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The Centre tor Principal Development at OISE 15 a relatively new organization
devoted to research and professional development. The research proxtam of the Co e
has been guided by an evolving framework aimed at better understanding the aature
causes aad consequences of what principals do.  The main tocus ot research in the
Centre was principals” practices (what thev do): vresults of that esearch have been
described by Lelthwood and Montgomery (19386). More recently. the emphasis of the
Centre’s research progrom has <hifted toward an exploration ot external intluences on
wnat principals do te.z.. Trider and Letthwood. in pres~) and the internal mental ~tates
which mediate ~uch inthuences.

[n this puper [ de~cribe the ttamework tor the Centre's research program aad at
the ~ame time review research reported ~ince about 19835, televant to each of the com-
ponents of the framework: this is research undertaken by others. as well as Centre
research. Two purposes «re to be served by the paper. One purpose 1s to identifv those
aspects of the principalship most in need of turther research. A second purpose is to es-
tablish a centext tor better appreciating the significance of the three studies reported by
my colleagues (Stager. Cousins & Begley) in this svmposium. These studies focus on dit-
ferent aspects of principals’ internal mental states or processes: cognitive flexibiity

(Stager). values (Begleyv) and the processing of evaluation data (Cousins).

Framework

Figure 1 provides an overview of the framework currently guiding the Centre's
research program. At first glance. the framework appears unreasvanably deterministic
and somewhat naive 1n terms of the tlow of intluence (from se_s of variables on the left
to sets of variables on the riecht). However, as the framework 1~ used. [ will be clearer
about the interactions among the six components contained within the } major
categories of concepts labelled [mpact. Practices and [nfluences.

The Figure 1s intended to suggest that what principals do = their "practices”

(component #2) - is most directly a consequence of what theyv think = then mental
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#1), although some aspects ot their practices are more direct in theiwr impact. [n order to
provide more detailed understanding of the framework and to assess the current state of
research knowledge about the orinctpalship. emprrical research reported in the past

several vears was reviewed.
Review Method

Sampling Procedure

Because | have written three quite comprehensive prior reviews of research
Leithwood. 1986: Letthwood & Montgomery. 1982: Leithwooa and Montzomery. 986}
‘he search for new research was resiricted to the period between 1985 and the present.
For the moust part. the review summarizes pre- 1985 research and extends those results
with spectfic reference to current research. Several exceptions to this general reporting
strategy were made n the interests of comprehensiveness.

An electronic search through ERIC and Ontens (Ontaris 1s an Ontario electronic

data-pbase) files was completed and a manual search done of

relevant journals. books and the Dissertation Abstracts. The Canadian Education Index

and Canadian Books in Print were also searched manually. The ERIC <earch produced

approximately 1025 titles: these titles were widely dispersed tn terms of national origin
but were predominantly written by U.S. authors. The other searches. combined.
produced approximately 100 utles. most authored by Canadians.

From the utles alluded to above. articles or books which met two criteria were
selected. In order to be reviewed a report had to be based on systematically collected em-
pirical evidence and tnclude sutficient description to reconstruct the main elements of
the research methods used. These criteria reduced the number ot titles from 1n excess ot
1100 ttles to the A1 studies included in this review. Studies of both elementary and

secondary principals were included 1n the review.




Methodological Characteristics Of The Research

Table | summarizes the methodological characteristics ot the 534 studies included
«n the review. Such characteristics are reported tor each study. separately. in Appenaix
A. Four broad categories were used to describe the designs used tn the studies: one-<hot
surveys. and multiple case studies were the most common. tollowed by tndividual case
studies and a category labelled other. In the other categorv was High and Achilles

1956 modified “outlter” desten‘ combined with a survey a . surveys repeated over
several vears by Andrews. Soder and Jocoby ' 1986) and Montgomerte. McIntosh ana
Mattson (1987).

Six groups of people provided tnformation in the studies: schoot ~tatfs in a var:ety
ot roles. school adminustrators. teachers. students. central otfice admimistrators. and
elected trustees. community members and others. Information was collected from two
groups of people in 12 studies and from three or more such groups tn 14 tnstances. The
35 remaining studies relied on one source of information only.

The dominant sampling procedure was some form of non-random selection (e.g..
volunteers. principals designated as "highly effective”). Ten studies incorporated all
relevant respondents within a jurisdiction. usually a school district (in 5 cases) or a
state or province (in 5 cases). Seven studies sampled respondents randomly within a
selected jurisdiction® Sample size varied considerably. Hart (1987) conducted a single
case study. at one extreme. whereas the Andrews et al. (1986’ sample included a total ot
4.448 teachers and 3.515 students. Twenty-two studies had sample sizes between 100
and 1000. Information was cotlected by one method only, in the case of 36 studies: this
was through questionna:res). tnterviews or observations. Nineteen studies used two
sources of information and three or more sources were used tn six studies. Student ach-
levement tests were among the instruments used tn five studies.’ As Table 1 indicates.

there was a disproportionate amount of attention given. within the 61lstudies. to three

of the five questions of interest in the review. The nature of principals’

practices was explored 1in almost 70 percent of the st ' lies. external intluences on such
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Table 1: Methodological Characterwsties Of Studies

(N=54)
COMPONENT  METHODOLOGICAL ALTERNATIVES NUMBER
OF |
STUDIES |
—— i
Design survey 33 |
case study 4 |
multiple case studies 20 |
other 5 |
Role of ~chooi admunistrators principals. ass t. principals: 19 |
Subjects ~chool ~talfs ) |
teachers I» |
~tudents 2 |
elected tiustees. community members, other 3
.enaral otfice administrators 5
Sampling non-tandom selection by
Procedures total population within a junisdicuon 11
random within a jurisdiction 2
. not repocted or unclear 2
Sample . not reported or unclear 3
Sizes 1 1
2-10 10
. 11-99 21
. 100 - 1000 . 22
. more than 1000 3
Sources or . questionnaire only 20
[nstruments interview only 11
. observation aonly 3
. 2 sources 19
. 3 sources 6
. achievement tests 5
. external 4
Nature of . influences on principals’ practices ‘obstacles, 36
Informauon mental processes 26
. nature of grmcipals practices and behaviors 12
factors intluenced by principals 5

. impact of principals’ practices
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practices tn over 60 percent and mental processes of principals tn about 43 percent of
the studies. Only five studies inquired into the classroom or school factors throuzh
which principals impact on thewr schools. The nature and extent of that impact was ex-
plored tn only six studies.

How much contidence can be placed in the results ot thi~ group ot studies. 'glven
such methodological characteristics? A detatled answer to this question will not be at-
tempted 1n this paper. [he studies. as a whole. however. are methodologically weak
twith a number of signtticant exceptions). For this reason the overail zestalt or preture
presented by then tesults mayv be deceptive espectailv in respect to the reiation-hip
depicted amonyg the components of the tramework used tor this review  For examnie
none of the designs used n the quantitative studies (magority ) are well sutted to e~-
tablishing cause and effect relationships: triangulation. one method for compensating tor
weak designs by tncluding multiple data sources and data collection procedures was used
in only a handful of studies (e.g.. 6 studies used 3 or more data sources). Further. al-
though a number of the single and multiple case studies. using qualitative techniques.
provided rich data about some of the relatonships. the total number of these studies was

still not sutticient tor drawing tirm conclusions.
Results

Principals’ Impact

The most recent of my prior research reviews (Leithwood & Montgomery. 1986, ch.
11) wdentified 40 empirical studies of elementary principals’ unpact on some aspect ol
thetr schools. Stx additwnal current ~tudies were located for the present review.! Table
2 summartzes the results ot these two sets ot stucliies by indicating the nature ot the im-
pact reported. the number ot pre-1985 studies concerned with each type of impact to
which there were data. the focus of research reported from 19385 through 1987 and
principals’ practices found to have impact in the six current stucdies. Recent studies

provided additional evidenie concerning principals’ impact on ~tudents™ basie ~kills,




teachers’ job ~atistaction and their use of innovative teaching practices. Four additional

tvpes ot impact on teachers were explored 1n these studies.

Table 2:

A summary of the results of research on the elementavy

principals impact

Natuie of
Principals’ Impact
Dependent Vartables:

No. ot Pre-
1955 Studies

Studies

19=5-1987

Principals’ Practice:
Associated with Impact
[ndependent Vartables

1 Powitive <tudent
attitudes toward
~chool

Andrews

LI Zation

loyalty to
principal

2 Achievement in {5
baste teading math L1986 ot resnurces
<kall< beoommunie 1en
anucnenad
v el ement
A viatble mesen -
tledlus w0 vandantsm 2 -
X Whsenteelsin
4+ Teachers jon N Blase =1 . At
~atisfaction (1956 of shitcrure
Biady 1956 by onsderation
rpuinctpal
SUpPPOrtI eness!
5. Teachers use T Sharman ra) evaluation
of innovative (19871 {hi supervision
practices (c+ statt development
6 Teachers’ H -
perception of
rincipals
eadership
7. Teacheir~’ - Johnson ta) rule
& Venable « 1956 administration

th) herarchical
intfluences

8. Teachery’
"zone of
acceptance”

Hoy &
Brown (1936

consideration
rpunepal
suppottieness)

model for
curticulun
planniny

9. Teachers’ - Biady con~tder.tiion
perception of (1935) rprinctpal

staff mtimacy SuppotHyeness:
10. Teachers’ - Brady consuletarion
perception~ of (1935) cprnctpal
group versus SUPPOLHNENEsS.
individual

decision-m.iking

11. Teacheis use - Brady constder aton
of interactne (1985, puncipal

supporfineness.

Andrews et al. 11986) used the gain scores on students a~ ~tandardized achieve-
ment tests to explore the effects of principals rated by their teacher- as ~trong, average
or w.ak leaders. Sigmificant cocrelations were tound hetween achievement and ~trength
of leadership for both math and reading gain scores.

ship was a function of (a) the extent to which the principal mobthized personnel and

O
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[n this study. strength ot leader-




other tyvpes of resources to achieve the school’s goals. (b the clarity of communrication
concerning the school’s goals 1¢) the extent of active involvement in the schuols nstruc-
tional program. and (d) the extent to which the principal vas a visible presence 1n dif-
terent parts of the school (teachers were viven these criteria).

Blase. Dedrick and Strathe (1986) used teachers responses to questions about
their principal’s behavior.? stres~ caused by their principal and the principal’s impact on
their clasaroom pertormance to explove correlations with teacher job <ati-taction. A\
moderately ~trong association was tound between teacher ~ati~faction and the desree o
which the prirapais” imtation of structure tthe extent to which a leacer mtiates -
sanize~ and defines work to be done and the manner to which v will be done ana con-
~tderatton behaviors thehaviors related to enhancing worker’s selt-esteem) were pertened
to help teacher pertormuance. Brady (1985) tound "principal suppottiveness™ or con-
sideration. in particular. to be the most consistently significant predictor of staft percep-
tons concerning the prevelence of group. as opposed to individaul. decision-making in
the school. Such supportiveness was also related. in the teachers” view. to principals’ in-
volvement in curriculum decisions. the use of an interactive (tather than an objectives-
driven) curriculum planning model. intimacy among staff and satisfaction with the
<chool curriculum.

Sharman (1987) explored the relationship between the degree of teachers’ im-
plementation of & new math program and principals’ evaluation. supervision and ~taft
development inttiatives. Results suggested that the move directly such imtiatives were
~een Lo support implementation the greater the level of use of the mnovation by tea-
chers,

Lovalty. "the extent to which teachers are comnutted to the principal and have an
unquestioning farth and trust in the principal” (p.10) was the dependent vaciable in the
Johnson and Venable (1986) ~tudy. Different types of principals’ rule administraton be-
havior and principals’ influence in the ~<cnool <ystem hierarchy wee used as independent

variables.  Results suggested difference~ among elementary and ~econdary teachers i
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their reaction to different types ot rule adnumistration.  Greater {ovaity among elemen-
tary teachers was most closely related to less "punmishment centered” rule adminiztration
(less conflict. less tenston. and less explictt entorcement of rules) bv principals.  More
representative rule admunistration (omnt rule. mnation and acceptancer was maost
closely related to secondary teachers loyalty to the principal. The loyalty ot both ¢roups
of teachers was assoctated with their percepuon of the principals™ abthity and willingness
to exert intluence upwards in the school system hierarchy and to do thinugs tor the tea-
cher.

Hov and Brown 119365 litke Bluse et al. 1 1986) ana Brads (1955 examired “he »1
tects of principals imiaton of structure and consideraticn. Both aspects of leduc =i
were found to be related o the teachers” "zone of acceptance” thenr teadiness o aecent
decwsions made tor them by the principal). Together. these two sets ot behaviors ac-
counted for 387 of the vartance in teachers’ zone of acceptance. As with Johnson and

Venable (1986). differences between elementary and secondary teachers were tound.

Secondary teachers attributed overriding importance to the principals’ initiation of

structure.

Summary and Conclusions: Principals’ Impact

Table 2 suggests swznificant hmitations of current knowledge about the natute of

principals’ impact. Based on the number of studies alone. one can reasonably conclude
that principals are capable of having a stgniticant influence on the basic =kill~ achieve-
ment of students. A recent review of school effects in the Third World (Fuller. 1987) also
attributes such impact to principals.  As well. principals seem capable of influencing
teachers” adoption and use of mnovative classroom practices and teachers™ job ~atistac-
twa. Evidence concerning other types of tmpact 1> extremely thin. however. Four ug-
gestions for subsequent research on principals” impact seem warranted by this evidence.
First. research to date has been concerned with the principals’ impact on an 1m-
portant but hughly restricted <et of student outcumes (attitudes toward ~chool. basie

skills. vandalism and absentectsm). Such outcomes retlect netther the ~cope not the em-
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phasis of the fuil range of outcomes for thew students o which many schools aspire.
Such schouls. tor example, often view basic math and reading skills as mstrumental n
fostering growth 1n higher order thinking skills and the acquisttion of complex.
discipline-based concepts and thecrtes. Many schools have also assumed responsibility
tor assisting students in the development of social and attitudinal vutcomes te.g.. ~elt-
concept. esteem for the culture and customs of others) of special umportance in lhight of
cnanginy tamily and communicy contexts. Subsequent tesearch should begin w inquite
into how principals can unpact on outcomes ot this 2ort. outcomes which betrer tetlect
the mi~sion of =0 many elementary schools. in particular.

A <econd ~uege-twn for subsequent reseatch concerns the natute of prncipa- -
pact on teachers. There 1s no underlving. comprenensive theoty dictating the chowe by
researchers of what tvpes of tmpact on teachers to examime. Further. with the noteable
exception of teachers’ use ot innovative practices. all of the research t date has tocussed
on attitudes und dispositions only loosely linked to teachers” perfoimances.  Of mote
value. in future research. would be a choice of teacher outcomes driven by a theory or
theories of teacher growth in classtoom effectiveness (see. tor example. Bacnarach, Con-
ley & Shedd. 1987).

Third. perhaps the schuol characteristic currently of most interest i etforts o un-
derstand effective schools ts school cultare. or ethos. This characteristic 1s not independ-
ent of ~students and teachers. It 1. however. « more compousite teature of ~chools that
cannot be understond by looking only and <epatately at students and teachers. While
schools which vary in eftectiveness also appear to vary in the nature of then culture. it
ts> not clear whether principals’ can significantly intluence ~chool culture. Thi~ maks -
culture a promising tocus tor attention 1n subsequent reseatch on principals" impuact,

Finally, little attention has heen devoted to clarttving the -etatnve anpact on ~td-
dent nutcomes of school admimistrators as compared with such other potential intluences
as teacher characteristics, curriculum matertals. testing programs. mnosative teaching

practices., and the hke." Because school improvement resources arve always himted.

o 1
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chotces have to be made concerning <chool improvement strategies. Evidence of the rela-
tive tmpact on students that can be expected by improving principal eftectiveness
(through training. for example) as compared with providing better curriculum materials.
etc.. is critical to such chowe.” As Farvel (in press) suigested. n ~chools devoid of
textbooks. as 1n many developing countries. the provision of more texts can lead to sub-
stantial increases in student learning. On the other hand. where schools are reasonably
weil equipped with texts. providing even more s not likely to have much etfect. The

same is likelv to be true tor "improving the principal” as a strategy.

Principals’ Practices

Thurty recent studies provided information about the overt behaviors or practices
of principals: 4 studies inquired uito roles: 5 described principals” overall patterns or
stvles: 7 focussed on the practices of "tvoical principals” and: 14 ~tudies examined the

practices of highly effective principals.

Roles

Pror to 1985, research on the principalship included ettorts to clarifv principats’
roles beginning from two quite different premises. One premise was that the role could
be viewed as predominantly unidimensional and the research objective was to discovet
the dimension which best captured the role. Principals. tor example. were claimed to
plav a largely ntanagerial tole or largely a leadership role: they were concerned most
with administration or with instructional leadership (Cuban. 1956). Results of this
research usually found typical practice consumed by managerial or administrative tasks
but desired pructice best captured in leadership roles focused on substantive educational
decisions in the school.

Other research on principals’ roles. however. was based on the premise that the
tole was inuludimenswnal.  Sergovannrs (1934) five "leader<hip torces™ lustrate
reasonably well the range of dimenswons the principal’s role was tound to encompass in

this research. These dimensions included techncal management activities. provision of
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interpersonal support and encouragement to statf, instructwonal intervention. modehing

important goals and behaviors and siznalling to others what > important (symbolic

leadership). and developing an appropriate and unmque school culture.

All four of the current studies ot principals roles assumed a multidimenstonal view
of the role. Brubaker and Simon (1957) inquired about the actual and pretetved toies ot
principals trom among tive possibthiues: principal teacher. general manager. protessiwonal
and sctentinic manager. admustrator and instructional leader. and curticulum leader
Each of these roles was described 1n paragraph length and included at least severai
dimensions ot practice. Most principals viewed thewr present tole a~ adouni=tiator and
thetr preterved rote as instiuctional leader. General manaser was rated a distant second
a~ present toie ind curticulum leader and professional ~cientitic manager tied for second
chowce as preferied role. Gender differences emerged 1n this study with women giving
much higher ratings for actual and preterred roles to administrator and instructionai
leader and curriculum leader roles. Men. in contrast. rated the generai manager role
much higher than women as both an actual and preferred role.

Gousha's (1986) survey also tound highest ratings given to insttucton leadership
as a description of actual and preferred roles. Other roles rated highly were ~chool
manager. personnel leader and disciplinarian. These role ratings were not consistent
with principals’ estimates of the time spent on five keyv tasks assoctated with thewr tole.
School management and teacherstudent concerns (personnel leader-hip) ¢. imed
40.87% and 34.17%. respectively. School improvement (instructional leadership). ¢ the

uther hand. consumed only 157 of thewr time.

The disciphinarian role was the special focus of attention 1n Montgomery. Mclntosh
and Mattzon <~ (1957) <tudsy. Opinons were ~olicited trom ceachers. superintendent-.
principals and board chaus concerning the relatve impottance ot roles plaved by puin-
cipals. The framework for this study was a modified ver-ion of Sergiovanni’'s leade: ~hip
lutces: the disciplinary role was added and cultural and symbolic torces were collapsed.

Results of this studv. combining the opinions of the four wroups ot tespondents cave
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strongest wetght to the svmbolic. diseiplinariin and humanstie roles and least wetght o

the instructional and technical roles. Teachers. however. showed a strong preference for
the disciplinarian role of the princioal.

A fourth study of voles by Bradeson (1935) identified three metaphors for the rle
adopted by principals and others with whom they interacted. The role appeatea to be
domtinated by a métaphm' of mantenance -- principal as the person who sees and under-
stands the total process and 15 responsible for keeping the process zomng. About three
gquarters of the time of pincipals was devoted to maintenance tasks and abour tive or
s1x percent of this time was devoted to tasks assoctated with eacn ot two additional role
metaphors -- ~urvival and viston. Survival tasks were those focused on meetins ~uch 1m-
mediate needs as short range planning. The ability of the principal to hotistically view
the present. to reinterpret to all its constituents the school’s misswn and to speculate

about future directions was Bradeson’s meaning of vision,

Patterns or Styles

Research aimed at describing patterns or styles of principal practice has examined
such practice in more depth than has the roles perspective: 1t has attempted either to
tdenttfy donunant ortentations to the ole without concern for differences in impact or o
define progressively more eftective styles or patterns of practice. Resulis of pre-1985
tesearch using this approach are summarized by Leithwond and Montgomery (1986)
Fizure 2 in terms ot tour leadership styles identified in common across tour studies.

Leadership stvle A 1~ characterized by a focus on inte' personal relationships: on
establishing a cooperative and congenial "climate” tn the school and effective. collubora-
tive relationships with various community and central oftice groups. Principals adopt-
ing this style seem to believe that such relationships are critical to thewr overall success
and provide a necessary springboard for more task-oriented uctivities tn thetr schools.

Student achievement and well-being s the central tocus of leadership ~tyvle
B. Descriptions of this class of practices ~uggests that while such achievement and vell-

being 15 the goul. principals use a variety of means to accomplish 1t. These elude

-\
<
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Figure 2: A comparison of patterns or stvles ot
principals’ practices (Reproduced trom Leithwoed &
‘Montgomery. 1986. p. 225
many of the interpersonal, administrative. and managerial behaviours that poovide the
central tocus of othet styles.

Compared with styvles A and B. there is less consistency. across the four ~tudie~
reviewed. 1n the prae tices classtfied as style C (program focus). Principals adopting this
stv'e. nevertheless. share a concern tor ensuring effective programs. unproving the over-
all competence of thetwr statf. and developing procedures tor carvyving out tasks central to
program success. Compared with stvle A. the orientation s to the task. and developing
good tnterper-onal telations 1s viewed as a means to better task achievement  Compar=d
with stvle B. there 15 a greater tendency to view the adoptwn and implementation ot ap-

parently effective prucedures for improving ~tudent outcomes as a zoal -- rather than the

student outcomes themselves.
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Leadership stvle D 1> characterized by aimost exciusive attention to what s otten
labelled "adminstrivia” -- the nuts and bolts of dady school orgamization and mam-
tenance. Principals adopting this ~tyle. according to all four studies. are prevccupted
with budgets. timetables. personnel administration. and requests for intormation from
others. They appear to have little time ftor mstructional and curriculum decision-
making in theiwr schools tend to become tnvolved only 1n response to a crisis or a request.

Hatl and his colleagues (Hail et al.. 1984) argued that theiwr three stvles
tresponder. manager, imttator) have ditferent etfects on the proces~ ot ~chool imprve-
ment. Intaators are more successtul in then schooi improvement etforts. responders are
least successtul. Parazraph length descriptions are provided for each ot these ~riles,

[n order to better understand the specific practices associated with each of the
Hall et al. stvles. Stevens and Marsh (1987) inquired about principals’ vision and
strategies for achieving their vision. Results suggested that more ettective styles were
associated with a greater number and better integrated vistons more cirectly focused on
program-related matters. More effective styles also were associated with u greater range
of strategies and more effort tn their strategtes to focus on a cor Hnaton of darly. ~mali-
scale and comprehensive, large-scale changes.

Research by Leithwood and Montgomery (1986) resulted in & much more detaled
(chapter length) description of four multidimensional patterns of practice ordered from
least to most eftective in accomplishing a complex array of student nutcomes. The pat-
terns are labelled administrator (least etfective). humanttarian. program manager and
svstematic problem solver (most effective).

Three additional studies ~since 1985 have tocused on principals’ styles more or less
ditectly based on a conception ot leadership provided by the Ohwo State Leadership
Studres 1n the 1960°s. Constderation and inttiaton of structure are the two dimenstons
defining this conception. Hoy and Brown's (1986) survey suggested that high desrees ot
both principals’ consideration and (especully) inttration of structure imfluenced teacher~’

readiness to accept decistons made tor them by principals (thewr "/one ot acceptance™).
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Blase et al. (1936) reported stmular results in relation to teacher saustaction and class-
room performance. Teachers and principals responding to Brady's (1935) survev at-
tributed substantial importance to the suppottiveness (or consideration) of principals n

fostering a variety ot desirable attitudes among statf.

Typical Practice

Judged by the quantity ot research avatlable. interest in describing multiple pat-
terns or styles of practuce has been quite restiicted. In contrast. there have been a tela-
tivelyv large number of studies desizned to describe and understand both "typicat” and
"highly etfective™ torms of practice. Of the 75 empirical studies conducted between 19375
and 1985 included tn the Leithwood/ Montgomery 1 1986) review. 32 (6971 wete concer hed
wholly. or 1n part. with the nature of tvpical practice. These studies were almost evenly
split tn thewr use of either survey research strategies or more tn-depth methods. varwously
called ethnographtes, case studies or field studies.

Studies of typical practice usually differ trom studies ot principal roles and pat-
terns of practice in terms of the detatl of information they seek to provide: this 15 espe-
clally the case for studies that have used ethnographic. case and ftield ~tudy method-
Letthwood and Montgomery's (1986) "dimensions™ of principals™ practices or behavior
are a useful tool for bringing some conceptual coherence to ~uch detailed descriptions.
These dimenswns tnclude (a) the goals® principals attempt to achieve n thetr ~chools
principals believe they must influence to accomplish their goals (chotce of tactors. nature
of expectations held for tactors. source of these expectations). (¢) strategies used to n-
fluence such factors (criteria tor choosing strotegies. emphasts among strategies. charac-
teristics of strategies) and (d) the nature o swn-making processes. The summary ot
the administrative pattern of practice (level 1. least etfective). llustrates the results ot
research up to 1985 concerntnyg typical prncipal practice in each ot these tour dimen-

stons:

o



(a) Goals

* derived from personal needs

* focus on school admumistraton rather than students

¢ pursutt of nstructional goals constdered to be responsibility ot staft not
principal

* convevs goals to others if requested

{b) Factors

« attempts to ntluence factors bearing on school appearance and day-to-ray
operatons (mostly non-classroom tactors:

* expectations within tactors are vague

* expectatons are derived from personal experiences

(c) Strategies

* chooses strategies based on personal need to maintain administrative con-
trol and remain uninvolved tn classroom decistons

¢ strategies mostly limited to use of vested authority and assisting staff with
routine tasks

+ attends to factor-specific strategies in a superticial way if requested to do <

(d) Decision-making

¢ uses primarily autocratic forms of decision-making

¢ decision processes ortented toward smooth school administration and based
on personal sources nt information

¢ decision processes are reactive. tneonsistent. and rarely monttored.

Of the seven recent studies included 1n this review. five used variants of the more
in-depth research strateties already mentioned. All but one of these studies provided in-
tormauon about at least one of the four dunensions above. Kingdon (1985) compated ex-
pectations for the role of the tull time teaching principal. vn the part ot such principal-.
with expectations normally held for the role: other aspects of their activitv were al~o ex-

amined. Few differences 1n expectations were found but teaching principal~ did 2ive
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tirst priority to their teaching asstgnments and did most ot thewr administrative work
outstde regular school hours.

Bradeson (1986) was the only studyv to provide informatiwon about the goals of the
typical principal. Such information was avadable in his analysis of the purposes served
by carefully recorded daily communications. These purpuses and the percentage ot com-
munications devoted to them by principals were {a) maintenance messages. concerned
with policies and procedures (49.377). (b human messages. concerning peoples™ attitudes.
morale and =atstaction (25.67). (¢) task messages. concerned with the quaitty and quan-
tity of educattonal ~ervices 123,77 and (d) imnovaton messaze-. concerned with ~chool
improvement ‘ 170). These tour -ets of purposes cortespond closelv to the tocr of majm
concern tn each ot the four patterns of practice reported by Letthwood and Montooniery
(1986). "Running a smooth "ship” (p. 17) both organtzauwnally and interpersonally. ap-
peared to preoccupy the typical principal.”

The single study of principals’ decision-making. among the seven i1eviewed. was
conducted in seven secondary schools in Great Britain (Chater. 1985). No effort was
made to identify relative levels of effectiveness of their principals (heads). Results suz-
gested that while most princtpals sought relatively low involvement from statf on finan-
cial matters there was some variation among schools in other decision area~. Muny ~tatf
were satisfied to have low levels of involvement in school decistons because 1t teduced
their uncertainty. Only one school used highly participatory torrs of dectsion-making:
staft liked 1t that way.

Three studies provided information about principals’ strategies. Focusing on com-
munication patterns, Biadeson (1986) tound considerable vanation i the location of
principals” communication. Almost three quarters of principals” activities were interper-
~onal and took place with only ¢ne other person -- over half involving tace-to-tace con-
tact. The main thrust ot these results was replicated by Davies (1987) in Great Britain
and by Gally (1986) in Israel. In fact. typical principals’ activities in most counti tes
where data are avarlable (e.y.. U.S.. Canada. Austrahia, Great Britaun, [srael) appeur to

be characterized by brevity. fragmentation and variety,
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Four studies touching on tactors principals inttuence provide runimal informatwn
about practices within this component. Wilhams (1986) inquuced into prncpaels’ -
tluence an 14 components (tactors) ot teachers  instruction. Classroom compo-ition.
teaching materials and resources and instructional methods were tictors principals pet-
cewved themselves to influence. I[nstructional methods. including ~tudent 2rouping.
facilities and the co-mmumt_v were domains i factors) used by Gally (1936) to explore the
location of administrative activities. The extent to which principals intluenced these
tactors was not ex; lored in this ~tudv. A simlarly designed study in Great Britan
fDavies. 1957). aithough not directly investugating ~pecific tactors intluenced by prin-
cipals. suguested that heads ~pent nearly hali their ume dealing with classtvom tactor~,
This 15 rot tyvowcal pracece in most countries and may be a tunction of the tradittonai

“"head-teacher"” role ot the headmaster in Great Britain. Ehtametalor (1985) examined
the actual and expected levels of pertormance of principals in Nigeria 1in influencing tac-
tors classtified as curriculum and instruction. statf and students. the community. school
organization and structure, and budget. Principals were classitied by ave. experience
and training. For the most part. all categories ot principals pertormed below expected

levels: performance was substantially higher. however. tor principals with 12-19 vears

experience.

Effective Practice
A relatuvely large amount ot research activity was devoted to studies of effective

practice between 1975 and 1985: Leithwood and Montgo..ery (1986) identified 51 such

studies in thewr review. As was characteristic of research on typical practice. studies off

effective practice were approximately evenly divided between survey desitgns and de<iun-
variously referred to as ethnouraphies. case und field studies.

The summary of the systemutic problem ~olver pattern ot pracuce tlevel 4. most
ettective). illustrates the results of research up to 1985 concerning highly effecuve prin-

crpal practice:



{3 Goals

* selected trom multiple public sources

* highlv ambitous tor ¢ 1l students

* transtormed nto short term goals tor planning

* used to activelv increase consistency among staft in directions they pursue

(b) Factors

+ attempts to intluence all factors bearing on achievement
« expeciation~ within factoc- are specific
« expectattons derived v m research and protessional judgement

(c) Strategies

* uses a wide variety of strategies
s criteria for choice include goals. factors. context, and perceived obstacles

* makes extensive use of fuctor-specific strategies to achieve goals

-

(d) Decision-Making

* skilled 1in use of mul. nle forms: n: ..ches torm to setting and works toward
high levels of participa is-n

* decision processes oriented toward goals of education. based on information
from personnel, protessionzl. and research sources

* anticipates. initiates. an< monitors dectsion processes
Thirteen current studies ot effective practice were included in this review. Three

of these studies explicitly compared tvpreal and ettective practice. By tar the larzest

propurtiun of attention (12 studies)? was devated. in these ~tuches. to ~trategies u-ed by

‘ principals: four ~tudies spoke to the goals of effective prinaipals. two concerned factors

| and three described a~pects of decision-making.

\ With respect to goals, highly effecuive principals were tound to demonstvate hizh
level . of commitment to gouals for the schools. especially instructional 2oals. They en-

suted that school instructional goads were congruent with district policges, Such prn-
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cpals articulated an overall vision for the school which s multifaceted. This vison
emerges {rom a belief that all children can learn what the school has to offer. Effectine
principals set relatively hrgzh protessional and school standards for goal achievement and
actively worked toward the development of widespread agreement concerning such ~tan-
dards (Tavlor. 19836: Dwyer. 1986: Andrews et al. 1986: Larsen. 1937).

Two studies provided intormation about effecuve principals approach to
classrooms and ~choul factors. Larsen’s 11987) data suggested ~ubstanual efforts o in-
fluence the classroom cutriculum. teachers’ instructional behavor-. matertal tesources
tur instruction and the zeneial environment of the ~chool tchimate or culturer Dwver's
(1986) study identified ~even ~uch taraets for principals: work ~tucture, ~taff teations-
student relations. the environment. plant and equipment. community reiations. and mn-
stitutional relations.

T e relatively large number of studies identifving strategies used by etfective prin-
ctpals generated 22 such strategies. Ten of these strategies were identified 1n just vne
study and are not reported here. Those strategies identified 1n three or more studies n-

cluded:

* Monttoring student progress
* Teacher evaluation and superviston

e Estabh~hing and communicating clear. high expectauons for ~tudent~ and
<taff

* Establishing and enforcing an equitable discipline code

* Maintaining a posttive school climate

Strateuies associated with effective principalz in two studies included:

* Goal setting. planning and program development
* Mobihzang and allocating re~ources
* Modelling

* Being actively involved in <taff development for teachers und ~elf’

ja»)
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* Developing good working relattonships with staff. communmity and central ot-
fice statt

Two of the three studies touching on etfective decision-makmg processes of pnin-
cipals provide additional support for already well-established claims concerning the
benefits of partictpatory deciston-making, Stanard’s 1 1986) case study ot a single prin-
cipal attributed a portion of the principal’s success 1n solving dizcipline problems to her
involvement ot parents and statf in both curriculum and discipline dect-wns. John<on
and Venable t1986) found that parucipatory torms ot dectston-mahing represc ntative
rule admini~tration™! were as-ociated with wreater teacher loyuity to the vuonemnal
among at feast ~econdary teachers: the date were iess conclustve with tespect to eiem. -
tar. teachers.

High and Achilles” (1986) data were partly at odds with the general support tound
tor participatory forms of decision-making. Thewr study inquired into principals” and
teachers’ preferences for the use of seven ditferent bases of sacial power by the principal.
Teachers ranked highest bases of power labelled expert power. legitimate authortty and
norm setting power. Principals awarded more potential to involvement und less to
legitimute authority bases than did teachers. These resuiis prompted High and Achiiles

to comment. tn thewr conclustons:

Principals in general have apparently been reading too much ot the 19607
hterature (togetherness) and believing 1t.” (p. 15)

Summary and Conclusion: Principals’ Practices

The 30 recent studies of principals’ practices reviewed in this section of the paper
provide intormation about principals’ roles. different patterns or ~tyvles typicil practices
and effective pructices.

The signtficance of research on roles appears to be threefold. Fu~t. the prineipals
role 15 clearly multidimenswnal and further ettorts to dentty the "most unportant™
dimension would be misdirected.  Second. among the many role catesortes used s
frameworks tor reseurch. Sergtovannt's five "leadership forces” supplemented by a dis-

ciphnary category seems to represent avaluble data as well as any. Finally. in hizht ot
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the more detailed knowledgz about principals’ practices generated trom other perspec-
tives, a role perspective no longer ofters a useful framework fur subsequent research.

Research on patterns or stvles ol practice supports the . aim that principals carrv
out the job in distinctly different ways. Most of these differences are well represented by
tour tocr: a student achievement focus. a program focus. an interpersonal tocus and a
tocus on routine maintenance acuvittes. Furthermore. these fuct appeat to constitute
levels of effectiveness 1n which the mawmn concerns delining lower levels te.s.. a tocus on
toutine mamtenance) are wneorporated into and subsumed by the concerns deiining
higher levels ie. 2., a student achievement tocus). ’

The extensively tesearched dimensions ot leadership labelled con-ideration and in-
ttratng structure are tmpottant dimensions within each of these four levels or <tyies.
consideration berng the main concern of principals with an interpersonal tocus. But fur-
ther research within the himitations of theoretical and methodological tframeworks tradi-
twnally used to explore these dimensions cannot be justified: the importance of the two
dimensions 1s no longer in question. Detatled knowledize of practice within each dumen-
sion is what is still lacking.

Recent studies of tvpreal practices rewntorce but do not extend prior knowledwe
about such practices. Such studies paimnt a surprisingly uniform preture ot such practice
across many natwnal contexts. Heads in Great Britaimn were somewhat unique 1n tnen
orientation o classroom factors,

Finally. recent research on eftective principai practices confirmed the centcal role
ot principals’ goals -- their nature. source and uses -- 1n explanmng effective practice.
Fhese eouals torm a central part of the viston principals use to bring consistencs to an
othetwise unmanageably. divetse set ol demands~. Ettective principais act to ntluence o
broad array of ~chool factors vith an extensive tepertonre ol strategtes.  Thetr puonities
are expressed in therr day-to-day actions, they are better attuned. than ate typreal prin-
cipals. to behaviors that actually influence teachers.  Etfective principals use par-
uctpatory decision-making selectively but trequently. depending on their assessment ol

the context.

»




Influences on Principal Practices

Influences on principals” practices were examined using two sets of researcnr. The
first set included 18 empirical ~tudies previously analvsed bv  Letthwood and
Montgomery in thewr 1982 literature review: results of these studies are only briefly
summartzed in this section. The second set. receiving more attention. included ~tudies
reported from 1982 through 1987. with greatest emphasis on rhe 1985 to 1957 perind.
These studies were organized. tor purposes of this review. accordine o then oncep-

tualization of independent. mediating and aependent varable~. a~ foilows:

Set A:  Studies which defined external intluences as the independent varianie~ and

princ:pals’ practices a~ dependent varbles «no mediating variabies . Provion-
reviews of literature spoke oniv to this et of relation~hip-:

Set B: Studies whnich detined external intluences as independent anabies and
principal~’ internal mental states or pracesses as dependent vanables:

Set C: Studies which detined internal mental states or processes . independent var-
ables and principals’ practices as dependent variables:

Set D:  Studies which dedned external influences as independent variables. internal
mental states or processes as mediating variables and principals’ practices as
dependent vaniables.

Set A; _External Influences and Principals’ Practices
Trlationships between external influences and principals’ practices we explored

v ofevious literature review and two more recent survey studies,
Leithwood and Montgomery's (1982) review of 18 releveont ~tudie~ wdentified 3
classes of "obstacles” standing in the way of princ s providing instructional leader-

ship (the dependent varable): tour of these were external to the privcipal

Obstacles presented to principals by teachers included the toltowing:

* wck of knowledge and skill about new practices
* uneven professtonal training

* lack of motivaton to change. to partcipate m in-<ervice trammg, and to
collaborate in plaaning

* teachs~ avtonoa

* const: yon program decision-making resulting from collective barcaming
and un  n contracts,

o)
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Several teatures of the principal’s role were viewed as obstacles. These included

the following:

+ ambiguity: unclear expectations. conflict about responsibilities
* complexity: number of people to consider. number of tasks.
Those characteristics ot school systems dentitied as obstacles to principals were as

follows:

* huerarchieal structures and problems they created in making changes
¢ excessively ngd and time-consunmng polictes and procedures
¢ provizon of inadequate resources

s conservative  stance of central admnstrators toward  ~chool-imitiated
change.

Finally. the community was also viewed as a source of obstacles to principals 1n

their efforts to be more effective. These included:

* the interests of parents (too much or too little}
* pressure of special interest groups tn the community

* excesstvely conservative views about the nature of appropriate ~chool
programs

Four recent studies provided suppott tor the general thrust of the resultsz teviewed
by Leithwood and Mountgomery (1982). In a follow-up study by Leithwood and
Montgomery (1931). principals reported having only moderate concerns about the tour
~ets ol obstacles (above) as a whole. Obstacles associated with schuol systems appeared
to present the greatest. difficulties but no strong relationship~ were tound between
classes ot obstacles and princip:ls’ effectiveness.,

Obstacles assoctated with the ~system also duminated evidence presented by (row-

<on and Morns (1985) and Louts (1n pres<). Crowson & Morrs (1955) suggested that. in

one large urban school district. between a half and a third of principals’ time was con-

sumed in responding to formal. hierarchical controls larege!'s having to do with budgaet.

personnel and pupil behavior. Intormal reward systems provided by the ~y<tem (e.w..
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getting a better school. promotion) attracted considerable additional time ot principals.
Louts (1in press) also reported a strong but indirect intluence by superintendents and
other district otfice staft vn the planning and design of school improvement etfuorts in a
large sample of U.S. secondary schools. While the board was not the dominant source ot
problems 1n school improvement efforts. contlicts with district otfice statt. ~taff tur-
novers. competing priorities for change and eroded school autonomy were viewed by a
large proportion ot principals 1s serious challenges to thewr ~chool inprovement mitta-
tives. The main thrust of these tindings was supported by Gousha (1986).

Letthweod and Staget’s - 19561 studv of problem solving processes susgested ihat
highly eifective principals.

* with admunstrative experience. become more reflecuive about their own
processes and refine these processes over time:

+ although similar to roderately effective principals in general moral values
and in personal values. are more intluenced by their beliefs concerning
principals’ roles and responsibilities, and are more able to specity day-to-day
consequences of such beliefs:

+ are more aware of school svstem needs and requirements and try harder to
take them into account in school-level problem solving:

* derive mote personal enjovment from problem solving and. partly as a con-
sequence st this, are more proactive 1n dealing with school problems.

Finally. Tracy (1985) and Brubaker & Sitnon (1987) linked ditferences in the
soctalization expetience: of men and women with differences in career aspirations and
view of the principals’ role. Such experiences appear to cause more men to seek the
principalship earlier in their careers (before age 30) and to aspire to the superintendency
as a career move. Gender related soctalization experiences also seemed to contiibute to a
re'atively large proportion of women viewtng themselves more as curticulum and in-
structional leaders: relatvely larger propottions of men. 1in contrast. viewed them-elves
as general managers. Greater amounts ot formal education was also assoctated with a

tendency for principals to view themselves as curriculum and instructional leader~,
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Set B: External Influences and Internal Mental States or Processes

Eight studies were identifted which provided data on the relationship between ex-
ternal intfluences and internal mental processes. Two ot the eight studies coacerned per-
cetved job stress or feelings of "burnout” (Sarros and Friesen. 1937: Kottkamp and Trav-
los. 1986). Volume of work. poor interper-onal relations with staft and others. pressures
trom higher autho. ities and role contlict were external facto.s appearing to contribute to
teelings of burnout.

Three studies examuned a vatiety of external intluences on principals job satistac-
tion (Caldw:ll and Paul. 1984: Sparkes. 1956: Gunn & Holdaway 1956). External in-
tfluences dentitied n these studies contributing to positive attitudes toward the job n-
cluded larger school and communuy size. length of expetience i the role and more
qualification. training. Such intiuences also included teacher amlity. covperative teacher
wtitudes. recognition by others of one’s wourk and relatively lower levels of contlict and

workload.

Set C: Internal Mental Processes and Principals’ Practices

The relationship between internal mental processes and principals’ practices
seems to be a much neulected area of inquiry yet vital to an understanding ot what prin-
cipals do. Five studies conducted since 1985 and which focus on this area of the prin-
cipalship were located. The independent variables in these studies were puincipals’
beliefs. values and problem solving processes.

Tavlor (1986) reported a strong assoctation between the etfectiveness of principals
and their beliet’ that all students can learn. Principals use of student achievement data
in decision-making was assoctated. bv Glasman (1985). with three sets of beliets by puin-
cipals concerning thewr contiol over the use of such data. and 1t~ value in procram and
teacher evaluation,

Using a hierarchy ot values proposed by Hodukinson ¢1978). Begle: t1988) in-
quired 1nto the role of such values 1in principals’ decistons to adopt mictocomprter tech-

nology 1t thew schools. Principals with ereater knowledsge of the inpovation and those




with an instructional orientation to thetr roles were more likelv to make theiwr adoption
decision using the value "consequences tor students.” Other principals more often based
their decisions vn their personal preferences or some broad moral principle. Values ot
consequence increased as the basis tor choice with increased knowledge among all tvpes
of principals.

Leithwood and Stager (1986. 1987) compared problem soiving processes used by

"highly effective” as compared with more "typical” principals. Their 1986 study

reported significant differences between the two groups :n their classitfication and
management of problems and the specific problem solving ~trategies usea. Thewr 1987

study tnquired. 'n more detatl. into probiem solving stratedies used 1n response to

"messy"” or unstructured problems. Differences between etfective and typieal principals
were found in their interpretation or problem finding processes. the goals they pursued
in problem solving and the nature and role of principles or values. Differences were alsc
reported in relation to perceived constraints on problem solving, specific solution
processes and mood. In general. effective principals demonstrated high levels of cog-

nitive flexibility during problem solving as compared wiith thetr tvpical peers

Set D: External Influences, Internal Mental States or Processes and Principals’

Practices

The five studies in this set address three problems. The first problem. addressed
by Daresl (1387) and Marshal & Greenfield (1987) concerns etfectiveness tn the early
vears ot the principalship. These studies suggest that reduced effectiveness tn one's
early vears as a principal and one’s unwillingness to take risks 1s a direct tunction of (n-
adequate skills (internal states) tn (a) carrving out routine administrative procedures.
tb) conflict management and (c) determining system-wide deciston-making processes. [t
ts also a function of feelings of dissonance with one’s values and reduced excitement
about school improvement. Such feelings and skill deficiencies are. in turn. attributed to
external influences. notably restricted admtnistrative experiences as a vice principal, in-
adequate formal training for the role and socialization processes prior to assuming the
principalship.
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Etfective principals differ trom their less effective peers. in part. in terms of the
extent and quality of information used tn their decision-making. McColskey. Altschuld
and Lawton (1935) tnquired into the reasons tor variation among principals in this com-
ponent of their practice. Training in soctal science research methods appcired to be an
tmportant external influence on such practice. Openmindedness and beliefs concerning
the principal’s role and the autonomy and power available to etfect change in the school
were internal intluences identitied.

Cousins torthcoming) studied princ.pals’ use for protessional development of ap-
praisal data concerning their vwn perfurmance. He tound that principals’ attitudes
toward the appraisal process were fredictive of the extent to which they learned about
their pertformance. Attitudes were found to be associated with high levels of motivation
for professional growth and inversely related to principals’ experience and working
knowledge. Use of appraisal data for decision-making was tound to be linked to external
variables (e.g., nature of decision to be made. communicative aspects of the appraisal
process).

Finally, Trider and Leithwood (in press) and Leithwood (1986) found significant dif-
ferences tn influences on principals’ practices depending on (a) the principals’ orientation
to the role (b) stage in the implementation process and (c) the principals traintng and or
policy-relevant knowledge. More instructionally oriented principals were less intluenced
by board or district factors and more guided by their own beliefs. As implementation
proceeded. organizational context factors (e.g.. staff input to decisions) within the school
took on greater significance tor all principals to the extent that such factors had the
potential tor solving emerging problems of tmplementation in the school: so. too. did the
support available from varwus groups outside the school. This was consistent with
evidence reported by Fullan. Anderson & Newton (1986) in relation to secondar: school
principals’ efforts to implement a major instructional tnnovation in their school.
Finally, school administrators with specialized knowledge in the policy area being imple-

me ted mare decisions tn a relatively autonomous fashion -- guided largely by their own
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beliets. These tindings suggest the possibility. in tact. that principals’ special knowtedge
(often the result of training) 1s one of the central determinants of the pattern ot policy |
implementation behavior in which they engage. Principals without special knowledge

seemed to rely extensively on the guidance provided by centrai office statt and the exist- |

their dependence on knowledge possessed by others and their destre to gain cooperation

from such people to apply that knowledge in theiwr school.

*,

Summary and Conclusion: Influences on Principals’ Practices

.

\
ing skills of statf. Perhaps thewr concern tor working relatwnships can be attributed to ‘
By way of ummarizing this review of influences on principals’ practices, four
tyvpes of external tactors have been wdlentified: the principai=’ tole re.u.. expectationa.
complexity)., a large cluster ot intluences concerning the attitudes. abihities and be-
haviors of others (e.g.. teachers” willingness to mnovate). characteristics ot the school
system (e.g., district polictes and procedures) and the principals” own "background” (e.g..
training, socialization experiences). These external factors interact with principals’ in-
ternal mental processes and states: personal trarts (e.g., openmmdedness).‘ knowledge
and beliefs (e.g.. about what 1s best for students). values (e.g.. consequences tor
students). attitudes and teelings (e.g., job satistaction) and skills (e.g.. problem solving.
contlict management). Through such interactions the specific nature and effectiveness
of principals’ practices are shaped.
Training, an external factor associated with the principal’s own backsround was
assoctated with a number of internal states as well as with principals’ practices. Moe

spectfically. tormal types of training were associated with:

L. beltet~ about the principal’s role (more training was assoctated with an in-
structional leadership view ot the role):

2. belie.s about the uttlity of tormat evaluation datia. as well as other informal
sources of information and a tendency to both collect and use more ot this
information 1n practice tan atteibute ot eftective practice). These beliets
wete spectfically assoctated with traming in social science research methods:

3. knowledge ahout educational pohicies and thewr meaning, tn practice. Such
knowledge had a -ignificant bearing an the way principals implemented
polictes inttiated from outzide their schools:

O
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4. job saustaction. Principals with hwher levels of ormal gaahfications tor
the role reported higher levels ot sucn saustacuon.

Intormal tyvpes of tramning were also associated with internal states and practices.
These forms of training included seneral sociaiization experiences 1n the protession and
on the job training resulting trom vne’s career path to the principalship (the two types
are not generally different). General sociahization experiences appeated to be the under-
[ying cause ot yender differences 1n such internal states a~ principals view ot their role,
career asptrations and etfectiveness in providing instructional leader~hip. Intormai. on-
the-job traming as a vice principal was typreally reported to be a uability to etfective
aractice vecause of the restricted opportunities provided tor the develooment ot [vaaer-
ship skills avd because of 1t~ numbiny etfect on vne’s motivation and enthustasm or
school improvement.

Two implications tor future research and practice mertt highlizhting by way of
conclusion. First. the body of research evidence currently available which dentties and
establishes relatlf)nships among external influences, internal states and princ-pals’ prac-
tices 1s extremely limited tn quantity. It 15 also uneven in quality both conceptually and
methodologically: for instance. there are no expertmental studies exploring cause and et-
fect relationships and little ot the research is guided by a coherent theory to explain ot
suggest relationships among the variables of interest. There 15 a greater need for
research exploring these relationships than there 1s more descriptive research on ettec-
tive practice. for example.

The second implication concerns practice. At least based on the evidence reviewed
tn this paper. training s clearly a powerful influence on what principals do. Further-
more. even though formal traming programs are often the ~ubject of much critici=m.
thev uppear to warrant considerable ~upport as ~trategies for educational improvement.
Informal. on-the-job training appear- to have been a badly neglected avenue tor posi-
tively intfluencing practice. [t appears. nevertheless. to otfer considerable promi-e

properly restructured.

O
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Final Comments

Summaries at the end ot each subsection of this review have noted area~ in whrch
knowledge is extenstve and relatively robust: specitic areas appearing to be most in need
of turther research were also identitied. At the risk of too sweeping a generalization. 1t
appears that we know most about etfective practice (at least tn relation to a restiicted
set of valuable outcomes tor students and ~taft) and least about how such practce
develops. If this s true. much could be learned through future. quast-experimental feld
~tudies which included active. continuous intervention beginning in the edariy ~taues ot
aspinng administrators’ devclopment and continuing at least thiouoh thew tivrs: <eteral
vears< (n the role. Intervention would be best if it were comprenensive involving, tor ex-
ampie. « redesizn of informal socialization expertences (including career pathsi. provi-
ston of mentors. longterm tormal training programs. peer-assisted coaching and prac-
ticum experiences.

Such longitudinal studies are. of course. ditficult to support trom agencies which
tvpically fund research. But school districts have much to gain through such research
and many are likely to find support for such work. In any event. such longtetm col-
laborative field studies. involving active and sustained intervention, are part ot the tu-

ture research agenda for the Centre for Principal Development.
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Notes

'This destgn tnvolves selecting two groups ot schools (using specttied criterar. one
grovp considered to be exceptionaily "effective” and one group considered to be (nettec-
uve. Characterisuces ot the two groups of ~chools are then compared.

Montzomery et ab. (1957). Brady (19831, Wiliams 19865 Coleman & Hoter
98T, Tracy 11955 Arubavt (19860, Ehrametalor (19830,

‘Andrews. Soder and Jacoby (1956). Andrews 1956, Hichv & \chilles (1yse
Bradeson (1956, Coleman & Hofter (1987).

*Andrews (1986). Andrews et al. (1986). Sharman (1937). Brady (1953). ola-e.
Dedrick & Strath (1986), Hoy & Brown (1986) and Johnson & Venable (1986).

5The Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ, Form xu) developed b
Stagdill (1963) was used to collect these data.

S0gawa and Hart (1983) estimated that 5% of the varance tn student achiese-
ment in the schools in their ~tudy was attributable to the principals. Robinson and Wit-
tebols (1986) claimed that. given the chotce of training principals, trainmg teachers or
reducing class stze. tramnng principals s the most cost eftective siratewy. Netther of
these studtes could be constdered conclustve. however,

“Such estimates of tmpact. 1t should be noted. are complicated by thetr dependence
on context.

“Parts of this dimenstwon migzht best be viewed as "internal mental proce~ses" or
states. It 15 reviewed tn this -ector. however. in the interest of presenting a more
coherent description,

YJohnson & Venable (1986). Sussman (1986). Tavlor (1936). Dwyer (1956). Wat-
son et al. (1985). Pfieter (1986). Mangiect and Arnn (1985). Sharman (1987, Stanwd
(1986). Russell. Mozzarella. White and Maurer (1985). Larsen (1987, High & \chilles

(198:),
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Methodological Characteristics of Onginal Empirical Studies

Beviewed
Authors Design Subjects Samgle Size Sources. Samgpling iclutraucn
“Acnieved) Instruments Proce-iures oy e
Alpern 1937 Case Study School 1 [nterviews Selected P
3 Muiuple roies |13 4 [nformal
Muitiple roles | -0t TEPOTe intervews
Documents
Ancrews. Soder & Survey Teachers 57 Quesuennaire | Toral fopuiancn [P E
Jacroy Inb. Srudents 2 145 1934 Achievement 1~ houl fistrice
= 1 2303 1385 et
3315 Califarnia
Achrevement
Te~t
Arabayt 1936} Survey i Secondary 153 Que~tonn s | Randam P
] Puancipals
Begely :1933; Multiple Case Principals 135 sites interv.ews Seiecie M
Study Computer 1 Archaval aata
Consuitants
Slase. Dedrick Survey Teachers 163 Juesucnnaire | Selected PE
Strache 1226
Es
Bradeson 1336, Muitiple Case Principals 5 Interviews Selected P
E.5) Study Observauons
‘Documents
test
Brady : 1935) Survey ‘Princ:pals 20 ‘Questionnaires | "Stratified PFE
(E) -Leaders 252 proportional
systematic
selection™
Bredeson Muitiple Case Elementary 2 ‘Observation Selected M P
E.S Study principals shadowing}
Secondary 3
principais
Brutakar & Survey Principals 37 Questionnaires | Nt teperted 1M
2imen
1387
ES.
adwnel & Survey Principals< 200 Questionnaire Not :lear M
Pl Ass't prinarpals | 100
1384 ’ )
S
Cragmn & Suney Muitiple roies 50 {nter-rews Selested {
Buva R
R
3
Crater 1935 Multipie Case ‘Principals ; Interviews Selected P
: Study Other school 5
statf
Coleman & _ Survey Students 25.000 Achievement R.andom E
Hatfer 1957, rests
> {ndices »f
student
charactenistics
Q
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)
Authors Destg: Subjects Sample Size Sources. Samp'.ng [nfarmaten
Achieved) [nstruments Piocedures Providad
Cousins -forthcoming® | Multiple Case Principals 4 sites {nterviews Selected £V
E Study Super- Archival data
intendents
Teachers
Parents
Craw-on & Morrs Multiple Case Elementary 17 Observation Selected LM
1923 Study orincipais . -
ES Secondary -
principals
Daresn Sartey Prinicpals i2 [nterviews Selested I
VT
E )
Dav.es 1937) Mutliple Case Principals 4 ‘Obsert 1ti0ns Feanted P
E Study
Dwyer Multiple Case | “Schools i2 ‘Interviews Seiecred L2F
-E&go Studies Principals i2 ) red Observaticns
) Teachers. ROt reporte
students - )
and others ;
Ehiametalor Survey Principals o ‘Questionnares | Random L.P
1325 School Not reported selected
! inspectors
Ford Foundation Muitigle (lase ‘School stails 110 schools ‘Interviews Selected P
£1384; Study Observarions
1)
Fullan. Anderson Multiple Cas.: Super- 32 Titerview All supc...sery | EM
& Newton Study intenderts 7759 ‘Questionnaire | officers
. }?86) -Consultants ég R‘;‘mion Selected
> Principals ; others
Teachers
Gally Multiple Case Principals l 3 Obsesvation Selected n
1326 Stud:es
3
Glasman . 1235 Survey Highly 17 Questionnaire Selected M.P
E 2tfecrive +'supervior -
elementary nomunee™)
U ACpais .
[neffactive 97
princtoals
Seusha Surtey Painipals 630 Questionnaire Total pepulation | [LP.M
i2%h 1n one state
ES.
sunn. Holdaway Survey Princ:pals 133 question- CQuesuonnaires | Tonl populaton | LM
é?ab, Pruucipals naires: ‘Interviews Volunteer
10 interviews)
Hart . 1987, Case Study ‘Principal 1 Observatious Selected .M
S Interviews
‘Documents
Huddle 19»6. Multiple Case School statfs 571 <«chools ‘Interviews Selected E
S Study Observations
Q

1o
K
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Authors Design Supjects Sampie Swize Sources Sampiing Information
Achiered: [nstruments Procedures Piovided

Hoy & Brown Survey “Teachers .n 994 Questionnaires | Selected aithin {PE
1936 schools 46 1 county

E
Hugn. Achiiles Medified Quther | ‘Schools i0 Questionnaires | Selected schools | P
1186 Plus Survey Teachers Not reported Obsersations High achiesing

E.S Principals M Intervi ws nd ‘Othet”

r rinGipals Not reported schools
‘Stdents Achievement test
(CAT
ihnraon & Survey Schools o0 Questwnnaires | Selected PE
'F'f'i"c"-‘ 13786 Principas -_'_’) Interviews
> ..

- Teachers oot
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