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Abstract

This study examlned the relattlonsh!p among
Instructlional leadershlp behaviors of the school principal
and selected schoocl-leve] characterl!stics. Instructional
leadershlp was consldered from a "broaa" perspectlive to
Include behavlors that have been ldent!ifled through research
primarlly based on a goal attainment mode] of effectiveness,
In such a model school effectlveness is measured by student
achievement on standardized tests. The Selected school-level
characterlstics were Teacher Commitment, Professional
Involvement, and Innovat|iveness. These have been ldent]fled
a8 characteristlics of an effect}ve school by those adhering
to a systems resource perspective.

The study was conducted in the Province of Newfoundland
and Labrador. Data were collected from a random sample of
teachers In elementary and high schoois in that province.
Usable data were recelved from 624 teachers. The instrument
employed to measure lnstructlonal leadershlp was the
Princlpal Instructional Management Ratling Scale (PIMRS)
(Halllnger, 1992). The school-level characterlstics were
measured by selected scales of the School Organlizational

Cllmate Questlonnalre (Gilddings & Dellar, 1990).
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The hypctheses were as follows:

Hypothesis 1. There !s a positive relatlonship among
instructional leagership behaviors exhliblted by principals
and the Jevel ot teacher commitment to and support of the
school .

Hyvpothe=sjs 2. There is a positive relatlonshlp among
Instructional leadershlp behaviors exhlbited by princlpals
and the level of teacher professional involvement.

Hypothesls 3. There is a poslitive relatlionshlp among
Instructional leadershlp behavlors exhiblted by principals
and the level of Innovativeness In the school.

Hypothesis 4 (A>., School type (elementary or high) does
not affect the relaticnship among lnstructional leadershlip
behaviors exhibited by princlpals and teacher commltment.

Hypotheais 4 (B). School type (elementary or high) does
not affect the relatlonshlip among Instructlonal leadership
behavliors exhlblted by princlpals and teacher professlonal
Involvement.

Hypothesis 4 (C). School type (elementary or high) does
not affect the relationship among Instructional leadershlp
behaviors exhlblted by principals and teacher
Innovatliveness.

These hypotheses were tested using Multiple Regresslon
Anaiysls. Only two of these hypotheses were not supported.
These were hypothesis 4(B; and hypothesis 4(C). The
relatlonship among Instructional leadershlp behavlors of

princlipals and the schoni-level characteristics of
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Innovativeness ana Professional Involvement were tound to be
statistically different tor each school type.

In aaditlon to hypothesis testing, a process ot
model ! ing was employed. This process resulted [n the
development of flve Séparate models. One model for Teacher
Comm|{tment for both elementary and hlgh schools, andg
Separate models for Innovativeness and Professionatl
Involvement for each 8choo!l type. While the instructional
leadership behaviors for each model differ, al] 10 behaviorsg
of the Halllnger-Murphy conceptualization are Included in at
least one mode] .

The results of th)g Study relnforce the valldity of the
“broad* conceptuallzation of Instructional leadershlp in the
development of effect]ve schools. It suggests that such a
conceptuallzation Is compatible with both the goal
attainment and systems resource perspectlves of
organizatlonal effectivenesg, The findings bring into
question arguments that Instructional leadershlp |s
negatively related to Teacher Comml tment, Professional
Involvement, and Innovativenesas, Finally, the deveioped
model!s should be of value to practlitloners and researchersg
as they attempt to determine leadershlp practlces that wii)

lead to new levels of gchool effectlveness.
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INTRODUCTION

Organlzatlons have become ublqultous and essential o
mooern 1lfe (Mlles, 1980), As a consequence of thelr
promlinence, organizations have been the subJect of
considerable thecrizing and research, and there exlsts a
multipliclty of conceptualizations of organizations rangina
from rational entitles in pursuit of goals to organized
anarchles. Glven the primary lmportance of organizations i
modern soclety, it ls not surprising that the question ot
organizational effectlveness has received much attentlon. In
spite of such emphasis, the construct of organizational
effectiveness remalins enigmatic ¢Cameron & Whetten, 1983;
Miles, 1980); however, despite the ambigulty, there appears
to be a general consensus that the diversity resuits from
differing organlzatlonal views. The two domlnant views that
form the basis of research on organjizational effectiveness
are the goal attainment model and the systems resource mode |
(Miles, 1980; Steers, 1976).

The effectiveness of schools, one type of organlzation,
has been studied primarily from a goal attalnment
perspective. Most of the effective schools research has been
dependent upon student performance on standardlzed

achievement tests (Bosker & Scheerens, 1989; Cuban, 1984;
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Murphy, Halllnger, & Mesa, 198S; Pltner, 1988a). Like other
effectlveness research based solely upon goal achlevement,
the school effectiveness research has been criticized as
overly narrow. Ginsberg (1988a) opines that such a narrow
approach to effectiveness In schools may be the major
obstacle to the determination of a ptan of actlion. Glickman
(1987) suggests that "effectlve" schools determined through
such a narrow deflnltion may not be "good" schools.

Related to the effectiveness research is the study of
leadershlp, as researchers and theorists attempt to
ascertaln the role of leadership in organizational
effectlveness. Whlie there 1s general acceptance of the ldea
that strong leadershlp is of primary Importance to most
organizatlons, there |s conslderable debate concernlng the
nature of such leadership (Bass, 1981).

As a consequence of the Inconcluslveness of the general
leadership research and the findlngs of effective schools
research of the Importance of strong Instructional leaders,
leadershlp studles In educatlon have narrowed from a focus
on general leadershlp orientatlons such as style,
declsion-making, and group leadership, to a focus on the
speclflcs of behavlors of school principals as instructional
leaders (Boyan, 1988), Research based on this narrowed focus
has led to a cautlous, but wldespread acceptance that there
are speclflc lnstructional leadership behavlors reiated to

school effectlveness. Analysis of the research llterature



Indicates that the functlons most noted are conslstent wlth
the conceptuallzation proposed by Halllnger and Murphy
(19855 that conslsts of 11 behavlioral functlons. However,
glnce such conceptuallzatlons have been formulated on the
baslis of a goal orlented approach to effectiveness, there |s
considerable skeptlclism in the fleld, accompanied by caveats
that such behaviors are inherently rational and bureaucratic
and may negatively impact upon other essential aspects of
the organization as defined by those adhering to the systems
resource or the process perspectlve. For example, Grifflths,
Stout, and Forsyth (1988) note that "many of those who study
modern successful organizatlions say that adminlstrators
should be qulte the opposite of the [instructlonal leader]”
(p. 287). They contend that behaviors that are consistent
with instructlional leadershlp are Indicative of the type of
leacershlp that, lncreasingly, organlzatlonal theorlsts and
researchers are suggesting meddle, over-manage, and get in
the way (Astuto & Clarke, 1986).

If we consider both perspectlves as holding valued
characteristics of effectliveness, It becomes Important that
efforts attemptling to bring about one are not negatlively
related to the other (Sergliovann! 1991). While there are
suggestiong in the literature that a “broad"
conceptuallzation such as proposed by Halllinger and Murphy
(1985 may be compatible wlth both schools of thought
(Firestone & Wilson, 1985; Hanson, 1991), little research

has been conducted to address this lssue. It Is in reference



to this ldentlfled need for research that thls study was
conducted.

The purpose of thls study was to determlne the nature
of the relatlonships among Instructional leadershig
behavlors derived through the goal attainment perspective
and speclflc school-level process characteristics that have
been ldentlfled as essentlal to an effective organizatlon,
[t was hoped that the findings of this research would
contribute to the development of a conceptualization of
Instructional leadership that !s consistent with both major
perspectives of organlzatlonal effectiveness. Add!tionatly,
the data were analyzed to identify modeis that best describe
the relationship among Instructional leadershlp behaviors
and selected school-level effectlveness characterlstics. It
was the Intent that the findlngs would provide guidellines
for future research and prove useful to practitloners In
providing guldellnes for practice, trainlng and professional
development of princlpals.

The flrst chapter In this study !s a review of
ll1terature which Includes a dlscussion of organizatlonal and
school effectlveness, instructlonal leadership, differing
perspectives of the relationship between lnstructionai
leadership ancd schooi effectlveness, the statement of the
problem, the research questlions and the hypotheses. The
second chapter Is the design of the study, the third chapter

18 the presentation of results and the development of



models, the fourth chapter is the discusslon of the results

and lmpllications for research and practlce. The flnal

chapter s the summary, concluslons, and recommendatlons for
further research.



REVIEW OF LITERATURE

In thls chapter, the background to thls study ls
presented and a ratlonale ls developed. The chapter begins
with a alscussion of the difficulties related to the study
of organtzational effectlveness as a consequence of
dlffering organizatlonal perspectives. This Is followed by a
review of the major findings of schoci effectlveness
research which hlghlights the importance of the school
princlpal as an instructional leader. Subsequent sectlons
relate speclfically to instructlonal leadership. Flrstiy, a
review of research ldentifying instructlonal leadership as
essentlal Is conducted. This Is followed by an analysis of
the problems of def!nltion that have contributed to
Inconslstencles {n the llterature. This analysis results in
the determination nf a generally supported conceptuallzation
of lInstructional leadershlp whlich ts accepted for thils
particular study. The chapter is concluded by a review of
dlffering perspectives of the relationship cf Instructional
leadershlip with school effectlveness, a summary of the need
for further research in the fleld, the statement of the

problem, the research questions, and the hypotheges.



Organlzatlonal Effectlveness

As a consequence of the central Importance of
organizations Ir our lives, considerable attentlon has been
given to the study of organizational effectiveness. Indeed,
Lewin and Minton (1986)> comment that organizatlional
effectlveness has been a subject of study for over a
century. In gplte of the emphasls that has been placed on
the construct of effectiveness, considerable amblgulty and
conceptual disarray surround it (Cameron and Whetten, 1983).
Mlles (1980) lllustrates the range of dlsagreement as he
cites deflnitlons from eight writers in the fleld. For
example, Eizlonl defines effectlveness as "the abllity of an
organlzatlon to achleve Its goals" (Miles, 1980, P.355),
while Yuchtman and Seashore deflne it as “the ablilty of the
organizatlon...to explolt Its environment In the acqulslitlon
of scarce and valued resources" (Miles, 1980, p. 355),

Such dlsagreement In the understanding of the construct
has caused some wrlters to advocate abandoning thls fieid of
study (Goodman, Atkln, & Schoorman, 1983; Hannan & Freeman,
1977>. However, others, llke Miles (1980), argue that the
varlety of definltions and differing criteria assocliated
with the term effectlveness Indicate the complexlty of the
concept, but knowledge of such complexity does not diminish

Its Importance In organlzatlonal studles.
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Cameron and Whetten (1983) contend that the construct
of organizational effectlveness s central to ail
organlzational theory, research, and practice, and thus
cannot be abandoned. They argue that It |s the varlety In
conceptuailzations of organlzatlons that has led to the
multlplicity of definltlons of effectiveness: "Organlizatlons
have been called networks of objects, rational entlities in
pursult of goals, coalitions of powerful constituencies,
ina vidual need-meetling cooperatives, meanlng-producing
systems, Informatlion processing units, open systems,
colleglums, garbage cans, language games, psychic prisons.
machlnes, soclal contracts, and so on" (Cameron & Whetten,
1983, p. 4). Since each conceptuallzation highlights a
dlfferent aspect of organizatlons, it becomes gquite evident
that In the absence of a universally accepted
conceptualizatlon of organizatlions there can be no universal
model of effectiveness. Goodman and Pennlngs (1977) concur
with this assessment that underlying the dlfferences In
deflnltlon of organizational effectiveness are the differing
views of organizations.

Mlles (1980) descrlbes flve vlews of organizations, and
discusses how thelr criterla for effectiveness dlffer
inherently., He states, "Each of the major schools of
management thought has had its own view of the nature of
organlzatlons, {ts own deflnltlon of organlzational

effectiveness, and its own preferred set of assessment



criteria" (p. 360). He notes that the sclentiflc-management
vlew |s one of a closed system In whlch workers are
relatlvely passive. The effectl!veness indlcator concentrates
on the throughput process. The human-relations school of
thought emphaslzes the human aspect of the organization, and
concentrates on lmproving work conditlons and work
satisfactlon as measures of effectlveness. The
gsoclo-technical school deflnes organlzatlonal effectlveness
In terms of optimlzation of both the technical and soclal
systems. Those adhering to the organjzatlonal-development
perspective concentrate on internal processes such as
employee self development and the Improvement of
Interpersonal and Intergroup |inkages as indlcators of
effectlveness. Flnally, those In the mlcroeconomlc schoo! of
thought attend to economic concerns, and Judge effectiveness
on cost-profit marglns.
Cameron and Whetten (1983) note the diverslty of models
of organizational effectlveness in the following summary:
The most wldely used models of effectiveness are the
goal model (Bluedorn, 1980; Price, 1972), the systems
resource model! (Seashore & Yuchtman, 1967), the
Internal processes or malntenance model (Bennls, 1966;
Nadler & Lushman, 1980); the strateglc constltuencles
model (Connolly, Conlon, & Deutsh, 1980; Keeley, 1978;
Pfeffer & Salanclk, 1978), and the legitimacy model

(Mlles & Cameron, 1982; Zammuto, 1982) (p. 7).
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Quinn and Rohrbough (1981) suggest that research by
Campbell (1977) supports the argument that effectlveness
criteria are contingent on the organizational perspective
purported. Campbell (1977) reviewed the llterature on
organtzations, and determlined that there were 30 criteria
used to deflne effectliveness. He concludes that no
deflnitlve definlition of organizatlonal effectiveness is
possible, and that “the meaningy of organizational
effectiveness is not a truth that is buried somewhere
walting to be discovered if only our concepts and data
collectlon methods were good enough® (p. 15). Slmilarly,
after anailysis of Campbell’s criteria listing, Mlles (1980)
formulates a similar conclusion that no organizatlion could,
or should, attempt to maximize all these criterla
simultaneously since contradictions are Inherent among them.
In a like manner, Cameron and Whetten (1983) conclude that
there cannot be one universal model of organizatlonal
effectlveness since the construct space !s too broad. They
suggest that It appears more appropriate "to concentrate on
measuring llmlted domalns of the construct. Thls requlires
making lInformed choices about what criterla to Include and
what aspect of the organizational effectlveness construct
Space to focus on.... Multiple Indicators of effectiveness
are essentlal® (p, 268). Measurement of effectlveness In
such a focused manner requires an understandlng that this is

Just one of several possibilitles and that a multiplicity of
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other vlewpolnts may be equaily legltimate under d!fferent
¢lreumstances and with different types of organlizatlons.

Scott (1977> summarizes his position on organ!zational
effectiveness by saying: “the search for universal crlteria
of organizational effectiveness would aprear to be In
diffleculty because the many parties associated with
organizations assess effectiveness by means of dlfferent and
potentlally confllcting criteria and because organlzatlonal
analysts employ assessment criterla generated by dlffering
and somewhat conflicting models" (p. 74). Scott recommends
that since effectiveness cannot be determined through an
oblJectlive process, and since It must be normatlive, and
related to particular features of organl!zatlons, cholces
must be defended wlth respect to const]tuency support or
oppositlon.

Both Miles (1980) and Steers (1976) attempt to simplify
the lssue of organlzatiocnal effectliveness. They suggest that
there are two major views of organlzatlonal effectiveness,
the goal-attainment mode! and the systems resource model.
They contend that the construct of effectlveness can be
better served through an integrated approach since both
models provide valuable, but only partial Inslghts intc the
questlion of effectlveness., Serglovann! (1991) suggests a
simllar approach to the study of school effect!veness as he
distinguishes between a goal attalnment approach and a

process approach. He suggests, like Mlles and Steers, that
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both perspectlves are essentlal to providing a more accurate
assessment of effectlveness.

Thls conceptualization of organizational effectiveness
(Mlles, 1980; Serglovann!, 1991; Steers, 1976) was accepted
for thls study. Both the goal attalnment model and the
process model present valued characteristics of
cffectiveness, and it is Important that efforts attemptlng
to bring about one are not negatively related to the other.
The llterature review of school effectlveness and
Instructional leadershlp that follows !s assessed on the
basls of thls accepted perspectlive of organizatlonal

effectiveness.

School Effectlveness

As wlth organlzatlonal effectiveness generally, a
primary dlifflculty wlth school effectlveness research has
been the measurement of effectlveness. The complexlty of
thls issue |s expllcated by Madaus, Alraslan, and Kellaghan
(1980> as they note that there are no well-developed
theories or modeis of schoollng to which the contemporary
researcher can turn, and "there is no general agreement on
what the purposes of schoollng should be; Indeed, such
agreement may not be possible in a plurallist democratic

soclety" (p. 18). Further, they state,
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It ls impossibie to enumerate all the possible outcomes
whlch schools can produce.... When a resgearcher sets
out to study a process as complicated as schooling, he
or she ls faced immediately wlth constralnts which
necesslitate simplifying the process In order to make
research possible. In practice, these constralnts
usually dictate the Investigation of a |imlted number
of Important characteristics and the omlsslion of others
which may aiso be relevant. Research studles can never
represent the richness and complexity of reallty, but
Instead must abstract or simplify It by selecting a
small number of variables for study (p. 15).
Essentlally, the effective schools research has been
dependent on the goal-attalnment model, uslng student
performance on standardized achlievement tests as the primary
measure of effectiveness. It Is argued that this overly
narrow perspective of effectlveness s the major weakness of
thls fleld of research (Bosker & Screerens, 1989; Cuban,
1984; Glickman, 1987: Murphy, Hallinger, & Mesa, 1985;
Pltner, 1988>. The current status of effective schools
research can be described accurately through several major
reviews that have been conducted.
Edmonds (1979) reviewed flve effect|ve schools studies
using the deflnltion that an effectlve school is "one In
whlch the chlldren of the poor are at least as well prepared

In basic school skills as the chlildren of the middle class*
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(p. 28>. The first of the studles he reviewed !s Weber’s
(1971) study of four effectlve inner-city schools in whiceh
characteristics of effectiveness ldentified were strong
ieadershlp, hlgh expectations, orderily environment, emphasis
on baslc skllls, regular mon!itorlng of student progress, and
pleasant climate. The other studies reviewed by Edmonds are
the New York State Office of Educatlon Performance Review of
1974; the Madden, Lawson, and Sweet ¢(1978) study of 21 pairs
of high and low achieving schools; and a study conducted by
Brookover and Lezotte (1977)., Whlle there were some
dlfferences In flndlngs, the characterlstlcs ildentlifled are,
remarkably and consistently, similar to those of Weber,
noted above.

Edmonds (1979) refers briefly to his own research. In a
study of 20 elementary schools whlch served predomlnantly
Poor and minority chlidren in fnner-city Detrolt, Edmonds
and hls colleagues, while controlllng for 11 soclal factors,
Identifled slgnificant differences In school effectiveness.
Using the analys!s of his own research data and the flndings
of the aforementioned research |lterature review, Edmonds
concludes that the distinguishing characterlstlcs of
effectlive schools are hlgh expectations for student
achievement, strong leadership, orderly atmosphere, heal thy
climate conduclive to learning, emphas!|s on basic skllls, and

frequent monltoring of student progress.
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Purkey and Smlth (1983) conducted an extens|ve crltlical
review of the school effectiveness ]lterature. The review
conslisted of various summations of the regsearch, outller
studles, case studles, program evaluatlions, and other
miscellaneous studies. While the authors caution that there
are weaknesses In the research, they note that the variety
of approaches to research, with differing weaknesses, ail
polnt to the characteristics of effectlve schools as being
high staff expectatlons and morale, a considerable degree of
control by the staff over Instructlonal and training
declsions In the gchool, clear leadership from the principal
or other instructional figure, clear goals for the school,
and a sense of order in the school.

Murphy, Halllinger, and Mesa (1985) conducted a revlew
of school effectlveness research and noted that "although
there are weaknesses with the school effectiveness
literature, there ls enough internal consistency and overlap
wlth the concluslons from other research fields
to...lmplement results where appilcable" (p, 622). They
argue that It has become qulte apparent that certaln maJjor
factors of effectiveness have become baslc assumptions in
the development of conceptual frameworks and In model
bullding. Thelr school effectiveness mode! Includes tightly
coupied curriculum, opportunlty to learn, direct
instruction, clear academlic focus and mission, Instructtonal

leadership, frequent monitoring of student progress,
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structured staff development, high expectatlions,
collaboratlve organizatlonal processes, student and staff
coheslon and support, opportunity for meaningful student
Involvement, widespread rewards and recognition, orderly
environment, and home-schocl cooperatlon and support.

Downer (1989 identifles nlne key school effectlveness
studles that appear to be representative of the perlod from
1971 to 1986. Each of these nlne studles was based on one of
three definitions of effectiveness related to elther student
achlevement oniy; student achievement, attendance rates,
dellnquency rates, general behavior and attltudes of
students; or student character development. On the basis of
a comprehensive |lterature review, with the assistance of
eleven experts who were collectively famlliar with the
factors of effective schools, 10 school effectlveness
characteristics were derived. Using these common factors,
Downer developed an instrument to measure school
effectiveness attitudes of primary constlituents ¢(those who
have a stake In the operatlons of a school: students,
parents, teachers, princlpals, and superintendents). These
constltuents ldentlfled seven characterlstics as essentilal
for an effective school: distinctlve school culture; clearly
artlculated goals, objectives, and mission: high student
expectations; decentrallized decision making and

collaboration; strong supportlve leadership; academic
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emphasls; posltlve supportive externa) relatlonshlps wlth
Board and Board office personnel.

Scheerens and Creemers (19895 and Lezotte (1989)
summarize the flndings of the effective schools research.
Lezotte (1989) reviewed the 20 year history of the effect]ve
schools movement in the Unjted States. He notes that while
Some more recent studles add additional factors, and others
attempt to muke the orlglnal factors more expllclt, the flve
characteristics described by Edmonds (1979) remaln the most
robust. Scheerens and Creemers (1989) conducted an extensive
review of the school effectiveness research from an
International perspective. They note that while muttilevel]
conceptual modelis of school effectiveness are belng
developed, and study flndings are Inconsistent, the
effectiveness characteristics that are most freguently
mentioned are those ldent!fled by Edmonds (1979). These are
strong educatlonal leadership, hlgh expectations for student
achlevement, orderly atmosphere, a safe orderiy climate,
emphasis on baslc skllls, and frequent evaluatlon of student
progress.

Slnce a majJor conciusion of the effective schools
research ls that successful schools have strong school
leaders who promote Instructlion, It is not surprlsing that
Instructional leadershlp has been emphastzed. Grlffliths
(1979) suggests that the specliflc focus on Instructional

leadershlp came about as a consequence of the soclal ferment
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of the 1960°s and the resulting effectlve schools research.
Simliarly, Culbertson (1988) remarks that during the same
decade, soclety demanded accountablllity in educat!ional
processes and called for improvements. Such demands resulted
In the movement from an emphasis on developlng a general
theory, to pollcy research deslagned to determine the primary
means to effective schools. In addition to specifically
ldentlfylng the school leader as essentlal, this field of
research ldentiflied speciflc characterlstics to be
emphasized, thus giving rlse to the concept of
“Instructional” leadership. In order to understand the shift
described by Culbertson, and to galn a perspectlve on the
impact of the effectlve schools research on the gstudy of
educatlional leadership, an overview of the hlistorical

development of leadershlp studies is provided.

The Hlstorlcal Development of Leadershlip Studles

The study of leadership ls a universal phenomenon. It
has been observed by anthropologlsts who have studled the
most primitive groups on earth, and discusslons of the
subject have been traced to the classical era through the
Chinese, Egyptlan, and Greek classlcs (Bass, 1981). Such
historlcal prominence, notwithstandlng, leadership is not
well understood. Burns (clted In Bass, 1981) avows that

"leadershlip ls one of the most cbserved and least understood
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Phenomena on earth" (p. 5). Bennls (1959) states,
“Ironlcally, probably more has peen wrltten and less known
about leadersh!ip than about any other topic in the
behavioral sclences" (p. 259), McCall (1983) laments, “"After
over forty vears of emplrical Investigation, leadership
remains an enligma” (p. 476>, McCall (1983) suggests that the
Inconsistencles and lnconcluslveness assoclated with
leadership are related to the lack of a clear deflnltion and
the dlffering theoretical approaches that have been
researched. The problem of definition is hlghlighted by
Lorsch (1983) as he refers to leadership literature as the
"Tower of Babel". He complains that each scholar has
developed his or her own language which forms the basls for
values, assumptions, and research. He contends that such
dlfferences hamper the progress toward potentially Important
theoretical results. Stogdlll, in his extenslve review of
leadership research, notes that, "there are almost as many
deflnitions of leadership as there are persons who have
attempted to define the concept" (Bass, 1981, p. 7).

In respect to the development of leadership theory,
Bennis (1959) points out that *we spot the wreckage of
‘tralt theory’, the ‘great man- theory, the “sltuationlst
critique’, leadershlp styles, functlional leadership, and
flnally, leaderless leadership; to say nothlng of
bureaucratlic leadership, charlsmatic leadershlp,

democratic-autocratic-lalssez-falre leadershlip,
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group-centered leadershlp, leadership by obJect!ive, and so
on" (p. 260), Obviously, the study of leadership has been
far from static. McCall (1983) states,

The search for lInvarlant truth--the-one-best-way

approach--may not hold answers, even when the model

Includes sltuational moderators.... Researchers are

stil]l a long way from an Integrated understanding of

leadershlip processes, and equally far from providing
organizatlional leaders wlith Integrated and valldated

models of leadershlp (pp. 477-478).

Such inconcluslveness has caused some researchers to
question the valldlty of contlnulng such broad ranged
leadership research. If leadershlp is Indeed situational as
Suggested by contingency theory (Sllver, 1983), it appears
potentlally more beneflclial to focus upon particular
organizatlions with thelr unlque situatlons, and attempt the
development of a middle range theory of leadership that ls
related to a particular type of organizatlon.

In thls context, at the beginning of the 1970’s,
Burlingame (1973) and Stogdill ¢1974) were critical of the
lack of research in the fleld of educatlonal leadership, and
suggested that research in education had not kept pace wlith
leadership studles In other flelds. More recently, but
consistent with these observatlons, Boyan (1988) suggests
that one problem with the study of adminlstratlve behavlor

In educatlon Is that there has been an overdependence on
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conceptual perspectives developed outside schools which
underestimate the unlque characteristics of educational
organizations. However, he notes that In the last 29 vyears
there has been a conceptual shift that has changed the
direction of leadership research In educatlion. For example,
In 1957, Halpin advocated focusing on decl!slon making and
group leadershlp, whereas, In contrast, In 1982, Bossert,
Dwyer, Rowan, and Lee narrowed thelr research to the
speclflcs of behaviors of school princlpals as Instructional
managers.

This movement by researchers to study school leadership
speciflcally has been noted by cther researchers as wel |
C(Al-Khallfa, 1986; Hail & Hord, 1987; Hoyle, 1986). Hoyle
(1986)> states that while In the 1960‘s there was a trer-~ to
reject the adjectlval view of management, and to argue for
management that was appllcable universally, educational
management is now generally recognlized as of a dlfferent
order. Al-Khallfa (1986) argues that tralnlng for management
should not be regarded as a matter of direct transfer from
one organlzatlon to the other. Concurring with Handy (clted
In Al-Khalifa, 1986), he contends that school leaders can
learn from experlences in lndustry, but that they would be
wise to be dlifferent. In llke manner, Hall and Hord ¢1987)
state that, "very little leadership research has been
conducted In the school settlng or been focused on school

leaders. To the extent that schools are ]lke other



organizatlons, thls deflclency does not matter, but to the
extent that they are different, It matters a great deal' (p.
28).

The lInconclusiveness and apparent lnadequacy of
prevalllng leadershlp research, and the general acceptance
that such rescarch had to be more organlzatlonally speclfic,
led educational researchers to focus directly on schools. As
these researchers attempted to respond to social! demands for
school lmprovement, and more effective schools, they
consistently ldentifled the school principal as peing
critlcal to school effectlveness. It Is the purpose of thic
next sectlon to review the literature related to the
development of this fleld of research which resulted in an
Increased emphasis placed upon the importance of the role of

the school princlipal as an instructional leader.

Instructlonal Leadershlp Effects

The issue of the effects of lnstructional leadership
upon school effectiveness has been a subject of conslderable
research (Leithwood, Begley, Couslns, 1990). Since the
1970°s, extenslve research on effectlve schools and related
flelds such as school Improvement, innovatlon, change,
Implementation, and instructional leadership has been
conducted. Because of the Interrelatedness of these fields

of research, instructlional leadershlp has been impacted by



tindlngs of the other flelds. Shoemaker and Fraser (19817,
having reviewed the effective schools studies conducted in
the 1970“s, comment that "although none of the studies set
out to study the role of the principal, most concluded that
princlpals were clearly Important In determining the
effectiveness of schools" (p. 178). Hall and Hord (1987
maintain that "clearly, the studies of princlpals, whether
In the leadership studies, the studies of effective
princlpais, or the studles of principals as change
facilitators, show that the principal Is conslidered to be a
prime factor In the process of change and school
improvement" (pp. 50-51).

Examples of research that have led to conclusions
emphasizing the importance of Instructionai leadershlp are
provided in Table 1. These research examples are llsted
according to the polmary fleld of study that was explored.
For example, from the fleid of effectlive schools research,
Gezl (1990)>, after having reviewed effective schools studles
conducted in Inner clity schools, concludes that al] these
studies ldentify the Iimportance of principal leadership |n
respect to instruction. In thelr research on school
improvement, Cox (1983) and Crandell (1983), In separate
reports on the Study of Dissemlination Efforts Supportling
School Improvement, emphasize that clear, direct leadership
from the principal and central offlce administration leads

to successful school improvement efforts. Research related



Table 1t

Frequently Clted Studles that Recoanlze the Importance
of Instructlonal Leadership of School Prlncipals

Fleld of Btfective School Change & Leadership
Research  Schools Isprovement Innovation
Study by Edmonds (1979) Cox & Crandell ¢1983) Berman & KcLauchiin (1976) Sweeney (1982)
Author  Serglovannl (1967) Lelthwood & Nontgomery (1986) Fullan (1985} Ogawa & Hart (1985}
and Year Cedja (1987) Louls & Miles (1990} Hali & Hord, 1987

Gezl (1990) Haliinger & McCary (1990) Heck, Larson, &

Marcoulldes (1990}



25

to school change has shown simllar support for the necesslty
of strong leadershlp. Berman and McLaughlin ¢1976), In
reviewlng and synthesizing findings of the first year of the
Rand change agent study, note that the active support of the
principal ls a signlficant factor In the success of
Instructional Innovation. The importance of instructlional
leadership becomes more expllicit as studies speciflic to the
area are examlned. Heck, Larsen, and Marcoulides (1990)
developed a theoretical mode! to determine a causal |ink
between instructlonal leadership and student ach!evement
using a modeling procedure based on linear structural
equations. The sample included all public elementary and
hlgh schools in Callfornia that had scored above or below
the average on standardized tests In reading or mathemat!cs
for three consecutlve years. The results Iindicate clearly a
direct causal relationship among the principals’ behaviors
directed toward establishing strong school climate and
Instructlonal organization, and the schools’ student
outcomes.

A revlew of doctoral dissertatlons that have studied
the relatlonship between student achlievement and
Instructlonal leadershlp as conceptuallzed by Haillnger and
Murphy (1985) Indicates general support that the
relationshlp ls positive (Dllworth, 1987; Grler, 1989;
Jones, 1987; Krug, 1986; Lelthner, 1990; 0/Day, 1984;

Orange, 1990; Parker, 1990; Reld, 1989; Ruzicska, 1989;
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Stroud, 1989; Zeanah, 1986). Eleven of these studles were
conducted In elementary schools. Nine of them found
slgniflcant positlve relationships among the instructional
leadership behaviors of principals and student achievement
on standard!zed tests. The single hlgh school study dld not
find a slgnlflicant relatlonship. This study was conducted In
British Columbla by Jones (1987). It usec achlevement of
Grade 12 students on a provinctal criterion-referenced
Engllsh examlnation as the measure of effectiveness. Whiie
primarily positive correlatlons were found, when control
factors were Inciuded In the analysls, the principal
Instructlonal leadership behavlors had no signlficant
Ilmpact. Jones suggests that the research model used was
Inadequate In that [t assumed a direct reiationship between
the princlpal behavlior and student achlevement which might
be applicable to the elementary level, but of questionable
valldlty at the hlgh schcol level. Such a concluslon ls
supported by other research at the high school level.

Blank (1987) studied the activitles of 32 urban high
school princlpals. The principals differed considerably In
the degree of lezdershlp shown, and generally, findings did
not support a direct relationshlp among principal behaviors
and student performance In mathematics, readlig or student
attendance. However, the princlpals’ Invoivement in decislion
maklng In curriculum Issues and in increasing academic time

contributed to improved mathematlics scores. Biank suggesgts
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that there were weaknesses ln the measures of student
performance, and affirms that the findlngs suggest that
principals may have more indirect Input tnrough the creatlion
of condltions conducive to Acod teaching and learning.

The flndings of a study by Courtney (1987) support
Biank’s speculation of Indirect effects. Courtney studied
the relatlionshlp between lnstructlonal leadership and
teacher stress using a sample of 267 elementary, mliddle, and
high school teachers from two school districts. Signiflcant
positive relationships were found between teacher stress
(lower stress levels) and speclflc Instructlonal leadership
functlions related to promoting a conduclve ciimate to
learning.

Hoy, Tarter, and Bllss (1990) reach a similar
concluslon ln a study relatlng to effectlve schools and
organizational health. While the behavior of the principal
was not found to be directly related to Instructlonal
effectiveness, the researchers note the complexity of the
links between administratlve behavior and student
achlevement, and further note that the findlngs support the
contention that the principal’s Infiuence Is indlrect
through the nurturing of a climate of academic achlievement,
strong academic press, and hlgh student expectat!ons.

In summary, research reports show a relatlon among
leadership behavlors and student outcomes, school cllmate,

innovatlion, change, and school lmprovement. However, even
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though the lmportance of instructlional leadership Is
supported by specific leadership research and a variety of
related fields, caution must be exercised in the
Interpretation of the findlngs. Murphy, Halllnger and Mesa
(1985> warn that the blending of research findlngs from
other flelds is not without probiems in that the perspectlive
of the researcher may influence conclusions, and the
weaknegsses of one fleld Is transferred to the other.

In a comprehensive review of the problems assoclated
with the study of instructional leadership, Murphy ¢1988)
ldentlfles methodoicglcal, measurement, and conceptual
weaknesses. In the area of methodology, the lack of
longitudinal research, and the iimited nature of research
design have prevented researchers from establishing causal
relationshlps among leadershlp behaviors and other school
outcomes. Also, the findings are not generallzable because
most studles have been conducted in urban elementary schools
In low Income communities. Halllnger and Murphy (1987)
suggest that there is, "growlng concern over the tendency to
generailze findlngs on princlpals gieaned from studles of
eiementary schools to thelr counterparts in Secondary
school" (p. 18). The conceptual problems referred to by
Murphy (1988) relate to the repeated fallure of researchers
to conslder the contextual aspects of leadership and the
complexlty of schools as formal organizatlions. Problems of

measurement relate to the lack of an adequate definition.
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Lelthwood, Begley, and Cousins (1990) conclude from
thelr review of the llterature on the princlipaiship that
further study is required in respect to effectlve practices
since present findings are based on studles limlted to urban
elementary schools. The growlng concern over the tendency to
apply flndings from elementary to secondary schools is
becoming lncreasingly recognized; however, research flndlngs
of studles attempting to determine differences have not been
conslstent ¢ Daresh & Llu, 1985; Farrar, Neufeld, & Mlles,
1983; Lee, 1987; Little & Bird, 1987).

Zlrkel and Greenwood (1987) recognlze the l|lmitat!ons
assoclated wlth Instructional leadership research and
suggest that the lack of a clear deflnltion causges
dlscrepanclies in the research findings. They note that
terminoliogy such as "lInstructional leadershlp" often becomes
mere Incantatlons that mask different perceptions of what
the particular concept really ls. They argue, therefore,
that a clear definltion must be establ!shed before broad,
prescriptlve conclusions can be pronounced.

Avlila (19905 and Glnsberg (1988b) concur with these
concerns as they contend that the lack of deflnitlon Is a
major constraint in the development of instructlonal
leadershlp. They argue that adequate tralning and staff
development programs cannot be developed untli the question

of deflnitlon iIs settled.
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The followlng section Is a review of the
Inconsistencles of definition that exist Iin the |iterature.
It concludes wlth the deflnltlon of Instructional leadership

that is employed In this study.

A Deflnlitlion of Instructlional Leadership

In splte of the support for the necessity of strong
leadership for effective schools, there are inconsistencies
and confllcting flndings (Zirkel & Greenwood, 1987). As
noted above, a prilmary source of these dlscrepancies is the
absence of a slngle clear definltion of lnstructional
leadership. It ls the purpose of this section to present the
dlffering conceptuallizations, and to defline clearly the
construct of instructional leadership as employed in this
study.

The llterature appears to support two general concepts
of Instructlonal leadership. For the purpose of
clarlflcation, these will be classified as “narrow" and
"broad" on the basls of scope. The "narrow" deflnition
focuses on Instructional leadership as a separate entlty
from administration (Murphy, 1988). In the “narrow” view,
Instructlonal leadership is defined as those actlons that
are directly related to teaching and learning--observable
behavlors such as classroom supervision. In the "broad"

vlew, lnstructlonal leadership entalls all leadership
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actlvities that lmpact upon student learning. Those who
subscribe to the "broad" view contend that routine
managerial behaviors contribute as much to Ilmproved teaching
and learning as direct instructional behaviors ¢ Donmoyer &
Wagstaff, 1990; Murphy, 1988).

Many researchers who subscribe to Edmonds’ (1979)
deflnition of an lnstructlional leader, appear to adhere to
the “narrow" perspective. From his studies on effectlve
schools, he determined that strong instructional leaders
spend a great deal of time In classrooms and regularly offer
suggestions to Improve teaching.

Firestone and Harriott (1982) accept the narrow
definltlon in a study whlch compares characteristlics of
effective elementary schools with those of secondary
schools. They conclude that Instructional leadershlp Is not
appropriate for high schools since they conform more to the
loogely coupled concept of organlizations due to subject
speclallzatlon. They argue that since instructlonal
leadership Is based on ‘“expert" power, It is not
approprlate In such a sgettling.

Adherling to a comparable deflnltlon, Glatthorn and
Newberg (1984> reach similar conclusions In support of a
posltlion against the importance of the princlipal as an
Instructlonal leader at the hlgh school level. They contend
that a team approach to school Ilmprovement, rather than

strengthening Instructional leadershlip ls more approprlate
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Iln the secondary sSchocl. They argue that secondary schools
are "loosely coupled", that the teachers are subJect matter
speclallsts, and that In such a settlng, principals cannot
be Instructlonal leaders. Instructlonal leaders glve
feedback about Instructlon, provide incentives for
implementlng programs, demonstrate a visible comm!tment to
the program, and monltor the progress of all students. The
principal, they maintaln, can serve a more useful role in
providling general management functlions.

Other researchers who have maintalned this “narrow®
deflnltlon of lnstructlonal leadershlip are those who equate
It with a narrow perspective of supervision. Bruss (198S)
presents a model of the principal and other school personnel
as instructlonal leaders trained In the clinical supervision
model of Madelelne Hunter. Smyth (1983) views superv!slon of
Instruction through a “reflective" cllinical supervislon
approach as the objective of lnstructicnal leadershlp. His
"narrow" view Is expllclt In hls statement that "it would
seem that the principal’s role as an instructlonal leader,
knowledgeable in pedagogy and classroom processes, !s very
much subservient to hls or her role as plant manager' (p.
55). Correspondingly, Balley and Wicks (1990) contend that
supervislon ls the vehicle that allows the princlpal to
practice Instructlonal leadership. They defline supervislion
as monltoring and analyzlng curriculum Implementatlion,

teacher effectiveness, and student learning outcomes.
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This "narrow" definition has been a basic assumptlon
underlyling lnstructlonal leadership studles that have
modeled the Mintzberg (1979) approach to the study of
management. These studles generally conclude that princlpals
are not actlvely lnvolved as instructional leaders, and that
they spend the greatest portion of time In management
actlvitles (Kmetz & Wlilower, 1982; Martin & W!llower,
1981>. From a revliew of a number of these Mintzberg type
studies, Murphy (1987> conciudes that, "most principals do
not act as instructlional leaders. Rather in most districts
and schools, curriculum and instructlon are managed by
default" (p. 2). As a result of such a distinctlon between
Instructional and management concerns, both practitloners
and researchers have questloned the viabillty of the concept
of Instructlonal leadership. It is in this respect that
Anderson and Pigford (1987) questlion whether princlipals have
adequate time to complete the necessary tasks required of an
Instructlional leader. To overcome this problem, they suggest
that principals who wish to be Instructlonal leaders must
delegate as many non-instructlonal responsibilitles as

possible and create an expectation that they will be In

teachers’ classrooms rather than In the offlice.

Proponents of the "broad" view Insist that
Instructlional leadership cannot take place In isolatlon from
other adminlstrative responsiblllities. Kroeze (1982), In

summarlizing his research findings, notes two kinds of
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Instructlional actlvitles In whlch Instructlonal leaders are
Invoived: direct activities such as visiting classrooms, and
Indlrect activitles such as setting schedules. Similarly, De
Bevolse (1984) broadly Interprets the concept of
Instructional leadershlp as all those actlons of the
princlpal, or those delegated by the principal to promote
student learning. The actlons focus on settling school-wide
goals, deflning school purpose, providing needed resources,
supervising and evaluating teachers, conducting staff
development programs, and creating collegial retationships
within the school.
After completing an ethnographlc study of 12 elementary
and Junlor hlgh school princlipals , Dwyer (1986¢c) asserts,
Much of the confusion over the principals’ role...
stems from overly narrow conceptlons of instructlonal
leadershlp that allow only for the examlnation of
behavlors formally and directly assoclated with
Instructlon.... We envision the Instructional process
as lnvolving much more than didactic Interactions
between teacher and student.... Instructional processes
are affected directly and Indlrectly by the soclal and
organlizatlonal features of the school...[which is] in
turn affected by [ts larger context" (p. 67).
In llke manner, following an extensive analysis of time
spent by princlpals, Smlth and Andrews ¢1989) conclude that

"It is a false dichotomy to draw the distinction between
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belng a strong bulldlng manager and a strong Instructional
leader" (p. 373.

Further support for the clalm that an lnappropriate
distinction has been made between the manager and the
Instructlional leader |s provided by Bartell (1990). She
conducted a study of high school princlpals that had been
previously chosen as "outstanding principals of the year* by
thelr state chapters of the Natlonal Assoclation of
Secondary School Principals. The purpose of this study was
to determine how selected effective princlpals perceived
thelr roles as Instructional leaders in their schools. She
cautlions that ln most studies instructional leadership is
deflned as those actions that are directly connected to
teachling and learnling, and that other tasks not directly
related to Instruction are labelled as admlnistrative or
management. Her findings support the conclusion that such a
“narrow" perspective Is a simpilistic approach whlch denles a
more hollstic understanding of the role of princlpals as
they react to situatlonal contingencies.

In his study of urban high school princlpals, Blank
(1987 conducted interviews with teachers and principals in
a national sample of urban comprehensive schools. He found
that leadershlp In successful schools was not differentlated
between management and Instructlon, but that 1t was
multldimensional, In that princlpals placed emphas!s on

differlng categories of behaviors. He malntalns that the
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research of the 1980°s has crosscut the distinctlon between
ecucatlor and administrator.

Pitner and Hocevar (1987) appliled confirmatory factor
analysis to a multidimensional model developed by Yukl
(19427 that icentified 14 leadership behaviors. The results
ot their research conflrm the usefulness of such a model in
assessing Instructional leadershlp. .imilarly, Heck, Larson,
and Marcoulldes (1990), Investigating the valldity of an
Instructional ieadership model based on the “broad"
perspective, conclude that many important Instructional
teagership variables that influence student achievement are
not related to in-class activitlies such as clinical
supervision.

Support for this "broad" perspective has appeared in
the iiterature throughout the last decade. At the
commencement of the decade, Alfonso, Firth, and Neville
(19812, while paraphrasing Talcott Parsons, affirm the
significance of a broad appllcatlon of leadership: "The
efforts of the organization in working toward its goals
cannot continue unless the ongoing demands of maintaining
ine organization are aiso satisfied" (p. 61). Serglovanni
and Starratt (1983) state that "realism requlres that the
(instructional leader) not lgnore the organizational context
of schools® (p. 44). Toward the end of the decade, Bossert
(1988> supports the broad interpretation of Instructional

leadership as he contends that "a single decision at one
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organizatiocnal level! can have a large effect on student
learning" (p. 350).

Murphy (1988> contends that the "narrow" definition
underestimates the instructional leadership activities
performed by school! admlnistratlon and lgnores valuable
aspects of the Instructional iteader’s role. He states that
“a few rather wldely applicable policy Initlatives or hlghly
visible facilltatlive actlons may be much more Indicatlve of
Instructional leadership than a plethora of more concrete
and directly observable behaviors" (p. 123).

It i1s apparent that current research In the field of
Instructional leadership Is not 1lmlted by a "narrow" or
slr.'"stlc approach which deflnes instructional |eaders as
princlipals who spend a slgnlflcant proportlon of thelr tlme
In classrooms. There is a general recognitlon that
Instructional leadership is interrelated with other
organizatlional complexities that determine school
effectiveness withln the context of an open systems
approach. In this study, the "broad" deflnltion of
Instructional leadershlp |/s accepted. From that perspective,
a general deflnltlon is, “those actions that a principal
takes, or delegates to others to promote growth In student
learning" (De Bevoise, 1984, p. 15). Within the context of
such a "broad" definltlon, there is considerable consensus
In the llterature regarding the specific Instructional

leadershlp behaviors of princlpals.
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Instructional Leadership Behaviors

While the absence of a consistent definltlon has caused
Inconslstencles In research findings, researchers who adhere
to the "broad" definlitlon of instructional leadership and to
the goal-attalnment model of school effectiveness have
reached general agreement in respect to those behaviors that
are common to effectlve Instructional leaders. For example,
De Bevolse (1984> concludes from a review of the research on
the princlpal as Instructlional leader that there Is
agreement about what the functlons of Instructional
leadership are. She notes that "researchers’ lists, all
Include communicating a vision of the school’s purposes and
standards, monltoring student and teacher performance,
recognlzing and rewardlng good work, and providing effectlve
staff development programs" (p, 20).

After extenslve review of the lliterature reiatlng to
Instructlional leadershlip, it was determined that 12 major
research studlies or reviews conducted since 1980 accurately
portray the behavliors of instructional leaders. A listing of
the instructlonal behaviors ldentifled by each study can be
seen in Table 2. Of the lists ldentlifled ln Table 2, the
list provided by Hallinger and Murphy (1985) contains
behavlors simllar to the others more conglstently than any
other. The behavior categorles that are noted, but not

included in the Hallinger and Murphy listing, generally, are
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Table 2

Instructional Leadersh!p Behaviors for
Effective Schools--A synthesls of Research Flndlngs
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general heading of “a climate conducive to learning®.
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not supported wlth any consistency by others. Responding to
Community Expectations (Bartell, 1990) Is unique to the
Bartell llst. Slmllariy, Substituting for Staff Members
(Dwyer, 1986), Knowledgeable In Instructlonal Matters
(Nlece, 1989) and Developing Good Working Relatlionshlps
(Lelthwood, Begley, & Cousins) are noted in only one study.
Model Ing (Dwyer, 1986a; Lelthwood, Begley, & Cousins, 1990),
and Staffing (Bartell, 1990; Dwyer, 1986) are ldentified by
two studles. Only one function, Consults Effectively with
Others (Bartell, 1990; Persell & Cookson, 1982; Smith &
Andrews, 1989), ls ldentlfled In three studies. Acceptling
Responslibllity for Student Behavior (Bartell, 1990; Larsen,
1987; Leithwood, Begley, & Cousins, 1990; Persell & Cookson,
1982) is ldentlfled in four lists. Flnally, Marshalllng and
Allocating Resources (Dwyer, 1986a; Larsen, 1987; Lelthwood,
Begley, & Couslns, 1990; Persell 8 Cookson, 1982; Smith &
Andrews, 1989) ig identifled by flve researchers other than
Halllnger and Murphy <1985).

In regpect to the category of Accepting Responsibliity
for Student Behavior, only one of the four lists that
Include 1t as an Instructional leadership functlon 1s an
origlnal study. However, In the Leithwood, Begley, and
Couslin (1990) revlew this category was ldentifled In at
least three studles. While It Is not explicltly noted 1n tre
Halllnger and Murphy conceptuallzatlon, it IS not entirely

ignored. Promoting a Posltlve School Climate Is a major
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category ln the conceptualizatlion. Thls category refers to
“norms and attltudes of staff and students that Influence
learning in the school" (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985, p. 222).
Halllnger and Murphy (1985) contend that the principal can
Influence student and teacher attitudes through a reward
structure that relnforces productive effort, through the
development of high expectations that are cleariy
communlcated and embody what the school expects from
Students, and through the protection of Instructional time
by the Implementation of policies that 1lmit Interruptlons
of classroom tilme. With the inclusion of such functlons, it
la apparent that control of student behavior as noted In the
Hallinger and Murphy model is more normative, rather than
coercive or remunerative (Etzlonl, 1975). It Is therefore,
implicit through the manlpulatlon of gymbol l¢ rewards,
rather than stated explicitly as a necessary leadership
behavior.

As noted above, Marshalling and Allocating Resources |s
Identlfled by five researchers other than Hallinger and
Murphy. Of the flve lists, only two were orlginal studies.
In the revlew conducted by Leithwood, Begley, and Cousins
(1990), this functlion was found to be Identlfled In only two
of the 64 studies, conducted between 1974 and 1988, that
were found to deal with effect!ve princlipal practices. While

it may be an lmportant function for the princlpal, 1t has
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not been supported by research to be an essential
Instructlonal leadership behavior.

The Halllinger and Murphy (1985) list Is comprised of the
components of a conceptual framework of Instructlonal
leadership that consists of three broad categories of
behaviors--defines the mlssion, manages instructional
program, and promotes school cllmate (Halllnger & Murphy,
1985, 1987; Halllnger, Murphy, Weil, Mesa, & Mltman, 1983;
Murphy & Hallinger, 1985, 1986). These broad categorles are
subdlvided into more narrowly defined behaviors as follows:
framlng school goals, communicating school goals,
supervising and evaluating Instruction, coordinating
currlculum, monitoring student progress, protecting
instructional time, promoting professional development,
malntaining high vislbility, providing incentlves for
teachers, enforclng academic standards, and providing
Incentlives for students. Considering that this llst forms
the basls of a conceptual model, and that Its categorles are
concurrent with others more consistently than any other
noted, [t was accepted in this study to provide an
operaticnal deflnition of Instructiona! leadership.

Since the analysls of the lists In Table 2 form the
basls of the accepted definition of instructional leadership
for this study, a brief discussion of each 1ist follows.
Each ilst was developed from elther a revliew and synthesls

of the lliterature, original research, or a combinatlion of
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these In the development of Instrumentation to measure
Instructlonal leadershlp. To faclilltate the discussion of
the lists, they have been arranged in Table 2 according to
the method or purpose of development and are presented In
that order below. The first three llsts, discussed, arise
from instrument development. This Is followed by five
origlnal studles, then four 1iterature revlews.

Halllnger and Murphy (1985) developed thelr |lst
through extensive review of research on educational
leadership and school effectiveness. From this review, they
developed a list of general functions, but found a |ack of
speciflc behavliors and practices that could be tested. In an
attempt to operatlonallze thelr llsting, they avalled of
both research revlews and origlnal research. Thelr own
research was conducted In one school district with 10
elementary schools. Expert oplnlon of a superlintendent, a
staff assistant, and several princlpals was sought In the
development of the list of speclfic behavliors. The resultlng
l1st of behavliors was admlnistered to prlinclpals and
teachers 1n 10 elementary schools, and three supervisors
from district office. Also, school documents were revjewed
to determine construct valldity. The llterature rev)ewed In
the development of thls list was 1imited In cenerallzablillity
slnce a majorlty of the studles were limited to elementary
schoois serving poor ch!ldren In urban settings, and most

often, effectlveness was determined through student
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achlevement on tests of baslc skllls In reading and
mathematlcs. While the literature review conducted by
Halllnger and Murphy was not dellberately restrlcted to
these llmlitations, they are inherent to the effective
schools research that has been conducted (Murphy, 1988).
The Larsen <(1987) 1ist forms the basis of an Instrument
developed to assess the instructlonal leadershlp behaviors
of princlipals as perceived by princlpals and thelr teachers.
The behavlors were Included In the questlonnalre on the
basls of an extenslve lliterature review. The orlginal Iist
contained all behaviors noted as Important by two or more
writers. This orlglnal 1lst was sent to nine experts who
were selected on the basis of criteria such as their
publications In the fleld of instructional leadership, an
advanced degree, and responglbitlty for Instructicnal
leadership in thelr current poslition. The revised list
arlslng from that process conslsted of 29 essentlal
behaviors that could be categorlzed Into slx functions.
Field testing of the Instrument was conducted In selected
elementary schools. The effectiveness of the schools was
measured by standardized achlevement tests in mathematlcs
and readlng. On the basis of data recelved from
questlonnalres completed by 89 principals and 421 teachers,
behaviors representing these six functlons were found to be
slgnlflicant In distinguishing less effective schools from

more effectlve schools. Furthermore, these distinctlons
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remained slgnlflcant Irrespectlve of the sex of the
princlpal or years of experlence. Similar to the Murphy and
Halllnger (1985 list, this llst Is subject to the
limltations of the effectlve schools research, noted above.

In an attempt to develop lnstrumentation related to
Instructional leadership, Krug (1990) and Krug, Ahadl, and
Scott (1990) followed a similar pattern to those noted
above. The prellminary Instrument, resulting from a review
of the literature, contalned 76 ltems related to speclific
behaviors. Thls instrument was piloted wlth a random sample
of 600 principals of differing school types and sizes. The
principais varied in respect to gender, age, ethnlclity, and
experlence. Results demonstrated that principals who had
previously recelved awards for Instructional leadershlp
scored significantly higher on the speclflc behavior
categories In the developed ilst. Through factor and cluster
analysls of the data gathered from 242 principals, the
researchers determined that the Instructional leadership
behaviors could be placed Into five categorles.

The simllaritlies of the leadershlp behaviors lncluded
In these three lInstruments is supportive of the content
vallidity of each instrument; however, the development of
each Instrument was dependent upon revliews of the same
research base related to effectlve schools and Instructional

leadership. Therefore, all three llsts are subject to the
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weaknesses and limltatlons of the research on which they are
based (Murphy, 1988).

The flve orlginal studles included in Table 2 are
representative of the research compieted in the fleld that
have attempted to ldentlfy typlcal behaviors or functlons of
Instructlonal leaders. Additlonally, these studles repregent
attempts to overcome some of the aforementioned limitatliors
of restricted school type and school iocatlon.

Rutherford (1985) reports on a flve-year study of
elementary and secondary princlpals., The sample was taken
from schools across the United States and !ncluded rural,
urkan, large, and small schools. Data were collected from
interviews with principals, teachers, and selected central
office personnel, as well as from observatlons of
princlpals. While the criteria of effectliveness is not
clearly stated, the research to which Rutherford refers ls
related to school change (Hall, Hord, Rutherford, & Hullng,
1984>. Effectiveness of the leader appears to be related to
the abllity and willingness of the school to change. Withtin
the context of his deflnltion of leader effectiveness,
Rutherford states that the findings show clearily that
effective princlpals differ from less-effective ones In flve
general behavior categorles.

Dwyer (1986a, 1986b, 1986¢c), as part of a three year
study, conducted a year long ethnographlc study of 12

successful elementary and junior hlgh schools. The
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procedures Inciuded Interviews wlth the principals,
princlpal shadowing followed by reflective Interviews,
general observatlions of school actlivities, classroom
observations and reflectlve interviews with teachers,
structured Interviews with teachers, student lnterviews, and
an instrument gulded analysis of Instructlonal organization
within the school. The schools that were studled were
labeled as successful on the basls of nominations by
district personnel. These schools were reputed to have
achlievement scores that were stable or had risen over
succegsive years. The sample Included a range of urban,
suburban, and rural districts. The principals, teachers and
students varled In gender, ethnicity, and age. While Dwyer
notes that there was no single Image for a successful
Instructional leader, he identifies nine leadership
commonallitles that were apparent. These are llisted In Table
2. While some of the typlcal limitatlions of earlier
effectlve schools research were overcome, high schools were
not lncluded, and school effectlveness was still measured by
student achlevement scores. There was no attempt to
determine if these leadership behaviors also were exhibited
by principals In less effectlve schools.

The list generated by Niece (1989) was the result of a
study of the Instructional leadership behaviors of secondary
school principals. To develop his |lst of Instructlonal

leadership functions, he visited four high schools that had
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been awarded special recognition by the United States
Department of Educatlion. To Increase the sampie size,
principals In these four schools were asked to nominate four
other principals who they percelved as effective
Instructlonal leaders. From classroom observations,
conferences wlth school personnel, and Interviews with the
princlipals, a list of essential f.nections was deveioped.
This list was analyzed in a conference format with the
participation of the particular principals, the
investigator, and outside auditors. Information gathered
through a revlew of effectlve schools and instructional
leadershlp research was used as reference In these
conferences. A second major source of data came from 15
nationwide Instructional leadership authoritles selected on
the basis of thelr extensive research in the field. Flve
categorles of behaviors emerged from the authorities. These
categorles have a correlatlon of .70 with the l1st generated
through the school studies. A strength of this study Is that
1t focused on hlgh schools that generally have been
neglected In this fleld. However, the method of school
selectlon 1s suspect, In that the criteria for the award of
special recognition Is not made explicit. Also, since other
studles Indicate that princlpals are generally Isolated from
one another (Blumberg & Greenfield, 1980), their ablility to
nominate other princlpals as effective leaders is

questionable. Since 50 percent of thelr sample was based on
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such nominations, reliablllity of the findings are a concern.
Also, the use of the llterature revlews In the post
conferences with principals may have Influenced the process,
and therefore, the comparison of the separately generated
llsts appears tautological. This provides reasonable grounds
to question Nlece’s contentlon that the valldlty of his llst
Is strengthened as a result of the hlgh correlation between
the separately generated ilsts.

Smlth and Andrews (1989) compiled a ]ist of
Instructional leadership behaviors that were found to be
consistently performed by principals that had been nominated
as Instructlional leaders by other principals and
superintendents. The criteria for nomlnatlon were that they
were principals of schools which showed student galns In
achievement {n standardized mathematlcs and reading tests.
The list was complled on the basls of several studles that
were elther qualltative or quantitat]ve in approach. Data
were collected on approximately 1200 princlipals of
elementary, middie, and high schools. School sizes ranged
from 2600 to 125. Whlle there were differences in the degree
to which certaln behavliors were performed In the varlous
settings, all principals, Identlfled as !nstructlonal
leaders, exhlblted certaln behavlors more frequently than
average princlpals. Speclifically, Smith and Andrews (1989
ldentifled 10 behaviors that they Ilst in four categorleg:

resource provlider, !nstructlional resource, communicator, and
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visiple presence. Since the basls for the ldentlflication of
instructlonal leaders was student galn scores in achlevement
In reading and mathematlics, these studies are Iimjted by a
narrow perspective of effectiveness.

Barteil (1990) conducted quantltative research uslng
principals that were nominees for the Natlonal Assoclation
of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) "Principal of the
Year" awards. The 64 secondary principals selected for the
Study were asked to complete a questionnaire and to subm! t
to a telephone interview. Ten of these principals were
subjected to follow-up, In-depth Interviews. The lntent of
the study was to determine how this select group of
Principals perceived thelr roles as instructlional leaders.
From thls study, Bartell compiled a list of 12 areas of
responsibllities that princlpals feit were required for
Instructional leaders. A prlmary weakness of thls research
Is that It assesses what princlpals perceive to be their
role as instructlonal leaders. There is no attempt to
determlne |f they perform these behaviors or |f they are
percelved by others to perform them. These leadership
behaviors may be a result of what these princlpals percelve
to be polltically correct rhetoric In view of the current
literature, rather than a result of their actual practice.

The four reviews of |lterature noted In Table 2 Include
studles that span two decades, from the beglnnlng of the

instructional leadership studles in the early 1970s. Cotton
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and Savard (1980)> (cited In Hall & Hord, 1987) reviewed 27
documents related to lnstructional leadershlip. They Jjudged
only seven (six elementary and one high school) to be bnoth
relevant and valid investigations. From this review, they
conclude that effective instructlional i1eadershlp behavliors
can be classifled Into the six categories that have
slgniflcant Influence on student achlevement.

Persell! and Cookson (1982) reviewed more than 75
regsearch studlies and reports to determlne why some
princlpals were more effective than others. They lden*lfy
nine recurrent behaviors of those principals that are most
effectlve. Even though this study refers to lnstructional
leadershlp as on2 of the specific behavior categorles, the
entire list ls a;plicable to Instructional ieadershlp from a
broad perspective. As can be observed from Table 2, the
behaviors noted are compatible with other lilstings. Only two
categorlies, consulting effectlively with others and
marshalling resources, are outside of the modJel proposed by
Halllinger and Murphy. Since no rcference is made of
restricting the review In respect to school type or slze, or
to the gender of the principal, IiL Is assumed that the
studles revlewed were varled In these respects. However, as
noted by (Murphy, 1988), it '8 recognlzed that much of the
research in the fleld of effective schools and instructlional
leadership has been focused primarlly at the etementary

level In urban settings where effectliveness has been deflned



In terms of student achlevement on standardlzed tests. The
generalizabllity of a list generated from such research is
limlted.

De Bevolse (1984) reviewed research on lnstructional
leadershlp beginning wlth research that had been conducted
In the 19608. She notes that the early work concentrated on
demographlc characteristics of principals, such as race,
sex, age, formal educatlon, and years of teaching
experlence. She concludes that these yielaed little valuable
Information about the Instructional leadership process.
Later regearch, she nc*_.s, examlned the principal as a
person In terms of leadership style and capaclty for
personal Interaction. The studies on which she focused dealt
with both elementary and secondary schools, and !{ncluded
male and female principals. Consistently, the flndings of
these studles Indicate that effective principals have a
clear sense of misslon, test the limlts !n providlng needed
resources, are committed to high standards, use a
particlpatory style, and are not content to malntaln the
status quo. However, De Bevoise notes that these studies did
not establlsh that the tralts were exclusive to effective
leaders. Flnailly, De Bevolse reviewed studies that attempted
to determine common leadership functions that must be
satlsfled If the school is to be effective. While these
studles dld not agree who should perform the functlons,

there was general agreement about what those functijons are,
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It is these functlions that are !lsted In Table 2. De Bevolse
cautlons that such a llst Includes functlons that are ideal;
they do not reflect what most principals do or feel that
they can do; and moreover, In the studles that she revlewed,
they were not correlated with any criterion reflecting the
outcomes of schooling, such as student achlevement,
absenteelsm, staff morale, or sosrganlizational climate.

Lelthwood, Begley, and Cousins (1990) conducted a
review of research related to the principalshlp between 1974
and 1988. The intent of this review was to determlne which
areas were well supported by relatlively solld research, and
those areas that needed further investlgatlion. Thls review
Included analysis of the results of three selected reviews
of llterature concerned with research reported between 1974
and 1984, and analysis of 60 original studles reported from
1985 to 1988. The three reviews incorporated 75 published
studles from a number of countries. The orliglnal studles
reviewed were taken from a list of more than 1100 titles.
The 60 studles were chosen for analysis |f they met two
criterla. In order to be selected the study had to be based
on systematically collected emplirical evidence and lnclude
sufficient detall related to the research methods used. From
analysls of the studles related to the determinatlon of
effectlve behaviors of school principals, Lelthwood, Begley,
and Couglns ldentlifled 22 strategles. Ten of these

strategles were identifled In just one study, and dlsmlssed
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for lack of support. Those strategles ldentified 1n more
than one study were |isted and compose the 1lst reported in
Table 2. While this llst Is based on studies that differ in
deslign, lInstrumentatlon, and sample slize, and vary in
respect to school type, slze, and locatlion, the authors
cautlon that much of the data have been generated from
research Iln urban elementary school. Generallzabliity to
other contexts Is |imlted,

While such listing of gspeclfic behaviors can serve as a
useful framework for a general model of leadership, the
weaknesses and limltatlons of the research on whlch such
lists are based require cautlous acceptance. Lelthwood,
Begley, and Cousins (1990) state, "Further studies of
effective practlces in dlverse contexts are essential If
results are to be used wlth confidence as guides to practlce
In a broad array of settlngs" (p. 17). Since much of the
research on effective schools and Instructional leadership
|s dependent upon student achlevement as a measure of
effectiveness, a critical question is whether all of the
behavlor categories are positively related to school
characterlstics that are vlewed from other perspectives as
essential to school effectiveness. It is in respect to those
who adhere to the systems resource perspectlive to school
effectlveness, in addition to those that malntain a "narrow"
deflnltlion of Instructlional leadership, that many of the

questions arise regarding the appropriateness of such



categorles of effective leader behavlors. These differlng
and conflilcting perspectlves of school effectlveness and

instructional leadership are the subject of discusslon In

the next section.

Differing Perspectives on Instructlonal Leadership

There 13 considerable sSupport for the exlstence of the
construct of Instructlonal leadershlp, and some convergence
on the characterl!stics that deflne 1t operationally:
however, there are skeptics who contend that instructional
leadershlp behaviors, as determined through the goal
attalnment perspectlve of the effectlve schools research,
may negatlvely Impact on school effectiveness (Navarro,
Berkey, Minnick (1986). Dea] (1987a) laments that schoo!
effectlveness research emphaslzes the ratlonal aspects of
the schoc! and stresses productlvity. He argues that such an
approach lgnores the human, political, and cultural aspects
of schools that must be attended to by the leader if success
Is to be assured. Simlilarly, Burllngame ¢1987) argues that
Instructional leadership that has been conceptuallzed
through the effectlve schools research, requires doclle
fol lowers who accept the rationallty of the princlpal and
convert easliy to goal:s establlished at the top of the
hierarchy. Gllckman (1991) contends that such an approach js

not effective, and that “the Princlpal of a successful
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gchool Is not the Instructional leader but the coordinator
of teachers as Instructlonal leaders" (p. 7). He argues that
the principal must be the educational leader who acts as a
faciiitator of empowered teachers. Fullan (1992) concurs
with Glickman as he states that the development of a vislon
by a charlsmatlc leader !s inhibliting In that !t restricts
conslderatlon of alternatives and suppresses the voices of
teachers. He states that the Instructional leader “must be
responsible for maklng vislon-bulldlng a collectlve
exercise" (p. 20). While Serglovannl (1991) lauds the role
of the school princlpal, he concurs with the above
arguments, and poslits that Instructlional leadership !s not
appropriate In circumstances in which teachers are
committed, well tralned and competent. He states, " The
development of generic lists of correlates or indicators
that are subsequently applled unlformly to schools pcse
serlous questlons about the proper use of research and can
result in negative, unanticipated consequences for teaching
and learnlng" <p. 91). Further, he posits that “the more
leadership 13 emphasized, the less llkely It ls that
professionallsm wlli develop" (Serglovannl, 1992, p. 42),

Poplin (1992) argues that as a result of new
Instructlonal approaches, adminlstrators are “called on to
shed the role of the Instructlional leader and define new
roles more ]lke those of entrepreneurs" (p. 10). She

contends that the lnstructional leadership model looks at
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the growth of students, and works to the detrliment of
teachers.

In llke manner, Barth (1986) condemns what he calls
"llst logle" of instructional leadership researchers as he
suggests that they are a suffocating description of a
principal’s job, and that they 1imit creativity and
tnnovation. He recommends that the primary focus for school
Improvement must be on improving the interact!lons among
teachers and princlpals. He declares, "I have found no
characteristic of a good school more pervaslive than a
healthy teacher-principat relationship--and no
characteristic of a troubled school more common than a
troubled, embattled adm!nistratocr-teacher relationship" (p.
19>,

Grlffiths, Stout, and Forsyth (1988) contend that “many
of those who study modern successful organizatlions say that
administrators shculd be quite the opposite of the
[instructional leaderl" (p. 287). This argument |s
consistent with that of Astuto and Clarke (1986) who
maintaln that, lncreasingly, organlzatlonal theorlsts and
researchers are accumulating evidence that suggest "managers
meddle, over-manage, and get In the way" (p.66). They
contend that effective organizations cannot be managed with
a heavy hand. Effective schoois requlre facllitatlve

managerlal actlons which demonstrate trust In teachers to be
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productlve and show confidence ln teachers’ technlcal
expertise.

Slater and Dolig (1988) contend that Instructional
leadershlp implles one person, face-to-face contact, and
overiocks remote effects. They argue that the leader must be
more concerned with creating an atmosphere where teachers
are encouraged to pursue new ldeas and create new options.
Clearly, they are sugg _ting that lInstructlional leadership
behaviors are incompatible with such directions.

Simllar conclusions can be deduced from flndings of a
study conducted by DeCot!ls and Summers (1987). They
determined that closeness of supervislion exercised by the
leader was found to be negatively related to organizatlonal
comml tment of the workers, a factor positively related to
morale, motivatlon, satisfaction, and productivity.

Street and Llicata (1989) refer to a well documented
dllemma between bureaucratic control and teachers’ sense of
professional autonomy (feellngs of Independence in making
Instructlional decisliong within the classroom). They
conducted a quantltative study of 1761 teachers in 62
schools in rural and smal) towns !n three Louislana
dlstricts to determine the effects of teachers’ perceptions
of instructlonal leadership expertise (instructional
supervislion? upon teacher feelings of avtonomy, and a
posltive school climate. The findings lend support to the

idea that supervisory expertise may be related to overcoming
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the concerns of bureaucratizatlion. The concerns noted In
thls study, however, hlghllght the potentlal that behaviors
purported as necessary for effectliveness in respect tc one
criterlon may have a negative relatlonship with other
agspects.

Others contend that contextual factors may substlitute
for leadershlp, thus questioning the necesslity of
emphaslzing speclflc behaviors that should be performed by
an Instructional leader (Kerr, 1977; Pltner, 1986). Pltner,
Oregon, and Charters (1988) investlgated the relatlonshlp
among elementary principal leadership behaviors and teacher
comm!tment toc determine if specifliec non leader saurces of
influence meciule or lessen the impocrtance of leadership.
Questlonnalres were sent to 57 schools in 13 districts.
Returns were recelved from 47 schools, a response rate of
onty 41 percent which weakened the study. The findlngs
suggest that leadership (both task and conslderatlion
orlented) was slgnificantly related to commltment
lrrespective of other contextual factors. The only
contextual factor found to signiflcantly Infiuence this
relatlonshlp was teacher professionallsm. As with concerns
noted by Street and Llcata (1989), the flndings do not
relate negatively to the concept of Instructional
leadership, but the study Is Indicatlve of serlous questlions

that are posed In reference to It,
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These above noted caveats highllght the general concern
of whether specific instructional leadershlip behaviors are
consistent wlth present organizational theory. Griffiths
(1988), In a review of administrative theory, maintains that
present adminlstrative practices can be placed on a
contlnuum from traditlonal to emergent ., He suggests that the
emergent leadershlip practlces which are the most effective
for modern organizations are of the type purported by Peters
and Waterman (1982) and Kanter (1983). These researchers
empnaslze the necessity of a hollistic approach to
leadershlp, such that the leader and followers are necessary
and integral to the entire organization.

Kanter (1979, 1983) contends that successful leaders
must encourage integratijve thinking to foster innovativeness
that i3 necessary for survival of the organization. Problems
must be treated as "wholes', conflict must be reduced
between unlts as there |Ig developed a giobal sense of
cooperatlon directed toward an overal] misslion,

Peters and Waterman ¢1982) place a similar emphasis
upon fosterlng an organlzatiocnal cllmate that places an
emphasis upon a cooperative sense of belonglng and a strong
desire to attend to the established goals. Succesgful
organizations must be concerned with buliding on talents of

people, and developing a sense of unity and group spirit

that encourage Innovation.
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Buffle (1989) contends that the new Instructlional
leader In schools is "one who comm!ts people Into actlon,
who works hard to develop latent leadership quailities in
others, and who converts these new leaders Into agents of
change" (p. 6). He quotes Nalsbitt (1982) who states that
"In the relnvested corporation, we are shifting from
‘manager as order gliver‘’ to ‘manager as faclilitator~’"
(Buffle, 1989).

Thls trend away from the technological, rational
planning models for school Ilmprovement, toward cultural,
collaborative approaches in which teachers are viewed as
partners ls recelving Increasing support (Blase, 1987;
Laroque & Coleman, 1991; March, 1988; Peilticer, Anderson,
Keefe, Kelley, & McCleary, 1990; Weber, 1989). LaRocque and
Coleman (1991) observe *that more recent work tends to focus
on the ablllty of the administrator to contribute to the
creatlon of a school ethos of collaboratton,
professional lsm, and shared vislon. While thelr own research
focuses upon the work of chief executive officers In nine
school dlstricts In British Columblia, It provides support
tfor, what they call, transformatlonal leadershlp in schools.

In respect to arguments contrary to the posgltlve
value of instructional leadership, there are others who
suggest that such arguments are based on false assumptlons
that Instructional ileadership is Inherently ratlional and

bureaucratlc. They contend that such a perspectlve lgnores
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the capaclty of the instructional leader to influence
Instruction through the cuiture of the school as well as
through the use of routjne actlivities. Pelllicer, Anderson,
Keefe, Kelley, and McCleary (1990), having completed an
extenslve qualltatlve research study of elght selected
schools, conclude that instructional leadership Is not a
discrete set of behaviors or activities, an attltude, nor a
phliosophy. Rather, it implies strong leadership that
encourages teamwork, cooperation, a spirit of professlonal
development and innovativeness, and a general commitment
toward the overall purpose of improving instructlonal
opportunlities for students. Slmilariy, Hanson <1991 notes
that “some critlcs argue that from the beginning, the
effective-schools literature has emphasized cuitural
varlables" (p. 43). Similarly, Owens and Stelnhoff (1989)
remark that from the beginning, the effective schools
llterature has emphasized cultural rather than structural
characterlst'cs. They cite, as examples, |{sts that include
a safe orderly cllmate, high expectations for students, time
on task, and clearly stated objectives. These are
characteristics that are included as functions of the
Instructlional leader In the Murphy and Hallinger
conceptual lzatlon.

Firestone and Wllson (1985) recognize that a
contradiction exlsts among researchers regardlng the role of

the principal as an Instructional leader. They focus on the
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controversy between researchers who suggest that schools are
loosely coupled organizations that provide limited means for
principals to Influence Instruction, and researchers on

effective schools who suggest that the principal !s critlical

to effectiveness. Firestone and Wilsoun propose that
discrepancles between these two bodles of research are
resolvable by viewlng Instructional leadership from a
‘broad" perspective. In that way, the Instructlional! leader
can be seen to attend to both bureaucratlic and cultural
lInkages that serve to coordinate the activities of the
workers.

Lee (1987) concurs w!th Firestone and Wilson (1985,
She suggests that concerns are ralsed about Instructlonal
leadershlp because researchers conceptualilze 1t as ratlonal
and bureaucrat!ic. Such a perspective lgnores the capacity of
the principal to Influence instruction through the culture
0of the school as well as through the use of routine
activitles. In a llke manner, Wimpelberg (1987) proposes
that the Instructlonal leader must develop both a technlcal
and cultural conscience of the school. In this way the
Instructional leader has the potentlal to change current
negatlve school practices that exist in schools, such as
teacher isolatlon from one another, lack of school vislon,
and lack of deslre or support for Improvement.

McEvoy’s (1987) research provides evidence that broader

Influences of lnstructlonal leadership activities are often



overlooked. She conducted follow up analysis of the data
from a flve year ethnographic study reported by Dwyer
(19863, to determ!ine the role of the principal in affecting
the professlonal growth of teachers. Data supported the
findings that 60 to 70 percent of a princlpal’s dally
activities involved communlicating, and that Interactlons
were generally informal, brlef, and fragmented. McEvoy lotes
that closer analysls nf the content of those exchanges
revealed their instructlonal focus. She concludes that,
“princlipals, through thelr dally interactions, were able to
exercise instructlional leadershlp and to promote the
professional development of thelr staffs* (p. 77).

Lord and Maher (1990) support a slmilar thesis as they
contend that subordlinate perceptions that speclfic
leadershlp behav!ors are approprlate to the leadership rote
leads tc acceptance of the leader and Internalization of the
leader’s vislon. They speculate that, "leadership
perceptlions refiect one of the primary processes by whlch
symbol ic management of culture !s malntalned" (Lord & Maher,
1990, p. 148). Thls suggests that both the bureaucratic and
cultural llnkages can be provided through Instructional
leadershlip |f teachers perceive the behaviors as
appropriate. Lord and Maher posit that this Is c¢onslistent
with the concept of transformat.onal leadership as

subordinates Internallze the esteemed leaiiershlp values,



accept the organlzatlonal culture, and exhlblt
self-leadershlp behavlors.

Research support for the Lord and Maher thesis is
provided by Meyer (1990) who conducted a study to determine
the relatlonship between percelved leader authentictity and
percelved instructional leadership behaviors. Instructional
ieadership was deflned using a "broad" perspectlve as
conceptual lzed by Halllnger and Murphy (1985). The study was
conducted ln 10 middle-level schools. and Involved 247
teachers, 10 princlpals, and 10 supervisors. Slignlflcant
positive correiations were found between the globali
perceptions of teachers on the two measures.

Further evidence of the valldlity of such an argument is
provided by Maxson (1990). He surveyed 400 hlgh schooi
teachers In flve high schools to determine [f a relationship
exists between teachers’ perceptions of strong leadership
and collegial peer relations. The flndings support the
hypothesls that principals who promote a positive learnling
environment and are supportive of teachers avelbosltlvely
agsoclated wlth the existence of colleglal peer relatlons. A
weakness of thls research i= that specific leadership
behavlors are not assessed. While there Is a general
dlscusslion that perceptlons of Support may be related to
behaviors such as setting clear goals, developlng a good
learning environment, and accessibllity to teachers, there

i3 no attempt to measure them.
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Consistent with this thesis, Conger (1989) argues that
charismatic leadership ls not just dependent upon the
leader, but also upon the subordinates through attribution.
In order for behaviors to be perceived by subordinates as
charlsmatic, they have to be seen as relevant to thelr
situation. Conger does not recommend that leaders should be
tralned as charismatics; however, he suggests that leaders
should be trained to avail of the positive behaviors that
are exhlibited by them. He lists fcur critical stages of
behaviors of the charismatic lzader: formulating goals:
communlcating and Interpretling goais in ways that are
meaningful; bullding trust through success, expertise, risk
taking, self sacrlflce, and unconventlonal behavior; ..d
buildiny commitment and trust in him-cr herself and his or
her goals through modelling, empowerment, and unconventional
tactics. Whlle instructional leaders are not Inherently
charlsmatlc, It 1s apparent that the first two stages noted
by Conger are consistent with instructional leadershlp
behavlors. Also, it |s possible that other behaviors may
bulld subordinate trust as teazhers accept the behaviors as
Indicative of the leader’s expertise which will lead to
success. Addltionally, In that studies conducted to
determine the most common practices of prlincipals have
reported disproportlicnate emphasis on managerial routines
(Lelthwood, Begley, 8 Cousins, 1990), behaviors which

emphasize instruction may be recognized as unconventional or
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risk taking. Within Conger‘s conceptualization, these
conditlons lead to subordlnate transformatlon as they

internallze the organizational goals and work toward thejr

attalinment with commitment.

Leithwood (1992) states that transformatjonal
leadership "ought to subsume Instructional leadershlp as the
domlnant image of school administration, at least during the
90s" (p. 8). He contends that the term instructional
leadership focuses attentlon on "improving the technical,
Instructional actlvitles of the school through cloge
monitoring of teachers’ and students’ classroom work. Yet
Instructlional leaders often make such important
‘second-order change’ as bullding a shared vislon, improving
communicatlon, and developling collaborative declislon-making
processes” (p. 9). On the basls of three gtudles that
Leithwood and his colleagues hava conducted, he summarizes
the role of the transformational leader as one that entalls
the pursult of three fundamental goals: helping teachers
develop and malntaln a collaboratlve, professlonal school
climate; helplng them solve problems tooether more
effectively; and fosterling teacher development ¢(Lelthwood &
Jantzl, 1990). The case studles revealed that these goals
were achleved through the faclllitation of teacher
collaboration In goal settling and problem golving within the
framework of bureaucratlc mechan)sms whlch supported the

cultural changes. Examples of behaviors that were stresged
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were leaders actlvely communicated the school’s cultural
norms and values, ensured that the school’s goals were clear
end challenglng, ensured that feedback was provided about
discrepancles between goals and current practices,
encouraged team problem solving and collaboratlive efforts to
school Improvement. These practices are simllar to those
performed by the Instructional leader as defined In thils
study. Perhaps, the one critical difference is the emphasis
Placed on collaboration and team work. This work suggests
that Instructlonal leadership behaviors contribute to the
attalnment cI the fundamental goals of the transformational
leader.

Sagor’s (1992) observatlons of three princlpals in
exempiary schools led hilm to conclude that the one maJjor
determlnant of these schools was transformational leadership
of the principal. Thls type of leadershlp !s not related to
style. The principals In Sagor‘s study varled from
opinionated and assertlve, nurturing and supportlive, to
high-energy and charlsmatic. All were classified as
transformational as they had a transformational effect on
the professionals within thelr schools. The three key common
features of these princlpals’ behavlors whlch Sagor refers
to as "the bullding biocks" of transformational leadership
are & clear and unlifled focus, a common cultural
perspectlive, and a common push for Improvement. Wlthout

these elements, he argues, shared deciglion making or teacher
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empowerment are lneffectlve. As with Lelthwood s discussion
of transformatlional leadershlp, these "bulidinag blocks" of
transformational leadership appear to be remarkably simllar
to the functions noted to be essentlial to Instructional
leadership. The added factor is the follow-up consideratlon
of the transformatlonal effect on the teachers that results
from the acceptance of these leadershlp behaviors.

From thelr studies of principal and superintendent
effectiveness, Mlitchel! and Tucker (1992) conclude that the
appropriateness of transactional leadership with emphas!s on
supervision and management, or transformational leadership
with emphasis on administration and leadership is dependent
upon the environmental culture and the degree to which
current educatlonal practices are valued. However, they
argue that while one aspect can e emphiusized in a
particular environment, a balanced approach must be
malntained. Glven that instructional leadership emphasizes
the Importance of supervision, the use of incentives, the
coordlnatlion of the currlcuium, and student achlevement, it
ls consistent with the Mitchel and Tucker transactional
categorles of supervislon and management. To the extent that
1t 3lves priority to the development and communlication of
clear goais, It ls consistent with thelr transformatlonal
category of adminlstration. Its relatlonshlp with the second
transformational category, leadersh!p, 13 not gulte as

expllcit. The leadership category is dependent upon
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transtorming teacher and student attltudes and bellefs
through the redefining of educational goals. It Is dependent
upon establlshing an atmosphere of col laberatlon and
commitment. As noted above, this Is a potential aspect of
Ingtructlonal leadershlp that has not been explored.
Perhaps, It is through Instructlonal leadership that the
balanced approach advocated by Mitchel and Tucker can be
achlieved.

In summary, it should be noted that while there is
general conslstency in the findings of instructlonal
leadership research related to a goal-orlented eifectiveness
(where there ls agreement on the specific goal of
achievement), others suggest that leadership behavior
derived from such research narrowly restricts the goals of
education and is contrary to present organizational theory.
They contend that elther the princlpal cannot have any
Influence on the Instruction In the schooi since It is a
loosely coupled organizatlion, or that Instructional
leadersh!lp behaviors negatively Impact upon critical school
characterlstlcs. The crltical characterlstics that are most
conslstently noted are good princlpal-teacher relatlions, and
a collaboracive climate where the teachers are
professlionally involved, committed to Innovation and school
Improvement, and where there exists a shared sense of school
purpose (Barth, 1986, 1990; Grifflths, 1988; Kanter,
1979,1983; Leithwood & Jantzl, 1990). Others suggest that
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these apparent contradlctions are resolvable when
Instructlonal leadershlp functions are percelved In a
"broad" perspective such 33 the Halllnger and Murphy
conceptuallzation, and recommend that the question requires
intensive study (Adkins, 1990; Courtney, 1987; Flrestone &

Wilson, 1985),

Summary

Regearch has generally supported the Importance of the
instructional leader in respect to school effectlveness,
innovation, and change (Lelthwood, Begley, & Couslins, 1990;
Hall & Hord, 1987>. Increasingly, there appears Lo be a
convergence of evidence to support that the school
admlnlstrator, as an effectlve lnstructional leader, must
have both a direct and !ndirect Impact upon Improved
learning, and that a primary role is to engage In behaviors
that create a school climate or ethos that ls conduclve to
such Improvement (Blank, 1987; Murphy, 1988). In splte of
this apparent consensus, there has been !imited research on
educational leadershlp with respect to the determination of
the relatlonshlp of speclific leadership behavlors to
critical school process variables that may potentlally
Impact upon the organizatlonal! effectlveness of a particular
scihool (Ball, 1987; Greenfleld, 1982, 1987; Zlrkel &

Greenwood, 1989). Most studies have been ]llmlted to
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assesslng effectiveness by measurement of student
achlevement on standardized tests. Increasingly, educators
are beginnlng to question the validity of instructional
leadership as a construct as they recognize the weaknesses
and incompleteness of the research (Burllngame, 1987; Deal,
1987a; Gllckman, 1991),

The need for continued research in this fleld is
supported widely (Krug, Ahadi, & Scott, 1990; Lelthwood,
Begley, & Couslins, 1990; Immegart, 1988; Wiliower, 1988).
Krug, Ahad!l, and Scott (1990) observe that what is known
about instructional leadershlp is largely based on
descriptive studles of a highly Individualized nature. They
suggest that whlle the results of such qualltative research
are ugeful, an attempt must be made to design research and
appropriate quantitative research Instrumentation that will
allow this accumulated knowledge to be further analyzed and
to become generallizable. Such an approach that attempts to
avajl of the strength of both the quailtative and
quantltative research paradligms appears to have consliderable
support In current literature (Bifino, 1989; Culbertson,
1988; Everhart, 1988; Griffiths, 1988; Tatsuoka and Sllver,
1988>. Willower (1986, 1988) contends that qualltative
research can provide valuable Informatlon that could be

applled to formulate hypotheses for further quantltatlive

Inqulirv.
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Leithwood, Begley, and Cousins (1990) conducted a
comprehensive |iterature review of the empirical studies of
the principaiship. From this analysls, they concluded that
one aspect requiring further Study Is the determinatlion of
effect!ve practices of principals.

Immegart <(1988), In a review of research on educational
leadership, emphasizes the Importance of renewed interest In
this field on the part of those In educatlon. He states that
greater priorlty must be piaced on building upon exlstling
work, that future research must Increase the number of
aspects, dynamics, and varlables that are examlned, that the
linkages of varlables must be systematlically explored, and
that variatlons across leaders and sltuations must not
continue to be lgnored. Immegart comments, “The decllne In
such activity [leadership research] over the past decade or
SO...ls hard to fathom, much less explaln, glven the Impact
of decline on educatlon In the 1970“s and the challenges to
education In the 1980-s.... Concern a.out educatlonal
leadership ought to be a matter of greater !mport to
researchers and the profession at large" (p. 275).

Similarly, Wiiiower (1987, 1988) has supported the need
tor further research In the field. In 1979, Willower called
for more research In the area of school adminlstcation as he
argued that there were not enough studles reiated to the
processes and work at the level of either the school

principal or Superintendent. Over a decade later, he
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contlnues to recognize that the research In these area
remalns scant and lnconclusive (Willewer, 1987; 1988).

While there has been progress in the study of
Instructlonal leadershlp at the school level, there exists
no substantive theory which connects lnstructiocnal
leadership functions wlth any criteria reflecting schaool
effectiveness, other than student achlevement (De Bevolse,
1984; Pltner, 1988). Even studies that have found a
relationship between specific leadership functions and
gtudent achlevement have primarily focused on urban
elementary schools (Lelthwood, Begley, & Couslns, 1990). The
abgence of a single definition or conceptual ization of the
concept ltself continues to contribute to contradictlions and
confuslon In the fleid (Murphy, 1988). The need for further
Study which attempts to deal with these Ilssues is widely
supported (Creenfleld, 1988; Immegart, 1988; Willower,

1987).

Statement of the Problem

A major concluslon of the effective schools research
has been that successful schools have strong Instructional
leaders. Researchers In the field of Instructional
leadership appear to have reached a general consensus
regarding the general behaviors of such leaders. In splte of

thls general conslstency, others contend that the research
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base for these flndings is subject to conceptual,
methodologicai, and measurement weaknesses (Murphy, 1988),
These weaknesses appear to relate primarily to the Jack of a
definltive conceptualization of Instructionai leadershlip,
dependence upon the goal-attalinment model of effectlveness,
and the general exclusion of schools other than elementary
schoois that have been Identified as outllers In regspect to
effectliveness.

Those who adhere to the Systems resource or process
modei of school effectlveness contend that instructional
leadership research has been overly narrow and restrictjve.
They argue that in a Pluralistic democratic sSoclety it |s
Impossible to agree on the goal of schoollng. They posit
that instructional leadership Is negativeiy related to
organizational characteristics that are essentlal to
successful schools (Griffiths, Stout, & Forsyth, 1988;
Serglovanni, 1991,

Whlle there ar. Suggestlons In the llterature that the
"broad" perspective of Instructional leadership may be
compatible with both schools of thought (Adklns, 1990;
Lee,1987), little research has been conducted to address
this Issue. It is inp the context of this controversy and the
lack of research related to it that this study was proposed.
The prlmary purpose was to determine whether Instructional

leadership behaviors of school principails Is I ncongruous
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wlth selected school-level characterlstics that have been
ldentified as essentlal for successful schools.

Greenfield (1987) states that "critlcism and
controversy are essentlal both to the growth of knowledge
and to the Improvement of practlce” (p. x111). It was hoped
that, through study of the current controversy regarding
Instructional leadershlip, the findings of this proposed
research would contribute to the development of a
conceptuallzation of instructional leadership that is
consistent with both majJor perspectives of organizational
effectiveness. Further, It was hoped that analysis of the
data would aliow for the ldentificatlon of models that best
describe the relatlonship among instructional leadership
behaviors and the selected school-level effectiveness
characteristlics thus contributing to the buildling of theory
In the area of Instructional leadership. Also, It was felt
that the determlnatlon of such models would prove useful to
practitioners as |t would lead to further clarificatlon of
the role of the school principal as an instructlional leader,
and provide additlonal guldelines for training and staff

development programs.
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Research Questions

The speclflc questions of this study are as follows:
What |s the reiatlonshlp among ldentlfled Instructlonal
leadershlp behaviors of the school principal, or any
combination of these behaviors, with the school-level
characteristics of teacher support of and commitment to

the school, professlonal lnvolvement, and !nhovat!iveness?

Do relatlonshlips among ldentifled lnstructional
leadership behaviors of the school principal and
school-level characteristics vary according to school

type (elementary or hligh school»?

Hypotheses

The hypotheses of the study are as follows:

. There s a positive relatlonship among lnstructional

leadershlp behaviors exhlblted by principals and the

level of teacher commitment to and support of the-school.

There is a posltlve relationship among lnstructional
leadershlp behaviors exhiblted by principals and the

level of professlional involvement by teachers.

There Is a positlve relatlonship among Instructional
leadershlp behaviors exhlbited by principalis and the

level of Innovatlveness In the school.
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School type (elementary or h'i-h school) does not affect
the relationship among instructlonal leadershlp behaviors

exhlbltea by principals and the speclfied schoocl-level

characteristics.
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METHODOLGGY

In thls chapter, the methodology of the study is
dlscussed. Firstly, the descriptlon of the sample is
presented. This is followed by a description of the
Instruments that were used to gather the data and a
descrlption of the method of analysis. The chapter concludes
wlth a presentatlion of the dellmitatlions of the study and a

dlscugsion of the study limitatlons.

Methodological Approach and Sample

The study was a survey, non-experimental type of
Investlgation. It was conducted in one province in Canada,
Newfoundland and Labrador. The study was restricted to one
province In order to provide for control of variances that
ex!st among provinces. The educational system in
Newfoundland and Labrador s under the control of a central
Department of Education. The allocatlon of unlts for school
perscnnel s standardized such that district personnel,
princlpals, department heads, and teachers are allocated
according to consistent formulae. Since these formulae vary
among the provinces, and potentlally influence the varlables

to be studled, It was determlned that limltlng the study to
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one province would reduce the number of intervenlng
vartables.

The unit of analysls was the individual teacher. This
approach appeared to be more approprlate than averaglng
across teachers of each school which would have el lmlnated
indlvidual teacher variabllity and reduced sample slze. The
data were collected from all teachers !n randomly selected
elementary and secondary schoois of a mlnimum size in the
province. The minimum size of 100 students was chosen for
both school types so that the principal had some class time
free of teachlng dutles to perform adminlstrative work.
Superintendents of the 27 school distrlcts were wrltten, to
obtain thelr permission to contact schools in thelr district
(Appendix A). After a walting period of three weeks, all
but three superintendents had responded afflrmatively to the
request. A follow-up letter (Appendix B) was sent to solliclt
a response from those three superintendents who had not
acknowledged the request. As a result, favorable responses
were received from all superintendents.

Using the Department of Education Dlrectory ¢1992),
schools were randomly selected such that the target sample
Size was 1200 teachers, equally representling both school
types. Teachers of grades K-6 were classifled as elementary,
those teaching 7-12 were conslidered high schocl. These
dlvisions were viewed as appropriate since It is generally

accepted that beginning at the Grade 7 level, subject
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Speclailzatlon ls Introduced as teachers are asslgned to a
subJect area rather than a class. Since women are under
represented In school administration ln Newfoundland and
Labrador schcoois--10 perce..t of secondary principals and 22
percent of the elementary principals are women (Department
of Education Directory, 1992)--the sample was stratlfled to
Insure at least 25 percent of the teachers were responding
to female princlipals at both leveis.

Principals of 72 randomly selected schools wert
contacted to sollcit thelr approval and assistance in
distribution of the questlonnaires. The principal of each
school was sent a package which included a personal lzed
letter to the princlpal requesting the school’s
participation In the study with attached Inventory !ist of
the package contents; an instructlon sheet outlining the
dlstribution and collection procedures; a school-principal
demographic data questlionnalre to be completed by the
principal; an adequate supply of letters of request to
teachers and teacher questl!onnalres; and a stamped,
self-addressed envelope to facilitate the return of the
questionnalres (Appendlix C). Principals were regquested to
distribute the quest!onnalres and to sollicit the support of
4 teacher or secretary to collect the completed
questlonnaires since the involvement of the administration
In the collection had the potentlal to Influence responsges.

After a walting perlod of approxlimately one month,
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princlpals of schools from which no questionnalires had been
recelved were contacted either by follow-up letter (Append!x
D>, by tetephone, or by a school visit. Principals of 58
schools agreed to partlicipate. This provided for a total
possible sample of 1059 teachers. Sixty percent (638) of the
questlonnalres were returned. Of these, 624 questionnaires,
317 elementary and 307 hlgh school, were usable. Darlington
(1990)> suggests that 10 subjects for each variable Is a
mlnlmum ratlo to account for error. With 13 variables to be
Included In the analysls, the actual sample of 317
elementary teachers and 307 hlgh schoo! teachers provide a
ratio of over 1:20 for each school level.

Analysis of schools that chose not to partlcipate
revealed no obvlious pattern that, potentially, might
Iinfluence the study flindings. Princlpals who were contacted
In follow-up by telephone or in person clted various reasons
for not partlicipating. Some of the reasons noted were
personal problems unrelated to schooi, difficulties related
to Indlividual teachers that made the distribution of this
questlionnalre lnappropriate at the partlcular tlme, and the
fact that they held the poslition as a term appolntment only
and felt that the questionnalre was not sultable in such

clreumstance.,
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Instruments

Both data gathering Instruments used In this study are
measures of teacher perceptlons. Teacher perceptlons of
school-level characteristics were measured through the
approprlate scales of The School Organizational Climate
Questlionnalre <(Glddlngs & Dellar, 1990). Halllnger’s
Princlpal Instructional Management Rating Scale (Halllinger &
Murphy, 1985) was employed to measure instructional
leadership behaviors of the principal. These instruments
were comblined Into one data gathering instrument for the

purpose of thls study (Appendlx E>.

Hallinger‘s Princleal Instructiopal
Management Rating Scgale

An extensive revlew of the research related to
Instructional leadership resulted in a conciusion that the
categorles of Instructional leadershlp behavliors dellineated
In the Hallinger and Murphy model was the most comprehensive
of compllied llsts (Table 2). The Princlpal Instructional
Management Rating Scale (PIMRS) was developed from this
mode|l ana appeared to be the most appropriate Instrument to
measure lnstructlonal leadershlp behavlors consistent wlth
the “broad" definltion accepted for this study. The

Instrument has been found to provide valld and rellable data
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at both the elementary and secondary school! levels
(Courtney, 1987; Jones, 1987; Krug, 1986; Mever, 1990;:
0”"Day, 1984; Pavan & Reld, 1990; Trout, 1985).

The PIMRS was developed and fleld tested by Halllnger
(1983>. The questlionnalre was administered to principals,
teachers, and central offlce personnel in a California
school cistrict of approxlmately 12,000 students attend!lng
10 schools. The PIMRS is belng used in over 60 studies in
Australla, Austria, Canada, England, Holland, Indonesia,
Puerto Rico, the Phlllppines, Saudl Arabla, Slngapore., and
the United States (P. Halllnger, personal communicatlon,
January 21, 1992). As a result of the author’s contlnued
research (Halllnger, 1983; Halllinger & Murphy, 1985, 1987;
Murphy & Hallinger, 1985, 1986; Murphy, Halllnger, & Mesa,
1985; Murphy, Hallinger, & Mitman, 1983; Murphy, Peterson, &
Halllnger, 1986), and as a consequence of Its widespread use
In other studies, the Instrument has undergone several
revislons. Items have been ellmlnated that have been shown
to reduce rellabjility and validity ¢p. Haltlinger, perscnal
communlcation, March 16, 1992). The revised verslon contains
S0 behavioral ltems measurlng 10 subscales of princlpal
Instructlonal leadership. The general subscales or
categorles of behaviors measured by this instrument are

llsted in Table 3.
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PIMRS Subscales
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SUBSCALE TITLE
I Frame the Schoo!l Goals
Il Communicate the School Goals
111 Supervise and Evaluate Instruction
Iv Coordinate the Currlculum
v Monltor Stident Progress
VI Protect Instructional Time
VII Malntaln Hlgh Vislbllity
VIII Provide Incentlves for Teachers
IX Promote Professional Development

X Provide Incentlives for Learning

Source: Halllnger, P. ¢1992). Princlpal Instructlonal

Management Ratlng Scale: Teacher Form

1!3‘

(Avallable from

P. Hallinger, Center for Advanced Study of Educational

Leadership, Vanderbilt Unlversity, Nashviile, TN 37203)
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In developling the Instrument, Hallinger was gulded by
the following goals:

1> The Instrument would focus on speclflc job related

behavlors.

2> The behavioral components of the Instrument would be

drawn from research related to principat
effectiveness as well as from current practice,

3> The instrument would be useful for a variety of

purposes Including princlipal evaluation, staff
development, research, and dlstrict pollcy analysis
(Halllinger, 1984, p. 10)

The methodology used to develop the Instrument
generally followed steps outllned by Latham and Wexley
(19815 for constructing behavlorally anchored rating scales,
The ltems of the instrument are “behaviorally anchored" In
that they are statements of critical Job related behavlors
on wl Ich raters can assess the princlipals performance wlthin
a glven dimension (Halllinger, 1984).

The instrument was developed from an extensive review
of the research conducted on Instructlonally effectlve
schools and Instructional leadership, and ‘"expert opinton*
of a superintendent, hls staff assistant, and several
princlipals. The list that was generated from this process
was rewrltten as discrete behavioral functions for use as
questionnalre ltems. Each statement was adjusted

grammatically to fit the same stem and response category on
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a llkert scale ranglng from 1, "almost never" to 5, "almost
always". Thls Instrument was piloted with 10 elementary
school principals from one school dlstrict. The raters were
104 teachers, 10 principals, and 3 supervisors (Halllnger,
1964) .

Five maln crilteria were used to judge the retlabiiity
and valldlty of Lhe instrument: conleat valldity, construct
valldity (subscale Intercorrelatlon), construct validity
(documentary support), dlscriminant vallidity, and
rellability. Contert validity was achieved by accepting only
items that achieved a min!mum average agreement of .80 among
a group of iaters. Each rater was given a randomly ordered
Ilst of ltems and a sheet of paper with eleven columns ang
asked to place the items in the appropriate columns, leaving
unassigned those that did not fit a category (Halllnger,
1984). See Table 4 for the average agreement among raters.

Construct valldlty <(subscale Intercorrelation) was
determined by ensurlng that groups of items within each
subscale correlated more strongly with each other than with
other subscales. All subscale reliabllity coefficlents are
larger than the Intercorrelations In all cases. See Table 5.
Construct valldity (documentary support) was establ ished by
comparing the proflles developed through data collected

using the PIMRS with proflles developed from school flles.
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Table 4

Content Valldation: Average Agreement
on Items Among Judges

Subscale Average Agreement
Frames Goals 1%
Communlcates Goals 96%
Supervisgion/Evaluation 80%
Currlculum Coordlnation 80%
Monitors Progress 88%
Protects Time B85%
Visibillty 80%
Incentives for Teachers 100%
Professional Development 80%
Incentlves for Learnling 94%

Source: Halllnger, P. (1992). Resource Manual: The

1.3. C(Avallable from P. Halllnger, Center for Advanced Study
of Educatlonal Leadershlp, Vanderbilt Unlversity, Nashville,
TN 37203>
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TABLE S

PIMRS Subscale Inter-correiation Matrix

SUBSCALE Fr Comm Eval Coor Mon Prot Visi Ince Prof Acad Ince
Goal Goal Inst Curr Prog Time ble Teac Dev Stan lear

Frame Goal (.894 .85 .47 60 .54 43 .39 .28 .45 .43 .4

Coma Goals (89 .55 71 63 9 52 4t 57 54 .57
Eval Instr (.90) .57 65 .51 .60 .37 .69 59 .47
Coor Curr (.90) .73 .82 60 .43 .64 .53 .58
Honlt Prog (.90) .6 .57 .40 60 .49
Prot Time (.80 .57 .37 57 65 .39
Visible (.BD) .47 .69 .60

Incen Teac (.78 .61 .53

Prot Devel (.86) .69 .57
Acad Stand (.83) .54
Incen Lear (.87

¥ All coefflclents In parentheses are rellabiilty estimates (Cronback’s aipha).

Source: Halllnger, P. (1992). Resource Manual: The

truc e at Scale:
Verslon 1,3. (Avallable from P. Halllnger, Center for
Advanced Study of Educatlonal Leadecrship, Vanderbilt
Universlty, Nashville, TN 37203)
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Sufficient documentary data were avallable for six of the
subscales. The strength of the validation varied across the
six scales; however, the gcocument analysis provides general
support for the construct validity of those subscales
(Halllnger, 1992). Sce Table 6.

A discrimlnant validlity check was conducted by anaiysls
of varlance to determine if the subscales discrimlnated
among princlpals. Nine of the 11 subscales measured areater
varlance In princlpals’ ratings between schocls than the
varlance In ratlngs within schools (significance level of
.05>. However, the variance in the subscales of Professional
Development and Academic Standards were not statlstically
slagniflcant (p <.05>. Finally, in respect to reliablllity of
the instrument, the reliablility coefflicients (Cronbach
Alpha) for each subscale were found to be a minlmum of .78.
Rellablility coefflclents for each subscale are provided !n
Table 5.

Glven the Informatlion related to the development of the
Instrument, the data supporting Its validity and
reijabllity, and support provided by other studles (Jones,
1987>, It appears reasonable to accept the author‘s claims
that "commonly appllied standards for the use of
questionnaires for research are generally exceeded by the
PIMRS" (Halllnger, 1992, p. 1). See Table 7 for a summary of
the criteria used to assess the adequacy of the

Instructlional management rating subscales.
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Table &

Construct Validity
(School Document Analysls)

Subscale Document Support
Frames Goals Yes
Communlcates Goals Yes
Monitors Student Progress Yes
Supervision/Evaluation Mixed
Professional Development Mixed
Incentlves for Learning Yes

Source: Halllnger, P. (1992). Resource Manual: The

1.3. (Avajlable from P. Halllnger, Center for Advanced Study
of Educatlonal Leadership, Vanderbilt Unlversity, Nashvllle,
TN 37203)
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Summary of Crlterla Used to Assess
Subscale Adequacy of the PIMRS

Subscale Content  Reliability Discriminant  Construct Validity  Construct Validity
Validity Validity Intercorreiations Document Anaiysis
Frames Goals Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Communicates Goals Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Honitors Progress Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Supervision/Evaluatlon Yes Yes Hixed Yes Yes
Curriculum Coordination Yes Yes Yes Yes ---
Protects Tlme Yes Yes Yes Yes -
Visibliity Yes Yes Yes Yes ---
Incentlves for Teachers Yes Nixed Yes Yes -
Profegsional Development Yes Yes No Yes Hixed
Acadenlc Standards Yes Yes Ko Y3 ---
Incentives for Learning Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Source: Halllnger, P. (1992). : .
H . (Avallable

from P. Halll

nger, Center for Advanced Study of Educational

Leadership, Vanderbllt University, Nashville, TN 37203>
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The School Organlzatiopal Cllmate Questionnalre

Thils lnstrument was developed primarily to gather data to
descrlibe and analyze school character!stlecs that Impact upon the
Implementation of school Improvement !nitlatlves.

The categories of this Instrument were designed with the
Intentlon of Improving upon two instruments that were developed
to modernlze and lmprove the Organlizatlonal Cllimate Descriptlion
Questionnalre designed by Halpin and Croft (1963). These two
Instruments are the Organizatlonal Climate of Secondary Schools
GQuestionnaire (0OCSS) (Deer, 1980), and the School-Level
Environment Questlionnalre (SLEQ) (Rentoul & Fraser, 1983).
Valldatlon was contingent on the validity of these instruments,
the SLEQ and the 0CSS, since the basellne ltems for each scale
were selected from these [nstruments. Slncé some |tems were
reworded and some nhew ltems were added In each scale, each set of
Iltems was reviewed by a number of researchers who had previous
experience with the development and use of climate assessment
instruments. The draft Instrument was fleld-tested by a sample of
56 secondary school teachers from 11 dlfferent schools. Internal
consistency and discriminant validity of each scale was assessed
using a sample of 234 teachers. The three categories of this
instrument that are of interest for thls study are Teacher
Professlonal Involvement, Teacher Comm!tment, and Innovatlveness.
See Table 8. The rellabllity coefflclent for the Teacher

Professional Invoivement scale was .79 (Cronbach Alpha). For
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Table 8

School-Level Characteristics

Scale Description

Comm! tment The degree to which teachers are gupportive
of and commltted to the school and thelr
col leagues

Professional The degree to which teachers are concerned

Involvement about thelr work, are keen to learn from one
another, and committed to profegsional
development

Innovatlveness The degree to which varlety, change, and new
approaches are emphasized in the school

Source: Adapted from Glddlngs, G., & Dellar, G. (1990,
Aprll).

. Paper presented at the
annual meetling of the American Educational Research
Association, Boston, MA.
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Innovativeness, the rellablllity coefflcient was .90
(Cronbach Alpha). The scale, Teacher Commltment !s an
addltlon resulting from instrument improvements based on
flndings from the original sample.

Since flgures on validity and rellabllity related to
the use of thls Instruments in North America were not
avajlablie, the researcher used pliot samples to gather the
necessary data. Content valldity of the three scales used in
thls study was determlined by two groups of raters usling a
process consistent with procedures outllned by Latham and
Wexiey (1981)>, The flrst group conslisted of elght graduate
students at the Unlverslty of Ottawa, all of whom were
teachers or school administrators. The second group
congslsted of two school administrators, a guidance
counsellor and two teachers from two schools in
Newfoundland. Indlvidual raters were glven a randomly
ordered list of ltems and a clear definition of each
category. Raters were asked to identlfy In which category
each ltem belonged. If an {tem did not belong In any
category, the raters were asked to Indicate lt. A copy of
the lnstrument used In thls process !s Included in Appendix
F. As shown in Table 9, the ausignment of ltems to
approprliate categorles through this process met the minimum
standard of 80 percent agreement among Jjudges, suggested by
Latham and Waxley as necessary for items to be consldered

valld Indlcators of a particular category.
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Table 9

Content Valldlty
Average Agreement Among Judges for Each Item-s
Categorization

(N=15>
Item % of Judges Item % of Judges
selecting Category gselecting category
leveiiinnnnns eo.. 100% ittt 100%
N . B0% 4...... Ceer e 100%
S T eee.. 100% Bttt ittt 87%
Tevenenn eveeseaas. 100% = 100%
Feeennns crrreeeee. 93% 10. . ittt 80%
£ . 87% 12, . 0., B7%
13....... . cees. B7% S 100%
8 ... 100% 16 Ceeseeaae 93%
b ‘e 93% 18...... Chereaeas 93%
19 i, «... 100% 1 93%
21..... Ceeresns eee  93% 22 i ittt 93%
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Rellablllty of each scale was determined by
admlnistering the questlonnaire to one class of graduate
students In Educational Administratlion at the University of
Ottawa, a total of 17 students. Rellabillty coefficlents
(Cronbach Alpha) were calculated for each of the three
scales. The results are shown in Table 10. All three
categorles have rellability coefficients above .70, noted by
Fraenke! and Wallen (1990) as acceptable In educatiocnal
studles. Test-retest reliability to assess the stablilty of
the questionnalre over time was computed as well. The
questlonnalre was admlnistered to the same 17 graduate
students at the Unlversity of Ottawa after 4 weeks had
elapsed. The Pearson product moment correlatlons for each
category are shown In Table 11 with the lowest coefficient

belng .?1 which is signlflcant at the .001 level.

Data Analysis

Data were analyzed usling multlpie regression analysis.
Uslng such an analysls allowed the researcher to determine
lf there is a llnear comblnation of instructional leadership
behaviors that Is significantly related to variance in the
speclfled school-level characteristics. This was examined
through the F test of llnearlty to determine If the llnear
relatlonshlip was statistlcally slgnlflcant, and through a

measure of accounted varlance, Multiple R Square.
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Table 10

Rellabillty Coeffliclents for Three
Categorles of the
School Organlizational Climate Questionnalre

(N=17>
Category Rellablllty
Commitment............ et e ey . 7632
Professicnal Involvement........... .8564
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Table 11

Test-Retest Relliabllity
School Organlzatlonal Climate Questionnalre

(N=17>
Correlations: Commltment(T1) Involvement(Tl) Innovation(T1>
Comm! tment(T2> . 26891
Involvement(T2) .9103%
Innovatlon<T2> .9421%

# Slgnlflcant at .001 leve)
T1 Flrst Administration of the Questlonnaire

T2 Second Administratlion of the Questlonnalire
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Addltlionally, il wau necessary to check for violatlons of
the assumptions of regression analys!s to determine if any
transformatlions were needed due to some form of
nonlinearlity. This was followed by a model bulildlng process
whereby the three school-level characteristlcs were treated
separately to determine the combinatlions of Instructlonal
leadership behaviors that best represent the relationship
among the variables. This process of anhalyzlng all posslble
Subsets was completed by manual manlpulation of the computer
analysls. The determination of whlich varlables were to be
included In the "best-fittlng" model was based on the
consideration of the R Square change. Also, the developed
models were assessed In resgpect to appropriateness through
analysls of the standard error of each coefflclient, the 95
percent confidence lntervals, and the Adjusted R Square.
Inltlally, all analyses were completed for elementary
teachers only.

To address question 2, whether the relatlonships among
the varlables vary according to school type, a "cross
valldation" procedure was employed. Thils was determlned by
assegssment of the R Squared change when school type was
Included In the analysis with elther all ten Independent
varlables or wlth the models develcped at the elementary
school level. In thls way, It was determined whether the
reiatlonship between the Ilnstructlonal leadership behaviors

of the school princlipal and the selected school-level
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characterlstics dlffered accordlng to school type and
whether each of the models developed at the elementary

school level were appllcabie to the high schbol getting.

Delimitations

Data were collected from a sample of 317 elementary
School teachers and 307 hlgh school teachers In the Province
of Newfoundland and Labrador. The elementary school sample
inciuded 100 teachers (32 percent) responding to female
principals and 217 teachers (68 percent) responding to male
principals. In the high schools, there were 49 teachers (16
percent) responding to femaie principals and 258 teachers
(84 percent) responding to male princlpals. Of the sample,
76 percent of the elementary teachers and 24 percent of the
hlgh school teachers were female. In regpect to teaching
experience, both elementary and high school teachers ranged
from one year to more than 15 years; however, 65 percent of
both groups had more than 15 years experience. Experlence
with thelr present princlpal was also qulte similar among
both groups of teachers, with the largest percentage faiilng
In the range of 2-4 years. Al] elementary principais had
more than 10 years of teaching experlence and 84 percent of
them had more than 15 years experience. Experlence as
principal ranged from 1 year to more than 15 years. High

schoo! princlpails were simllar to thelr elementary
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counterparts in respect to both teachlng and principal
experlence. Ninety-five percent of them had more than 15
Years teaching experience, while the range of principal
experience was ldentlcal to elementary princlipals with
similar percentages in each category. The mean school size
from which the sample of teachers was drawn was 437
students. High schools ranged in size from 110 students to

900 students. Elementary schools ranged from 118 students to

697 gstudents.

Limltatlons of the Study

Both concepts that are to be measured, instructlionat
leadership and school-level characteristics of
effectiveness, are subject to limltations of definltlon and
are far too complex to be measured in thelr entlrety
(Madaus, Alraslan, & Kellaghan, 1980). With such compliex
Issues consldered from an open-systems perspective, the
researcher was faced with constraints that dictate that the
number of possible characteristics to be Investigated must
be limited. This lmposes the Inherent iimitatlon that
Ilmportant elements may be omitted, or that there are other
confounding varlables that have not been considered. While
the study gave consideration to variables such as gender of
the princlipal and of the teacher, principal and teacher

experlence, school size, and school dlstrict, these were
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considered ln & sampling procedure rather than Iin the actua]
analysis. Thls may have affected the study findlngs.

Both Instruments are subject to limitations of valldity
and reliablllty. Also, this was a cross-sectional
correlational design, rather than a longltudinal or
experlmental study; and therefore, Is subJect to all the
Ilmitatlons that are Inherent In such an approach.

The necessity of a large sample slze required that the
data be collected through mail survey, While there was a s0
percent return rate and 80 percent of those schools
contacted congsented to participate In the study, and while
there were no apparent peculiar characteristics in those not
responding, one must be aware that those not responding may
have dlffering perspectives that could have altered the
findings. Also, whlle the unit of analysls was the
Indlviduai teacher, these teachers were drawn from a sample
of 58 schools. The resulting lack of independence of
responses must be noted even though the acceptance of the
low Alpha of .01 as the level of signliflcance should account
for any weakness that this might cause (Cohen, 1992).

Finally, In order toc draw Inferences about
relationships of varlables in the populatlion from which the
sample was drawn, standard agsumptlons of regression theory
must be presumed to exlst. The exIistence of normallty,
linearlity, and homoscedast iclity were assessed durlng the

analysis, and It appeared reascnable to accept these
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assumptlions; however, it must be recognlzed that acceptance
of these assumptlions is critical to any int.rcpretation ot
the findlngs.

The purpose of this chapter was to present the
methodology of the study. This Includes a description of the
Sample, the data gathering Instruments, the method of
analysls, delilmitations, and limitations of the study. The
following chapter inciudes the presentation of the results
of the statlstical analysis ang 4 detailed discusslion of the
model bulldlng process which resuited in the development of

flve parsimonious modeis of instructional leadership.
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PRESENTATION OF RESULTS

The purpose of thls chapter ls to present and dlscuss
the results of the data analysis. It begins wlth add!t!lonal
reliablllity data and descriptive statistics for each of the
subscales that measure both the dependent and Independent
varlables. This is followed by a dlscusslon of the basic
assumptions of multiple regression applled to this
particular analyslis. Finally, the results of the hypotheses
tests are presented, followed by a discussion of the model
bullding process and presentation of the most parsimonious

models.

Rellablillty

Internal conslstency reliabllity of each of the scales
used to measure the dependent and independent variables was
determined uslng the entire sample of 624 teachers. The
results of this rellabllity check are provided in Table 12.
The lowest coefficlent Is .8151 whlch meets the minimum
standard of .70 set by Fraenkel and Wallen ¢1990) and the

.80 set by Latham and Wexley (1981).



Table 12

Internal Consistency Rellablllty

of Subscales

Scale Rellabllity Coefflclent
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Comm!} tment

Involvement

Innovation

Framlng School Goals
Communlcatlng School Goals
Superv!slon and Evaluatlion
Coordinating the Currlculum
Monlitoring Student Progress
Protecting Instructional time
Visiblillity

Providing Incentives for Teachers
Promoting Professlional Development
Providing Incentives for Learning

.8905
.8354
.8641
. 9345
.8971
.8932
.9158
.8639
.8151
.8402
.9018
.8848
.8585
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Descrlptlive Statlstics

The subscales of the Princlipal Instructional Management
Rating Scale each consist of flve ltems scored one to flve.
Each subscale is scored by summing the scores on the flve
ltems providing for a posslible total of 25 polnts. For each
school-level characterlstics, each subscale consists of
elght items scored one to flve. The score iIs a total sum
after transforming speclflc negative scores to positive. The
mean, medlan, mode, Standard devlatlon, and range for each
subscale by school type are presented in Table 13. Analysls
of this data Indicates ihat the differences between the two
school types (elementary and high school) on these scales
are generally silght. In respect to Instructional leadership
behavlors, the highest scores for each school type Is for
the subscale of Promoting Professlional Development. The
lowest score for elementary schools Is for Providing
Incentiveg for Teachers; thls ls the second lowest score for
high schoois. The lowest subscale for high schoocls s
Supervislion and Evaluatlon which ranks third from the lowest
for elementary schools. The second lowest for elementary
schools Is Monltoring Student Learning. This ls the third
lowest for high schoois. The school-leve! characteristics
Indicate the same consistency In respect to the ranking of
each subscale, with the level of Teacher Professional

Involvement being highest and Commitment the lowest for each



Table 13
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Descriptive Statlistics for the Subscales

of PIMRS and Schocl-Level Characteristics

by School Level
Variable  Mean Standard Median Hode Range

Deviation

Elex High Elem Hlgh Elem Hligh Eiem High Elem High

FGOALSY 18.21 18.39 5.32 4.5 19 19 % B -2 525
CGOALS 18.04 18.18 4.994.58 19 19 2 19 52 52
SUPEVAL 16.25 15.44 65.415.08 19 16 17 19 -5 5%
CURR 16.81 16.71 5.174.79 17 17 D 17 % =5
MHIT 15.86 16.01 5.06 4,87 16 16 17 18 5% 525
PROTEC 18.28 17.16 4.494.29 19 17 2l 16 5 55
VIS 18.08 17.51 5.271450 19 18 5 18 625 625
INCTRAC 15.29 15.81 5.355.26 16 16 14 18 5% 5%
PDEV 2040 19.75  4.214.3¢ 20 20 % 2D -5 525
INLEARN 17.02 t8.60 5,24 430 {7 19 5 17 5% 5
oM 29.70 28.69 6.696,539 31 29 R 3 11-40 {11-40
IKVOL 3l.67 30.52 5.405.20 32 3 2 2 16-40 14-40
THHOY 30.5 29.18 6,34583 31 30 K7 || 12-40 9-40

% In thig table, and all remaining tables, the independent and dependent variables will be
abbreviated as follows:
Framing Schocl Goals

Carmunicatlng School Goals
Supecvising and Bvaluating Instruction
Coordinating the Curciculum
Konltoring Student Progress

FGOALS
CGOALS
SUPEVAL
CURR
MORIT
PROTEC
VIS
INCTEAC
POEV
INLEARN
o
INVOL
INNOV

Protecting Instructional Time

Haintalning #lgh Visibility
Providing Incentlves for Teachers

Promot ing Professlonal Development

Providing Incentives for Learning
Teacher Comnitoent

Professlonal Involvement
Innovat veness



109

school type. T-tests of the dlfferences between the means on
each subscale indlcate that only two scales of the PIMRS,
Protectlng Instructlonal Time and Providing Incentlves for
Learning are statlstlically, slgnificantly different for each
grade level (p < .01). The subscales of Teacher Professional
Involvement and Innovatl!veness of the School-Level
Characteristics are statlstically dlfferent for the two
school levels (p < .01). Results of the t-test analys!s are

reported In Table 14,

Regresslon Anaiysis

The hypotheses tests and the model bullding process of
this study were conducted through Multiple Regression
Analysis. The hypotheses were tested separately for
elementary schools and high schools. In the model bullding
process, only the elementary data were used In the primary
analysls. Following the determination of *best-fltting"
models for elementary schools, data from high schools were
analyzed in reference to hypotheses 4 to determine 1f school
type affected the relationship between |nstructional
leadership behavlors of principals and the school-level
characteristics. Where statistical differences were found
between elementary and hlgh schools, the high school data
were used to bulld modelg for that specific level. The levei

of statlstlcal significance was set at p <.01, rather than p



Table 14

T-Teats of Differences between the Means
of Elementary Schools and High Schools
for Each Subscale

Varlable t value Degrees of 2-tail
Freedom Probability
FGOALS -.45 622 .656
CGOALS -3 622 125
SUPEVAL 1.98 622 049
CURR 28 622 783
BOHIT -.3 622 721
PROTEC .2 622 001
VIS 1.47 622 142
INCTEAC -1.24 622 215
PDEV 1.03 622 304
INLEARK -4.11 622 .000
COM 1.92 622 055
INVOL 2.713 622 007
IRNOV 2.81 622 .005
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<.05 that Is normally accepted for educational studies. This
more stringent level was set in an attempt to account for
weaknesses resulting from the lack of independence of the

sample whlch |s dlscussed In the followling sectlion.

Assumptlons

In order to draw lnferences about relationshlps of
varlables in the population from which the sample was drawn,
four standard assumptlons of regression theory must be
assumed. These assumptions are llinearity, normallty,
homoscedastliclty, and |ndependence of the sampie

(Darl ington, 1990).

Lipearity

To determine whether 1t was approprlate to assume that the
dependent varlables and the lndependent varitables were
llnearly related, bivarliate scatterplots of each dependent
and independent varlable were plotted and graphlcally
analyzed. In all plots the polnts appeared to scatter around
a stralght llne which Indicates that a positive llnear
relatjonship exists |n each case. See Figure 1 for examples
of these scatterplots. Addltlonally, analysis of
scatterplots of the reslduals agalnst predlicted values and
the reslduals agalnst the vatues of the Independent
varlables was completed. Essentlally, the pattern forms a
horizontal band for each plot Indicatlng that there exlsts a

linear relatlonship. Flgure 2 provides an example of these
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Blvariate Scatterplots
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Figure 2

Scatterpliots of Residuals
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scatterplots. Thls process was completed using three sample
divislons: the entlre sample whlich Included 317 elementary

teachers and 307 high school teachers, the elementary sample

only, and the hlgh school sample onily,

Normality

Norusis (1990) states, “If In the population the
relationshlp is llnear and the dependent varlable |s
normally dlstributed for each value of the Independent
variable, then the distributlon of the resliduals should also
be approximately normal" (p.372). In order to determine
normality, histograms of the standardized reslduals were
produced for each Independent varlable with the three
dependent varlables of Teacher Commltment, Professlonal
Involvement, and Innovativeness. In each case the
distribution of the residuals appears to be falrly normal
with some slight skewedness and a small number of outliers
(maximum of three outilers ldentifled In any hlstogram?>.
Flgure 3 shows hlstograms plotted for two Independent
varlables regressed on Innovatlveness at the elementary

level.

Homoscedagticidity

In order to check whether the varlance appears to be
constant, residuals were plotted agalnst the predicted
values, and also agalnst the values of the Independent

variables. The scatterplots that were produced show no
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Figure 3

Hlstograms
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obvlious pattern to the spread of the residuals In relation
to the lncrease or decrease of the values of the |ndependent
varlables, or with the predlcted values. In all plots, the
residuals form somewhat of a horlzontal band which is
Indicative of equal variance. Examples of these plots are

provided In Flgure 2.

independence .

For lndependence to exist, it |s assumed that one
subject’s values are not influenced by another. In this
study, thls assumptlon is violated in that the sample of
teachers 1s taken from S8 schools. It is assumed that
because a group of teachers are responding to the same
principal and to issues within the same school, responses
are more related than they are to teacher responses between
schools. In such a study as this, where the principal and
staff behavior are an Issue, !ndependence cannot be Insured
without severely limlting the sample size, In that, |f
Independence were to be guaranteed, only one teacher could
respond to each prilncipal. Since lack of independence ls a
Secondary violation, *"the damage done by violation of these
assumptlons can always be lessened by collecting a larger or
more representatlve sample" (Darllington 1990, p.110). This
lack of lndependence ls further accounted for by lowerlng
the accepted level of statistical sign!flcance to .01. Cohen

(1992) suggests that to lower the rlsk of commiting a type I
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ercor, the seiectlon of such an alpha |s recommended In such
studles as thls where several hypotheses are tested.

In additlon to these four standard assumptlons, another
lssue of concern |s colllnearity. Pearson correlatlon
coefflclents of the lIndependent variables in this study
indicate quite clearly that they are not Independent of each
other. As Indlcated in Table 15 (A) and Table 15 ¢(B), all
correlations are quite high. The lowest coefficients are .44
for the eiementary sample and .39 for the high school
sample. All are statlstlcally slgnificant at the .001 level.
Hatllnger (1992) states that these high correlations among
the subscales are to be expected since a relatively narrow
Job area, Instructional leadershlp, Is belng appralsed. Such
a relationshlp between variabies ls referred to by
Darllington (1990) as a partial redundancy. He suggests that
such a confliguration ls the most common, and therefore, he
refers to It as the “"standard configuratlon”.

The degree of colllnearity Is assessed through the
measure of tolerance. Tolerance ls the measure of *ne
Independence of each regressor from the other. Tolerance of
‘1" Indicates perfect Iindependence, whlle tolerance of "0"
denotes perfect dependence. In SPSS statlstical analysls,
tolerancs below .01 is considered critical (Norusis, 1990).
To determine tolerance levels, all Independent varliables

were regressed on each dependent varlable. The tolerance



Table 15 (A)>

Correlations of Independent Varlables

(Elementary School)
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Varlabies FGOALS CGOALS SUPEVAL CURR MONIT PROTEC VIS INCTEAC PDEV INLEARN CON INVOL INNOV

FGOALS 1.0 .B6¢ .64 63 46 .46 .59
CoOALS .86 1.0 .72 .77 .68 .51 .52.67
SUPEVAL .64 .72 1.0 78 2 .55 .59 .68
CURR 8 1,0 81 .47 53 .67
NOKNIT A 68 72 81 1.0 .49 .50 .65
PROTEC .46 51 .55 A7 49 10 57 .48
VIS 4 52 52 53 50 .57 1.0 .61
INCTEAC .59 .67 .68 67 65 .48 .611.0
PDEY 64 7 68 68 5 4 .U .62
INIEARE .59 .66 .58 63 61 47T 4.8
CoM b2 57 .50 52 4T 49 .66 .52
INVOL A9 57 B2 .55 48 .48 .53 .52
TNV .58 .60 % .61 .53 52 .55,58

SNz EER

99
.66
.58
.63
.61
A7

Bogse

B2

D2 .49
.57 .57
.50 .52
.52 .55
47 .48
49 .48
.66 .53
92 .52
2 .69
90 .49
1.0 .75
1.0
63,77

“XsBakngpzaay

¥ Al coefficients are statistically significant at the .00 level.



TABLE 15 (B>

Correlations of Independent Varlables

(High Schocel )
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Variables FGOALS CGOALS SUPEVAL CURR MONIT PROTEC VIS INCTEAC PDEV INLEARN CO# INVOL INNOV

FGOALS 1.0 .83«
coare .83 1.0
SUPEWAL .72 .73
CURR 87
NONIT L5 67
PROTEC .49 .43
Vi3 o8 .56
INCTEAC .66 .69
PDEV ) I |
INLEARK .60 .61
CoM R N
INVOL ST .56
INNOV N} BN

12
Nk
1.0
80
.12
49
.58
.69
63
92
.45
A7
.58

.18
N
.80
1.0
15
48
.62
.68
12
.56
A7
52
.64

65
.67
N
N ]
1.0
44
63
.58
.59
.99
43
.46
.56

49
43
49
.48
44
1.0
42
R
.46
3
]
32
.38

.58 .66
.56 .69
.98 .69
.62 .68
.63 .68
A2 51
1.0 .62
.62 1.0
.60 .63
58 .

A8 .41
46 .43
.52 .57

N
T
63
N
.59
46
60
63
1.0
)
.46
59
67

.60 O3 .97
.51 .52 .56
52 A5 .47
56 47 .52
59 43 .46
3 3% .32
.58 48 .46
.66 Al 43
52 .46 .59
1.0 .43 .37
A3 18,7
L7 51,0
St d4

il
.69
.58
64

¥ Ali coefflclents are statistically signiflicant at the .001 level,
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levels remalned well above the critlical level of .01 wlth
the lowest observed belng .19, Also, the sample slize in thls
study, 317 elementary teachers and 307 high school teachers,
provides enough power to allevliate any concern that exlsts
with collinearlity. Darllngton (1990) states that
colllnearity affects only the power of the test on the
regression siopes, not the valldity. It is harder to flnd

glanlflcance, but If it 1s found it Is just as conclus]ve,

Hypotheges
Hypothegis 1

There |8 a positive relationship among lnstructlonal
leadershlp behaviors exhliblted by principals and the level
of teacher commitment to and support of the school.

As Indlcated in Table 15 (A) and Table 15 (B), all
independent varlables correlate poslitively with Teacher
Commi tment at the signlficance level of p < .001 for both
school types. Regression analyslis, with all 10 independent
variables regressed on Teacher Commitment at the ¢lementary
school level revealed an R Square of .5789 (AdJusted R
Square .5652). The directlon of the relatlonshlp was
positive. Only three b weights were negative and none of
these were slgnlificant. The totail positive direction of the
b coefflclients was 7.61 Includling the constant of 6.15,

while the negatlve total was -.271. The F test of llnearity
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ylelded an F-ratlo of 42.07 with 10 and 306 degrees of
freedom which is statistically signiflcant (p < .0005)>.

At the high school level, the R Square was .3506
(AdJusted R Square .3287). Slmitar to the elementary level,
the dlrectlon was positive. Only the b welghts of two
variables, Provlding Incentives for Teachers and
Coordinating the Curricuium were negatlive and nelther was
significant. The F-ratio is 15.98 with 10 and 296 degrees of
freedom which s statistically significant (p < .0005). The

hypothesls was supported.

Hypotheslg 2

There is a positlve relationship among instructional
leadershlp behaviors exhibited by principals and the level
of teacher professlional Involvement.

Table 15 (A) and Table 15 (B> show that all Independent
varlables correlate positively with Professional Involvement
(p < .001>. When alil 10 Independent varlables were regressed
on the dependent variable of Teacher Professlional
Involvement at the elementary level, the R Square was .5055
(Adjusted R Square of .4893). The dlrection of the
relationshlp was positive, and only three b welghts were
negatlve, none of which were signlficant. The positive
directlion of the b coefflclents was 14.722 with a constant
of 13.51 Included, while the negative total was -.368. The F
test of llnearlity yielded an F-ratlo of 31.27 wlth 10 and
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306 degrees of freedom which !s statistically significant (p
< .0005).

At the hlgh school level, the R Square was .4112
(Adjusted R Square .3913). The direction of the relationship
was similarly poslitive. The F-ratlo was 20.67 with 10 and
<96 degrees of freedom which is statlstically significant (p

< .0005)>. The hypothesis was supported.

Hypothesls 3

There Is a posgltive relationship among Instructlional
leadership behaviors exhlbited by principals and the level
of innovativeness In the school.

As wlth the other school-level characteristics, all
Independent varlables Independentiy correlate positlively
with Innovatlveness (p < .00i). See Table 15 (A) and 15 (B).
The R Square resultlng from the regression equation
containing all 10 independent varlabies was .5312 (Adjusted
R Square of .5159). The dlrectlion of the reliationship was
positive. There were three negatlve b welghts, but they were
not slgniflcant. The total positive directlon of the b
coefflclents was 10.53 wlth a constant of 9.19 Included,
while the negatlve total was .181. The F test of llnearlty
ylelded an F-ratlo of 34.68 with 10 and 306 degrees of
freedom which |s statistically significant. At the high
school level the relatlonshlp was signiflcantly positive as

weli. The F-ratlo was 40.80 wlth 10 an~ 296 degrees of
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freedom which ls statlistlcaliy slgnlficant (p < .0005). The
R sguare was .5796 (Adjusted R square .5654). The hypothesis

was supported.

Hypothesis 4

School type (elementary or hlgh scheool) does not
affect the relatlonship among instructional leadership
behavicors exhiblited by principals and the specified
school-level characteristlcs: (A) Teacher Commltment, (B)
Professional Involvement, and (C)> Innovativeness.

This hypothes!s was treated as three Independent
hypotheses, 4 (A), 4 (B>, 4 (C)., For each of these
hypothesls, two tests were conducted. Firstly, all variables
were regressed on the entire sample, then School Type was
added to the regression model to determine if there was a
signlficant R Square change. Secondly, after "best-flitting"
models were developed from the eiementary school data, these
models were applled to the entire sample, once again to
determlne |f School Type significantly changed the R Square.
If the results of elther test showed a statistically
signlflcant R Square change, the hypothesls was rejected.

Hypothesjs 4 (A). School type does not affect the
reiatlonship among instructlional leadershlip behavlors
exhiblited by princlpalis and Teacher Commitment.

When all variables were regressed on Commltment, the R
Square change resulting from the addition of School Type was
-00347 (F = 3,850, DF = 11/612, p = .0502). When School Type

was regressed on the developed model, shown in Table 16, the
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Table 16

Model tor Cummltment
(Elementary School)

Coefticlent Statistics Mode| Statistics
Coef/Var R SqCh B Fof B SigF SEB 9 C.Int. RSg SE P SlgF
b2/CGOATS .00728 .692 5.3  .0213 083 .03 t0.35 .58 4.39 84.98 .0000
b3/SUPEVAL .00841 -.190 6.19  .0134 .077 -.34 to-.03
bI/VIS 04657 398 34.27 .0000 .068 .26 to.53
b9/PDEV 08227 .692 45.82 .0000 .102 .49 to.89

bI0/INLEARN .0049¢ .124 3.67  .0562 .065 -.003 t0.25

3/CONSTANT

6.08 2500 .0000 1.22 4.7 to 8.5
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R Square change was .00457 (F = 5.055, DF = &/617, p =
.0249>. In both tests, the R Square change was not
statistlically slgniflicant (p < .01). The hypotheslis was
accepted.

Hypothesjs 4 (B). School type does not affect the
relationshlp among !nstructional leadership behaviors
exhiblited by princlpals and Teacher Professlonal
Involvement.

When School Type was entered In the equatlon containing
all ten varlables, the R Square change was .00730 (F = 8,12,
DF = 11,612, p = .0045). When School Type was applled to the
developed model, shown in Table 17, the resulting R Square
change was .00912 (F = 10.12, DF = 6/617, p = .0015). In
both tests the R Square change was statistically signiflicant
(p < .01). The hypothesls was rejected.

Hypothesis 4 (C>. School type does not affect the
relationshlp among lnstructlional leadership behaviors
exhilblted by principals and teacher lnnovativeness.

When all ten varlables were regressed on
Innovativeness, the R Square change that resulted from the
addition of School Type to the equatlion was .01085 (F =
14.58, DF = 11/612, p = .0001>, The appllcation of School
Type to the developed model, shown in Table 18, resulted In
an R Square change of .0099%9 (F = 13.35, DF = 6/617, p =
.0003>. The R Square change In both cases was statistlcally

significant (p < .01). The hypothesis was rejected.



Mode}

Table 17

for Involvement

(Elementary School)

Coefflclent Statistjcs

Hode) Statlstics
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Coef/Var RSqch B Fof B SlgF SEB 95C. Int. RSqg SE F Sig F
b4/CURR .00866 .180 §.35 .0212 .078 .03 to.33 .50 3.85 76.80 .0000
BV/EONIT 00379 -.116 2,35 1264 .076 -.27 t0.03
bO/INCTEAC  .00877 .13 5.43  .0204 .058 .02 to.25
b9/PDEV J4638  TI3 90.64  .0000 .075 .57 to.B§
3/Constant 14,07 176.52 .0000 1.06 12 to 16
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Table 18

for Innovativeness
(Elementary School)

Mode} Statistics

Coef/Va R SqChange B Fof B Sigf SEB 95C Int. RSq SE F Slg P
bl/FGOALS  .00656 J46 4,30 0391 071 .007 t0.29 .52 4.41 68.68 .0000
b4/CURR .00694 70 455 0338 .080 .01 to.33

b&/PROTEC 00680 A58 445 0357 073 .01 to.30

bB/INCTEAC 01302 94 852 0038 .066 .06 to.32

b9/PDEV 03941 A92 .78 .0000 .097 .30 to.68

3/CONSTANT .9.38 85,16 0000 1.26 07 to §2
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Model Building

In the assgessment of the "best-fltting" model, each
school type (elementary and high school) was separately
analyzed beglinnlng with eiementary school. Since the unique
contribution of each of the Instructional leadershlp
variables to each school-ievel characteristic was found to
be statistlically signiflcant (p < 00057, determination of a
"best-fltting" model required analysls of each varlable In
the context of all other sets of variabiles. This process of
analyzing all posslble subsets was completed by manual
manipulation of the computer analysis. The robustness of a
particular varlable as 1t was entered in the equation was
consldered through the R Square change. To asslst in the
model bulldlng process, R Square changes that were
significant at the .05 level are dlscussed. Since thls
process did not Include hypothesis testing, it was
determined appropriate to set the leve] of significance at a
higher level (p < .05) to allow for a broader analysls of
each variable and to lnsure that Important varlables were
not overlooked. Darlington (1990) notes that with varlables
that are highly correlated, as is the case !n thls study,
deleting one varlable lowers the R square very little. He
states that It ls possibie to have "a situatlon where no
Indlvidual member of a set ls statl!stically signiflcant,
even though the set as a whole is signiflcant" (p. 125).

Thls suggests that even In the absence of maklng a
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slgnlflcant R square change to the model, a partlicular
varlable may be Important. As a consequence, in the model
bullding process, the declsion to exciude any variablie from
the model was based on [ts lack of general robustness as It
was used with varlous varlabies iIn differing sets. The
subsets of varlables to whlch each varliable contributes
significantly as indlcated by the R Square change are
reported in Appendix G (elementary school) and Appendix H
(hlgh school».

Each model that was developed at the elementary level
was appllied across levels, If controlliing for Grade level
resulted In a signlflcant R Square change, the model ing
process was repeated for the high school level. As noted
above in the presentatlion of the resuits of the hypothesis
tests, statistically slonificant differences were found
between school levels for Teacher Professional Invclvement
and for Innovatlveness. Consequently, models for these two
gschool-level character!stlcs were developed separately. The
"begt-fitting" model for Teacher Commitment was determined
to be applicable to both levels since hypotheslis 4 (&) was

supported.

Mode]l Bulldlng at the Elementary School Level
Commlitment. The unique contrlbution of each of the

Instructional leadershlp variables to the level of Teacher
Commltment is statistlically signiflicant. As indlcated in

Table 19, the range of R Squares Is from .2201 for
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Table 19

Unlque Contribution of Each Independent Varlable
to the School-Level Characteristics
(Elementary School)

Variables R Square R Square R Square
Coca| tment Invoivement  Innovatlveness
FGGALS . 26681 243 3329
CGUALS .3297 3226 .3641
SUPEVAL 2451 2667 3118
CURR 2669 il 3708
MONIT 2201 2276 2824
PROTEC 2394 2331 .2661
VIS 4299 2762 2910
IRCTEAC 2017 215 .3388
PDEV 5145 AT A490
TRLEARN 2464 2380 .2768

#A1 R Squares in this Table are statistically significant (p < .01).
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Monltoring Student Progress to .514% for Promoting
Professiocnal Development. Slnce each variable explains a
signiflcant proport!on of the varlance In respect to
Comm]tment, determination of a regression model! required
analysls of each varlable In the context of all other
comblnatlons of varlables.

Framing School Goals explains lndependently 27 percent
of the varlance of Commltment. It continues to contrlbute
signlflcantly to the regression equation when all variables
except Promoting Professional Development or Communicatling
School Goals are Included. See Appendlix G.

Communicating School Goals explains unlgquely 33 percent
of the varlance of Comm!tment. When it Is combined with alt
variables other than Promotlng Profeasional Development, it
contlnues to make a statlistlically slgniflcant R Square
change when added to the equatlion (P=.019). When Promoting
Professlonal Development Is part of the equation with either
Provlding Incentlves for Learnlng, Providing Incentives for
Teachers, or Framling School Goals, comblned with all other
variables, Communicating School Goals contributes
slgnlficantly. Generally, Communicating School Goals is a
robust varlable that continues to contrlbute signiflcantly
to Comm!tment when comblned with other varlables.

Supervislon and Evaluation as a unique varliable
explalns 34 percent of the varlance of commitment. It
contributes significantly when entered with any single

varlable. It continues to contribute significantly, in a
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negatlive dlrection, with varjous comblnatlions of six to
elght varlables even though it does not contribute
slgniflcantly with most sets of three varlables. When it ls
added to two varliables or less, 1t makes a slgnificant
positlive contribution to the explalned varlance. When
Communicating School Goals is combined with any combination
of varliables excludling Monltoring Student Progress,
Supervision and Evaluatlion remalns signlflicant. When aili
varlables are entered In the equatlon excluding any two of
Protecting Instructlonal Tlme, Monlitoring Student Progress,
or Coordinating the Currlculum, Supervision and Evaluatlon
contributes signlflcant addltlonal varlance. The
statistically slgnlficant negat!ve contrlbution of thls
variable to the model as the explained varlance |ncreases
makes lts incluslon In the “best-fltting" model essentlal.
Coordinating the Currlculum contributes 27 percent to
Commitment when used alone. It contrlibutes signiflicantiy to
equations with one other variable with the exceptlon of
Promotlng Professlonal Development. When It Is added to an
equatlion In which Commun!cating Schooi Goals 1!s included, it
ceases to contribute signiflcantly |f any other variable |g
entered. Similarly, the R Square change that results from
lts addlition to Framing School Goals and varlous
comblnations of not more than one or two other varlables is
statistlcally slgniflcant. When Framlng School Goals,

Communlcating School Goals, and Promot ing Professional
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Development are excluded, Coordlnatlng the Cucrrlculum
signlflcantly contrlbutes to any set of flve variables.

Monitorlng Student Progress explalns 22 percent of the
variance of Commitment when regressed on it as a unigue
varlable. Its addition to all slngle varlables, except
Coordinatling the Currlculum and Promotling Professional
Development, results in a statlistically significant R Square
change. It contributes significantly to only one set of
three variables, Visibility, Protecting Instructlonal Time,
and Supervision and Evaluatlon. Otherwise, Monltoring
Student Progress contrlbutes significantly to eqguatlions with
a maximum of two other ve lables.

Protecting Instructional Tlme explalns uniquely 23
percent of the varlance of Comm!{tment. It contrlibutes
slgniflcantly to all single varlables with the exceptlon of
Promoting Professlional Development. When Visibllity Is
Included In the equatlion, Protectlng Instructional Time
contributes signlflicantly with Superv!slon and Evaluation,
Coordinating the Currilculum, Monltoring Student Progress,
and Provliding Incentives for Teachers. If Communicating
School Goals or Providing Incentlves for Learnlng are
employed with Visibillity, Protecting Instructional Time does
not account for signiflicant additional varlance. Also, it
ceases to contribute signlflicantly when Framing School Goals
ls combined with any varlable except Supervision and
Evatuatlon. When Visibility and Promotling Professlonal

Development are not Included In the equatlon, all other
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varlables can be comblnud, and Protecting Instructlonal Tlme
contributes sliagniflicantliy.

Visibillty accounts for 43 percent of the variance of
Commitment when it }s used alone. It contributes
slgniflcantly with all combinations cf variables.

Providing Incentives for Teachers explains unliquely 27
percent of the variance of Commltment. It contributes
significantly to the explalned varlance when comblned with
all Indlividual variables. When Communicatlng School Goals
and Promoting Professional Development are comblined, thils
variable does not contribute significantly; however, when
either Supervision and Evaluation or Monitoring Student
Progress are lincluded in the equatlon, it contributes
slgnlficantly once again. Simliariy, It does not contribute
significantly to the set of Providing Incentives for
Learning and Promoting Professional Development unless
Moritoring Student Progress is included. The inclusion of
Visibillty In tne equation affects the robustness of this
variable. It contributes slgnlficantly to a comblnation of
Vislblllty and elther Superviston and Evaluatlon or
Monltoring Student Progress. The addition of any other
variable with Visibility results in a non signiflicant
contribution of Providing Incentives for Teachers. When
Visiblllty and Promoting Professlonal Development are not
Included in the equatlon Providing Incentlves for Learning
contributes slgnificantly with all other varlable

combinations. When Communlcaciing School Goals, Provliding
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lncent!ves for Learning, and Promot ing Professional
Development are comblned, Providing Incentlves for Teachers
does not explalin additional statistically slgnificant
varlance,

Promotlng Professional Development accounts uniquely
tor 52 percent of the varlance of Commltment. It contlnues
to contribute signlflcantly with all variables in alli
possible subsets.

Providing Incentive for Learning, as a single varlable,
explalns 25 percent of the varlance of Commitment. It
cont lnues to contrlbute signlificantly when employed with any
combination of elaht variables providing that Monitoring
Student Progress, Protecting Instructional Time, and
Visibllity are lncluded in che equation.

The conclusion related to the analysls of all variables
and subsets of vartables, is represented by the
determinatlon of the “best-fitting" model. Aside from belng
the varliables that uniquely account for most varlance,
Visibllity and Promoting Professional Development are the
only varlables that contlnue to account for signiflcant
addltlonal varlance when all other varlables have been
entered In the equation. Thls can be seen In Table 20. When
these two varlables are comblned they explaln 56 percent of
the var.ance of Commitment. When other varlables are added
to the equation, the R Square change is significant for two

varlables only, Providing Incentives for Learning <p = .015>



Model of A1 Independent Variables

Table 20

Regressed on Commnltment

(Elementary School?

Varlables R square AdJusted R Square DF Slgnit F B
(Change)

bi/FGOALS (.00007) 081 et .02
b2/CGOALS (.00346) 2.52 137 a8
b3/SUPEVAL  (.00489) 3.56 .0603 -.i68
bA/CURR (.00004) 030 8635 .018
b5/MONIT (.00128) 928 .3361 -.086
b&/PROTEC (.00007) 048 8262 -.017
b7/Vis (.04090) 29,72 .0000  .3%
b8/INCTEAC  (.00008) 058 809 L0
b9/PDEV (.05869) 42.65 ,0000 a1
bi0/INLEARN  (.00512) .72 06 .13
CORSTANT 23,32 L0000 6.15
NODEL 51892 .56516 107306 42,97 .0000

136
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and Communicating School Goals (p = .018). When these
variables are entered as a set, the R Square change ls
.01126 (F change = 4.075, p = .018). Tabie 21 (A} shows the
R Square changes when varlables are added to the set of
Promoting Professional Development and Visiblltity. When
other variables are entered iIn the equation with these four
variables, only the R Sgquare change resulting from
Supervision and Evaluation is sligniflicant (p = .0134). This
can pe seen in Table 21 (B). If these three variables,
Provlding Incentlves for Learnling, Communicatlng School
Goals, and Supervislon and Evaluatlon, are added as a set to
Promoting Professlonal Development and Visibllity, he R
Sguare change s .01967 (F change = 4.824, p = .003). When
all other variables are added to the new equation of five
varlables, none of the R Square changes are statistlically
significant. See Table 21 (C). It [s apparent that the most
appropriate model contalns the variezbles Communicating
Schoo! Goals (b2), Supervision and Evaluatlion (b3),
Visiblliity (b7), Prumoting Professlional Development (b?9),
and Providing Incentives for Learning (bi0)>. The model Is
shown below In two formats, b weights and beta
(standardlzed) weights.

b welghts:

.1933b2 - .1904b3 + .3983b7 + .6924b9 +.12420b10 + 6.080a =

Commli tment.
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R Square Changes wlth
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Promoting Professlonal Development and Visibllity
for Commltment

(Elementary School)

Vartabies R Square Changes F Changes Slgnlflcance
FGOALS 00500 3.58057 0594
CGOALS 00789 5.68595 017
SUPEVAL .00102 12016 3967
CURR .00039 27628 599
HOHIT .00007 05031 8227
PROTEC .00002 01277 9101
INCTEAC 00135 95419 3293
INLEARN 00828 9.97386 .0151
FGOALS, PROTEC,

NONIT, CURR,

INCTEAC, SUPEVAL .01101 1.31005 252
CGOALS, INLEARN  .01126 4,07548 0179
CGOALS INLEARM

SUPEVAL 01967 4.62409 L0030
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Table 21 (B)

R Sgquare Changes with
Promoting Professional Development, Visibility,
Providing Incentives for Learning,
and Communicatling School Goais
for Commitment
(Elementary School)

Variables R Square Changes F Changes Significance
PGOALS 00002 01437 9047
SUPEVAL .00841 6.1658 0134

CURR 00222 1.6069 2059
MONIT 00441 3.2182 0738
PROTEC 00042 3003 5841
INCTEAC 00036 25646 6129
PGOALS, CURR

MONIT,PROTEC,

INCTEAC .06505 12134 6034




Table 21 (C)

R Square Changes with
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Promoting Professional Development, Vislbliity
Providing Incentives for Learning, Communlicatling
School Goals, and Supervision and Evaluatlon

for Commitment

(Elementary School)

Variables R Square Changes F Changes Signiflcance
PGOALS ,00005 03527 8511
CURR .00006 04292 8360
MONIT 00124 91025 3408
PROTEC 00010 .07065 7906
INCTEAC 00001 00829 R 745]




141

beta weights:
.1441b2 - .1453b3 + .3139b7 + .435709 + .0973bl0 + 6.080a =
Comm|{ tment.

In this equation, as lndlicated in Table 16, all variables
contrlibute slgnlflcantly with the exceptlon of Prov!dlng
Incentives for Learning. Slnce the addition of this varlable
resulted in a statlstlcally signiflcant R Square change when
added to Promoting Professional Development and Visibllity
before the introduction of Supervislon and Evaluatlon, and
as a resuit of its general robustness with all variables, It
was determined that It shouid be included.

The amount of varlance explalned by this model is 58
percent (F=84.98, DF = 5/311, p < .0005). The relatively
small standard error of each coefficlent, and the small 95
percent confidence Intervals that can be seen In Table 16
provide support for the approprlateness of the model. The
little change from the R square (.577) to the Adjusted R
Square (.570 > which glves a more nearly unblased estimate
of explained varlance (Darllington, 1990) provides further
gupport for the accuracy of the model.

Profegglonal Involvement. As with the dependent
variable Commitment, above, all individual variables explaln
a statistically signiflcant amount of the variance of
Professlonal Involvement. As Indicated in Table 19, the R
Square ranges from .23 with Protecting Instructlonal Tlme

and Monltorling Student Progress to .47 with Promotling



142

Professlonal Development. Similar to the process of
determinlng an appropriate model for Commitment, all subsets
analysis was used to determlne which variables should be
Included in the "best-fitting" mode]. Appendix G provides a
summary of the models to which each variable contributes
significantiy.

Framing School Goals explalins 24 percent of the
varlance of Involvement when regressed on it as a unlgque
variable. When elther Communicating School Goals or
Promoting Professional Development is employed in the
equation, Framing Schocl Goals does not make a statistically
slgniflcant R Square change. If nelther of these varlables
Is In the equatlion, Framlng School Goals contributes
slgnlflcantly with Superviston and Evaiuation, Coordlnating
the Currliculum, Monltoring Student Progress, and any other
single varlable. When Coordlnating the Currlculum, Promoting
Professlonal Development, and Communicating School Goals are
eliminated, Framing Schocl Goals contributes to the equatlon
when all other varlables have been entered.

Communlicating School Goais unlquely explalns 32 percent
of the variance of Involvement. When Promotlng Professional
Development, Providing Incentives for Learnlng, Visibility,
Protecting Instructional Time, Framlng Schoo! Goals, and
Monitorlng Student Progress are comblned, Communicating
School Goals contlinues to contrlbute slgnlficantly. However,

when Coordlinating the Curriculum or Providing Incentlves for
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Teachers ls Included in the equation with Promoting
Professional Development, the addition of Communicating
School Goals does not change the R Square slgnificantly. If
Promoting Professlional Development is not included,
Communicating School Goals contributes significantly to a
set of all other variables.

Supervision and Evaluation as a single varlable
accounts for 27 percent of the varlance of Involvement. If
Promotling Professional Development |s regressed on
Involvement, Supervislon and Evaluatlon does not account for
any significant new variance. Simiiarly, when Communlicating
School Goals and either Coordinating the Curriculum or
Visibllity are In a set, the R Square change resulting
from the addition of Supervision and Evaluation is not
signiflcant. When these varlables are separated, Supervision
and Evaluatlon does contribute slgnlficantly to the varlance
explalned by varlious comblnations of three or four
variables. For example, Visibllity, Protecting Instructlional
Time, Providing Incentives for Teachers, Monitoring Student
Progress, and Providing Incentives for Learning can be
combined In any set of three, and the addition of
Supervislon and Evaluation accounts for signlficant
addltlional varlance. Generally, this variable does not
explain slgnificant variance beyond that which is explalned

by any comblination of three variables. Therefore, it Is not
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consldered to be a robust variable that should be Included
In the "best-fltting" model.

Coordinating the Curriculum singly accounts for 31
percent of the varlance of Involvement., It continues to
contribute significantly when all variables are entered in
the equation.

Monlitoring Student Progress Independently accounts for
23 percent of the varlance of Invoivement. When Coordlnating
the Curriculum or Promoting Professional Development are
Ilncluded In an equation the contributlion of Monitoring
Student Progress becomes non signiflicant. Otherwlse, when
added to sets of two or three varlables, It results in a
statlstically signiflcant R Square change. For example, It
contributes significantiy tc the varlance explalned by a set
of Visibillty, Protecting Instructional Time, and Framing
School Goais; and to Visibility, and elther Providing
Incentives for Teachers or Providing Incentives for
Learning. When the latter variables, Providing Incentives
for Teachers and Providlng Incentives for Learning, are In a
set with any other varlable, Monitoring Student Progress
does not add to the explained varlance. It Is apparent that
this variable ls not robust when other varlables are
conslidered, and therefore, would explain little additlonal
varlance In a model! for Professional Involvement when other,

more robust variables have been consldered.
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Protectling Instructional Time uniguely accounts for 23
percent of the varliance of Involvement. When Promoting
Professional Development |s in the equation, Protecting
Instructlonal Time does not account for addlitlonal variance.
It contlnues to contribute signlficantly with comblinatlons
of all other varlables.

Visibllity as an lndependent variable accounts for 28
percent of the variance of Involvement. Similar to
Protecting Instructional Time, It does not explain
additional variance beyond that accounted for by Promoting
Professional Development; however, It brings about a
signiflicant R Square chcrqge when added to a set of all other
varliables.

Providing Incentives for Teachers explains 27 percent
of the varlance of Involvement when regressed on it as a
separate varlable. It conlinues Lo contribute significantly
to the explained varlance when employed with a set of all
varlables, with the exception of Promotlng Professlional
development and Vislbillity. When Promotlng Professional
Development 1s included in the maodel, all varlables except
Communicating School Goals and Providing Incent!ives for
Learning can be entered, and Providling Incentives for
Teachers contlnues to contribute significantly. When
Communlcating School Goals Is employed with Promot ing
Professional Development, Framing School Goals, Supervision

and Evaluation, and Monitoring Student Progress, the
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addltion of Providing Incentlves for Teachers augments the R
Square slgnlflcantly; however, the add!tion of any other
slngle varlable to this set results In its non significant
contribution. When Visibillty and Incentives for Learning
are combined, only two variables, Protecting Instructional
Time and Monltoring Student Progress, can compose a set to
which this variable accounts for significant additlonal
varlance.

Promotlng Profess!|onal Development unlqueiy accounts
for 47 percent of the varlance of Involvement. It continues
to contribute significantly when all varlabies are entered
in the equatlon.

Providling Incentives for Learning as a unlque varl!able
explains 24 percent of the varlance of Involvement. If
Promoting Professional Development and Providing Incent]ves
for Teachers are not lncluded, all other variables combine
with elther Protectling Instructlional Time or Coordinating
the Currlculum to form a set to which the addition of
Providlng Incentlves for Learning accounts for a
statlstlcally slgnlficant R Square change. When Providing
Incentives for Teachers and Promotlng Professional
Development are Included in a model, Providing Incentives
for Learning does not account for further statlstically
signlflicant var!lance.

When all the variables are entered In the equatlon,

only Promoting Professional Development and Coordinating the
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Curriculum contribute significantly to Involvement. See
Tabie 22. The set of these two variabies account for 49
percent of the variance of Involvement. As can be observed
from Table 23 (A)>, when other variables are added to this
set, only Providing Incentlves for Teachers makes a
slgnlficant R Square change (R Square = .00679, F = 4.184, P
= .0416). When individual varlables are comblned with the
largest single contributor, Promotling Professional
Development, Providing Incentlves for Teachers,
Communlicating School Goals, Coordinating the Curriculum, and
Providing Incentives for Learning Individually contribute
significantly to the varlance explalned. As can be seen In
Table 23 (B>, the addition of Providing Incentives for
Teachers results in the largest R Square change (.01531).
When other variables are added to the set of Promoting
Professional Development and Providing Incentives for
Teachers, no variable or set of varlables results in a
Statlstlcally slgnlficant kK Square change. See Table 23 (C).
In spite of this, It was determined that two other varliable,
Coordinatling the Curriculum and Monltoring Student Progress
should be Included In the model. The addition of elther of
these varlables or both combined to the above noted two
variablie model does not result in a significant R Square
change; however, as Indlcated In Table 23 ¢D), when
Monltoring Student P-ogress is lncluded, the addition of

Coordlnating the Curriculum or Communicating Schonl Goals
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Table 22

Model of All Independent Varlables
Regressed on Involvement
(Elementary School)

Variables R oquare Adjusted R Square DF P Signif F B

{Change)
bi/FGOALS (.00158) S 3240 -am
b2/CGOALS (.003%0) 2164 43 148
b3/SUPEVAL  (.09096) 5% M0 - 16D
b4/CURR (.00608) 3.%3 058 .M
bS/NONIT (.00445) 2.7 09 -9
b6/PROTEC (.00158) 57 3238 .06
bIVIS €.00039) 238 .5%6 .03
b8/INCTEAC  (.00348) 214 141 0%
b9/PDEY (.67120) 44,05 .0000 .632
b10/INLEARN  (.00198) 1,26 .2693  .067
CONSTANT 147.29 0000 3.5

NODEL 50545 48929 10706 31.27 0000
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Table 23 (A»

F 5quare Changes with Promoting Professional Development
and Coordinating the Curricuium
for Involvement
(Elementary School)

Varlables R Square Changes P Changes Slantflcance
FGOALS .00020 11942 129
COOALS 00463 2.8406 .0929
SUPEVAL .00000 00033 . 9856
HONIT 00181 1.1050 2940
PROTEC 00255 1.5616 2124
VIS 00197 1 2031 2736
INCTEAC 00679 4.1845 0416
INLEARN .00526 3,233% 0731

CGOALS INLEARN 00766 2.359 0962




Table 23 (B)

R Square Changes wlth
Promoting Professional Development
for Involvement

(Elementary School)

Varlables R Square Changes F Changes Significance
FGOALS 00483 2.89685 .0897
CGOALS .01460 8.92812 .0030
SUPEVAL .00481 2.88737 .0903
CURR 01348 8.22739 .0044
HOKIT 00192 §.14339 2858
PROTEC .00334 1.99745 .1586
VIS .00287 1.71378 1915
INCTEAC 01531 9.37835 0024
INLEARN 01253 1.63226 .0061
CGUALS CURR INCTEAC

INLEARN 02425 3.74287 .0054
FGOALS SUPEVAL VIS

PROTEC MONIT 01033 1.23728 2914




Table 23 (C)

R Square Changes with

Promoting Professlonal
Providing Incentives for Teachers
for Invoivement

(Elementary School)

Development and

Variables R Square Changes F Changes Skgniflcance
FGOALS .00099 60356 4378
CGOALS 00578 3.5669 .05%9
SUPEVAL .00024 J4725 L7014
MONIT .00009 .05487 8150
VIS 00029 17605 675!
PROTEC L0017 1.0409 3084
INLEARN 00439 2.7007 1013
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Promoting Professional Development,

Progress,

Table 23 (D
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R Square Changes with

Monitoring Student

and Providing Incentives for Teachers

for Involvement
(Elementary School)

Variables R Square Changes F Changes Significance
FGUALS 00124 . 15557 . 3854
CGOALS .00685 4.2234 0407
SUPEVAL ,00044 .26899 5044
CURR .00866 5.3618 0212
VIS 00027 16498 N804
PROTEC 00§78 1.0855 6049
TNLEARN .00500 3.0758 .0804
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results In a slgnlflcant R Square change. Slnce
Communlcatling School Goals does not account for as much
varlance as Coordinating the Curriculum, and does not
slgniflcantly account for addltional varlance beyond that
accounted for by Promoting Professional Development,
Providing Incentlves for Teachers, Coordinating the
Currlculum, and Monitoring Student Progress, it was not
Inciuded in the model. The statistics provided in Table 23
(E), Indicate that no other variable or sets of variables
contribute to the varlance of Involvement beyond these four
varlables. The "best-fitting" mode] is composed of
Coordlnating the Curriculum (b4>, Monitorling Student
Progress (b5), Providing Incentives for Teachers (b8}, and
Promoting Professionai Development (b%9). The mode!l Is
presented below in both b weight and beta welght format.

b welghtg:

-1802b4 - .1164b5 + ,1362b8 + .7133b9 + 14.07a = Involvement

beta weights:

-1724b4 - .1092bS + .1348BbB + .5562b9 + 14.07a Invoivement

The amount of varlance explained by thls model Is 50
percent (F = 76.80, DF = 4/312, P < .0005). While the 95
percent conflidence Interval ranges over the zero mark for
Monitoring Student Progress because of the non signiflcance
of the b welght, the relatively small range and the small

standard error of each coefflcient provides support for the

accuracy of the model. The llttle change from the R Square
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Table 23 (E)

R Square Changes with
Promoting Professional Development, Monitoring Student
Progress, Coordlnatlng the Currlculum, and Providlng
Incentlves for Teachers
for Involvement
(Elementary School)

Variables R Square Changes F Changes Signlflcance
FGOALS .00002 00114 9152
CGOALS 00277 1.7219 L1904
SUPEVAL 00017 10615 J448
VIS 00036 22195 631
PROTEC 00221 1.3729 242

INLEARN .00335 2.0812 1501
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of .496 to the Adjusted R Square of .490, which, as
previously noted, glves a more nearly unbjased estimate of
explalned varlance, provides addltional support for Its
accuracy. See Table 17 for a summary of the statlstlcs
related to the model.

Innovativeness. As with both Commitment and
Professional Involvement, all variables uniquely account for
varlance of Innovativeness that is statistlcatly
significant. As shown in Table 19, the amount of expiained
varlance ranges from 26 percent accounted for by Protecting
Instructlonal Time to 45 percent by Promoting Professlonal
Development. As a consequence of the unique strength of each
varlable, and as a result of the high correlation of each
varlable, the process of selecting the most appropriate
model was conducted in a similar manner to the development
of the models for the other dependent varlabies through all
subsets analys!is. The largest subsets to whlch each variable
contributes significantly are listed in Appendix G.

Framing School Goais uniquely accounts for 33 percent
of the varlance of Innovativeness. When Framing School Goals
!s used wilth Coordlnating the Currlculum and Communicat!ing
School Goals, it does not make a signliflcant change to the
explalned varliance. With the excluslon of Communicating
School Goals from the equatlon, Framing Schoo! Goals remalns

slgnificant with all combinations of other varlabiles.
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Communicating Schoo! Goals as an Independent varlable
explains 36 percent of the varlance of Innovativeness. It
contributes slignificantly when added to a comblnatlon of
Supervislon and Evatuatlon, Monltoring Student Progress,
Protecting Instructional Time, Vieiblility, Providing
Incentives for Learning, Providing Incentlives for Teaching,
and elther Promotling Professlional Development or
Coordinating the Curriculum. When Framlng School Goals Is
included, It |s not so robust, and significantly contributes
to combinations of only three varliables unless Supervision
and Evaluation is included, whereupon, it accounts for
additlional varlance with sets of four variables.

Supervision ana Evaluation separately accounts for 31
percent of the variance of Innovatliveness. It remains
signiflcant with all single varliables; however, It Is not
robust wlth other combinatlons of variables. It contlinues to
make a significant R Square change with a maxlmum of four
other variabies, and when Promoting Professional Development
Is Included, !t continues to contrlbute signiflcantly with
only Instructional Time and Vislblllty, or with any other
slngle varlable. Also, when Provlding Incentlves for
Learning and Providing Incentlves for Teachers are comblned,
no other varlables can be added if Supervision and
Evaluatlon is to make a signiflcant R Square change.

Coordlnating the Curriculum uniquely accounts for 37

percent of the varlance of Innovativeness. It contlnues to
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be robust wlth all varlables and signiflicantly contributes
to Innovatlveness when all varlables are entered.

Monltoring Student Progress, as a slingle varlable,
accounts for 28 percent of the variance of Innovatlveness.
It contributes significantly to Innovativeness with al]
single varlables except Coordinating the Currlcuium. It is
not particularly robust as its addition to only one equation
with more than three variables results In a slgniflcant R
Square change,

Protecting Instructlional Time uniquely accounts for 27
percent of the varlance. This varlable is signlificant in its
contrlbutlon to Innovatlveness when all varlables are
comblined. Whlle, uniquely, it accounts for less varlance
than any other single variable, It Is qulte robust when
combined with other variables.

Vislblllity accounts for 30 percent of the variance of
Innovativeness when regressed on It without the control! of
other variables. It adds slgnlficantly to the amount of
variance explained when all varlables, with the exception of
Promotlng Professional Development, are included !n the
equatlon. When Promoting Professional Development ls
included, Visibliity contributes slgniflcantly to a
combination of Framing Schoo! Goals, Communicating School
Goals, Provlding Incentlives for Learning, and Monitoring
Student Progress; however, It ceases to make a slgnlflcant R

Square change If Promoting Professional development ls
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comblned with elther Supervision and Evaluatton,
Coordlnating the Curriculum, Protectlng Instructional Time,
or Providling Incentives for Teachers.

Providlng Incentlves for Teachers accounts for 34
percent of the variance of Innovatlveness when regressed on
it as a unique varlable. It continues to explaln a
slgnificant amount of additional varliance when added to all
variables.

Promoting Professional Development uniquely explalns 45
percent of the variance of Innovatlveness. It Is qulte
robust and contrilbutes slgnificantly to the explalned
variance with all combinatlions of variables.

Providing Incentives for Learning uniquely accounts for
28 nercent of the varitance of Innovativeness. Its addition
to all single varlables results In a signiflicant R Square
change. When all varlables except Promotling Professional
Development and Providing Incentives for Teachers are
comblned, It continues to contribute signiflicantly. If these
latter varlables are Included, 1t contributes signiflcantly
with various gets of three or four variliables.

When all varliables are included in the model, four of
them contrlbute significantly. These are Promotlirg
Professional Development, Protecting Instructlonal Tlme,
Providing Incentlves for Teachers, and Coordinating the
Curriculum. Of these varlables, Promoting Professlonal

Development remains the most robust when added to all other
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varlables, In that, its addition to the equatlion results in
a .027 R Square change (F = 17.85, p < .0005). This can be
observed in Table 24. After having chosen Promoting
Professlonal Development as the primary variable, the R
Square change resultling from the entry of other varlabies
was assgessed. As indicated in Table 25 (A), all variables
contribute significantly. The largest R Sguare change
results from the addition of Incentives for Teachers,
followed by Coordlnating the Curriculum, Framing School
Goals, and Communicating School Goals. When these variables
are comblned In a set the R Square change Is .069 which is
statlstically slgniflcant. However, analysls of the varlous
sets of varlables that contribute most to the explanation of
the variance of Innovativeness, revealed that Protecting
Instructlional time, Promoting Professional Deveiopment,
Providlng Incentives for Teachers, Framlng School Goals, and
Coordinating the Currlcuium explain more varlance than any
other combination of varlables, resulting In an R Square
change of .07579. The addition of Communicating School
Goals, which as a unique variable ranked third In the amount
of explained varlance, makes no change to the R Square
accounted for by thls set. Simiiarly, nelther Supervision
and Evaluation, Monitoring Student Progress, Visibility, nor
Providing Incentives for Learning, inaitvidually or in sets,
add any signlflcant change to the R Square beyond that

explained by that combination. See Table 25 (B).
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Table 24

Model of All Independent Varlables
Regressed on Innovativeness
(Elementary School?

Variabies R Square Adjusted R Square DF F Signif F B

{Change)

b1/FGOALS (.00387) 25 1129 146
b2/CGOALS (.0000) 000 9743 -.004
b3/SUPEVAL  (.00095) 622 .4308  -.070
bd/CURR {.00931) 6.08 .0142 251
bS/MORIT (.00224) .46 275  -.107
b6/PROTEC (.00588) 3.84 .0509 148
b7/VIS (.00153) 1.00 3179 073
b8/INCTEAC  (.00900) 5.88 0159 .82
b9/PDEV (.02734) 17.85 .0000 .460
bi0/IKLEARN  (.00200) 1.3 .63 .079
CONSTANT 52.14 .0000 9.19
MODEL 53124 51592 10/306  24.68 .0000




Table 25 (A>

R Square Changes with

Promoting Professional

DevelcLpment
for Innovativeness
(Elementary School)

Varlables R Square Changes P Changes Slanificance
PGOILS .03682 2.48 .0000
COOALS 03509 21.36 .0000
SUPEVAL 02019 1.9 006
QR 04266 26.48 .0000
NCKIT 01672 9.824 0019
FROTEC atg 7.692 .0059
VIS .00967 5.610 .0t85
INCTEAC 04545 28.02 0000
[HLEARN 02917 17.55 .0000
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Table 25 (B)

R Savare Changes
with Promoting Professional Development, Providing Incentives for Teachers, Framing
School Goals, Protecting Instructional Tige, and Coordinating the Curriculum
for Innovatveness
{Elementary Schoot)

Variabies R Square Changes P Changes Significance
CGOALS .0000 .00097 9752
SUPEVAL 00113 14007 .3903
MONIT 00245 1.6046 262
VIS .00119 LT3 33

INLEARH .00131 .85964 354
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Slnce most of the varlance accounted for by the
varlables, Communicating School Goals, Supervision and
Evaluatlon, Monitoring Student Progress, Vlsibility, and
Provlidlng Incentives for Learning appears to be explalned by
other more robust variables, It was determined that they
should not be Included in the selected model for
Innovatliveness. The "best-fittlng" model! includes Framing
School Goals (bl), Coordinating The Currlculum (b4d),
Protecting Instructlonal Time (b6), Providing Incentives for
Teachers (b8, and Promoting Professional Development (b9).
The model ls presented below In both b weight ana beta
welght format:

b welghts:

-1464b1 + .1701b4 + .153Cb6 + .1936b8 + .4918b% + 9.378a =
Innovativeness

beta welghts:

.1227b1 + .1385b4 + 1082b6 + .1632b8 + .3265b9 + $.378a =
Innovativeness

The amount of varlance explained by this model is 52 percent
(F = 68.68, DF = 5/311, p < .0005). The approprlateness of
the mode} Is supported by tr: relatlvely small standard
error of the b weights, the small 95 percent confidence
Intervals and the small difference in the R Square and the
AdJjusted R Square .00764. Thls model and related statistlcs

are presented In Tabie 18.
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Mode] Building at The Hlah School Leve]

As noted above, the models developed at the elementary
level for Teacher Professlional Involvement and
Innovativeness were determined not to be applicable at the
high school level. This sectlon summarizes the process of
developing the "best-fitting" models at the high school
level for these two school-level characteristlics.

Profegsgsional Inveolvemepnt. Simiilar to the eiementary
school level, all individual variables explain a
statistically sligniflcant amount of varlance of Professlional
Involvement. As shown in Table 26, the R Square resulting
from the regresslon of each variable unlquely on
Professlonal Involivement ranges from .10 with Protectling
Instructlional Time to .35 wlth Promoting Professional
Development. To determine which variabies should be Included
In the most approprlate model, the contribution of each
variable to all possible sets of varlables was assessed
through analyslis of the R Square change. A summary of the
models to whlch the additlon of each varlable results in a
statistically significant R Square change (p ¢ .05) Is
provided In Appendlx H.

Framing School Goals uniquely explains 32 percent of
the varlance of Professional Involvement. When all other
variables are Included In a modzi to explaln Professional

Invoivement, Framing School Goals contlnues to account for
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Unique Contribution of Each Independent Variable
to the School-Level Characteristics
(High School?

Varlables R Square R Square
invoivenent Innovatlveness
FGOALS 3217 5019
CGOALS 309 4758
SUPEVAL 2244 335
CURR 211 4049
HONIT .2108 0N
PROTEC 1031 1427
VIS 2159 .2689
INCTEAC 1811 3263
PDEV L3489 A544
INLEARN 1352 2006
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Statlstically slgniflcant additlonal variance (R Square
change = .01, F = 5.25, p = .02).

Communicating School Goals independently accounts for
31 percent of the variance of Professional Involvement.. The
addition of this varlable to aill other vartables, Including
either Framing School Goals or Promot ing Professional
Development, results In a Statlistlically signiflcant R Square
change. When Promoting Professional Development and Framing
School Goals are employed as a set, the addltlon of
Communicatlng School Goals Is not signlflicant.

Supervision and Evaluation, as a slngle varlable,
accounts for 22 percent of the varlance of Professional
Involvement. It contrlbutes significant additlonal vartance
to that explalned by a combination of Monltorlng Student
Progress, Protecting Instructlional Time, Visibllity,
Providing Incentives for Teachers, and Providling Incentlves
for Learning. The incluslion of elther Framing School Goals,
Communicating School Goals, Coordinatling the Curriculum, or
Promoting Profess!onal Development to the above combinatlon
results In a non s!anlflcant 7 Square change with the
additlon of Supvcvislon and Evaluatlon. When elther of these
latter varlables s Included, Supervision and Evaluatlion
contributes siynlflcantly to modeis with only three or four
variables.

Coordinating the Currlculum explalns 27 peccent of the

varlance of Professlional Involvement when regressed on It
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wlth no other controllling varliables. When added to any other
single varliable, [t explains adcitional variance at a
statistlicaily significant level, with the smallest R Square
change (.0z) resulting from Its additlon to Framing School
Goals, Communlicatling School Goals, and Promoting
Professional Develcopment. When neither of these variables
are !ncluded in the equation, Coordinating the Curriculum
explains significant varlance beyond that explained by all
other variables. As can be determined from the lists in
Appendix H, 1f elther Framling School Goals, Communlcating
School Goals, or Promoting Professionai Development is
Included, Coordinating the Curriculum contributes
gignlficantly to explained variance with various
combinations of four or five varlables.

Monitoring Student Progress uniquely explalns 21
percent of the varlance of Professlonal Involvement, and
contributes slgnlficant addltional varlance to that
explalned by each variable. When Framlng School Goals,
Communicatlng School Goals, Supervision and Evaluation, and
Coordinat!ing the Curriculum are not Included, |t accounts
for additlonal varlance beyond that explalued by any
combinatlon of the other five varlables. If Coordinating the
Currlculum is regressed on Professlonal Involvement,
Monltoring Student Progress does not explaln additlonal
varlance to that explalned by the addition of ary other

single variable. When elther Framing School Goals,
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Communlcating School Goals, or Supervision and Evaiuation
are combined with elther Providlng Incentives for Learning,
Providing Incentives for Teachers. or Protecting
Instructional Time, the addition of Menitoring Student
Progress results in a statistically significant R Square
change.

Protecting Instructlonal Tlme Independently accounts
for 10 percent of the varlance of Professional Involvement.
When added to other single vartables, it accounts for
significant additional variance with oniy Communicating
School Goals, Supervision and Evaluation, Monltoring Student
Progress, Vislibliity, Providing Incentives for Teachers, and
Providing Incentives for Learning. The only variable that
can be Included with elther of these variables, to whlch
Protecting Instructlional Time adds slignlficant add!itlional
variance is Providing Incentives for Learning. Since |t does
not explaln signiflcant varlance beyond that accounted for
by a maxlmum of two varliables, |t ls not consldered to be
Important ln a model for Professlonal Involvement.

Viglbility, as a unique varlable, accounts for 22
percent of the varlance of Professlonal Involvement, and It
continues to contrlbute significantly when all varlables are
combined with either Monltorlng Student Progress or
Promcting Professional Development. Its signlificant
contributlon, however, ls dependent upon the presence of

Providing Incentives for Teachers in the eguatlion. For
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example, it does not contribute beyond var!ance explalned by
Framing School Goal2 ana Promotlng Professional Development,
1f Providing Incentlves for Teachers is not included.

Providing Incentlves for Teachers accounts for 18
percent of the variance of Professional Involvement. I1f
Pramlng School Goals, Communicating School Goals, or
Promoting Professional Development have been previocusly
entered In the equation, |t does not contribute signlficant
addltlonal varliance. Generally, this varlable does not
contribute significantly beyond varlance accounted for by
any two variables; however, it appears to contribute to the
equation as a suppressor variable (Dariington, 1990). As a
consequence of |ts Inclusion in the model, the addition of
Vislbility results in a significant R Square change.

Promotlng Professional Development unlquely accounts
for 35 percent of the variance of Professional Involvement.
Of all the single varlables, it explains the greatest amount
of varlance. Also, when all variatles are Included in a
mocel, its addlitlion results In an R Square change that Is
greater than any other. Thls R Square change ¢.04) s
statlstlcally slgniflcant (F = 19.59, p < .0005).

Providing Incentives for Learning accounts for 14
percent of the varlance of Professional Involvement when
regressed on It as a unlque variable. When It is added to
other slngle varlables that have been regressed on

Professlonal Involvement, it explains additlonal varlance
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wlith all but Framlng School Goals, Commun!cating School
Goals, and Promotling Professlonal Development. Beyond that,
It accounts for little additiona} significant varliance. Only
when Protecting Instructional Time is combined with elther
Supervision and Evaluation, Monitoring Student Progress, or
Providing Incentives for Teachers does it account for
additlonal varlance with two other variables.

From the assessment of the contributicn of each of
these varliables, a "best-fltting" model was derived. In a
mode] of all ten varlables, only two variables continue to
account for signlflcant variance beyond that explained by
the other varlables. These variablies are Framing School
Goals and Promotlng Professional Development. See Table 27.
As noted above, the variable that contributes most varlance
beyond that explained by all other variables Is Promoting
Professional Development. As well, this same varlable
accounts for the most variance when regressed uniquely on
Professlonal Involvement. See Table 26. When thls varlable
is entered flrst In the eguatlon, the only variables that do
not make a significant R Square change when added are
Protectlng Instructional Time, Providing Incentlves for
Teachers, and Providing Incentives for Learning. The
varlable that contrlbutes most additlional varlance lIs
Framling School Goals. These statlstics are found in Table 28
(A). Slnce thls varliable |s second to Promotlng Professlonal

Development In accounting for unlque variance and In
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Table 27

Modei of Ali Independent Varlables
Regressed on Involvement
(High School)

Variables R square Adjusted R 5S¢ IF F Slenif F B
(Change)

FGOALS (.01044) 5,248 0227 24
CGOALS (.00583) 2.932 .087¢9 .18
SUPEVAL (.00004) .0200 .8877 -.01
CURR {.00005) 0270 8692 -.02
KONIT (.00147) L7360 3011 07
PROTEC (.00000) 0010 L9801 .002
VIS (.00712) 3.580 0595 M
INCTEAC (.00246) 1.239 2665 -.08
PDEV (.03896) 19.59 0000 .39
INLEARN (.01159) 8010 3716 -.07
CONSTANT 118.7 .0000 14.7

NMODEL 41116 39127 107296 20.67 .0009




Table 28 (A)»

R Square Changes wlth
Promoting Profusslonal

for Involvement

(High School?

Variables R Square Changes F Changes Significance
FGOALS .044g7 2.5 .0000
CGOALS 03726 18.45 .0000
CURR 01966 9.463 .0023
HONIT 01960 2.435 .0023
PROTEC 00262 1.324 .2508
VIS 01825 8.767 0033
INCTEAC 00475 2.23% 1362
INLEARH .00520 2.446 1189
ALL .05182 3.210 0016
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accounting for variance beyond that explained by all other
varlables, It was deemed essential to the model. When it is
entered flrst in the equation, the same varliables that
account for slgniflcant additional varlance with Promoting
Professional Development continue to contrlbute
slagnlficantly. See Table 28 (B). When both varlables,
Framing School Goals and PromotIng Professional Development,
are entered in the equatlon, no other variables contribute
significant additional variance. See Table 28 (C). Using
Stepwlse regression (rot recommended for the determlnation
of the "best-flitting" by Darlington, 1990, or Norusis,
19903, these two varlables are the only two {nclud d In the
model. However, comprehensive analysls, such as was
completed with each variable, indicates that Providing
Incentives for Teachers and Visibillity shoulid be included in
the model. The Inclusion of Providing Incentives for
Teachers In the model, while not contributlng slgnificant
additional variance [tself, provides for a slgniflcant
contributlion by Vislblillty. Thls can be gseen ln Table 28
(D). While as a unique variable, Providing Incentives for
Teachers correlates positively with Professlonal
Involvement, in thls model it has 2 negative regression
weight which provides for the glgnlficant contribution of
Vislbllity to the model. When Providing Incentives for
Teachers exlsts with Framing School Goalg and Promoting

Professional Development, the addition of Visiblilty



Table 28 (B>

R Square Changes with
Framing School Goals
for Involvement
(High School)

Variables R Square Changes F Changes Slgnificance
CGOALS .02395 11.43 0010
SUPEVAL .00851 3.612 0503
CURR 01628 1.476 L1066
MONIT 01443 6.609 .0106
PROTEC 00225 1.013 3150
VIS .02833 13.25 .0003
INCTEAC 00512 2.314 1295
PDEV 07208 36.14 .0000

INLEARN 00131 .5885 4436




Table 28 (¢

R Square Changes with
Promoting Professional Development and Framing School
Coals
for Involvement
(High School)

Varlables R Square Changes F Changes Slgnlficance
CGOALS .00526 2.653 1044
SUPEVAL 00067 3373 .5618
CURR .00084 4209 5170
MONIT 00341 1,715 1914
PROTEC .00001 0043 . 9481
VIS .00668 3.377 0671
INCTEAC 00017 .0849 109
INLEARN .00009 .0449 L8322

ALL 01740 1.093 3677




R Saquare Changes with
Promoting Professionai

Framlng School Goals,

Table 28 (D)
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Development,

and Providing Incentlves for Teachers

for Involvement
(High School?

Varjables R Squa

re Changes F Changes

Significance

CGOALS 00635
SUPEVAL .00109
CURR 00116
HONIT .00478
PROTEC .00000
VIS 00817
INLEARN .00002

3.195
5465
5775
2.401
.0000
4.124
.0098

0749
.4603
4479
1223
9964
0431
9214
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accounts for statlstlically slanlflcant addltional varlance.
As Indicated in Table 28 (E), when all variables and all
possible sets of varlables are added to these four
varlables, no R Square chanae is sign!ficant. The varlables
Included In the "best-fitting" model are Framing School
Goals (bl>, Visibllity (b7), Providing Incentives for
Teachers (b8), and Promoting Professional Development (p9).
The model is presented below in both b welaght and beta
welght format.

b welights:

.3314b1 + .1433b7 - .05%90b8 + .4202b9 + 14.55a

Involvement

beta welghts:

.2872b1 + .123%9b7 - .0596b8 + .3505b9 + 14.55a Involvement

Thls model accounts for 40 percent of the variance of
Professional Involvement (F = 50.78, DF = 4/302, p < .0005).
Statistlecs related to thls model are presented in Tabie 29.
All varlables that are Included In the model, with the
exception of Providing Incentives for Teachers, make a
statistlically significant contribution to the model as
indlcated by the statlistical significance of all b weights
and the R Square changes resulting from the addition of each
variable to the model. The Adjusted R Square is .394, which
Is a smail change from the R Sguare ¢.402). Since thls Is a
more nearly unblased estimate of the explained variance It

attests to the accuracy of the model. Also, the small



R Square Changes with

Framling School Goals,

Table 28 (E>

Promoting Professlonal
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Develcpment,

Visibllity, and Providing Incentives for Teachers

for Involvement

(High School?

Variables R Square Changes F Changes Significance
CGOALS 00631 3.211 0741
SUPEVAL 00049 .2451 .6209
CURR .00035 1778 673
NONIT 00215 1.086 .2981
PROTEC .00004 0181 8932




Coefficient Statistics

Mode}
(High School)

Table 29

for Involvement

Mode| Statistlcs
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Coef/Va R Square Ch B Fof B SigF SEB 95C. Int. RSq SE F SigF
bi/FGOALS 03459 33 1747 .0000 .08 .18 to.49  .402 4.05 50.8 .0000
b7/VIS .00817 44,12 0431 .07 .004 to.28

b8/INCTEAC  .00165 -.06 .83 .3616 .06 -.19 to.07

b9/PDEV 05203 42 26,28 .0000 .08 .26 to.58

CONSTANT 14.5 158.0 .0000 1.2 12 to.17
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standard error of each b weight and the small! 95 percent
confldence Interval for each, provides further support for
the model. The 95 percent confidence level for Providing
Incentives for Teachers spans the zero level since the b
coefficient is not significant. Since the Ilmportance of this
varlaple s contingent on its acting as a suppressor
varfable, the non slgnificant b weight of the variable
Itself Is not considered critical.

lnpovatijveness. As presented In Table 26, the R Square
that results from the regression of each unique varlable on
Innovativeness Is statistically significant. The range of
the R Squares is from .14 resulting from Protecting
Instructional Tilme to .50 with Framing School Goals. When
all varlables are modelied on Innovativeness, the varlables
that continue to make a signiflcant R Square change are
Promoting Professional Development, Framing School Goals,
and Communicating School Goals In descendlng order of
addltlional variance explained. See Table 30.

Framlng School Goals unliquely accounts for 50 percent
of the varlance of Innovatlveness. When all varliables are
regressed on Innovativeness, the additlon of Framing School
Goals accounts for statjstically significant varlance beyond
that previously explained (R Square Change .027, F = 16.52,
p = .0001>.

Communicating School Goals, as a separate varlable,

accounts for 48 percent of the varlance of Innovativeness.



Mode! of All Independent Variables
Regressed on Innovat|iveness

Table
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(High School)
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Varlables R square Adjusted R Sg  IF F Slanlf F B
(Change)

FGOALS (.02347) 16.52  .0001 .40
CGOALS (.00746) 8.250 .07 23
SUPEVAL (.00043) 3020 L5829 -.04
CURR ¢.00010) 0730 .78 .03
NONIT (.00060) 4240 5156 .05
PROTEC {.00052) L3690 5440 -.04
VIS (.00051) 3560 5510 04
INCTEAC (.00034) 2400 L6242 04
PDEV (.02748) 19.34 .0000 %
INLEARS (.00045) 3160 5746 4
CONSTANT 44,21 .0000 8.5
NODEL 57955 <6535 167296 40.80 .0000
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Slmliar to Framing School Goals, when all other varlables
are model led on Innovatliveness, the addltion of
Communicating School Goals explalns statistically
significant additional variance (R Square change = .00746, F
= 5.2590, p = .0227>.

Supervision and Evaluation explains 33 percent of the
variance ot Innovativeness when regressed on it as a
separate varlable. When added to any other single vartable,
it continues to contribute to the explanation of aadditional
variance at a statistlically significant level. When
Communicating School Goals or Framing School Goals are
inciuded in the regression equation, thls variable |s not
robust. and contributes significant additional variance only
when one or the other !s comblned wlth Protectling
instructlonal Time or Providlng Incentives for Learnlng. The
largest set to which lts addition results in a significant R
Square change contains elther Promoting Professional
Deveiopment or Providing Incentives for Teachers with
Monltoring Student Progress, Providing Incentlves for
Learnlng, Protecting Instructional Tlme, and Visiblllty.

Coordinating the Curriculum Independently accounts for
40 percent of the variance of Innovativeness. When regressed
on Innovativeness with any other single varliable, |t
cohtlnues to contribute signlficantly to the explalned
varlance. The robustness of Its contrlbution to the varlance

of Innovatliveness is Particulariy affected by Framing School
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Goals, In that, when that varlable is Iincluded in the model,
Coordlinating the Curriculum explains significant new
variance with only three to five varlables. If Framing
School Goals Is not part of the regressijion equation,
Coordinating the Curriculum contributes signlflicant
addlitional variance when added to all variables combl ned
with either Communicating School Goals or Promoting
Professional Development; however, when these two latter
varlables are comblnea, it results In a slgniflcant R Square
change with these and only one other variabie, Protectling
instructlional Time.

Monitoring Student Progress uniguely accounts for 31
percent of the variance of Innovativeness. It results in a
significant R Square change when entered in an equation
containing any single variable; however, It contributes to
additlional varlance to that explalned by a set of more than
two varlabies only when Protectling Instructlonal Time Is
Included, whereupon, it contributes to variance accounted
for by varlous sets of three variables.

Protecting Instructional Time, as a unique variable,
contributes 14 percent of the variance of Innovativeness.
Its contrlbutes additional varlance beyond that accounted
for by all gingle variables with the exception of Framing
School Goals, Coordinating the Currlculum, and Promot!ing
Professlonal Development. However, since it contrlbutes to

the explained variance of more than a slngle variable only
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when added to Visibliity, Providlng Incentlves for Learnlng,
and Monltorlng Student Progress, |t does not appear that |t
shouid be lncludea In the “best-fitting” model.

Vislblllty uniquely accounts for 27 percent of the
varlance of Innovativeness. Also, it explains signlflcant
varlance beyond tnat accounted for by any single variable.
When |t Is employea with various combinatlons of varlables,
It contlnues to explaln signlficant new variance beyond that
accounted for by sets of four or five varlables. If
Promoting Professional Development is in the regression
equation, the aadi. >n of Visibility resuits in a
Jlgnificant R Square change with Supervision and Evaluatlon
and Protecting Instructional Time only.

Providing Incentives for Teachers lndependently
explalns 33 percent of the variance of Innovativeness, and
It continues to account for additional varlance when any
other slngle variable is included in the equation. It is not
particularly robust when Communicating School Goals Is
Included with other varijables; it explalns slagnlflcant new
variance when Communicating School Goals |Is comblned with
only, either Monitoring Student Progress or Providing
Incentives for Learning, or with Supervision and Evaluation
and Protecting Instructional Time.

Promoting Professional Development accounts for 45
percent of the variance of Innovativeness when regressed on

It as a unique varlable. When it is entered In a regression
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equatlon of all other varliables It contlnues to result In a
statistically signliflicant R Square change (R Square chanage =
.02748, F = 19.35, p < .0005).

Providing Incentives for Learning uvnlguely accounts tor
26 percent of the varlance of Innovatlveness. It continues
to significantly add to varlance explalned by any single
variable. When Framing School Goals or Communicating School
Goals are included in the equatlion, it continues to
significantly account for additional varlance with only a
small number of varlables. For example, It contrlibutes
slgniflcant variance beyond that explained by Framlng Schoo!:
Goals and only Supervision and Evaluatlon, Coordlinating the
Curriculum, and Protecting Instructional Time. When Framina
School Goals and Communicating School Goals are not included
In the model, Providing Incentives for Learning adds
significantiy to varlance explalned by all other varlables.

When all varlables are modeled on Teacher
Innovativeness, only three variables statistically
contribute to the varlance. These varlables are Framing
School Goals, Communicating School Goals, and Promoting
Prcfesslional Development. This can be seen from the
statistically slgniflicant b welghts and R Square changes
shown in Table 30. If these three variables are entered in a
mode! and regressed on Innovatlveness, no other varlable or
set of varlables contribute significant additional varlance.

See Table 31. In spite of the non signiflicance of the other



R Square Changes wlth

Promot!lng Professional

Table 31

Development, Framing School
and Communl!cating School Goals
for Innovatliveness

(High School)

Variables R Square Changes ¥ Changes  Significance
SUPEVAL .00000 .0018 L9667
CURR 00058 L4096 5227
MONIT 00199 1.422 2340
PROTEC 00013 0994 1639
VIS 00195 1.393 2583
THCTEAC 00143 1.021 1|
INLEARN (0202 1.442 2308
ALL VAR .00488 4906 8412

186
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varltabies, in order to assess jf any should be Included In
the "best-fitting" model, further analysis was completed.
Slnce Promoting Professional Development explains most
varlance when the other nlne varlables are included in the
model, It was selected as a primary varlable: consequently,
the addltion of each varlabie beyond that explained by
Promoting Professlional Development was assessed. The resuits
of this assessment are reported in Table 32. Slimilarty,
since Framing School Goals s the unigue variable that
accounts for most variance of Innovativeness, the same
process was repeated with this variable. It was entered
first in the equation to determine the R Square changes
resulting from the addition of other varlables. See Table
33. The variable that explained most variance beyond the
single variable, Promoting Professional Development, was
Framlng School Goals. For Framing School Goals, !t was
Promoting Professicnal Development. The varlablie resultling
In the second hlghest R Square change was Communicating
School Goals. All other varlables, with the exception of
Protecting Instructlonal Time, contributed significant
addlitlonal variance. When Framing Schoo!l Goals and Promot ing
Professional Development were comblned, the only variable
that accounted for statistically slgnificant new varlance
was Communicating School Goals. See Table 34. As Indlcated
in the above dlscussion of the analysis of each slngle

variable, all the variance explalned by any other variable



R Square Changes with
Promoting Professlonal
for Innovativeness

Table 32

(High School)?

Development

Varlables R Square Changes F Changes Sianlficance
FGOALS 10767 74.740 .0000
CGUALS 08944 59.603 0000
SUPEVAL 03758 22,485 .0000
CURR .04858 29.709 .0000
MONIT 04007 24.093 L0000
PROTEC .00539 3.0347 .0825
Vis 01949 11.261 0009
IKCTEAC 03563 21.2%9 0000
INLEARN ,03553 21.173 .0000

188
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Table 33

R Square Changes wlth Framlng School Goals
fer Innovativeness
(High School)

Variabies R Square Changes P Changes Slonlt fcance
CGOALS .03426 2.45 .0000
SUPEVAL 00875 5.433 0204
CURR 01883 11.94 .0006
MONIT 01639 10.34 L0014
PROTEC .00106 6468 4219
VIS .01814 11.49 .0008
INCTEAC 02013 12.80 L0004
INLEARN .01189 7.434 .0068

PDEV 06019 41.78 .0000
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Table 34

R Square Changes wlth
Promoting Professlonal Development and Framing School Goals
for Innovatjiveness
(High School)

Variables R Square Changes F Changes Signiticance
CGOALS 01264 9.002 0029
SUPEVAL 00111 . 7678 3816
CURR 00238 1.653 A9
MONIT 00521 3.646 0571
PROTEC 00019 130t 7186
VIS 0029 2.059 .1524
INCTEAC .00470 W 077

INLEARN 00468 3.273 0714
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!s accounted for by these three varlables, Fram!ng School
Goals (bl>, Communicating School Goals (b2), and Promeotling
Professional Development (b%). The model is as follows:

b welghts:

.4233b1 + .2688b2 + .3937b% + 8.,730a

It

Innovativeness
beta weights:

.3272bt + .2109b2 + .2929b9 + 8.730a

Innovativeness

Statistlics related to this model are presented in Table
35. The amount of varlance explained ls 57 percent (F =
136.46, DF = 3/303, p < .0005). The small standard error and
the 95 percent confidence interval for each coefficient and
the little difference between the R Square (.575) and the
Adjusted R Square (.570) Is evidence of the accuracy of the
mode .,

This chapter has included the presentation of the
results of the study, a discusslion of the development of
Instructional leadershlp models, and a presentatlion of these
models. The next chapter is a discussion of the study
findings relative to the ldentlfled research needs and the

statement of the problem.



Table 35

Model for Innovatlveness

(High School)

Coefticlent Statlistlcs

Mode! Statlstlcs

192

Coef/Va RGqChance B FofB SlgF SEB 95C. Int. RS SE P Stg F
b1/FGOALS .03856 42 2.0 .0000 .09 .25to.54 .57 3.82 136.46  .0000
b2/CGOALS .01264 27 9.00 0029 .09 .09 to.45
b9/PDEV .03856 39275 .0000 .08 .25 to.54
&/CONSTANT 8.73 68.5 .0000 1.1 6.7 to 1!
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DISCUSSION OF RESULTS AND IMPLICATIONS

In this chapter, the results of the study are discussed
and the impilcations are consicerec. Since the primary
purpose of this study was to assess the approprlateness of
Instructional leadership in the mcaern organlizatlon, the
first section focuses on that guestion. Particularly, the
findings of this study are discussed i the context of
arguments that Instructional leacership is rationai. and
therefore inappropriate for the emergent organization (Deal.,
1987b). This 1s followed by a discussion of the findings
relative to the second question, wnether school type
(elementary or hlgh school) accounts for signlficant
variance in the relationship between Instructional
leadership behaviors of the principal and the selected
school-level characteristics. Thirdly, each model of
Instructional leadershlip that has peen developed for the
Separate school-level characteristics is discussed. Finally,
the findings are summarized in the context of the

contribution of this study to research and ilmplications for

practice.



194

Since a prlmary purpose of thls study was tc determine
whether lInstructlonal leadershlp 1s appropriate for the
modern organization, it is essential that the discussion of
findlings relate to that concern. Griffiths (1988) suggests
that the most effective administratlve practices are
consistent with those recommended by Peters and Waterman
(1982> and Kanter (1983>., Both emphasize the !mportance of
col laboration, commltment to a common vision, and a spirit
of lnnovation. This emerging model of leadership for the
modern organizatlion dliscounts the ratlonal, technological,
planning models in favor of trancformational leadershlp
which focuses on the ieader’s ablllty to tfacllltate the
creatlon of the above noted characteristics of collaborative
Involvement, commlitment to the organl!zation, and
Innovativeness.

Lelthwood (1992) states that transformational
lcadershlip should subsume !'nstructional leadership as the
dominant Image of the school administrator. In this
recommendatlion, Lelthwood’s conceptuallzation of
instructlonal leadershlip focuses on the Improvement of
school through the monltoring of student and teacher work.
This conceptualization is consistent with the “narrow" view
of Instructional leadership. Hls degcription of
transformation leadership, which Is simllar to others
(Mltchel & Tucker, 1992), Iis much closer toc the ‘broad" view

of Instructlonal leadership accepted for this study. The



primary difference between Instructlonal leadership and
transformational leadershlp appears to be with the explicit
focus of the transformat!onal leader on collaboratlon and
teamwork. While collaboratijon Is not an Issue that is
directly assessed In this study, characteristics that are
indicative of collaboration, such as sharing teaching
methods and strategles, talkling about educational | ssues,
learning from col leagues, and sharing interest in
professional activities of colleagues in an atmosphere ot
shared purpose and Innovatlveness are adaressec: |n the
analysis of the school-level characteristics. iven though
the faclilitation of a collaborative effort is nat an
explliclt function of the instructional ieader, the findings
of thls study suggest that there Is a positive relationshlp
between them.

Pelllcer, Anderson, Keefe, Kelley, and McCleary ¢1990)
conclude from thelir research of elght schools that
Instructional leadership |s leadershlp which encourages
commltment to school Improvement, a spirit of professional
development, cooperation, and Innovatliveness. Accordlng to
Sagor (1992) these are common features of a transformational
leader. In his study of three effectlive princlpals, Sagor
notes that whether the principal was assertive and
ocplnlonated, or support]ve and nurturing was not

signiflcant. The transformational effects of the leadershlp

funct!ons were the critical component.
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The flndlngs of thls study support the conciuslton that
instructional leadership as conceptual ized by the Halllnger
and Murphy mode! has transformational potential since all
Instructional leadership behaviors in the mode! are
positively related to the school-level characteristics that
are to be encouraged by transformatlonal leaders. The
agditlonai contrlbution of thls study s that the
relatlonship of specific leadershlp behaviors are assessed
In respect to these characteristics, and appropriate models
are devejioped for each.

More speclfically, this study addresses questions
ralsed by those who contend that instructional leadership
practlices are Incongruous wlth the school-leve]
characterlstlcs of Teacher Commltment, Professiocnal
Involvement, and Innovatlveness. The thrust of the
skepticism ln this regard is represented by statements of
four writers that have been summarized below. Burl ingame
(1987> argues that instructional leadership connotes docile
fol lowers who accept the rationallty of the princlpal.
Poplin (1992) contends that the Instructlional leadership
mode| works to the detriment of teachers. Barth <(1986)
suggests that lists of effective Instructional leadership
behavliors limit creatlvity and lnnovat!ion. Serglovanni
(1992> cautions that Instructlonal leadership Is potentiaily

stifllng to professionalism.
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The lssues that are ralsed by the above four statements
were addressed in this study. The three school-leve]
characteristics of Teacher Commltment, Professional
Involvement, and Innovativeness relate directly to the
concerns of doclilty, lack of creativity or !nnovativeness.
absence of professionalism, and influences that are
aetrimental to teachers. Teacher Commltment refers to the
degree to which teachers are sSupportlve of and committed to
the school and their colieagues. It refers to a senge of
unity, group spirl!t, enthusiasm, shared sense of purpose,
high moraie, and promotion of the school In the community.
It Is obvious that a high degree of Teacher Commltment is
antithetical to teacher docility or negative influences of
leadership on teachers. Professionai Invoivement refers to
the degree to whlch teachers are concerned about their work,
are keen to learn from one another, and committed to
professional development. Innovativeness refers to the
degree to which variety, change, and new approaches are
emphasized In the school. Both of the latter characteristics
relate directly to concerns expressed by Barth (1986) and
Sergliovannl €1992) in respect to potentlal negative effects
of instructional leadership upon professional ism,
creatlvity, and Innovatlon. Since all 10 of the
Instructional leadership behaviors that compose the
Halllnger and Murphy conceptualizatlon of instructional

leadershlp were found to be poslitlvely related to these
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three cnsracterlstics for each school type, |t appears
reasonable to suggest that the findlngs of thls study
pProvice evidence to challenge the above criticisms.

In the context of differing perspectives of school
effectiveness, thls study provides evidence that
instructional leadership is compatible with both
perspectives. The common leadership behaviors that compose
the "broad" conceptualization of instructional leadership
accepted for thls study have been formulated from research
dependent upon the goal attalinment model which has 1inked
these behaviors to high student achlevement on standardized
tests. The results of thls study provide evidence that these
leadership behaviors are positively related to the
schooi-level characteristics of teacher commltment,
professional Involvement, and innovativeness which are
recognlzed as elements of an effective organization by those
adherlng to a systems resource, process perspectlve.

While the findings provide evidence that instructional
leadership ls compatible with both the goal attalnment and
the systems resource perspectlive, It Indicates that
Instructional leadership cannot be concelved of as a
discrete set of behavlors that must be performed {f schools
are to be effective. Hallinger ¢1992) cautlons that while
hlgher subscale scores on the PIMRS suggest greater
Instructional leadershlp activity by the admlnistrator, the

most effectlve principals do not necegsarlly score the
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highest on all subscales. Contextual variabies influence the
type of Instructional leadershlip that |Is appropriate. The
results of thls study provide evidence in support of that
posltion In that the varlous Subscales of Instructionai
leadership behaviors relate differently to each schoo.-ievej
characteristic: furthermore, this variation of reiaticnship
is related to school type in respect to innovativeness ahc
professional Involvement. Barth (1986) condemns the "!;at
iogic" of those that promote instructional leadership as he
argues that the practice of llsting behaviors that mus: iy
performed by an effective princlpal Is restrictive. Tne
results of this study Provide for consideration of sucn
criticism as the approprlateness of a specific modei varies
according to context.

The study flndlngs that Instructlonal leadership is nat
a discrete set of behaviors that must be employved In 5!
settings has Implicatlions for those that argue that
Instructlional ileadership !s not approprlate for high schools
(Flrestone & Harriott, 1982; Glatthorn & Newberg, 1984;
Jones, 1987). Jones (1987) employed the Halllinger and Mucrphy
model of Instructlonal leadershlp in a study to determine 1f
there was a relatlonship among Instructional leadership
behaviors and student achievement at the Grade 12 level, No
slgnificant relatlionship was found. Jones concludes that the
model| 18 not approprlate at the high school level In that jt

assumes a direct relationship between principal behavior and
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student achlevement. Blank (1987) arrlves at a simllar
concluslon In respect to a direct relatlonship between
Instructional leadership and student achievement at the hligh
school level. However, he concludes that the principal’s
impact may have been indirect through the creation of
condltions conducive to good teachling ana learning.
Conclusions reached by Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan, & Lee (1982)
and Lelthner (1990) that the linkage between Instructjonal
leadership and student learning ls more complex than simple
cause-effect Is consistent with the above findings. Whille
there are high school studies that identify a direct
relationship between instructional leadership and student
achlevement (Heck, Larsen, & Marcoulldes, 1990), the
significance of the flndlings of this study is related to the
question of Indirect effects. A positive relationship is
found to exist among instructijonal leadership behaviors and
three school-level characteristics that are viewed as
essential to an effective school from the systems resource
perspectlve. This relationship exlsts In both elementary and
hlgh schools. If one accepts that teacher commltment,
professional lnvolvement, and innovativeness are iinked to
Student learning, the results of thlis study provide support
that Indirect llnkages exist between Instructlcnal
leadershlp and student performance Icrespective of school
type. Such a concluslon provides reason to questtion

arguments such as thogse of Flrestone and Harrlott (1982) and
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Glatthorn and Newberg (1984) that Instructional leadership
Is not appropriate for the high school setting. Thelr
arguments are based on the necessity of the Instructional
leader to be an expert In instructional strategies. As a
consequence, they argue that in the high school settling
which ls loosely coupled such ‘experi" power |s not
functlional. Such an approach considers only the ratlonail
perspectlive of instructional leadership and Ignores the
positive relatlonship among instructional leadership
behavlors and each of the school-level characteristlcs
assessed In this study (Lee, 1987). While the results of
thls study recognize that there are dlfferences between
school types, there is also evidence that Instructlonal
leadershlp Is no less appropriate with one type than
another. In thls context, the models of Instructional
leadershlp that best account for the selected school-leve)
characterlstics In both elementary and high schools were
developed.

Whille effect slze represented by the R square change for
school type is small, even though statlstically slgnlficant
for Professlonal Involvement and Innovativeness,
meaningfulness of the change Is substantlated both
statlstically and through findings of previous research.
Statlistically, Darlington (1990 notes that when varlables
are hlghly correlated, as ls the case In thls study,

statlstical signlficance of R square change is difficult to
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achleve; however, |f sligniflcance !s found the chance of
commlitting a type 1| error |s greatly reduced. This belng the
case, and glven the stringent p level (p < .01 for this
study, the signiflicant R square change |s statistically
meanlngful.

Meaningfulness of the R square change s further
substantiated through the mocel bulidlng process in that
alfterent instructlional leadership behaviors were included
in the models for each school type. Additlonally,
Instructlonal leadershlip behaviors Included in the modeis
are consistent with differences that have been noted In
other research and which suggest th..t high schools are more
loosely coupled than elementary schools. Hoy and Mlskel
(1990) suggest that high schools are sem! professional
organlzations where direct Influence of the principal on
student learning is less likely. Elementary schools resemble
slmple bureaucracies. Direct influences of the principal on
student learning are to be expected. In this s .dy,
Instructlonal leadershlp behaviors, such as Framing School
Goals, that are Included In the hlgh school models are more
Indlrectly related to the teaching-learning process;
whereas, behaviors in the elementary school models include
those of a more di.ect nature such as Monltorlng Student
Progress. The fact that the relatlonshlp with Commitment was
not found to be affected by school type !s also conslstent

with these flndlngs. This particular characteristic is
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related to school wide issues and to schooi communlity
relations rather than to technlical level Issues that are
speciflc to the classroom environment. Consistent with the
Parsonlan framework (Parsons, 1960), Professlconal
Involvement and Innovativeness are technical level concerns
while Commitment Is related to managerial and institutlonal
level concerns. If high schools are more professionally
structured as the literature appears to suggest, then It Is
expected that behaviors of the school principal that
dlrectly relate to the teaching-learning process will not be
well accepted. The developed models reveal clearly the
acceptance of more direct instructional leadership behavlors
at the elementary level, thereby, providing substantlve
evidence that the effect size of the R square change for
school type as it relates to hypothesis 4(A) and hypothesls
4(B> is meaningful. Each mode] |s presented and dlscussed

below,

Teacher Commitment

Through the model bullding process, each instructional
leadershlp behavior of principals wag found to be positlvely
related to Teacher Commitment. This I|s conslistent with the
findings of the study by Pltner, Oregon, and Charters (1988)
which determined that leadership, irrespective of style wasg

positively related to teacher commi tment. When the
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relatlonshilp of each leadership behavior and Teacher
Commltment was assessed In the context of the other
behaviors, the varlables that were shown to account for nost
of the varlance explalned by instructional leadership were
Communicating School Goals, Supervision and Evaluation,
Visiblilty, Promoting Professicnal Development. and
Providing Incentlives for Learning. Of these behaviors,
Promotlng Professlonal Development appears to be the most
Important behavior followed by Malintaining High Visibllity
wlthin the school. While Supervision and Evaluation of
Instruction was found to be positively related to Teacher
Commltment as a slngle behavior, when it was employed with
other behaviors that increased the explalned varlance, |t
was welghted negatively. The fact that the b weight of the
variable, Supervision and Evaluatlon, was negat!ve does not
suggest that it iIs negatlvely related to Teacher Commitment.
Rather, in the model It s acting as a suppressor varlable.
Darllngton (1990) states, “"If a varlable having a posltive
or zero correlatlon with Y recelves a signiflcantly negatlve
value of bj, then by definition It is a suppressor" (p.
154>. This Indicates that the varlable helps correct for
sources of error |n the other variables and lmproves the
predictlon capabilitles of the model. It does not indicate a
negative relatlonship. In that It does suggest that the
lower the level of Supervision and Evaluation, the higher

wlll be the amount of Commitment accounted for by the other
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variables, It might be suggested that the amount of
supervision should be lowered. However, uslina Darllngton’s
(1990> example of hlstory knowledge and readlng level as
reference, to suggest the reductlon of Supervislon and
Evaluation would be equivalent to suggesting that to Improve
one’s history knowledge, his or her reading level should be
reduced.

The fact that Supervision and Evaluatlon acts as a
sSuppressor makes theoretlcal sense as It would be expected
that the more Teacher Commltment that !s accounted for by
other means the less direct supervision is required. In
fact, thls is consistent with Serglovanni’s (1991) argument
that the more teachers are committed the less direct
supervision they require. Also, the fact that it behaves as
a suppressor varlable provides a possible explanation for
the finding of Decot!ls and Summers (1987) that closeness of
supervislon by the leader is negatlively related to
organizational commitment since it does suggest that at some
stage of development, Supervision and Evaluatlon may reduce
the positlve relationshlp among other Instructlonal
leadership behavlors and Teacher Commltment. Such an
explanation resulting from the findings of this modellng
process reconclies the Decotlls and Summers findings with
the model of developmental supervislon proposed by Gllckman
(1981). He nntes that supervislon can be directive,

collaboratlive, or non-directjve depend!lng on the



developmental stage of a partlcular teacher. The Intent of
the developmental process is to provide a leadership program
that will enable teachers to grow aiong a continuum from
jevels of low commitment to high commitment. This growth
occurs only f there exlsts appropriate leadershlp behavlors
relating to teachers at the various ievels of develcpment.
Flnally, the fact that Supervision and Evaluatlons behaves
as & supressor varlable In respect to Teacher Commltment,
provides further evidence that educational leaders must be
éautlous in respect to this practice. Anderson (1989) notes
that evidence relating to the efficacy of instructivnai
superv!sion ls lnadequate since there are few conslstent
programs of supervision, and measurement systems are
Ilnadequate. While the findings of this study suggest that
the practice of Supervislon and Evaluation ls positliveiy
reiated to Teacher Commltment, further analysis should not
be conducted in isoiation because of its potential as a
supressor varlable,

While thls model cannot be interpreted as a causal
relatlonship, or generalizable beyond the population from
which the sample was selected, it provides evidence that
Instructlional leadership behaviors of principals are
positively related to Teacher Commitment. Such behaviors
should not be dismissed or discouraged as suggested by those
that argue that instructlonal leadership Is inherently

ratlonal and contrary to present organizational theory



(DeCotils & Summers, 1987; Griffiths, Stout, & Forsyth,
1988, Slater & Doig, 1988). It appears reasonable to suggest
that principais who wish to assess their role in the
development of teacher commitment would be advised to avail

of the Information provided by the developed model.

Teacher Professional Involvement

Professlional Involvement was found to be positlively
related to instructional leadership behaviors of princlpals;
however, school type (elementary or high schooi) was found
to significantly affect this reiationshlip. Since it was
determined that schoo] type affects the relationship between
instructional leadership behaviors of princlipals and
Professional Involvement, Separate models were developed for
each type, elementary schools and high schools. The model
that appears to most approprlately account for Professional
Involvement at the'elementary level Includes the follow!lng
instructional leadership behaviors: Coordinating the
Curriculum, Monltoring Student Progress, Providing
Incentives for Teachers, and Promoting Professlional
Development. As with Teacher Commitment, the Instructional
leadershlip behavior that accounts for most varlance in
Professional Invoivement isg Promoting Professional
Development. In this mode!, Monitoring Student Progress is a

Suppressor varlable. As wlth Supervision and Evaluatlon for
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commltment, the Incluslon of this variable In the model
corrects for error and contributes to the accuracy of
predlctlion by the model. It is only when this varlable is
Inciuded In the model that the varlable, Coordinating the
Curriculum, contributes signlficantly to the model.

Since the practlce of Monltoring Student Progress is an
example of dlrect princlpal involvement in an area that
might be considered teacher domaln, it is theoretically
understandable that as teachers become more professlonally
Involved, It is less acceptable to have principals directiy
agsoclated. Parsons (1960) classifles the teaching-learning
process as a technlcal function which is the direct
responsibllity of teachers. If the teachers are competent In
this area they must be allowed to make decisions withln that
level slnce they are the people with the necessary
expertlise. He posits that for management to attempt to
directly Interfere at this technlcal level could meet with a
great deal of resistance. Thls Is also consistent with
Barnard’s <1938) concept of the Zone of Acceptance. If
teachers feel that their level of expertise in thls area is
greater than the princlpals, which Is a natural outgrowth of
professlonal Involvement, then they are less llkely to
accept princlpal "interference" (Hoy & Mlskel, 1991)>.

The high school model reveals that Framing School
Goals, Maintalning High Vislbllity, Providling Incentlves for

Teachers and Promot!ng Professlional Development are



instructional behaviors that most accurately account for
varlance of Professional Invoivement. In this model the
suppressor varlable Is Providing Incentives for Teachers.
Only when this variable Is entered in the model does
Visibillty account for statistically significant varlance
within the model. Ag with the other suppressor varlables, it
appears to be theoretically understandable that as teachers
become more professlionally involved, dlirect incentlves are
iess important, in that to be professicnally Iinvolved
Inherently presupposes self motivation (Hoy & Miskel, 1991;
& Serglovannl, 1992). This model differs from the elementary
model In that the leadership behaviors are less direct In
respect to the instruction. Scecifically, the elementary
mode]l Includes Monltoring Student Progress and Coordinating
the Curriculum which are directly related to the technlcal
function of teaching. This difference appears to be
consistent with research which suggests that high schools
are more loosely coupled than elementary schools; therefcre,
direct involvement of the princlpal In the classroom is less
frequent and less expected by teachers. However, It is
important to note that as Professlional Involvement
Increases, the direct Involvement of the princlpal In the
technical process {n both school types becomes legs a

critical factor in accountlng for this involvement.



Innovativeness

A positlve relationship was found among instructional
teadershlp behaviors exhiblted by principals and
Innovativeness. School type (elementary or high school) was
founa to affect that relationshlp. Since school type was
found to be a significant varlable, separate models were
deveioped for the school types. At the elementary schooij
level, the "best-fltting" model is composed of five
Instructional leadership behaviors. These are Framing Schooi
Goals, Coordinating the Currlcuium, Protecting Instructionai
Time, Providing Incentives for Teachers, and Promoting
Professional Development. It appears that the most
signlficant of these behaviors Is Promoting Professional
Development as it accounts for the most variance of
Innovativeness with all possible subsets of behaviors.

The mode! selected as the most appropriate for the high
school level contains three instructional leadership
behaviors. Two of these behaviors, Framing Schoo! Goals and
Promoting Professlonal Development, are common to the
elementary model. The third leadership behavior of
slgniflcance In thlis model Is Communicating School Goals.

Slnce nelther of the Instructlional leadership behaviors

refers directly to the promotion of Innovation within the
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school, it might be speculated that the significant positive
relationship among the models and innovativeness exlsts as a
consequence of a transformational effect. Conger ¢1989) and
Lord and Maher (1990) conciude that critical to acceptance
and internalizatlon of the leader’s vision is subordinate
perceptions that specific leadership behaviors are
approprlate to the leadership role. Meyer (1990) empioyeaq
the Hallinger and Murphy (1985) conceptualization of
instructional leadership and found a slgnlficant positive
correlation among these behaviors and leader authenticity,
This suggests that teachers accept these behaviors as
approprlate to the role. If one accepts the conclusions of
Conger and Lord and Maher, it becomes apparent why
Instructional leadership is positively related to
Innovativeness as weill as the other two school-level
characteristics of Teacher Commitment, and Professional
Involvement. Furthermore, if this theory is accepted,
professional development activities related to Instructional
leadershlp In a partlicular school must consider the specific
Instructional leadership behaviors that are conslidered
essential by teachers in that context since only those wijll

have the potential for the desired results (Thomas, 1976).
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Research Contrlbution and Implicatlons for Practice

Krug, Ahadl, and Scott (1990) note that Instructlionat
leadership research has been dependent largely upon
descrilptive studies of 4 highly Indlvidualized nature. They
suggest that further analysis should be broadened to become
meore generallzable. This Study responds to thelr
recommendation In that [t focuses upcn a random sampie of
Schools In one Canaalan province. It is not limited to
Schools that were identifled as effective, nor is |t
restricted to urban centers that typlfy the Instructional
leadershlp research.

Additionaily, this study ls conslstent with Immegart-s
(1988) recommendat ion that priority must be placed on
buliding upon existing work, and that such research should
be conducted using different aspects and variables. As
researchers contlinue to emphasize the inappropriateness of a
raticnal approach to leadership and schoo] improvement,
there Is Increased emphasls on the study of transformatlonal
leadership. In such a context the weaknesses of the research
on effectlve schools and Instructional leadership are
emphasized, and there |s an Increasing posslbility that our
knowledge base developed from such research will be lgnored
or dismlssed. It |s in recognltion of the necessity of
bullding upon ex!sting work as recommended by Immegart, that

this study was conducted. The strength of the study is that,
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Wwhile it recognizes the weaknesses of the research that has
led to the development of t{he common functions of effective
Instructlional leaders. rather than dismiss that entire body
of research, It attempts to determine tits relationship with
emerging leadership theory. The findings of this study
provide evidence to |ink instructional leadership with the
emergent transformational ieadership. Additionally, models
of effective leadership behaviors are developed to gujde
practice in the deveiopment of the deslred characteristics
ci Teacner Commitment, Professional Involvement, and
innovativeness. The need for the development of such mode s
of etfective leadership practices have been noted In current
literature (Leithwood, Begley, & Cousins, 1990; Willower,
1987, 1988).

When all models for Comm! tment, Professional
Development, and Innovativeness are consldered, all ten
instructional leadership behaviors Included In the Haillnger
and Murphy model are employed. Promoting Professional
Development is included in all models, and appears to be the
most important in each model with the exception of the model
for Innovativeness at the high school level. In this mode] ,
Framing School Goals Is the Primary Instructlonal leadership
behavior followed by Promoting Professlionai Development. At
the elementary level, all ten Ilnstructlonal leadership

behaviors are employed in the three developed models;

however, at the high school level, two instructional



leacgership behaviors, Monitoring Student Progress and
Protecting Instructional Time are rot included in elther of
the models.

As a result of the hypothesls tests, and through the
process of developing "“Dest-fltting" models, it appears
reasonable to conclude that ail of the behavleors ldentifieqg
In the Hallinger ang Murphy model are Important to the
school-lievel characteristics of Commitment, Professional
Development, and Innovativeness. Since this
conceptuallzation of instructional leadership was adeveloped
primarily on the basis of Student achievement as the
accerted criterion cof effectiveness, the findings of this
Study which support its positive relationship with the
school-level characteristics Provide additional support for
Its vallidity. While there |s no attempt in this study to
argue that the selected school-ieve] characteristics
constitute a definition of organizational effectiveness, |t
can be argued that they are consldered important
characteristlcs of the effectlve modern organization (Barth,
1990; Buffie, 1989; Kanter, 1979, 1983; Leithwood & Jantzi,
1990>. Therefore, the findings of this study provide support
for those that argue that Instructional leadership, broadly
deflned to Include both direct and Indirect principal
influences, is Positively related to the development of
effective schools (Firestone & Wilson,1985; Lord & Maher,

1990>. Certainly, |t calls into question arguments that
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instructionai leadership is Inherently rational and that
Instructional leagership behaviors are negatively related to
characteristics of the modern organizat!on (Grifflths,
Stout, & Forsyth, 1988).

The ilinks establlshed in thls study are correlational
rather than causal, ang the generalizability of the tindlngs
may be limited to the Population from which the sample was
drawn. Nevertheless, the positive relationships that have
been found among the Instructlonal leadership behaviocrs of
principals andg sSchool-leve] characterlistics suggest a
direction of leadership that Is acceptable to those that
adhere to both the goal attainment and the systems resource
perspective of schooi effectiveness. As a consequence of the
relationship suggested by this study, it Is recommenhded that
more attention be given to the development of principals as
Instructional leaders. The developed models should be
consldered by researchers and educators Involved in the
development of schao] leadership as they attempt to
determine which leadership behaviors are most effective |n
the creatlon of schools that Successful ly prepare students
to meet the challenges of the twenty-first century.

The Impllications for researchers, and recommendatons
for future research in thjs area are noted In the followling
chapter. These recommendations are made In recognitlon that
Iirrespective of the strength of the findings of this

particular study, one cannot and should not assume that the
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results apply unlversally. The flndlngs of thls study
provide strong statistlcal support that instructlonal
ieadership as conceptuallized herein must not be dismissed
and must now be followed by research which builds on
speciflcity ind contextual relevance (Darlington, 1990;
Immegart, 1983).

As for educatlonal practitloners, the study findlings
and deveioped models provide conceptual guideiines for
practice., While princlpals appear to believe in the
Importance of Instructlional leadership (Smith & Andrews,
19893, a primary constraint to thelr assumlng that role is a
lack of understanding of the concept and what [t entails in
respect to speclflic behaviors ¢(W!llllams, Warren, &
Pound-Curtlis, 1992>. To overcome this constraint, it Is
recommended that Faculties of Education include
Instructlonal leadership as a major component in thelr
Educational Adminlstration programs. Additionally,
profesclonal development for school administrators should
Include an emphasis on the Importance of Instructional
leadershlp. The conceptualizarlion of lnstructlonal
leadershlp and the developed moaels presented in this
research can provide the necessary framework for such
programs. A school principal, employing such a framework,
might determine that a prlmary focus for hls or her
particular school should be on Innovativeness. In a hlgh

school, for example, the emphasis then would be placed on
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Framing School Goals, Communlcating School Goals, and
Promotlng Profess!icnal Development. While conslderation
woluild have to be given to the particular context, there |s
enough research support for the Instructional leadership
behavlors that compose the models of this Study to suggest
that these behaviors are generally accepted by teachers as
appropriate, and that employment of a particular mode | wli|
lead to the desired Improvements in the selected
school-level characteristjc.

This chapter has Incluced & discusslon of the results
of the study In the context of the differing perspectives of
School effectiveness., This discussion has dealt with the
applicability of Instructiona] leadership to both eiementary
and hligh schools as modern organizations. This was fol | owed
by a presentation andgd discussion of the models that were
developed for each Sschool-level characteristic. Finally, the
chapter was summar]zed with specific reference to the
contribution of this study to the field of Instructional
leadership research and practice. The following chapter |s
the summary of the study and recommendatlons for further

research.



SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this chapter is to summarlze the stuay.
ana to suggest ldeas for future research. The summary
inciudes the purpose of the study; description of the major
concepts studled, the sample, and the methodology employed:
the hypotheses tested; the results; and the modelis
geveloped. The final section of the chapter inciudes
recommendatlions for future research that might pbuild on the

findings of this study.

Summary

This study examined the relatlonship among instructional
leadershlip behaviors of school principals and selected
school-level characteristics. Instructional leadership as
conceptualized in this study utilized the model developed by
Halllnger and Murphy (1985). The model which Hallinger has
revised (Hallinger, 1992) consists of ten Instructional
leagership behaviors: framing school goals, communicating
school goals, supervising and evaluating Instruction,
coordinating the Cuirlculum, maintaining high visibility,

protecting linstructional time, monitorlng student progress,
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providling !lncentlves for teachers, promoting professional
development, and providling incentives for learning.

The selected school-levei characteristics were chosen on
the basis of research in the area of organizational
etfectlveness. It is generally accepted that there can be no
single criterlion of effectiveness, and that the study of
effectiveness must be completed with the recognitlon that
the criterlia employed are based on assumptlons regarding
organizations, leadership, and effectiveness. While there
are many models of effectiveness, in general, two ma.jor
perspectives can be identified in the llterature, the qoa.
attainment model and the systems resource model . Since the
Instructlional leadership and effective schools research have
been dependent upon the goal attalnment model, those that
adhere to the systems resource perspective argue that the
concept of Instructional leadership is narrowly concelved,
and that the commonly accepted Instructional leadership
behaviors are negatively related to other school-~level
characteristics. Character!istics that are deemed Important
to successful schools from a systems resource perspect!ve
Include a spirit of innovatlon, teachers that are
professionally Involved, and teachers that are committed to
the schocl and supportive of their col leagues. These
characteristics of Ilnnovativeness, professional involvement,

and commitment were selected for this study.
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The study was conaoucted in one province cf Canada,
Newfoundland and Labrador. It was hoped that limiting the
study to one province would reduce the number of intervening
variables. The unit of anaiysis was the indlvidual teacher.
Data were collectea from a random sample of all teachers |n
eiementary and hlgh schools in the province of a minimum
size of 100 stuaents. Of the 72 schools that were randomly
selected, 5B schools agreed to participate. Slixty percent of
ine teachers in these schools returned completed
questlonnaires. The total useable sample was composed of 624
teschers--317 eiementary teachers, and 307 high school
teachers.

The instruments selected to measure the independent and
dependent varlables had been employed in other educational
research prior to this study and had met suitable standards
of validity and reliabllity. The Instructlonal leadership
behaviors were measured by the Princlpal Instructional
Management Rating Scale (Halllnger, 1992). The school-level
characteristics were measured by selected scales of the
School Organizational Climate Questlonnalire (Giddlngs &
Dellar, 1990).

The hypotheses that were tested are as follows:

HBypothegis |. There is a pasitive relatlonship among
Instructional leadership behaviors exhlblited by principals

ana the level of teacher commitment to and support of the

school .
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Bypothesis 2. There Is a positive reiationship among
instructlonal leadership behaviors exhiblted by principals
and the level of teacher professional involvement.

Hypothesls 3. There is a positlve relatlionship among
Instructional leadership behaviors exhibited by principals
and the level of innovativeness in the school.

Hypothesis 4 (A). School type (eiementary or high) does
not affect the relationship among instructional leadership
behaviors exhlbited by Principais and teacher commitment .

Hypothesis 4 (B). School type (elementary or hlgh) does
not affect the relatlionship among instructlonal leadership
behaviors exhibited by principals and teacher professional

involvement.

Hypothesis 4 (C). School type (elementary or hligh? does
not affect the relationship among instructional leadership
behavicrs exhiblted by prlinclipals and teacher
Innovativeness.

Only two of these hypotheses were not supported. These
were hypothesis 4(B) and hypothesis 4¢(C). The relationship
among Instructional leadershlip behaviors of princlpals and
the school-level characteristics of innovativeness and
professional Involvement were found to be statistically
different for each schoo] type.

After having determined that there was a slgnlflcant
positive relationship among the instructlonal leadership

behavlors of prilnclpals and the three selected school-leve]
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characterlstics for each school type, "best-flttlng" models
were developed to explain or account for varlance in the
three characteristics. Since hypothesis 4¢(A) was supported,
suggesting that school type did not affect the relationship
between Instructional Jeadership of principals and
Commitment, only one model was developed for this
characteristic. For the other characteristics,
Innovatliveness, and Professional Involvement, mcaels were
developed for both elementary and high schoocis. The
Instructional leadership behaviors that best accountec for
varlance varied with each characteristic ana fcr each school
type. As a consequence of the varlations, each instructional
leadership behavior was found to be of signlificance in at
ieast one model. The Instructional leadership behaviors
Included in the models for each school-level characteristic
are noted beiow.

Elementary and High School. The model for Commitment Is

composed of Communlcating School Goals, Supervising and
Evaluating Instruction, Malntaining High Visibility,
Promoting Professlional Development, and Providing Incentlves
for Learning.

Elementary School. The model for Professional Involvement
Includes the following instructional leadership behaviors:
Coordinating the Curriculum, Monltoring Student Progress,
Providing Incentives for Teachers, and Promoting

Professional Development. The model for Innovativeness
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Includes Framlng School Goals, Coordinating the Currlculum,
Protecting Instructlional Time, Promoting Professional
Deveilopment, Providing Incentives for Teachers.

fliah School. The model for Professlional Involvement
Inciudes Framing School Goals, Malntaining High Visibility,
Provliding incentlves for Teachers, and Promoting
Professional Development. The model for Innovatliveness is
composed of Framing School Goais, Communicatling School

Goals, and Promoting Professional Development.

Recommendations

While there is considerable evidence that leadership |is
essentlal to an effective school, the nature of this
leadership is rather complex, and there remains much to be
learned. The complex nature of the issues studled herein, Is
best expllicated by restating a quotation by Madaus,
Alraslan, and Kallaghan (1980).

When a researcher sets out to study a process as

compiicated as schoollng, he or she ls faced immediately

with constralints which necesslitate simpiifylng the
process ln order to make research possibie. In practice

the constralnts usually dlctate the investigatlion of a

limlted number of important characteristics and the

omission of others which may also be relevant. Research

studies can never represent the richness and complexity
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of reality, but instead must abstract or simplify it by

selecting a small number of variables for study (p.15),
It Is In recognition that such constraints exist in this
study, that the following recommendations for future
research is proposed.

Recommendation 1. Since this study was conducted In one
province of Canada, |ts generalizability beyond that Is
limited. In order to be able to increase its
generallzablllity, the study should be replicated in other
provinces and In regions of other countries where the school
organization, and other contextual factors differ.

Recommendatlon 2. It is recognized that there are many
potentlally intervening variables in this study. Research
suggests that some of the major demographic factors are age,
gender, teaching experience, and qualilfications of teachers
and princlpals. Contextual variables such as school size,
schoo!l district policles, a rural or urban population, or
the social-economic status of the school population have
been noted as potentially intervening as well. To control
for all these varlables In one study Is not practical in
terms of the many possible interactlions and the needed
sample size to account for statistical error. Other studles
should be conducted with specific school types whlle one or

more of these varlables are considered as school type was in

this study.
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Eecommendatlion 3. The school-leve] characteristics that
were seilected for this study, are critical factors in an
effective school; however, they are certalnly not
exhaustive. Other factors of importance should be studied In
respect tec thelr relationship with the instructional
leadership vehaviors of school principals. For example, the
retationship among instructional leadership behavliors of
principals and attlitudes of students and parents s of

primary lmportance and could be & subject of another

investiogation.

Recommenaation 4. Most of the studies that have been
conducted in respect to schoo] effectiveness or
Instructional leadership have been observational or
correlational. In order to establish a causal relationshlp
among the variables examined in this study an experlmental
Study could be conducted. An experimental group of
principals could be given approprlate tralning related to
Instructional leadership and the models developed In this
study. Levels of commltment, innovatlveness, and
professional invoivement In thelir schools could be compared
with levels In control schools where principals have not
been provided with the appropriate tralnling. Such
experimental research would allow for accumulation of
evidence regarding cause and effect.

While It Is understood that the above suggestions do not

exhaust the implications for future research which are
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Indicated by the results of this study, they are Indlicative
of the types of studles that might be pursued by

Investligators who are interested In this important aspect of

education.
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Faculty of Education
i45 Jean-Jacque Lussier
University of Ottawa
Ottawa, Canada

KiIN 6N5

*<Name>
“[Title]l
"[Board]
“[Box]
“{Town]l
“[Provincel
“[P. Code]

Dear “<x>:

I am a high school principal presently on .eave from
the Avalon North Integrated School Board to complete my Ph.[D
program at the Unliversity of Ottawa. I am concucting & study
for my dissertation entitied "4 Study of tne Feiationshig
among Instructional Leadership Behaviors of the School
Principal and Selected School-Leve] Characteristics". Even
though there is considerable consensus among researchers
that certain Instructional leadershlp behaviors by
principals contribute to school effectiveness, others
contend that these behavior have been identified through
regsearch primarlliy based on a narrow definition of
effectiveness., student achievement on standardized tests,
They contend that instructlional leadership implies medd]ing
and over-management, and suggest that such activities are
negatively related to other criteria of school effectiveness
such as teacher support of and commitment to the school ,
professional involvement, and receptlivity to change and
school improvement. It is the purpose of this study to
Investigate the validity of this latter contention and to
develop models of instructional leadership that should lead
to further clarificatlon of the role of the principal as an
Instructional leader. It is hoped that the findings and the
models developed wil] prove useful for training and
professional development of school leaders.

I am hoping to collect my data from schools throughout
Newfoundland and Labrador. I have received endorsement for
this project from Dr. Wayne Oakley, Director of Program
Development at the Department of Fducation. I am now
requesting your permission to contact a randoem sample of
princlpals In your district, to seek their cooperation. Each
principal will be asked to complete a very short data form
regarding demographics such as their vears experience,
school size and type. A random sample of teachers will be
asked to complete a questlionnalire which should take
approxlimately 15 mlnutes of thelr time. A copy of each of
these instruments ls attached for your perusal.
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The nature of the study requires that [ have a large
sample slize; therefore, | may need to select up to S0
percent of the elementary and high schools in each schaoo]
district. Since the data will involve schools throughout the
province, and all data will be poolec, comparisons between
principals, schools. or districts are not Intended or of
concern for this study. Questlonnaires in each schooi will
be number coded <(no names will be required) so that
demographic data provided by the school principal can bve
matched to teacher responses In the computer analysis. These
codes will In no way be assoclated with particular schoois
when the data have been collected. You can be assured of the
ancnymity of all responses.

Should you have questions relatea to the study, or the
Instruments, please do not hesitate to contact me at the
address above or by telephone (613) 564-5018/726-1160. As
your affirmative response is critical to my research, | hope
to receive your approval at your ear]lest convenience.

Yours sincerely.

Bruce Sheppard
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Appendix B: Follow-up Letter Sent to Schooi Distric:
Superlintendents
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Faculty of Educatlion
145 Jean-Jacque Lussier
University of Ottawa
Ottawa, Canada

Ki1N 6HN5

" <Name>
"[Titlel
“{Board]
“{Box]
“{Town1l
“{Provincel
"[P. Codel

Dear “<#>:

This is a follow-up to my letter of March 2, 1992, At
that time I requested your permission to contact your
princlpals and teachers to sollicit their support in the
completion of a questionnalire regarding the instructional
leadershlip behaviors of the school principal. This
questionnaire is part of a research project in which I am
involved as part of my Ph.D. program at the University of
Ottawa.

As I Indicated in my eartier letter, all responses are
anonymous. Since the data will involve schools throughout
the province, and ail data will be pooled, comparlsons
between principals, schools, or districts are not intended
or of concern for thls study. Should you have questlions
related to the study, or the instruments, please do not
hesitate to contact me at the address above or by telephone
(613) S64-5018/726-1160. As noted in my earller
correspondence, your afflirmative response ls critical to my
research, and I hope to receive your approval at your
earliest convenience.

ours sincerely,

Bruce Sheppard
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1081 Ambleside Drive
Aet. 2402

Ottawa, Ontario
K2B 8C8

“<Name>
"[Titlel
“<school >
“[Box]
“<Town>
“<Prov->
“{P. Codel

Dear *“<Sal>:

I am a high school principal with the Avalon North

Integrated School! Board present]y on leave to complete m{
h.D program at the Unlversity of Ottawa. I am doing a stuay
for my _dlissertation entltled "3 Stud¥ of the Pelationship
among Instructional Leadership Behaviors of the School
Principal and Selected Schooi-Leve]l Characteristics'. I have
recently recelved ap?roval from your superintendent to
contact you to solicit your support, and that of your
teachers, for my study. I reallze that this Is another
request {n your already hectlic schedule, but the principal’s=
foru i8 quite short, two minute maximum and the forms for
teachers should not require more than 15-20 minutes to
complete. Since the data wil] Involve schools throughout the
province, and all data will be ooled, compar'sons between
prlnclpais. schools, or districts are not Intended or of
concern for this studz. Quegtionnaires for each school are
coded merely so that the demographic data provided by the
principal can be matched to teacher responses in the
computer analysis. These codes wil| Iin no way be associated
wit ?articular schools. You can be assured of the anonymity
of all responses.

Questlonnaires and instructions for their distribution
are enclosed. Should you have questions related to the
study, or any of the ngtruments, please do not hesitate to
contact me at the address above or by telephone (613)
564-5018/726-1160.

As your support isg critical to my research, I am hopeful
that your res?onse Ils favorable, and that you will oversee
the distributlion collection, anc mailing of the
questlonnhalires at Your earlliest convenience.

Yours sincerely,

Bruce Sheppard

NOTE
The following ltems shouid be In this package:

1. One ?n1ngigal;SQnggl_ngggnggnlga sheet--attached to the return
envelope,
2. One copy for each teacher of the Teacher Questionnalre with

attached letter of request.

3. One Retyrn Epvelope--postage pald.
4. One Instructjon Sheet
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Dear Teacher:

I am a school principal with the Avalon North Integrated
School Boaro presently on leave to complate my Ph. D. program &t
the Unlversity of Ottawa. I am doln? a study for my dissertation
entitied "4 S ud¥ of the Relatlonship among Instructlional
Leadership Behaviors of the School Principal and Selected
School-Levei Characteristics. In order to obtain the data that I
need for thls study, I need your assistance. I reallize that this
ls another request In Your already hectlc schedule, but slnce the
nature of my study requires a large sample slze, your response is
critical. The completlon of this questionnalire should not require
more than 15-20 minutes,

Your particuiar responses are anonymous. Also, since the data
will Involve schools throughout the province, and all data will be
pooled, comparisons between principals, schools, or districts are
not intendea or of concern for this stud¥. Questionnaires for each
school are coded (number in the top right hand corner of the
guestlonnalre represents your school) merely so that the

emographlc data provided by your principal can be matched to
teacher responses In the computer analysis. These codes will in no
waY be associated with particular schools when the data has been
collected. You can be asgsured of the anonymlty of all res onses.

AS YOUR ASSISTANCE IS CRITICAL TO THE SUCCESS OF THI STUDY,
PLEASE COMPLETE THIS QUESTIONNAIRE AT YOUR EARLIEST CONVENIENCE.
When you have completed the questionnaire You should return [t tc
the collection volunteer who has been provided with a common
mallin? enye}o? for your school. THANK YOU for your time and
understanding in thls matter.

Yours slincerely,

Br+~e Sheppard



INSTRUCTIONS

iease nave the guestionnaires distributec o !
vour scheot .,

[\
19)]
oW

Terane

3. If possible ask for a volunteer from among :the teauvhers o
Secretarial staff to collect the completed guesticnnaite:, .
v

tne invoivement of the administration in the caiji:
2ffect responses. Have this Individual collect tne
questionnalres in a manner that Insures ancnvmit v,

L. Detach ana compiete the Prj
pass 1t _aiong to the colTec 1OR V
in the Return Enveiope along with

o) er to

D. Return the compieted questionnaires ta me at Your
senvenlience,

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE

unte | :
the Teacher lue:.

CUien e

1L e

1
1
Tronnajre

tar et

[ TR ST A S TR
b
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Principal-School nemogfaphlcs -

Years experience as a teacher (including experience as principal)

1 2-4 ___5-9 10-15 more than 15

Years experience as a principal.

1 2-4 — 5-9 __ lo-15 more than 1S

Sex cf the principal. v ¥

The approximate student enrollment of the school:

. Grade levels in your school (e g. K-12):
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Appendix D: Follow-up Letter Sent to School Principals



256

Faculty of Educatlon
145 Jean-Jacque Lussier
University of Ottawa
Ottawa, Canada

KiN N5

"<Name >
“{Title)
"[Board]
“[Box]
“{Townl
“[Province]
"[P. Code1l

Dear ~<x>:

Approximately one month ago, I sent you a package of
questionnaires in anticipation that you and your staff woulg
be able to participate in my study. If you have already
returned the completed questionnalires, I would ilike to
express mv gratitude. However, If to this point you have
been unable to help me out in this regard, I would truly
appreciate your assistance.

As previously stated, this study does not relate to
specific teachers, principais, or districts. The intent is
to compare teacher responses on the separate sectlons of the
questionnalre in the context of the principal demographic
information.

Your assistance In this matter 1s of primary Importance
to me since I MUST have completed returns from a large
percentage of schools in order to compliete my study.

[f you plan to have your school participate in the

study, please return complieted questionnaire to me within
the next two weeks.

Sincerely,

Bruce Sheppard
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Appendix E: Teacher Questionnaire
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section I: Personal Demographlc Data

A. Sex. ___F _H
B. Years experience as a teacher 2t the end of this school year
I — 24 3-9

10-1% more than 15

C. Years working with this current principal at the end of this current year.
_____ 1 —__2-4 —5-9
ffffff 10- 1% —-_Jnore than 1%

[} Grade level you teach:
K-t _—1-9 —_10-12

Other {Please describe)

.. Teaching Qualifications (Grade):

Less than 4 4-6

Section Ii: The Principal 1nstructional Management Rating Scale*

This section 1s designed to provide a profile of principal inatructional
leadership. It consists of 50 behavioral statements that describe principal
Job-related behaviors. You are asked to consider each statement 1in terms of your
principal’s behavior over the past school year.

Read each statement carefully. Then cir¢le the number that ‘ndicates the extent o
vhich you feel your principal has demonstrated the specific job behavior or
practice. For the response to each statement:

represents Almost Almys
represents Frequently
represents Sometimes
represents Seldom
represents Almost Never

[l SR Y, |

i some ocases, these responses may seem awkward; use your judgement in selecting
the most appropraiate response to such questions.

riease respond to all questions, but do not circle more than ONE number for each.

* This section of the questionnaire is a reproduction (socms mfnor changes to the instructions to suit the
purposes of this study) of the - All Tights are

rederved, This instrument may not bo roproduced in whole or part without the writtoen permiasaion of the
Fublisher. Dr. Philip Hallinger.



To what extent does your Principal.. . ?

|. FRAME THE SCHOOL GOALS

1.
2.

3.

4.

w

Develop a focused set of annual school-wide goals

Frame the school's goals in terms of staff Tesponsibilaties
for meeting them

Use needs aseesement or other eyetematio methods to secure
staff input on goal development

Use data on student academic performance when developing
the school's academic goals

. Develop goals that are easily translated into classroom

objectives by teachers

I1. COMMUNICATE THE SCHOOL GoALS

6.

7.

8.

10.

Communicate the school's mission effectively to members ot
the school commnity

Discuss the school's academic goals with teachers at taculry
meetings

Refer to the school's academic goals when making curricular
decisions with teachers

Ensure that the school's academic goals are reflected
in highly visi' e displays in the school (e.g. posters or
bulletin board: enphagizing reading or math)

Refer to the school's goals in student assemblies

111. SUPERVISE O EVALUATE INSTRUCTION

11.

12,

Ensure that the classroonm Priorities of teachers are consistent

with the stated goals of the school

Review student work products when evaluating classroom
instruction

69

Almost
Alwaysy
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4
S 4
5 4
S 14

[

Almoat
Navar
o 1
2 1
2 1
2 1
ol
2 1
2 1
2 1
2 1
2 1
2 1
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13.

14.

15.

vhat cxtent doco your prinvipal...?

Conduct informal observations in classrooms on a regular basis
{informal obscrvations‘arc unscheduled, last at least S minutes,
and may not involve written feedback or a formal conference)

Point ocut specific strengths in teacher’'s instructional practices

in pert observation feedback (e.g., in conferences or written
evaluacions)

Point out specific weaknesses in teacher instructional practices
in post observation feedback (e.qg., in conferences or written
evaluations)

(U. COORDINATE THE CURRICULUM

16,

17.

18,

19.

20.

Moake clear who is respansible for coordipating the curriculum

across grade levels (e.g., the principal, vice-principal, or
teacher-ieader)

Drav upon the results of school-wide testing when making
curriculum decisions

Monitor the classroom curriculum to see that it covers the
school’'s curriculum objectives

Asgess the overlap between the school’'s curricular objectivzs
and the school's achievement tests

Participate actively in the review of curricular materials

U. MONITO% STUDENT PROGRESS

2l.

22.

23.
.

25.

Heet individually with teachers to discuss student academio
progress

Discuss the item analysis of tects with the faculty to identify
curricular strengths and veaknesses

Use test results to assess progress toward school goals

Inform teachers of the school's performance results in written
form (e.g.,in a memo or nevsletter)

Inform students of school's test results

Alrost
Always
S 4
S 4
5 4
5 4
S 4
S 4
S 4
5 4
S 4
S 4
S 4
5 4

[

L

g

[p%]

Aloost

Never

b

[Py
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26.

217,

28.

29.

30.

31

Jz.

33

M.

35

what extent does Your principal...?

. PROTECT INSTRUCTIONAL TIME
Limic interruptions of instructional time by public address

announcements

Ensure that students are not called to the office during
instructional timge

Ensure that tardy and truant Students sutfer Specific
consequences for missing instructional time

Encourage teachers to use instructional time for teaching and
practicing new skills apd concepts

Limit the intrusion of extra-and co~curricular activities op
instructional time

I. MRINTRIN HIGH visisiLITy

- Take time to talk with students and teachers during recess
and breaks

Visit claaasrooms to discuss school ismyes with teachera and
students

. Attendlparticipate in extra-and Co-curricular activities

Cover classes for teachers until » late or substitute teacher
arrives

- Tutor students or provide direot instruction to clasoes

ULLL. PROVIDE INCENTIUES FOR TEACHERS

36.

37.
38.

39.

40.

Reinforce Superior performance by teachers in staff
meetings, nevsletters, and/or memog

Compliment teachers Privately for their efforts or performance

Acknovledge teachers' oxceptional performance by writing memos
for their personne] files

Reward special efforts by teachers vith opportunities for
professional recognition

261

Create professional growth opportunities for teachers as a revard

for special contributions to the achool

Almost
Always

Algave:
Newvnmy
2 1
2 1
2 1
2
2 1
2 1
2 1
2 1

™
[



Ty

s,

41

42.

43

44

45.

. ; , 262
what extent does your Princzpzl. . 7

PROMOTE PROFESSIGNAL BEUELOPMENT

Ensure that in-gervice activities attended by the staff are
consistent with the school's academic goals

Actively support the uyse of skills acquired during in-service
training in the classrocp

Obtain the participation of the whole staff in important
inservice activities

Lead or attend teacher in-service activities concerned with
linstruction

Set aside time at faculty Deetings for teachers to share ideas
or information from in-service activities

H. PROVIDE INCENTIUES FOR LERRNING

46.

47.

48.

49.

S0.

hecognize students who do superior academic work with formal

revards such as an honor role ©T mention in the principal‘s
newsletter

Use assemblies to honor Students for academic accomplishments or

fer bebavior or citizenship

Recognize superior student achievement or improvement by seeing

students in the office with their wor-

Contact parents to commnicate improved or exemplary student
performance or contributions

Support teachers actively in their recognition and/or reward of

student contributions to and accomplishments in class

Almoat
Always
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4
S 4
5 4
S 4
S 4

(9]

LY ]

[y ]

t>

B2

39 ]

3%

Alpo=t
NHave:r

[

b

s
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sSectlan 111: School-Level Characteristics®

This section contains a number of statements about thinGs : hat JCCur 1in some
schools. After reading each stategment caretully, :indicate to vhat extent You aaree
Or disagree that each of these statements agiuatiy appiier 1o yeur schoal.

Some statements in this section are tairly s:imilar te cthe: rstatements. Don t
VOrry apout this--simply select the response which best uercribes your agreement
Sr disagreement by drawing a gircle around:

if you Strongly Agree with the statemen:
1f vou Agree with the statemen:

if you are Uncertain about the statezen:
1f you Disagree with the statemen:

1f you Strongly Disagree with the rratezent

— N W b

Pleaze respond to all the statements but do pot circle mere *han QNE response to:
each.

Strongly trona.

Agree Llszaare
1. Teact.2rs actively promote the =cnoci :n the commenity 5 4
2. Teachers frequently discuss teaching methods ang ntratec:es
wvith each other, 5 4 !
3. Teachers are encouraged to be innovators in this schooi. 5 4 3 0
4. There is little group spirit among teachers in this schocl 5 4 3 2
5. Teachers avoid talking about educational 1ssues with each other. 5 4 3 2 !
6. Doing things in a different way is valued in this school 5 4 3 2 |
7. The morale of the staff is high. S 4 2 2 1
8. Professional development matters are seldom discussed during
staff meetings. S 4 3 2 1
9. It 1s difficult to change anything in this school. 5 4 3 2 1
10. Teachers take pride in this schuol. 5 4 3 2 !
1i. Teachers are keen to learn from their colleaques. 5 4 3 2 1
12. Variety and change are not considered important in this school. S 4 3 2 1
13. There is little sense of unity amony teachers at this school. 5 4 3 2 1
14. Many teachers attend inservice and other professional
development courses. 54 3 2 1

* This 3ection of the questionnaire is a reprocuction of scales from the School Organizational Climate
Questionnaire, copyright by Graham 3. Dellar, Curtin Univeraity, 1990.
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Strongly.. Strongiv

Agree Disegree

15. New:curriculum materizis end teachlhg merhods are frequently

implemented in this school, : 5 4 3 2 1
16. Teachers' loyalty to the gehoel i: not concidered important. 2 4 3 2
17. Teachers show ccnc:derabie interest in the orcfessional

activities oI therr celleagues S 4 3 oz
18. New approaches tc thinzs are rarely tried. S 2 ot
19 Teachers gec ab S 4 2 T 1
20. Teachers chew

cperating in otii S s I I .
21. There is a grez” cezl ¢ resistance to rropesals for
curriculum change S 4 3 I
22. Teachers hold & riarec sense of purpeose &t this school. S 4 3 L i
23. Teachers-at this schoc: are not commizrec ¢ staving abreast

of current developbment:s :n their teaching area 5 4 T
24. This school 1= ameng tre ifirst to try out nev anc interesting

ideas. S ¢4 2 2 :

To insure complete confidentiality of your responses, return this questiomnaire to the
person collecting them and place it in the mailing envelop. Your time and effort in

completing this questionnaire is appreciated. Thank you.
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Appendix F: Validity Rating Sheet for School-Level
Characteristicy
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TEACHER WORK CLIMATE QUESTIQNNAIRE

Please read each of the foliowing statements csrefully ancg

tgentify in which category it shoulc ce pieced py writing C. F. or
i In the appropriate blank to the left. The statement shcuic be
assigned to & particuiar category (¢ i: ie o.ther HNEGATIVELY or
POSITIVELY relatec. The jetters (. P, eno © represent categories
25 follows:

L represents Commjtment: The degree T Wnich teachers percejve

[
themseives to pbe suppcrtiive of anc COMmiited tC Ihe schoo,
and their colieagues.

r represents Prefessionai jnvoivemern:: Tne degree ¢ whicn

i represents [nnovation: The extern:

teachers are concernec apout thelr werw., are keen tc iearn
from one another, anc committec (o prrofessicnal
development.

toownich variety, chanae
dnd new approaches arc enccuracec ' tne scnoc, .
Note: If you are unabie :o Frace Tne Srzitensnt I either categcry

write N,A. in that space.

1.

10.
11.

There s littie sense ot LNty emeng Teachers at thls
school .

This school is among the first to try cut new and
interesting ideas.

There is a great deal of resistance o proposals for
curriculum change.

Teachers are keen to learn from their coileagues.
There is little group spirlt among teachers in this school.

Teachers frequently discuss teaching methods and Strategies
with each other.

Teachers’ loyalty to the school 1s not considered
Impactant,

Varlety and change are not considered important in this
schoal .

Teachers avoid talking about educational Issues with each
other.

Teachers go about their work wlth enthusiasm.

Teachers show iitt]e Interest in teaching procedures
operating In other schools.
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iz2. Teachers at this Sschool are not committed to staylng
abreast of current developments in thelr teaching area.
13. Teachers show consigerable interest In the professional

activities of their colieagues.

iq. Teacnhers take price in this schoo].

15. Doing th.ngs in & different way is valued In thls school.
6. Teachers nhoid a shared sense of Purpose at this schoot.

. Professicnai development matters are seldom djscussed
curing staff meetings.

18. New curricuium materials ana teaching methods are
frequentiy impiemented in this school.

1¥. New approaches to things are rarely triled,

=, Teachers are en-ouraged to pe innovators in this schoo;.

«<i. The moraie of the staff is high.
2. it is cifficuit to change anything in this schooi .

23. Many teachers attend Inservice and other professional
development courses.

24. Teachers actively promote the school in the community.,
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Appenaix $: lMoceis to Which Indiviaqual Variables
Make Significant R Square Changes
Elementary School



Models to Which Inaividual Vartabies
Make Significan:t R Square Chanaes
for Commitment
(Elementary Scheol?

Variabie Mode] ESacCh FCh SiaFohn
FGOALS PROTEC VIS INLEARN MONIT INCTEAC
SUPEVAL CURR...... L1209 7.624  .006)
CGOALS CURR VIS FGOALS PROTEC SUPEVAL
MONIT PDEV...... Q00586 4,228 L0407
CURR VIS INLEARN INCTEAC PROTEC
PDEV SUPEVAL MONIT...... Q0668 4.870  .028¢
SUPEVAL INLEARN VIS FGOALS INCTEAC PDEV
CGOALS MONIT CURR...... S5 374 g53E
INLEARN VIS FGOALS INCTEAC PDEv
CGOALS PROTEC CURR...... L2578 47 4.
INLEARN VIS FGOALS INCTEAC PDEv
CGOALS MONIT PROTEC...... Q0512 3,730 0544
CURR FGOALS SUPEVAL PROTEC...... 00967 4.802  .0292
FGOALS OMIT INLEARM...... 00805  3.816 0517
FGOALS XONIT PROTEC...... 01078 5.342  .0215
FGUALS PROTEC INLEARN...... 010%  5.259 0225
FGOALS INCTEAC...... Q1114 5,360 L0213
CGOALS...... 01417 6,779 0097
MONIT PROTEC SUPEVAL INCTEAC
INLEARY...... 00984 4,974  .0264

MONIT VIS INCTEAC PROTEC SUPEVAL... .01153  6.921  .0089
MONIT VIS INLEARN PROTEC SUPEVAL... .00767 3.008 0301



HORIT

PROTEC

iNCTEAC

PDEV

INLEARN

PROTEC INLEARN......

INCTEAC INLEARN......

iNCTEAC VIS......

Vi3 SUPEVAL MOMiT CURR INCTEAC.....
V15 FGOALS SUPEVAL......

FGOALS CGOALS MOKIT SUPEVAL CURR
IKCTEAC INLEARN......

FGOALS CGOALS SUPEVAL CURR MONIT
PROTEC INCTEAC PDEV INLEAR......

ViS SUPEVAL PRUTEC......
VIS MONIT......

PDEV PROTEC PGOALS CGOALS SUPEVAL
HONIT CURR......

PDEV INLEARN SUPEVAL MONIT PROTEC
FGOALS......

PDEV INLEARN SUPEVAL MONIT PROTEC
CURR.......

FGOALS CGOALS SUPEVAL MONIT CURR
PROTEC INCTEAC VIS INLEAR......

FGOALS CGOALS SUPEVAL MONIT CURR
PROTEC VIS INCTEXC......

PDEV CGOALS SUPEVAL MONIT CURR
PROTEC VIS INCTEAC......

FGOALS PDEV SUPEVAL MONIT CURR
PROTEC VIS INCTEAC.....,

CGOALS FGOALS PDEV MONIT CURR
PROTEC VIS INCTEAC......

SUPEVAL CGOALS FGOALS PDEV NONIT

00991
.01088
.00805
.01007
0173
01034
.00950
.00870

.00612

.03205

.04090
.00928

00706

.03205

.0056!

.00601

.05869

.00764

00515

.00673

00527

4,712
2.113
5.113
4.899
8.309
4.828
5.543
5.220

3.7

29.712
5.439

4.118

16.72

3.730

3.979

42.65

4.891

3.753

4.868

KNI

0307

0244

0244
0276

0042

0287
0192
0236

0531

000§

.0000

.0203

0433

.0001

0544

0470

.0000

0277

.0536

0281

0522



PROTEC VIS INCTEAC

------

CURR SUPEVAL CGOALS FGOALS PDEV
NONIT PROTEC ViS......

60520

00574

3.789

1.184

0525

00574



Models to Which Inciviaual Variables
Make Significant R Lguare Changes
tor Professicnel Involvement
(Elementary Schoo!}

Yarjable Model RSaCh _FCh_ SigFen
PGOALS SUPEVAL CURR MONIT PROTEC...... 00767 3.854 0505
SUPEVAL CURR MONIT ViS...... 0091% 473 0309
SUPEVAL CURR MONIT INCTEAC...... 00826 4.003 L0463
SUPEVAL MONIT PROTEC INCTEAC
INLEARN VIS...... 0% 4612 0290
CURR MONIT PROTEC...... D087: 4368 G370
CURR MONIT VIS...... 100 & s Lose
CURR MONIT INCTEAC...... Q0946 w.G36 .0326
CURR KONIT INLEARN...... 00904 4.334 L0382
CGOALS PDEV INLEARM VIS PROTEC FGOALS
NONIT SUPEVAL...... 00611 3730 .0544
FGOALS SUPEVAL CURR MONIT PROTEC
VIS INCTEAC INLEARN...... .0093% 5,098  .0247
SUPEVAL FGOALS CGOALS MONIT INLEARN...... 01053 5,136,024
FGOALS CGOALS PROTEC...... 00836 4.222 L0407
CURR FGOALS MONIT INLEARN...... 00807 3.906  .0490
MORIT PROTEC VIS...... 01088 5.418  .0206
MONIT PROTEC INLEARN INCTEAC...... Q0788 3771 L0531
MORIT VIS INCTEAC...... 00868  4.294  .0391
KONIT VIS INLEARM...... 00904 4,562 0335
INCTEAC PROTEC VIS..... Q134 5743 L0171
INCTEAC PROTEC INLEARN...... L1202 6.013 L0147
PROTEC VIS INLEARM...... L1311 6,729 L0099

CURR FGOALS CGUALS SUPEVAL PROTEC
INCTEAC PDEV INLEARN MONIT...... 00608 3,763 0533



HONIT

PROTEC

Vis

INCTEAC

PDEV

INLEARN

FGOALS CGOALS......
FGOALS PROTEC VIS......
FGOALS INCTERC......
FGOALS INLEARN......
CGOALS. .....

SUPEVAL PROTEC Vis......
rROTEC Vi5S INCTEAC......
PROTEC VIS INLEARK......
IRCTEAC INLEARN......

FGOALS CGOALS SUPEVAL CURR MONIT
ViS INCTEAC INLEARK......

FGOALS CGOALS SUPEVAL MONIT PROTEC
VIS CURR INLEARN......

FGOALS CGOALS SUPEVAL CURR MONIT
PROTEC INLEARN......

VIS FGOALS CGOALS PROTEC......
VIS MONIT PROTEC INLEARK......

PDEV PROTEC FGOALS SUPEVAL CURR
HONIT VIS......

FGOALS CGOALS SUPEVAL CURR MONIT
PROTEC INCTEAC INLEARN VIS......

PROTEC......

INCTEAC SUPEVAL VIS MONIT CURR....
INCTEAC PROTEC MONIT VIS......

Q1441
.00848
.00922
0§758
01466
.00928
0099
00941

01339

01308

02043

.00909
.0071%

.00882

00695

07120

Q00712
.00830
.00807
00844
01578
01255

01481

6.807
4,324
4.342
8.096
6.944
4.620
5.026
4.799

6.247

7.083

11.086

4.778
3.838
13.362

4.274

44.053

3.790
4.415
4.272
4.168
8.175
6.557
7.642

0095
0384
0380
0047
.0088
0324
0257
0292

0130

.0082

.0010

02%
.0510

.0003

0395

.0000

.0525
0364
.0396
0420
0045
0109
.0060



Models to Which Individual
Make Significant R Square Chanages

for Innovativeness

Variables

(Elementary School)

Yariable Hodel RSaCh FCh Sigkch
FGOALS CGOALS SUPEVAL MONIT PROTEC VIS
INCTEAC PDEV..... 00601  3.849 0507
CGOALS SUPEVAL MONIT PROTEC VIS
INCTEAC INLEARM...... 00834 5.043  .0254
SUPEVAL CURR MONIT PROTEC VIS
iNCTEAC PDEV INLEARN...... 00615 4.030 045
CGOALS FGOALS SUPEVAL PROTEC MONIT...... 00701 3.962 .0474
FGOALS SUPEVAL PROTEC VIS...... 00665 3.912 .04tk
SUPEVAL CURR MONIT PROTEC VIS
INCTEAC iNLEARM...... 00802 4.924 o
SUPEVAL PDEV MONIT PROTEC VIS
INCTEAC INLEARH...... 00641 4.083  .0442
SUPEVAL CURR PDEV MOXIT PROTEC
VIS...... 00703 4.467 L0353
FGOALS CURR MONIT...... 00939  5.080  .0249
FGOALS MONIT PROTEC VIS...... 00680 4,017 0459
FGOALS MONIT INCTEAC...... 00712 3.952  .0477
FGOALS MONIT INLEARH...... 01078 5,762  .0170
FGOALS PROTEC INLEARN...... 01024 5,788 0167
FGOALS VIS INCTEAC...... 00651  3.814  .0517
FGOALS VIS INLEAR....... 00665  3.869  .050!
SUPEVAL  FGOALS PDEV...... 00617  3.801  .0%21
FGOALS CURR MONIT...... 00807  4.355  .0377
FGOALS CGOALS INLEARN MOWIT...... Q1130 6.139  .0138
FGOALS CGOALS INLEARN PROTEC...... 00795 4,547 .0338
FGOALS CGOALS INLEARN INCTEAC..... 00673  3.790 0525



CURR

HONIT

PROTEC

vis

HOKIT PROTEC VIS INLEARN.....,
HONIT VIS INCTEAC......

HONIT PDEV......

PROTEC PDEV VIS......

PROTEC ViS INCTEAC......
INLEARN PDEV......

INCTEAC INLEARN......

FGGALS CGOALS SUPEVAL MONIT
PROTEC VIS INCTEAC PDEV INLEARN....

FGOALS CGOALS PROTEC.......

FGOALS PROTEC INLEARN......
FGOALS INCTEAC......

SUPEVAL INCTEAC VIS......
SUPEVAL INLEARN VIS......
PROTEC VIS INCTEAC INLEARN......
PROTEC VIS PDEV......

FGOALS CGOALS SUPEVAL MONIT
CURR VIS INCTEAC PDEV INLEARN......

FGOALS CGOALS SUPEVAL MONIT

oD U1Q TR, TUT DPADL

.006%
.00899
00667
.00813
02019
01214
01258
.00852

02951

00931
.00985
.00865
Q1182
.00988
01025
.00%01
.00855
.00685
.00783
01703
.01703
.00760
.00680
01241

00568

YL

3.985
4,798
3.985
4,459
4.648
7,283
7.081
5.194

15.692

6.079
5.535
4.963
6.317
5.192
5.992
5.081
4.755
3.991
4,224
9.282
9.282
4.197
3.925
7.4450

3.840

0468
0292
.0468
0292
0319
0073
0082
0233

.0001

0142
0193
.0266
0125
0234
0149
0249
0300
.0466
0407
.002%
.0025
0413
0484

0067

0509

275



iNCTEAC

PDEV

INLEARN

PDEV CGDALS INLEARN MOKIT......

FGORLS CGOALS SUPEVAL MONIT

CURR PROTEC PDEV INLEARK VIS......

FCOALS CGUALS SUPEVAL MUt

CURR PROTEC INCTEAC INLEARM VIS....

FGOALS CGOALS SUPEVAL MGNIT
CURR PROTEC VIS......

iNCTEAC PROTEC SUPEVAL MONIT ViS...

iNCTEAC CURR SUPEVAL MONIT VIS

PDEV INCTEAC SUPEVAL MONIT VIS....,

PDEV CURR SUPEVAL MONIT FGOALS
CGOALS VIS......

00760

.00%00

02734

00615

001197

.00630

.00683

.00806

.00602
00697

4.787

5.878

17.845

3.760

6.919

3.801

4,258

5.127

4.286

3.838

4.413

0294

0159

.0000

0534

.0063

.0521

0399

0242

.0393

.0510

0365
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Appendix H: Moaeis to Which Indiviaual Variables
Make Significant R Sauare Changes
High School



Models to Which Individual Variables
Make Significant R Square Changes
for Teacher Invoivement
(High Schoci)

Variapie Model RS{n FL{h SigFcCh

FGOALS CGOALS SUPEVAL CURR MONIT PROTEC

VIS INCTEAC PDEV INLEARN...... 01044 o.z248 0227
CGOALS  FGOALS SUPEVAL CURR MONIT PROTEC

VIS INCTEAC INLEARN...... Q1427 6.75¢ ,0096

PDEV SUPEVAL CURR MONIT PROTEC

VIS INCTEAC INLEARM...... 01928 ¢.554 0022
SUPEVAL  SUPEVAL MONIT PROTEC VIS INCTEAC

INLEARY...... 01656 6.79  .009

CGOALS INLEAR...... .G0%14 5.068  .0446

PDEV PROTEC VIS INCTEAC

INLEARN...... Q6778 2739 L0541
CURR FGOALS SUPEVAL INLEARN...... .00820 3,745 .0939

FGOALS SUPEVAL PROTEC...... .00827 3.780 .0528

FGOALS INLEARN PROTEC...... 01389 6.346 0123

FGOALS INCTEAC...... L1109 5.446 0203

CGOALS MONIT PROTEC INCTEAC

INLEARN. ..... 00872 3.938  .0481

CGOALS VIS INCTEAC INLEARN...... .00996 4.63% .0321

POEV PROTEC VIS INCTEAC INLEARN...... .00941 4.937  .0340

CURR SUPEVAL MONIT PROTEC VIS

INCTEAC INLEARA...... 02018 8.753  .0033
MONIT FGOALS INLEARN INCTEAC PROTEC...... 00958 4.350 .0378

CGOALS INLEARN INCTEAC PROTEC...... 00901 4.033  .0455

SUPEVAL INLEARH INCTEAC PROTEC...... 01253 5,143 .0240

PDEV INLEARN PDEV VIS INCTEAC...... 00788  3.790 .09

PROTEC  NORIT INLEAR...... 01321 5.20 .0226

-1



vis

IKCTEAC

PDEV

VD LNLERRNL L

JHCTEAC INLEARK,.....

CGOALS......

FGOALS SUPEVAL CURR MONIT PROTEC
iKCTEAC INLEARN......

PDEV CGOALS FGOALS PROTEC INCTEAC
INLEARN SUPEVAL CURR......

SUPEVAL PROTEC......

FGOALS CGOALS SUPEVAL CURR MONIT
PROTEC VIS INCTEAC INLEAM......

0139
01276
00853

01021

.01632

.00866
A1Zn
01421
01323
01141

.01878

.038%

5.571
4.875
3,800

4.055

7.723

4.357
5.150
5.687
5.262
4.621

7.576

19.58

0189
.0280
.0522

0449

.0058

0377
0239
0177
0225
.0328

.0063

.0000



Models to Which Individual Variables
Make Significant R Square Changes
for Innovativeness

{High School>

Variapie Moaei RSgCh FCh SiaFCh
FGOALS ~ CGOALS SUPEVAL CURR MONIT PROTEC
VIS iNCTEAC PDEV INLEARN...... 02747 16.52  .0001
CGOALS ~ FGOALS SUPEVAL CURR MONIT PROTEC
VIS INCTEAC PDEV INLEARN....,, 00746 5.250 .0227
SUPEVAL  FGOALS PROTEC...... 00783 4,847 .0284
FGOALS THLEARN...... 00594 3,749 .0538
CGOALS PROTEC...... 00712 4,239 L0404
CGOALS INLEARN...... .00859  5.177  .0236
CURR PROTEC...... 01010 5.29% .0220
CURR VIS...... 00802 4317 .0385
CURR INLEARH...... 00775 4.256 0400
NONIT INLEARN PROTEC VYIS INCTEAC..... .0203% 10.72  .0012
PDEV MONIT INLEARN PROTEC VIS...... 00758  4.706 .0308
PDEV INLEARN INCTEAC PROTEC VIS..... 0109 6.772 L0097
CURR FGOALS CGUALS SUPEVAL PROTEC...... 00566  3.728  .0545
FGOALS CGOALS INLEARM...... 00578  3.846 .0508
FGOALS SUPEVAL VIS INLEARH PROTEC... .00595  2.821 .0516
FGOALS SUPEVAL INLEARN INCTEAC
PROTEC...... .00671 4.312  .0387
FGOALS MONIT PROTEC INLEAM...... .00671 4.297  .03%
FGOALS PROTEC INLEARN VIS
INCTEAC...... .00574 3717 .0548
CGOALS INLEARN SUPEVAL MONIT VIS
PROTEC INCTEAC...... 00972 6.045 0145
PDEV CGOALS PROTEC...... 00612 4.113  .0434

~80n



HONIT

PROTEC

VIS

PDEV SUPEVAL MONIT PROTEC VIS
INCTEAC INLEAMA......

FGOALS SUPEVAL PROTEC......
FGOALS VIS PROTEC.....,

FGOALS INLEARN PROTEC......
CGOALS SUPEVAL PROTEC......
CGOALS INLEARN PROTEC......

SUPEVAL INLEARN PROTEC VIS......
SUPEVAL INCTEAC PROTEC......
SUPEVAL PROTEC CURR......
SUPEVAL PROTEC VIS INCTEAC......
SUPEVAL PROTEC VIS PDEV......

00679
Qo4
00634
00817
00672
00733
.006%4
.00559
.00778
.00898
.00708
00796
.00808
.00778
.008%
00731
.00869
.00842
01165
01034

00789

.00638

.00649

-00617

.006t0

4.260
2.630
5.041
5.811
4.046

4.236

4.678
4,515
5,351
4.965
5.400
4,737

3.914

4.231

4.325

4.094

4.056

0449
0313
.0344
.0214
.0266
.0208
.0303

.0488

.0406

0384

043¢

0449

281



INCTEAC

FGOALS INCTEAC INLEARN......

FGOALS SUPEVAL C'RR MONIT PROTEC...

FGOALS SUPEVAL INCTEAC......

FGOALS SUPEVAL INLEARN....,.

CGOALS SUPEVAL CURR MONIT PROTEC...

CGOALS SUPEVAL [NCTEAC MONIT
PROTEC......

SUPEVAL INLEARN MOWIT PROTEC
IKCTEAC......

FGOALS SUPEVAL CURR MOHIT PROTEC...

FGOALS CGOALS PROTEC......

FGOALS INLEARN SUPEVAL PROTEC......

FGUALS VIS SUPEVAL PROTEC......
FGOALS VIS PROTEC INLEAM......

MRNATQ NANTT

.005%0
.00603
00669
00727

00730

00807

00722

.00829

.00605
00725
.00620
-00601

.00687

00725
.00643
.00688

.00804
.00706
.005%
00664
00721
-00660
00675

-

3.796
3.86!
4.300
4.639

4.541

4.939

4.422

3.926

3.774
4.526
3.884

3.764

4.213

3.982
3.871

3.815

4.233
4.53]
3.897
4.218
4.619
4.232
4.061

.0523
.0504
.039%
0320

0339

027

0363

.0485

.0530
0342
0497

0533

0410

0469
.0500

0517

.0405
0341
0493
0409
0324
.0405
0448

282



PDEV

INLEARN

CGOALS INLEARK.. ...

SUPEVAL CURR MONIT PROTEC VIS......

SUPEVAL PDEV CURR PROTEC......

PDEV PROTEC VIS INLEARN......
PDEV CURR MOMIT PROTEC......
PDEV CURR PROTEC VIS......

FGOALS CGUALS SUPEVAL CURR MOMIT
PROTEC VIS INCTEAC INLEARN......

FGOALS SUTEVAL CURR PROTEC......
CGOALS SUPEVAL CURR......

SUPEVAL CURR MONIT PROTEC VIS
INCTEAC PDEV......

00799
Q1186
,10765
.00609
00797
.30825
00641
00767

02748
-06700
-00663
.00828
.00557

00611

19.35
4.470
4.117
4.99%

3.743

3.830

0291
Q122
.0300
.0539
.0282
0260
0466

0277

.0000
.0353
.0433
0261

0540

0513

(\0]
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