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IMPROVING CONDITIONS FOR PRINCIPAL EFFECTIVENESS

cipals. Newsweek responded to the report of the National Commission on
Excellence in Education with a cover story stressing the principai's role in
raising the expectation level of teachers and students (May 9, 1983; p: 53):

principals and statewide administrator training academies. The Florida legis-

lature has established and funded a Council on Educational Management; with a

high-performing principals.:." validating those competencies through research,
and developing training, certification, selection, and compensation procedures
that recognize and support those competencies (Florida H:B: 1104). Local dis-
pal selection, .or to locally designed training and internship prograus.

The attention from the public, policymakers and the education practice com-
nunity is matched by a growing body of research on principals' behavior and

school effectiveness: The purpose of this paper 18 to begin to make some



im>rove the training and selecticn of principals, and to support the kind of
principal leadership behaviors that we find in effective schools?

o

In negotiating the path from research to policy or from research to prac-

tice, there are numerous cautions to be invoked along the way: Much of the
research has been at the elementary level; care is necessary in applying the

findings to larger and more compiex secondary schools: There are ﬁﬁitiﬁie
methodological probleis 1nvolving sample selection and research design: Most
of the studies are cross sectional and correlational. They look at a particu-
lar school at a particular point in time; but they lack the methodological

often reealtiﬁg in a focus on only some of the dimensions of the principai'

role, or some parts of the 6rgéﬁiiati6ﬁ; These design decisions may affect
the findings: We are likely to find what we are looking for because we kuow
where and how to look for it. But in the questions we fail to ask or the
places we fail to look, we may neglect other possible explanations or equally

important factors.

The question of measures of either school effectiveness or principal effec-
tiveness 1s a .complex one. In their excelient discussion of methodological
issues 1n studying effective schools, Rowan, Bossert and Dwyer (April 1983)
sayé

Past research has defined school effectiveness

narrowly as instructional effectiveness and
has measured this construct using standardized

achievement tests. This approach ignores the
variety of school goals and yields meagures of

school effectiveness that are invalid and un-
reliable:

N
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The question of principal effectiveness 1s even more complex than that of
school effectivenesu, for the scientific community has yet to develop either
the theory or the resecrcn meuthodology to trace the impact of managerial ac-
tions on organizational productivity. In the case of schools, a multitude of
other factors intervene between the actions of the principal and any measures

Yet despite methodological problems, the cumulative research is beginning
to demonstrate some recurring patterns that may have 1important policy

implications: For the first time, we have solid descriptive data on what
principals really do on a day-to~day basis, and we can use this knowledge to
design training programs and to screen applicants. All of the factors

consistently identified as characteristic of effective schools - strong
administrative leadership, a school climate conducive to learning, a
schoolwide emphasis on basic skills, high teacher expectations for student
directly or indirectly related to the effectiveness of principals. And while
much of the effective schools research discusses principals in rather general

terms; several recent studies have looked specifically at principals'
behavior. These studies have begun to identify characteristics that seem to
distinguish between more and less effective principals, 1linking behavior to

some measure of_ results.

We turn, then, to a review of the most important of these findlngs,
Eégiﬁﬁiﬁg with the descriptive work on principals' behavior, and moving to a
more focused discussion of emerging findings on effective primcipals. Then,
using this data plus the small body of applied research on principal selection

and training, we trace potential policy implications in the areas of program



implementation, principal selection, pre—eervice and in-service training, and

district level organization and management issues:l

Principal Behavior

What do principals do? How do they spend their days and handle the myriad

of competing demands on their time? Several recent studies have, for the
first time, provided detailed descriptions of principals' work: A number of
these (Berman 1981; Martin & ﬁiiiaﬁér 1981; Willower & Kmetz 1982) have

studies of business executives (Mintzberg 1973). While there are some limita-
tions to the method and the conception of managerial work on which it is
based; the technique enables researchers to systematically describe how prin-
cipals spend their time, and allows for some comparison to managers outside of
education.

Whether using Mintzberg-type methodologies,case studies, ethnographic ap-
proaches, or some combination, the studies reap remarkahly similar results,
brief, fragmented, and varied. In general, the work life of principals is.

composed of many short, unplanned verbal interactions in the course of a day.

principala or on effective schools-. The reader is referred to several re-
cent excellent reviews on these topics, including William Greenfield, Re—
search on Public School Principals: A Review and Recommendations, paper
prepared for National Institute of Education, June 1, 1982; Caroline

Persell, Effective Principals: What Do We Know from Various Educational

Literatures, paper prepared for National Institute of Education, June 198Z;

Gary Yukl, Manageri al, paper prepared

for NIE, Jiine 1982; and Steven Bossert, "The Instructional Management Role
of the Principal,” Education Administrative Quarterly (18):34-64.
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face-to-face interchanges with staff, faculty, pupils and others, an addition-

work. A school day could consist of anywhere from 50 to over 100 separate

events, and as many as 400 separate interactions.

The largest difference between Willower and Klemetz's elementary princi-
pals and Martin and Willower's secondary principals was that secondary
principals spent relatively more of their time (17.3 percent) in scheduled
meetings: Morris found that elementary principals spent relatively more time
with students (22 percent) than secondary principals (15 percent), although
both spent more time with students than with any other group. And while
Berman's female high school principals showed a somewhat higher percentage of
contacts initiated by others than did their male colleagues, as well as a

higher percentage of contacts with supervisors and longer average durations

generally had the same overall pattern of task performance.

Pitner (1982) summarizes what we have learned from Mintzberg type studies:
Adoinistrative work is characterized by (1) a low degree of self-initiated
tasks; (2) many activities of short duration; (3) discontinuity caused by
intercuptions, (4) the superseding of prior plans by the needs of others in
variability of tasks; (7) an extenmsive network of individuals and groups, (8)
a hectic and unpredictable flow of work, (9) numerous unimportant decisions
and trivial agendas, (10) few attempts at written communication, (11) inter-
actions predominately with subordinates, (12) a preference for problems and
information that are specific (rather than general), concrete, solvable, and



While the findings of these descriptive studies will hardly surprise any-
one who has ever been a principal, they are useful for several reasons. They
may eliminate one source of professional anxiety for individual principals who
worry about iiViﬁé up to heroic tdeals of leadership, or of a rational and
efficient work 1ife: The studies provide a better understanding of the struc-

ture of principals' work, enabling us to identify soie important tensions be-

tween the ideal and the real. For example; if it is true that the nature and
pace of events often appear to control primcipals, rather than the other way

around, how, then, do some priﬁcipeiﬁ take charge and assume leadership?

preference for verbal communication and concrete informatiom, and the pattern

of brief and varied activities, is in stark contrast to the textbooks and
teaching style of most graduate education programs.

In an important paper comparing writing about the principalship by princi-
pals and by non-principals (professors, comsultants, and others), Barth and

Deal (1982) found most of the academic literature to be:

1. Theoretical, emphasizing concepts, research, and 1ideas

) which draw heavily from the behavioral sciences.

2, éEEEi££E§l’ encouraging principals to rearrange experience
B into manageable and understandable pieces.

3. Rati6ﬁa1 logieal and linear;, encouraging the use of

4, Usually :lmgersonal and neutral; emphasizing generaliza-

tions over particular idfosyncracies of schools or the

) peculiarities and sentiments of individual principals.

5. Often critical and Jjudgmental about principals and their
schools.

6. Prescriptive.

7. TFocused on thé instrumental 1eaaersh1p of the prineipal—

ship; with comprehensive 1ists defining the role of the

- principal organized Into various functioms:
8. Bagsed on ano organizetional iﬁige of schools which emhasizes

themes of rationality, certainty, and orderliness.

If this is the material we use to prepare future principals; little

vonder; given what we now know of principals’ actual work 1ives; that many are



111-prepared. Similarly, if these are the assumptiana that guide scholars in

age principals to write:. They are too busy, they are accustomed to verbal
communication modes, and their work is too varied and complex to convey with
any accuracy. Barth and Deal, in the relatively few samples of writing by

principals they were able to find, were struck by the differences in logic,

tone, style, and substance between academic and practitioner writing. The

characteristics of writing by principals parallel the findings of the déétiﬁz

tive studies of principals' work. In writing about their work, principals:

1. Emphasize concrete, everyday experience.

2. Capture and nd share experience through examples, stories,

. and metaphors.
3, Call attention to the limits of ratiomality regarding life

in schools and to the fact that actions oftem precede

knowledge or understanding or even goals or purpose.

4o Describe schools as Euman, emotional institutions.

5. Show a reluctance to give advice about what others should

. do in different settings.
6. Characterize leadership more a matter of luck and;persist—

ance than of dramatic initiation of bold new ventures.

7s See schools as ambiguous, chaotic, and diverse:

principals' training and to better prepare them to function within their often
fragmented and ambiguous worlds. However, the studies raise two important
issues. TFirst, while such patterns are apparently common in much manager-
1al work, are they the most effective work patterns for school leadership? If
not, are there cﬁaﬁgéa that can be made in the way educational institutions

incentive systems to create more effective work patterns for principals?

~}|



Second, since both more and less effective principals tend to exhibit

similar work activity patterns, we miust look beyond the activity patterns to

within their work structure, to use their many interactions to acquire useful
data, and to analyze and process that data to accomplish their goals.

Effective Principals

One recent study looks specifically at the competencies that distinguish
high performing from average performing elementary and secondary principals;
using student achievement as the primary criterfon of principal effectiveness
(Bubb, Lake, Shaalwan,; 1982). Dividing the competencies into four clusters,
researchers found six “basic” competencies common to all principals in the

study, and eight "optimal” competencies that seemed to distinguish acceptable

image of school, staff, students; participatory management style; tactical
adaptability (consensus management cluster); coaching skills; and firmness in
enforcing quality standards (quality enhancement cluster).

petencies from this cluster that were common to all principals. Clearly, this
1s an area where carefully designed training could improve effectiveness. The
cognitive optimal competencies identified were monitoring; ability to
recognize patterns, perceptual objectivity; analytical ability. The other

optimal competencies were sense of control, persuasiveness, commitment to

quality; and focused involvement in change.



Role Ambiguity

A number of studies have confirmed the ambiguity of the ﬁfﬁiéiﬁii;ﬁ role.
Even the most effective principals, according to the National Association of
Secondary School Principals' (NASSP 1978) survey, consider ambiguity and con-

fiicting role demands to be a major source of frustration in their jobs.

ship behavior expected of them.

Reflecting these ambiguous role expectations, principals’' self-evaluations

either teachers, support staff, or supervisors, were generally very low, much
lower than the intercorrelations between any of the other groups. The lowest

correlations were in curriculum progress, directing studeant behavior; an
interpersonal effectiveness.
In otheér words, principals see their own performance very differently than

do their staffs or their supervisors. This difference could reflect the lack
of agreement about what principais ought to do and to whom they shouid be re-
sponsive when they encounter multiple and conflicting demands. It also dem

onstrates the importance for districts to set up feedback mechanisms to give

2 The dimensions used by Schmitt (1982), in their evaluation of the NASSP As-
- gesgment Center, were as follows: curriculum objectives, curriculum progr-
ess; supervision of student activities; participation in student be-
havior, staff evaluation; developmental activities; community relatioms;
interpersonal effectiveness; community relations; coordination with dis-
triets, fiscal management; maintenance of school plant; structures com~

munication.



basis for assessing principals' performance.

Yet within this ambiguous context of conflicting demands, effective prin-
cipals have a vislon of their schools and of their role in making that vision
a reality. Through information sensing and problem solving skills; they
manage the goal setting activities in their schools and generaté commitment to
those goals: They take the initiastive; model appropriate behaviors; and com-
municate their expectations to students, staff, and community. Their resource
allocation and management decisions reflect their vision and their knowledge
concerning effective teaching and curricular practices. They use whatever
resources they can to create incentives and rewards for appropriate behavior;
and consider the inmstructional implications of their management decisions:
They understand the importance of Eiﬁﬁaiié leadership and of the organiza-
tional and institutional setting in which they operate: Though they exhibit a
wide range of personal leadership styles, effective principals are likely to
have a clear sense of their own strengths and weaknesses, high energy levels,
strong communication, analytic, and human relations skills; and a high toler-
ance for stress.

Goal Settings Behaviors

Effective schools require a sense of purpose and direction provided by

well-developed and clearly articulated goals: To be successful in managing

the goal setting process and achieving consensus and commitment among staff,
values that are publically articulated: The effective principal uses well-

developed analytic and intellectual skills to guide staff in the process of

12



identifying and analyzing problems, and political and managerial skills to

Tesolve conflict and make the planning process work (Manasse 1982).

The importance of this personal vision of the school as a whole is a re-
curring theme in studies of effective principals: On the basis of case
studies of eight effective principals, Blumberg and Greenfield (1980) con-

cluded that the three common elements of effectivenass are vision, initiative,

and resourcefulness:

While they seem to hold fairly idiosyncratic perspectives toward

their work world and while these viewpoints appeared to cbndition

also (1) desiring and eager to make their schools over im “their”

image, (2) proactive and quick to assume the initiative; and (3) re-

sourceful in being able to structure their roles and the demands on

their time in a mannmer that permitted them to pursue what might be
termed their personal objectives as principals (p- 201).

Bossert (1983) studied five principals with vastly differing leadership

modes, yet all had some kind of working theory that guided their actions, and

ing. Huff (1982) talked about high sense of personal efficacy, comiii tient to

quality, and focus. Johnson (1981) concluded that even in the strongest union

districts,; teachers supported principals who provided direction, leadership,
and high standards.
Whether called vision, goal setting, or theory in action; a clear image of

their schools helps effective principals set priorities so that they are not

more, in high-achieving compared to low-achieving schools, principals em-
phasize instruction as the most important goal of the school. The basis for
instructional leadership requires goals that are conceived in terms of student

achievement. In schools with high-achieving students, both principals and



teachers hold high expectations, while in low-achieving schools they hold low

search on effective managers. Kotter (1982) found activity patterns of
effective general managers to be similar to those of principals, (i.e., much
time spent with others, much of the day unplanned). He summarized their two
most important challenges as: (1) fi%ﬁriﬁg cut what to dbidenpite uncer-
tainty, diversity, and a great deal of information; and (2) getting things
done through a large and diverse set of people, over most of whom they had
little direct control. Successful general managers spend their first six

months in a job gathering information and developing networks. Then, using
that information, they establish their agendas and begin to implement them
through their networks. Vaill (1982) discusses the importance of “purposing”

in high-performing systems. Purposing is "that continuous stream of actions

poses.” Leaders of high performing systems put in extraordinary amounts of
time, have strong feelings about the attainment of the system's purposes, and
focus on key issues and variables-

To review, then, the goal setting behavior of effective primcipals in-
volves:

(1) A personal vision of their school as they want it to be at some point
in the future.

(2) The development of an agenda of actions toward the implementation of
that vision.
(3) Management of the goal setting process to generate commitment to the

vision on the part of all participants in the school community.

14



the information sensing activities:

Underlying the idea of goal setting is an implicit assumption that leader-
ship implies change. All of the research on effective principals 1involves
moving a school toward a vision of what could be rather than ;iiiiit&iiiiﬁg what
18. We do not extol the virtues of great leaders whose prime achievement has
been maintaining the status quo. Yet there are multiple pressures on princi-

pals to emphasize organizational maintemance activities rather than to risk
change. Furthermore, we cannot have principals with well developed personal
visions of where their schools ought to go without also accepting a fair
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Research on educational change suggests that effective principals may, in
fact, need two types of vision: a vision of their school and of their own
i:’dié. in that school; plus a vision of the change process itself - a framework
within which to act on a daily basis and against which to assess effects: Edu-
cational policy makers need to understand this link between leadership and
change. 1If they are serious about supporting effective principals; they must
be prepared for principals who may be "boat rockers,” not satisfied to keep a
low profile and maintain the status quo.

Leadership and Initiative

initiative in implementing their vision:. In spite of the reactive nature of



’

their work environment, effective principals are proactive in viewing them-
selves as leaders and believing in their ability to influence situations.
They adopt strategies to confront and manage problems rather than avoid them
(Blumberg and Greenfield 1980). While some principals may see themselves as

between district regulations and constraints and the needs of their students
and staffs, several studies have found that the authority of the principal‘s
office depends heavily on the use that principals are able and willing to make
of the decision-making opportunities that do exist:

Morris (1981) concluded that principals are largely free to shape their
jobs in their own image: Principals use discretionary decision opportunities

to malntain their school sites 1in acceptable equilibrium with the

organizational euvironment, balancing expectations of school improvement an
change against expectations of organizational stability and control: They use
discretion to achiet2 an appropriate balance in instructional improvement.
They attempt to upgrade staff quality but prevent staff conflict. Similarly,
discretion helps them achieve a balance between community involvement and
gaintaining control over outside influences. Working at the boundary between
school and community, principals shape community and parent expectations,

channel parent participation into acceptable, nondisruptive avenues of
tion,” the wisdom of knowing where and how to disobey, in order to protect the
integrity and vorking rhythm of the local school. Balancing the need to ob-
serve bureaucratic chains of command against the need to dilute the dehumaniz-

ing effects of impersonal decisionmaking; principals make gentleman's



)

agreements, plan to be delinquent on deadlines, follow instructions too
literally, or deliberately misunderstand orders. Such maneuvers help princi-

and resources, and enable them to keep the educational program of their school
operating (Morris 1981). However, they also lead us to question policies and

procedures that compel effective principals to creative insubordination in

munication and interpersonal skills. Effective principals continually communi-
cate their high expectations to students and staff. Two norms of behavior
that have an important impact on school success are collegiability = the
notion that the work of teachers is shared work, and continuous improvement -
the expectation that teacher improvement in instructional practice is contin-
uous, rather than being exclusive to iségi{iﬁiﬁg teachers. Schools with these

norms are characterized by contimuous staff interaction regarding the practice

tions for all staff to be knowledgeable about effective practices, and to
participate in instructional improvement efforts. Second; they model the

Third, they selectively distribute resources to reward teachers who are effec-
tive and who continuously try to improve. Finally, they protect teachers who
are trying new practices from competing demands on their time and from pre-

mature assessments of newly acquired skills.



Effective principals, then, are proactive. They take initiative, assume

teadership, expand their own discretion; and communicate their high expecta=
tions to staff, students, and community. At the same time, they are also
expert in the day-to~day management of the enterprise. We turn mext to two
aspects of management; the overall management of the resources and environment
of the school, and the more specific ﬁiﬁigéﬁéﬁf practices that directly affect
instruction.

Management Behaviors

Effective principals are resourceful managers. They use their discretion
to identify and develop resources for their schools and manage these resources
to reflect and support their own agendas. Their personal vision guides them

in setting priorities so they are not consumed by the organizational main=
tenance requirements of their jobs. For é§ém§ié; in the 1978 NASSP survey of
high school principals; the subset of 60 effective principals came much closer
to using their time as they thought they should than did the randomly selected
priﬁcipaié (Gorton and McIntyre 1978).

Effective principals seem able to satisfy organizational maintenance de-
mands either by using a small portion of their personal time and energy; or by
capitalizing on the capability of other personnel (Blumberg and Greenfield
1980. By identifying the strengths and potentials in their staffs, they
provide learning opportunities and developmental experiences, while simultan-
eously accomplishing necessary organizational maintenance functions; develop-
ing human resources, and freeing their own time to concentrate on high

priority activities.

A number of researchers (Yukl, 1982) (Newberg and Glathorn 1982) suggest
the validity of Kerr and Jermier's (1978) substitutes for leadership model.
Substitutes for leadership include any characteristics of subordinates, task

16
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or organization that ensure subordinates will clearly understand their roles,
know how to do the work; be highly motivated; and be satisfied with the job.
These substitutes make leader behavior unnecess.ry and redundant. By
intuitively applying this theory, effective principals may make decisions
about where to use their limited resources and personal emergy.

Persell (1982) identifies four recurring management features that char-
acterize effective priucipals - creating order and disciplime, marshaling
resources, using time well, and evaluating results. Creating order and disci-~
pline are aspects of the larger area of school climate: Effective principals
take responsibility for creating an orderly, fair, and consistent work
environment in their schools (Safe Schools Study 1978). They set standards

of high expectations and a tome of respect for teachers and students. Effec-

Instructional Management

There are other management activities that more directly affect actual
classroom instruction. Promoting positive instructional outcomes requires
school management decisions on a wide variety of school practices to be made
for effective instruction in classrooms. Decision-making, resource alloca-



innovation, cholces regarding staff development activities, observation and
evaluation of instructional staff, discipline and behavior policies, etc.,

required for effective instruction (Cohen and Manasse 1982): Principals ailso
directly affect instruction in the development of school wide evaluation and

feedback systems to monitor and assess pupil progress.

structional role of principals (in classrooms supervising teachers), others

(Armor 1976, Bossert 1981) use a more indirect model of imstructional manage-

Perhaps the most important distinction to make regarding supervision is

between stimulating the goals and monitoring the outcomes of the imstructional

However; doubts exist concerning the effects of closely supervising the tech-
niques of teaching (CEPM; Winter 1982).

Judging from the current research base, there is a growing consensus that
the curriculum and instructional program in effective elementary schools is
more tightly coupled than in less effective schools (Cohen 1983). This means

that school goals, grade level and classroom instructional objectives, instruc—

carefully aligned (Edwards; 1979; Brookover 1978; Wellisch 1978; Levine and

Stark, 1983). Students are exposed to a well ordered and focused curriculum,

18



and the instructional efforts of teachers and other instrustional staff are
consistent and cumulative.
Svabolic Leadershi

Sich tight coupling of elementary school instrictional prograis contrasts

with the more general view of schools as loosely coupled systems (Weick 1976,

agreement on what the rules are, lack inaspection systems to monitor compli-
ance, or lack feedback to improve compliance. In schools, systems of control

between and among the levels of the organization are much looser:
Much of the goal setting and information sensing behavior of effective

coupled systems are also more elusive, less tangible, and harder to administer
(Weick 1982). 1In order to tie loosely coupled systems together, effective
principals make full use of symbol managements

According to Weick, effective administrators centralize the system on key
values and decentralize everything else. They pay close attention to the
issues on which people agree, and use rituals, symbols, slogans, and selective
centralization to hold the system together. The administrator who manages
symbols spends a lot of time one-on-one, constantly reminding people of the
central vision; monitoring its application; and teaching people to interpret
what they are doing in a common language. This is consistent with both the

descriptive studies of principal behavior and with the research on effective

19
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schools: Since individual teachers are pretty much in control of the teaching
activities in their own classrooms, it is up to the principal to set goals for
the school as a whole, to achieve some consensus among staff about these goals
and students can do the work necessary to achieve these ééiii; and to monitor
the system and provide feedback on 1ts ﬁragréaé;

Deal and Celotti (1980) confirmed the difficulty of traditional adminis=
trative approaches to affecting methods o»f classroom instruction, and
focused, instead, on the use of symbolic leadership to influence what happens
in classrooms: They suggest that principals use the "myths" that give schools

activities by offering advice and support:

Personal Characteristics

Given the organizational complexity of schools, the ambiguity and conflict-
ing expectations of the principal's role; the fragmented and varied nature of
the work structure, and the intensity of the demands on principals, what do we
kpow about the personal characteristics of effective principals?

Effective principals tend to have high energy levels, work long hours, be

good listeners and observers and skilled information processors, have well-

performance.
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The NASSP Assessment Center evaluates principal candidates in 12 areas:

ance, educational values, oral and written communications. Schmitt's (1982)

personal miotivation :nd stress tolerance were correlated with only ome aspect
of principals' work, community relations; and the educational values dimension
evaluation.

Leadership Style

there is no conclusive data on leadership style. All of the studies have

found a wide range in personal style among effective primcipals. Thomas
(1978) found directive and facilitative principals to be equally effective in
implementing alternative programs; though both styles were more effective than
administratively oriented principais:. Johmson (1981) found democratic and
authoritarian principals equally successful in managing collective bargaining
agreements,; but laissez-faire principals who gave teachers too mich power were
followed an "suthoritative democratic” leadership style, striking a balance
between openness and decisiveness.

Hail (1983) found initiators and managers superior to responders as change

facilitators:. Responders saw their primary role as administrators; they did

tmmediate circumstances rather than long-range goals. Imitiators, on the
be 1ike, made decisions in relation to long-term goals: Managers varied
between the other two styles; in general, they saw that basic jobs were dome
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and they effectively implemented central office initiatives, but they rarely
initiated movement beyond the basics of what was imposed.

Bossert (1983) used the concept of mode, and found it to be highly per-

behaviors in a given situation. Inconsistent modes and activities can cancei

each other (Sergiovanni 1979) and alter subordinates' perceptions of primci-

pals' effectiveness (Miskel, 1977). What seem: most important is not the

particular mode chosen, but the principal's awarenmess of his or her dominant

77777777777777 , 1 u 1, ental Contexts

Just as the research is not definitive about the personal characteristics

the schools they examined.
Much ~f the research has focused on elementary principals in schools with
students from lower socio-economic groups who are achieving at higher levels

than would be expected: We need to question whether some of these findings

to the impact of extercal school environments on principals (Greenfield 1982).
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Lortie (1983) suggests Eﬁ;f: the role set of principals may differ by SES
level. Principals in lower status subsurban elementary schools are pre-
occupied with discipline issues, and have more problematic relationships with
faculty. An effective principal in a lower status setting must be able to
deal with discipline and not lose the capacity to be a leader. At the upper

tend to be more open to zroup activities and participatory decisionmaking.

Thus, & major determinant of principal behavior may be the SES level of the

There are other envirommental variables that may be important. Various
situational leadership theories (Hersey and Blancherd 1977, Yukl 1981, Stewart

1976) suggest that effective leader behavior varies with characteristics such

as the nature of the particular task; the level of competence and maturity of

the staff, the age, size and structure of the organization. For example,
principals of large secondary schools have a more complex management task but
also have more human and other resources available to them. Effective be-
havior for them may imvolve delegating certain tasks that; in a smaller
setting, a principal would do personally. Thus, we must be cautious about
setting standards for time spent im classroom evaluations, for example. We
cannot make general statements about particular activities or leadership
styles that are universally true of effective principals.

It is clear, however, that while the research may have neglected important

environmental and contextual variables, effective primcipals certainly attend
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)
to them. Effective principals understand their boundary - spanning role, both

within the school district and in the community at large: They use their

bypass procedures, or expand their own discretion (ﬁ&i‘fié 1980). While
principals are aware of the constraining influences of their communities, they

also realize that the school community can provide resources that are not
otherwise available (Bossert 1983).

The institutional context of a school - the district level policies and
procedures -- 18 especially important in terms of resource allocation
decisions and incentive and revard systems. For one thing, principals can be
more effective if they have some authority over the allocation of resources in
their own schools. According to Lortie (1983), principals' prestige with
faculties depends to a large extent on their ability to obtain necessary

resources: More importantly, principals need local discretion to allocate

resources within their own schools in & way that supports and rewards ap-
propriate staff and student behaviors. District policies such as school site
budgeting and building level school improvement dollars support principals' by
providing resources for them to use as incentives in their own schools. Non-
fionetary aspects of the institutional setting can also support principals:
Teachers look to principals for protection; and in exchange, give principals
their loyalty. District policies that emhance principals’ overall prestige

buildings.
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Bossert found that principals reacted positively to federal and state

programs, despite complaints about paperwork and qualifications, because

participation in such programs translates into increased material and human
resources. On the other hand, principals' responses to district level pro-
grams (that often come with no dollars attached) ranged from skepticism about
the intrusion of the central office imto the local business of the school, to
volunteering the entire school staff's participation in special programs:

To review, much of the réééiétﬁ on effective schools and effective prinmci-
pals has been in urban elementaty settings; so we must exercise caution in

applying the findings to other settings: Recent work has begun to demonstrate

staff characteristics, etc. Finally district wide incentive and reward sys-
tems; resource alllocation decisions, and symbols and rituals, as well as the
principal's own skill in boundary-spanning functions, influence prncipal

principal behavior and the practices now prevalent in many school districts.:
Despite some weaknesses in the research base, we have a fairly accurate under-
standing of the structure of principals' work and the nature of schools as

effective principals. How can school districts and state agencies use this

research to improve conditions for principal effectiveness? How do wc trainm,

select; support; and reward educational leaders with vision, initiative, and

resourcefulness; knowledgeable about the technical work of schooling, yet



skillful st managing conflict, handling political situations, and developing

human resources? Where do we find principals who can convey their vision to a

lines? How do we screen out those whose poor human relations skills or lack
of creativity make them unlikely candidates for success in the position?

This section will look at four significant areas in which the research has
important implications for policies to support effective principals - program
implementation, principal selection, traiﬁing {both pre-service and in-
service); and district level organizational and ianagement issues.

effective implementation of any change strategy. Yet when we examine much
past school improvement legisiation we find curriculum improvement; teacher
training, university/school district collaborative projects, but rarely do we
see an active role for principals as part of the change strategy. Based on
what we now know, we should write principals into any new program legislation,

processes of a school.

new programs are implemented effectively, principals have had an important
role. But not all principals are effective change agents. Effective implemen-

different strategies. The principal must still be reckoned with, but more as

a supporting force than as the primary change agent. There is emerging
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evidence that visionary leaders may be of two types - those who have a vision
of their organization and how it should look, or those who understand organi-

zational processes well enmough to provide space and support to the other
visionaries in their achools (Manasse 1983). However, a third and more diffi-
cult situation is that in which the leader lacks the vision or skills of a

change agent, and also lacks any awareness of his or her leadership weak-
nesses.

and the training opportunity to develop their leadership skills. Thus, pro-
gram implementation can serve as a motivation for principals' own professional
development: The skills most important for effective program implementation -
decisionmaking, conflict resolution, giving and receiving feedback, time man—
agement, oral and written communication, delegating and monitoring authority
(Rosenblum and Jastrzab 1980) are the same skills requisite for effective
principals in genmeral: But, program implementation strategies also need to
consider Fullan's caution that principals cannot become experts in all subject

on their time. Under these conditions the most effective role for principals

leader.

Continued research on the implementation of change leads us to recommend

use of a differentiated approach, depending upon the style of the principal.
Using the Hall's (1983) definitions of principal style, strategies with

authority for these prinmcipals to use in their own schools: Initiators are
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the external resources it brings) as useful in meeting their own goals for

their schools:

On the other hand; implementation strategies with respondor principals may
require more conscious attention to working around; but not igﬁétiﬁéi the
principal. Here, Hall's (1983) discovery of the consigliere's role may be
especially important. The consigliere is a second change facilitator who, in
addition to the principal, plays an influential role im every change event.
The role may be filled by a teacher, an assistant principal, am area or
active as or more active than the principal's role in change.

Finally; research on change points to the building as the appropriate
level for any change effort: As more and more states implement school improve-

ment legislation, they should view these programs as an opportunity to provide

setting; commitment generation, planning, and development practices that effec-

tive principals use in realizing their vision of their schools-

Setection
Criteria: Baltzell and Dentler (1983), in their recently completed study

tic notions of 'fit' or 'image'" as centrally important in almost all of their
randomly selected districts.3 Districts had deeply held 1images of ~good

3 Phase 1 of the study describes common practices in principal selection in
ten randomly sampled districts. Phase 2 focuses on describing and char-

acterizing promising alternatives to common practice.
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precision specified in writing. Baltzell and Dentler conclude that, in spite
of rhetoric to the contrary, educational leadership is generally mot a well
specified or widely applied criterfon for selecting principals: On the one
hand, specific educational leadership skills are seldom articulated as part of

criterial statements: On the other hand, when professionalism competes with

image and fit, the latter seem to be favored unless exceptional circumstances

prevail.

Principals appear to draw their semse of mission in significant degree from
their selection experience: Without clearly articulated criteria and reasons
for the final employment deciaica, principais may wonder exactly why they were
appointed, and may subsequently feel undercut in their leadership roles. Many

people observe a prinmcipal appointment closely, as perhaps the most visible

reverberations throughout the system.
Baltzell and Dentler's findings; viewed in the context of what we kiow

about effective principals, raise some serious concerns about school district

29 31



policies and processes for selecting principals. Effective principals have a
vision of their schools, communicate and generate commitment to that vision,

and gradually move their schools toward implementing it: If schools and

values takes on added importance, yet many school districts neglect this
opportunity to make a public and symbolic statement of what Eﬁéi stand for.
School districts need to make explicit their criteria for selecting
principals. If they are to move toward an instructional component in their

definition of principal effectiveness; they need to clearly articulate

selection and evaluation criteria that reflect that definition:  Further;

having articulated what they expect from their principals, districts need to

provide feedback to both successful and unsuccessful principal candidates, and

performance, districts need to develop behavioral measures to use in selecting

principals. Phase 2 of the Baltzell and Dentler study looked at three types

of innovative selection practices (in five districts) that addressed :wo
needs: One was the need for more information on behavioral or performance mea-

particularly in the area of educational leadership skills. These innovations
were assessment centers; internships; and “"exemplary conventional™ districts

~-those districts that use neither an assessment center nor an internship, but

were nominated because they "do it well.” While these represeunted three very
different selection procedures from a technical viewpoint, the researchers
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These similarities also represented critical differences from the phase 1

results in terms of 1&&&&{-5&5 merit;, equity, 1legitimacy, and efficiency:
First, all of the phase 2 districts had substantially sharpened their selec-

tion criteria, linking them strongly to merit standards. Second, all of the

phase 2 districts devoted considerable ‘me and enmergy to developing and
maintaining a ready pool of tested applicants. The steps leading to applicant
status were challenging, carefully prepared, and involved complex standards

rigorous selection procedures spread to other administrative positions in the

district. Fourth, screening process in these districts were marked by rigor,

intensity carefully 1lsayered steps and an elaborated scoring and rating

sequence, with some candidates cut at each screening point. Finally, while
superintendents retained final control of principal selection in all
districts, in the innovative districts they appeared to rely heavily on the
data provided by the process and to share their authority more widely and

easily.

fulness, creativity. Current selection procedures rarely incorporate oppor-

tunities to actually observe candidates in the kinds of activities essential

to effective leadership, nor do school districts generally design profession~

al growth opportunities that give potential principals practice in these
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primarily as disciplinarians, getting little practice at instructional super-
vision, community relations, or school-wide management skills.
Internships repressat one approach to developing career ladders that pro-

vide appropriate apprenticeship activities and screening opportunities. In-
ternships represent both a training and a selection solution, but the specifi-
cation of clear developmental career steps leading to the principalship can
conventional™ districts of the Baltzell and Dentler study, even without

internships or assessment centers, had publically articulated career ladders.

servers in the behavioral evaluation of aspiring educational administrators as
they perform tasks designed to empirically measure their skills. The NASSP
Assessment Center evaluates candidates on 12 dimensions: problem analysis;
judgment, organizational ability, decisiveness, leadership, sensitivity,
stress tolerance, oral communication, written communication, range of

Over a two-day period, 12 candidates complete various exercises and simu-
lations (i.e., in-basket exercises, leaderless group activities, fact-finding
and stress tests), under the constant observation of 6 trained assessors.

performance and assign each candidate a summary score based on the evidence
provided by the assessors' reports. Each candidate receives both a written

cipals, generated through extensive task analyses and studies of critical



competencies. They also provide definitive feedback to the candidates them-

assessment instrument; as well: On the other hand; as selection devices they
are expensive to design and implement, sometimes are too general in the com-
petencies they assess, and may over-objectify the selection process if they
are used exclusively:

Placement: Finally, given the apparent important influence of situational
and environmental characteristics on effective leadership behavior, districts
need to increase their attention to placing principals in schools which ate
the best match for their particular strengths and style. The effective
behaviors required in some specific environments will be different from those
required in'étheféz This placement decision 1s at least as \mportant as the
initial selection decision:

administrative team members. Furthermore, districts should exercise caution
about moving primcipals from school to school too frequently. Some districts

rotate principals almost as a matter of routime. They may justify such

rotations for staff development purposes, saying that principals need. new

challenges to stimulate professional growth. However, our growing

understanding of situational leadership leads us to question the benefit of

some moves, either to the school or to the principal.

Other reasons for principal rotation are more political. Superintendents

may be reluctant to allow a principal to stay too long in & school and acquire

too strong a base of community and staff support. Finally, rotations are

sometimes made for the purpose of school development; as the student or
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gtaff population changes or the school matures, a different leader is brought
in. However, contrary to popular thinking, there is growing evidence that

student achievement initially declines when a new principal 1is asstgned to a

school. So districts should make such routine changes with great caution

(Rowan 1982).

This discussion of selection has focused on district level policies rather

than state certification. Howevet, as we learn more about the competencies of

states should consider revising their cetttftcatton standards and including

behavioral assessments, either initially or following a probationary period:
Florida, for example; is currently comsidering a three-tiered certification

system: At the Administrative and Supervision izvel candidates receive one-

year certification to serve as intéfn; iﬁteiim; or assistant principals: The

performer competencies;, school climate, and student performance. (Lake, 1983)
Training
Study of effective principals has led to a better uﬁdetétaﬁaing of . the

which they operate: Yet much management training assumes a more rational vork
setting than exists. Managers' work is characterized by many brief verbal en-
counters with a variety of people Seeking solutions to a multitude of contin-
gencies; yet academic programs require aspiring administrators to spend long
hours alone, reading ezad writing: (iridgeé; 1977) Student-teacher relation-
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resolution: Administrators typically utilize face-to-face communication and
ionverbal cues to accomplish their work; but students are trained in an
atmosphere that emphasizes written communication: Finally, graduate programs
gtress the value of ideas and rationality, but school administrators functionm
in a workplace laden with emotional content (Pitmer; 1982).

Pre-service: When we look at the content of pre-service training we see a
focus on administrative areas such as finance, law, supervision; and general
management theory. Much of the theory 1is not useful because pre-service
students often lack the experience base to apply it; and because many of the
administrative issues addressed are more the concern of district level than of

fails to address day-to—-day operational and management issues as basic as
scheduling, for example, that effective principals must master in order to
concentrate on larger issues of instructional leadership, motivation, and
change. (Cohen and Manasse, 1982)

Pre-service training, then, needs to realistically take into account the
velopment of day-to-day operational management skills. It also needs to pay
increased attention to substantive issues of teaching and learning, adult de-
velopment and organizational processes. Furthermore, because it is important
recognize the limitations of their personal leadership style, pre-service
training should provide an understanding of these issues as well as individual
feedback on learning styles, leadership modes; information processing, etc:

Finally the structure of pre-service training should allow students to

axperience first hand the hectic, nonrational world of management; through
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some kind of observation/interim/monitoring experience. There are two cau~

tions 1n aéﬁigﬁiﬁg such ttiiﬁiﬁé wodules. First; they must be comprehensive
enough and of sufficient duration that the participants experience, as much as
possible, the complexity, pressure, and competing demands of managerial work.
Assignment to a single aduinistrative task in a school, observatfon for an
hour or two a day or over only a few days, will not be sufficient. Second,
his or her actions and their organizational context to the student. As we
have seen from the descriptive research; mere observation of activities

think about the totality of their role or to use theory to understand events
in their own schools. In-service training programs need to provide increased
ways which permit them to generate alternmative solutions to both recurrent and
unique situations.  Furthermore, as principals become more - experienced,
in-service training programs need to provide increased opportunities for them
to learn from and support each other, and to experiment with new behaviors and

needs. These centers provide networking with colleagues, access to training

and resources, and a relaxed setting away from the building to allow distance



mental training programs are other approaches to holistic, systematic in-
service programs that provide a framework for comprehensive personal and
professional growth.

Finally, both pre-service and in—service programs need to provide more

principals are unable to apply technical knowledge, as well as political
skills to facilitate boundary-spanning functions: And based on the research

should include developmental activities inm data collection, perceptual ob~

jectivity, and the use of theory to structure and interpret concrete exper—

fence: Principals nmeed the opportunity to perceive their own and others'

biases, to recognize patterns, to make comparisons, and to weigh the ad-

vantages and disadvantages of options.

Throughout this paper we have focused on effective principal behavior
within the context of the organizational environment, and based on a realistic

effective principal behaviors. To conclude this paper, then, we review dis-

have already talked about the need for superintendents and central office
leadership to clearly articulate district level goals and expectations; both

to the staff and to the public: Further; if districts are serious about

academic achievement, these articulated goals need to emphasize the importance
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of instructional achievement, and expectations for primcipal performance must
emphasize instructional management.

Building Automomy: On the ome hand, we have talked about the importance

of district wide goals, and on the other we have implied throughout this paper
that a certain degree of building-level autonomy 1s essential for prinmcipals

to function as effective leaders: We have suggested that school improvement

sources (both monetary and value symbolic) in their own schools; and the value
of this resource provides role in creating staff loyalty. How do we reconcile
the call for district-wide goals with that of building level autonomy?

First, to return to Weick, administering loosely-coupled systems involves
centralizing the system on key values, and decentralizing on everything else:

Clear statements of district goals help principals structure their own
priorities. Principals who have been selected on the basis of such

values appropriately. Local discretion in the distribution of tangible and
intangible resources im their own schools provides principals a potent source
of power to motivate the many small events that cumulatively lead to change.

Baving articulated district-wide goals, dis-

tricts need to develop congruent systems for evaluating principals, based on

clearly articulated criteriam and processes upon which principals and their
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measures of instructional effectiveness need to play an increased role in this
evaluation in process. Some districts are developing productivity standards
or school climate to further their imstructional goals. Such feedback systems
can be another symbolic statement of district values. They can also become
models for the installation of similar feedback systems at the school level:

each principal meets with the iuperintendent; deputy superintendent; and
ment of personnel and student services, fiscal management, and physical plant
management: Data examined at the conference includes observation reports from

ﬁéﬁf; the annua

the associate superintendent, the principal's own needs asses
cus“odial and maintenance imspection, the school climate needs assessment
(based on a biannual survey and site visit by a district team); and the
results of the Productivity Program. The Productivity Program is an incentive

performance, positive parent attitudes toward schooi (determined by a survey),
high attendance of the school staff, high attendance of students, and positive
student attitudes toward school (again, by survey).

'Tﬁé Richland County One Principal Evaluation Process thus provides a wide

range of quantitative and qualitative feedback data to principals on a regular
basis, and also creates a Sstructure to integrate and utilize the data to set

goals and standards. The next steps are to train principals to use the
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information for action planning, and to provide support and resources to

implement their plans.

powerful as personal recognition:. Other incentives may include participation
in training and network activities, extra personnel, or other resources for

their school, influence in district decisions regarding personnel, curriculum

and resource allocation. Districts need to examine their formal and informal

ing the instructional implications of what are typically viewed as largely
administrative and management decisions, it is unlikely that principals or
their staffs will be willing to pay the higher decision costs.

three years as the minimum for a change sequence to occur. Premature evalua-
tion might be counter-productive, particularly in 1light of the negative ef-

fects on a school of a change in principal.



Finally, districts need to eliminate competing and contradictory policies,
or policies and practices that violate their véﬁ professed goals. If district
procedures are congruent with objectives of student learning and development,
principals should rarely feel the need for “creative insubordination.”
Conclugion

Having reviewed the research on effective schools and effective princi-
pals, we have identified a number of policy areas through which local and
state education units can act to support effective principal behaviors. In
general, the policy implications of the research involve recognizing the
importance of principals in implementing any kind of school lmprovement; re-
designing training programs to prepare principals for the fragmented, varied

and ambiguous nature of their work 1lives; teaching them the necessary
analytic, organizational, communication and pedagogical skills to function

principal selection and certification that are based on clearly articulated
and validated criteria; providing on-going feedback and performance appraisal
systems based on specified criteria and agreed upon goals; and, finally, de-
veloping district Incentive and reward systems that are congruent with dis-
trict articulated goals, and that provide principals with the resources and

support they need to be effective educational leaders:
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