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Effectiveness ratings of principals by researchers

have frequently been hampered by relying on teachers'

one-dimensional, research-triggered "global" ratings. This paper

reports a 1979-80 British Comumbia superintendents' study geared
toward multidimensional subjective assessments of 266 administrators,
and concentrates primarily on ways in which superintendents make

distributions of general evaluator ratings and of ratings by
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positions--and with evaluation strategies. The next section presents

a random sampie of 77 reports and examines the aspects on which

evaluators focus as they consider principals' schools, rather than

their behaviors. Professional background, as well as descriptors
(adjectives) describing the evaluated, are addressed in the third
section, although it is chiefly given to analyzing the number (290)

framework, The next Section relates differences between reports of
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differently rated principals; and conclusions are drawn in a closing
section. (KS)
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The meBsranient of affect ivanass in principais may b
sald to have been u persistenit problen, both in tha ong
tradition of research in school administration and in the
recent spate of "school effectiveness' studies; ks Bridges
(1982) notes, researchars who have attempted to assess the
offectiveness of administrators have relied heavily on
ratings made by teachers; Such ratiNgs; fie Foifits Git, Have
Usually been giooal ratings; and they have in most cases
been used In ralation to a single dinension such aa
"intarpersonal afficiincy", *instrictional suparvision” or

*conmunicat fon”,

A further concern about ef Fect(vaness ratings is that
they are; for the nost part, what might be callad *reseanch-
triggered”--that {s to say that they have been given In
response to a researcher’s request to do so, and they have
mibnhiﬁﬂ"1hﬁéﬁﬁémﬂiﬁyﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ
they were given as part of the respondent’s working 1ife.
This point 15 echoed by Rowan et al.(1983) who note that the
typical one-dimension rating of effectiveness is not one
Which corrasponds to the multi-dinensional  subjective
assessnents Which practitioners make in their Working Norid,
Rowan et al. go on to suggest that It wguld be useful to
devalop grounded definitions of "effectivenass’ that reflect

practitioners’ subjective understandings of the term:

This paper reports & study which Sought specifically to

n 4 2 ;

BXEMIN@ Ona source of the subjective Understandings hald by

school  superintendents of  the  efrectivensss of

adninistrators, The data consisted exclusively of reports
conformity With the Act and reguiations, on adwinistrators

in thair districts.

These reports are clearly sensitive documents and it
WS o1y sUbject to inpressivaly stringent conditics of
confident/ality that | was allowed to Usa them. Tha
agreenent was that 1 would have access for & limited time o
copies of these reports from which all {dentification of
school, school district and the names and personal data of
both evalUator and Subjact had bean renoved. Noraover, 1 was
not permitted o make any farther copies of the reparts and
was reguired to return all of them to the Ministry by a
specified date.

14

they were, 1 think, eminently sensible for a first-time
project with highly sensitive docurentary data, Indead,

research, The

the Ministry’s willingness to assist
conditions did, however, {mpose some 1imitations on the

- - -- - - ' - '777 o
project. No conparison between districts was possible, no

subjects was possible. Finally; and most inportantiy; no
fo116w Up dccess to the data was possible once the aiiotted
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tine period had passed,

FOr iy plirposes., however, what 1 vas ieft with Was
Suitable. My prinary fnterast vas to fing out what it |
that superintendents focus on when they evaluate their
Subordinates. What do they seen to mean when they fndicate
that & particuiar schog) principal s good, bag o
(i traranty s8CONdary intarest was t deternine ¢
possile  Whather  differemt facsts o adninistrative
perfornarca o §tj1a were raporieg in the case of good ang

less good adninistriitsrs respectively,

I very celibarately approached th dats With as few
Prior conceptual izations as possibie. The gerieral giiding
QUestion was *What 5 in thess reports?* The only {nitial
points of specific focys beyond that were those derived from
3 coarse view of avaluation, nanely, "How do the evaiuators
collect data?, "How do the evajuatons indicate thair
criterial™, "o the evaluators obtain their subjects’
agrrenent i oriteriant. o thg evaluators say wherg
Inprovenents e readed and. if 0, how?*. Al othar
Findings energed fro class scrutiny of the HOrds Written by
the evalustors and fron &1lowing those words tg suiggest

other auestions which might s aska,

In What foiiovs the resilts of the exploration arg
presented in four sections: T 1rat deais Wi th the nai_ﬂi‘é
of the data and the super intendanty’ evaluations, This
section &ﬁémiﬁcmm&éﬁﬁiﬁé&iﬁr&&ﬁiﬁi

the repcrts written on administrators in the provincs in

:

4

msﬂi%;Mnmmaﬁwmwwﬁmun
SaP1e of the reports (Ne77) dealing with schoo] BP iic pals
only and excluding reports on other kinds of adninistrator,

The reason for using oniy a smple of the reports vay that

It became: increasingly apparent that dotailed ang
Painsteking scrutiny of the tevts of the reports vas
sssential and the 1inited ting for which the docunents vara
38118614 iads this king of Malysis of all 266 reponts
Inpossible. Thesa thrae sactions dea] respectively with the

features of the schuols Fun by the prifcipals Wio yere
mmm;mimwsaMﬁﬁmﬁﬁmmam
the diffarances betwesr shat is reported for differanty
reted principals. A final sectisn presents soma conclusions

and speculations about the resuits of the explorat ion,
mmm&MhMWmmmm§

TWo hundred and s ixty-s ix adninistrators vere evaiuated
In British Colunbia 1n 1978 and {ggo. THenty-he of ‘them
Vre women; two hundred and one of then wers  school
PriNEIRAIS. Sifics The parsonal data concerning the subjects
had been renoved fron the reports. 1t was necessary to
deternine what pos1ticns they Faid fro a nunber of kinds of
reterence in the text. For thid reasan a snai] ﬁumbgr of
reports were designatey as *Prircipal--grade lavel not
anﬁ.thuorumwumnﬁaﬁmwﬁﬁ&sﬁw been
evaluated and thess ingiugeg one Diractor ard a ninber of

coordinatory, supervisors ang Consultants. The compoaition
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Table |
e DESTRIBUTION OF SURJEETS BY ARMINISTRATLYE POSITION A S2&
of the group of subjects i3 shown {n Table 1, ——— SR

i OSI2L0N -

The reports on thiesa sisjects are in a forn which has T
| WIS S | ooy

(1) K prinad section, Gsing ine top quarter or s _

DISTRICT STAfF B¢ % 9.0

thies #ain componants:

of the pags ard providing the basic biographical 7
Gla  shegt e smime peie i PRINCIPAL SR, SECONDARY 8 . 8 3.0
data about the person being evaluated, This
e o PRINCIPAL JR. SECONDARY i} . 2 9.5
includes his or har name, birthdate, length of o . . - o
o PRINCIEAL JR.=SR, SECONDARY 12 . 1 65
t | in present position qua ii‘icati_os and so PINCIBAL 11 ; . B 3
on. On the reports as 1 received them this entirg TR ;L 5 i

SeCtich Had baen renoved. f o »
o , _ PRINGIPAL Ke? 1 H 192 4.5
(2) #n dnecdotal report, These anacdotal reports - ] , -

7 PRINCIPAL PRIMARY 2 5 ! A

In the present set ranged In fangth from less than - i
one page to fourteen pages. PRINCIPAL, GRADE LEVEL o chEik | § g 0 i
one page to fourteen pages. .
(9 8 41 Sy idganent by the ovalutor, g s | w4 | p
- TS 1S Pediired on a seven-point scale in which VICE PRINCIFAL, ELEVENTARY u 1 R W
sbcollent and Tapoor, aMthGUgh sore diatricts 00

declined to comply with this scala, preferring to — e

rate their staff only as *Satisfactory® or - 'Lss 01 noo TR

thari SatisFactory",

Table 2 shows the distribitici of tha ratings assigned Table 2 SHRRE G RS it o S
by evaluators over the whole sat of reports, fhise pointa —— T~
hould | hoUt thix takle  Eines N RATING fio, i
Should be noted about this tabla: First, although the . .

tallles shown Siggest that each subject received & §ingle L. ERCELLINT N b
T e 1, VERY Goob n %.3
rating, thars wera 1n fact twenty-eight reports which " .

3, coop 0 N4
b VERY SATISRACTONY 2 03

concluded with a double rating (8.5, 1-2, §<6). in aii these

cases, the rating used i the aisplay n Tasla 2 15 gidr I A -
cases, the rafing used in the display {n Table 2 s 8ither i, Sitsmenn ® 8 it
the higher of the two ratings where the lower was 5, or tﬁi - i 13
Q- B % Mo 1 ol




lowsr of the two ratings where the higher was 5. Thus *3-5"
would be shown as *3* ang "5-6" By *6*; Tha Secord koiiit to
be kept in mind {n interpreting the tabla s that tha
category "Satisfactory* [5) is used differently by difterent
evalUstors, Son Use 1t 85 on of only to possibie ratings
(the other befng *less than satisfactory”). Others use it to
mean that which 1s Suggested by fts rumerical value (f.e.
'rot a5 good as the top four categories, but better than the . . ,
not as good as the top four categori;s but battar thar the Tabie 3
bottom two®). The tone of some of these reports could parmit
inferences to be drawn about what the evaiuator regards as DISTRIBLTIO F RATLIGS BY POSLTLON
the "trde” quality of the subject, Sich fnferences ware ot — —
used In constructing Table 2, but to follow them might 1ead |
one fo increase the rating of about half of these g
e il 3 1]
"satisfactory" reports to *very satisfactory’, "good" or | g 5l g
, £ x
even "very good*. Finally, {t {8 probably not possible to g g g i g §
' - sl gl _{8]¢
gssuna & fina comparability between the ratings assigned. ) § @ at e g M
L. o - - Lo L - - PR - - - - - N ° —
Several ratings of "3", for axanpls, cofia &t the and of & E HEL ML ?, g g
Wi »pap T RO
PAnAPrt whnea Auarall  bana  eommambe  dhad  dhn memlxxd 1 . ; " Elz
report whose overall tone suggests that the subject (8 g g g g g g g g g E E
e ololojalolofoltlT =
batter than "good* by conparison with what ig safd of others i E HEEE R E
o Afnlalo|alals|a|a|>|p
of others Who scora similarly. ; — _ _ .
The way subjects are distributed both by position ang ‘ ’f""“‘" B KRR
O U 2 VERY coOD vlafi s fifilalalilslal | n
reting 1S shown in Table 3, An esbaustive analyais of the | PR
. - G Slal 85 (28] 1] afm)afs)t00
data {n this table 15 bayond tha scope of this peper, but it [ N 0 A N A B e
e L o vevsaismcrorr | 1 (r)aqr | f2funff 1] a]e]y] m
might be noted that *District Staff* account for 35% of &1l . sirisiicii il ol 111l 1l
the *excellent® ratings, but also includa one *less than & t | | i
§atisfactorj". Saparating out sscondary principals from T 1 i
those 4ho enrol elenentary Grédes Shows that 534 of the S
L T alafsinfafs|m ifofnln)s
former are rated "1* or 2", Wheress ths lattar have 33.5% — i
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of their nunber in theso categories. It might be noted also
that thers {5 & reasonzbly 'normal” distribation of ratings

in those positions which include the largest number of
subjects.

It will be recalled that the few points of specific
focus in the first analysis of the data were those derived
from asking questions about tha nature bé the approach to
avaluation revealed in the reports (c. . page 3 8bove). The
findings may be briefly summarized. The majority of
evaluators (68%) do not describe their method of data
collection and most (B1%) appear to use their own

observations as a data Source, rather than asking questions

of others. Although fore than threc uarters of the

evaluators (16%) do not state their critaria for evalustion,
most of those who do state them appear also to make a point
of ‘discussing them with their subjects. Some 40% of the
evaluators say where improvements are needed, and more than
three quarters of this group specify also hew the
{provenients should be made; |
Before concluding this overview of the dats amd the
natare of the evaluations; it i perhaps worth mentioning

these dascriptions varied and it was quite clear that some

had been included because the context appeared to provide

what might be called mitigating circumstances. About one
quarter of a1l the reports contain material of this kind.
Mitigating cicunstances inclide a varisty of factors
ranging From Acts of God Such as fire and Flood to tenporary
inadaquacies of the physical plant, but the most comnonly
mentioned are those related to the kind of staff hich
adninistrators find themselves with and the kind of

community in which they must work,'

The evaluators then, may or may not mention nitigating
circunstances, they may or may not describe their criteria
and nethiods of data collection, they nay or may not
recomiand how [Nprovements are to be made, What thay Wil)
certainly do; however, If they are evaluating a school
principal, s to consider not only the principal and his op
ﬁé? bébéd?ﬁiﬁbé. but also the school itself which is being
administared. The next section of the paper examines what it
is that evaluators appear to focus on when they consider the

adninistrator’s school as distinct from the administrator’s

personality, behaviour or style.

"

' MitigAting CirCURStance for Gne avaliator nay be @

fine judgements, but there seems 1ittle doubt about the

Conment of one evaluator: 'The stat? is very experienced and

considerable effort {s required on the Principal’s part to
encoursge them to participate (n in-service.,"
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THE SCHOOL AND I1TS FEATURES

From the 201 reports on s~hool principals a sample of
77 reports was randomly soiected. In this sample no fewer
than eighty-seven different aspects of the Schools
administered by the subjects were referred to. Each of these
references was noted and then CBdéa in one 6? saven ways:

1. Aspect has deteriorated

Aspect needs improvement

W N

Aspect mentioned neutrally, there is no problem

Aspect anywhere from satisfactory to very §666

o

5. Aspect is outstanding
6. Aspect has improved (A coding of 6 did not
L.ually stand alone since the_state which the

improvement had led to was &also noted)

7. Aspect noted by the evaluator as not present.

Codes 1 and 2 were taken to constitute an unfavourable
fiertion. Codes 3; 4 and S5 were r8garded as favourable

mentions. A code of € was regarded as favourable or

unfavourable dependng on its state after the improvement
noted.

The frequency of mention of any particular aspect may
be seen as one measure of the extent to which that aspect
provides a commonly held focus for superintendents across
the province. Table 4 displays those aspects (referred to as
*items"® in ths table) which were most fregquently mentioned.
Only two aspects of the school featured in more than half of

the sample reports. *Supervision of Teaching Staff* and

14



"Communication with Parents". Three aspects were found to be
mentioned in forty to fifty per cent of the reports,

Schoo! Philosophy”, “Communication with

*Statement of

remaining eighty-two aspects of the schools were each

referred to in fewer that 40% of the reports.

A classification of the eighty-seven aifferent aspects
was made which resutted in six categories:

1. Physical Plant and {ts Use

2. Routines and Procedures

3. The Progranne and 1ts Organization

4, The Staff

5. Community Relations
6. District Relations
Category 3 (The Progranne and 1ts Organization) was brosdly
ftems which ‘might be said to contribute to the overall
sducational clinate of the school.

Just as ‘the frequency of mention of individual aspects
of the school could be regarded as constituting a measure of
ihe extent o wWhich they provided & comion Focus for
superintendents, 0 the nunber ©f reports In which the
alements of each of the six categories were mentioned might

be seen as a measura of the salience for evaluators of each

category. By this measure The Programm

15 tha most salient of the dinénsions, being referred to by

orie or more of {ts elements in B6% of the reports in the

O

Table 4

FREQUERCY OF MENTION OF MOST MENTIONED SINGLE 172

N OF
MERTIONED 1R 11EM5 BETAILS
S50 + 418 OF REONT a SUPERVISION OF
e TENCHNG ST
COMMUNICATION WITH
5408 + <508 OF REPONTS 3 SO OF
SCHOOL PHILOSOPIY
COMMUNICATION WITH
COMRNITY
OVERALL EDUCATIONAL
CLINHTE 1 O
301 ¢ <40 OF REPORTS ]
2208 * <308 OF REPORTS 81
Vit <idh OF RERGTS i
S50 » <l0k OF REPORS %o |
<1 OF REROKTS I
0
r



sanple. Seventy-eight per cent of the reports refer to

Routines and Procedures ; Staff , and Community Relations

less saiient is Physical Plant (44% of the reports); and
relatively infrequent .is mention of District Relations ({14%
of the reports). o
Thle §
A different measure of the salience of dimensions for ) ] S
ASPECTS OF SCHOOL!FREQUENCY OF FAVOURABLE AND UNFAVOURABLE MENTION

the evaluators 1§ provided by an examination of the

frequency with which elements n the categories are
o B . . No N0 ‘ RATI0
mentioned. Columns 4 and 5 of Tabla 5 show the number of Eiiﬂ WFAWUMiu FAVOUMili EO{'M. ' E”:
mentions of {tems in each category and the rank order of WTions | mriows | mwnioss | me | o
citagories on this measure. By this neasire aiso; The —
Prograniie and 1ts Organization s doninant. In exanining the PENSICAL PLAfT ) d 0 | 3|10
ranks of the categories 1t {s perhaps worth remember ing I
Ll o . ) PROCEDURES 1 6 9 2 18.2
that, although Staff ranke only fourth here, the {tem
7 PROGRAN § 118
"Supervisfon of Teaching Staff* was tha single most — " " 54 i | i
frequently mentioned ftem. It will also be recalled that §IAIT 1 1 12 Y
Itelis Froi The Pragraniie and 1ts Organization and Comunity CORNITY
Relations were the only other ones to bo Fentighed i over NELATIONS ! B [ m o[
dh of the sanpie; i
NELATIONS 1 i 1 6 | i

Colunns 2 and 3 of the table show the nusber of
favourable and unfavourable mentions respectively in each
category. The last column of the tabla shows the ratio of
favourabls to Unfavoursble nentions. Thus, ' for  every
unfavourable mention in the area of ConAunity Ralations,
there are more than twenty-threa favourable ment{ons;
whereas for every unfavourabie mention in Programme and {ts o
Organization there ara only 81ightly over aleven favoursbie 18

Q
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ones: Tha items concarried with Staff clearly call forth &

any other category.

The finding that evaluators of principals consider not
only the principal but also the school which ie or she runs

{s not at all surprising tiﬁdééd. to have found otherwise
would have been strange), but what seems to emarge from this
analysis 1S that certain aspacts of the school receive more

attention than others: The apparent salience in this regard
of The Programme and 1ts Organization may be in part ;
function of the broad definition of this category (ihibﬁ
resulted In fiore elenients of the School belng Included 1n 1t
than in any other category), but it also reflects tha common

sense notion that what {8 {mportant to the evaluator is the
way the principal's school does what it is supposed to do.
AKat 4156 aiierges fron this snalysia is that sone Rinds of
things #hich go on in the school are more 11kely than others
to make a favourable {mpression on the evaluator; Thus the
ratio of 23.6:1 for favourable:unfavourable mentions of
{tems in the area of Community Relations seems to suggest
that the principal who pays attention to these relations
stands ‘& good chance of baing conmended for {t. The work he
or she does with regard to Staff; howaver; comes in for much

more critical appraisal, -

It appears fron the reports examified that evaluators
consider the personal attributes of principals, including
the way they work, s well as what they do. The following
paragraphs discuss first the way in which the background snd
the person of the principal are cescribed and second; the

kind of actions which are refarred to by the evaluators.

Tha Principal: The Parson

Professional background . Sevaral aspects of  the

principal’s professional background stand an equal chanca of
being mentioned or not mentioned. Thus; pravious experience;

professional development activities and professional
activities (such as serving on committees) are mentioned in
abiit one Kalt of the raforts and ot entioried in the other
half; Whather or not Bny ond of trah I8 mentisiad seens to
depend more on the inclination of the evaluator than on
anything else. Three quarters of the reports do mention the
Nunber of years the Subject has been in his or her prasent
position and over eighty per cent of the reports do not

mention the kind of professicnal davelopment acquired
through university coursework--a finding consistent with
other Work WHich as §lggestad that practiticriars have ofte
viewed fornal training a8 inadsquate in fhe preparation of
school administrators (Pitner, 1982);

One particular kind Of attributs bagan to stand out a8

the reports were read in more and more depth. Its saliance

20



because of tha Way It Was menticned. It 1§ far fron baing @

ment{on of Personal-Professional Avsreness and conpetence,
it had to be one which was not nada solely with reference to
What the priicigal did in his oF her schooi: it yas a
mention which either stated or clearly inplisd that the
particular area of awareness or competence was a
professional interest which went beyond the subject’s
NOPking context and Formad part of his or her intelisctual

it oppears to be

I1fe. Frequently, but not always,

assoclated with the subject’s being in dgiand as a rescunce

person,

This Personal-Professional Awareness and Compaterice 18
mentioned in twenty-three of the seventy-seven samiple
reports, and two things in particular are interesting about
ft: first, 1t seens to be associatad in sone way with the
rating of the principal and, second, 1t seens to consist of
scale. The three aiaments are shown in Table 6; Which alsg
SHONS the unber of tines each elenent i3 nentioned in the
rgports, The hierarchical flavour of the elenents i3 given
by the movement from awaraness nd concern about philosophy,

values and one’s purpose in 1ite, through an (ntarest ang

O

Table §

TYPES OF PERSORAL- PROFESSIONAL AVARENESS AND CONPETENCE

A WAVING K PAIOSOMA, VALUES, SEWSE OF PURPSE 18 LIFE

B WAVING PERSONAL INTREST W0 EXPERTISE th & PAVTICILIR
‘CULAUL 08 IROADLY EDUCATIONAL DORALN

C  HAVING OUTSTANDING PROFESSIONAL KNOWLEDGE OF CURRICULIN MO
FROGRAES LITHER N GEIERAL OR 1N A PANTLCULAR AREA

b Rention

9 Meitions

14 Hentlony

N ————

2
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expertise in a particular cultural domafin (for exampie;

music, fine arts), to an awareness and deep interest in &
particularly educational domain (such as the education o
the gifted or the theory of curriculam). It fs worth noting

the hierarchy. The fraguency of mention of each of the
elements exceeds the nunber of reports in which the variable
s mentioned. It is clear, therefore, that more than one of
the elements can be mentioned for any given principal. An
analysis of these multiple references suggests that a
relationship exists between the mention of this variable and
the rating given to the principal for whom it 15 meationed.
Further discussion of this analysis {s given below in the
section on the Adifferences between differently rated

principais.

The description of the principal . As one might expect;

the reports contain a fair homber of descriptors--

adjectives and adjectival phrases about the principals. In
the sample of 77 reports were 238 adjectives or adjectivail
phrases directly describing the subject of the report. For

purposes of the analysis each of these words or phrases was
written on a separate card, together with a note of the
nufiber of times it was used. The ciassification of these
cards proved & difficilt and time-consuming task which was
finally accomplished only by thinking beyond the adjective
to the charactaristic whirh 1t described. This ylelded a

total of twenty-eight different characteristics which; {n

23
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turn, could fairly easily be grouped in five ditiensions.
Table 7 summarizes the results of the classification. Table 7
Its last column shows examples of tha descriptors used (i ANALYS1S OF ADJECTIVES OR ADJECTIVAL PHRASES USED

this case the ones most frequently used for each - o
characteristic). The columns {mmediately preceding these DINENSION | CHARACTERISTIC N0.0F |NO.OP__[HOST FREQUENTLY
o DESCRIBED | DESCRIBED DESCR=|USES OF|USED DESCRIPTORIS)
exdngles Show the fuiber of diffarent descriptors and the IPTORS (ALY
S S DESCR-
total number of uses of &1l the descriptors for each L e———
S o - MITRACTIVENESS 16 61  WARM, FRIENDLY
characteristic. For example, the adjectives ‘"warm* and SOUND SELF CONCEP? 6 4 CoNFIpENT
il e el . L L PERSONALITY GENERAL IMPRESSION MADE 11 32 NERTLY GROOMED;.MAS
"friendly® are the two most frequently used of aighteen AND i ) (00D SPEAXING VOICE
o MANNER PORMALITY {4 DIGNIFIED, FORWAL
different words or phrases describing the characteristic of STRAIGHTFORWARDNESS o 5 16 CANDID, DIRECT
ARTICULATENESS .- . 2 5 ARTICULATE
ractivenass. Savaral of these 3 are used LEVEL=HEADEDNES u b aw
attractivena Sa eral of these words or phrases gggggg‘s’ggggﬁ ig gg 8},’,{5,’{;1331.’ XEY
more than once in tha reports and the total nunber of tines ——— e
N VALYES ETHICAL BEHAVIOUR 9 60 FAR
one or other of them 18 used 18 61, The 1eft hand colunn of . ]
11 teenty-aigh ... CREATIVITY o u o
the table shows the dimensions into which al] twa ty 819 t ot e - o oNstRoeToe
character 15t ics can be grouped. ROASORING & ucenet 19 i
CAPRBILITY AT HORR 9 49 CAPABLE, EFFICIENT
The detalled discussion of the data in Taple 7 1§ of 1NBUSTRY i i85 deoichm,
) . _HARDWORKING
Pl i T COURAGE. 4 10 CcoumGEous..
less interest than thres “"measures® whith can be derived C KAURC PAORESSIOMALESK 11 29 PROFESSIONAL, WISE;
el P o ) 7 ol
from it. These three measures enable one to examine (a) the g:g:g" XTTENTION_0. DETALL i 1 Hgiggggégm
s - ot i SENSE OF REALITY 6 12 PRACTICAL,
complexity of wach dimension, (b) tha saiience of each e HAS COMMON SENSE
L , - INVOLVEMENT QUT OF ] o
dimensfon as & focus for thoSe Who were evaluating the _PERSONAL INTEREST ? 2} INTERESTED, INVOLVED
SCHOLARLINESS l 1 SCHOLARLY
subjects of the reports; and (c) the degree of similarity VIGOUR OF APEROACH Y b °§§§§§‘s’§§ms
among evaluators {n choosing what qualities to describe; ENCOURAGEMENT & SUPPONT 4 22 SUPPORTIVE
S - _______ CONSIDERATENESS 30 151 COOPERATIVE,PATIEND,
Table B8 shows the results of constructing these measures. REIATIONS : UNDERSTANDING
e WITH WILLINGNESS.TONODAPT.__ § 3§~ GPE, nm?w
Referring only to the dinensfons dascribed, the top halt of OTHERS GIVING DEFINITE DIRECTION 7 3  POSITIVE, EIRN
srarring only to o the top FACILITATION l 1 I5a rmumon
Table 8 summarizes columns 3 and 4 of Table 7 and adds 2 gé:::;gg oF RS g i; gg:ggggm' RELIABLE
colunh showing the average nunber of uses of each EescriptOr - ij'" —
an

(the total nunber of uses divided by the nuwoer of

[




descriptors i each dimension);

The complexity of each dinension may be inferred fron
the runber of dascriptors used for trg charactaristics in
Hnmimaamwmti%ﬁﬁwma&ﬁwmmm
Irrespective of the complexity of the dinensions, the extent
to which each 18 refarred to in the reports (and herce 1§
salfence for the evaluztors as something to be noted) nay be
gauged by the total number of tiries 1t i3 mantionad. This

statistic 13 given by the total nunber of Uses of ail

descriptors. Finally, if we assune that when two of mgre
evaluators use & particilar yord, they mean the safie  thiiig

descriptor {s used may be taken as & rough neasure of the
degree to Whfch the differant evaiuators makg sinilar
judgements aoout what qualities in principals are to ba

noted.

The results of applying these neasures are shown i ths
lower haif of Tabie 8: Tho fiGst corplex dinensions appear to

be "Parsonal ity and Hanner” and "Approach t> Work", followed

consistent with tha vis that thare is no one bast type of
adninistrator or style of adninistration. Less complex 1y
kind of abilities (craativity; reasoning and judgenent and
capableness) are Worth noting in a principal: Laast complax
of all for the writers of thess raports 18 the dimansion of
"Values' in which ethical ' beraviour s the only

Q

Table 8

MVALYSIS OP DIMENSIONS DESCRIBED BY THE ADJECTIVES R

ADJECTIVAL PHRASES USED IN THE REPORTS

DIMENSION NO, OF B MO:0P_USES R AVERAGE R
DEGCRINED DESCR= A ALL DESCR- K NO, USES A
IPTORS ¥ IPTORS N BQH,, N

X K DESCR- K

IPTOR

PIRSONALITY 4 AMER 77 1 219 3 g g
VALUES T I T
ABILITIES ¥ oW oo
APPRORCH 70 WURR 0 @ /2 42
RELATIONS WITH OTRERS §3 3 90 1 s.4p ]

CONTRASTING RESULTS OF THREE INTERPRETATIONS OF THE DEGREE
TO WHICH EACH DIMEN3ION 15 REFERRED 70

S

o CONPLEITY P

AR EACH DIMENSION
(40:0P DESCR-
IPTORS)

THPORTANCE O .
EACH_DIMENSION AS
A CRITERION

(NO. 0P USES OF
AL

R —

DEGREE OF
SIMILARITY IN
JUDGING WHAT
QUALITIES ARZ
T0 B2 NOTED

DESCRIPIORS) (NVERAGE ND;0F
USES OF EACK
. DESCAIPTOR)
1 PERSONAL 1Y RELATIONS e

& MANNER
APPROACH 70 WORX

WITH OTHERS

{ ABILITIES

S v

WITH OTHERS..

XPPRONCH 0 WORR
PERSONALITY

§ MANNER
ABILITIRS

VALUES

REL'NS WITH OTHERS

APPRONCH 10 WOK

PERSONALITY & MANNER




characteristic described, and that by only ninie different
descriptors.

'alugs* {8 ot only the least complex dinension
energing from these reports; it 18 also the least salient.
What is clearly most saifent for these evaluators eas
sonething to be judgad is 'Relations with Others”, with
"Approach to Work' as & close second. 'Personality and
ﬁ'a"n'néi"'; seens réasalna'biy important; but "Abilities® are
referred to far less frequently:

The greatest degree of similarity anong evaluators in
judging what qualities are to be roted is in the area of
"Values'; in which each descriptor is used more than &ix
tines. "Relations With Others* also scores high on this
neasura, largely bacause of the alnost ubiquitous use of
WOrG3 dESCrBing Cons Ideratenass; & 81n11arly Widespread use
of words describing industriousness results in the third
whereas the relatively low score of "Abil{ties" and
“Personal ity and Manner® reflact the varity of teras used

for tha;

Finally, it {s worth roting that the least salient
dinensions ("Valuss"; *Abilities" and "Personality  &nd
salient ("Approach to Work" and "Relations with Others")
refer to the principal at work. If these descriptions tall
Us in sone sense how principals do what thay do, a different

Kifid 6f data ta)ls U§ what 1t 18 that they do;

——

The Actions of the Principals

T hindred &nd ninety actions By principais wer
described in the sanpla reports. The examination and
classification of this large nunber and varisty of actions
led to the constriuction of a four-dimensional framework for
presentation and {nterpretation of the resuits; {ts -
construction {s decribed in detail in the following

paragraphs. The results of the analysis are presented unider

a second sub-heading:

The classification of reported actions . A First Sort

of the 290 actions described in the reports yialded teanty-

there was & sense that actions Were befng Intuitivaly
sssigned to categories which could not be easily defined. A

second attempt gave thirteen categories but did nothing to

dispel the inprassion that there vas a fuzziness in exactiy
what aspects of each action were being given priority as it

was assigned to a category:
Accordingly, the task was approsched in a different way
by trying to be specific about which aspects of each action

- wera being revealed by the words in the description: This

led to the clear IdentiFication of four alenents in most
ections. Tha f1rst resulted from the strong Inpression given
by the reports that principals were often comnended for
acting in consuitation with others: For this reason; the

23
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tirst element considered was Who Acts? For this element a

two-part classification was used: The principal acts alone

or the principal acts with someone else. A second

observation about tha reported actions uS that different Plgure 1. The Franework for the Analysis of
pecpla Wera chiafly affactad by tham. This a sacond &lement Reported Actions

became the answer to the questfon, 'Who is chlefly

affected?” A three-part classification was used here: the

action chiefly affects the principal him or herself; the 5 nmcr/ / /
/oo [ ] ]

action chiefly affects specified others (e.p. parents;

departhiant héaué. a particuiar committee), the action

chiefly affects the staff or the school In general, Third,

the actions were directed at different parts of the school

operation; thus the third element vas discerned by asking

'At what area Is the action targeted?” . For the
\

i:_iéééifii:itid'ri of actions on this dimension the six areas of

school operation already used n tha analysis of the

features of the school were used (c.f. Page 10 above).

Finally; the actions differed in kind; some were actions e e
PRIMIPAB SPECIFIED SN‘FM

designed to provide a sense of direction, for example, while - onmmcm
W10 1S PRONCIPALLY AFFECTED ?

others ware the kind of actions needed to cope with day to
day occurrances. In order to distingulsh different kinds of
action; a four-part classification of organizationa) actions
was . taken from Handy (1976:198); This classification THLS HATRIR APPLICAEZE 0 R GF FOLR K0S F AcHi

: S ACTIONS RHIO! ARE REUIAR;' STEADY STATE

innovative or developmental, breakdown or crisis (expanded ACTIONS FICH ARE INVOVATIVE, DEVELORYENTAL

in this analysis to Inciude actions s6lving particular ore- FTIS MIOI R DESIOED i L
CTIONS WHICH SET NGICY (R ESTABLISH DIRECTION

tine only problens of a serious nature) and actions making

policy or establishing directfon.

30 31
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Figure | shows the matrix constructed to serve as the
tramework for analysis. The conbination of all four alements
fn the framework yialds 4 x 36 ca)ls. To draW thesa In &
differant way, 88 in Figara 2; permits one eaaily to give &
unique designation to each cell; Thus *"D12' designates
actions which are of an innovative or developmental kind,
which are performed by the principal alone, targeted at the
area of staff and Cﬁié”? affect the staff  the school In
gerieral. SUGH an action iight b *Devalc, u & niew systah of
teacher supervision*;

Following the construction of this franework, each
reported action was re-examined to see {f {t could be

classified in this way, Table 9 shows the results of this
re-examination. Two hundred and seventy of the reported
actions were fully classifiable by the four dimensions of
the framework: Sixtasn rould ba partly classifiad axd four
could not be classified at all, What made these twenty
actions not amenable to full classification was a lack of
information about the action in the way 1t Was raported. The
distribution of the 270 classifiable actions for each of tha

four elements of the framework 18 shown in the lower part of
Table 9. Given the apparent utiiity of the tramework in

distinguishing batween different actions, it was used for

their further analysis;

- ACTS! ALONE .

—————— ACTS  WITH OR IN CONSULTATION WITH/ ms—.‘—

l

Reported Actions

Grid Framework for Anatysis of

5 b P !

el | ’
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A §ic
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Structure; - L
Routdnes § sn.0
Proceduts §/c

——— "
Progrimma T
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orgundt'a . it
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saft I 5.0
) ] §/6

13 p
oy i 0

15 N

1 ?
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Miysfeal . o
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Table 9
REPORTED ACTIONS OF PRINCIPALS
ACTIONS REPORTED AND CLASSIFIABLE e
ON FOUR DIMENSIONS
ACTIONS REPORTED AND PARTLY CLASSIFIABLE 16
ACTIONS REPORTED IN TOO LITTLE DETAIL TO :
PERMIT CLASSIFICATION
DISTRIBUTION IN EACH CATEGORY OF CLASSIFIABLE REPORTED
ACTIONS
ACTORS
PRINCIPAL ALONE 245 (90.7%)
PRINCIPAL WITH OTHERS 25 { 9.3%)
AREA TO WHICH ACTION TARGETED
PHYSICAL PLANT 1 (4w
STRUCTURES, ROUTINES & PROCEDURES 51 (8.9%)
PROGRAMME & ITS ORGANIZATION gl (;;;I!)
STAFF 7 (27040)
COMMUNITY 40 (14.8%)
DISTRICT 10 { 3.7%)
THOSE CHIEFLY AFFECTED
PRINCIPAL HIM OR HERSELP 30 (111w
SPECIFIED OTHERS 89 (33:0%)
STAFF OR SCHOOL IN GENERAL o - 181 (55.9%)
KIND—OF ACTION ) .
STEADY STATE 95 (35.2%)
INNOVAT IVE/DEVELOPMENTAL 126 (46.9%)
CRISIS/PROBLEM SOLUTION 1 (41
__ POLICY/DIRECTION SETTING 38  (14:0%)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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- Figure 3; Distributton of Reported Actions
Tha_repor ted actions. An overall view of what Kird of '

actions are described in tha sample reports {§ displayed

graphically in Figure 3; One diagonal 1in@ in the figure : ! “1

represents one reported action. Thus; the darkest cells in Plant

PP e
|
\
]
>
=]

the figire are the onés in which the greatest nunber of

actions 118; Several obsarvations nay bé made about this ﬁﬁﬂ
Procedure

overall display. It is clear that very few reported actions

organiz'a

more than half of those that were fel) intr the category of

NP OB = O o e~ f
\
\
\
Ll
-_—
«»

- ACTS | ALONE|
g
a
oo
~
i

...
=
|
RN
A
|

b’o’ii'cy or direction gstabl ishing actions, It seems; however, Statt

—
-~
|
o
=D
>N

that rot &11 policy 18 astals]ished by prinicipals acting with E— Z 12>

their colleagues--a greater number of actions of tha same | Commmity

- o
—
|

|
5
N
\\\‘
|
. T -
[
-

—
LY
|
w
g
<«

kind 1s shown in cell P9 in which the principal acts alone.

\

—
-~
|
|
[
|
\
[~ W
.|
o

Mso noticeabla is the relative absence of actions in the Datedet

—
o
| ]
-~
[ 31

crisis/braakdown/problen salving category and, with one

| —
|~
-~

Physteal

exception; in tha class of actions of al) kinds affecting Dt

na
=4
[ ]
e
(-4

[
—
L J
!
<

chiefly the principal him or herself. This ona exception

§ifﬂcfﬁri;, 2 !
Routdnes & 23 5.0
Procedure i - . e

(cell D0} is probably important; containing as it does,

dctiohs by Which the priricipal §ats Up his or her system of

Progromme 33 = |
ad {ts 25 | | as
orpinde’a - e .78?7.0
1~ sl
] > '

st 7 P

staft suparvision.

The calls which contain more actions than any others

Are §12, DG, §9 and 09. Table 10 shows the number of % T Bt
o A !

reported actions {n each of thesa cells and shows examples — |
NI Py .0

L > sle

of what kinds of actici they are. While the table s for the

most part selt explanatory, 1t is perhaps worth noting that

Morter

€+ ACTS WITH OR| IN CONSULTATION WITH mm’s—b‘ -

the tense of the verb used in describing the action is a key

festure 1n  distinguishing betwesn steady state and

innovative or developmenta) activities. Thus the example ' E;‘;

Q
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Shown {n Teble 10 for &n §i2 activity (*Carries out &
'regular and thoroughly developed schedule of  staff Tible 10
supervision’) may ba contrasted with tha exampla given
ffffffffffff NOSY FREQUENTLY REPORTED ACTIVITY CATEGORIES

teacher supervision®). fhis distinction; as wiil be seen —

below, becones interesting in interpreting the resuits for CATEGORY ggiagea DEFINITION  EXAMPLE OF ACTIVITY

differently rated principals, ACTIONS )
812 4 P, ALONE  CARRIES OUT A REGULAR AND

AREASSTAFT THOROUGHLY DEVELOPED
_ ARFECTING SCHEDULE OP STAFF SUPER-
57/8CH IN VISION
THE_DIFFERENCES_BETWEEN REPORTS OF GENERAL PROVIDES GUIDANCE_FOR_IN-
DIFFERENTLY RATED PRINCIPALS SERVICE ACTIVITIES OF STAFF

—

D6 20 P, ALONE DESIGNED AND PRODUCED A
AREA: STRUCT,  SCHOOL MANUAL
L _ROUTINES; PR, giuio: abon wans Mo anvineemn
Because the reports in all cases conclude with a rating AFFECTING DEVELOPED GOOD. NEW ADMINISTR
$T/SCH IN ATIVE PROCEDURES
of the sibject, it is possible to exanine whether or not GENERAL ~ INTAODUCED NEW ATTENDANCE

PROCEDURES

thers are differences in tha way diffarently rated - - —
e s 59 15 P, ALONE COORDINATES SUPPORT SERVICES
principals are avaluated. Three analyses yield {nteresting AREA: PROG & CAREFULLY MONLTORS CRADLNG
_OFGANIZATION " eONLUNTION PROCEDURES
results. They concern (1) the unsuccessful principal, (2) L

. ST/SCH IN  ENCOURNGES STAFF INVOLVEMENT
the dctions of successful principals and (3) the dinension CENERAL * ThCOLTIRAL ACTIVITIES IN
of persenal-professional awareness and compatence. e e ———————

Dy 15 P. ALONE  INTRODUCED NEW EXTRA-CURRIC-

ABEK1_PROG 6. ULAR ACTIVITIES ,
_ORGANIZATION somecovarsr snvvmy o momoon !
APFECTING ESTABLISHED POLICY & PROCED

The Unsuccessful Principal sysciny  URES FOR PUPLL ASSIGNHENT
' GENERAL NSKED THE STAFP 70 EXAMINE

i s PROGRAMMES FOR CHILDREN IN
Little reference appears to be made in the schoo! piPFiCiLTY

effectiveness  |iterature  to poor or unsuccessful =

thipéis’--ﬁérhipé b’é’cidéé respondents in most research

Projects &M@ raticant about 1defitifying sUCH Ed{n|Stratons.

1t {s notevorthy also that Leithwood snd Montgomsry (1982) )

in their comprehensive review of a large number of studies ; : ' 38

e 3
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are able to distinguish only betwaan *effective’ principals
_and “typical” or "nodestly effective® principals, In the
and *poor* respectively). Four of these five were schoo!
principals,

The reports on these unsuccessful principals do not
differ markedly from other reports {n the attention they
give to the subjects’ schools, but they do differ in two
other repects: they are longer (sse Table 11 balow) and
dascribe the absence of actions. Subject 16, for example,
Kas & raport which notas that e or she "did not know . .
{s fgnorant of . . , makes littla use of . , , 18 ot able
to show ; . ; falls to : ; ; acts withoot ; : ;" Subject 37

" Subject 69 "Is not successful in . , ; cannot persuade
the staff to. ., , has not . ., needs to. ., has not
provided . . * And subject 120 *Aust learn to . . , needs to
. ., has not involved himself in ; . .* The words Used in

the report on the only unsuccessful central office
adninistrator are similar, This person "has not. . . does
ot . . , needs to . . , appears fiot willing to . . , I8 not

fvolved in . .. Whera actions are reprted for these
subjects, they serve generally to rainforce the dominant
impression of lack of action: the subject "acts without . .
" or *makes {nappropriate delegations of . . * Anothar
subject spands 1ong hours in the SEhool; but this sarves &S

an indication not of his industry but of the apparent fact

39

Q

that he has failed to organize his priorities.
Although tha nunber of printipals rated unsuccessful i

different from that found in the reports on their more

assertion that principals who fall do 80 by onission rather

than by connission.

and
Yery Successful Principals

The analysis of the actions reported by the avaluators
was extended 80 as to investigate whether different sorts of
actions were reported in the case of very successful
Principals and reasonably siccessful principals. The reports

of those principals who were rated "1* or "2* (*Excellent"
or "Very Good') were examined separately from those of
principals rated 3%, *4* and *5*." The decision to spiit
the ¥Ep1® 17 this way resulted partly from the fact that

thers were only five principals ratsd In the "Excellent”

category--too few to permit reasonably valid comparison; The

contirmation from an unexpected finding concerning the
length of the reports and the frequsncy with which aetions

were mentioned in them.

cfons: For the purpose of

Making some KInds of betwesn-group comparison it was

0
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IMPOrtanit to kriow whether a high frequancy of fantich was
the rasult simply of the length of reports; tcccrdingly, an
analysis was made of the average length of reports in each
of the seven rating categorias angd the average nunber of

actions reported in them:

Table 11 shows the rasiilts of this anaiysis. While the
average length of reports shows & curvilinear distribution
over the rating categories; the numser of reportad actions
5&mmﬁwm%ﬂﬁﬁﬁmummmma
rating category "1 to rating category "5*. What {s
particularly noticeabla 18 the marked drop in the frequancy
of actions being mentioned between rating categories *2* ang
"3*--in contrast to the averags page Tangth Which remains
alfiost the sang in thse two categories. This finding sesned
to provide good bﬁhfibﬁétibﬁ of the legitinacy of splitting

the sanple batween categor ies *2* and *3.

For the purposes of comparative snalysis  batween
groups. these findings also suggast that the frequency with
Which actions are mentioned needs to be interpreted

wmﬁﬁi mednadm howevar, uﬂatMiMuun

guestion of why evaluators appear to report pragrass!vely

fewer actions as they report progressively lower ratings.

The_raported actions, It villibe recs]isd that Table 10

showed the most frequently mentioned types of activity
8cross all reports of principals rated "satisfactory® or

better. Table 12 shows the rosults of an idantical analyais

Q

i1

Table 11

REPORTED ACTIONS OF PRINCIPALS

NUMBER OF REPORTED ACTIONS AND LENGTH OF REPORTS FOR EKCH

OF THE SEVEN RATING CATEGORIES

——

RAING HO.P  AVEMMGE WO, OF
PRINC-  LENGTH  CLASSIPIABLE

IPAIS  OF  REPORTED

REPORTS  ACTIONS

Y

AVERAGE NUMBER OF
REPORTED CIASSIFIABLE

ACTIONS

PER RBPURT PER PAGE

1 5 54 2

2w 541
3 % 5.3 101
[ 8 | n
51 K] a
6 3 6.0 -
7 X .

S

NGtei {a] Page lengthe calcolated by ustiig a3 & measure

one page = approx 300 words

42
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perforned separately for each of the twg groups  of
‘prifcipais. 1t is claar that the most freguantly mentioned
activities in-one group are quite different from those in
the other. The principals rated 1% ard *3* e reports
activity, While those rated '3%, 14t gng 5" bring nention
most frequently mentioned kinds of activity for tha top
rated principals concern taactier supervision and stalf
Quidance, activities which are in second and third piace for
the secend group of principals. Activities having to do with
structores; routiies and procedures are the aost raquant Iy
mentioned for the second group and, although such activitios
are frequently mentfoned for the top groip, they are in this
"latter case activities directad at specified others rather
than at the Stat! o school in general: Thess different
focuses ara reversed iii the case 6f the fourth most frequant
type of activity in both groups--activities in the ares of

community relations.

Statistically, the signiticant differances bc. ien the
kinds of action most frequantly reportad for each of the tyo
groups 1ie predominantly in the kird of actich referred to
(steady state and imovative or developnental) and

Table 13 shows the distribution of reported actions for sach

of the groups, The dstalls of the table are perhaps Aore

reves ! ing tha 8 the sinpie designation of the diwesiing

Table 13

PRINCIPALS RatED '10 OR 2% Wi 2ge 4qe G 4§

Tabla () ' OB FREQUENDLY AEPOMED ACTIVITY CAPZUONIEY POR

FOR PRINCIPALS RATED

-~ RESPECTIVELY
!
RANK FOR PRINCIPALS TED
. E?E gglygs e "Ju w{v OR sg¥

CATEGORY  NO.MENTIONS

CATEGORY  NO: MENTIONS

l 5§12 1
1 55 1
3 59 1l
[ §1§

D¢
D10
b 12

DU

1l
]

1t

DISTRIBUTION OF REPORTED ACTIONS IN EACH OP THREE
CATEGORIES POR WO GROUPS OP PRINCIPALS
. WUKBER  NUMBER
‘ REPORTED ~ REPORTED
POR P'S  FORP'S
NTED  RATED
LOR2 3,405

PHYSICAL PLANY . 1
STRUCTURES, ROUTINES _ .

& PROCEDURES n i
PROGRANE & 175 ORG'N i )
STAFF 1 »
COMMUNITY 1§ 3
bistider 1
PRINCIPAL HIN OR HERSELP 9 a
BPECIFIED OTHERS " !
STAPP OR SCHOOL IN GENEPM, 12 ]
KIND OF Acrron "'

STEADY TATE " 2
INNOVATIVE/DEVELOPHENTAL % T
CRISIS/PROBLEN SOLUDION 1 10
POLICE/DIRECTION SEAING 1 2
M

" Chl wguare tast ylelds p ¢ .10

**. Chi square test yields p¢ .05

9 Thi aquare test yields pg ;001

e
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principals rated *{* or *2* evoke no mention of actions in
the area of physical plant, uniike their less highly rated
collaagiies, but they appiear to b8 noticed Mich more For What
they do in the area of district relations, It s also
noticeable that & larger proportion of the actions reported

for the second group than for the top group are Actions

which chiefly affect the principal him or herself. It is
tempting to see these differences < the differences between
the principal who has "arrived® and the cne who 18 still
*trying to make 1t*. From Such a perspective, the principals ,
Pated *3* 4" or '5" mra those who have to get their own
routines and procedures in order; who have to initiate new
practices in order to improve & less than satisfactory
situation. Thair more SUCCEssful peers by contrast need only
to naintain the high quality of their operation. Such an
explanation {5 rot wholly satisfactory; however; and we

shall return to the question of how to interpret the

findings in the last section of the paper. ;
Professional Awarengss and Compstence

The variable called personal-professional awareness and -
. T o Table 14
competence emerged because Oof {ts distinctiveness and not 7 - -
- - - T T ——— NENTION OF PERSONAL-PROFESSIONAL ANANENESS § CTMPETRICE AKD RATING OF SUMIECTS
betausa Of the frequency Of 1ts mention. Tha earl{er Tk OF SIBJEcTs
discussion of the variable (page {4 abova) noted that it RATIRGE -
seamed to consist of three elenenta and that it seemed to JE I R O B L L L
e e e o Mei 3 Wes X INe; | Noi B iNes ¥ (Mo, X{Nei %
discriminate between principals receiving different ratings. e g BT S S R B -

B NN OPR-PAGCl 3 60l 9 43 | oAl 1 ufenjo (o

Table 14 shows the number of mentions of the variable across .ﬁ@ﬁ NEXTION vl oss (2wl mleomls i
Fating categories. It |8 to be noted hars that the top two p—— s | u " i 1
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rating catagories are tho ones in which higher proportions
of Subjects racaive & mention of this variabla than is the
case in the lowr ratifg categories. The analysis can be
the variable, Thete elements vare noted in Table & (page 14)
and 1t Was algo noted that more than one element could be
nentioned in one raport. Tabla 15 shows ik e Fantions of
each element are distributed across the rating categories
and also into which rating categories fall thcse reports
which mentfon nore than one of the three elements: It {s
clear tiioh the table that as the mention of olements noves
from glanart & to elewert © (Fron philosophy, values, sense
of purpose in |ife to outstancng profeasional kiowledge in
a particular area); o the ent. s move down the rating

categorfes. It is also the case that the reports on

principals rated "1 and "2* are the only onés which includs

mention of Woré thari oiig of the thres §lanarits.

Perhaps nore claarly than any othar variable, it i3
this personal-professional KWaransss and corpetanica which
seens to distinguish betwsen the excellent or very good
prifcipals and the reat. Again, however, this conciusien may
be facils ®nd; |1ke thia otar Midings of the atidy, nesds
to be discussed in the 11ght of the particular nature of the

data,

Table: 15

DISTRIBUTION OF MENTIONS OF | EACH: OF THREE TYPES OF PERSONAL+PROFESSIONAL AWARERESS! AND COMPETENCE |3Y [ RATING OF SUBJECTS |

i
- .
PR
mﬂs;
gé,i NMmMQPODDO
i3
vl o
AN
.
+ L I R I I I |
: .
[ ] .
O TN I I I I
7 <
E
gug TR
a ]
&
g
s %1 -
gls | m= M)
]
is mEA
w|lmooon
SAEIEIT
i L I B I B I |
i“ nee, n
E_j LN
nlgne
Glae=ia
. z
sf 3 |
Jigi mao e
gz | -
§ “NMmenOn

4




30

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Ore way to view the foragoing analyses is to see then
25 presenting & pictura of school principals which seems in
general to amplify rather than contradict existing findings

about effective principals and their schools. One rereads
the reviews of Hewphill ot al. (1362), Gross and Herriott
(1965), Bossert et al. (1982) and Laithwood and Nontgomery
(1982) 1n the 11ght of the present findings &nd ore flrids

onese!f easily nodding apreement. But to attempt &
systematic; thoughtful, point by point comparison of these
findings with those of othera is to come face to face with

tW0 questions about comparability.

1e 17§t i3 tha proslan posed by the existanca of
different classification Schemes. In order to make @
definitive statement about the congraence between  the
the comparable material in Leithwood and Nontgomery’s work,
ofid WoUld feed to reexEWine sach of tha 200 sctigns

terns of the thirteen sub-dimensions and the twenty-three
sub-sub dimensions used by those authors. Conversely, {f one
wanted to explora the unusual and perhaps disturbing finding

in the present study thst the best principals &re not

more "nodaatly effective® principals, then the Leithwood and
Woritgriary data Wou1d hava t6 b3 dubjected t6 analyele by

E l .48

]|

the present franevork.

fhe second problam is fre dubtle, less easily

racognized, and yat, of major inportance, It emerges from

the reslization that in @iscussing the present findings one

{8 constantly tempted to see them as describing principals
and what they do. In reality, this i3 not what the data

describe at aii; What they describe is what suparintendents
say bout principals end how superintendents judge

pr incipals.

In one sense, of course, this provides exactly what

for grounded definitions of excellence which reflect
practitioners’ understandings of the term. But will the two
b Gonparabia? 1§ e 8611 in Which tha préctitichers’

Undarstandings ara grounded the sane a8 the earth from which

the research-generated findings spring?  Before that

question {3 dismissed as silly; it is worth considering two
other questions: (1) For Whon ware the present reports

W IttaR? Ad (2) AF@ SUBEM IHtENOBTtS MGMe PELIGHE) than most

of us whan they make evaluations in the course Of their

daily work?

The reports are not written for wide consumption,

Three, possibly four copies will be mads of most of them: a
copy {8 fYodged with the Ministry, a copy {i8'often given to
Scoo) Board chairmen to keep them In touch with what 1
happening In the schools, the principal who is being

avAluated raceives a Copy and he or sha nay use A copy in

o0
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applying for another position (a fact which alnost cartainly
nans That the Writers of the reports WPitE Wit Bh &8 t0
fellov suporintendent who nay one day be considering
principal X for a job).  Given this restricted audfence it
{s perhaps rathar remarkable that the reports are often so
long and that superinterdents cbviously put care into thair
conposition and are at Ppains to provide not fust overall
{udgenents, but judgenents about the quality of alnost every
aspact they discuss. Could it ba that these reports are not
Fergly reports of evalustions bat also a means by which
suparintandents establish and reinforce norms for the
profession and for the principalship? The suggestion I8 not
that these reports are del iberataly conposed charters, but
that they are partly Cconsclous, Partly unconscious
foriial 1ztions of What 1§ o b seen a5 & good school and @
good principa),

1f this I§ tha case; and If one function of the reports
{3 to establish norms, to formalize and emphasise what it {8
that superintendants believe, then it I8 reasonable to ask
v ratiGAA1 18 their dpproach to evaloation: On the surface
thare 1§ an evident rationality 6i‘55556iéﬁ in the reports.
And yet; & nagging question is posed by the Finding that
reponts on principals who are rated a8 "Excellant® and 'Very
Good® contaln twica as nany i§660h€s of action by the
briicipal & to the reports on their jess nighiy rated
fol lows.

07 possoia expiamation fs that; ke ost of Us o

connit ourselvas to Something we 11ke, suparintendents have
fo trouble Justifying what thiey ses &8 ® good principal;
What this explanation means 18 that the suparintendent knows
Who his excellent principals are and in Tooking at them and
ihair schoois i #bia to find anpls evidance to how that
they are excellent.

findings do not tell an aspiring principal wWhat he should do
if e wants to be favourably rated, they tell the favoursbly
viewad princigal What 1t 18 about him or her that wiil be
noticed. They do not enable the researcher to‘predict that a
nodestly effective principal Wiil becons axcellant 1F he or
ahe does thus and 8o, they allow the researcher to pradict
hat It 8 peincipal s rated ‘Excellent® by the
duperintendent; the superintendent will be well able to
describe centain things about that principal. The diffarence
may b irivial if wa want to krcw What 1§ ANSOEIAtEd With
excallance. It s probably not trivial if We vant to develop

excal lance.
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