1 has a useful role to‘,.
play in three areas of practice. It serves as a framewoik for
»identifying the in-serVice training needs of'principals and for
planning suCh.in-service. The profile, in'addition, addresses
' two components perhaps most critical to the validity of

principdl performance appraisal systems and yet traditionally

- poorly addressed. the dimensions and sub—dimensionSJthhe profile

- ' .

» serve as a core ‘set of criteria for judging merit,,the 1eve1s
provide explicit standards against which behaViours in each
dimension may be-judged Finally, the profile seems. to offer ,
promise in helping select and hire . principals for the same f”}“.

reasons it is useful in their performan e appraisal, ‘

. .
K} v o8,
*

Use of an information processing theory to explain principal

. behaViour alerted us to the paucity of data available about how

Nes

principals think about their jObS and decide what to do. Only

ftwo empirical studies could be located which attended to this.

issue- both were concerned’about the basis for principal decision- .
Imaking (Leithwood & Montgomery 1983(b). Isherwood & Tallboy, 1979)
?;his pauc\ty is in sharp contrast with the growth in research on.ﬂf
hqw teachers think (see, for example, Shavelson & Stern, 1982)

Indeed, this area of research, Virtually untouched 12 years ago,

‘ has already ‘taken its place beside the more conventional process-
.product orientation to- research on teaching as a highly productive

way to understand instruction, ‘how.it is planned, implemented and

. 1) . a . N : N
- - . . . B A}
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dhanged. We suggest that a compa;abie investment in research
about principals' thought processesaxepresénts a promising

avenue for further inquiry.




EL

DIMENStans oF BENAVIOUR

DECISION-MAKING

GOALS

 PACTORS

BTRATEGIES

h)
Len
ar

. okilled in uge of multiple
forms; matches form to get-
ting and works toward high
levels of participation

. decision processes orionted
tovard goals of education,
tased on information from
personal, prof, & Research
sources .

. anticipates, initlates and

monitors decision processes

selected from multiple pillic
sourcas

highly anbitious for all students
transforned into short term
goals for planning

used to actively increase con-
sistency among staff in djrec-
tions they pursue

¢

+ attempts to influence all Factors
besring on achievewent

. expectations within Pactors are
speclfic.

+ expectations derived from research

~and professional judgement

« usen & vide varlety of strategles

« eriterla for cholce include Goals,
Pactors, context and parceived
obstacles oo

+ makes extensive use of Pagtor-Gpacifi.
atrategies to achleve goals. o

Lo

ras
aer

| .velects form baged on urgency

|- anticipates most decisions

+ skilled in use of several forns:

and desire to involve staff -
« decislon processes oritneted
tovard school's program based
on information from personal and
professional’ gources

and monitors decision process
regularly

selected from several sources,
aome of which are public
particular focus on exceptional
atudents

+ encourages staff to uge goals

for planning

+ conveys goals when requested or

an particular need arises-

. attempts to influence Factors bear-
ing on the achool program

« expectations within Factors are
spécitie -

+ expectations are derived from person-
al and staff experiences and occanjon-

ally from research

| choice based on student nauds, (espac:

 velies on 1inited nushor of sutablis
‘ed, well tested strategien

lally special atudente), degire to be
fair and consistont, concern to manage
tine effectively T
+ Unes Factor Specitic Strategies vhich
are derived largely frou parsonal
experfence and system direction

nit-
an

i

-+~ ALl other areas unless required

+ Uaes prinarily participatory
toras of-decision-making based
O a strong motivation to in--
volve staff so they will be
happy _

. tends to be proactive concern-
~ ing decisions’ affécting school
climate but largely reactive in

to act '

. derived from balief in the impor-

tance of interpersonal relations
to effective school = happy school

. goals may be ambitious but be

linited in-focus
goals pot systematically used for
planniing

. conveys-goals to others if

requested

. attempts to influence Pactors bearing
on interpersonal relations

« expectations within Pactors ambitious

but vague o X

expectations are mogtly derived from

personal experiences and beliefs

+ chooses’ strategies which focus on
intarpessonal relationshipy .

» cholce: based on view of good schoo
environsent, view of own responsi-
bilities and desire to maks jobs of
staff eagler ~ ° T

+ Wakes 1ittle use of systematic =
Factor-Specitic strategies e

9
ni-
toy

+ nges primarily autocratic forms
. of decision-making . ‘

« fecision proceases oriented
tovard amooth achool adnin.
based on personal sources of
information o

» decision processes are reactive
inconsistent and rarely monitored

H

\

derived fron personal needs
focus on school admin. rather
than students

. purguit of instructional goals
. |. considered to be responsibility

of staff not principal

« conveys goals to others if

requested :

+ attempts to influence Pactors bearing
on school appearance and day-to-day

operations (mogtly non-classroom

Pactors) - C

- expectations within Pactors are vague

» expectations are derived from
- personal experiences -

« chooses strategiea based on personal.
--need to maintaln adainistrative -
control and remain wninvolved §pn

~Classroom decleions . ..
+ atrategies nostly. limited to uge.of
- veated. authority and assist. stagf -
uilE‘routim tasks L

. attgnds 'to Pactor-Specitic Stritﬁ
‘1‘: superticial way i required to
) : ‘

=3

| Fiquré I === A summary of the profile of qrqwth lln principal éfhcﬁyenm
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NOTES
lThe Ontario Institute for Studies in Education,_Curriculum
Department, 252 Bloor Street West, Toronto, Ontario}-éanada.
2Rutherford et al (1983) poxnt out that a very small proportlon |
- of leadershlp research has actually been conducted in school

settlngs.

3In their methodologlcal crlthue of studies of effectlve

- prlnclpals, Rowan, Dwyer and Bossert (1982) also note the
failure to control for 1nteractlons between prlncipal behaviour
~and school context, the abstractﬂnature of behavlours captured '
by'measures of uhat orincipaIS‘doIand problens of VaiidityTand

. . . reliability in measures of school effectivenessh

4Rutherford et al's (1983) analy515 of the relatlve unchangablllty
of leader style is instructive on th1s poxnt. -

. {; | :
5'I‘hat thlS 1s often the ‘case is suggested in the work of Hord
et al (1983) and.inattempts to d1st1ngulsh “substltutes for
leadershlp“ (Kerr and Jermler, 1978, Pitrer, . 1983) - organlza-

tional condltlons whlch preclude the requirement of actlon by :

those w1th Vested authorlty, such as prlnclpals.




6This image, part of the Ontario Ministry of Education's

policiesVis~specified in some detail in the Ministry's issues

and Directions ‘1980), Selected components of it appear in

most curriculum guidelines'published since that time.

7Space does. not pernlt a report of data resultlng from these
proflle valldatlon studies. It has been reported separatelyA
(Leithwood & Montgomery, 1984). Each study-did result. in

. modest support for thegpattern'of growth in'effectiveness‘
‘outlined in}the Profile. |

8 rhe term'"behaviourf; as is likely-clear‘b} this point, is
used notAonly in reference to overt observahie actions taken .
by'principals ; it is also used to descrlbe covert states

and mental processes.

9Leithwood”and Monthmery (1983) identif} an array\of such

: lnfluences. They also present evxdence suggestlng ‘that whlle
some lnfluences are attended to by all principals, others
fvary in thelr strength dependlng on the prlnclpal s level

'

of effectlveness.-
AN

~10The process of selecting goals from these sources is descrlbed
!'_ by our later outllne of the prlnclpal S declslon-maklng

behaviour.
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llThesa Factors -and effective conditions within each are discussed

in some detail in Leithwood and Montgomery (1982, pp 322 325)
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