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ABSTRACT

THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPAL AS AN INSTRUCTIONAL LEADER:
AN ANALYSIS OF THE PERCEIVED INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISORY SKILLS,
ATTITUDES, AND PRACTICES OF SELECTED MICHIGAN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

) PRINCIPALS

By

Eugene Louis Golanda

The purpose of this study was to determine if elementary school
principals perceive themselves to be skilled in and responsibie for
clinical supervisory activities in their schools. Concurrently, the
study also investigated the relationships of these perceptions to
various situational factors related to the principalship. Data was
collected using an instrument prepared by the researcher, Of the
200 principals randomly selected to participate,.103 responded.

Thirty-one hypotheses were tested ﬁsing Chi-Square at the .05
Tevel of significance. In general, the findings of the hypotheses
testing revealed that:

1. Perceived clinical supervisory expertise and perceived res-
ponsibility to perform clinical supervisory activities were
relatively unrelated to the fol]owfng aspects ot the prin-
cipalship: the age of principals; the number of schools a
principal administers; school enrollment; teaching experience;
the number of teachers supervised; district size; tenure as
a principal; and formal education;

2. Principals wish to become more skilled at clinical super-
visory functions;

3. Female principals perceived themselves as'accepting more



As

Eugene Louis Golanda

responsibility to perform clinical supervisory activities
and as being more skilled in performing these functions;
Principals did not separate the formative from the summative

aspects of supervision; and

. Professional develeopment programs appeared to have a positive

impact on both the perce{ved responsibility of principals to
perform clinical supervisory activities and on their perceived
expertise to perform these same functions.

a result of the findings, it was concluded that;

. Many principals do not appear to be actively involved in the

improvement of instruction in a systematic manner;

Many principals do not appear to be know]e&geab]e about their
role in the tgaching~1earning process;

Many principals appear to lack effective supervisory skills
and attitudes designéd to improve the instructional skills

of teachers;

. Most principals desire to improve thes instructional leader-

ship skills;

Professional development programs appear to possess the
ability to provide principals with improved attitudes and
improved skills to perform clinical supervisory functions;
and

Female principals may be more inclined than male principals

to become effective clinical supervisors.
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THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPAL AS AN INSTRUCTIONAL LEADER:
AN ANALYSIS OF THE PERCEIVED INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISORY SKILLS,
ATTITUDES, AND PRACTICES OF SELECTED MICHIGAN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
PRINCIPALS.

Introduction

"One day, Pooh Bear visited his friend Rabbit and ate so much
lunch that he stuck in the exit. Christopher Robin, unable to
extricate him, toid him he would have to stay stuck for at least
a week until he had reduced enough to get out.

Poch Bear was of course upset at the news and said tearfully:
'Then would you read to me from a Sustaining Book, such as would
help and comfort a Wedged Bear in a Great Tightness.'"

This passage from A.A. Milne's story of Winnie the Pooh bears
a considerable 1ikeness to the problems confronted by today's
elementary school principals who appear to be "in a Great Tightness."
Unfortunately a "Sustaining Book" may not alleviate the problem for
the uncomfortable principal.

If one were to ask the question, "Who is the instructional
Teader of this school?" to almost any individual, it seems reasonabie
to expect that the answer will almost assuredly be "The principal,
of course." For whether it is written in the job description of a
principal or not and often it is just implicitly understood and not
written, the principal of a school is assumed by most informed

citizens to be the instructional leader of a school.



This expectation that the principal is a person who possesses
significant power, authority, and expertise to lead the instructional
process is one which has deep historical roots and is one which
most adults grew up with. Even though time and circumstances have
changed dramatically, people are persistent in their expectations.

In these prefacing remarks, it is important to identify and
understand those factors which have made it increasingly difficult
for principals to meet the role expectations held for them. Clearly
principals have been expected to lead and to actively play out the
rote of instructional leader. This expectation had its roots in
eariier times and with earlier titles such as "headmaster"; the
title Tliterally implies power-authority and expertness. One might
similarily attribute to the title of principal the expectation that
the office holder is the main or first and best teacher available
to lead the school as it seeks to accomplish its mission.

Numerous events have occurred historically which lay cause to
question the seemingly obvicus. Recent studies of the principalship,
reveal mountainous obstacies to this "person in charge" including
increasing sizes of schools, systems, and staffs, increased
professionalism of the educator, program complexity demands,
diversification of control, and bifurcation of the profession. No
introduction to the problem confronting the principal of the 1980's
would be complete without a brief synopsis of the historical changes

which the principalship has experienced in just the past fifty years.



School Size

In 1931-32 the student population at the elementary school
level stood at 21,278,000; by 1980 that population had burgeoned
to 46,094,000. Over this same time the number of schools to serve
the larger population had actually reduced. In 1931-32 the country
had 232,750 elementary schoois. B8y 1980 that number had been
reduced to a net decrease of 69% and the reduction in the number of
elementary schools is continuing rapidly. In 1931-32 the country
had 127,531 school districts; in 1980 the corresponding number was

16,012 resulting in a net decrease of 87%.]

Professionalism of the Educator

One truism that could be expressed for all professionals is
that they expect to excrcise independent judgement based upon their
acquired specialized knowledge.

The professionalism of education had occurred on a massive
scale. In 1930-31 approximately 12% of all elementary teachers were
college graduates. In the 1980's it is not uncommon to find states
requiring the master degree as a minimum standard for permanent
certification. In a relatively short period of time we have moved
from the normal school to the graduate school.

One obvious effect of this increased professionailism on the
part of teachers has been to erode the traditional basis for the

principal's authority. In the 1930's the principal could be rightly

lpigest of Educational Statistics, Washington D.C.: U.S.
Office of Education, Division of Educational Statistics: 1980
L1712 A35.




viewed as the person "who knows best" by those teachers he or she
supervised who were less experienced and less well trained. In the
community the principal could confidently speak out as a voice for
the teachers. The principal of the 1980's is surrounded by faculty
members who are as well or more experienced and educated as he or
she. The propensity of teachers to view the principal as the one
"who knows best" has largely dissipated.

In addition, the public is now better educated. By 1980, 23.1%
of ail adults between the ages of 25 and 29 were college graduates.
Thus, having completed college does not mean as much to the parents.

Too, today's school principal is now being confronted with an
increasingly experienced and stable staff. Teacher turnover has
decreased sustantially resulting in a decrease in the difference
between the teacher's and the principal's experience level. This
too, further erodes the principal's ability to act from a "knowing

best" stance.

Program Complexity

There has occurred a rapid movement from a time period when the
school population was a relatively homegrown group to a time when the
school population more fully reflects the complexity of the larger
society which surrounds the school. In 1930, 28.8% of all students
who were seventeen graduated from high school; by 1980, 74.8%.
The student body has changed remarkably. Those who were previously
dropping out of school for other pursuits now were staying in school.

The 1980's student group is a much more heterogeneous group than



their counterparts of the 1980's.

One of the most obvious consequences of this increased diversity
are those students classified as exceptional. Special education
students in 1932 numbered 164,000. By 1980 this number had skyrocketed
to 4.03 million! The past decade has also seen a significant increase
in the demands to do something about those exceptional students on
the other end of the spectrum toco; programs for the gifted and the
talented students are a byproduct of * .is demand from the citizency.
The principal of the 1980's administers programs for youngsters who
were not previously served effectively by schools.

It can correctly be said that our school society has moved from a
single, one-track curriculum attending to the needs of a rather
homogeneous group of students, to a two-track system of the 1940's and
1950's which reflected the academic and vocational thrust of the
comprehensive high school -~ onward to an infinite number of fracks in
the 1970's and the 1980's, represented by modular scheduling in high
schools and open concepts at the elementary level and alternative
schools at both levels. The awesome complexity of the curriculum and
ancillary programs of the 1980's cannot be overemphasized when compared
with the curriculum of earlier and simpler years.

The administrative demands for today's principal have, likewise,
become increasingly compiicated. A Took at the staffing patterns of

a 1970's elementary school emphasizes this complexity.2 The typical

%8100d, Ronald E. and James P. Miller Jr., The New Mexico
Principalship Study, Part I Factors Affecting the Principalship
Yesterday and joday, 31p Paper presented at the annual meeting of
the American Educational Research Association (San Francisco, CA, April
8-12, 1979,




elementary school described here by Blood and Miller for illustrative
purposes is staffed by:

23.5 F.T.E, classroom teachers, grades K-6

. 8.8 F.T.E. special teachers (library, art, P.E., music)
7.5 F.T.E, instructional aides

5.70 other staff including secretaries, custodians,
student interns and other aides

. 8 bus drivers

3 part time cooks or kitchen helpers.

o on 2N -

Thus, conceiving the school as being composed of only a principal
and classroom teachers really is a gross oversimplification. It is
not unusual in the 1980's for the regular classroom teachers of a
school to be outnumbered by the ancillary staff and specialized
teachers, especially if one adds those specialists provided to the
schools by intermediate districts. It is in this much more complex

organization setting that today's principal is called upon to administer,

Diversification of Control

The history of education in this country has been one which has
honored local control, This reliance on the local, lay control of
schools is unique in all the worid. Most other countries place the
regulatory function of education on the national government. Our
history has been one of local control and Tay responsivility; it
was in this context in which principals traditionally operated.
Initially, school superintendent were actually clerks of the local
boards. Boards of education administered the schools directly.
School districts were small and teachers and administrators were
usually required to reside within the district. The selection

pracess and the visability of the educators to the community tended



to insure a commonality of purpose and expectation about what was to
be taught and how it was to be taught. Who was in control was clear
to the educators and the citizenry. According to Ziegler, et.a].,3
this condition prevailed until the turn of the century.

"In Pittsburg, for example, the school system consisted
of 33 sub-district boards. Each board possessed authority to
Jevy taxes and to appoint administrators and teaching personnel.
The central board, composed of one representative from each
sub-district was relatively powerless. The socio-economic
status of sub-district boards was roughly congruent with the
status of sub-district popuilations.”

Under the circumstances thus described it is relatively easy to
understand why the control of the school was so clear and direct as
viewed from the eyes of the principal. Ziegler, et.a].,4 indicated
that by the turn of the century, and clearly during the comparison
period used to reflect upon today, the 1930's control of the schools
had begun a giant shifting. Growing professionalism had led to an
ever increased emphasis upon the use of educational experts.

"By 1920 the norm of school board non-participation in
administration had become so pervasive that superintendents
would protect as encroachment lay influence which would have
been customary before the turn of the century."

The rapid shift of control by experts combined with the growth
of the school systems and schools led to the natural bureaucratic
practice of the appointment of more experts and the increase in the
number of central office personnel. The clarity of just who was

in control and in charge was beginning to become blurred,

3L.H.Ziegler, H.J. Tucker, and L.A. Wilson, "How School Control
was Wrestled from the People" Phi Delta Kappan, March 1977, p. 535-536.

4

ibid.



By the 1950's, changes of an equally significant nature were
underway. The Brown decision of 1954 was historically symbolic of
the changes still to come which would cause a further erosion in
the ability of even local educators to control school practices.
Covert decisions which followed magnified this fact, followed closely
by the promulgation of various rules and regulations of federal
agencies, all of which created their impact upon local control. The
Department of HEW, later to become the seperate Department of Education,
the Office of Civil Rights, the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration, Public Act 94-142, and Title IX all exert direct
influence on the daily operation of today's schools.

Rather than being able to look to one or two sources for guidance
and direction as the principal of the early 1900's was able to do,
the principal of the 1980's must now turn in all directions of the
compass. According to Ziegler, et, a1.,5 school bureaucracies grew
in size primarily to deal with the other bureaucracies which ourﬂ
society had spawned, which in turn created more "officials" who to
some degree or another confiscated a thin slice of the control of
the individual school.

The principal of the 198G's is faced with numerous and diverse
demands from federal, state and local sources. The other personnel
at the local school level are increasingly looking past the principal
for direction. School custodians may look to a director of maintenance
for direction; cafeteria helpers may look to a food service director;

special education teachers may accept only the word of the special

%ibid.



education coordinator to answer their questions; and bi-Tingual
teachers may shun the principal to look for their direction from
their counterpart at the intermediate district or even the state
Tevel, Certified and non-certified personnel alike all pay some
homage to authority from sources other than the school principal,
who is expected to be "in charge."

The principal of the 1980's in comparison with the principal
of the 1930's is confronted with a kaleidoscope of demands for
control. Not only is his or her behavior directed by state and
federal courts and an army of governmental agencies, but now he or
she is alsp confronted with a strikingly diverse community whose
formal and informal advising groups direct the principal in somewhat
incompatible directions. The old and well established notion that
the principal is the "person in charge" becomes less viable as
actual control over the affairs of the school become ever more

diverse.

Bifurcation of the Principal
In the more uncomplicated times of the 1930's,1940's and even
1950's, educators shared the same professional umbrella. This is
all changed today. In 1973 school administrators left the National
Educational Association. School superintendents are now viewed
contemptously by many as "board men" and as a result of this
occursnce, principals become the men or women in the middle of the

hourglass.
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Numerous articles in the 1970's have focused on whether or not
the place of the principal should be on the "management team." These
arguments are clear evidence of the precarious no mans land of today's
principal. Court case results have only served to further the
severance of ties with either teachers or superintendents.

The stress of the battle for control has added still another
chapter in the story of survival for the principal; increasingly

principals are turning to formal organized unions themselves. As

6

Blood and Miller” have point out.

"As principals have sought to defend their status, they
have attempted to form independent bargaining groups. Principals
perceive that issues affecting the daily operation of their
schools are being decided through negotiated contracts with
teachers bargaining directly with boards or their appointed
professional negotiators. Working hours, class size, grievance
procedures, in-service training, and more are decided in these
negotiations, while the principals stand anxiously on the
sidelines usually not privy to the proceedings until they are
compiete. In an attempt to ameliorate this situation, the
principals are attempting to organize themselves - - -."

The public and some vestiges of the profession are calling for
the principal to again "take charge." It is interesting to note that
in spite of all the adverse circumstances which exist, according to
recent studies of the principa1sh1’p7 the position is still a final
ambition for most. Could it be, however, that the "administravia"
with which today's principal must cope, and the circumstances that
have caused this demise from control, have resulted in a stripped

down version of the once proud headmaster, who today has never

6 op.cit.

7Pa1aris, William and Sally Zakareija, Tbe E1emen§ar¥A§choo1
Principalship in 1978: A Research Study: Arlington, Virginia,
National Association of Elementary School Principals, 1979, p.11.
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acquired the necessary art, skills and knowledge of teaching let alone
the ability to teach teachers? Could it be that the principal too,
has become and administrator first and foremost and has forgotten his

or her origin?

Limiting the Scope of the Investigation
Instructional leadership is an ideal that appears to be one of the
first mentioned, most discussed, and Jeast accomplished roles of the
elementary principal. Mazzarella reported that, "No part of the

principal's role is debated with morefervor than the role he or she

I|8

must play in the instructional program. She continues by saying,

“One reason the principal's role in the instructional program is

written about with so much fervor is that most principals today have

almost nothing at all to do with instr‘uction."9

Instructional leadership skills are those tools which the principal

or supervisor uses to become involved in the improvement of instruction.

They include, according to Cawe]tiloz

Curriculum development - doing needs assessments, setting goals,
selecting learning activities{methods} and curriculum evaluation.

Clinical supervision - engaging in no threat planning sessions
with the teachers, developing observation strategies, observing

instruction, and a post-cbservation analysis of the teaching-learning

11}

8Mazzare11a, JoAnn, "The Principal's Role in Instructional Planning
NAESP, School Leadership Digest, No. 8 (Washington, D.C.; National
Association of Elementary School Principals, 1976) p.7.

91oc.c1t., p.17.

100awe1ti, Gordon, "Focusing Instructional Leadership on Improved
Student Achievement" 11 page Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of
the American Association of School Administrators (112th, Aneheim,
California, February 15-18, 1980).
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process. Various kinds of systematic classroom observation systems
may be utilized.

Staff development -- must be based on what we know about how
adults learn and on both perceived needs of teachers and goals of
the school and district.

Teacher evaluation -- both "formative" and "summative" evaluations
must occur, but not necessarily simultaneously. Formative evaluation
refers to those attempts by a principal or supervisor to improve
instructional skills of teachers; summative evaluation is the evaluation

that occurs in a judgemental and administrative vein,

Focus of This Study

While all aspects of a principal's role in the improvement of
instruction is important to study, it is unrealistic to attempt to
achieve this purpose in one research paper. Thus, this research will
focus aon the elementary principal as a clinical supervisor while also
considering the relationship of the principal to staff development
and formative teacher evaluation as they are related to a principal's
involvement in clinical supervision of teachers. The extent to
which a principal is involved in the improvement of curriculum, with
staff development issues not related to classroom teaching improvement,
and the role played by the principal in the summative evaluation of
teachers, as well as the numerous other administrative roles which
are usually descriptive of a principal’s total job description or job
expectation will not be included for attention within the scope of

this investigation except in those instances where information related
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to these topics will bear upon the primary focus.

Specifically, this research will attempt to provide some answers
to the following questions: Is clinical supervision, formative staff
evaluation, and corresponding staff development practices occurring in
Michigan elementary schoois? Does the formal or informal training of
an elementary principal dictate a relationship between the use of
clinical supervision and other types of supervision? Does the size of
the school in terms of student enrollment, the number of teachers to
be supervised, the sex, age, teaching experience, tenure in position,
number of schools to administer, extra teaching or administrative
responsibilities, or perceptions of autonomy bear any significance to
the role the elementary school principal performs or would ideally
wish to perform in regards to the improvement of instruction? Does a
principal's sense of efficacy significantly relate to instructional
leadership activities or attitudes? Do principals really feel qual-
ified to assist teachers in the acquisition of teaching skills that
will produce better results for students? What obstacles, real or
imagined, do principals experience that are impediments to their be-
coming more directly and effectively involved in the ciassroom

teaching-learning process?

Statement of the Problem
The problem to be investigated involves the possible lack of
clinical evaluation or formative supervisory activities which may
occur in Michigan elementary schools, which in turn would reflect

negatively on the role of the elementary school principal as an
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instructional Teader., This study is designed to investigate the
perceptions of elementary school principals regarding clinical
supervision activities and to compare these perceptions to other
selected characteristics of the principalship. The factors to be
measured in this study are to be obtained by means of the Instruct-

ional Leadership Questionnaire (ILQ) which was developed by the

researcher,

Statement of the Purpose
The researcher's purpose in this study is to determine if
principals of elementary schools perceive themselves to be skilled
in and responsibie for clinical supervisory activities and to discover
to what extent elementary school principals desire to improve these
supervisory skills, Concurrently, it was also deemed important that
an assessment be made of how various situational factors of the

principaiship possibly affect upon these perceptions.

Specific Objectives of this Study

The objective of this study is to collect empirical data which
will be useful in understanding the perceived involvement in and
attitudes towards selected instructional leadership activities by
Michigan elementary school principals. The specific objectives of
this study are to assess Michigan elementary school principals’:

1. Perceived clinical supervisory practices and attitudes,

2. Perceived sense of efficacy as related to their perceived

attitudes, expertise, and practices in selected super-
visory activities,
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Perceived sense of authority as related to their perceived
attitudes, expertise, and practices in selected
supervisory activities,

Age and sex factors as related to their perceived attitudes,
expertise, and practices in selected supervisory activities,

Administrative responsibility as related to their perceived
attitudes, expertise, and practices in selected
supervisory activities.

Formal and informal educational backgrounds in supervision
as related to their perceived attitudes, expertise, and
practices in selected supervisory activities,

Professional experience as related to their perceived attitudes,
expertise, and practices in selected supervisory activities,

Perceived supervisory role as related to their perceived

attitudes, expertise and practices in selected supervisory
activities.

Hypotheses

The following hypotheses have been formulated as a result of an

extensive review of the literature and also to fully investigate the

specific objectives of this study; these hypotheses may be found in

their testable formatuinChdptérellL,

Hy

Perceived actual expertise will be significantly lower than
perceived ideal expertise scores in clinical supervision
activities, singly and collectively.

Female principals will score significantly higher than male
principals on perceived clinical supervisory expertise.

Female principals will score significantly higher than male
principals on perceived clinical supervisory responsibility
assumed.

There will be a significant direct inverse relationship between
age and perceived clinical supervisory expertise.

There will be a significant direct inversg re1ationshig L
between age and perceived clinical supervisory responsibility
assumed.
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There will be a significant direct inverse relationship
between the number of schools supervised and perceived
clinical supervisory expertise.

There will be a significant direct inverse relationship
between the number of schools supervised and perceived
clinical supervisory responsibility assumed.

There will be a significant direct inverse relationship
between school enrollment in schools supervised and perceived
clinical supervisory expertise.

There will be a significant direct inverse relationship
between the enrollment in schools supervised and perceived
clinical supervisory responsibility assumed.

Teaching experience of principals will have no significant
relationship to perceived clinical supervisory expertise.

Teaching experience of principals will have no significant
relationship to perceived clinical responsibility assumed.

There will be a significant direct inverse relationship
between number of classroom teacher supervised and
perceived clinical supervisory expertise.

There will be a significant direct inverse relationship
between number of classroom teachers supervised and perceived
c¢linical responsibility assumed.

There will be a significant direct inverse relationship
between the total number of teachers supervised and
perceived clinical supervisory expertise.

There will be a significant direct inverse relationship
between the total number of teachers supervised and
perceived clinical supervisory assumed.

There will be a significant direct and positive relationship
between district size and perceived clinical supervisory
expertise,

There will be a significant direct and positive relationship
between district size and perceived clinical supervisory
responsibility assumed.

There will be a significant direct inverse relationship between
longevity as a principal and perceived clinical supervisory
expertise.
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There will be a significant direct inverse relationship between
longevity as a principal and perceived clinical supervisory
responsibility assumed.

There will be a significant direct inverse relationship between
extra responsibility for principals and perceived clinical
supervisory expertise.

There will be a significant direct inverse relationship between
extra responsibility for principals and perceived clinical
supervisory responsibility assumed.

The number of formal teacher evaluations required will equal
the number of formative teacher evaluations performed.

The amount of formal education in supervision will have no
significant positive effect on perceived clinical supervisory
expertise.

The amount of formal education in supervision will have no
significant positive effect on perceived ¢linical supervisory
responsibility assumed.

There will be a significant positive and direct relationship
between staff development in supervision and perceived clinical
supervisory expertise.

There will be a significant positive and direct re]ationshig
between staff development in supervision and perceived clinical
supervisory responsibility assumed.

There will be a significant positive and direct relatjoqship
between perceijved sense of authority and perceived clinical
supervisory expertise.

There will be a significant positive and direct relationship
Between perceived sense of authority and perceived clinical
supervisory responsibility assumed.

There will be a significant direct and positive relationship
between perceived sense of efficacy and perceived clinical
supervisory expertise.

There will be a significant direct and positiye relayiqnship
between perceived sense of efficacy and perceived clinical
supervisory responsibility assumed.

There will be a significant direct and positive.relatiqnghip
between perceived role as a clinician and perceived clinical
supervisory expertise.
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There will be a significant direct and pasitive relationship
between perceived role as a clinician and perceived clinical
supervisory responsibility assumed.

There will be a significant direct and positive relationship
between perceived use of the clinical supervision model and
perceived clinical supervision expertise.

There will be a significant direct and positive relationship
between perceived use of the clinical supervision model and
perceived clinical supervisory responsibility assumed.

There will be a significant, direct and positive relationship
between perceived clinical supervisory expertise and perceived
clinical supervisory responsibility assumed.

Assumptions

following assumptions were made when designing the proposed

It is assumed that the perceptions of elementary principals
can be accurately measured.

The instrument developed to obtain the data required for this
research is assumed to be adequate for this purpose.

It is assumed that the participants will accurately express
their true feelings about the situation being examined.

It is assumed that the information given by the respondents
will be factual and accurate.

It is assumed that the sample will be representative of
elementary principals in Michigan, appropriately selected,
and adequate to permit conclusions and inferences for the
population from which it is drawn.

Construction of the Questionnaire

A three part questionnaire consisting of eighty-one items, utilizing

twenty~one independent variables and twenty dependent variables, was

drafted

to gather the desired information that will answer the questions

posed by the statement of the problem,
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Individual questions were developed after an extensive reviewing
of textbooks on supervision and survey forms of recent studies
reflecting on the elementary school principalship and especially those
seeking information relative to perspectives of instructional leadership
by elementary school principals. Questions were developed also from
the researcher's personal interest.

The instrument contains four types of questions; questions of
(1) fact, (2) information, (3) self-perception, and {4) opinion.
Emphasis was placed on structured questions that presented the
respondents with fixed response items worded to induce single choice,
objective answers; forced choice questions also facilitate data
handling.

Concerns regarding the clarity and validity of the questionnaire
were assessed throughout the formulation stages of the instrument.
Counsel and a review of the total instrument procedure was obtained
from the Office of Research Consultation at Michigan State University.
In addition, a nationally recognized authority in educational research,
Dr. Herbert Rudman, evaluated the clarity, organization, and content
of the procedural plan and survey form. Face validity was cbtained
using advice from Mr. C1iff Nelson and Mrs. Carol Cummings, nation-
ally recognized experts in clinical supervision,

A copy of the survey instrument will be found in the appendix

along with a letter from C1iff Nelson.
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Pilot Study

A pilot study to determine the reliability of the questionnaire
was conducted during the month of October, 1981. Fifteen principals
from Region 8 of the MEMSPA were asked to test the instrument on
two separate occasions, with two weeks of separation between the
administration of the tests. Ten principals actually completed both
phases of the testing. The Pearson product moment correlation was
used to determine the reliability of the instrument. The question-
naire demonstrated a relijability coefficient of .96 on the portion of
the instrument measuring perceived expertise. The perceived respon-
sibility section demonstrated o reliability coefficient of .92.

The questionnaire was deemed to be quite reliable for use in

this study.

Limitations of the Study
The results of this study are limited by the necessity to use

a questjonnaire in obtaining the necessary data. The questionnaire
presents potential cbstacles to the internal validity of the study.
For example, it is difficult to establish a precise measure of the
reliability and validity of the questionnaire due to the non-returns,
In addition, even though every assurance of anonymity was given,

some respondents may have felt threatened by having to provide
responses that could be construed by them as being critical of them-

selves, their schools, or their districts.



21

Variables this study does not explore or expect to have no
bearing on the outcome include but are not limited to:

The role of the teacher,

The role of the superintendent,

The size of the district,

The socio-economic level of the school,

The variability of study background,

The self-concept of students,

Student attitudes towards the educational process,

Teacher attitudes toward the educational process,

Teachers sense of efficacy,

Pupil-teacher ratios,

Community interest in the school,

Adult educational level,

Total expenditure or per-pupil expenditure,

Preparation of teachers,

Salaries of teachers and administrators,
School climate.

Delimitations of the Study

This study is intended to analyze the work attitudes and opinions
of elementary school principals in the State of Michigan. The study
is confined to a sample of the membership of the Michigan Elementary
and Middle Schocl Principals Asscciation for the 1980-81 school year.
It is further delimited to only elementary principals from this
organization.

MEMSPA is a voluntary group that does contain in membership the
majority of the estimated 1800 Michigan elementary principalships.
Detroit public school principals, however, are known to hold few
memberships in MEMSPA, Due to this fact, the reader should exercise
caution when drawing study conclusions about all elementary school

principals in the state, The inferences from the study should be
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made only with regards to the principals who comprised the population
from which the sample is drawn, although the investigator considers
the MEMSPA elementary school principals to be generally representative
of the typical elementary school principal in Michigan.

Immediately the question is asked, "Why exclude principals from
the City of Detroit?" If the purpose of the study is to examine the
instructional Teadership practices of the elementary principal, then
Detroit elementary school principals should be omitted because as a
group, "that is not one of the roles of the principal in that system.
The role of the instructional leader is delegated to an assistant
principal or director of curricu'lum."11

The responses on the questionnaire are used only for comparison
purposes of the group as a whole. No values judgement of the responses
as being either bad or good is intended.

Other limitations include:

1. The data used in this study is to be coilected from Michigan

elementary school principals. Therefore, specific findings
will be Timited to this population.

2. Data obtained from this study are applicable to Michigan and
possibly other areas or states in the United States. However,
if an attempt is made to generalize and extend the findings
of this geographical area to other areas without considering

similarities in situation, a Timitation will be present.

3. This study is 1imited by the nature of the forced choice
questionnaire.

4. The degree of cooperativeness of the Michigan elementary school
principals constitutes a Timitation.

11Nordstrom, Patricia A., The Elementary School Principal as an

Instructional Leader, Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of
Michigan, 1978, p.44
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Significance of the Study

To the extent that schools do make a difference in what and how
much children learn, it can safely be argued that the direct teaching
process, that which happens between the teacher and the student, is
perhaps the most critical aspect of this process. Kenneth Erickson,
in his introduction to a study of classroom supervision summed up the
plight of the classroom teacher in this manner:

"The act of teaching normally is a private activity in

that it usually consists of one teacher within the walls of

one classroom. Operating out of view of their peers, teachers

tend to be denied access to feedback which could help them

develop into the skilled professionals they wish to be. As a

result, each teacher's style usually develops without benefit

of objective data which could facilitate better decisions

about teaching."12

It is important to discover the extent to which elementary
principals have begun to use the tools of clinical supervision, which
is the only supervisory technique this researcher has found that has
shown significant effectiveness in helping to change the habits of
teachers.

A brief explanation of clinical supervision is necessary. The
ctinical supervision cycle as advocated by Cogan,13 Go]dhammer',14
and others is based on the belief that instruction can be improved

best by giving direct feedback to a teacher on aspects of teaching

12Hu1], Ray and John Hansen, Classroom Supervision and
Informed Analysis of Behavior: A Manual for Supervision
(Eugene, Oregon; University of Oregon, 1970) ED 071161.

13Cogan, Morris, Clinical Supervision, (Boston, Mass.:
Houghton Mifflin, 1973). ~

14Goidhammer, Robert, Clinical Supervision (New York;
Holt, Rinehart and Sinston, 1969).
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that are of concern to the teacher rather than items on rating
scales or items that are primarily the concern of the principal
or supervisor.

This cycle begins with a pre-observation conference during
which the teacher and principal establish rapport (or perhaps re-
establish rapport), plan the iesson, orient themselves about the
students that will be involved, and plan what methods of observation
will be utilized.

The next step in their process results when the lessons or
segment of instruction is observed in the agreed upon manner. The
observer often will write down verbatim as much of the classroom
dialogue as possible, or other mechanical means to record the
interaction may be used including video tape, tape recorder, or
systems such as Flanders Interaction analysis.

Following the actual observation of instruction, the supervisor
then analyses the events that occurred from the data, usually during
this phase of the process the supervisor works alone without the
teacher's assistance. The observer then, after this review of the
data, decides on and plans strategies for presenting this information
to the teacher,

The post-observational conference then occurs between teacher
and principal. It is during this conference that a careful analysis
is made of what occurred. This analysis, most generally is a joint
effort which inciudes not only an explanation of what occurred, but

why certain actions or reactions on the part of the teacher or students
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ensued. This analysis then leads to the linking pin last phase of
the clinical supervision cycle.

The critique or post-conference analysis session involves a
critical analysis of what could have been done or could be done to
improve the instructional techniques. This is where staff
development, either for a single teacher or a whole staff, would
occur. This is usually followed, perhaps at the same meeting,
by renewed planning or even a full pre-observation conference which
would hopefully result in efforts to improve upon what has previously
occurred in the classroom setting.

Some have argued that classrooms in schools are soon to be
replaced by more scientifically rational modes of instruction. But
such claims have been made for several decades, at least, but the
classroom has been a remarkable persistent way of organizing teaching
and learning in schools. Moreover, alternatives to the classroom
have seldom demonstrated their superiority and often fade back into
conventional classroom forms within a relatively short time. The
classroom as a center of learning appears ideally suited to the
institutional purposes and demands of common schooling and does
not appear to be fading out of existence.

The role of the elementary principal as an instructional leader
has been "cussed" and discussed by many. It is important that research
discover by what means principals exercise instructional leadership,
and perhaps even more significantly, if they do so at ail, at least

where it could make a difference.
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In addition, this study should be of significant value to many
other individuals and groups:

1. It could assist departments of higher education in
developing curriculum for supervisors of teachers;

2. The results should be useful as feedback for principals
and supervisors; it should enable them to compare their
practices with the standards discovered to exist:

3. The results could provide information of value to boards
of education and for superintendents who supervise
principals;

4, The results of the study couid prove valuable to other
agencies and groups concerned with the work of supervision
such as the Michigan Department of Education and the
Michigan Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development.

Definition of Terms
The following specific meanings are used for clarification of
certain technical terms used in this study. Whenever possible,

definitions were obtained from the Dictionary of Educaticnal Terms.15

Other definitions specifically used for terms of this study were
defined by the researcher after consultation and a review of the
literature.

Elementary School -- Any public school which is organized
to include any combination of a majority of grades between kindergarten
and grade six or between pre-kindergarten to grade six.

Certified Teacher -- Any person possessing a valid teaching
certificate who is engaged in the teaching of elementary students
within a school.

Classroom Teacher -- Any certificated teacher who plans and

15600d, Carter V. Dictionary of Education, (New York:
McGraw Hill Book Co., 1959).
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guides the development of the learning experiences of pupils in
classroom situations and is responsible for the activities and
conduct of pupils in class situations.

Instructional Leadership -- The set of acts or behaviors
designed to guide and direct teachers to the formulation and
performance of a desired proficiency of instruction.

Elementary Principal -- An administrative and supervisory
officer charged by a local board of education for the administration
of an elementary school; usually Timited to a single school or
attendance area; may or may not engage in teaching.

School Climate -- The organizational “"personality" of a
school; figuratively, "personality" is to the individual what
"climate" is to the school.

Supervision -- The process of assisting professional teachers
improve the content, processes, and outcomes of their work.

Teacher Evaluation -- An estimate of measure of the quality
of a person's teaching based on one or more criteria such as pupil
achievement, pupil adjustment, pupil behavior, and the judgements of
schoo) officials, parents, pupils, other teachers or the teacher
personally.

Teacher Change -~ Any change in a teacher's thinking, understanding,
or professional behavior.

Clinical Supervision -- Person-to-person supervision focused upon
the improvement of the classroom performance of a teacher by way of

observation, analysis and treatment of that performance.
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General Superyision -~ All activities of a supervisory nature
inciusive of but not limited to in-service programming, developing
and implementing curricula, orientation programs for new teachers,
improving student-teacher relations, and teacher evaluation.

Summative Evaluations ~- Formal evaluations of teachers used
for the purpose of continuing or discontinuing a teacher's tenure,
granting tenure to a teacher or for use as a means to formaily
comment a teacher or award merit pay.

Formative Evaluation -- An informal evaluation used solely as a
means to improve teaching performance and promote teacher change.

Sense of Efficacy -- The extent to which a principal believes
that the school under his/her influence can make a difference in what
children Tearn.

School Autonomy -- The extent to which a principal can make
decisions; administrative, financial or institutional, which affect
that school.

Perceived Present Expertise =-- Each respondent's perception of the
degree to which he or she is actually involved in the performance of
listed instructional leadership behaviors,

Perceived Ideal Expertise -~ Each respondent's perceptions of the
degree to which he or she should be involved in the performance of the
1isted instructional leadership behaviors.

I1LQ -- The instrument used by each surveyed elementary principal
to provide background information, describe the actual perceptions of

and ideal perceptions for aspects of their instructional leadership role.
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Pre-0Observation Conference - A meeting between the teacher and
the supervisor during which the supervisor obtains information relative
to the instruction that is to be observed by the supervisor.

Observation - The actual process by which a supervisor analyses
the classroom performance of a teacher.

Post-Observation Conference - The meeting between teacher and
supervisor that occurs after the supervisor has conducted an observation
of the teacher's classroom performance.

MEMSPA - The Michigan Elementary and Middle School Principals
Association, formerly known as the Michigan Association of Elementary

School Principals.

Administration of the Questionnaire

In November, 1981, questionnaires {ILQs) were mailed to two hundred
acting elementary school principals holding membership in MEMSPA; these
two hundred principals were randomly selected. A cover letter appeal-
ing to self-interest and altruism was included with each question-
naire, signed by Dr. Howard Hickey, the sponsoring professor of the
researcher, Mr. William Mays, executive secretary of MEMSPA and the
researcher. (See Appendix) A stamped self-addressed return envelope
was included for the respondents' convenience,

A deadline of November 30, 1981 was established for the return
date. A planned follow-up letter was not deemed to be necessary due
to an adequate inittal response.

For the purposes of this investigation, the useable responses
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from the surveyed population, 100 or more returns was considered

administratively effective to achieve the purposes of this study.

Statistical Procedures

The Chi Square Test of Statistical significance was elected
to test the hypothesis of this study. Chi Square was chosen due to
the relatively large sample and because it offers through cross
tabulations an effective means of describing the results. Chi Square
will determine whether significant systematic relationships exist
between independent and dependent variables. Cramer's V measures
the strength of the relationship between variables.

Significance was tested at the .05 level.

Organization of the Study

Chapter II consists of a selected review of the literature and
of research on issues considered relevant to this study.

Chapter III describes the procedures used in the study including
descriptions of (1) the population, (2) the data collection and
instrumentation, and (3) the means that were used to analyze the data.

Chapter IV presents the results of the findings of the data
analysis including the tests of hypotheses.

In Chapter V the study is summarized and the conclusions

and recommendations derived from the findings are given.



CHAPTER 11
A SELECTED REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Foreward

Atthaugh the elementary principal as an instructional leader has
been extensively discussed in professional journals, books, and at
conferences and has been the subject of numerous research studies by
scholars, few studies or articles have concentrated on the roie of the
principal in helping to directly improve the teaching-iearning process.
The Titerature indicates that some educators appear uncertain of the
Tegitimacy and implications of the principal performing instructional
leadership activities. The majority of authors seem to share the
belief that it is imperative that the elementary principal assume the
role of instructional leader. However, there appears to be a grawing
minority that beljeve there are too many roadblocks to overcome for
the principal to assume this role in any other but a figurehood manner.

This chapter reviews professional literature describing the role
of the principal as an instructional leader. Section A Tooks into the
question of school effects on learning with particular emphasis on
the principals' involvement in the production of these effects. Section
B delves into the process of instructional improvement with emphasis on
the role principals can or do assume in the formative development of
teachers. Then, in Section C, an effort will be made to review the

background of a supervisory process called clinical supervision; this

31
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analysis seems especially appropriate since clinical supervisory methods
appear to be the only documented means appearing in research that have a
direct and positive impact on teacher development and student learning.
The final segment, Section D, will look at various research studies and

other materials related to the content of this study.

Section A
The Effects of School on Learning
The Principal's Impggg on School Effects

The last decade and one-half has seen a revolution in thinking
about the effectiveness of schools. During the euphoric era of the
early 1960's it was commonly believed that through efforts such as
Head Start and Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
schools could accomplish the great social change.

16 shattered this nation's faith in schools by

In 1966 James Coleman
stating that home background was the major correlate of student achievement

and when this was controlled; schools had 1ittle effect. And Crisis in

the Classroom by Si]berman17 concluded:

"Tt might indeed be concluded from widely publicized reports
that the schools are pathological institutions and that neither
educators nor research workers know how to cure their problems
and increase their productlivity."

16Co1eman, James S., et.al., Equality of Educational Opportunity
(Washington, D.C.: U. S. Office of Education, 1966}.

17Sﬂber'man, Charles E,, Crisis in the Classroom (New York:
Random House, 1970).
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Christopher Jenks18 stated that Tuck is the most important
determinant of educational and occupational attainment and improvements
in schools can not and do not increase the educational and social
mobility of the poor. Stevens19 revealed that iearning is spontaneous
and that maturational forces within the individual cause learning
regardless of variations in the learning environment. Nichols reported
that the prestigious Rand Study implied that "if all schools are equally
effective but are not equally expensive the prudent man might reach a

20 The evidence appeared to be convincing

fairly obvious conclusion."
that in the United States the differences in intelligence and in school
achievement were determined largely by events outside the controls of
schools.

Then strong new evidence appeared which began to chip away at the
dismal reports of the earlier researchers. This new information said
that school effects may or may not be large relative to the effects of

other factors, but they are not unimportant, uninteresting or of little

value.

18Jenks, Christopher et.al., Inequality: A Reassessment of the
Effect of Family and Schooling in America (New York: Basic Books, 1972).

19Stevens, John M,, The Process of Schooling: A Psychological
Examination (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1967).

20Nicho]s, Robert C., School Effects on Achievement {Paper presented
as part of a symposium, Searching for School Effects Through Conventional
Multivariate Analysis and Through the Study of School Outliers: American
Fducational Research Assocjation Annual Meeting, San Francisco,
California, April 22, 1976).
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Wahiberg, et.a].21

revealed that their research showed that mastery
learning demonstrated results consistently superior to conventional
instruction on achievement, retention and attitudes. Also they found
that programmed instructional materials had consistently produced more
favorable results in producing higher achievement than did traditional
classrooms. They found in addition that radio, television and computor
assisted instruction was about equally as effective as that found in normal
classrooms.

These authors attempted also to Took at teacher characteristics
and practices that seemed to make a difference in learning and concluded
that,

"These results indicated that achievement is enh&nced under teachers
who are clear about their expectations, goals and methods for
learning; who are flexible in their responses to students; who show
enthusiasm for the lesson and for student Tearning; who are businesslike
and task oriented; who use student ideas in leading the Tesson; who
attempt to elicit answers to questions by students rather than tell
the answers; who use structuring comments that inform the student of
the purpose and organization of the Tesson content; and who avoid
excessive criticism."22
Nich01523 reported that a large New York Study revealed that teachers'

experience, age, education and salary were all related to achievement
after input controls at a high level of significance. This flies in the
face of those who say that nothing but background of students matters in

learning.

2lyah1berg, Herbert J., et. al., "The Quiet Revolution in Educational
Research” Phi Delta Kappan, 61:3, November, 1379, p. 179-183.

22

ibid

23op.cit.
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Perhaps Benjamin Bloom did more for education than will be

appreciated during his lifetime. After providing education with

the invaluable tool, the Texonomy of Educational Objectives 24 he

followed this up with a Handbook on Formative and Summative

Evaiuation of Student Learninqzsand then produced Human Characteristics

and School Learnin926 in which one discovers something Bloom refers

to as "Learning for Mastery." According to Bloecm, administrators are
effective to the extent that they help to achieve the primary goal of
the school which is learning on the part of the pupils. Any other
indicators such as economic efficiency, morale, etc., are at best only
indirect indicators of goal achievement. At worst he believes the
efforts to achieve these secondary goals as though they were primary
can Tead one in the wrong directions. The rationale for "Learning for
Mastery" is based upon five learning variables which are:

1. Aptitude for particular kinds of learning

2. Quality of instruction

3. Ability to understand instruction

4. Perserverance

5. Time allowed for learning

quloom, Benjamin S., Toxonomy of Educational Objectives, (New
York, Longman, 1956).

2581oom, Benjamin S., J. Thomas Hastings and George F. Madaus,
Handbook on Formative and Summative Evaluation of Student Learning,
TNew York, McGraw-Hi111 Inc., 1971).

2681oom, Benjamin S., Human Characteristics and School Learning
(New York, McGraw-Hi11 Book Company, 1976}.
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According to Bloom, any strategy for learning must include some
way of focusing on these five variables. He bluntly states that 95%
cf all students can learn the basic skills asked for by our school,
and in doing so challenges the normal curve for learning.

In another major study, Marcus, et.a].27 found that successful
elementary schools were significantly different from other schools
in the following dimensions:

1. The extent to which teachers participate in policy decisions,

2. The amount and kind of instructional supervision and guidance

provided to teachers, including the extent to which teachers

accurately perceive the principals instructional norms,

3. The extent to which the Tong range objectives of the school
are shared by teachers and administrators,

4.  The amount of instructional support provided to teachers,

5. The amount of teacher satisfaction.

Marcds, et. al., also found that Teadership in schools tended to
be related to achievement. They found four significant attributes of
effective leadership for better schools:

1. Administrators in better schools assumed more raesponsibility
for policy decisions,

2. Administrators emphasized the importance of selecting
basic instructional materials,

3. Administrators assumed more responsibility for the selection
of basic instructional materials; and

27Mar‘cus, Alfred C., et.al., Administrative Leadership From a
Sample of Successful Schools From the National Evaluation of the
Emergency School Act. (Santa Monica, California: System Development
Corp., April 1976) p. 37.
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4, Administrators effectively communicated a point of view
concerning teaching practices. "We suggest this points to
a particular style of administrative leadership in
successful schools. Administrators who advance in
educational philosophy in concrete terms, who succeed
in communicating this view and whose concern and energy
focus sharply on instruction aEﬁ those who are more likely
to manage successful schools."

In an article in the National Elementary Principa1,ATan Newberry,
a Superintendent of schools in Canada, revealed that the results of
studies he reviewed showed that certain characteristics of principals
were totally unrelated to better schools, they were factors of dress,
academic preparation, sex, marital status, and length of administrative
experience.29

Newberry also reported that certain personal characteristics of
principals were significantly related to better education and he
specifically mentioned six: intelligence, group skills, scholarship,
mature judgement, good health, and personal security. Newberry
revealed several such professional skills related to success as a
principal: human relations skills, communication skills, administrative
technical skills, decision making skills, research skills, curriculum
development skills and change strategy skills. This description of
skills, however, was not well enough defined as to provide practical

assistance to those wishing to acquire superior educational Tleaders

for schools.

z%ocmit p. 15.

29Newberry, Alan J.H., "What Not to Look for in an Elementary
School Principal”, National Elementary Principal, 56:04 March/April
1977, p. 241-44, p. 42.




38

Jane Go]dstein30 jnvestigated certain teaching behaviors that
might be related to student achievement and discovered that:

1. Teachers with authoritarian management behavior were
significantly and negatively related to student behavior.

2. Teachers who exercised effective group process skills as
a management technique had a direct and significantly
positive relationship to students on task behavior.

3. Teachers with a permissive management style were
significantly related in a negative manner to student
on task behavior.

David Berliner and William Tikunoff3]explicit1y stated ten

effective teaching practices and six ineffective practices that were

significantly related to student learning in reading and mathematics.

Effective Teacher Behaviors

1. Teacher reacts constructively (overt, verbal, nonverbal) to
student's feelings and attitudes.

2. Teacher listens actively to what a student is saying, reading
reciting.

3. Teacher gives a direction or a threat and follow through with
it.

4. Teacher seems confident in teaching a given subject and
demonstrates a grasp of it.

5. Teacher checks on students progress regularly and adjusts
instruction accordingly.

6. Teacher expresses positive, pleasant, optimistic attitudes
and feelings.

3OGo1dste1'n, Jane M., Managerial Behavior of Elementary School
Teachers and Students on Task Behavior, UnpubTished Ed.T, Dissertat1on,
University of Houston, 1978, 153p.

3perliner, David and William Tikunoff, “The California Beginning
Teacher Evaluation Study: Overview of the Ethnographic Study", Journal
of Teacher Education 27 (1976) p. 24-30.
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7. Teacher seems to perceive learning rate of students and
adjusts teacher pace accordingly.

8. Teacher encourages students to take responsibility for their
own classwork.

9. Teacher capitalizes instructionally on unexpected incidents
that arise during class time,

1G. Teacher prepares students for lesson by reviewing, outlining,
explaining objectives, and summarizing.
Ineffective Teacher Behaviors

1. Teacher switches abruptly, e.g. from instruction to
classroom management.

2. Teacher berates child in front of others.
3. Teacher fills “"empty" time periods with "busywork."

4, Teacher makes a statement whose consequences would be
ridiculous if carried out.

5. Teacher often treats whole group as "one" in order to
maintain peer control.

6. Teacher calls attention to self for no apparent instructional
purpose,

In a look at how traditional methods of teacher evaluations relate
to improving student achievement, Med1ey32 indicated that there was
little, if any, relationship between ratings of teacher's effectiveness
and measures of pupil gains.

33

Kounin™" jdentified four interrelated clusters of management

32Med]ey, Donald M., "Closing the Gap Between Research in Teacher
Effectiveness and the Teacher Education Curriculum" Journal of Research
and Development in Education, 7 (Fall 1973) p. 39-46.

33Koum‘n, J.S., Discipline and Group Management in Classrooms,
{New York: Holt Rinehart and Winston, 1970).
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strategies that seem especially tuned to environmental demands of
classrooms:

1. "Withitness or awareness of classrgom events, and
communication of this awareness to students,

2. Dverlap, or the ability to handle two or more events at
the same time,

3. Group focus, or the ability to invoive as many students
as possible in each activity,

4. Movement management, or the ability to provide pace,
variety and smooth transition between activities.

Kounin found that teachers who use these strateaies tended to
have higher leveils of work involvement amona students, which in turn
was related very closely with educational product.

Speaking at a national convention for superintendents and other

4 stated that appropriate leader

adninistrators, Gordon Cawe]ti3
behavior enhances student achievement. He referred to empirical
studies which should, he believes, compel close attention to staff
development activity and university training programs.

According to Cawelti, appropriate Teader behavior (mixing concern
for goals and people) which uses the existing process skilis of
instructional improvement (curriculum planning, clinical supervision,

staff development, teacher evaluation) must focus on the characteristics

of effective teaching if improved achievement is to result.

34Cawe1ti, Gordon, Focusing Instructional Leadership on Improved
Student Achievement 11 p. paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
American Association of School Administrators (112th Anaheim, California
February 15-18, 1980).
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Cawelti states that today's instructional leader must possess
skills in four areas which are process skills -- these are the tools
the principal must use to become involved in instructional improvement.

Curriculum Development -- Doing needs assessments, setting goals,
selecting content and learning activities (methods) and curriculum
evaluation. Knowledge of change strategies including effective
group participating and long-range planning skills are essential.

Clinical Supervision -- Engaging in a no-threat planning
session with the teachers, developing an observational strategy,
observing instruction, and coordinating a post-observational
analysis of the teaching-learning process.

Staff Development -- It must be based on what is known about
how adults learn and on both perceived needs of teachers and
goals of the leader

Teacher Evaluation -~ Most People contend that the primary
purpose of teacher evaluation must be for improvement rather than
termination, and that is as it should be in most instances, Good
teacher evaluation procedures should focus on the characteristics
of effective teaching that are drawn from research and experience
and minimize attention to Tong lists of factors unrelated to
success in the classroom.

"The evidence on how much time principals spend on their
process skills now is grim -- very typically in the area of 10 to
20% of the total working hours. Better time management is
essential and central office administrators must develaop a
committment to help reduce the paperwork and "administrivia" 36
which deters principals from providing instructional leadership."
{Note that the question of number of persons supervised is not
even discussed.)

36

Young indicates that after the initial inservice sessions,

there must be follow-up experiences affording teachers the opportunity

3Bcawerti, loc, cit. p. 12.

36Young, Betty S., "Principals Can Be Promoters of Teaching
Effectiveness.”" Thrust for Educational Leadership (March, 1980)
p. 11-12,
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for feedback on their teaching and coaching for improvement.
This author urges use of the TIME Model:
T -- Theory -- base training session on some tested theory or
conceptualization that is of proved merit -- avoid cookbook
approaches.

I -~ Instruction and Interaction -- give trainees plenty of time
to discuss, raise questions, critique and share experiences.

M -- Modeling -- show the trainee the behavior being sought, use
Tive classes, real people, and video tape or films.

E -- Enactment -- compels the trainee to actually do the kind of
teaching, supervision, evaluation, etc., you are trying to
teach them.

In recent years several researchers have concentrated their

efforts on helping teachers find ways to improve the basic skills

of their students. Teacher effectiveness research focuses on
jndividual teacher characteristics in examining the relationship of
their characteristics to varying levels of student achievement.

The "effects of schooling" research looks at the classroom or school
as the focal point in making a difference in student achievement.

And finally some very useful research is now emerging from studies of
the psychology of learning.

Following is a compilation by Cawelti of those characteristics
of teachers, classroom and schools which most consistently appear to
have a close relationship to effective teaching or high achieving-
schools:

1. Teachers have high expectations of students,

2. There is more frequenit monitoring of student progress, anq
teachers actually assure student attention by using techniques

to assure all students respond to questioning.
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3. Teachers are able to routinize classroom management tasks;
they have a "businesslike" or task-oriented behavior but are
not repressive.

4, Students spend adequate time on task in basic skill instruction
and provision is made for corrective instruction.

5.  Students have the opportunity to learn criterion materials;
they are taught that material upon which they are to be
tested.

6. There is an appropriate level of difficulty of materials;
if it is too difficult, teachers must spend too much time
explaining.

7. There is a strong instructional leader in the building who
is supportive of teachers and responsive to their needs,

8. There is a favorable climate for learning with teachers
using praise in moderation and holding a positive regard
for students and the principal; efforts gye made to establish
favorable attitudes towards the subject.

These are all factors under the control of the school. There

are of course other factors that appear to influence achievement

positively, but they are not under the direct influence of the school.

Included would be class size, parent participation, early childhood

education, and of course, socio economic status. However, the eight

factors listed have had the most consistent research support to date

in regards to those things over which the school can exert some control.
A critical issue which immediately arises is whether or not these

—_— . : 38
characteristics are amenable to improvement. According to Kerman,

37Cawe1ti, op.cit., p. 11.

38Kerman, Sam, "Teacher Expectations and Student Achievement",
Phi Delta Kappan, 60 (June 1979) p. 716-718.
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Brophy and Evertson39 teachers can be trained or retrained to improve
classroom skills. This research is important in that it shows that
simply being aware of these characteristics of good teachers and schools
is not enough -- it is only a start, Clinical supervision and professional
development are equally as important.
Cawelti describes effective leaders as those who most consistently
are able to apply the right mix of concern for goals and people --
“They know when one or the other kind of behavior, or both, is needed.“40
Perhaps the most important of the many important points made
by Cawelti is that the weight of evidence points heavily to the fact
that instructional jmprovement is a function of the school building
level and cannot be accomplished at the system level or individual
level.

The ideas of Cawelti are shared almost complietely by Fiedler,41

Hersey, and B]anchard.42

398rophy, Jere E. and Carolyn Evertson, "Process-Product
Correlation in the Texas Teacher Effectiveness Study: Final Report"
Austin Texas: University of Texas, 1974,

40(:awe1t1‘, Gordon, op.cit., p. 3.
4]F1'e1der', Fred, A Theory of Leader Effectiveness (New York:
McGraw-Hi11 Book Co., 1967).
42Hersey, Paul and Kenneth Blanchard, Management of Organizational

Behavior: Utilizing Human Resources, Third Edition. (Englewocd CIiffs,
New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1977}.
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“Although the principal relies on teachers to teach a program
and draws on consultants for special needs, it is the principal who
must make programs work." says Sandra Scofie]d.43

Across a number of studies in this decade that looked at
successful schools and compared them to the less successful, a
composite picture has emerged that is worth considering. The elements
that seem to make a difference follow:

1. Heading successful programs are STRONG PRINCIPALS: Teaders
with clear points of view about schooling and instruction; leaders
with strong commitments to reading and high expectations of staffs.

2. HIGH EXPECTATIONS of children mark success. Even in inter-
city schools teachers who avoided pessimistic views of children and who
canveyed optimism and firm expectations of achievement get achievement.

3. In schools where children achieved STAFF MORALE was generally
high. Teachers and principals saw themselves as involved in a common
mission and functioned as a team.

4, Successful schools were ORDERLY without being repressive.

It is becoming possible to describe at least some characteristics

of effective teachers of basic skills -- perhaps not without reservation,

but well enough to suggest guidelines and provoke discussion.

43Scof1’e]d, Sandra "Principals Make a Difference: The Role They
Play in Quality Reading Programs" 0SSC Bulletin, Vol. 22, No. 10, 1979.
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The more effective teacher (1) spends more time instructing
students; (2) uses behavior management techniques effectively; (3)
uses overt, active responses and provides ample feedback on responses;
(4) moves from prompted to unprompted learning, moving children to
independent practice only when they have achieved minimal mastery of a
skill; (5) expects mastery with rate as well as accuracy as a criterion;
and (6) is very well organized.

Mastery learning is related to the effective teacher studies
described above in at least two aspects: (1) it assumes that all children
will be taught to criterion rather than leaving some behind and (2) it
assumes that all children should master basic skills and therefore must
be given sufficient instruction to do so.

Among the musts for a principal in accomplishing the goal of a
successful school, the principal is a SUPERVISOR in the classroom; as
primary supervisor in the building, the principal is aware of the
activities of all support personnel such as consultants, remedial
teachers, aides, and the 1ike. It is the responsibility of the principal
to assure continuity and consistency.

Drawing on knowledge of effective practices the principal as
supervisor, can focus classroom observations on desired behaviors.
Detailed positive discussion of specific skills can pay off in better

teaching.
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Good principals observe the following:

1. Is the teacher using the program? If not, if the teacher has
varied the plan, the principal needs to know and agree with the reason.

2. Is the objective of each segment of the lesson clear? The
teacher should be able to articulate the objective and explain or
demonstrate that materials have been organized to correlate with the
objective. She/he should also convey clearly to the students the
objectives of the task they are about.

3. Are transitions from objective to objective and from group to
group smooth and orderly?

4. Is the teacher enthusiastic? Responsive? Does she/he move
at a good pace? Does she/he provide feedback that is focused on a
specific skill or process?

5. Does seatwork reinforce skills previously taught? Have
skills been sufficiently practiced-under direct supervision? Are
there arrangements for checking seatwork and for getting feedback?
Are there opticns for children who finish early?

6. Are supplementary materials available? Does anyone choose
to read? Is there a chance in the day to talk about reading? Does
the teacher ever read to the children?

Donald Burns concluded that

"teachers in high achieving districts feel that their morale
or social expectations are being more satisfied and they have a

better sense of accomplishment than teachers in low achieving
districts. One can clude that the principals of the low
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achieving districts operate more on the basis of rules or policies
and tend to avoid the face-to-face situations, while at the same
time providing closer supervision and are less sensitive to staff
feelings and attitudes than principals of the high achieving
districts."44

In Tooking at the factors related to teachers Burns found that

teachers of high achieving districts were:

1.

b.

more considerate of pupils,

had three years of teaching experience (five or more was
found to be not important),

had Tess turncver,
lived in the district,
attitudes towards students, school and cocmmunity was better,

job satisfaction was better,

Looking at the principals, Burns concluded that pupils in high

achieving districts had principals who 1iked their jobs.

Factors related to students in high achieving districts:

]I

their educational aspirations and expectations were higher,
father's occupational status was higher,

attitudes toward school and education were better,

feelings about themselves and school were better,

their vocabulary was greater.

In the low achieving districts students didn't feel that their

teachers liked them or helped them learn, and that their teachers had

a poor attitude toward them, the school and the community

44

Burns, Donald W., "An Investigation of Selected Factors That May

Influence Pupil Achievement in Michigan Schools" {Unpublished Ph.D,
Dissertation, Michigan State University, 1972).
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The only factor related to the schools in high achieving districts
was the organization climate.

The only factor involving school finance which seemed to be
different between high and low achieving districts was the tax support
shown for operation and bonding programs.

As early as 1963 Keeler and Andrews found that leader behavior of
principals was significantly related to test achievement of students.
They stated:

"A171 of the statistics give strong support to the hypothesis
that 1eader behavior of the principal as perceived by his staff,

was significantly related to the productivity of the schools . . .

The weight of evidence supported the hypothesis that the mora%e
of the staff of a school . . . was related to productivity!"

46 who reported

Supporting this theme was Heichberger and Young
that in this survey of teachers in selected rural and suburban New York
elementary schools, 75 percent of the teachers said that the most
effective way a supervisor could impraove instruction in the schools
involved working with faculty to solve instructional problems and to

improve instructional skills.

Articles in the NAESP Communicator in 1979 and 1980 contain information

that again speaks to the relationship of the principal's leadership
in producing positive school effects. Schools really can make a difference

in the achievement levels of students. And the key factor in making good

45Kee1er, B.T. and J.K.M. Andrews, "The Leader Behavior of
Principals, Staff Morale and Productivity" Alberta Journal of
Research, 9' (3) (September 1963).

46He1’chber'ger', Robert L. and James M. Young, Jr., "Teacher Perceptions
of Principals, Staff Morale and Productivity” Phi Delta Kappan &7
(November 1975) 210,
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schools work is the "Principal Principle." This article cited a

conclusive study carried out by the editor of Education U.S.A. "In

each case, strong administrative leadership from the principal was

determined to be a major factor in the student's success."47
What do successful principals do? According to this source,

"Principals of effective schools are strong instructional leaders who

n48 They talked of

know how to manage time and people effectively.
principals who delegate authority and concentrate their time on priority
goals associated with improving instruction. Secondiy, effective
schools establish the acquisition of basic skills as their main goal.
Third, in effective schools, principals have high expectations for all
students; they communicate their expectations to students, teachers and
parents and enlist their support to achieve these ideals. And finally,

effective principals have a clear sense of purpose,

In an earlier article of the NAESP Communicator the editor stated

"There are some bad schools with good principals, but there are no

good schools with bad principals. A §ood principal is a necessary but

49

not sufficient condition for a successful school." The editor goes on

ATNAESP Communicator, Vol. III, No. 6, Nov. 13, 1979.
48

NAESP Communicator, Vol IV, No. 15, April 15, 1980.

49NAESP Communicator, Vol. IV, No. 15, April 15, 1981.
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to describe the operating style of the effective principal:

"Successful principals do not try to administer their schools
from the office. You can't be an instructional leader if you don't
systematically visit classes and respond to what you see during
those visits. Furthermore, successful principals have a
commitment to educating all the children in their school -- and
hold staff members responsigae for seeing that ali students are
given a chance to succeed."

In an interesting study by James and Larry Reynolds an extensive
Took is given to a principal's willingness to get involved in such
educational innovations as curriculum or instructional improvement the

These authors say:

"An administrator's perception of his power to innovate is
conditioned by the anticipated reaction of higher levels of authority.
There is always the danger that his decision will be vetoed at a
higher level. Because his future power is determined by his present
successes and failures, innovation will seldom be proposed when
the administrator anticipates rejection by a superordinate. To do
so is to jeopordize his status and future powey. The extent to
which this influences the behavior of an individual may be related
to his risk taking. Some men are more willing to gamble than
others."51

Goetz in a study of 203 elementary schools in 74 Michigan school
districts, examined the relationship between thirteen situational and
personal variables relating to the elementary principal and building
innovation. He found that the principal's administrative experience
in the present building correlated negatively (-.35) with innovation in
instruction. Total administrative experience as a principal was also
found to be negatively correlated {-.29) with innovation. Both findings

50ibid.

51Reyno1ds, James A. and Larry J. Reynolds, Innovation Related to
the Tenure Succession Pattern and Reference Group Orientation of the

Principal, Final Report {Washington, D.C.: Central Midwestern Regional
Educational Laboratory, Office of Education (DHEW) 1967 175 pp.
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were significant at the .0l 1eve].52
Carlson 53 said that there is a different expectation held for
persons hired from outside the system than for those hired from within
the system. The insider, he says, is hired with the understanding
that he will keep thinas as they are, while the outsider may be expected
to make changes.

In a 1987 article in Phi Delta Kappan, Edward Wynne expressed his

findings in this manner:

“In good schools the staff -- especiaily the supervisors --
and even the students and parents evolved a clear idea of what
constitutes good performance. Without this, people cannot know
what is expected of them, nor can they act in a ccherent fashion.
In some schools these common concepts of good performance evolved
through a tacit, intuitive process. Interestingly, the good
schools were small, had highly stable staffs, or were staffed by
members of religious order (who had undergone an elaborate
socialization process). They all understood that a good teacher
'cares', even more important, they knew that caring is displayed in
observable conduct, e.ag., regular and timely attendance, well
organized lesson plans, reasonably orderly classes, routinely
assigned and appropriately graded homework, friendly but authoritative
relations with students, purposeful use of class time, and supportive
relations with colleagues."5%

The author emphasized the absolute need for an excellent principal

in order to allow these conditions to occur.

BZGoetz, Francis R., Innovation and the Public Elementary School
Principal (Unpublished Ph,D, Dissertation, Wayne State University, 1965).

536ar1son, Richard L., "Barriers to Change in Public Schools" Change
Processes in the Public Schools (Eugene, Oregon: The Center for the
Advanced Study of Educational Administration, University of Oregon, 1965).

54wynne, Edward A., "Looking at Good Schools" Phi Delta Kappan,62:5
(January, 1981) pp. 337-81.
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55 looked at how the school affected the principal's

Wiggins
behavier. He found that often a school has ". . . the presence of a
compelling school climate stability which has the effect of socializing
the principal's behavior . . . Climates did not change when principals
were replaced."” However, Wiggins found that the principal's behavior
was likely to become significantly related to the climate of the school
as the length of his tenure increased,.

N. L. Gage has engaged in research on school effects for several

years. He has written numerous articles on his findings -- one of

which appeared in the November 1978 issue of Phi Delta Kappan. In

this article, Gage revealed seven "teacher-should" practices that he

says refer to ways of teaching that are "relatively specific and
objectively observable." Furthermore, he states, these "teacher-should
statements seem consistent with the conclusions of Rosenshine, Medley and
others."

1. Teachersshould have a system of rules that allows pupils
to attend to their personal and procedural needs without
having to check with the teacher.

2. Teachersshould move around the room a lot, monitoring pupil's
seatwork and communicating to their pupils an awareness of
their behavior, while also attending to their academic
needs.

3. When pupils work independently, teacher should insure that the
assignments are interesting and worthwhile, yet easy enough to
be completed by each student working without teacher direction.

4, Teachers should keep to a minimum such activities as giving
directions and organizing the class for instruction.

55Niggins, Thomas W., "A Comparative Investigation of Principal
Behavior and School Climate", The Journal of Educational Research
66 (3}, (November 1972) pp. 103-05.
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5. In selecting pupils to respond to questions, teachers
should call on a child by name before asking the
question, as a means of insuring that ail pupils are
given an equal number of opportunities to answer
questions.

6. With Tess academically oriented pupils, teachers should
always aim at getting the child to give some kind of
response to a question. Rephrasing, giving cues, or
asking for new questions can be useful techniques for
bringing forth some answers from a previously silent pupil or
ong who says "I don't know" or answers incorrectly.

7. During reading group instruction teachers should give a
maximal amount of brief feedback and provide fast paced
activities of the "drill" type.96

McLaughlin and March analyzed in great detail the Rand Study which
was a Jlarge, expensive, four year, two phase study of federally funded
programs. This study is often referred to as the Change Agent Study.
The first phase of this study addressed those factors affecting the
initiation and implementation of local "change agent" projects. The
second phase of the study examined the institutional and project factors
that influenced the continuation of innovations after the special funding
was terminated.

In the first phase of the study, 293 local projects were surveyed,
and field work was conducted in 24 school districts. The second phase
of the study involved a survey of 100 projects in twenty states and
fieldwork in thirteen school districts,

The vresults of this study have been widely reported and
analyzed. McLaughlin and Marsh concentrated their attention on staff

development and its implications for education.

56Gage, N. L., "The Yield of Research on Teaching”, Phi Delta
Kappan 60:3 (November 1978) pp. 229-35.
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Among their many findings, McLaughlin and Marsh determined

1.
2.

The commitment of teachers to a change is vital,

Staff training was instrumental and vital to positive
student outcomes,

Skill, specific training of staff had a Timited effect on
student learning which ended or greatly diminished soon
after a project was ended. Skill, specific instruction was
defined as instruction given to staff on how to carry out a
new reading program, for example. It was what is regarded
as a typical staff development program. This approach did
improve the performance of student's test results, but only
in the short run.

McLaughlin and Marsh stated that, "Skill - specific training
activities only have transient effect because, by themselves,
they do not support staff learning and teacher change. The
training which teachers received under the group training
methods enabled teachers to implement the new programs, but
they did not necessarily constitute teacher assimilation of
the new techniques and procedures. "Thus, when the support
of the funded project operation were removed, teachers
discontinaed using the practices that apparently enhanced
student performance because they had never really learned
them in the first place."

In contrast to staff training or skill-specific training,
staff suppori activities, which involved actual classroom
assistance and evaluation, had strong positive and direct
effects on the Tonger term project outcomes,

The authors described it in this way: "Training is
essentially an information transfer -- providing teachers
with necessary techniques. But, as the first phase of this
study found, the process of implemention is a process of
mutual adaptation in which teachers modify their

practices to conform to project requirements and
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project technologies, are adapted to the day-to-day
realities of the school and classroom. Staff support
activities, in particular classroom assistance from
resource personnel and project meetings, can provide
the feedback project staff need to make these
modifications. Through these support activities,
skill -~ specifice training can be "individualized”
for project teacher in terms of timing and content
modification."”

The utilization of “on-line" assistance was of tremendous
importance to teachers in assimilating the changes in
their teaching necessary for the project, but this was
true only when the teachers involved deemed this
assistance to be helpful. "Numerous visits to the
classroom by district or project staff were counter-
productive when teachers did not feel they were being
helped. This assistance actually interferred with
project implementation.”

It was better for projects to use no outside consultants
than to use poor ones -- "and much better than to use
poor ones often.” Good consultants helped teachers

by providing concrete practical advise -- actually
showing them how to adapt project methods or materials
to their own situations. "Good consultants assisted
teachers in learning how to solve problems for themselves,
rather then by solving problems for them. Ineffective
consultants, on the other hand, often furnished advise
that was too abstract to be useful. Many of these

"noor consultants” were viewed by the project teachers
as being unwilling or unable to deal with young children
themselves. “Many were good philosophicaily, but not
practically, in the day-to-day approach and follow-up."

The more specific the goal or objective was to the
teachers involved, the higher the percentage of goals
achieved, the greater the student achievement results,
and the greater the continuation of usage of the methods
and materials after the project ended. Most particularly
of importance in regard to goal specificity was the
conceptual clarity of the goals, or “the extent to

which project staff are clear about what they are to do
and understand the rationale underlying project
activities." This conceptual clarity, it was found,
"must be achieved during the process of project
implementation -- it cannot be'given’ to staff at the
outset.

Teacher imputs can significantly improve the implementation
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of a project. Teachers are in a much better position
than anyone else to identify and recommend feasible
solutions to problems that arise. When teachers had an
opportunity to make decisions about the projects in
which they were involved, the implemented project was
jmproved, and, in addition, staff clarity was enhanced.
The very fact that teachers were asked for their advise
brought about a sense of ownership.

9. The attitude of the building principal was vital to
the success of projects. This was particularly true
in terms of whether or not a program was maintained
after a hoopla was over. Principals also played a
key role in the original implementation of a project.

10. The organizational climate of a school was a definite
factor in the acceptance or non-acceptance of a project's
goals, and in the continuation of the project's goals
after the project ending date. Good working relationships
among teachers "enhanced implementation and promoted
continuation of project methods and materials."

The quality of a school's organization climate --
whether teachers felt their school was a good school to
work in, had espirit de corps, was efficient, and was
managed effectively by the principal -- very definitely
influenced the cutcomes of the project goals.57

In Tooking at important tasks of teaching that make consistent
differences in what and how much children learn, Medley and Crook58
reported they found five distinguishable teacher tasks that displayed
such consistency:

1. Maintaining pupils task involvement,

2. Teaching in large groups,

3. Minimizing disruptive pupil behavior,

57McLauthn, Milbrey W. and David D. Marsh, "Staff Development
and School Change" Teachers College Record, Vol. 80, no. 1,
September 1978, p. 69-93.

58Medley, Donald M. and Patricia R. Crook, "Research in
Teacher Competency and Teaching Tasks", Theory Into Practice.
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Supervising pupil seatwork,

Managing small group activity,

Medley andCrook strongly concluded that the evaluation of teaching

performance should be based on success in performing tasks of teaching

rather than on competencies displayed or stated in ancther way,

teaching should be judged on the behavior of the pupils rather than on

that of the teacher.

David Berliner has been involved in the study of school effects

for over a decade. He has uncovered some impressive findings related

to effective teaching and learning. Here are a few of his major

conclusions:

1.

There is a positive relationship between allocated time and
achievement. Not every study shows it but in general, the
relationship between allocated time in an academic content
area and achievement in that content area is positive and
substantial.

A good number of empirical studies have been done which
consistently established and reestablish a substantial
relationship between engaged time -- the time a student will
attend to the instructional materials or activities in an
instructional situation and academic learning.

For younger students in general, and for students with
generally lower ability, a high level of success appears to
be a very important variable in learning. In the opposite
direction, it can also be said that materials and activities
that yield a low success rate for students are consistently
and negatively correlated with achievement.

Academic Learning Time {(ALT) or engaged time with materials
or activities that produce a high success rate that are
related to the outcome measures is persuasively connected
with student achievement.
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Opportunity to learn, combined with curriculum congruency

and content coverage are directly and positively related to
achievement. When students are given the opportunity to learn
what is being tested and the material is adequately covered

is total, high student achievement results are obtained.

A1l of these trends can be brought together under a characteristic
which Berliner refers to as "“divect instruction." This

attribute is characterized by a traditional classroom type
approach to learning incorporating a high degree of academic
orientation, teacher led, not "open" or "humanistic", where
instructional time and time on task and student involvement

is high, "Direct instruction appears to be gne of the most
powerful predictors of student achievement."9?

Rosenshine found that the follawing teaching characteristics

were related to student achievement.

].
2.

Classroom time is structured by the teacher.

Teacher devotes classroom time to reading and mathematics
instruction by means of textbooks, academic workbooks, and
verbal instruction.

Teacher assigns seatwork involving academic workbooks through
which students work at their own pace.

Teacher organizes students into small groups and supervises
their work.

Teacher directs activities without giving students choice of
activities or reasons for the selection of activities.

Teacher asks direct questions that have only a single answer.

Teacher encourages students to attempt to answer questions
even when they don't know the answer.

Teacher immediately reinforces students on the accuracy
of their answers.

Teacher asks a new question after student has given a correct
answer,

5gBerh‘ner, David C., "Using Research on Teaching for the
Impravement of Classroom Practice" Theory Into Practice.
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10.  Teacher gives the _correct answer after a student has given an
incorrect answer,

N. L. Gage61

found these school effects to be significently
important:

- Teachers should have a system of rules that allow pupils to
attend to their personal and procedural needs without having to check
with the teacher.

- Teachers should move around the room a lot, monitoring pupil's
seatwork and communicating to their pupils an awareness of their
behavior, while also attending to their academic needs.

- Teachers should keep to a minimum such activities as giving
directions and organizing the class for instruction. Teachers can do
this by writing the daily schedule on the board, insuring that pupils
know where to go, what to do, etc.

- In selecting pupils to respond to questions, teachers should
call on a child by name before asking the question as a means of insuring
that all pupils are given an equal number of opportunities to answer
questions.

- With less academically oriented pupils, teachers should always

60Rosenshine, Barak "Classroom Instruction™ in The Psychology of
Teaching Methods: The Seventy Fifth Yearbook of the National Society
for the Study of Education, ed. N. L. Gage (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1976) pp. 335-71.

®1cage, N. L. The Scientific Basis of the Art of Teaching {New York:
Teacher's College Press, 1979( p. 39.
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aim at getting the child to give some kind of response to a question.
Rephrasing, giving cues, or asking a new question can be useful
techniques for bringing forth some answer from a previously silent
pupil or one who says "I don't know" or answers incorrectly.

- During reading aroup instruction, teachers should give a
maximal amount of brief feedback and provide fast-paced activities of

the "dril1" type.

Summary of School Effects Research

While it is impossible to overlook the importance of a student's
background in the consideration of academic achievement, it appears
Tikewise foolish to overlook the overwhelming evidence that schools
and what occurs in them also bear heavily on what and how much children
learn, regardless of their aptitudes, home environment and socio-
economic situations.

In simple terms, the school effects research seem to condense
down to includethe following:

1. Individual schools differ widely in their academic success
after the elimination of student background factors.

2. The largest single unit for the effective utilization of
improvement techniques appears to be the single school --
preferably a small school.

3. Teaching techniques and materials appear to be strongly
correlated with student achievement.

4. The principal of a school is a key individual in the
determination of student achievement and school success.
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Section B
The Evaluative Role
of Priqcipa1s
in
Instructional Improvement

Many educators doubt principals have much impact on the academic
achievement of students. When one takes into account the portion
of achievement which can be explained by such factors as cultural,
societal, social, and home background, the relative effect of school
principals may, indeed, appear to be insignificant. But schools provide
the environment in which students with different characteristics,
backgrounds and motivation are formally taught academic skills. As
the administrative leader of schools, "principals have a tremendous
influence on the human environment within schools and thereforeon the
achievement of students.”62

There is a considerable evidence regarding the significant influence
the management system of an enterprise has on the effectiveness of that
enterprise as a whole.

"In particular, the rate of effective application of new
knowledge in the management system is characteristic of the

rate of effective application of new knowledge within that system
as a whole. Educational management can be viewed as an important

causal factor in the improvement or lack of improvement in education.’

The need to reduce the disparity between the Tevel of performance

of practicing school leaders and the expectations held for their

62yatthews, Kenneth M. "The Principal and Student Achievement"
Georgia Principal, 12:2 (Winter, 1976) pp. 29-38.

63K1epak, Daniel, Director, School Factors Influencing Reading
Achievement (Albany, New York: Office of Education Performance and

Review 1974).

63
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positions is crucial. Over the past two decades there has been
much activity to develop remedies to improve the conditions of education.
The years have brought forth massive federal efforts, substantial
foundation grants, and increased spending on the state and local
Tevels. "In our massive thrust toward educational improvement however,
it is a sobering fact that the educational leader himself has been
the most neg'lected."64

Recent studies sugoest that important differences in pupil
lTearning can occur between schools with nearly identical facilities,
staff and socioeconomic class of student enrollments. Differences
found by these studies were primarily attributable to the ieader
behavior of the principal and his or her staff. As Mi]lerss points
out, this relationship is now supported both by theory and research.
Improving skills of the principal may have a significant payoff in
improved student performance. Miller notes that modeling by the
principal is a powerful tool that places the administrator in an
excellent position to influence teacher behavior, and through this
the leader can affect pupil achievement.

As will be pointed out, there is widespread expectation, with few

dissenters within the educational world, that principals should and

64Barri11eaux, Louis E., John Schermerhorn, Jr., and J. Stevens
Welsh The Research Action Content: An Intervention Strategy in Educational

Management Development, 34 p. paper presented at the annual meeting of
The American Educational Research Ass'n (60th Washington D.C., March 31 -
April 4, 1975).

65Mi11er, William C., "Can a Principal's Improved Behavior Resuit
in Higher Pupil Achievement?" Educational Leadership, 33 (February 1976)
pp. 336-38.
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do provide instructional leadership. The continuing growth of teachers
is a central area of concern for the supervising principal. The role

of the principal as instructional leader would appear to be enhanced

in those schools in which instructional decisions are made at the building
Tevel. Mazzare11a66 suggests this as an important development which

could occur as, and if, decentralization of scheols occur. Purkerson67
also calls for more personnel at the building rather in the central
office to improve instruction. And as Paul Houts has written, "Autonomy,
with its accompanying responsibility is often a superb catalyst for
dynamic 1eadersh1p."68

If principals are to improve instruction then they must assist
teachers in improving their teaching, and this is an extremely complex

process.

66Mazzare]1a, Joann, “"The Principal's Role in Instructional
Planning" NAESP School Leadership Digest, 2nd Serijes, No. 8,1976.

67Purkerson, Ray, "Wasted Days and Wasted Nights: Role Perceptions
of Principals"” NAESP Bulletin 61 (December, 1977) pp. 26-29

68H0uts, Paul L., "The Changing Role of the Elementary School
Principal” National Elementary Principal 55 (November - December
1975) p. 68.



65

"Such work entails complex intellectual tasks of diagnosis;
interpretations and decision making which must be accomplished
quickly and publicly. While teaching involves confronting uncertain
practical problems, teachers typically have 1ittie time, or no
place, in which to reflect about their decisions. The workday
is an intense, continuous flow in which the teacher is constantly
on stage. Teaching, clearly, is stressful work."6%

“"Teaching is, after all, a craft; it involves interacting in
a direct, hands on way with the feelings, minds, expectations and
knowings of 1iving human personalities. But unlike other crafts --
painters or woodcarvers -- for example -- who receive visible
feedback on the consequences of each movement of their brushes or
knives -- teachers rarely see immediately the consequences of their
comments, questions, or gestures. Even in the aggregate, effects
of teacher acts are rarely discernible by way of the low inference
ohservations conventional in scientific endeavors. The work of
teaching consequently is highly intuitive. Teachers are obligated
to cultivate sound professional judgement -- the ability to act
upon decisions Uith minimal information and entailing ambigious
consequences,”

Teachers probably have a powerful motive for personal adequacy and
for the enhancement of the self that psychologistssay is the underlying

7 Teaching presents such frequent challenges

motive for all behavior.
to teachers that unless they were strongly motivated, they would not
strive for the competency, personal and professional strength vital for
a teacher's survival. Perhaps more than any other occupational group,

teachers are in a position to recognize that all persons have a need

69Zechman, Harry T., "Are Principals Competent in the Instructional
Leadership Domain" NAESP Bulletin, 61 (December 1977) pp. 21-25.

70sanders, Donald P. and Marion Schwab, "A School Context for
Teacher Development" Theory Into Practice 16:4 (December 1979) pp. 271-771

71

Sanders, et. al. loc. cit. p. 272.
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for personal mastery and coping ability. Although many teachers do
"retreat into indifference and detachment"72 the reason can be 1inked
as much to the way schools are organized as to any inadequacies of
teachers.

However, v*ile s h efforts as teachers might muster to improve
their performance could affect their individual classrooms, this
development is 1ikely to have very 1ittle influence on the total
performance of a school.

"If a given teacher's development affects only the teaching
done in a cellular classroom, it probably will have 1ittle influence
on the overall learning of even that class. The proportion of the
total school experience those students undergo in that single

room is relatively small; the impact of the institutional arrangements,
of the ethos of the school, and of the other teachers is considerably

greater."/3

The development of improved teaching skills for an entire staff
is a more complicated and demanding task than that required to assist
one teacher to improve, but the group effort is more likely to result
in significant and lasting improvement in the school's operation.74
The attitude, ability, and energy of the administrative and educational
leader of the school as a unit, thus, is vital to this expectation of

change. In order for the change to bedgin in a school the principal

must believe that he or she has the responsibility to facilitate the

72Combs, Arthur, et.al., Perceptual Psychology (New York: Harper
and Row, 1976).

73Janow’itz, Morris, Institution Building in Urban Education
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1969(.

M4sanders, et. al., ibid.
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development of the teachers. The authority of a principal is a necessary
requisite for this improvement in instruction, but as Markowitz
points out, such authority is two-pronged:
"Supervisors daily face the dilemma of authority. As

middle management personnel, they have two committments: (a)

to the achievement and survival concerns of educational

organizations and (b) to human concerns that revolve around

the feelings, worth, and independence of human beings."7>

Althouah teachers evaluation is not the only approach which
principals may utilize in the improvement of instruction, curriculum
reform, educational technology, and the development of "teacher proof"
materials all have the same goal, "the best way to improve instruction
is to improve teaching, and the only way to improve teaching is to

w76 The question which now, importantly,

change teacher behavior,
must be raised is "Do teachers need to have their skills improved?"
The answer to this question is obvious, since all behavior can
be improved in one dimension or another. More importantly, however,
teachers themselves see the overwhelming need for improvement. In a
study reported by Dols, 213 experienced teachers were asked if they
were teaching as well as they knew how, and all admitted that they

were not.77 In another article, Zelenak revealed that teachers want

75Markowitz, Shirley, "The Dilemma of Authority in Supervisory
Behavior" Educational Leadership 33 (February 1976) pp. 367-72, p. 367.

76Med]ey, Donald M., "A Process Approach to Teacher Evaluation"
National Elementary Principal 52 (February 1973) pp. 33-35, p. 34.

77Do]s, Richard A., Principal: Teacher of Teachers 7 page paper
presented at the NASSP Convention (Atlantic City, New dJersey, March 1-6,
1974) p.s.
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to be evaluated, but they approve of evaluation directed at the

improvement of their skills and not evaluations of their ability

wherein they must fear for their positions.78

It is very important to concentrate attention now on the object
of evaluations. Universally, it seems, the purpose of evaluation is
given to be the improvement of instruction. This in turn should
result in improved student behavior. However, it is important that
educators desiring the final outcome, improved student behavior, cannot
focus their attention on tests and student behavior. As Combs suggests,

teachers cannot be held accountable for the behavior of students any

more than anyone eIse.79

"Teachers can be held accountable for being informed on
subject matter. They can be held accountable for being concerned
about the welfare of students and knowledgable about their behavior.
They can be held responsible for an understanding of human behavior,
particularly behavior of their students. Teachers can be held
responsible for the purposes that they try to carry out and to be
aware of purposes., Finally, teachers can be held responsible for
the methods that they use in carrying out their own and society's
purposes. Teachers do not have to be able to guarantee outcomes;
rather"tgey must defend what they are doing in a professional
sense.

782e1enak, Mel J. and Bill C. Snider, "Teachers Don't Resist
EvaTuation - If It's for the Improvement of Instruction" Phi Delta Kappan
55 (April 1974),

79Combs, Arthur, Educational Accountability: Beyond Behavior
Objectives (Washington D.C. Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Develaopment, 1972).

80House, Frnest R., "Beyond Accountability" Professional Supervision
for Professional Teachers, ed, Thomas J. Sergiovanni (Washington, D.C.
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1975) p. 76.
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It is important to remember, however, as one views the teacher's
responsibilities for instruction, that if the teachers fail to measure
up to their responsibilities, it is the administrative Teader who
bears the final responsibility for the Tearning, or lack of it that
occurs in his or her school.

If improvement of instruction is to be the main purpose of the
evaluative function, who then should be involved in the process of
attempting to accomplish this purpose? While various views are held
regarding the answer to this important question, it is perhaps a moot
question in that in most $ituations the building principal is delegated
the sole responsibility for the effort.

"Primary responsibility for formally evaluating individual
classroom teachers in the school districts is undertaken by
principals in 92.5 percent of the elementary schools. One-third
of the school districts 'require teachers to evaluate themselves';
other school districts suggest it to teachers as an opti?n and
encourage them to share the results with the principal"8
Seventeen percent of the elementary schools in the responding

districts require student evaluatijon of classroom teachers as part of
the formal recorded evaluation. Many other school districts sudgest

or even require that students evaluate teachers but the results are

for the sole use of the teacher and do not become part of the teacher's

8]Ew;ﬂuating Teacher Performance (Arlington, Virginia: Educational
Research Service, Inc., 1978).
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personnel file. "Peer evaluation of classroom teachers takes place in

3.2 percent of the elementary schools. Parents participate in teacher

evaluation in 0.6 percent of the responding school districts.”82
According to one study, there may be a trend developing toward

using peers (the evaluation of one teacher by another) in the evaluation

process. According to NSPRA, teachers are receptive to the idea of being

evaluated by a peer, not only because they feel fellow teachers will be

more sympathetic, but because they believe that a fellow teacher is

more competent to judge what transpires in a classroom than an administrator

or supervisor who is less familiar with the classroom. Among the cited

drawbacks of peer evaluation are the following:

1. Administrotor: would have to find time and money to release
teachers fr *heir own classrooms to appraise fellow teachers;

2. Admini<ty .urs would have to train teachers in appraisal
skills an

3. Some teachers are reluctant to judge their fellow teachers.83

Although it might seem at first glance that an outside supervisor,
with sole responsibility for formative evaluation might appear to be
abie to do a superior job of teacher evaluation, particularly if the

supervisor has the necessary background and supervisory skills. And if

82Eva1uating_Teachers for Professional Growth: Current Trends in
School Policies and Programs (Arlington, Virginia: National School
PubTic Relations Association, 1974) 64 pp. p. 10.

83

Evaivating Teachers Berformance op. cit. p. 3.
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the role the supervisor accepts does not co-mingle the summative with
the formative functions, rarely does this position exist. The reasons
for the failure to utilize this concept may lie with the additional

costs that are involved, or they may be philosophical in nature.84

Thus, in general, either by design or fiat, elementary principals
are primarily and solely responsible for both the formative and
summative evaluations of teachers. What means does the principal use
in this evaluation process? How do teachers feel about the process?

What roadblocks do principals face that stand in the way of their
performing this role satisfactorily and what means must be taken by
principals to overcome these obstacles?

Jones sees the current method of teacher evaluation as . . . an
ongoing tradition having 1ittie relationship to instructional improvement.
He further suggests that neither the administrators who are doing the
evaluating nor the teachers who are being evaluated give much credence
to the current system of evaluation, which he claims is suited anly to
build evidence of poor teaching and is not used as an instrument to
improve instruction.85 McNeil makes implicit in his discussion of
teacher evaluation and improvement the contention that the present
evaluative procedures are for the most part objectionable to principals

84Eva1uating Teachers Performance op. cit. p. 3.

85Jones, Anthony S., "A Realistic Approach to Teacher Evaluation”
The Clearing House 46 (1972) pp. 474-491, p. 474.
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and teachers ah‘ke.86 An inspection of teacher evaluation systems
completed by the Natijonal Association Research Division in 1963, 1968,
and 1971 revealed that the usual approach to teacher evaluation is

for the building principal to periodically, although seldom regulariy,
fi11 out a check 1ist type form on which he or she indicates the degree
to which a teacher possesses the characteristics and skills listed on
the form.

87 the principal is still the best choice

According to Weisenstein,
to evaluate teachers, formatively and summatively, when consideration
is given to what they have to work with. Wayson indicated that the
principal will, in almost every school, play a key role for developing
that organization to achieve its goals. The strategies the principal
must utilize include:

1. The principal must have a program or he must appear to have a

proaram. The aurd of "knowing what he is doing” is invaluable

for building personal security and is essential for infusing

security and direction into an organization. It gains necessary
confidence from staff supervisors and constituents.

86McNei], John D., Toward Accountable Teachers, Their Appraisal
and Improvement (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc. 1971, p. 47.

8?1.-1e1'senstein, Greg T., "Teacher Evaluation: The Principals Role:
0SSC Bulletin 20:3 (November, 1976} 28 pp. p. 8.
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2. The principal must protect his teachers from the constraints
that now prevent them becoming the teachers who can function in
the school. He enables them to experiment and to utilize failure
constructively. He protects them from other school personnel

who claim to have superior traits. In fact, the principal will
be more hiohly taxed to protect his staff from forces within

the school system than from without.

3. The principal serves his staff as a resource gatherer. He
has to develop his own lines and sources of supply. He cannot
wait for the system to move at its own pace, particularly in
districts which are incredibly slow and stingy. He is able to
develop rewards for the types of behaviors required in the
schoo].

4. Above all, the principal is the truly educational organization
is a risk taker. He cannot fear for his job or his personal
security. He does not look for permission to educate or for

the methodology to do so. He unabashedly presents the school's
prablems to staff, superiors and citizens. He does not quail

before the public nor collapse for the first critic. The

principal will have to weigh and redirect criticisms and suggestions,
interpreting objectively and resisting the temptation to act
precipitantly. Hg must know -- through knowledge and intuition --
when not to act.®

While it is important for one to learn how principals should
ideally perform, it is equally as important to view their usual
performance. Young explains that the usual teacher evaluation system

works something like this:

"Once or twice a year the supervisor visit the teacher's
class, completes a lengthly check list {containing many 1items
which are superficial and irrelevant), calls a short conference
at which he presents his evaluation for a signature (after which
it will be filed) and turns to the teacher to ask if he has any
questions."89

88wayson, William W., Schools for Educating Responsible Citizens
for 2000 A.D. {March 1977) ED130321

89Young, David B., Effective Supervising Conferences: Strategies
for Modifying Teacher Behavior, 23 p. paper presented at the Annual
Conference of the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development,

Chicago, I1linois, 1969, p.3.
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Young calls for a new model in which the following activities
take place:

1. The principal observes and codes the teaching performance.

2. The principal provides feedback to the teacher.

3. Together they analyze the teaching behavior, patterns and
strategies.

4, The principal conducts training.

5. The teacher is aiven an opportunity to practice the new
behavior,

6. Follow-up observations are held with coding of the teaching.

7. The new behavior is analyzed by the two parties together.

8. The cycle is repeated as often as necessary.

Although this process appears to be a definite improvement on the
normal procedure described by Young, it still leaves many gaps,
particularly in the acceptance of what is observed, a definition of
terms acceptable to both, and an agreement on the evidence and collection
procedures.

Another current practice adopted by many elementary principals is
the avoidance of supervisory responsibility when aiven choice. Kowalski
states that when assistance is available, principals delegate the
responsibility for evaluation to an assistant in most cases.90 She
also supported the information given earlier in regards to who is

involved in evaluation. She reported that the principal in elementary

9OKowa'lski, Joan P. Sullivan, Evaluating Teacher Performance ERS
Report (Arlington, Virginia: Educational Research Service, 1978} 234 p.
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schools has primary responsibility for evaluation of teachers; one
third of the districts require teachers to evaluate themselves; and
three percent utilize peer evaluation.

If the information which Deal provides can be projected universally,
principals are even more dissatisfied with the system of teacher
evaluation than are the teachers., He also states that principals are
rarely evaluated by their superiors on their ability in this area,
but are "being judged primarily on their innovativeness and on their
ability to keep teachers and parents happy."gl

If keeping teachers happy is a goal of principals, then Guthrie's
description of the teacher's evaluation process is evidence of at least
one means utilized to accompiish this feat. Guthrie calls the process
"the ceremonial congratulations." He examined the written reports of
evaluations for fifty one teachers from a total sample of six hundred.

The observation reports were placed into a classification system ana

were viewed as either ritualistic or goal oriented. Ritualistic
statements were defined as those not directly or specifically dealing
with the improvement of instruction (i.e., "I enjoyed the class."

"A good learning environment existed."” and "I was pleased with my visit.")
Goal oriented statements were defined as those that referred to a

specific instructional situation wherein implicitly or explicitly an

attempt was made to improve educational practice.

9]Dea1, Terrence E., et.al., "Villians as Victims" Evaluating
Principals" Phi Delta Kappan, 59 (December, 1877) pp. 273-74.
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Another set of categories was established to examine evaluative
tone; that is the qualities of praise or criticism in the written
documents. Each statement was classified as positive, negative or
neutral in these terms.

These authors hypothesized that:

1. Ritualistic statements would appear more often than goal
oriented statements;

2, Statements will tend to be positive rather than negative
or neutral; and

3. Ritualistic statements will be positive.g2

Al1 three of these hypotheses were sustained; 86 percent of all
the statements were ritualistic and 14 percent were goal oriented;
72 percent of the statements were positive, 28 percent neutral or
negative. While 72 percent of the ritualistic statements were positive,
only 51.5 percent of the goal oriented statements were coded in that

category.

"In the inquiry, we have found that one aspect of principal-
teacher interaction, principals written reports of classroom
observation is pervaded by ritualism, a ritualism that tends to
be positive or lauditory in tone, not critical. Thus, the title,
the ceremonial congratulations."

"The ceremonial congratulations plainly is functional for
the principal-teacher relationship; it can be viewed as one form
of adaptation on the part of principals that guards the delicate
balance in role relations between themselves and teachers. 1Its
consequences for students are less clear. In any case, the
observation report is unlikely to be a vehicle for the promotion
of serious dialoague on instruction between principals and
teachers."

92{:1'uthr-'ie, Harold D. and Donald J, Willover, "The Ceremonial
Congratulative: An Analysis of Principals" Observation Reports of
Classroom Teaching" The High School Journal, Volume LVI, 6 pp. 286.
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"We realize that the observation report may be but a pale

shadow that fails to reflect a far richer and more goal oriented
interaction, but that possibility seems remote to us. Also, we

are aware that teachers are, to a certain extent 'on stage' during
observations, Yet these possibilities only buttress the conclusion
that the present system of classroom observation gs essentially un-
important as a method of improving instruction."?

Goldstein continues to berate the present system of evaluation:

Many supervisors are insufficiently expert in academic

areas they are asked to supervise.

wh

There is 1ittle genuine trust in the supervisory process
ich is viewed by teachers as far more evaluative than helping.

The supervisory process is too frequently regarded as a

pro forma exercise by supervisors and teachers alike -- a
genteel kind of understanding that either both parties agree

or

they agree to disagree. Changes of behavior seldom result

from this kind of 'detente’.

Experienced teachers are the most bOEﬁd with the process

and sadly are the least 1ikely to change.

Singing the same essential tone, but in a different key Cummings

and Schwab contend that the appraisal process,

50

"often tends to flow only from the superior to the subordinate
that the latter feels he/she must defend himself/herself and to

justify his/her actions. On the other hand, the superior also
feels uncomfortable because often he or she does not puiasess
adequate appraisal skills, objects to making judgements about

s5u

bordinates, and rga]izes that he/she may not be able to implement
5

remedial measures."

In

1.

93

94
Teacher
95

Determi

an interesting dissertation, Gosling found that:

Principals met minimal requirements for evaluation;

loc cit. pp. 284-90.

Goldstein, William, "An Enlightened Approach to Supervising
s" The Clearing House, 46 (March, 1972) pp. 391-94.

Cummings, L. L. and Donald P. Schwab, Performance in Organizations:
nants and Appraisal {Glenview, I11inois: Scott Foresman and

Company

» 1973) p. 105.
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2. Evaluation tended to be directed toward positive reinforcement;
relatively few direct criticism of teacher's work were found;

3. Little difference was found for evaluations of tenured versus
non-tenured teachers;

4. Principals used coping mechanismsto ease their evaluative
responsibilities including qiving a significant amount of
praise and finding reasons other than the teacher to
explain inadequate or poor performance; and

5. Principals failed to evaluate in selected areas.96

Strong support for the importance of expertise and specificity

as a basis for working with teachers on instructional problems was
the focus of another study's results. This study also showed that
the principal was one of the least likely persons to whom teachers
would go if they had a problem.®’

Principals may view themselves as instructional leaders but teachers

tend to view them more as managers. While 81% of the principals, in

98 saw themselves as instructional leaders,

the study by Seifert and Beck
only 31% of their teachers saw them in this 1ight. The majority of

the principals polled said they spend less than 50% of their time on

9560511nq, Arthur W. Teacher Evaluation: An Examination of Formal
Expectations and Actual Content, Unpublished Ed.D. Dissertation, Indiana
University 1978, 103 pp.

97(‘or'don, Dick, The Importance of Administrative Expertise in
Instructional Leadersh1p, 23 p. paper presented at the American Educational
Research Association Annual Meeting (55th, New York, February 4-7, 1971).

9Bseifert, Edward H. and John J. Beck, "Elementary- Fincipals:
Instructional Leaders or School Managers?" Phi Delta Kappan, 62
(March 1981) p. 528.
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instructional activities and 67% indicated they would iike to spend

more time at this role. Teachers felt in 28% of the cases that principals
chose not to focus on this role, but 40% felt that principals were
overburdened by time constraints which prevented more activity in
instruction. In regards to evaluation, 73% of the principals contacted
believe they can help teachers improve their instructional skills

(females more than males). Principals with less experience seem more
Tikely to see the need for a pre-observation conferance. Also, principals
of smaller schools are more likely to see the advantage of this technique.

99 claims that there is evidence showing that rating scales,

Popham
used by principals for evaluating teacher performance, are sufficiently
correlated with pupil growth to warrant their widespread use; the
results are typically inconsistent and confusing says the author.

The attitude that teachers have toward the evaluation process is

100 comparing attitudes of

important apparently. Zelanak and Snider
teachers found that teachers who believed that the purpose of the
evaluations was for improving instruction as opposed to being used
for administrative purposes were more positive toward the

evaluation process.

99Popham, W. James "Pitfalls and Pratfalls of Teacher Evaluation"
Educational Leadership 32 (November 1974) pp. 141-146,

100Ze]anak, Mel H. and Bill C, Snider, "Teacher Perceptions of
the Teacher Evaluation Process" California Journal of Educational
Research (May 1974) p. 117.
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sergiovanni says:

"By and large the teachers we have now are the teachers we
will have in the years to come. It is wishful thinking to assume
that schools will improve or that changes will be accepted more
readily by infusion of substantial 'new blood' into the schools.
Improvements must be made by relying on the teachers we now have.
Thus, keeping teachers in effective service as interested, growing,
and highly motivated individuals becomes a prime focus of
supervision."

"Few other fields can match 'the Tabor intensive record of
public education in that four out of five dollars spent in education
are spent on salaries for teachers.' Further, schools are
organized so that teachers have wide discretion. Indeed discretion
actually increases as one moves down the educational hierarchy
into the classrooms. The less visable one's job is to other adults,
the more discretion he or she has., Teachers can behave pretty much
as they wish providing that' . . . they do not noticably violate
accepted precepts of normative or organizational order."101

This labor intensive nature of education combined with such
stability of teachers provides problems for supervisors says the author.

"In the final analysis it is what the teacher decides to do
day by day with students in the ciassroom that really matters and
this daily encounter needs to be the focus of change. If we fail
to reach this daily encounter, we have dealt only with structural
change but not internalized change. While the structural changes
seem to be very widespread and even if it seems that a school has
changed dramatically, the teachers and administrators in those
schools may not have changed much at all. They still see students
the same way; they may still be working under the same assumptions;
and for all interests and purposes their behavior and their effect
on students may vary little from previous modes. We have been
fairly successful in implementing structural changes; as a consequence
we have gained 1ittle in the process. Internalized changes, on
the other hand, have the capacity to reach the school where it
counts -- in what teachers believe and how they behave,"102

1O]Sergiovanni, Thomas J., Professional Supervision for Professional
Teachers, (Washington, D.C., Assooiation for Supervision and Curriculum
Bvelopment, 1975) p.S5.

1Oeloc.cit., p. 6.



81

“"The evidence is mounting that significant changes in school
effectiveness will not come about as a result of increasing
salaries of teachers, reducing the work load, introducing clerical
assistants, using performance contracts, and the like. These all
contribute a certain amount of effectiveness but their potency
cannot compare with powerful socio-psychological factors, such as
internal committment and motivation to work. The highly motivated
teacher must become a high priority concern of supervisors,
administrators, and teachers who are internally committed and
motivated to work."103

In an important and extensive look at the importance of supervision
as a tool for the improvement of instruction; Parsons reveals that
professionals need supervisory help for two reasons:

1. To assure that the goals of the organization (school) are

being met; it has been shown that professionals working in
a service organization are helped by supervisory practices
which identify and clarify the organization's goals.

2. To help the organization serve the individual and society:
supervision which helps professionals work more effective1y104
also enhances the quality of service offered to the public.

Parsons cites several roadblocks to effective supervision and
evaluation:

1. Professionals may interpret attempts at influence as an
invasion of professional prerogatives;

103,5¢.cit., p.7.

104Parsons, Llewellyn, Evaluation of Teacher Performance, 21p
paper presented at the International Congress on Education {(Z2nd
Vancouver, British Columbia, June 17-20, 1979) p.12.
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2. Heavy administrative demands on the time of teachers may
prevent effective evaluation of performance;

3. The supervisors lack of power influence and authority to
meet new demands of teachers make him ineffectives

4, An overemphasis on evaluation as a bureaucratic dimension
may mitigate against the principal, and;

5. Styles and behaviors of supervisors which are incongruent
with teacher expectations may cause rifts between the principal
and teachers.105

Removing these roadblocks to the effective supervision of teachers
requires that the effective principal must ascertain that:

1. Help is given to teachers by suggestion, advice, and
consultation;

2. The method and content of help relates to the teacher's own
qualifications;

3. The styles and behaviors of evaluation of performance are
congruent with what teachers expect;

4. The power of the principal is based on influence from personal
competency rather than from a structural line relationship;
and

5. The necessary evaluation is aimed at improvement of instruction --
it avoids checklists ?nd rating scales and it is infused with
humanistic practices.106

The style of supervision stressed by Parsons, which he calls "the

personal and institutional growth style", maintains that after the job
content and objectives of the school have been established, the most
jmportant activities of the principal include:

1. Helping the teacher make the widest use of his talents and
ideas;

105100.cit.;p.14
106,14,
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2. Permitting and encouraging the questioning of accepted
practices and routines by teachers;

3. Helping teachers identify organizational goals and student
needs;

4, Helping teachers understand the student's environment; and

5. Clarifying and sharpening the_teacher's thinking about
problems which confront them,107

In an interesting study done in New York which involved 336

108

randomly selected elementary schools, Hain and Smith found some

disturbing facts which may be important factors relating to poor
school performance.

~- The size of the schools in this study were larger than
normal; only three percent had an enrollment between
200 and 400 pupils; 28 percent were between 400 and 600;
36 percent had 600 to 800 and 33 percent had enrollments
of over 800. "It would seem that the elementary schools
are larger than the generally recommended size. The sheer
size of the administrator's supervisory role appears to be
unwieldy. Unfortunately, the burdens of administration
are not being shared in that 76 percent of the responding
principals do not have any administrative help. More than
half of the principals reported that they alone are
responsible for the evaluation of 30 - 50 teachers and 13
percent for more than 50 teachers. These responsibilities
for evaluation and supervision of the increasing numbers of 109
teachers can only lead to superficial help from the principal.™

~- The ratio of teachers to principal were reported to be 1-20
in 30 percent of the schools, 1-30 in 30 percent of the
schools, 1-40 in 19 percent of the schools, 1-50 in 15 percent
of the schools, and more than 1-50 in six percent of the schools.

107100.01’1‘.., p.18.

]OBHain, John H. and George J. Smith, Evaluation of Teachers: The
Principal's Dilemma, 8 p. paper presented to the U.S.Department of
Health Education and Welfare, Office of Education, 1969 EDO)3490.

109

loc.cit., p. 1-2.
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-- Two thirds of the districts provide principals with written
procedures and standards to use in teacher evaluations. The
tools of evaluation consist basically of 'Rating Forms"
where the evaluator checks or writes comments about various
aspects of teaching.110

-- Less than half of the principals in the study (41 percent) gave
teachers prior notice of an impending supervisory visit. "Many
principals feel that notice will produce a 'canned' lesson
and does not reflect the day to day activities of the normal
classroom."

--  Principals tend to visit probationary teachers more often
then tenured teachers,

~~  The time spent in teacher evaluation varies from under ten
minutes to all morning or all afternocon; 60 percent of the
principals reported they observed teachers for twenty to
forty minutes at each occasion; 12 percent from ten to
twenty; and 12 percent from 45 to 90 minutes.

-~  Formal observation is normally followed up with a conference
between the principal and the teachers.

-~ Only a few teachers invite principals to visit their classroom.
--  Principals generally felt that they were doing an effective
job in eva1ua§ing teachers; on1¥]?ine percent said they were
not pleased with their efforts.
Gilbert Austin described three roadblocks to effective supervision
by principals; he said that in a study of 619 principals nationwide,
the respondents cited lack of time due to other administrative responsibilities
as the primary reason for lack of supervision. Another roadblock was
the lack of preparation in supervisory strategies and skills which the

.. . . I . cos 112
principal receives in training for his or her position.

1105 ped.

Whoe.cit., p.5.
112Austin, Gilbert, "Exemplary Elementary Schools and Their

Principals; Principal {Michigan Elementary and Middle School Principal's
Association) LVI (February, 1980) p. 19-21.
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Haskins supports the views of Austin in regards to the pre-service
training of elementary school principals. He states that elementary
principals are placed in classes with all other educational administration
hopefuls and that those interested in becoming a principal "were not
considered as worthy of attention as those who were seeking to be a
syperintendent, a commissioner of education, or a management t:onsu]tant.“”3

In reviewing the course content of the universities preparing
principals for their jobs, Haskins found that all of them offer theory
courses but few courses available to principals were of a practical
nature. The only pre-requisite for entry into a course was the
consideration of educational administration as a possible objective.

Haskins decried the fact that the completion of a course of study in
educational administration becomes tantamount to certification that
the graduate is prepared to practice in a certain profession.114

Parker Damon agrees that "people with degrees in educational
administration are no better qualified for the principalship than
they would be they had received a degree in another field or none

1.”115 Parker insists that preservice education is not the answer

at al
to providing better supervising principals. "The demands of particular

administrative positions are too specific for existing educational

]]3Haskins, Kenneth W,, The
Programs: The National Elementary Principal 57:3 (March, 1978) p.45.

11410c.c1‘t.p.40.

]150amon,Parker, "Inservice Bluew" The National Elementary
Principal 57:3 (March, 1978) p.45.
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administrative programs to address, and the positions themselves are

changing too rapidly for any program to do more with than speculate on

116

their nature. In pleading the case for better inservice programs

for principals, he states:

"A principal who takes graduate courses at night or during
the summer, attends conferences and conventions, or participates
in other professional 'extraprincipalship' activities is thought
not to need additional inservice support. But these activities
are often structured in Keeping with what someone else -- a
superintendent or school board -- thinks will be beneficial.
Only a fortunate few are accorded the professional freedom and
responsibility to determine and plan what best meets their own
needs as a principal, -- Or, once a principal has been given one
chance for professional development, the district sees no need
for follow-up support. In short, inservice often amounts to no
more than the sporadic efforts a district makes when it thinks
it can afford to do so."117

"The most significant reason for not improving inservice programs
for principals says Damon, "is, simply that there is nothing to

n118 The majority of districts are not providing principals

improve.
with anything resembling an adequate inservice program according to

the author and yet, he says that,"Inservice for pricipals, along with
inservice for teachers, will improve the quality of children's education
far more than any new preservice training, managerial techniques or

curriculum package ever cou]d."”9

11610c.cit. p.47.
1171oc.cit. p. 48.
]1810c.cit. p. 49.

1191oc.c1't. p. 50.
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In a study from The Best of the Best of ERIC, it was reported

that one group of researchers found that, "Principals may be able to
improve both teaching and teacher satisfaction simply by increasing

the frequency of eva]uation.“]20

The authors of this study reported
that there was 1ittle agreement between principals and teachers
regarding the extent to which teachers knew what information and
criteria were used in evaluation. Teachers were believed by principals
to know more about the evaluation process than they really did.
Although the principals in this study felt that teachers would not
like frequent evaluations and would tend to resist them being done
more frequently, they discovered that the teachers responded favorably
to the increased number of evaluations, especially in their perceptions
of improved teaching resulting from this practice.
Zechman reported that teachers, principals and superintendents
too, all believed that principals should spend more time on instructional
leadership activities, especially on staff supervision.lz}
Rothberg, et.al. concurred and stated: "If administrators intend
their assessments of teachers to improve classroom practice, observations

and follow up conferences should be more frequent and lengthy, but less

threatening.” In this study, 205 elementary and secondary educators

1201bg_Best of the Best of ERIC, Thompson, June E., Dornbusch,
Sanford M. and Scott W. Richard, "Failures of Communication in the
Evaluation of Teachers by Principals, Technical Report No. 43" (Eugene,
Oregon: ERIC Clearinghouse on Educational Management, 1979, page 413)

121Zechman, Harry T. "Are Principals Competent in the Instructional
Leadership Dormain?", NASSP Bulletin, 61 (December, 1977) p, 414.
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formed that conclusion, 90 percent of whom were classroom teachers with
an average of 5.9 years of experience. Eighty-four percent of the
teachers involved indicated that they were observed three or fewer
times per year.]22

In this study, nearly half the group saw the post-observation
conference as the vehicle most likely to bring about change in the
classroom performance and result in instructional improvement. But,
only half of the respondents indicated they were ever helped by post-
conference suggestions, primarily due to the lack of specificity of
the conference remarks. Forty two percent of the teachers of this
study called for classroom observations which are more frequent, longer,
more informed and less threatening. The teachers and principals of
this study concurred in their feelings about the value of in-service
programs which stiress self-evaluative componen¢gg:123

In looking at some techniques which a principal might use to improve
the effectiveness of his or her supervisory practices, Woolman strongly
suggests that video tape reproductions used as an in-service agent and
as a data-gathering devise to capture actual classroom teaching methods

can be most effective. In her study, Woolman found that young teachers

were more apt to learn faster from this approach, but more experienced

122Rothberg, Robert A, and Lila L. Buchenan. "Teacher Perceptions
of Teacher Assessment", Phi Delta Kappan 62:7 {March, 1981) p. 527.

123

ibid.
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teachers adapted the learning more effectively to the classroom s1'1:uat1'on.]24
Do principals or headmasters from private schools operate any
differently than their counterparts in the public sector? The review of
selected research implies not really. Nostrand reports that although
headmasters feel that the improvement of: instruction is an extremely
important primary function, they do not work at this activity as much
as they would like. It appears from this report that headmasters do not
visit classrooms any more frequently than do public elementary principals
and 1ikewise they do not perform other instructional leadership functions
125

up to their expectations.

In his book, Selection and Evaluation of Teachers, Bolton describes

in detail six factors which hinder the evaluative process in education:

1. A general lack of certainty regarding the criteria, the
measurement process, and the procedures for analysis and
interpretation of data;

2. The evaluator's dislike of being in a position to manipulate
or adversely affect other people's lives;

3., Afearof precipitating an unpleasant reaction on the part
of the person being evaluated. This reaction then prevents a
relationship conducive to helping the individual improve;

]24woolman, Lorraine, The Effect of Video-Taped Single Concept
Demonstrations in an In-Service Program for Improving Instruction,

s

(Houston, fexas: Bureau of Educational Research and Development
University of Houston, 1969 68 pp.)}.

125Nostrand, Petie F. Headmasters: In Theory and Practice,
73 page report, 1973 EDO77140.
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4. A lack of ability to cope with the weaknesses of the individual
in terms of organizational needs and his ability to improve.
This is sometimes Tinked with a failure to communicate to
the individual the necessity of dealing with both individual
and organizational problems;

5. A failure to see the relationship of evaluation of others to
the purposes of the evaluation; and

6. An inabi]ity]§8 organize time so that adequate observations
can be made.

Bolton supports the contentions of others that "Effective evaluation
of teachers is dependent on both an adequate quality and an adequate
quantity of communications between teachers and principa1s."127
The ability of a principal to obtain satisfactory results in changing
the teaching habits of teachers is dependent upon the specificity of
the goals, agreement on the goals and perceived adequacy of the
evidence provided."128

Bolton reiterates the findings of others reported in this review
by saying that accountability (summative evaluations) and assistance
(formative evaluations) should not occur at the same time. Too, he
says, the rating scale type of evaluation should not be used and he
also emphatically states that a "teacher with an unfavorable attitude

benefits less than one who views evaluation positive]y."]zg

126Bo]ton, Dale L. Selection and Evaluation of Teachers (Berkely
California: McCutchon PubTishing Corporation, 1973) p. 96.

127
128
129

Toc.cit. p. 97.
loc.cit. 'p. 98,
loc.cit. p. 102.
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Madeline Hunter believes that teaching behavior, not teachers must
be evaluated. She states that, "Teaching is behavior and can best be
improved through anralysis of that behaviorﬂfkﬁbnter proposes that
teaching behavior should be interpreted and categorized in three ways:

1. Those behaviors that promoted learning;

2. Those behaviors that used precious time and energy yet
contributed nothing to Tearning what was desired; and

3. Those behaviors that, unintentionally, actually interferred
with Tearning.

In an article supportive of the concept of micro-supervision,
Bradley stated:

"Evaluation, regardless of by whom it is conducted, is only
as threatening as its purpose. It is quite possible for the
supervisor to develop the safe environment in which evaluation is
welcomed as help. It is imperative, however, that evaluation be
completely removed froT ?11 administrative purposes for such a-
environment to exist,"!3
Bradley advocated that the principal should work on one skill or

concept at a time, using video tapes preferably, to guide the teacher
to look for ways and places in which the particular skill being sought
could have been used, Within this process, the supervisor should never
tell the teacher what he or she did wrong, "There is 1little rocom for

the connotation of ‘right' or 'wrong' in the helping process.”132

]BOHunter, Madeling, Six Types of Supervisory Conferences,
Educational Leadership, February, 1980, p. 409.

13]Brad'ley, Curtin H., "The Helping Conference in Micro Supervision,"
Journal of Industrial Teacher Education, 12 (Fall, 1974) p.6.

1320c. it p.7.
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Effective questionina techniques and proper data enable the
supervisor to focus the teacher's attention to teaching behavior
that warrants consideration.

133 and

Mjcro counseling techniques were supported by Ivey
A1len and Ryon!34 The important focus is on the attempts to improve
only one but not more than two aspects of teaching at one time,

In one of the most quoted books on principals, Becker, et.al.,
identified eight characteristics of principals who were "Beacons of

Brilliance" among "Potholes of Pestilence." These were:

1. Most did not intend to become principals; they would have
continued teaching but were persuaded to become principals;

2. Most expressed a sincere faith in children;

3. They had an ability to work effectively with people and to
secure their cooperation

4. They were aggressive in obtaining solutions for the needs
of their schools; :

5. They were enthusiastic about their jobs;

6. They were committed to education and could distinguish
between short and long term goals;

7. They were adaptable; if they discovered something wasn't
working they could change; they were also non—conform1st
who did not always use the proper channels to accomplish
tasks;

]331vey, A.E. Microcounseling: Innovation in Interviewing Training

(Springfield, I11inois: Charles C. Thomas, 1971) p. 130.

134A11en, D.W. and K. Ryon, Microteaching (Reading, Mass.:
Addison-Wesley Publishing Co., Inc., 1969) p. 163.
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They were able strategists who were able to id?ggify their
objectives and plan the means to achieve them.

Summary of the Evaluative Role
of Principals
in the Improvement of Instruction

This section of the review of the literature dealing with the

instructional Tleadership of the elementary principal has focused on

the philosophical, the real, and the ideal roles of the principal in

his or her attempts to improve instruction. In general, the literature

supports the following general conclusions:

1.

2.

135

Principals should be directly involved in the evaluation of
teachers;

Principals must strive to separate the evaluative from the
improvement seeking aspects of evaluation -- i.e. summative
versus formative evaluations;

Principals must strive to promote a receptive attitude
on the part of teachers for evaluation;

Principals must deleagate responsibility for other
administrative functions to teachers, secretaries, and
other co-workers to enable themselves to have the necessary
time to supervise instruction;

Principals must develop and communicate concrete goals
to the others involved in his or her school;

Principals need to believe that their efforts can make a
difference in what children learn:

Principals need to focus their supervision on teaching
behaviors rather than teachers and preferably on one
behavior at a time;

Becker, Gerald, et.al., Elementary School Principals and

Their Schools: Beacans of Brilliance and Potholes of Pestilence (Eugene,

Oregon: University of Oregon, 1971) p. 2-3.
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8. Principals should utilize a clinical approach to supervision;

9. Principals should evaluate teaching more often, preferably
monthly or even more often than that;

10.  Principals should not look to graduate programs or university
courses or conferences to improve their supervisory skills;

11.  Principals should realize that teachers really want to
be helped to improve their teaching.

Section C
Clinical Supervision

The term "Clinical Supervision” was created by Dr. Morris Cogan
to describe a particular method of supervising instruction in a class-
room. The work "clinical” has caused much controversy in the literature,
but Cogan chose it because it was the most accurate way he discovered to
differentiate between other methods of supervision and his specific
method, and because there is no other word that comes close to describing
the method as accurately.

Clinical supervision has to do with face-to-face relationships
between principal or supervisor and teacher; it has nothing whatsoever
to do with medical treatment or pathology. Clinical supervision is an
analysis of teaching by both parties after observation, with the analysis
concentrating on behaviors the teacher considers appropriate.

136 137

According to Cogan and Goldhammer the following are values

and rationales for clinical supervision:

136Coqan, Morris, Clinical Supervision, (Boston, Mass.: Houghton
Mifflin, 1973).

137G01dhammer, Robert, Clinical Supervision (New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1969).
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1. Respect for the teacher as a human being is the first
principle of clinical supervision;

2. The supervisor's role is to secure the committment of the
teacher -- not to coerce or threaten. Decisions to utilize
new ideas or techniques are the teachers;

3. The supervisor's role is to help increase the teacher's
freedom to act selif-sufficiently in the classroom;

4. Clinical supervision is primarily concerned with the teaching
act, with the improvement of instruction as its ultimate
objective;

5. The supervisor bases his or her practice first of all upon
objective data about classroom teaching and interaction,
drawing interpretations, assumptions and hypotheses from
this data; and

6. A1l individuals are idiosyncratic in terms of individual
1ikes and dislikes and the supervisor, above all, is no
exception; therefore he or she must present factually
what he or she sees and hears to the teacher and the
teacher makes the decision about changes in classroom teaching-
Tearning procedures, nct the supervisor.

Richard Weller in his book about supervision produced a 1ist of
even more specific aspects of clinical supervision; he called them

Essential Characteristics and Assumptions of Clinical Supervision:

1. The improvement of instruction requires that teachers
know specific intellectual and behavior skills;

2. The primary function of the supervisor is to teach these
skills to the teacher;

a. Skills of complex analytic perceptions of the
instructional process;

b. Skills of rational analysis of the instructional process
based on explicit observational evidence;

¢. Skills of curriculum innovation, implementation, and
experimentation;

d. Skills of teaching performance.
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3. The supervisory focus is on what and how teachers teach; its
main objective is to improve instructicn, not to change
the teacher's personality;

4. The supervisory focus in planning and analysis is best anchored
in the making and testing of instructional hypotheses based on
observational evidence;

5. The supervisory focus is on instructional issues that are
small in number educationally vital, intellectually accessible
to the teacher, and amenable to change;

6. The supervisory focus is on a constructive analysis and the
reinforcement of successful patterns rather than on the
condemnation of unsuccessful patterns;

7. The supervisory focus is based on observational evidence,
not on unsubstantiated value judgements;

8. The cycle of planning, teaching, and analysis is a continuing
one that builds upon past experience;

9. Supervision is a dynamic process of give and take in which
supervisors and teachers are colleagues in search of mutual
educational understanding;

10. The supervisory process is primarily one of verbal interaction
centered on the analysis of instruction;

11, The individual teacher has both the freedom and the
responsibility to initiate issues, analyze and improve his own
teaching and develop a personal teaching style;

12. Supervision is itself patterned and amenable to cgmparab]e
processes of complex perceptions, rational analysis, and
improvement;

13.  The supervisor has both the freedom and the responsibility
to analyze and evaluate his own supervision in a manner
simiTar to & ggacher's analysis and evaluation of
instruction.]

138Heller, Richard H. Verbal Communications in Instructional
Supervision (New York: Teachers College Press, 1971) pp. 19-20.
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Clinical supervision is a complete process of supervision
characterized by highly recognizable actions:

1. In the first phase, the teacher meets with the supervisor or
supervisors to discuss the intent of a specific lesson and
also the teaching strategies that will be used in the lesson.
One of the main objectives of the pre-observation conference,
aside from encouraging an individual teacher to clearly
analyze his or her teaching objectives and strategies, is to
permit the supervisor to become familiar with the intents of
the teacher so that he or she will be more knowledgable
when the lesson is viewed.

2. The second phase of the clinical supervision process is the
actual classroom observation., The supervisor arrives in the
classroom with recording instruments ranging from videotape
to paper and pencil. Generally the supervisor collects data
for the entire lesson. The recording instruments are used to
register directiy observable actions and interactions of
pupils and teacher; when pencil and paper are utilized, the
verbatim words of pupils and teacher usually make up the bulk
of the supervisor's record of the events.

3. In the post-observation analysis phase, the supervisor puts
the fragmented data into patterns for observation. The
importance given to the establishment of patterns is based upon
the beljef that patterns of repeated teaching behaviors have a
much greater impact on pupil's learning than occassional,
isolated teacher inputs,

4. The analysis of instruction which takes place between the
teacher and the supervisor is the next phase of clinicail
supervision. In this phase the teacher and supervispr analyze
the lesson. Although there is no single :accpetable means to
conduct this analysis, generally the teacher and supervisor lay
out patterns which they observed and the discussion proceeds
from this basis. Strengths and weaknesses of teaching are
thus explored. The session is intended to be helpful and
generally positive. The analysis generally takes place as
soon after the lesson as possible so that the impact and
proceedings of the lesson are fresh in the minds of the
participants. The supervisor never makes criticisms! It is
hoped that the teacher's instructional needs will be met as
the teacher sees them. The goal of this analysis session is to
have the teacher arrive at ways in which he or she could improve
his or her teaching, with assistance from the supervisor if
desired by the teacher. The end of the analysis session thus
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becomes a pre-observational conference to establish what will
be next observed by the supervisor and hopefully accomplished
by the teacher.

5. The important Tast phase of clinical supervision can be called
the post-conference analysis. The supervisor may have video
taped the post-observational conference he or she had with the
teacher, audio taped the conference, or kept notes. The
supervisor then, either alone or preferably with his or her
supervisor or perhaps even the teacher reviews the methods
employed by the supervisor in the conference. The supervisor
grows through discovering the opportunities he or she missed to
make an important point to a teacher and also from seeing how
his or her guidance a§§§s¥aﬂ the teacher to obtain insights into
the teaching process.

UTtimately, it is the intention of clinical supervision to strengthen

the teaching abilities of teachers which should in turn result in
improved learning for students. Just how successful has the clinical
supervision process been in accomplishing this goal?

According to Denham, there is ample evidence of the neglect of in-
class supervision, but she says, "although the knowledge/data base for
instructional supervision is virtually non existent, a methology for in-
class supervision has evolved that seems to have potential for genuinely

improving instructional practice, improving supervisory practice and

]39Moors, James J. and Anthony P. Mattahana, Clinical Supervision:
A Short Description (Hartford, Conn.: West Hartofrd Public Schools,
1970)pp.3-9.

140Hu11, Ray and John Hansen, Classroom Supervision and Informal .
Analysis of Behavior: A Manual for Supervision (Eugene, Oregon, University
of Oregon, 1974) pp. 4-10.
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providing a needed data base for research in supervision." She refers
to this process as the clinical supervision cycle "with its provisions

for continuities and inputs substantial enough to make a lasting

difference in the teacher's behavior."14]

McKay indicates that principals should be the supervisors used in
the cycle of clinical supervision but cautions principals who are not
adequately trained.

"Not all school administrators possess the skills or
attitudes which make good clinictans. Some of them are
unlikely to be sensitive enough to individual, as opposed to
organizational needs to be successful counselors. Moreover,
their skills in observing classroom teaching may be severely
limited - - -. Principals who lack skills should attempt to
acquire them; but having failed to acquire them would be 142
well advised to stay away from clinical supervision . . ."

In reporting an extensive analysis of the various forms of
supervising and improving instruction, Reavis conciuded:

“While all of the articles cited have the above factors as
their main tenents, they all fall short because of a shallow
level of conceptualization. Each writer has his own pattern or
variant, but only clinical supervision has been developed for more
than a decade and is supported by a substantial body of literature
and research. Only clinical supervision has been developed by an
elite corps of professionals. Clinical supervision meets or
exceeds expectations in the evaluation of instruction. Ciinical

]41Denham, Alice, "Clinical Supervision: What We Need to Know
About the Potential for Improving Instruction,"” Contemporary Education
49 (Fall, 1977) pp. 33-37

]42McKay, D.A, "Clinical Supervision: The Principals Role" in
J. J. Bergin; ed. School Program Accountability. The 1971 Leadership
Course for School Principals Lecture Series (Alberta, Canand: Alberta
University, 1971) p. 31.
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supervision, providing clarity and specificity in in-class
supervision, has the potential to accomplish what all evaluation
attempts to improve the quality of instruction provided to children.

In other related studies of the effects of clinical supervision,
Seager concluded that from the use of video tapes of supervisory
clinical conferences, that principals who had experience in clinical
supervision "demonstrated a degree of subtlety and sophistication
that was lacking entirely in those who were unfamiliar with clinical

nl44 145

supervision. Harty and Ritz described various studies supporting

many aspects of clinical supervision. Sirois found that “"supervisory
non-directive behavior in conjunction with the clinical model of

supervision was most consistently associated with significant changes

146

in student and teacher behaviors." Blumberg and Amidon reported that,

"supervisors who emphasized indirect behaviors tended to receive high

ratings from teachers on productivity. Teachers felt they learned most

143Rea\n‘s, Charles A, "Clinical Supervision: A Timely Approach,”
Educational Leadership, February, 1976, p. 363,

]44Seager, G. Bradley, Jr., A Feasibility Study for Diagnostic
Analysis of Taped Supervisory Conferences, 7 p. paper presented at the
New England Educational Research Organization Meeting {Provincetown,
Mass., May 2, 1975) ED108376 p. 5.

]45Harty, Harold and William C. Ritz, "A Non-Evaluative Helping
Relationship: An Approach to Classroom-Oriented Supervision," Educationai
Prospectives 15 (May, 1976) pp. 15-21 -

]4681rois, Herman A., The Effects of a Clinical Model of Supervision
Teacher Types, Supervisor Types and Styles on Changes in Teacher and
Student Attitudes and Behavior, (Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation,
University of Missouri, 1975) p. 187.
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about themselves as teachers and as individuals from clinical

conferences."147

148 surveyed a group of teachers and supervisors trained in

Martin
the clinical supervision process and used as a comparison group a
similiar number of non-trained teachers. Martin found that trained
teachers believed their normal evaluation was more helpful to them than
did the untrained teachers. Also, the trained teachers were more likely
to accept evaluation as a basis for instructional improvement as well as
for tenure and promotional decisions than were the untrained teachers.

In another study of the effects of clinical supervision, Boyon and

143 found that supervisors trained in the clinical supervision

Copeland
model were able to help teachers make significant improvements in a
variety of teaching behaviors,

In an analysis of principals' use of clinical supervisory practices
Dangel, et.al. found that the teachers receiving such guidance found

supervisory visits and conferences to be very helpful and motivating.

]47B]umberg, Arthur and Edmund Amidon, "Teacher Perceptions of
Supervisor-Teacher Interaction," Administrator's Notebook 14 (1965)
pp. 1-8.

]48Martin, Gary S. Teacher and Administrator Attitudes Toward
Evaluation and Systematic Classroom Observation (Unpublished Ph.D.
Dissertation, University of Oregon, 1975) p. 194,

]4gBoyon, NMorman and Willis Copeland "A Training Program for
Supervisors: Anatomy of an Educational Development", Journal of
Educational Research 68 (1974) pp.100-116.
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The authors concluded that:

"If observations and feedback to teachers are based on
objective criteria, if they are coupled with helpful
suggestions and if positive feedback is used to focus on the
skillful aspects of a teacher's performance, then they can be]50
successfully and favorably executed by the school principal."

In still another study Nasea found that:

"Direct input into classroom instructional process constitutes
the most frequently occuring set of responsibilities by supervisors
and is also perceived by teachers as the most valuable source of
assistance from supervisors.”

The author concludes by stating,

"Implications for the educational change process are obvious.
Classroom teachers view direct assistance in the form of demonstrations
in their own setting and prescriptions around their own instructional
problems as the most valued sources of assistance from elementary
supervisors. General assistance in the form of curriculum writing
and planning is viewed as Tess he1?fu1 than assistance around specific
problems encountered by teachers."151

150 Danger, Richard F., Conrad, Rodney J. and B. L. Hopkins, "Follow-Up
on In-Service Teacher Training Programs: Can the Principal Do It?" The
Journal of Educational Research 72  (November-December, 1978) p. 72.

]51Nasea, Don "How Do Teachers and Supervisors Value the Role of
Elementary Supervision?" Educational Leadership 33 (April, 1976)
pp- 513-]80
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The findings of the authors just cited were supported by Martin,

152 153 154 157

er.al., Harris, MacDonald, Knop,155 Diamond,156 and McNergney.
Perhaps, however, no other educational leader has done more to
promote clinical supervision as a scientific means to promote superior
teaching than has Madeline Hunter, Hunter has methodically researched
or promoted research on teaching and supervision and has done more to
advance this process than perhaps any other single person. If the
basis for supervisory acts must rest upon research into the effects of

teaching behaviors then Hunter has provided education with an excellent

152Mart1'n, Yvonne M., Usherwood, Geoffrey B., and Socratic
Rapagna, "Supervisory Effectiveness" Educational Administration Quarterly
14 (Fall, 1978) pp. 77-88.

]53Harris, B.M, and W.R. Hartgraves, "Supervisor Effectiveness? A
Research Resume," Educational Leadership 30 (1972} pp. 73-79.

154MacDonald, J.B. "Knowledge About Supervision: Rationalization or
Rationale?" Educational Leadership 23  (1965) pp. 161-163

]SSKnop, C.K., "Developing a Model for Student Teacher Supervision,
Foreign Language Annals 6 (December, 1977) pp. 623-38.

]BBDiamond, Stanley, "Micro-Supervisory Experience, Humanistic
and Clinical Format," NASSP Bulletin {March, 1980} pp. 25-29.

157McNergney, R.F. "Personalizing Teacher Development: An
Adaptive Supervisory Process," Paper presented to the Mid-West
Educational Research Association, (Chicago, I1linois, 1978).
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framework around which the acting principal can become an instructional

1eader.158 159 160 161 162 163 164 165 166

In an exceptional textbook, Sergiovanni and Starratt describe
the c¢linical supervision process and support its practices through

theoretical as well as practical means.168

158Hunter, Madeline, "Research -- The Fountainhead of School
Improvement," California Journal of Educational Research, January, 1975.

159Hunter, Madeline, Motivation Theory for Teachers (E1 Segundo,
California: TIP Publication, 1969.

160Hunter, Madeline, Teach More -- Faster, (E1 Segundo, California:
TIP Publications, 1969).

161Hunter, Madeline, Reinforcement Theory for Teachers, (E1Segundo,
California: TIP Publications, 1967).

162Hunter-, Madeline, Retention Theory for Teachers, {E1 Segunda
California: TIP Publications, 1967).

163Hunter, Madeline, Teach for Transfer {E1 Segundc, Catifornia:
TIP Publications, 1971}.

]GqHunter, Madeline, "The Science of the AFt of Teaching:, from
Controversy in Education, {Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: W.B.
Publishers, 1974).

]65Hunter, Madeline, Prescription for Improved Instruction (E1
Segundo, California: TIP Publications, 1976).

166Hunter, Madeline, "Appraising the Instructional Process", Resources
in Education (Washington, D.C.: ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher Education, 1977).

]67Hunter, Madeline, "Appraising Teacher Performance: One Approach',
National Elementary Principal 52 (February 1973) pp. 60-62

IGBSergiovanni, Thomas and Robert Starratt, Human Resources
Supervision and Organizational Leadership (New York: McGraw Hill
Book Co., 1979).




105

In the process of answering the question, "Should we abotiish
or retain the principalship?". Gallo states that "In my estimation,
there exists in today's school organization a frightening inadequacy
of specialized training and an abundance of natural talent on the part

1."169A1though the principal of today

of the elementary principa
has become more and more a manager rather than an instructional leader,
this is due to two factors: (1) his formal training and (2) his on the
Jjob experiences. According to Gallo, most principals have received
their formal trainina prior to the time that clinical supervision
came into being, and even when they did receive training in clinical
supervision they were usually discouraged from practicing it by the
managers of education already in place. Gallo advocates an in-service
program of huge magnitude toc remedy the situation. He admonishes the
elementary principal to spend not more than "one fourth of their
precious time allocation" on managerial functions, and insists that
"Political realities dictate that we must work through, rather than
circumvent, the principalship."170

In looking at how much time principals should devote to clinical
supervision Acheson stated,

“We have asked hundred of school administrators how much of
their time they ought to spend working with teachers and how much
time they do spend. The answers vary, but 'ought' averages more

than 50 percent whereas 'do' averages less than 20 percent (and
that, we suspect is generous.)

1698a1]o, Vincent A. Should We Abolish or Retain the Principalship?
14 p. paper presented to the Oregon School Study Council, Eugene,
Oregon, April, 1970. p.1.

17010¢c.cit. p.10.



106

If all supervisors spent 20 percent of their time on the
activities described in this book, we_believe the quality of
teaching would rise significantly."171
Anderson also decried the fact that clinical supervision took a

back seat to other administrative roles. He emphasized that this type
of supervision should become "the major focus of each principal’s

w172 He also bemoaned the fact that colleges and universities

endeavors
offer courses in supervision but that the quality of such course work
is usually poor. He,too, encouraged local in-service programs and

even presented an outline for a "modest" proposal by which principals

could train themselves.

Summary of the Review of the Literature Focusing on Clinical Supervision

From this rather extensive look at the Titerature discussing
clinical supervision certain factors stand out:

1. Clinical supervision is still a relatively new concept
(originating about 1969) and since it usually takes a
considerable period of time for educational innovations to
become widely accepted it is stiil in the act of becoming a
reality.

2. Clinical supervision is a well conceived, theoreticaily
based program of teacher supervision.

3. Research evidence seems to support the fact that clinical
supervisory techniques if properly used, can significantly
affect teaching behaviors and even attitudes.

171 pcheson, Keith A. and Meredith Gall, Techniques in the Clinical
Supervision of Teachers: Preservice and Inservice Appiication
{New York: Longman, Inc., 1980) p. 188.

]TZAnderson, Robert H, "Improving Your Supervision Skills", The
National Elementary Principal 56 (June, 1979) 42-45,, n, 43.
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4, Clinical supervision is a very important means wherby the
elementary principal can begin re-entry into the
instructional leadership domain,

Section D
Other Material Related To This Study
William Pharis and Sally Zakariya produced a survey analysis

called The Elementary School Principalship in 1978: A Research Studg.]73

From this study we can get a good look at the composite elementary
school principal. According to the author, the typical elementary
school principal of 1978 is described thusly:

"He is a white male, 46 years old and married. He has a masters
degree, and his professional morale is high. He feels secure in his
job and sees the el?ggntary school principalship as his final
occupational goal."

"The typical elementary school principal has been a principal
for ten years, five of which he has spent in his present assignment.
A1l of his experience as a principal, in fact, has been in the school
district where he now works.

Before he became a principal at the age of 33, he had seven
years of experience as an elementary schoc! ctassroom teacher.

The typical principal relies on other principals and on teachers
as his main source of ideas. He feels that classroom teaching and
his on-the-job experiences as a principal have been the most va1u?9%e
contributions to his ability to succeed in his present position."

I73Pharis, William L. and Satly Zakariya, The Elementary School
Principalship in 1978: A Research Study ({Arlington, Virginia:
National Association of Elementary School Principals, 1979)

174

loc.cit. p. 1.

17510(:.c1't. p. 19,
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"In 1978, the typical principal earned $21,500 for an eleven
month work year. He had a written contract, which specified his
salary, benefits and working conditions. He has never had a
sabatical leave.

His salary and fringe benefits are probably determined solely
by the school board and/or the superintendent, but he would prefer
that they were determined by formal collective bargaining or by an
administrative team,"!76

"The typical principal administers one school, which includes
kindergarten through grade six. The schoo]l is more iikely to be
situated in a rural or suburban community than an urban area. It
enrolls 430 pupils and employs 18 full time teachers, of whom more
than 90 percent are women. There is no assistant principal, but
there is a librarian and several other professionais who are eijther
full time or part time employees. Happily for the principal, there
is a full time secretary.

The typical principal believes he has a good relationship
with teachers in his school and a good relationship with both the
superintendent and the school board. He also believes that his
school| offers an outstanding program of special education for
handicapped students.

The typical principal spends 45 hours a week at school and another
five hours in school-related activities. He has primary responsibility
for supervision and instructional improvement and plays a significant
role in the selection of the faculty in his school. He probably
rates beginning t?99hers every year and experienced teachers somewhat
less frequently."

"The typical principal works in a scheool district with a total
enrollment of 5,000 students. He feels that he has been given enough
authority to deal with the responsibilities placed on him and that
he has 'some' influence on decisions about elementary education in
the district."178

"Despite rumblings of public discontent with the schools, the
typical principal feels pretty good about the education today's school
children are getting, He believes that students are learning more in
school| than they did ten years ago and doing at Teast as well on

17610c.cit. p. 35.

]7710c.c1t. p. 49

I78}0c.c1t. p. 71
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basic skills. What is more, his school is not having trouble with
decling scores on standardized achijevement tests, and he reports
l1ittle or no problem with drugs, sex, violence, censorship, or crisis
management at his school.

But that is not to say the typical elementary school principal
has no worries. Indeed, he has serious trouble dismissing teachers
who cannot or will not, do their jobs. And he also finds managing
student behavior a serious problem. In fact, he believes that the
general behavior of pupils in his school is worse than it was ten years
ago.

The typical principal is also rather pessimistic about federal
funds for education. In comparison to state and local education
dollars, he feels the federal government is giving him less for his
money and wanting more."

This gives one a very capsulated look at the typical national
elementary principal in 1978, but does his counterpart in Michigan
vary widely from this national perspective. According to studies
done in Michigan, there is strong correlation with the national
figures, but if anything, the school enrollments of Michigan schools
are less than tnat of the national 1eve15.180
It is interesting to note that the median sized school in the

national study was 300 - 399 and more than 40% of all schools sampied

were between 300 and 499.181
It is also an interesting note that 17 percent of the principals

of the 1978 study of the principalship by Pharis reported that they

1791oc.c1t. p. 95,

180.Jenmngs, James M., The Elementary School Principalship in
Michigan (Fast Lansing, Michigan: Michigan Association of Elementary
Scﬁooi Principals, 1972} p. 13.

1810p.ctt.p. 52.
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had at least one teacher on their staff who had previously failed
in another assignment and was transferred to his school for another
chance; 35 percent of the group of principals polled have two or more
such teachers. The principals felt that 75 percent of these teachers
would faii."182
In the Jennings study it was found that Michigan principals
desired to work more with their teaching staffs and to spend
more time on program development and curriculum. Most of the
principal's time in Michigan was likewise spent on organization
and management detaﬂs.]B3
Jennings also found that principals in Michigan viewed
themselves as "heads of their schools with considerable authcwi’cy."]84
This was especially true in regards to the selection of teachers
for their staffs.
The national study by Pharis and the Michigan study by Jennings
both found an increasing responsibility on the part of the elementary
principal for teacher super\ﬂ'sion.]85

18210c.c1‘t. p. 60,

]83Jennings, op.cit. p. 33.

184
185

ibid.

Pharis, et. al., op.cit. p. 63.
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ln a study by Bardersan, the author reported in his survey of 426
teachers in 41 schools, that the reason teachers acquiesced to principal
demands was their perception of the principal's expertise rather than
any rewards or punishments. This finding has a clear implication;
principals can no longer control others through the use of pure power'.]86

In another study of authority, Peabody examined and compared
perceptions of the basis for authority in three public service
organizations, a police department, a welfare office and an
elementary school. He concluded that "teachers seem to value authority
of competence over authority of person, position or 1eg1‘t1‘macy."]87

The proper authority base upon which instructional supervisors
should provide support service was the focus of a dissertation by

168 This 1975 study of Tennessee teachers revealed conclusively

Proud.
that teachers did not receive the support service they needed or
desired in instruction.

A significant relationship was found to exist between the

perceived basis of authority and the provision of support services

'868a1derson, James H. "Principal Power Bases: Some Observations”,
Canadian Administrator 14 (April, 1975) pp. 1-5.

]87Peabody, Robert L. "Perceptions of Organizational Authority:
A Comparative Analysis," Administrative Science Quarterly 6 (March, 1962}
p. 467,

]BBProud, James R. A Study of Instructional Supervisory Support
Services and Basis of Authority as Perceived by Teachers in Tennessee
{Unpublished Ed.D. Dissertation, The University of Tennessee, 1978)
194 pp.
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to teachers. Also a significant relationship was discovered between
the perceived authority base and the years of teaching experience

of the teachers. A much larger percentage of teachers who indicated
their supervisor's basis of authority was person based and/or
competency based rated their supervisors high in both quality and
quantity of services provided.

The conclusions of this study stressed that school systems
should empioy instructional supervisors and principals with expertise
in dealing with classroom instruction and school systems should
examine their ranks for supervisors with human relations problems
and provide remedies for these people if discovered.

It appears from this research that principais even play a
role in the amount of reading done by teachers. In a survey of 741

189found that 50 percent of the respondents

Tennessee teachers, George
read professional journals far less than 30 minutes a week and five
percent reported that they didn't read them at all. The more
education a teacher had, the more they read. However, time spent at
reading education journals was positively related to years in teaching
and encouragement to read by the school principal and discussion of
journal articles at staff meetings.

Principals should not wait for superintendents to see the need

for their (the principals) in-service or development. Another

researcher found that superintendents, as a group, have not initiated

ﬂ89George, Thomas W. "Teachers Tend to Ignore Professional
Journals," Phi Delta Kappan 6 (September, 1979).
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a process for the professional development of their principals.

Further, this study showed an inability on the part of superintendents

to even relate the necessary skills principals should possess, let

alone any knowledge of what would best provide for the needs of

principals, and the superintendents could not evaluate to what degree

principals possessed these skills. It is,therefore,unlikely that super-

intendents will act to provide the in-service needs of the principals.190
In a Took at what principals saw as the greatest area of need

for in-service, Gallegos found that principals most often cited

personnel management, staff personnel service, curriculum and

instruction, and school-community relations as being of greatest need.

Principals valued off campus courses for credit, institutes, seminars

and workshops. Principals saw 1ittle value in non-credit courses and

in large group situations.]gl
In her dissertation, Clayback investigated the identity and

classification of behaviors of elementary school principals in the

role of instructional leader in helping teachers to the successful

resolution of an instructional problem. Clayback concluded that the

190Paziotopoutos, James A. The Role of Selected Suburban Cook
County Superintendents in Providing Ways for Improving the Professional
Skills of Principals (Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, University of
ITTinois, 1979), 194 pp.

19]Gahegos, J. Gene, Renewal Education for Elementary Scheol .
Principals in the Denver Pubiic Schools (Unpublished Ed.D. Dissertation,
Colorado State University, 1980).
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successful principal participates in virtually every aspect of the

instructional process with teachers cooperatively.1g£

In a scorching report on the extent to which principals are
involved in instructionai decisions in schools, Packard found that:

"The enduring urge to bring to bear regularly expert and
reasoned infiuence on teaching is not an idle design. Yet, for
a variety of reasons, teachers seem especially unsuited as objects
of routine bureaucratic or professional review. They lack a set
of acceptable practices which might serve when displayed as evidence
of acceptable instrumental conduct. In the ecology of their setting
faculty members as well as from their hierarchical supericrs. The
interdependence of their tasks is so slight as to minimize the need
for work related contacts and clever mechanisms that coordinate the
timing, pacing and substance of their contributions. So buffered
from the vagaries of uncertain influences, teachers are relatively
free to estabiish 1d1gsyncrat1c classroom routines. This can be a
source of concern."!

"supervision of instruction (or teaching) is generally recognized

as one of educations most prominent non-event."194

Nonethetess, tne absence of supervisory activity in schools is
well documented and while publically lamented, it may be privately

we]comed.“|95

19‘{{21ayback Jean B. Instructional Leadership Behavior of
Selected Elementary School Principals (Unpublished Ed.D. Dissertation,
State University of New York at Buffalo, 1977). 113 pp.

]93Packard John S, Supervision as Administration: The Central
Structure of the School, (Eugene, Oregon Center for Educational
Policy and Management, April, 1976)

194

fbid.

1951b1d
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Tnis study by Packard concentrated on who really makes the
decisions concerning:

1. the content of daily lessons,

2. when and how iong subjects are taught,

3. teaching materials to be used, and

4, methods of instruction to be used.

Predominately, the decision type pertaining to instruction in
roughly 55 percent of all cases was teacher discretion. No real
differences were found in open versus traditional schools in this
regard,

In looking at bounded discretion, Packard concluded, "The
extent to which the principal collaborates with individual teachers
about instructional affairs is trivial -- the relative proportion
of decisions of this type never exceeds two percent."196

In regards to the amount of direct influence principals exert
on instructional decisions, they seem to have made about eight
percent of the instructional decisions in conventional schools and
a little less than this in team schools. "Clearly, principals do
not play a major role in the governance of instruction —-."]97

It is unfortunate that Packard could not measure and did not
attempt to measure the degree to which principals had already
influenced the decisions teachers made in instruction by and through

1965h 54,

197 p4d.,



116

the individual and group “"teaching of teachers" that occurs
between principal and teacher. Although all may make the decisions
one choses at any moment, the basis for those decisions may rest
with previous learnings for which another may be privately responsibie
and yet that person might not be given credit for this influence.

A study of decision-making by principals rather than teachers
was undertaken by Cross who stated that "A reasonable hypothesis
stemming from these data would be that the norms to which these
principals attend are those that are generated within their own
building rather than those generated by the hierarchy."

"A second feature of the data worthy of notice is the rather
rapid pace of decision making by the principals with concluding
decisions coming soon after the problem stimuli. It seems likely
that this rapid pace derives from a large problem volume which
principals typically handle. A previous study has previously
indicated that principals handle an average of approximately 100
problems per day. Under such conditions it can hardiy be expected
that principals reach decisions through the ggéiberative, self-
conscious classic steps in decision making."

Thus it would appear that principals make the majority of
their decisions through prior experience dictates or intuition.

In a Targe study conducted in Texas, 400 teachers were asked
six major questions involving their elementary principal or feelings
about the principalship. The findings of this study were surprising,

even to the author, in that there appeared to be a large amount of

1QBCross, Ray, A Description of Decision Making Patterns gg
School Principals, 15 p. paper presented at the American Educational
Research ?ssociation Annual Meeting, (55th, New York N. Y., February
4-7, 1977).
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negative feelinas towards principals, much more so than ever could

be expected. In answer to the question, "How do elementary principals
spend their time?" these 400 teachers saw the principal largely

doing clerical work, handiing severe discipline cases, confering
with parents and observing some cilassrooms. When asked what kinds

of principals activities have been most helpful to them, the teachers
responded primarily by saying (a) being available to confer with,

(b) working with severe discipline problems, {c) obtaining needed
materials and supplies, and (d) conferring with parents and students.
The next question was "How should the ideal principal spend his
time?" and the responses were almost identical to the answers to

the previous question: Be around when needed (fireman), maintain
discipline, supervise the school (for discipline), and do clerical
_work! Some functions occasionally mentioned for the ideal principal
were curriculum planning, leading in new ideas and information,
evaluating and conferring with groups and individuals. It seems

that these sometimes-mentioned-ideas are those suggested by most
theorists to be ideal role functions of a principal.

When the 400 teachers were asked "What could principals do to

be of most help to you, they answered (a) be available for emergencies,
(b) be a rock, (c) be a discipline leader, (d) while half the
respondents wanted more classroom visits, half wanted less or none,
te) have increased converences with the teacher. The question "what

principal activities actually impair your teaching effectiveness?”,
was likewise interesting., The major items iisted by the teachers

were: {a)} too many faculty meetings, (b) too much paperwork, and
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(c) unannounced classroom visits. The last question asked the
teachers to describe tne ideal elementary principal, and actually
they described to some extent the principal outlined by Pharis
and Zakariya as "typical," except it was interesting to note that
among the personal characteristics given for the elementary principal,
noteable by their absence were intelligence, agressive leadership
ability and creativity.1gg
In an address to NAESP National Convention, Robert Krajewski
presented evidence of a study conducted that showed principals and
teachers were largely in complete agreement with respect to both
the real and ideal roles of the principal. However, the real
scale and the ideal scale for both teachers and principals have
almost negative correlation which means that principals are doing
200

one thing but wanting to do another.

A poll taken by the National Elementary Principal showed that

the respondents favored the internship as the best training means
for the principalship and most felt that teaching was an absolute
pre~-requisite. When asked what aspects of the principal's role

deserved attention throuah in-service workshops, heading the 1ist

was teacher evaluation, followed by curriculum development and

199Stokie, W.M. Fred, Four Hundred Elementary School Teachers
Look at the Elementary School Principalship, 11 p. paper (Canyon,
Texas: West Texas State University, 1978},

200Krajewski, Robert J. Role Implications of a Rank Ordering
Process by Elementary Principals, 16 p. paper presented at the
Annual Meeting of the National Association of Elementary School
Principals (Las Vegas, Nevada, April 18-22, 1977).
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leadership deve]opment.zm
Looking at the question of the necessity of classroom teaching
experience for elementary principals, Krauser found that administrators

felt classroom teaching experience was valuable primarily when
supervising children, doina demonstration teaching or selecting
audio-visual materials. This study showed that principals saw on-
the-job experience, district in-service programs and even graduate
courses in administration as more important than classroom teaching

exper'ience.zg2

203 205 206

Studies by Eder, B]anchar'd,204 Tyron, and DeSautel

201"Pre—Service and Inservice Poll Results" The National
Elementary Principal: 56 {(June 1978) p. 3.

202Krauser, David J. The Validity of Classroom Teaching Experience

as a Pre-Requisite for the Elementary Principalship, (Unpublished Ed.D.
Dissertation, University of Northern Colorado, 1978).

203Eder, Dolores M., An Analysis of the Supervisory Activities
of Elementary Principals in Selected Districts of DuPage County in
T11inocis, (Unpublished Ed, D, Dissertation, Loyoia University of
Chicago, 1979) 305 pp.

204B'lanchar'd, Linda L. The Leadership Effectiveness of
Wisconsin Elementary School Principals (Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation
University of Wisconsin at Madison, 1978), 187 pp.

205Tyron, Gaylord F. Role Perceptions of the Elementary Scheol
Principal as Perceived by Superintendents, Board Presidents,
Secondary Principals, Elementary Teachers, and Elementary Principals
{Unpublished Ph,D. Dissertation, Iowa State University, 1978) 122pp.

2060e53ute1, Rodney A. Administrative Role Perceptions of
North Dakota Elementary School Principals as Related to Five
SeTected Dimensions of Administrative fFunction (Unpubiished Ed.D.
Dissertation, The University of North Dakota, 1970 97 pp.
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all found that the ideal role for the elementary principal was that
of an instructional leader and that while some principals saw
themselves functioning ideally in this role, most felt that the
ideal was still out of reach for the time being. These principals
were surprised that superintendents saw them in much the same light
as they saw themselves. These studies also indicated a need for in-
service for principals, especially in how to perform supervisory
functions.

While tenure teachers are only evaluated by principals usually
once annually or one time every other year most often, and non-

207

tenured teachers see the principal two or three times a year, a

Phi Delta Kappan articlie by Deal, et. al., found that principals

too are dissatisfied with the frequency and quality of their
evaluations. The principals criticized the means by which evaluations
of their performance was conducted and the Tack of agreed upon
criteria used in the process. When asked how they, the principals,
would improve the process of their evaluations, they stressed the
following:

1. There should be more frequent on site visits;

2. Specific evaluation criteria should be mutualiy developed
which should refliect a balance between performance and
outcome measures;

3. Procedures for obtaining information should be improved; and

4. Principals should evaluate one another.208

207

EBBDeal, Terrance, et. al. "Villians as Victims: Evaluating
Principale,” Phi Delta Kappan 59 (December, 1977} pp. 273-74.

Evaluating Teacher Performance op. cit. p. 3.




While it is clear from this research that little emphasis is
actually centered on the principals role in instructional improvement,
and too much emphasis is placed on summative evaluation of staffs,
principals would do well to look at teacher complaints in regards
to their practices of evaluating staff.

Brown, in an interesting dissertation, found that elementary
school principals most often delegated responsibility to others in
the area of instruction and curriculum development, whenever this
was possible. This was true even though the principals involved
all stated a preference for instruction and curriculum development.

The author did not posit any reason for this delegation of responsibi11ty.209

In another study involving the amount of time principals
actually spent on supervision as opposed to the time they would
prefer to spend on this activity, Altman found, as other have, that
there was a significant difference between the actual and ideal
roles of principals. In an interesting sub finding, however, he
also discovered that principals of schools with Tess than 600 students
spent significantly more time in classrooms than did principals of

large scht}o]s.210

209Brown, Larry. H. A Study of the Delegation of Administrative
Tasks by an Elementary School Principal in a Selected Florida Public
School” (UnpubTished Ed.D. Dissertation, University of Florida, 1978)

176 pp.

2h0A1tman, Robert 7. Elementary Principals Time Usage in the San
Diego City Schools {Unpublished Ed.D. Dissertation, Northern
Arizona University, 1978) 123 pp.
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The question of the degree to which teachers are involved in
the determination of the supervisory focus was addressed by Blumberg,
and Cusick in 1970, and the authors found that supervisors give
their own opinions and ideas four times as often as they ask for
teacher views and they tended to dodge legitimate teacher complaints
and concerns. The authors found that teachers are usually passive
participants in the evaluation process and that the majority of
evaluative conferences concentrated on issues other than instructional
concerns. "Game playing" seemed to be the overall conclusion of
what happened between principals and teachers during evaluation
confer-encezs.zn1
Following up this study, Blumberds book on supervision indicated
that supervisors seem to be out of touch with classrooms. "Supervisors
play a democratic game," says Blumberg, "but they really don't
mean it."znz
In an interesting dissertation, Patterson found that the
principals of larger districts appear to be better instructional leaders than

their counterparts in smaller districts. What can be implied from

this?

2q1B1umberg, Arthur and Phillip Cusick, "Supervisor-Teacher
Interaction: An Analysis of Verbal Behavior," Education 91 (November/
December, 1970) pp. 129-31.

2n2 . . ‘vate Cold
Blumberg, Arthur,Supervisors and.Teqchers. A Private Co
War (Berk ey, California: McCulehan PubTishing Corporation, 19740 p. 15-16.
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"Perhaps the principal in a larger system is more 'systematized.'
The processes have been ingrained since his/her teaching days. It
is not necessary to manufacture a system that works when one is already
functioning nicely."213

In a study which compared the practices of outstanding principals,
as named by their superiors and other principals, Blair found
several interesting differences that existed. "Outstanding" principals
were significantly different from other principals in their:

1. perceptions of the aims of evaluation -- as being supportive
of improved teacher performance;

2. choice of criteria for evaluation -- they more often looked
for teacher creativity and teaching techniques whereas
other principals focused on discipline and appearance of
classrooms;

3. perceptions of the need for frequent and'direct administrative
involvement with the teacher; and

4. perceptions of the need for evaluation on a continuous 214
and reqgular basis throughout the duration of a teacher tenure.

Hetzel found that the post conference was viewed by teachers to

215

be the most helpful evaluation supervisory technique, However, the

2”Patterson, John P. A Descriptive Analysis of the Instructional
Leadership Activities of Elementary Principals (UnpubTished Ph. D.
Dissertation, University of Oregon, 1977). pp. 112-113.

21481air, Alice E. An Analysis of Teacher Evaluation Practices
in the Chicago Public Schools (UnpubTished Ed.D. Dissertation, Loyola
University of Chicago, 1978) 228 pp.

215Hetze], S.5.J. Sister Marie Albert. Role Perceptions and Attitudes
of Supervisors, Principals and Teachers Toward Supervision in the Elementary
Schools of the Archdiocese of Philadelphia (Unpublished Ed.D. Dissertation
Temple University, 1978) 327 pp.
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teacher involved had not experienced a pre-observation conference
and Knorr found that:

1. Pre-observational conferences have the potential for
producing greater rating reliability;

2. Teaching can be significantly chaaqed through the use
of pre-observational conferences.Zl6

In a comprehensive look at the formal and informal teacher
evaluation practices used by elementary principals, Hodel arrived at
several interesting conclusions having a direct bearing on this
study:

1. Teacher evaluations for administrative purposes (tenure,
dismissal, promotion -- summative evaluations) and teacher
evaluations for the purpose of impraving instruction {formative
evaluations) are not compatible.

2. The role of the principal as an evaluator and the role of
the principal as a supervisor are in conflict with one ancther --
in the former role principals perceive of themseives as
negative and punitive and in the Tatter role as being positive
and helpful.

3. There is an inverse relationship between the formalization
of teacher evaluation practices and the perceived ability
of principals to improve instruction;

4, Principals do not possess adequate supervisory skills and
this deficiency contributes significantly to their
perceived inability to successfully improve instruction.

.. . . . .. 20
5. Principals need to have in-service in supervision. 1i7

ZT:61(no1r'r', Russell H. Improving Agreement Among Evaluators
Ratings of Teacher Performanceé (Unpublished Ed.D. Dissertation,

Cehigh University, 1979) 158 pp.

2MHode], Gerald J. A Study of Formal and Informal Teacher Evaluation
Practices of Selected Elementary School Principals (Unpublished Ph.D.
Dissertation, Northwestern University, 1979) 162 pp.
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While there is some conflicting evidence, most studies which
compare the relative effects of male versus female principals show
that female principals are more apt to be superior instructional
leaders in regards to supervision skills at 15:.351:.218 Redwine
and Dubick, while determining also that female principals were more
1ikely to be felt by teachers as being more capable of improving their
teaching, also found that female principals seemed to emphasize
instructional Teadership mare often and that etementary principals,
both male and female, were much stronger instructional leaders than
principals at other Tevels.
When Redwine and Dubick asked teachers what help their principal
could use to become a stronger instructional leader, 40 percent indicated
better human relations skills, 30 percent said more knowledge of evaluative
skills, and 29 percent said more knowledge about teaching. In this study,
94 percent of the teachers responded that they would Tike to see principals
spend more time on instructional leadership activities.219
Sanders and Schwab lament the plight of the classroom teacher who
functions in a "loosely coupled" organizational atmosphere.

"In most schools the impetus for improving teaching performance
seems to derive primarily from teacher's personal need for mastery."

"Many teachers do 'retreat into indifference and detachment'
but the reason can be Tisted as much to the organization of schooling

21BRogers, Mae, A Descriptive Study of Leadership Effectiveness of
Male and Female Elementary School Principals Based on Self-Perception
and the Perception of Their ieachers, (Unpublished Ph.D.Dissertation
U.  S. International Unijversity, 1977). 96 pp.

219Redwine, Judith and Robert A, Dublick, Teachers Perceptions of
Instructional Leadership and Teacher Evaluation Processes, Indiana,

University, 1979, ERIC 157892,
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as to any personal inadequacies of teachers. Many of them feel acutely
the descrepancy between their need and desire for personal growth and
the Timitations of the classroom teaching they experience. Few are
actively supported in their efforts to engage in self-directed growth
throuah professional problem-solving except through the ritual
classification of in-service credit for graduate course work. Most
feel pressured to satisfy organizational expectations that contribute
little, either to teacher growth or to student Tearning."220

It is important that a view be given to the administrative ratios
of school systems as compared to supervisory ratios of other private and

221 has given public education some

governmental agencies, Marlowe
valuable information which couid be effectively used by schools. The
author indicated that his research showed that there was nationwide, an
average ratio of 7.1 administrators for every 92.9 teachers. '"Sources
at the American Hospital Association Office in Washington, D.C. estimate

their management percentaade at somewhere around 10 percent."222

From the 1979 Statistical Abstract of the U.S. the author found that

13 percent of the military personnel were identified as officers, which is
twice the supervisory ratio of schools. According to Department of Commerce
statistics, as quoted by Marlowe, one in ten workers at the post office

is at the management level. And according to the U.S. Bureau of Labor

Annual Report producing motor vehicles requires four percent management,

2ZUSanders, Donald P. and Marion Schwab, "A School Context for
Teacher Development," Theory Into Practice 19 (Autumn, 1980) pp. 271-77

221Mar1owe, John "Use These Facts and Figures to Topple the Myth
of Top Heavy School Management," Success By Design, Executive
Education Publishers, Washington, D.C., 1979.

22%pAd.
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production of paper goods, six percent -- the trucking industry requires
six percent management, food and kindred products have a seven percent
management figure and the tobacco industry has eight percent., Companies
that sell vehicles have more than one-fifth of their people in management.
Companies that sell hardware have twenty percent management, whereas
twelve percent of insurance industry employees are managers. The average
shoe store has twenty nine percent in management. In real estate and

law firms nineteen percent of the personnel are in management. Police
are about twelve percent into management and pool halls and bowling
alleys have twenty one percent management,

"The ratio of administrators to teachers make it impossible for
them to provide effective supervision. Principals cannot improve
instruction when they cannot work intensively with the teachers they
serve, This means that many staff wgrkerizgo unsupervised or receive
only superficial or emergency attention.

In a speech at a National NAESP State Leadership Conference,
Education Secretary, Terrel Bell outlined what he said that research
says about successful schools. The first factor mentioned was the
leadership of the principal, which was extremely important because it

"Titerally determines the success of the other four factors." The other

factors were a safe and orderly school, emphasis on basic skills

2231 hid,



128

instruction with corresponding agreement among the staff that this
instruction is the primary goal of the school, sense of efficacy or
the belief that all students can learn, and lastly, a system for
monitoring and assessing student performance that is shared.

“Principals are about the most important people around when it

comes to generating the changes needed in elementary education: your

decisions about how your school is run and what it offers irn the name

of gducation can permanently a?tey, for better or for worse, the . inog

attitude of teachers toward teaching and that of students toward learning.

Summary

This section of the review of the Titerature has attempted to
look at selected isolated studies, articles, and other materials
which have a direct relationship to this study.

In general, it can be safely concluded from this review that the
elementary principal should probably be the instructional leader and
supervisor of his or her school but usually is not skilled enough or
effective enough at this role, and doesn't perform the supervisory
function often enough; female principals often being more successful

than males. District and building size may have the same effect on

supervision practices and supervisory ratios also may effect the process.

224___wreprel Bell: Principals and Effective Schools," NAESP
Communicator IV, (August 30, 1981) pp. 1 and 8.




CHAPTER III
RESEARCH DESIGN AND PROCEDURES
Introduction
The researcher's purpose in this study was to determine if
significaht relationships exist between certain biological, educational,
administrative and orientational factors of elementary principals
and certain perceived practices and attitudes regarding supervision
that are held by elementary principals and with the perceived ability
of elementary principals to perform these supervisory functions.
The present chapter contains a description of the sample, research
hypotheses, instrumentation, data collection, procedures for data

analysis and summary.

Sample Population

A sample of 200 elementary school principals was randomly selected
from the 1981-82 membership of the Michigan Elementary and Middle Schocl
Principals Association (MEMSPA). MEMSPA is a voluntary professional
group that contains in membership a majority of the estimated 1600
Michigan elementary principalships.

One hundred three of the 200 principals to whom the Instructional
Leadership Questionaire (ILQ) was mailed responded by the deadline of
November 30, 1981. This return was determined to be sufficiently
large enough for administrative purposes.

The large response to the ILQ was due largely, no doubt, to
the fact that the project was sponsored by MEMSPA. {See appendix for

letter of sponsorship}.



130

Research Hypotheses
Based on an extensive review of the literature and the researcher's
experience, it seemed reasonable to test the following hypotheses:

H; Perceived actual expertise will be significantly Tower than

perceived ideal expertise scores in clinical supervision
activities, singly and collectively,

1

Female principals will score significantly higher than male
principals on perceived clinical supervisory expertise.

Female principals will score significantly higher than male
principals on perceived clinical superviggry responsibility
assumed.

There will be a significant direct inverse relationship
between age and perceived clinical supervisory expertise.

There will be a significant direct inverse relationship
between age and perceived clinical supervisory responsibitity
assumed.

There will be a significant direct inverse relationship
between the number of schools supervised and perceived
clinical supervisory expertise.

7 There will be a significant direct inverse relationship
between the number of schools supervised and perceived
clinical supervisory responsibility assumed.

3 There will be a significant direct inverse relationship
between school enrollment in schools supervised and perceived
clinical supervisory expertise.

Hg There will be a significant direct inverse relationship
between the enrollment in schools supervised and perceived
clinical supervisory responsibility assumed.

H10 Teaching experience of principals will have no significant
relationship to perceived clinical supervisory expertise.

HII Teaching experience of principals will have no significant
relationship to perceived clinical responsibility assumed.

H12 There will be a significant direct inverse relationship

between number of classroom teachers supervised and
perceived clinical supervisory expertise.
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There will be a significant direct inverse relationship
between number of classroom teachers supervised and perceived
clinical responsibility assumed.

There will be a significant direct inverse relationship between
the total number of teachers supervised and perceived clinical
supervisory expertise.

There will be a significant direct inverse relationship
between the total number of teachers supervised and perceived
clinical supervisory responsibility assumed.

There will be a significant direct and positive relationship
between district size and perceived clinical supervisory
expertise.

There will be a significant direct and positive relationship
between district size and perceived clinical supervisory
responsibility assumed.

There will be a significant direct inverse relationship
between longevity as a principal and perceived clinical
supervisory expertise.

There will be a significant direct inverse relationship
between longevity as a principal and perceived clinical
supervisory responsibility assumed.

There will be a significant direct inverse relationship
between extra responsibility for principals and perceived
clinical supervisory expertise.

There will be a significant direct inverse relationship
between extra responsibility for principals and perceived
clinical supervisory responsibility assumed.

The number of formal teacher evaluations required will equal
the number of formative teacher evaluations performed.

The amount of formal education in supervision will have no
significant positive effect on perceived clinical supervisory
expertise.

The amount of formal education in supervision will have no
significant positive effect on perceived clinical supervisory
responsibility assumed.

There will be a significant positive and direct relationship
between staff development in supervision and perceived
clinical supervisory expertise.
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26 There will be a significant p051t1ve and direct relationship
between staff development in supervision and perceived
clinical supervisory responsibility assumed.

H27 There will be a significant positive and direct relationship
between perceived sense of authority and perceived clinical
supervisory expertise.

H 8There will be a significant positive and direct relationship

between perceived sense of authority and perceived clinical
supervisory responsibility assumed.

29 There will be a significant direct and positive relationship
between perceived sense of efficacy and perceived clinical
supervisory expertise.

H30 There will be a significant direct and positive retationship
between perceived sense of efficacy and perceived clinical
supervisory responsibility assumed.

H31 There will be a significant direct and positive relationship
between perceived role as a clinician and perceived clinical
supervisory expertise.

H,, There will be a significant direct and positive relationship

between perceived role as a clinician and perceived clinical

supervisory responsibility assumed.

32

H33There will be a significant direct and positive relationship
between perceived use of the clinical supervision model and
perceived clinical supervision expertise.

There will be a significant direct and positive relationship
between perceived use of the clinical supervision model and
perceived clinical supervisory responsibility assumed.

34

There will be a significant direct and positive relationship
between perce1ved clinical supervisory expertise and perceived
¢linical supervisory responsibility assumed.

35

Instrumentation
A questionnaire consisting of eighty-one items was drafted to
gather the desired information intended to address the questions posed

under the statement of the problem.
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Individual questions were developed after reviewing numerous
survey forms dealing with instructional supervision. The instrument
included four basic types of questions; questions of (1) fact,

(2) information, (3) opinion, and (4) self-perception.

Concerns about the clarity and validity of the questionnaire were
addressed and dealt with throughout the formulation stages of devel-
opment. Counsel and a review of the total instrumentation procedure,
incliuding each draft of the questionnaire were sought from the Office
of Research Consultation of Michigan State University. In addition,
a nationally recognized authority in the field of educational research,
Dr. Herbert Rudman, evaluated the clarity, organization, and content
of the procedural plan and survey form. Mr. Cl1iff Nelson and Mrs,
Carol Cummings, nationally known experts on teaching and clinical

supervision wereconsulted to determine face validity of the ILQ.

Pilot Study

The Instructional Leadership Questionnaire {ILQ) was field tested
using fifteen elementary principails from the mid-Michigan area. Fifteen
ILQ's were distributed during the week of October 1, 1981, and the
same fifteen principals were asked to retake the ILQ during the third
week of October, 1981. Ten principals complied with all timelines and
guidelines.

The pilot study revealed that the subjects were generally able to
complete the questionnaire within a twenty minute period and that re-
sponding to the instrument did not appear to be threatening. Many of

the respondents included comments.
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Reliability

Data from ten matched test-retest forms of the ILQ from the field
testing were used to compute a reliability coefficient for the ILQ
instrument. Perceived responsibility scores on the initial test
were compared with matched perceived responsibility scores on the
retest., Perceived Present Expertise scores on the initial test were
compared with Perceived Present Expertise scores on the retest; and
Perceived Ideal Expertise scores on the initial test were matched
with their counterparts on the retest.

The ILQ was discovered to possess a very hiah reliability factor.
The Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient yielded a reliability
coefficient of .92 with significance at the .001 Tevel for the perceived
responsibility portion of the ILQ. (See Table 3.1) The Perceived
Present Expertise section of the ILQ revealed a .96 correlation
coefficient, yielding a .001 level of significance. {See Table 3.2) The
Perceived Ideal Expertise score of the ILQ was correlated at only .21.
(See Table 3.3) The findings of such a low correlation on the
Perceived Ideal Expertise score was not deemed to be of overwhelming
importance since the retest scores were consistently higher than the
initial scores and especially since no statistics other than a relationship

to Perceived Present Expertise scores was contemplated in this study.

Proedures for Data Analysis
The survey responses from the 103 respondents to the ILQ were
transferred from the instrument to scoring sheets and subsequently

punched on computor cards and verified by machine at the Michigan



TABLE 3.1

'Perceived Responsibility Reljability Results
of the ILQ Test-Retest

N=10
Standard Correlation
Variable Mean Deviation Coefficient Probabitity
Initial Test 31.7 4.49 .92 .001**
ReTest 33.2 5.06

** Significant at the .0071 level

TABLE 3.2

Perceived Present Expertise Reliability Results
of the ILQ Test - Retest

N=10
Standard Correlation
Variable Mean Deviation Coefficient Probability
Initial Test 84.1 13,77 .96 L0071 %*
ReTest 85.6 16.17

** Significant at the .001 level

TABLE 3.3

Perceived Ideal Expertise Reliability Resuits
of the ILQ Test - Retest

N=10
Standard Correlation .
Yariable Mean Deviation Coefficient Probability
Initial Test 105.8 13.20 .21

ReTest 111.8 9.64



State University Scoring Office.

Programs for the analysis of data were written for the Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences Program with the assistance of consultants
from the 0ffice of Research Consultation at Michigan State University.

The data wereverified and processed through the computor at the

Michigan State University Computor Center.

Statistical Procedures
Chi Square was selected as the statistical basis of this study
because of the researcher's desire to obtdin material that would be
descriptive as well as statistically sound. The use of Cramer's V
was utilized to determine the extent to which the variables influenced
the results where significance was discovered.

Significance was tested at the .05 level of difficulty.

Summary

In Chapter III the research design and procedures used to accomplish
the present study have been presented. A random sample of 200 elementary
principals was asked to respond to a survey of principal's practices,
attitudes, and perceptions; 103 principals responded to the survey
within the time 1imits allowed. These practices, attitudes and perceptions
were measured on the Instructional Leadership Questionaire developed
for the present study.

Descriptive statistics using the SPSS Package were generated
with Chi Square and Cramer V through the use of the computor facilities

at Michigan State University.



CHAPTER 1V
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Introduction

The present study was designed to determine whether significant
relationships exist between certain independent variables related
to the elementary principalship and perceived practices and
attitudes of principals regarding the supervision of teaching.
Survey data were gathered with the Instructional Leadership Questionaire
(ILQ) from 103 elementary school principals from the State of Michigan.

The results of the analysis of the data collected from the
survey are presented in this chapter. A descriptive analysis of
the independent variabies including tables is provided in the first
section of this chapter, followed by the systematic testing of the
hypothesis of this study. An analysis of the data and a summary

of findings conclude the chapter.

Presentation of the Data
The data reveal that the sample bears a striking resemblance

to the elementary principals described in the 1978 study of the

225

principalship conducted by Pharis and Zakariya Males ocutnumber

2E5 Pharis, William L. and Sally Zakariya, The Elementary School
Principalship 1n 1978: A Research Study (Arlington, Virginia:
National Association of Elementary School Principals, 1979).

137
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females in the sample four to one (See Table 4.1) and the trend
toward fewer women principals appears to be continuing. The
percentage of women principals gets significantly less in the
younger age brackets. (See Table 4-2)

The average age of the respondents was 45, again approximating
the average age of other more complete studies. (See Tab]el4-3)
The average principal in this study administers one school, but
more than 15 percent of the respondents were responsibie for two
or more schools, (Table 4-4) The average student enrollment was
420 students. (Table 4-5) and the average principal was responsible
for 16.8 classroom teachers (Table 4-9) and 23.1 total certified
personnel. (Table 4-9) The district size for the average principal
was 5,960 students. (See Table 4-8)

The usual principal in this study had 9.7 years of teaching
experience (Table 4-6) and 10.6 years of tenure as a principal.
(Table 4.7)

The average principal respondent in this study was required to
evaluate tenured teachers about once every 2.4 years (Table 4-11)
and indicated that he or she conducted formative evaluations about
once every 1.15 years. (Table 4-15)

Fifty-three percent of the respondents had other systemwide
responsibilities other than the principalship (Table 4-13). Twenty-
three percent indicated they had had an extensdve professional

developmental program in teacher supervision or teacher evaluation
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TABLE 4-1

Sex Distribution of Sample

Absolute Relative
Frequency Frequency
Male 82 79.6
Female _21 _20.4
Total 103 100.0
TABLE 4-3

Age Distribution of Sample

Absolute Relative
Frequency Frequency
40 and Under 31 30.4
41 to 50 a4 43.1
Over 50 _27 26,5
102 100.0
Mean 45.0
Mode 46.0

Median 45.5
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TABLE 4-2

The Relationship of Age to Sex
of Elementary Principals

N=103
Age Male Female Row Total
Count 28 4 32
Under 40 Row Percentage 87.5 12.5 31.1
Column Percentage 34.1 19.0
Count 37 7 44
41 - 50 Row Percentage 84.1 15.9 42.7
Column Percentage 45.1 33.3
Count 17 10 27
Over 50 Row Percentage 63.0 37.0 26.2
Column Percentage 20,7 47.6
Column 82 21 103
Total 79.6 20.4 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 6.38 with 2 degrees of freedom -
significance = .0411

Cramers V = .25
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TABLE 4-4

Schools Responsible For

Absolute Relative
Frequency Frequency
One School 87 84.5
Two Schools 11 10.7
Three Schools 4 3.9
Four Schools 1 1.0
103 100.0
TABLE 4-5

Student Enrollment in School(s)

Absolute Relative
Frequency Frequency
250 and Under 8 7.8
251 to 350 27 26.2
351 to 450 30 29.1
451 to 550 21 20.4
Over 550 7 _16.5
103 100.0
Mean 420
Mode 300

Median 390
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TABLE 4-6

Years of Teaching Experience

Absolute Relative
Frequency Frequency

5 Years or Under 35 34.0
6 to 10 Years 35 34.0
11 to 15 Years 16 15.5
16 or More Years 7 16.5

103 100.0
Mean 9.7
Mode 5
Madian 7.4

TABLE 4-7

Elementary Principalship Experience

Absolute Relative
Frequency Frequency
5 Years or Under 27 26.2
6 to 10 Years 22 21.4
11 to 15 Years 32 31.0
16 or More Years 22 21.4
103 100.0
Mean i10.6
Mode 12.0
Median 10.9
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TABLE 4-8

District Enrollment

Absolute Relative
Frequency Frequency
2500 and Under 349 34.7
2501 to 5000 31 31.6
5001 and Over 33 33.7
a8 100.0
Mean 5,960
Mode 2,500
Median 3,453
TABLE 4-8

Classroom Teachers Supervised

Absolute Relative
Frequency Frequency
13 and Under 33 32.0
14 to 20 47 45.6
21 and Over _23 22.4
103 100.0
Mean 16.8
Mode 15

Median 15.1
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TABLE 4-10

Total Teachers Supervised

Absolute Relative
Frequency Frequency
19 and Under 38 36.9
20 to 29 43 41.7
30 and Over _22 21.4
103 100.0
Mean 23.7
Made 20.0
Median 21.0
TABLE 4-11

Frequency of
Required Evaluations of
Tenured Teachers

Absolute Relative
Frequency Frequency
Every 3 Years or Less 29 28.7
Every 2 Years 28 27.7
Every Year 38 37.6
Twice a Year 4 4.0
3 Times a Year or
More _2 2.0
101 100.0
Mean Once Every 2.4 Years
Mode Yearly

Median Every two Years
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TABLE 4-12

Formal Education in Supervision of Teaching
(Semester Hours)

Absclute Relative

Frequency Freguency
Zero Hours 28 28.6
1 to 6 Hours 39 39.8
7 to 18 Hours 19 19.4
Over 18 Hours _12 12.2

98 100.0
Mean 7.5
Mode 0
Median 4,125
TABLE 4-13

Extra Systemwide Responsibilities

Absolute Relative

Frequency Frequency
Yes 53 2.0
No _49 48.0

102 100.0
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TABLE 4-14

Professional Development Program
on Supervision of Instruction

Absolute Relative
Frequency Frequency
Yes 23 22.3
No _80 77.7
103 100.0
TABLE 4-15

Evaluations for Strictly Formative Reasons

Absolute Relative Cumulative

Frequency Frequency ,  Fregquency
Weekly 3 4.0 4.0
Six Times a Year 2 2.7 6.7
Five Times a Year ] 1.4 8.1
Four Times a Year 3 4.0 12.1
Three Times a Year 4 5.4 17.5
Two Times a Year 13 17.6 35.1
Annually 28 37.8 72.9
Every Two Years 15 20.3 93.2
Every Three Years or Less 5 _ 6.8 100.0

74 100.0

Mean Every 1.15 Years
Mode Every Year

Median Every Year
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(Table 4-14) but the average principal had acquired less than
eight semester hours of formal instruction in the supervision of
instruction; in fact, more than 28 percent indicated they had no
such training at all. {Table 4-12)

Although a wide number of choices was offered regarding the
evaluative role that a principal might elect to perform, only
two choices received more than one selection, that of a clinician.
and that of an evaluator; these two choices were quite evenly
selected (Table 4-16).

In general, the data of this study showed that the respondents
perceived themselves as having a considerable amount of authority
to make instructional decisions (Table 4-17), and they seem to
possess a very strong sense of efficacy. That is, they strongly
believe they personally can have quite an impact on student
Tearning and they have strong faith in the ability of teachers to
make a difference in the education of children {See Tables 4-18,
4-19, and 4-20).

When asked how frequently they used a system of clinical
supervision the responses of the elementary principals of this
study almost approximated that of a normal bell-shaped curve.

(Table 4-21)
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TABLE 4-16

Perceived Evaluative Role of Principals

Absolute Relative
Frequency Frequency
Clinician 45 44.6
Organizer 1 1.0
Facilitator 0 0.0
Trainer 1 1.0
Evajuator 54 53.5
Delegator _ 0 1.0
101 100.0
TABLE 4-17

Perceived Authority of Principals
to Make Instructional Program Decisions

Absolute Relative Cumulative
Frequency Frequency Frequency
Complete Authority 6 10 9.7 9.7
5 33 32.0 41.7
4 39 37.9 79.6
3 16 15.5 85.1
2 4 3.9 99,0
No Authority 1 1 _1.0 100.0
103 100.0
Mean 4.3
Mode 4

Median 4.3
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TABLE 4-18

Perceptions of Principals
Regarding Their Potential Effect
on Student Learning Qutcomes

Absolute Relative
Frequency Frequency
Great Effect 6 28 27.2
5 50 48.5
4 17 16.5
3 7.8
2 0 0.0
No Effect 1 _G 0.0
103 100.0
Mean 4.85
Mode 5.0
Median 5.03
TABLE 4-19
Perceptions of Principals
Regarding the Effects
of Teachers on Learning
Absolute Relative
Frequency Frequency
Very Great 6 45 43.7
5 49 47.6
4 8 7.8
3 1 1.0
2 0 0.0
None 1 0 0.0
Mean 5.34
Mode 5.0
Median 5.367

Cumutative

Frequency
27.2

75.7
92.2
100.0
100.0
100.0

Cumutlative
Frequency
43.7

91.3
99.0
100.0
100.0
100.0



Absolute Relative
Frequency Freauency
Very Much 6 33 32.0
5 40 38.8
4 19 18.4
3 ) 5.8
2 4 3.9
None i _1 1.0
103 100.0
Mean 4.9
Mode 5.0
Median 5.0
TABLE 4-21

Always

Never

Mean
Mode
Median
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TABLE 4-20

Perceptions of Principals
Regarding the Ability of Teachers

to Exert an Effect Upon The Unmotivated Child

Cumulative

Frequency
32.0

70.8
89.2
95.0
99.0
100.0

Principal Use of Clinical Supervision Method

Absolute Relative
Frequency Frequency
6 7 6.8
) 25 24.3
4 22 21.4
3 17 16.5
2 23 22.3
1 9 8.7
103 100.0
3.5
5
3.6

Cumulative

Frequency
6.8

31.1
52.5
69.0
91.3
100.0
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The Perceived Responsibility Assumed
by Elementary Principals
for Clinical Supervisory Activities

Twenty principal activities involving clinical supervision
were outlined in the ILQ and principals were asked to respond in
regards to the responsibility they assumed for each item.
Respondents were given three choices: they could have checked
that the activity was their primary responsibility, that it had
priority claim of their time and attention; they could have
checked that the item was a secondary responsibility or that it
would receive their attention after other primary responsibilities
had been discharged; or they could have indicated that they felt
no responsibility for this activity.

The twenty clinical supervision activities were selected to
be representative of the broad contimium of those activities
normally associated with clinical supervision. It should be
noted that in most instances, if an elementary principal does
not perform these functions, they go undone; generally there is
no other person in an elementary school who has the responsibility
to perform these duties. Ideally then, one could build a strong
case for the fact that all of these activities should be accepted
as the primary responsibility of a principai.

In general, the elementary principals in this study accepted

these activities as their primary responsibility, but a surprisingly
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large percentage of the respondents saw many of the activities
as being of secondary or of no importance to them. (See Graph 4-1)

Of special note is the fact that for perhaps the most
important individual characteristic of a clinical supervision program,
the pre-observation conference, only thirty-five percent of the
responding principals perceived this activity to be their primary
responsibility and nearly twenty percent expressed the opinion
that it was not their responsibility at all.

In contrast to this fact, the principais of this study
strongly accepted the responsibility to help teachers acquire
effective classroom management skills, discipline skills and they
strongly acknowledged the responsibility to provide for a positive
climate for supervision.

Perceived Expertise to Perform
Clinical Supervision Functions

The same twenty questions used to assess principals perceived
responsibility was also used as a means to allow them to assess
their ability to perform these functions. Principals were asked
to rate their present and ideal expertise on a contin(um from
one to six.

The principals in this study perceived the establishment of
a positive environment for instructional consultation as their
strongest instructional leadership expertise, and they felt

weakest in their ability to see teachers at lTeast monthly for



GRAPH 4-1

Principal Responses to Responsibility Assumed for Clinical Supervisory Activities
(In Percent of Responses)
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evaluative reasons and for their ability to use pre-observation
conferences, (See TGraph 4-273).

Testing of the Hypotheses

H] Perceived actual expertise will be significantly lower

than perceived ideal expertise in clinical supervision activities,

singly and individually.

The relationship of perceived actual expertise to perceived

ideal expertise is related statistically in the following manner:

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology .0191*
2 Formative Evaluations .0000%*
3 Pre-Observation Conference .0000*
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule .0000*
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis .0000*
6 Analyze Data .0000*
7 Keep Appointment . 0000*
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis .0000*
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .0000*

10 Help Match Materials to Goals .0000*
11 Help with Time on Task .0000*
12 Help with High Level Thinking Skills .0122*
13 Help with Active Participation . 0000*
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills .0041%*
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods.0000%*
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom .0000*
Management
17 Help Teacher Self-Evaluate .0000*
i8 Supervise Monthly ‘ .0000*
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .0000*
20 Establish Positive Climate .0000*

Total Relationship = .0002%
*  Significant at the .05 level

There is a significant difference between how principals
perceive their present skills of supervision and how they would
ideally wish to be with every skill and totally. There exists
as hypothesized a strong sense of dissonance between these two
factors.

The hypothesis is accepted,




GRAPH 4-2

Mean Perceived Present and Ideal Clinical Supervision Expertise of Sampled Michigan Elementary School
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Female principals will score significantly higher than

male principals on perceived clinical supervisory expertise.

The sex of elementary principal to variables of perceived

expertise in clinical supervision was related statistically in

the following manner.

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology .1278
2 Formulative EValuations .3634
3 Pre-Observation Conference .00T11*
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule .4763
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis .9909
6 Analyze Data .4250
7 Keep Appointment .0303*
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis .3818
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .0030*

10 Help Match Materials to Goals .0630
11 Help with Time on Task .1762
12 Help with High Level Thinking Skills .0390*
13 Help with Active Participation .0888
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills .2323
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .0777
16 Help Teachers Acquire Ciassroom Management.1185
17 Help Teacher Self-Evaluate .3825
18 Supervise Monthly . 1687
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision 4117
20 Establish Positive Climate

Total Expertise Relationship = .1991

*  Significant at the .05 level -
4-26 and 4-27

The hypothesis is accepted for four variables.

See Tables 4-24, 4-25,
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TABLE 4-24

The Relationship of the Sex of Elementary Principals to Perceived
Expertise of Principals to Suggest Methods to Improve Instruction

Sex Perceived Expertise
Very Moderately Moderately Very Row
Weak Weak Weak Strong Strong Strong Totals
Count 2 2 10 18 33 15 80
Maie Row
Percentage 2.5 2.5 12.5 22.5 41.3 18.8 80.0
Count 0 1 0 5 2 12 20
Female Row
Percentage 0 5.0 0 20.0 10.0 60.0 20.0
Column 2 3 10 23 35 27 100
Totals 2.0 3.0 10.0 23.0 35.0 2.0 100.0

Raw Chi Square = .1792 -- 5 degrees of freedom, significance = .0030
Cramer's V = ,42

TABLE 4-25

The Relationship of the Sex of Elementary Principals to Perceived
Expertise of Principals to Help Teachers Teach Higher Level Thinking
Skills

Sex Perceived Expertise
Very Moderately Moderately Very Row
Weak Weak Weak Strong Strong Strong Totals
Count 6 7 27 25 12 4 81
Male Row
Percentage 7.4 8.6 33.3 30.9 14.8 4.9 80.2
Count 0 2 1 8 8 1 20
Female Row
Percentage O 10.0 5.0 40.0 40.0 5.0 19.8
Column 6 9 28 33 20 5 101
Totals 5.9 8.9 27.7 32.7 19.8 5.0 100.0
Raw Chi Square = 11.71 -- 5 degrees of freedom, significance = ,0390

Cramer's V¥ = .34
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TABLE 4-26

The Relationship of the Sex of Elementary Principals to Perceived
Expertise of Principals to Conduct Pre-Observation Conferences

Sex Perceived Expertise
Very Moderately Moderately Very Row
Weak MWeak Weak Strong Strong Strong Totals
Count 20 18 15 13 7 8 81
Male Row
Percentage 24,7 22.2 18.5 16.0 8.6 9.9 80.2
Count 0 2 4 2 9 3 20
Female Row
Percentage ¢ 10.0 20.0 10.0 45.0 15.0 19.8
Column 20 20 19 15 16 11 101
Totals 19.8 19.8 18.8 14.9 15.8 10.9 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 20.33 -~ 5 degrees of freedom, significance = .0011
Cramer's V = .45
TABLE 4-27

The Relationship of the Sex of an Elementary Principal to Perceived
Expertise of Principals to Conduct a Post-Observation Conference

Sex Perceived Expertise
Very Moderately Moderately Very Row
Weak Weak Weak Strong Strong Strong Totals
Count ] 0 ) 13 37 23 80
Maie Row
Percentage 1.2 0 7.5 16.2 46.2 28.8 80.0
Count 0 1 0 2 5 12 20
Female Row
Percentage 0 5.0 0 10.0 25.0 60.0 20.0
Column 1 1 6 15 42 35 100
Totals 1.0 1.0 6.0 15.0 42.0 35.0 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 12.35 -- 5 degrees of freedom, significance = ,0303

Cramer'sV = .35
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H Female principals will score significantly higher than male

3
principals on perceived clinical supervising responsibility assumed.

The sex of principals was statistically related to variables of

responsibility in the following manner:

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology .2045
2 Formative Evaluations .5858
3 Pre-Observation Conference .0162*
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule .0946
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis .6732
6 Analyze Data 4764
7 Keep Appointment .6222
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis 9715
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .1702

10 Help Match Materials to Goals .3017
11 Help with Time on Task .6787
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skills .3180
13 Help with Active Participation .8560
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills .1953
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .8004
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .7347
17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate .6075
18 Supervise Monthly .1924
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .2696
20 Establish Positive Climate .2037

Total Responsibility Relationship = .3068
* Significant to the .05 level - 2 degrees of freedom - See Table 4-28

The hypothesis is accepted for one variable.
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TABLE 4-28

The Relationship of Sex to the Perceived Responsibility
for a Pre-0Observation Conference with Teachers

Sex Perceived Responsibility Assumed
No Secondary Primary Row
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility Totals
Count oy '
Male Row 17 41 23 81.
Percentage 21.0 50.6 28.4 79.4
Count 2 6 13 21
Female Row
Percentage 9.5 28.6 61.9 20.6
Column 19 47 36 102
Totals 18.6 46.1 35.3 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 8.24 -- 2 degrees of freedom, significance = ,0162

Cramer's V = .28
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H There will be a significant direct inverse relationship

4
between age and perceived clinical supervisory expertise.

Age was related statistically to variables of perceived

expertise to perform clinical supervisory functions in the following

manner:
Factor Description Significance of Relationship
] Teach Terminology .4690
2 Formative Evaluations .1920
3 Pre-Observation Conference .4885
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule . 5637
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis . 3800
6 Analyze Data 6152
7 Keep Appointment .6232
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis .0599
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .5503
10 Help Match Materials to Goals .5274
11 Help with Time on Task .6670
12 Help with High Level Thinking Skills .8627
13 Help with Active Participation .8671
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills .6080

15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .7806
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .7464

17 Help Teacher Self-Evaluate .8213
18 Supervise Monthly .2736
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .6479
20 Establish Positive Climate .2169

Total Perceived Expertise Relationship = .7041

There are no expertise variables related to age in this

study; the hypothesis is rejected.
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He There will be a significant direct inverse relationship

—

between age and perceived clinical supervisory responsibility

assumed,
Age was related statistically to variables of perceived

responsibility to perform clinical supervision in the following

manner.:
Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology .5330
2 Formative Evaluations L3725
3 Pre-Observation Conference .6118
4 Cbserve Teachers on Schedule .392?
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis .3313
6 Analyze Data .1842
7 Keep Apnointment .6784
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis .0229*
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .4734
10 Help Match Materials to Goals .4264
11 Help with Time on Task .8676
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skills 5492
13 Help with Active Participation .9098
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills .2486

15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .8807
16 Help Teachers Acquire ClassroomManagement,6889

17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate .2800
18 Supervise Monthly .2603
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision . 3454
20 Estabiish Positive Climate .0197%*

Total Responsibility Relationship = .4098
*  Significant at the .05 Tevel - See Table 4-29
**  Significant at the .05 level but wrong direction - See Tabie 4-30

The hypothesis is accepted for one variable.
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Age was related to two variables of clinical supervisory
responsibility but one of them in the opposite direction of the
hypothesis, and the other is not direct. Age was related to perceived
frequency of use of the clinical supervision model however in a
highly significant manner; younger principals perceived themselves
as using a system of clinical supervision far more often than their
older counterparts. (See Table 4-31).

The hypothesis is rejected.

TABLE 4-29

The Relationship of Age to the Perceived Responsibility of
Principals to Lead Teachers in an Analysis of Teaching Skiils

Age Responsibility
No Secondary Primary Row
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility Totals
Count 3 13 16 32
Under 40 Row _
Percentage 9.4 40.6 50.0 31.4
Count 6 14 23 43
41-50 Row
Percentage 14.0 32.6 53.5 42.2
Count 0 19 8 27
Over 50 Row
Percentage 0 70.4 29.6 26.5
CoTumn 9 46 47 102
Totals 8.8 45,1 46.1 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 11.35, 4 degrees of freedom, significance = .0229

Cramer's V = .24
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TABLE 4-30

The Relationship of Age to the Perceived Responsibility of
Principals to Provide a Climate Conducive for Teacher Consultation

Age Responsibility
No Secondary Primary Row
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility Totals
Count 0 7 25 32
Under Row
40 Percentage O 21.9 78.1 3.1
Count 0 2 42 44
41-50 Row
Percentage © 4.5 95.5 42.7
Count 0 1 26 27
Qver Row
50 Percentage O 3.7 96.3 26,2
CoTumn 0 10 a3 103
Totals 0 9.7 90.3 100.0
Raw Chi Square = 7.85 -- 2 degrees of freedom, significance = .0197

Cramer's V = .28
TABLE 4-31

The Relationship of Age to Perceived Frequency - of Use of a Clinical
Supervision Model

Age Frequency of Use
Never Seldom Often Always Row Totals
Count 4 7 15 b 32
Under Row 12.5 21.9 46,9 18.8 31.1
40 Percentage
Count 3 20 20 1 44
41-50 Row
Percentage 6.8 45,5 45.5 2.3 42.7
Count YA 13 12 0 27
Over Row
50 Percentage 7.4 48.1 44.4 0 26.2
Column 9 40 47 7 103
Totals 8.7 38.8 45.6 6.8 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 14,14 -- 6 degrees of freedom, significance = .0282

Cramer's V = .26
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H

There will be a significant and direct inverse relationship

6

between the number of schools supervised and perceived clinical

supervisory expertise.

The number of schools a principal was responsible for

administering was statistically related to variables of perceived

expertise to perform clinical supervisory functions in the

following manner:

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology .4207
2 Formative Evaluations .6872
3 Pre-Observation Conference .7597
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule .7703
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis .3992
6 Analyze Data .9051
7 Keep Appointment .3028
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis .9880
9 Suggest Instructicnal Methods .7619

10 Help Match Materials to Goals .3352
11 Help with Time on Task .7300
12 Help with High Level Thinking Skills .9131
13 Help with Active Participation .9196
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills .2615
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .2675
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .1229
17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate .1939
18 Supervise Monthly .2306
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .1287
20 Establish Positive Climate .7608

Total Perceived Expertise Relationship = .0214**

**  Significant at the .05 level with skewed directionality - See

Table 4-32.

The hypothesis is rejected.
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TABLE 4-32

Relationship of the Number of Schools a Principal is Responsible for
Administering and the Perceived Expertise of Principals to Perform
Clinical Superviscry Functions

No. of Schools Perceived Expertise

Low Medium  Highly Row
Skilled Skilled Skilled Totals

Count 13 59 15 87
One Row
Percentage 14.9 67.8 17.2 84.5
Count 5 5 6 16
Two or Row
More Percentage 31.3 31.3 37.5 18.5
Column 18 64 21 103
Totals 17.5 62.1 20.4 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 7.69 -- 2 degrees of freedom, significance = .0214

Cramer's V = ,27



167

H7 There will be a significant and direct inverse relationship

between the number of schools supervised and perceived clinical

supervisory responsibility assumed.

The number of schools a principal was responsible for administering
was related statistically to variables of perceived responsibility

in the following manner:

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology .5676
2 Formative Evaluations .8362
3 Pre-Observation Conference .6077
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule 3470
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis .2907
6 Analyze Data .7484
7 Keep Appointment .6788
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis L7419
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .8082

10 Help Match Materials to Goals L1371
11 Help with Time on Task .0854
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skills .0201*
13 Help with Active Participation .0337*
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills .30
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .2928
16 Heip Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .0762
17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate .7463
18 Supervise Monthly .1404
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .2538
20 Establish Positive Climate .3845

Total Responsibility Relationship = ,1678
* Significant at the ,05 level - See Tables 4-33 and 4-33A

The hypothesis is accepted for two variables.
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TABLE 4-33

The Relationship of the Number of Schools a Principal Must
Administer to the Perceived Responsibility Assumed by the Principal
to Help Teachers Teach Students Higher Level Thinking Skills

No. of Schools Perceived Responsibility
No Secondary Primary Row
Responsibility Responsibility RqsponsibiIity Totals
Count 4 45 37 86
One Row
Percentage 4.7 52.3 43.0 84.3
Count 4 6 6 16
Two or Row
More Percentage 25.0 37.5 37.5 15.7
CoTumn 8 51 43 102
Totals 7.8 50.0 42.2 100.0
Raw Chi Square = 7.81 -- 2 degrees of freedom, significance = .0201

Cramer's V = .28
TABLE 4-33A
The Relationship of the Number of Schools a Principal Must

Administer to the Perceived Responsibility Assumed by the Principal
to Help Teachers Acquire Active Participation of Students

No. of Schools Perceived Responsibility
No Secondary Primary Row
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility Totals
Count 1 32 53 86
One Row
Percentage 1.2 37.2 61.6 84.3
Count 2 7 7 16
Two or Row
More Percentage 12.5 43.8 43.8 15.7
Column 3 39 60 102
Totals 2.9 38.2 58.8 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 6,78 -- 2 degrees of freedom, significance = .0337

Cramer's V = .26
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H There will be a significant direct inverse relationship

8
between school enroliment in schools supervised and perceived

clinical supervisory expertise.

Student enrollment of schools administered by a principal
was statistically related to the self perceived expertise of principals

to perform clinical supervisory function in the following manner:

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology .1529
2 Formative Evaluations .0540
3 Pre-Observation Conference .3973
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule .1256
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis .8518
6 Analyze Data .4639
7 Keep Appointment .9601
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis .7278
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .6849

10 Help Match Materials to Goals L7120
11 Help with Time on Task .2640
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skilis .2592
13 Help with Active Participation .1380
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills .5618
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .7822
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .4866
17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate 2411
18 Supervise Monthly .4896
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .4260
20 Establish Positive Climate L9107

Total Perceived Expertise Relationship = ,7119

The hypothesis is rejected.




170

H9 There will be a significant direct inverse relationship

between the enrollment in schools supervised and perceived clinical

supervisory responsibility assumed.

Student enrollment of the schools administered by a principal
was related statistically to variables of perceived responsibility

in the following manner:

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology .6845
2 Formative Evaluations .5161
3 Pre-Observation Conference . 5292
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule 121
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis .4873
6 Analyze Data .0081**
7 Keep Appointment _ .0918
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis .0279%*
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .3547
10 Help Match Materials to Goals .53%4
11 Help with Time on Task .5195
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skills .7692
13 Help with Active Participation .2608
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills .1699
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .5044
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .6246
17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate .3618
18 Supervise Monthly .1995
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .0902
20 Establish Positive Climate 7242

Total Responsibility Relationship = .0399*
* Significant at the ,05 level - See Tables 4-34, 4-35, and 4-36
**  Significant at .05 level but no directionality

Cramer's ¥V - .28

The hypothesis is rejected.
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TABLE 4-34

Relationship of Student Enrollment of a Principal's School(s)
to Perceived Responsibility Assumed for the Analysis of Data Obtained
from a Classroom Observation Prior to a Conference with a Teacher

School Enrollment Perceived Responsibility Assumed
No Secondary Primary Row
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility Totals
Count 0 0 8 8

Under Row

251 Percentage 0 0 100.0 7.8
Count 0 9 18 27
251 to Row
350 Percentage 0 33.3 66.7 26.2
Count 1 17 12 30
351 to Row
450 Percentage 3.3 56.7 40.0 29.1
Count 1 6 14 21
451 to Row
550 Percentage 4.8 28.6 66.7 20.4
Count 0 1 16 17
Over Row
550 Percentage 0 5.9 94.1 16.5
Cotumn 2 33 68 103
Totals 1.9 32.0 66.0 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 20.65 -- 8 degrees of freedom, significance = .0081
Cramer’s V = .32
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TABLE 4-35

Relationship of Student Enrollment of a Principal's School(s)
to Perceived Responsibility for Leadership of an Analysis of a
Teaching Skill with a Teacher

School Size Perceived Responsibility Assumed
No Secandary Primary Row
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility Totals
Count 0 2 6 8
Under Row
251  Percentage 0 25.0 75.0 7.8
Count ] 12 14 27
251 to Row
350 Percentage 3.7 44 .4 51.9 26.5
Count 2 20 8 30
351 to Row
450 Percentage 6.7 66.7 26.7 29.4
Count 2 9 9 20
451 to Row
550 Percentage 10.0 45.0 45.0 19.6
Count 4 3 10 17
Over Row
550 Percentage 23.5 17.6 58.8 16.7
Column 9 46 47 102
Totals 8.8 45,1 46.1 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 17.22 -- 8 degrees of freedom, significance = .0279
Cramer's V = .29
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TABLE 4-36

Relatjonship of Student Enrollment of a Principal's School(s)
to Scores of Perceived Responsibility Assumed for Clinical
Supervisory Activities

School Size Perceived Responsibility Assumed
Weak Moderate Strong Row
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility Totals
Count 0 4 4 8
Under Row
251 Percentage 0 50.0 50.0 7.8
Count 2 15 10 27
251 to Row
350 Percentage 7.4 55.6 37.0 26.2
351 to Count 9 19 2 30
450 Row
Percentage 30.0 63.3 6.7 29.1
Count 3 14 4 21
451 to Row
550 Percentage 14.3 66.7 19.0 20.4
Count 2 12 3 17
Over Row
550 Percentage 11.8 70.6 17.6 16.5
Column 16 64 23 103
Totals 15.5 62.1 22.3 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 16.18 -- 8 degrees of freedom, significance = ,0399
Cramer's V = .28
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H Teaching experience of principals will have no significant

10
relationship to perceived clinical supervisory expertise.

The number of years of teaching experience of a principal was
related statistically to perceived clinical supervisory expertise

in the following manner:

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology .8106
2 Formative Evaluations .5887
3 Pre-Observation Conference .3390
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule .7047
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis .3665
) Analyze Data 6175
7 Keep Appointment . 3465
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Anaiysis .2451
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .2209

10 Help Match Materials to Goals .5554
11 Help with Time on Task .2549
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skills .7074
13 Help with Active Participation .3970
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills .5380
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .3155
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .8273
17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate .6716
18 Supervise Monthly .7859
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision . 3052
20 Establish Positive Climate .7085

Total Perceived Expertise Relationship = .7398

The hypothesis is accepted.
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H11 Teaching experience of principals will have no significant

relationship to perceived clinical supervisory responsibility assumed.

The number of years of teaching experience of a principal was
related statistically to variables of perceived responsibiiity for

clinical supervision in the following manner:

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology . 3766
2 Formative Evaluations .4219
3 Pre-0Observation Conference .3048
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule . 2805
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis .6086
6 Analyze Data .5582
7 Keep Appointment .2118
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis .0903
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .6656

10 Help Match Materials to Goals .6349
11 Help with Time on Task .6513
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skills .9332
13 Help with Active Participation .9369
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills .9712
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .3698
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .3670
17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate .2482
18 Supervise Monthly .0846
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .4258
20 Establish Positive Climate .0480*

Total Responsibility Relationship = .8113
* Significant at .05 Level - See Table 4-37

The hypothesis is accepted.
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TABLE 4-37

Relationship of the Number of Years of Teaching Experience of
a Principal and the Perceived Responsibility Assumed by Principals
to Establish a Climate Encouraging Staff Consultation of the
Principal

Years of
Teaching Experience Perceived Responsibility
No Secondary Primary Row
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility Totals
Count 0 7 28 35
Under Row
6 Percentage 0 20 80 34.0
Count 0 ] 34 35
6 - 10 Row
Percentage 0 2.9 97.1 34.0
Count 0 0 16 16
11 - 15 Row
Percentage 0 0 100.0 15.5
Count 0 2 15 17
Over Row
15 Percentage 0 11.8 88.2 16.5
Column 0 10 a3 103
Totals C 9.7 90.3 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 7.91 - 3 degrees of freedom, significance = .0480
Cramer's ¥ = .28
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Hyo There will be a significant direct inverse relationship

between number of classroom teachers supervised and perceived

clinical supervisory expertise.

The number of classroom teachers supervised by a principal
was related statistically to the perceived expertise of principals

to perform clinical supervision functions in the following manner:

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology .0570
2 Formative Evaluations L1105
3 Pre-Observation Conference .6328
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule .0226%*
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis .7026
6 Analyze Data .3508
7 Keep Appointment .7625
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis .7452
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .7750

10 Help Match Materials to Goals .7183
11 Help with Time on Task .2910
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skills .7807
13 Help with Active Participation .5091
14 Help Teachers Acguire Proven Skills .2891
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .6515
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .2751
17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate .2242
18 Supervise Monthly .6834
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision 1310
20 Establish Positive Climate .9788

Total Perceived Expertise Relationship = .4713

**  Disnificant at the .05 Level but with no directionality -
See Table 4-38

The hypothesis is rejected.
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TABLE 4-38

The Relationship of the Number of Classroom Teachers Supervised
by a Principal and the Practice of Principals to Keep Appointments
at Agreed-Upcn Times for Observation of Teachers

Classroom Teachers Perceived Expertise
Very Medium Medium Very Row
Weak Weak Weak Strong Strong Strong Totals
Count 5 8 5 ) 7 1 32

Under  Row
14 Percentage 15.6 25.0 15.6 16.8 21.9 3.1 31.7

Count 3 4 10 18 6 6 47
14-20 Row

Percentage 6.4 8.5 21.3 38.3 12.6 12.8 46.5

Count 2 3 1 3 9 4 22

Over Row
20 Percentage 9.1 13.6 4.5 13.6 40.9 18.2 21.8

CoTumn 10 15 16 27 22 11 101
Totals 9.9 14.9 15.8 26.7 21.8 10.9 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 20.80 -- 10 degrees of freedem, significance = .0226
Cramer's V = ,32

TABLE 4-39

The Relationship of District Enrollment to the Perceived
Responsibility for the Scheduling of Appointments with Teachers by
Principals for Clinical Supervisory Interaction

District Enrollment Perceived Responsibility Assumed
No Secondary Primary Row
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility Totals
Small Count 1 4 33 38
2500 & Row
Less Percentage 2.6 10.5 86.8 36.9
Medium Count 1 3 27 31
2501-- Row
5000 Percentage 3.7 9.7 87.1 30.1
Large Count 1 12 2l 34
5001+ Row
Percentage 2.9 35.3 61.8 33.0
Column 3 19 81 103
Totals 2.9 18.4 78.6 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 9.68 -- 4 degrees of freedom, significance = .0463
Cramer's V = ,22
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Hy3 There will be a significant direct inverse relationship

between number of classroom teachers supervised and perceived

clinical supervisory responsibility assumed.

The number of classroom teachers supervised by a principal
was related statistically to variables of perceived responsibility

for clinical supervision in the following manner:

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology .7282
2 Formative Evaluations .6822
3 Pre-Observation Conference .4609
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule .9835
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis .9497
6 Analyze Data .2072
7 Keep Appointment .3836
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis .0554
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .7239

10 Help Match Materials to Goals .5709
11 Help with Time on Task .0915
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skills .3372
13 Help with Active Participation .1812
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills .0874
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .3207
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .6390
17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate .5046
18 Supervise Monthly .0977
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .3616
20 Establish Positive Climate .5978

Total Responsibility Relationship = .3384

The hypothesis is rejected.
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qu There will be a significant direct inverse relationship

between the total number of teachers supervised and perceived

clinical supervisory expertise.

The total number of teachers supervised by a principal is
related statistically to the perceived expertise of principals

to perform clinical supervision functions in the following manner:

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology .2363
2 Formative Evaluations .5574
3 Pre-Observation Conference .0891]
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule .5883
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis .1402
6 Analyze Data .0791
7 Keep Appointment .8853
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis .9803
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .2648

10 Help Match Materials to Goals .3086
11 Help with Time on Task .6010
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skills .1934
13 Help with Active Participation .5482
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills .2399
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods . 3839
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .1114
17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate .4542
18 Supervise Monthiy .6959
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision . 5452
20 Establish Positive Climate .4963

Total Expertise Relationship - .7773
Cramer's V = ,09278

The hypothesis is rejected.
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H There will be a significant direct inverse relationship

15
between the total number of teachers supervised and perceived

clinical supervisory responsibility assumed.

The total number of teachers supervised by a principal is
statistically related to the perceived responsibility of principals

to perform clinical supervision functions in the following manner:

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology .8400
2 Formative Evaluations .4034
3 Pre-Observation Conference .4323
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule 9442
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis .3310
6 Apalyze Data .7196
7 Keep Appointment .3543
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis .3954
g Suggest Instructional Methods .2558

10 Help Match Materials to Goals 6170
11 Help with Time on Task .5644
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skill 3277
13 Help with Active Participation .5677
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills .4820
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .2400
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .4736
17 Help Teachers Self-Evalaute .8523
18 Supervise Monthly .8952
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .8030
20 Establish Positive Climate .3400

Total Responsibility Relationship = .8088
Cramer's V = ,08813

The hypothesis is rejected.
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H There will be a significant direct and positive relationship

16
between district size and perceived clinical supervisory expertise.

The enrolliment of the district in which a principal works is
related statistically to perceived clinical supervisory expertise

in the following manner:

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology .7244
2 Formative Evaluations 4336
3 Pre-Observation Conference .2203
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule .0551
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis .8088
6 Analyze Data . 1455
7 Keep Appointment .3176
8 l.ead Teaching in Skill Analysis .3751
9 Suggest Instructional Methods 2464

10 Help Match Materials to Goals .2325
11 Help with Time on Task .7805
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skill .0864
13 Help with Active Participation .3695
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills .8245
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .2345
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .1415
17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate A277
18 Superyise Monthly .4207
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .3319
20 Establish Positive Climate .3772

Total Perceived Expertise Relationship = .7755

The hypothesis is rejected.
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H]7 There will be a significant direct and positive relationship

between district size and perceived clinical supervisory responsibility

assumed.
The enrollment of the district in which a principal works is
related statistically to the perceived responsibility assumed by a

principal for clinical supervisory activities in the following manner:

Factor Description  Significance of Relationship

] Teach Terminaology .4313

2 Formative Evaluations .0754

3 Pre-Observation Conference .6508

4 Observe Teachers on Schedule .3972

5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis .0463**
6 Analyze Data .2902

7 Keep Appointment .2422

8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis .0500%*
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .7951
10 Help Match Materials to Goals .4439
11 Help with Time on Task .0882
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skill 7725
13 Help with Active Participation .5473
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills .0134
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .3748
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .2709
17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate .9524
18 Supervise Monthly .3136
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .9544
20 Establish Positive Climate .5817

Total Responsibility Relationship = .7706

**  Significant at the .05 level but with no directionality -
See Tables 4-39 and 4-40

The hypothesis is rejected.
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TABLE 4-40

The Relationship of District Enrollment to the Perceived
Responsibility for the Leadership of the Analysis of Teaching
Skills by the Principal

District Enrollment Perceived Responsibility Assumed
No Secondary Primary Row
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility Totals
Small Count 6 10 21 37
2500 or Row
Less Percentage 16.2 27.0 56.8 36.3
Medjum Count 2 17 12 31
2500 -~ Row
5000 Percentage 6.5 54.8 38.7 30.4
Large Count 1 19 14 34
50071 + Row
Percentage 2.9 55.9 41.2 33.0
Column 9 46 47 102
Totals 8.8 45.1 46.1 100.0
Raw Chi Square = 9.49 -- 4 degrees of freedom, significance = ,0500

Cramer's V = .22
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H]8 There will be a significant direct inverse relationship

between longevity as a principal and perceived clinical supervisory

expertise.

The tenure of principals in position is related statisticaliy to
perceived expertise of principals to perform clinical supervisory

activities in the following manner:

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology .2319
2 Formative Evaluations . 6000
3 Pre-Observation Conference . 3247
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule .2619
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis 7154
6 Analyze Data .82563
7 Keep Appointment .7052
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis 2773
9 Suggest Instructional Methods . 3492

10 Help Match Materials to Goals L4107
11 Help with Time on Task .6460
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skill . 9306
13 Help with Active Participation .8865
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills .6926
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .5736
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .9126
17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate .8879
18 Supervise Monthly .9204
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .7800
20 Establish Positive Climate 3122

Total Perceived Expertise Relationship = .8877

The hypothesis is rejected.
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H]g There will be a significant direct inverse relationship

between Tongevity as a principal and perceived clinical supervisory

responsibility assumed.

The tenure of - principals in the principalship is related
statistically to their perceived acceptance of responsibility for

clinical supervisory activities in the following manner:

Factor Description  Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology .8356
Formative Evaluations .0984
3 Pre-Observation Conference . 5821
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule .6834
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis .9334
) Analyze Data .0426%
7 Keep Appointment .2664
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis .5262
9 Suggest Instructional Methods . 1256
10 Help Match Materials to Goals .4906
11 Help with Time on Task .3144
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skill .9358
13 Help with Active Participation 5772
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills A711
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods 4245
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .7134
17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate .6041
18 Supervise Monthly .6039
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .4808
20 Establish Positive Climate .5133

Total Responsibility Relationship = .6014
* Significant at .05 level but with no directionality - See Table 4-41.

The hypothesis is rejected.
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TABLE 4-41

The Relationship of the Tenure of Principals in the Principalship
to their Perceived Responsibility Assumed for the Analysis of Data
Obtained from the Observation of Teaching

Principal Tenure Perceived Responsibility Assumed
No Secondary Primary Row
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility Totals
Count 0 5 22 27
Under 6 Row
Percentage 0 18.5 81.5 26.2
Count 2 5 15 22
6-10 Row
Percentage 9.1 22.7 68.2 21.4
Count 0 14 18 32
11-15  Row
Percentage 0 43.8 56.3 31.1
Count 0 9 13 22
Over Row
15 Percentage 0 40.9 59.1 21.4
Column 2 33 68 103
Totals 1.9 32.0 66.0 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 13.03 -- 6 degrees of freedom, significance = .0426
Cramer's V = .25
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H20 There will be a significant direct inverse relationship

between extra responsibility for principals and perceived clinical

supervisory expertise.

The factor of extra systemwide responsibilities being required
for principals was related statistically to the perceived expertise
of principals to perfarm clinical supervisory functions in the

following manner:

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology .8865
2 Formative Evaluations .5393
3 Pre-Observation Conference .3612
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule .1640
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis .4286
6 Analyze Data .8237
7 Keep Appointment .5757
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis .3783
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .6205

10 Help Match Materials to Goals .4604
1 Help with Time on Task .8804
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skill . 3457
13 Help with Active Participation .1429
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills 4251
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipling Methods .3247
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .461C
17 Help Teachers Seif-Evaluate .0811
18 Supervise Monthly .0520
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .6882
20 Establish Positive Climate .5983

Total Perceived Expertise Relationship - .5250

The hypothesis is rejected.
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H

21 There will be a significant direct inverse relationship

between extra responsibility for principals and percejved clinical

supervisory responsibility assumed.

The factor of extra systemwide responsibilities for principals

was related statistically to their perceived responsibility for

clinical supervisory functions in the following manner:

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology .4354
2 Formative Evaluations .6235
3 Pre-Observation Conference .6862
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule .7638
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis .6303
6 Analyze Data .4387
7 Keep Appointment 1816
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis .0628
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .8248

10 Help Match Materials to Goals .6250
11 Help with Time on Task .5870
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skill .9872
13 Help with Active Participation .7818
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills .6213
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods 1.0000
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .9053
17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate .9185
18 Supervise Monthly 1517
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .5808
20 Establish Positive Climate 1.0000

Total Responsibility Relationship - .1952

The hypothesis is rejected.
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Hyy The number of formal teacher evaluations required will

equal the number of formative teacher evaluations performed.

The relationship of summative evaluations required for tenured

teachers and formative evaluations performed by principals:

Summative Evaluations Formative Evaluations
Less than More than
Twice Twice Twice Row

Annually Annually Annually Total

Less than Count 74 10 12 96
Twice Annually Row Percentage 77.1 10.4 12.5 94.0
Twice Count 3 1 0 4
Annually Row Percentage 75.0 25.0 0
More than Count 0 1 1 2
Twice Annually Row Percentage O 50.0 50.0 20
Column Totals 77 12 13 102
75.5 11.8 12.7 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 14.28 6 degrees of freedom significance .0267

The hypothesis is accepted.
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H

23 The amount of formal education in supervision will have

no significant positive effect on perceived clinical supervisory

expertise.

The formal education of principals in supervision is related
statistically to perceived expertise of principals in clinical

supervisory functions in the following manner:

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology .B585
2 Formative Evaluations .4039
3 Pre-0Observation Conference .2972
4 Ohserve Teachers on Schedule .3911
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis .3479
6 Analyze Data .3233
7 Keep Appointment . 3152
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Anmalysis .3385
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .5281

10 Help Match Materials to Goals .4205
11 Help with Time on Task .0466*
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skill .6543
13 Help with Active Participation .7708
14 . Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills . 1682
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .4059
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .9207
17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate .5530
18 Supervise Monthly .4766
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .2785
20 Establish Positive Climate .0703

Total Perceived Expertise Relationship = .6954
* Significant at the .05 level - See Table 4-42

The hypothesis is accepted.
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TABLE 4-42

The Relationship of Formal Education in Supervision to the
Perceived Expertise of Principals to Help Teachers to Cause Students

to Spend Time on Task

Formal Education

Very

Perceived Expertise

Count
Zero Row
Percentage
1-6 Count

Semester Row
Hours Percentage

7-18 Count
Semester Row
Hours Percentage

Over Count

18 Row
Semester Percentage
Hours

Column
Totals

Moderately Moderately Very Row
Weak Weak Weak Strong Strong Strong Totals
2 3 5 11 7 4 32
6.3 9.4 15.6 34.4 21.9 12.5 31.7
1 0 1 16 16 4 38
2.6 0 2.6 42.1 42 .1 10.5 37.6
1 5 2 2 7 2 19
5.3 26.3 10.5 10.5 36.8 10.5 18.8
1 0 0 6 3 2 12
8.3 0 0 50.0 25.0 16.7 11.9
5 8 8 35 33 12 101
5.0 7.9 7.9 34.7 32.7 11.9 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 25.26 -- 15 degrees of freedom, significance = .0466

Cramer's V = .29
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H24 The amount of formal education in supervision will have

no significant positive effect of perceived clinical supervisory

responsibility assumed.

The formal education obtained by a principal in supervision
is statistically related to the variables of perceived responsibility

for clinical supervisory functions in the following manner:

Factor Description  Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology .663]
2 Formative Evaluations .1836
3 Pre-Observation Conference .8574
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule .0306*
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis .7263
6 Analyze Data .6353
7 Keep Appointment 5475
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis .4588
9 Suggest Instructional Methods . 3662

10 Help Match Materials to Goals .1623
11 Help with Time on Task L4257
12 Help with Higher tevel Thinking Skill .4582
13 Help with Active Participation L9212
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills .0834
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .9300
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .5256
17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate . 6805
18 Supervise Monthly 711
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .1922
20 Establish Positive Climate .1753

Total Responsibility Relationship = .3119
* Significant at the .05 level ~ See Table 4-43

The hypothesis is accepted.
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TABLE 4-43
The Relationship of Formal Education in Supervision and

Evaluation to the Perceived Responsibility by Principals to

Observe Teaching at Agreed-Upon Times
Perceived Responsibility

Formal Education

Zero

1-6

7-18

Over
18

Count
Row
Percentage

Count
Row
Percentage

Count
Row
Percentage

Count
Row
Percentage

Column
Totals

No Secondary Primary Row
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility Totals
6 5 22 33
18.2 15.2 66.7 32.
1 17 21 39
2.6 43.6 h3.8 37.
4 5 10 19
21.1 26.3 52.6 18.
4 3 5 12
33.3 25.0 a1.7 11.
15 30 58 103
14.6 29.1 56.3 100.

Raw Chi Square = 13.91 -- 6 degrees of freedom, significance = .0206
Cramer's V = .26
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Hop There will be a significant positive and direct relationship

between staff development in supervision and perceived clinical

supervisory expertise.

The factor of whether or not a principal has had a professional
development program in clinical supervision or teacher evaluation is
related statistically to variables of perceived clinical supervisory

expertise in the following manner:

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology L1519
2 Formative Evaluations .0293*
3 Pre-Observation Conference .0346*
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule .0454*
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis . 3650
6 Analyze Data .4668
7 Keep Appointment .8285
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis 1180
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .b252

10 Help Match Materials to Goals .7992
11 Help with Time on Task . 3852
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skill .3729
13 Help with Active Participation .7018
14 Help Teachers Acguire Proven Skills .0142*
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .5697
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .4395
17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate L6613
18 Supervise Monthly .6421
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .8049
20 Establish Positive Climate L7551

Total Perceived Expertise Relationship = .2491
* Significant at the .05 level - See Tables 4-44, 4-45, 4-46, and 4-47.

The hypothesis is accepted for four variables but rejected overall.
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TABLE 4-44

The Relationship of Professional Development Programs in
Clinical Supervision or Teacher Evaluation to the Perceived
Expertise of Principals to Conduct Formative Evaluations

Professional Development

Program Perceived Responsibility
Very Moderately Moderately Very Row
Weak Weak Weak Strong Strong Strong Totals
Count t] 1 2 11 5 3 22
Yes Row
Percentage O 4.5 9.1 50.0 22.7 13.6 21.8
Count 2 8 22 24 22 1 79
No Row
Percentage 2.5 10.1 27.8 30.4 27.8 1.3 78.2
Column 2 9 24 35 27 4 101
Totals 2.0 8.9 23.8 34.7 26.7 4.0 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 12,44 -- 5 degrees of freedom, significance = .0293
Cramer's V = .35
TABLE 4-45

The Relationship of Professional Development Programs in
Clinical Supervision or Teacher Evaluation to the Perceived
Expertise of Principals to Conduct a Pre-Observation Conference

Professional Development

Program Perceived Responsibility
Very Moderately Moderately Very Row
Weak Weak Weak Strong Strong Strong Totals
Count 0 3 4 5 7 3 22
Yes Row
Percentage O 13.6 18.2 22.7 31.8 13.6 21.8
Count 20 17 15 10 9 8 79
No Row
Percentage 25.3 21.5 19.0 12.7 11.4 10.1 78.2
Column 20 20 19 15 16 11 101
Totals 19.8 19.8 18.8 14.9 15.8 10.9 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 12.02 -- 5 degrees of freedom, significance = .0346
Cramer's V = ,34
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TABLE 4-46

The Relationship of Professional Development Programs in Clinical
Supervision or Teacher Evaluation to the Perceived Expertise of
Principals to Observe Teacher at Agreed-Upon Times

Professional Development

Programs Perceijved Expertise
Very Moderately Moderately Very Row
Weak Weak Weak Strong Strong Strong Totals
Count 0 0 3 10 6 3 22
Yes Row
Percentage 0 0 13.6 45.5 27.3 13.6 21.8
Count 10 15 13 17 16 8 79
No Row
Percentage 12.7 19.0 16.5 21.5 20.3 10.1 78.2
Column 10 15 16 27 22 11 101
Totals 9.9 14.9 15.8 26.7 21.8 10.9 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 11.32 -- 5 degrees of freedom, significance = .0434
Cramer's V = .33

TABLE 4-47

The Relationship of Professional Development Programs in Clinical
Supervision or Teacher Evaluation to the Perceived Expertise of
Principals to Help Teachers Acgquire Teaching Skills Proven by Research
to be Effective

Professional Development

Programs Perceived Expertise
Very Moderately Moderately Very Row
Weak Weak Weak Strong Strong Strong Totals
Count 0 1 5 4 7 5 22
Yes Row
Percentage O 4.5 22.7 18.2 31.8 22.7 21.6
Count 4 5 18 32 19 2 80
No Row
Percentage 5.0 6.3 22.5 40.0 23.8 2.5 178.4
Column 4 6 23 36 26 7 102
Totals 3.9 5.9 22.5 35.3 25.5 6.9 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 14.24 -~ 5 degrees of freedom, significance = .0142
Cramer's V = .37
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H26 There will be a significant positive and direct relationship

between staff development in supervision and perceived clinical

supervisory responsibility assumed.

The factor of whether or not a principal has had a comprehensive
professional devleopment program in clinical supervision or teacher
evaluation is related statistically to the perceived responsibility
of principals to perform clinical supervisory functions in the

following manner:

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology 0172*
2 Formative Evaluations .4895-
3 Pre-Observation Conference .0021*
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule .0489*
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis .2239
6 Analyze Data . 1501
7 Keep Appointment .2753
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis . 1882
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .b764

10 Help Match Materials to Goals .9416
11 Help with Time on Task .3438
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skill .2161
13 Help with Active Participation . 2050
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills .0974
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods 1.0000
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .6389
17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate .4784
18 Supervise Monthly .0465*
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .4643
20 Establish Positive Climate .1661

Total Responsibility Relationship = .0433%

* Significant at the .05 level - See Tables 4-48, 4-49, 4-50,
4-51 and 4-52.

The hypothesis is accepted,




169

TABLE 4-48

The Relationship of Professional Development Programs in
Clinical Supervision or Teacher Evaluation to the Perceived
Responsibility of Principals to Help Teachers Understand the
Learning Process

Professional Development

Program Perceived Responsibility
No Secondary Primary Row
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility Totals
Count ¢ 7 _ 16 23
Yes Row
Percentage 0 30.4 69.6 22.3
Count 7 43 30 80
No Row
Percentage 8.8 53.7 37.5 77.7
Column 7 50 46 103
Totals 6.8 48.5 44 .7 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 8.13 -- 2 degrees of freedom, significance = .0172
Cramer's V = .28

TABLE 4-49

The Relationship of Professional Development Pragrams in
Clinical Supervision or Teacher Evaluation to the Perceived
Responsibility of Principals to Conduct Pre-Observation Conferences

Professional Development

Program Perceived Responsibility
No Secondary Primary Row
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility Totals
Count 1 7 15 23
Yes Row
Percentage 4.3 30.4 65.2 22.5
Count 18 40 21 79
No Row
Percentage 22.4 50.6 26.6 77.5
Column 19 47 36 102
Totals 18.6 46.1 35.3 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 12.36 -- 2 degrees of freedom, significance = .0021
Cramer's V = .35
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TABLE 4-50

The Relationship of Professional Development Programs in
Clinical Supervision or Teacher Evaluation to the Perceived
Responsibility of Principals to Observe Teachers at Agreed-

Upon Times
Professional Development
Program Perceived Responsibility
No Secondary Primary Row
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility Totals
Count 0 6 17 23
Yes Row
Percentage 0 26.1 73.9 22.3
Count 15 24 41 80
No Row
Percentage 18.8 30.0 51.3 77.7
Cotumn 15 30 58 103
Totals 14.6 29.1 56.3 100.0
Raw Chi Square = 6.04 -~ 2 degrees of freedom, significance = .0489
Cramer's V = .24
TABLE 4-51
The Relationship of Professional Development Programs in
Clinical Supervision or Teacher Evaluation to the Perceived
Responsibility of Principals to Conduct Monthly Formative Staff
Evaluations
Professional Development
Program Perceived Responsibility
No Secondary Primary Row
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility Totals
Count 2 14 7 23
Yes Row
Percentage 8.7 60.9 30.4 22.5
Count 28 34 17 79
No Row
Percentage 38.4 43.0 21.5 77.5
Column 30 48 24 102
Totals 29.4 47.1 23.5 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 6.14 -- 2 degrees of freedom, significance =

Cramer's V = ,25

.0465
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H There will be a significant positive and direct relationship

27
between perceived sense of authority and perceived clinical supervisory

expertise.

H There will be a significant positive and direct relationship

28
between perceived sense of authority and perceived clinical supervisory

responsibility assumed.

Due to the poor scattering of scores on authority (the scores
were very high -- see table4-53) no analysis was possible.

The hypothesis was not testable with the present data.
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TABLE 4-52

The Relationship of Professional Development Programs
in Clinical Supervision or Teacher Evaluation to the
Perceived Responsibility of Principals to Perform Clinical
Supervisory Functions

Professional Development
Program Perceived Responsibility

Row

Weak Average Strong Totals
Count 1 13 9 23

Yes Row Percentage 4.3 56.5 39.1 22.3
Count 15 51 14 80

No Row Percentage 18.8 63.8 17.5 77.7
Column 16 64 23 103

Totals 15.5 62.1 22.3 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 6.28 -- 2 degrees of freedom, significance = .0433
Cramer's V = ,25
TABLE 4-53

The Perception of Authority Over the Instructional Program
Held by Elementary Principals

N =103
Absolute Relative Cumulative
Frequency Frequency Frequency
No Authority 1 1 1.0 1.0
2 4 3.9 4.9
3 16 15.5 20.4
4q 39 37.9 58.3
5 33 32.0 90.3
Complete Authority 6 10 9.7 100.0
MEAN = 4.25 Standard Deviation = 1.02

MODE = 4.0
MEDIAN 4.28
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H29 There will be a significant direct and positive relationship

between perceived sense of efficacy and perceived clinical supervisory

expertise.

H There will be a significant direct and positive rejationship

30
between perceived sense of efficacy and perceived clinical supervisory

responsibility assumed.

Due to the poor scattering of scores on sense of efficacy (the
scores were very high -- see tables 4-54, 4-55, 4-56), no analysis
was possible.

The hypothesis was not testable with the present data.
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TABLE 4-54

The Perceived Effects of Principals on Student Learning as
Reflected by Test Scores

Absolute Relative Cummulative
Category Label Freguency Frequency Frequency
No Effect 1 0 0 0
2 0 0 0
3 8 7.8 7.8
4 17 16.5 24,3
5 50 48.5 72.8
Great Effect 6 28 27.2 100.0
MEAN = 4,95 Standard Deviation = .87
MODE = 5.0
MEDIAN = 5,03
TABLE 4-55

Principal Perception of the Difference Teachers Make in Student
Learning

Absolute Relative Cummulative

Category lLabel Frequency Frequency Frequency
Not at All 1 0 0 0

2 0 0 0

3 i 1.0 1.0

4 8 7.8 8.7

5 49 47 .6 56.3
Very Much 6 45 43.7 100.0
MEAN = 5,34 Standard Deviation = .66
MODE = 5.0
MEDIAN = 5,03
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TABLE 4-56

Principal Perceptions of Teacher's Ability to "Get Through
to" the Most Unmotivated Child

Absolute Relative Cumulative
Category Label Frequency Frequency Frequency
Not at All ] ] 1.0 1.0
2 4 3.9 4.9
3 6 5.8 10.7
4 19 18.4 29.1
5 40 38.8 68.0
Very Much 6 33 32.0 100.0
MEAN = 4,86 Standard Deviation = 1,11
MODE = 5,0
MEDIAN = 5,04
TABLE 4-57

The Relationship of Role Perception to the Perceived Expertise
of Principals to Conduct Pre-Observation Conferences

Role Perceived Expertise
Very Moderately Moderately Very Row
Weak Weak Weak Strong Strong Strong Totals
Count 4 9 9 4 12 7 45
Clinician Row
Percentage 8.9 20.0 20.0 8.9 26.7 15.6 46.4
Count 14 11 8 11 4 4 52
Evaluator Row
Percentage 26.9 21.2 15.4 21.2 7.7 7.7 53.6
Column 18 20 17 15 16 11 97
Totals 18.8 20.6 17.5 15.5 16.5 11.3  100.0

Raw Chi Square = 13.46 -- 5 degrees of freedom, significance = .0194
Cramer's V = ,37
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H31 There will be a significant direct and positive relationship

between perceived role as a clinician and perceived clinical supervisory

expertise.

The perceived role of a principal is related statistically to

variables of perceived clinical supervisory expertise in the following

manner:

Factor Description  Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology L2121
2 Formative Evaluations .0980
3 Pre-Observation Conference .0194*
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule .3480
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis 4675
6 Analyze Data . 1832
7 Keep Appointment .5232
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis .0291*
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .2828

10 Help Match Materials to Goals .0446*
11 Help with Time on Task .2677
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skill .2175
13 Help with Active Participation . 1593
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven 3kills .3231
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .7243
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .393]
17 Help Teachers Seif-Evaluate .3869
i8 Supervise Monthly .3705
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .8946
20 Establish Positive Climate .7270

Total Perceived Expertise Relationship - .1772

* Significant at the .05 level - See Tables 4-57, 4-58, and 4-59.

The hypothesis is accepted for three variables.
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TABLE 4-58

The Relationship of the Perceived Role Assumed by Principals
and the Perceived Expertise of Principals to Lead Teachers in
an Analysis of a Teaching Skill

Role Perceived Expertise
Very Moderately Moderately Very Row
Weak MWeak Weak Strong Strong Strong Totals
Count 0 1 11 19 9 4 44
Clinician Row
Percentage O 2.3 25,0 43.2 20.5 9.1 45.8
Count 7 7 11 12 9 6 52
Evaluator Row
Percentage 13.5 13.5 21.2 23.1 17.3 11.5 54.2
Coiumn 7 8 22 31 18 10 96
Totals 7.3 8.3 22.9 32.3 18.8 10.4 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 12.90 -- 5 degrees of freedom, significance = .0243
Cramer's V = ,37

TABLE 4-59

The Relationship of the Perceived Role Assumed by Principals and
the Perceived Expertise of Principals to Help Teachers Match Instructional
Materials to Instructional Goals

Roie Perceived Expertise
Very Moderately Moderately Very Row
Weak Weak Weak Strong Strong Strong Totals
Count 0 0 4 16 15 9 44
Clinician Row
Percentage 0 0 9.1 36.4 34.1 20.5 45.8
Count 2 7 4 9 22 8 52
Evaluator Row
Percentage 3.8 13.5 7.7 17.3 42.3 15.4 54.2
Cotumn 2 7 8 25 37 17 96
Totals 2.1 7.3 8.3 26.0 38.5 17.7 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 11.76 -- 5 degrees of freedom, significance = .0383
Cramer's ¥ = .35
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Hay There will be a significant direct and positive relationship

between perceived role as a clinician and perceived clinical supervisory

responsibility assumed.

The perceived role of a principal is related statistically to
the perceived responsibility of principals to perform clinical

supervisory functions in the following manner:

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology .1633
2 Formative Evaluations .0816
3 Pre-Observation Conference L2263
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule .4857
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis 9878
6 Analyze Data L4880
7 Keep Appointment .5851
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis 0774
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .3147

10 Help Match Materials to Goals . 3457
1 Help with Time on Task 1775
i2 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skill . 1401
13 Help with Active Participation 4224
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills .0663
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .8069
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .4594
17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate .0198*
18 Supervise Monthly L1143
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision L4419
20 Establish Positive Climate L9757

Total Responsibility Relationship = .2685
* Significant at the .05 level - See Table 4-60.

The hypothesis is accepted for one variable.
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TABLE 4-60

The Relationship of Role Perception to the Perceived Responsibility
of Principals to Help Teachers Self-Evaluate and Self-Improve Their

Teaching
Role

Clinician

Evaluator

Raw Chi S
Cramer's

Perceived

Clinical Supervision

Never

Seldom

Often

Always

Perceived Responsibility
No Secondary Primary Row
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility Totals
Count 0 20 25 45
Row
Percentage 0 44 .4 55.6 45.5
Count 7 27 20 54
Row
Percentage 13.0 50.0 37.0 54.5
Column 7 47 45 g9
Totals 7.1 47.5 45.5 100.0
quare = 7.84 ~- 2 degrees of freedom, significance = .0198
V= .28
TABLE 4-61
The Relationship of the Perceived Frequency of Use of Ciinical
Supervision to the Perceived Expertise of Principals to Conduct Pre-
Observation Conferences.
Use of
Perceived Expertise
Very Moderately Moderately Very  Row
Weak Weak Weak Strong Strong Strong Totals
Count 7 1 0 0 1 0 9
Row
Percentage 77.8 11.1 0 0 11.1 0 8.9
Count 7 11 9 8 3 1 39
Row
Percentage 17.9 28.2 23.1 20.5 7.7 2.6 38.6
Count 5 8 10 6 10 7 46
Row
Percentage 10.9 17.4 21.7 13.0 21.7 15.2 45.5
Count ] 0 0 1 2 3 7
Row
Percentage 14.3 (O 0 14.3 28.6 42.9 6.9
Column 20 20 19 15 16 11 101
Totals 19.8 19.8 18.8 14.9 15.8 10.9 100.0
quare = 40.75 -~ 15 degrees of freedom, significance = .0004

Raw Chi S
Cramer's

v = .37
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H

33 There will be a significant direct and positive relationship

between perceived frequency of use of a clinical supervisory model

and perceived clinical supervisory expertise.

The factor of how often a principal perceives using a system
of clinical supervision is related statistically to variables of
perceived expertise to perform clinical supervisory functions in the

following manner:

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology .1909
2 Formative Evaluations .1408
3 Pre-Observation Conference .0004*
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule .0009*
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis . 1307
6 Analyze Data .2012
7 Keep Appointment .2392
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis .0682
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .0012*

10 Help Match Materials to Goals .0059%
1 Help with Time on Task L1091
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skill L0581
13 Help with Active Participation .0946
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills L1780
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .0947
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .0871
17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate .0001*
18 Supervise Monthly 0151*
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .2188
20 Establish Positive Climate .1225

Total Perceived Expertise Relationship = .1263

* Significant at the .05 level - See Tables 4-61, 4-62, 4-63,
4-64, 4-65 and 4-66.

The hypothesis is accepted for six variables.
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TABLE 4-62

The Relationship of the Perceived Frequency of Use of Clinical
Supervision to the Perceived Expertise of Principals to Observe
Teaching at Agreed-Upon Times

Perceived Use of

Clinical Supervision Perceived Expertise
Very Moderately Moderately Very  Row
Weak Weak Weak Strong Strong Strong Totals
Count 5 1 1 0 0 2 9
Never Row
Percentage 55.6 11.1 11.1 0 0 22.? 8.9
Count 1 7 9 10 11 1 39
Seldom Row
Percentage 2.6 17.9 23.1 25.6 28.2 2.6 38.6
Count 4 7 6 14 9 6 46
Often Row
Percentage 8.7 15.2 13.0 30.4 19.6 13.0 45.5
Count 0 0 0 3 2 2 7
Always  Row
Percentage O 0 0 42.9 28.6 28.6 6.9
Column 10 15 16 27 22 11 101
Totals 8.9 14,9 15.8 26.7 21.8 10.9 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 38.00 -- 15 degrees of freedom, significance = ,0009
Cramer's V = .35
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TABLE 4-63

The Relationship of Perceived Frequency of Usage of Clinical
Supervision by Principals and the Perceived Expertise of Principals
to Suggest Instructional Methods to Teachers

Perceived Frequency of
Use of Clinical Supervision Perceived Expertise

Very Moderately Moderately Very Row
Weak Weak Weak Strong Strong Strong Totals
Count 2 0 3 0 2 2 9
Never Row
Percentage 22.0 O 33.3 0 22.2 22.2 9.0
Count 0 3 3 10 15 8 39
Seldom Row
Percentage O 7.7 7.7 25.6 38.5 20.5 39.0
Count 0 ] 4 12 16 13 45
Often Row
Percentage O 0 8.9 26.7 35.6 28.9 45.0
Count 0 0 0 1 2 4 7
Always  Row
Percentage O 0 0 14.3 28.6 57.1 7.0
Column 2 3 10 23 35 27 100
Totals 2.0 3.0 10.0 23.0 35.0 27.0 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 37.20 -- 15 degrees of freedom, significance = .0012
Cramer's V = .35
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TABLE 4-64

The Relationship of Perceived Frequency of Usage of
Clinical Supervision by Principals and the Perceived Expertise
of Principals to Help Teachers Match Instructional Materials to
Instructional Goals

Perceived Frequency of

Usage of Clinical Supervision Perceived Expertise
Very Moderately Moderately Very Row
Weak Weak Weak Strong Strong Strong Totals
Count 2 1 2 2 ] 1 9
Never Row
Percentage 22.2 11.1 22.2 22.2 11.1 11.1 9.0
Count 0 6 3 8 16 6 39
Seldom  Row
Percentage 0 15.4 7.7 20.5 41.0 15.4 3.0
Count 0 3 4 13 18 9 45
Often Row
Percentage O 2.2 8.9 28.9 40.0 20.0 45.0
Count 0 0 0 3 2 2 7
Always Row
Percentage O 0 0 42.9 28.6 28.6 7.0
Column 2 8 9 26 37 18 100
-Totals 2.0 8.0 9.0 26.0 37.0 18.0 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 32.26 -- 15 degrees of freedom, significance = ,0059
Cramer's V = .33
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TABLE 4-65

The Relationship of Perceived Frequency of Usage of Clinical
Supervision by Principals and the Perceived Expertise of Principals
to Help Teachers Self-Evaluate and Self-Improve

Perceived Frequency of

Usage of Clinical Supervision Perceived Expertise
Very Moderately Moderately Very Row
Weak Weak Weak Strong Strong Strong Totals
Count 3 ] 2 2 0 1 9
Never Row
Percentage 33.3 11.1 22.2 22.2 0 11.1 8.9
Count 0 9 6 15 7 2 39
Seldom  Row
Percentage O 23.7 15.4 38.5 17.9 5.1 38.6
Count 0 3 8 16 16 3 46
Often Row
Percentage O 6.5 17.4 34.8 34.8 6.5 45.5
Count 0 0 2 4 1 0 7
Always Row
Percentage 0 0 28.6 57.1 14.3 0 6.9
Column 3 13 18 37 24 6 101
Totals 3.0 12.9 17.8 36.6 23.8 5.9 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 44.46 -- 15 degrees of freedom, significance = .000]
Cramer's V = ,38
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TABLE 4-66

The Relationship of Perceived Frequency of Usage of Clinical
Supervision by Principals and the Perceived Expertise of Principails
to Supervise Teaching for Formative Reasons at Least Monthly

Perceived Frequency of

Usage of Clinical Supervision Perceived Expertise
Very Moderately Moderately Very  Row
Weak Weak Weak Strong Strong Strong Totals
Count 7 1 0 0 0 i 9
Never Row
Percentage 77.8 11.1 0 0 0 11.1 9.0
Count 14 13 8 3 0 1 39
Seldom Row
Percentage 35.9 33.3 20.5 7.7 0 2.6 39.0
Count 11 7 8 12 5 2 45
Often Row
Percentage 24.4 15.6 17.8 26.7 i1 4.4 45,0
Count 0 3 ] 2 3 0 7
Always  Row
Percentage 0 42,9 14.3 28.6 14.3 0 7.0

Raw Chi Square = 29.22 -- 15 degrees of freedom, significance = .015]
Cramer's V = .31
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H34 There will be a significant direct and positive relationship

between perceived frequency of use of a clinical supervisory model

and perceived clinical supervisory responsibility assumed.

The factors of how often a principal perceived himself or herself
using a system of clinical supervision is related statistically to
the perceived responsibility of principals to perform ciinical

supervisory functions in the following manner:

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology 1772
2 Formative Evaluations .0132%
3 Pre-Observation Conference .0157*
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule .0483*
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis 2472
6 Analyze Data .3175
7 Keep Appointment .3933
8 Lead Teaching in S5kill Analysis . 7241
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .0746

10. Help Match Materials to Goals .2988
1 Help with Time on Task .6627
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skill .3083
13 Help with Active Participation L4213
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills .0951
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .2119
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .3438
17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate .1298
18 Supervise Monthly .0876
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .0983
20 Establish Positive Climate 5571

Total Responsibility Relationship = .1125
* Significant at .05 Level -- See Tables 4-67, 4-68, and 4-69

The hypothesis is accepted for three variables.




217

TABLE 4-67

The Relationship of the Perceived Frequency of Use of Clinical
Supervision to the Perceived Responsibility of Principals to

Separately Evaluate Teachers for Formative Reasons

Perceived Use of
Clinical Supervision

Perceived Responsibility

Count
Never Row
Percentage

Count
Seldom Row
Percentage

Count
Often Row
Percentage

Count
Always Row
Percentage

Column
Totals

Raw Chi Square = 16.10 -- 6 dearees of freedom, significance

Cramer's V¥ = .28

= .0132

No Secondary Primary Row
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility Totals
2 3 4 9
22.2 33.3 44.4 8.7
1 23 16 40
2.5 57.5 40.0 38.8
1 14 32 47
2.1 29.8 68.1 45,6
0 3 4 7
0 42.9 57.1 6.8
4 43 56 103
3.9 41.7 54.4 100.0
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TABLE 4-68

The Relationship of the Perceived Frequency of Use of Clinical

Supervision to the Perceived Responsibility of Principals to Conduct

Pre~0Observation Conferences

Perceived Use of
Clinical Supervision

Perceived Responsibility

Count
Never Row
Percentage

Count
Seldom Row
Percentage

Count
Often Row
Percentage

Count
Always Row
Percentage

CoTumn
Totals

Raw Chi Square = 15.66 -- 6 degrees of freedom, significance

Cramer's V = .28

.0157

No Secondary Primary Row
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility Totals
3 6 0 9
33.3 66.7 0 8.8
10 20 9 39
25.6 51.3 23.1 38.2
5 20 22 47
10.6 42.6 46.8 46.1
1 1 5 7
14.3 14.3 71.4 6.9
19 47 36 102
18.6 46.1 35.3 100.0
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TABLE 4-69

The Relationship of the Perceived Frequency of Use of Clinicai
Supervision to the Perceived Responsibility of Principals to Observe
Teaching at Agreed-Upon Times

Perceived Use of

Clinical Supervision Perceived Responsibility
No Secondary Primary Row
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility Totals
Count 1 2 6 9
Never Row
Percentage 11.1 22.2 66.7 8.7
Count 5 19 16 40
Seldom  Row
Percentage 12.3 47.5 40.0 38.8
Count 7 9 31 47
Often Row
Percentage 14.9 19.1 66.0 45.6
Count 2 0 5 7
Always Row
Percentage 28.6 0 71.4 6.8
Column 15 30 58 103
Totals 14.6 29.1 56.3 100.0
Raw Chi Square = 12.69 -- 6 degrees of freedom, significance = .0483

Cramer's ¥ = .25
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H35 Variables of perceived responsibility assumed by principals

for clinical supervision will be directly and positively related tc

variables of perceived clinical supervisory expertise singly and

collectively.

Variables of perceived responsibility are statistically

related to variables of perceived expertise in the following manner:

Factor Description Significance of Relationship
1 Teach Terminology .0667
2 Formative Evaluations .0075%
3 Pre-Observation Conference .0000*
4 Observe Teachers on Schedule .0001*
5 Schedule Meeting for Analysis . 0000*
6 Analyze Data 0114*
7 Keep Appointment .0784
8 Lead Teaching in Skill Analysis .0000*
9 Suggest Instructional Methods .0009*

10 Help Match Materials to Goals .0000*
11 Help with Time on Task . 0000*
12 Help with Higher Level Thinking Skill .0002*
13 Help with Active Participation .0001*
14 Help Teachers Acquire Proven Skills .0001*
15 Help Teachers Acquire Discipline Methods .0001*
16 Help Teachers Acquire Classroom Management .0614
17 Help Teachers Self-Evaluate .0273%*
18 Supervise Monthly .0000*
19 Obtain Criticism of Supervision .0009*
20 Establish Positive Climate .0002*

Total Relationship = .0477%
* Significant at the .05 level
Cramer's V - .22

The hypothesis is accepted for 17 individual variables, and
overall
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Discussion of the Analysis
Sex Differences in Regards to Clinical Supervisory Practices

Although only five variables of the relationships between sex
and the various clinical supervisory skilis, practices, and attitudes
were significant at the .05 Tevel, there appear to be some important
findings.

In general female principals appear more apt than their male
counterparts to incorporate clinical supervisory activities in
the principalship.

Proportionately more female principals have taken advantage of
professional development programs (33.3% to 19.5%). More women than
men proportionately see themselves as clinicians (61.9% to 41%). Women
are more inclined to perceive themselves responsible for one of the
most vital indicators of clinical supervision, the pre-observation
conference, and here the difference is significant at the .0162 level.
Ninety percent of the women perceive as primary their responsibility to
suggest methods of improvement for teachers when needed while only 79%
of the male principals are so inclined. Whereas 33% of the male respondents
assumed no responsibility for monthly formative evaluations, only 14.3%
of the women denied this responsibility.

One third of the female principals scored high on perceived

actual expertise; their male counterparts could muster only 17.1%.
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Age Differences

While age did not relate significantly to clinical supervisory
perceptions of principals, some important findings are worthy of
mention. Proportionately, 55% of the male principals were 45 years
of age or younger but only 33.3% of the females were under 45.
This statistic seems to support some of the literature which reports
that the principalship is becoming an even stronger male bast‘ion.226

A full 20% of the principals under the age of 36 perceived themselves
as having complete authority over the instructional program; only ten
principals of all ages from the entire survey perceived themselves
having this authority with the younger principals contributing three
of this number.

Principals in the mid-age range, from 41 to 50, accounted for
52.8% of those who perceived themselves responsible for pre-cbservation
conference; the younger and older categories accounted for an almost
identical division of the remaining number,

In an anlysis of total responsibility assumed for clinical
supervisory activities, 56% of those rated as strong were in the
40 to 50 age category.

Younger principals were far more apt to perceive themselves
using a clinical supervision model often. (.0282 level)

2265144,
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Responsibility Factor (Principals Having Two or More Schools)
The NAESP has reported a trend toward making principals

7 Does this practice

responsible for more than one schoo122
have an adverse effect on a principal's performance in clinical
supervisory activities? More than one scheool principaiships

occurred in about 15 percent of this sample.

Principals having responsibility for two or more schools also
reported that they were twice as likely as those principals with
only one schaol to be assigned extra systemwide responsibility
in addition to their duties as a principal. Those with one school
reported an almost equal division on this question (48.8 percent had
extra responsibility and 51.2 percent did not). For those with two or
more schools, the percentages were 68,8 percent having this extra
responsibility and 31.3 percent left to concentrate more fully on the
principalship.

The number of schools supervised also has a marked effect on
whether or not a principal would report having had a professional
development program in clinical supervision. Only one of the sixteen
principals from a multi-school principalship had enjoyed such a
program, whereas 22 of the 87 principals having one school to supervise
reported they had engaged in such an undertaking. This could be an
impartant point in that professional development was found by this

227 ip4d.
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research to be closely related to clinical supervision attitudes
and practices.

In analyzing the overall responsibility assumed by principals
for clinical supervisory activities, only 12.6% of the principals
with one school were categorized as being weak in this dimension,
Sut almost one third, 31.3% of those principals having two or more
schools were placed in this category.

While the same essential statistics are true for the analysis
of perceived expertise to perform clinical supervision in regards
to the Tow skilled principals, 14.9% of the one school principals
were ranked as weak as opposed to 31.3% of the two or more school
principals, 37.5% of the principals with more school responsibility
were labeled as peréeiving themselves as high in these skills
whereas only 17.2% of those principais with one school responsibility

were so labeled. This fact was significant at the .0214 level.

Schaol Size (Student Population of School or Schools)

It was hypothesized that school size would be directly
related to clinical supervision in an inversely positive manner,
but little evidence was found to support this hypothesis.
Principals with schools in the mid-range of student population,
351-450, were far less likely to have participated in a professional
development program in clinical supervision, only 6.7% had done so,
significant 4t a .0384 level,

There were no significant differences found in the supervisory
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practices of principals with various sized schools and also no
significant differences in whether or not they perceived of
themselves as a clinicians. There was also no significant difference
between principals of varying school sizes in the use of a clinical
supervision model.

However, principals with small schools, 250 or less, were
significantly (.0081) more apt to view as their responsibility
the analysis of the data they obtained from classroom visitations.
They were also more apt to view their responsibility for leadership
in the analysis of a teaching skill to be their pfimary responsibility
(.0279).

Principals with smaller schools, 350 or less, were also more
likely to accept overall responsibility for clinical supervision
activities (.0399 Tevel).

Proportionatdly, more principals with very small schools
viewed themselves as very strong at conducting separate evaluations

for formative reasons alone. (.0540 level)

Experience Factors (Years of Teaching Experience)
The years spent as a classroom teacher were not significantly
related to any factor of clinical supervision in a significant

manner.

Tenure as a Principal

Tenure as a principal appears to have no relationship to
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clinical supervisory activities. There were no items which were

even remotely related to tenure as a principal discovered in this study.

District Enrollment

Principals in larger districts are far less likely to have
extra systemwide responsibilities (.0003 level) and they are far
more Tikely to have had an opportunity for a professional

development program in clinical supervision (.0418 level).

Professional Development Program Influences

Principals who reported that they had participated in a
professional development program in clinical supervision or
teacher evaluation were more likely to accept the overall
responsibility for clinical supervision activities. Four variables
of perceived responsibility assumed for clinical supervisory
activities were significant at the .05 Tevel.

In addition, four variables of clinical supervisory expertise
were likewise related to this factor of professional development.

Professional development programs in clinical supervision
for principals appear to have a strong influence on the perceived

attitudes and practices of the principals polied in this study.

Role Perception Influences
Principals who view themselves as clinicians as opposed to
evaluators were far more likely to accept responsibility for

clinical supervisory activities and definitely view themselves as
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possessing more ability to perform clinical supervisory functions.
Perceived clinicians were more likely to evaluate for strictly
formative reasons (.0076 level); they were more Tikely to feel
strong in their ability to perform a pre-observation conference
(.0194) level; in the post-observation analysis {.0291 level; and
in the perceived ability to help teachers match materials to

goals (.0446 level). Principals who perceive themselves as being
clinicians were far more apt to use a model of clinical supervision

more frequently than others (.0002 level).

Frequency of Use of a Clinical Supervision Process

Principals who perceived themseives as frequently using a system
of clinical supervision were more likely to accept responsibility
for clinical supervisory activities and also were more likely to
perceive themselves as possessing expertise to perform clinical
supervisory functions.

The following factors were significantly related to the
perceptions of principals regarding frequency of use of a clinical
supervision model:

Responsibility for Clinical Supervision

1. Evaluate for formative reasons alone -- .0132 level
2. Conduct a pre-observation conference -- ,0157 level

3. Observe teaching at agreed-upon-times -- ,0483 level
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Expertise in Clinical Supervision

1. Conduct a pre-observation conference ~- .0004 level

2. Observe teaching at agreed-upon-times -- .0009 level

3. Suggest methods for instructional improvement -- .0012

4. Help teachers match instructional materials to goals -- .0059 level
5. Assist teachers develop a process for self-evaluation -~ .0001 level
6. Supervise teachers monthly for formative reasons -~ .0156 level

Formative Versus Summative Evaluations

As hypothesized, the vast majority of principals in this study
do not appear to separate formative from summative evaluations;
the number of formative evaluations was almostidentical to the
number of summative evaluations. This finding was confirmed at the

.0267 level.

Extra Teaching Responsibility

Only three principals (2.9%) of the sample were required to
teach in addition to assuming their role as a principal. Due to
the small number of such cases, no attempt was made to determine
any relationships to clinical supervisory activities,
Actual Versus Ideal Perceived Expertise to Perform Clinical
Supervisory Functions

As expected, principals expressed feeling a need for improving

their expertise in the ability to perform clinical supervisory
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functions. Dissonance was discovered to exist for every individual
variable of clinical supervisiun between the present ability of

principals and their ideal ability.

Perceived Responsibility as Related to Perceived Expertise

It was hypothesized that principals who perceived themselves
as being responsible for clinical supervisory functions would also
perceive themselves as possessing more ability to perform clinical
supervisory activities. This vrelationship was found to significantly

exist in seventeen of the twenty variables of this study.

Summary
This chapter has presented the findings of this study; a descrip-

tion of the sample was first presented comparing it with national
and state perspectives of the principalship and a general description
was made of the responses given by the sample group which constituted
the independent variables of the study.

This was followed by a systematic analysis of each hypothesis with
supportive evidence presented where it was deemed to be appropriate.

A discussion of the analysis was provided to synopsize the major find-

ings by category.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS
AND TMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Introduction

The purpose of this research was to discover if certain variables
existing in the role of the principalship were perceived by principals
to relate to instructional leadership. Basically, this research intended
to discover what factors might influence a principal to perceive himself
or herself as a clinical supervisior. Specifically, the investigation
centered on the relationship which exists between given characteristics
of the principalship and the perceived responsibility felt to exist by
principals to perform functions involved in clinical supervision.

Another major emphasis of the study was to determine what
principal characteristics related to the self-perceived expertise of
principals’ supervisory skills. Lastly, this research was designed to
determine the amount of dissonance principals feel about the difference in
their present supervisory skills and their ideal supervisory expertise.

A review of the relevant Titerature was presented in Chapter II.
The major theme in the 1iterature was the idea that the improvement
of instruction and the leadership required to accomplish this feat is
the highest form of achievement for principals. Included in the chapter
was a general look at the school effects research, a more concentrated
view of the effects of the principal on school outcomes, followed by a
concentrated analysis of the research done on the subject of clinical

supervision,

232



233

A total of 103 principals responded to the ILQ from a total
selected sample of 200 elementary principals from the Michigan
population. The sample appeared well suited to accomplish the
purposes of the research.

The Chi Square analysis was used to test the thirty five hypotheses
of the study using the SPSS Program for statistical testing at the

Michigan State University Computor Center.

Findings
Thirty five hypotheses were offered for testing; four of the
thirty five were not testable with the data collected. In general,
the findings of the hypotheses testing revealed the following:

1. Principals wish to become more skilled at clinical
supervisory functions.

2. Sex was found to have a significant impact on the perception
of principals regarding their supervisory expertise and the
responsibility assumed by them for supervision; females
perceive themselves as more skilled than males perceived
themselves and as having more responsibility for supervision.

3. Age did not correlate with either responsibility or
expertise functions of principals to perform clinical
supervision.

4, The number of schools a principal administors was unrelated
to perceptions of clinical supervisory expertise and to only
two variables of perceived clinical supervisory responsibility
assumed.

5. There was no relationship found to exist between schootl
enrollment and clinical supervision expertise or felt
responsibility.
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Teaching experience did not relate in any manner to
clinical supervision expertise or felt responsibility.

There was no relationship found to exist between the
number of classroom teachers supervised and perceived
clinical supervisory skills or perceived responsibility
assumed for clinical supervision.

There was no relationship found to exist between the
total number of teachers supervised and perceived
clinical supervisory skills or perceived responsibility
for clinical supervision.

There was no relationship found to exist between district
size and perceived clinical supervisory skills or
perceived responsibility for clinical supervision.

There was no relationship found to exist between principal
tenure and perceived clinical supervisory expertise or
perceived responsibility for ciinical supervision.

There was no relationship found to exist between extra
district wide responsibility assigned to principals

and perceived clinical supervisory expertise or perceived
responsibility for clinical supervision.

The amount of summative evaluations required to be
performed by a principal were found to be statistically
equal to the number of formative evaluations performed
by principals -- principals perform formative and summative
evaluations together.

The amount of formal education principals have

received in the supervision of teaching was found to be
unrelated to perceived clinical supervision expertise and
perceived clinical supervisory responsibility assumed.

Principals who had received a professional development program

in clinical supervision perceived themselves as being more
expert in four of twenty factors and also in four of twenty

factors for the responsibility assumed for clinical supervision,
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15. Principals who perceived of themselves as a clinician
(clinical supervisor) scored significantly higher than others
in three of twenty variables related to perceived expertise
to perform clinical supervision and for one variabie of
perceived responsibility to perform clinical supervision.

16. Principals who used a system of clinical supervision perceived
themselves as more expert in six variables of clinical
supervision and in three variables related to the responsibility
assumed to perform clinical supervision.

17. There was found to exist in seventeen of twenty variables a
significant relationship between the responsibility felt by
principals to perform clinical supervisory functions and the
perceived ability of those principals to perform clinical
supervisory functions.

Conclusions

On the basis of the information collected from this sample of
elementary school principals from the State of Michigan, this researcher
concludes that (1) many principals do not appear to be actively involved
in the improvement of instruction in a systematic fashion; (2) many
principals do not appear to be knowledgeable about the teaching/learning
process; (3) many principals do not appear to possess effective
supervisory skills designed to improve the instructional skills of
teachers; (4) most principals desire to improve their instructional
leadership skills; and (5) females may be more inclined to become
clinical supervisors.

It was concluded from the survey data gathered and the analysis

performed that elementary principals desire to significantly improve
their instructional leadership skills from their present level of

accomplishment. This conclusion supports those found by other
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researchers, especially Marmion.228

Principals are dissatisfied with
their ability to perform in the instructional leadership role.

Relatively few aspects of the principalship appear to have a
direct correlation to a principal's acceptance of the responsibility
to get involved in the instructional process or in the perceived
development of that principal's expertise to perform those functions.
Age, tenure as a teacher or principal, the amount of responsibility
delegated to a principal, the size of the school or school system,
and formal education in supervision appear to be relatively unimportant
considerations in regards to the prevailing attitudes and practices
of principals in regards to clinical supervision.

Female principals do appear to be more inclined to accept the
responsibility for clinical supervision and also to perceive themselves
as possessing more of the skills necessary to function in this capacity.
Although many of the relationships were not found to exist at the .05
level, this fact may be due more to the relatively small number of
female principals included in the study than any other factor.

The perceived role of the elementary principal was discovered to
be correlated to his or her perceptions of the responsibility accepted
for and the ability ot perform functions of clinical supervision;

principals who perceived of themselves as c¢linicians tended to be more

228Marmion, Roland D. A Comparison of Actual and Ideal
Instructional Leadership Roles for Urban Fringe Elementary Public
School Principals in Michigan, Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation,
Michigan State University, East Lansing, Michigan, 1977,
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inclined to accept the responsibilities of clinical supervision
and to perceive themselves as being more able to perform the
functions involved in this supervisory process.

The principal who perceived himself or herself as a clinician was
also far more likely to evaluate teachers for strictly formative reasons.
This conclusion was supported at a very high level.

Likewise, principals who perceive of themselves as using a
system of clinical supervision often were more apt to accept
responsibility for and perceive of themselves as possessing greater
expertise to perform clinical supervisory functions. Thus, principal
role assumption and role performance are congruent in this study.

This finding was highly significant.

A main conclusion of this study is that a professional
development program is potentially an extremely valuable process
in bringing about a change in the attitudes and perceived involvement
in supervisory activities related to the improvement of instruction.
This factor was significantly related to four indijvidual variables of
responsibility and to the overall acceptance by principals of responsi-
bility to perform clinical supervision., Principals in this study having
had such a program of professional development were eight times less
1ikely to rank Tow in perceived supervisory skiils and almost twice

as 1ikely to perceive of their expertise to be strong.



238

The strength of the relationship between the informal training
of principals in clinical supervision and perceived expertise would
perhaps have been even more enhanced statistically should there
have been a greater number of them with which to compare the others.
{Only twenty three of the 103 principals in this study reported
having had such a professional development program.)

It should be noted, however, that the mere involvement in a
professional development program could hardly be expected to do more
than arouse a sense of responsibility on the part of the participants
to perform clinical supervision in his or her school. O0Only successful
practice of the knowledge gained through this informal education
process in the actual instructional setting is likely to produce a
feeling of expertise on the part of the principal, let alone a
demonstrated proficiency to perform this instructional leadership
function. In view of this, it was surprising to this researcher that
such a strong relationship was found to exist between a professional
development program in clinical supervision and the perceived
expertise of principals to perform clinical supervisory activities;
the professional development programs in which they were involved
must have been far more than informational sessions, involving some
skill development perhaps. The onily known programs of clinical
supervision of which this researcher has knowledge to have occurred
within the past five years in the State of Michigan has been the

Instructional Theory Into Practice (I.T.I.P.) summer workshops
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sponsored by MEMSPA and those in two independent school districts,

Saginaw and Berkley.

Implications for Practice
As indicated in the introductory chapter, this study was intended
to serve a useful purpose for educational practitioners, especially
those in a position to effect changes in the profession. It is for
this purpose that this section is intended.
This research has clearly demonstrated that:

1. Many principals Tack an understanding of the teaching/learning
process;

2. Most principals lack clinical supervisory skills;
3. Principals desire to improve these skills;

4, Professional development programs appear to be the only
viable means to accomplish this feat; and

5. Women appear somewhat better suited than men to effectively
perform clinical supervisory activities.

A prudent practitioner, interested in improving the on-going
instruction that occurs in his or her school system should reasonably
be able to put the information gleaned from this study to good use.
Clearly, the focus of the change should be to improve each school,
individually. This focus should be concentrated on the key factor for
success or failure in a school, the school principal. The blueprint
for action could possibly follow this format:

1. Boards of education should, through policy, stress the

jmportance of the clinical supervision of staff, separate
from the required summative evaluation;

2. It should not be expected that principals would have
received training in clinical supervision;
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An extensive, on-going program of professional development
should be undertaken to provide principals with the opportunity
to learn about the teaching/learning process, clinical
supervision, and time management;

On-the-job follow-up should be undertaken with principals
by the professional deveiopment instructors to assist in
the development of proficiency in the newly acquired skills;

Principals should receive the same type of clinical supervision
as advocated for the teaching staff;

Those in a position to hire principals would do well to
consider hiring more women.

ImpTications for Further Research: Recommendations

The findings in this study support the idea that instructional

leadership is a desired role for elementary school principals. The

study has demonstrated that principals can greatly benefit from a

professional development program that leads to a perception on the

part of principals that they are clinical supervisors and that they

more often perform the supervisory functions in a clinical manner.

However, because this study was necessarily limited in scope,

generalizations should be limited to the described or similar

population., In this 1ight, the following recommendations are made:

1.

Additional research should be undertaken to verify, refute,
and/or complement the findings of this study;

Instruments should be developed that will measure instructional
leadership in the supervision of instruction without relying
exclusively on the perceptions of principals.

Studies should be undertaken to explore the congruence of
the principals' and teachers’ perceptions of the effects of
clinical supervision;

A study should be undertaken™ to investigate the need for a
clinical supervisory skill competency preparation program
for career principals and corresponding state certifications
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Variables and conditions such as leadership style and staff
merale should be investigated in buildings where the
principal serves as an effective clinical supervisor;

In view of the evidence which indicates a decreasing trend
of employing women in the position of elementary school
principal, and in view of the findings of this study which
appear to indicate a superior abitity and willingness on

the part of female principals to become clinical supervisors,
other studies should be undertaken which use greater numbers
of female principals to determine if this finding is
accurate, and if so why this is true. What are the reasons
for this fact? In addition, studies should also be made

on how to enable a more representative number of female
principals to enter the principalship;

Due to the rather ineffective manner in which this study
was able to investigate the relationship between the
authority of a principal to make instructional decisions
in his or her school and the instructiconal Teadership of
the principal, further studies need to be persued which
will explore this relationship;

More refined research must be conducted to determine the
relationship between the sense of efficacy of the principal
and variables of instructional leadership;

Some gaps in our knowledge of supervision and supervisory
effects can be filled by studying each phase of the

clinical supervisory cycle. Specifically, we must Tearn more
about how principals can conceptualize and conduct the pre-
observation conference. How can rapport be more easily
established between teachers and principals? Are principals,
with their power to recommend dismissal of teachers, in a
position to effectively separate the summative from the
formative evaluations of teachers? What sort of contract or
agreement between teacher and principal is necessary or
desirable to effect this separation of evaluative functions?
It supervision of this nature produces anxiety over that
which is normal or optimal, how can such anxiety be
alleviated? Can principals change their supervisory practices?
Of greatest importance, however, is the on-going question

of whether or not the clinical supervisory process can really
help improve teaching behavior and student outcomes.



242

Concluding Statement

The evolution of the principalship has appeared to have taken
its toll of the instructional leadership exerted by the principal.
It would appear from the data of this study that relatively few
teachers are receiving assistance from the principals on how to improve
their teaching skills. This unfortunate conclusion is offered with
the sincere hope that the present situation can be reversed, for if it
is not, than other means must be undertaken to insure that teachers
receive the assistance they obviously need to continually sharpen and
resharpen their teaching expertise so as to better help children
learn., A change of this magnitude would be costly for education and
would forever change the foundations of the principaliship.

The poor, overweight and overburdened principal is, indeed, in
a "great tightness" as Pooh might say; unfortunately, this research is
not the “sustaining book", such as will alleviate the problem.
Perhaps, however, this study may cause some additional uneasiness

which will result in an ultimate improvement.
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APPENDIX A
LETTERS
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MICHIGAN ELEMENTARY and MIDDLE SCHOOL PRINCIPALS ASSOCIATION

Aftiliated With The National Association of Elementary School Principals

ROOM 9, MANLY MILES BLDG. ¢ 1405 S. HARRISON RD.
EAST LANSING, MICHIGAN 48823 ¢ PHONE 517 353-8770

A STUDY OF THE INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP OF MICHIGAN'S ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL PRINCIPALS

Dear Principal:

Your cooperation is needed to carry out this MEMSPA sponsored research
study to determine the present status, viewpoints, practices, and attitudes
of elementary principals with regard to instructional leadership.

The survey data being collected are expected to have direct benefits for
you and your profession. When the results are published, they should serve to
assist us in enchancing the status of our profession.

The deadline for insuring that your response will be included in the
study data is November 30, 1981. Although you will find the questionaire
quite comprehensive, most questions can be answered with a single check mark.

Please note that you are not to sign your name and that the survey is not
coded in any way which will permit identification. This fact will, we hope,
encourage forthright answers, Every individual response is really important
to assure the necessary accuracy and validity of the results.

A self-addressed stamped envelop iIs enclosed for your convenience in
returning this survey. Please set aside a 15-20 minute period of time in
your busy schedule to complete and return the questionaire.

Thank you for your cooperation!

Eugene Golanda William Mays, Jr.
Study Researcher Executive Secretary
] 7 MEMSPA

o
h_/ /‘é%‘( jZ‘z

Letter sent with the I.L.Q.
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November 10, 1981

E, L. Golanda

Neff Elementary School
Grand Ledge Public Schools
950 Jenne Street

Grand Ledge, Michigan 48837

Dear Gene:

I enjoyed the opportunity to read over your survey form and it does reflect
the Clinical Supervision Process. I jotted a few comments in the margin but
mainly as questions to consider, You seem to list some of the elements by
name -~ active participation, Bloom's Levels - is there a reason for not
naming the other elements? Also, I didn't catch anything about meeting
individual differences, learning styles, or needs.

In the part on perceived present expertise do you want to have anything on
the principals perceived level of understanding of the elements of effective
instruction? Also, one area’that is important 1s knowing the teacher and
being able to determine the type of conference to conduct whether it would
be a direct, collaborative, or nondirect approach.

Your information will be interesting. I1I'm looking forward to the results.
Regards,

Cliff Nelson

Staff Development Specilalist

CN:gvd
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INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP QUESTIONAIRE

General Information

Sex:
Male

Female

Age

—— —

For how many schools are you responsible? _

—— - -

How many students are enrolled in your school(s)? _

How many years of teaching experience have you had? ___

How long have you been an elementary principal? _

What is the student enrolliment in your district?

How many classrcom teachers do you supervise?

How many other certified teachers do you supervise?
(e.q. music, special education, physical education, etc.)

How often are you required by your superintendent, or the
collective bargaining agreement, to evaluate your tenured

teachers?

How much formal education have you acquired in the supervision
of instrustion or teacher evaluation procedures? Please state
whether term or semester hours,

Do you have extra systemwide responsibilities? (e.g. Title I,
(Compensatory education), special education, career education, etc.

Yes

————

No

—_——
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Are you required to teach for one hour or more daily?

Yes

No

Within the past five years have you been involved in a
comprehensive staff development program on the subject of
clinical supervision or teacher evaluation? (Comprehensive

here means a program involving ten or more hours of instruction.)

No

The term "summative evaluation" is used to describe an
evaluation process used for continuing the employment of a
teacher, as a basis for recommending tenure, as a basis for
merit pay or commendation, or for detecting an unsatisfactory
teacher; the term "formative evaluation" refers to those
direct attempts by a principal to improve the instructional
skills of teachers as instruction proceeds. How often on the
average do you evaluate your tenured classroom teachers for
strictly formative reasons?

As a principal do you primarily: {(choose one)

act as a clinician; 1. e., visit the classroom confer with
and counsel teachers, and in general assist teachers improve
their teaching.

act as an organizer to establish a system or procedures which
uses resources from within the school for evaluative purposes,
i.e. collegial evaluation and/or student evaluation.

act as a facilitator to establish the use of evaluators

from outside the school; i.e., arrange for consultative and
other types of assistance from the central office, other schools,
a college or university, the teachers, association, etc.

act as a "trainer" or organizer of training in evaluative
skills so that the teachers themselves can carry out the
evaluative function.

evaluate teachers myself, but usually only to the extent
called for in the master agreement using the format called
for in that agreement; i.e. summative evaluations done
annually or every other year,

assign the responsibility for evaluation to an assistant.
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For the following questions, please circle the number of your choice
on the continum from one extreme to the other as indicated. (Please do
not make a circle between any numbers,)

17. How much authority do you feel you actually have in making decisions
involving the instructional program in your school?
No Complete
Authority e Authority
1 P 3 4 5 6
18. Do you believe that your involvement as a principal can have a

positive effect on student learning as refiected by standardized

test scores?
No Great

Effect ' N ) o Effect

1

19. When it comes right down to it, do you believe that teachers can
make much difference in what and how much children learn,
considering that most of a child's motivation to iearn and perform
seem to depend primarily on the home environment?

Not Very
at . L Much
AL 2 3 4 5 6

20. Do you believe that if your teachers really try hard they could
actually get throuah to even the most difficult or unmotivated

e A m e e & e b——

child?
Not Very
at e i Much
LU 2 3 a 5 6
21 The term "clinical supervision" was chosen by Dr. Morris Cogan
to describe a particular method of supervision of teaching; it
has to do with face-to-face relationships of teacher and principal
up close; it is supervision of actual teaching activity --
practitional behavior; it is usually characterized by the
following ongoing and continuous supervisory practices; a pre-
observation conference, classroom observation, post-observation
analysis and planning, post-observation conference and a post-
conference and analysis.
Do you utilize a system of clinical supervision with your staff?
Never ] . i Always
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Part I1 Analysis of Responsibility of Supervisory Activities

For the purpose of this survey the responses will be defined as follows:

Primary Résponsibility - In my position this activity is my responsibility
and has priority claim on my time and attention.

Secondary Responsibility - In my position this activity will receive my
attention after primary responsibilities have
been discharged.

No Responsibility - In my position 1 have no responsibility for
this activity.
Directions: Please indicate in the spaces provided in the left margin

your assessment of your present degree of responsibility for each of
the following activities,

Perceived Responsibility
Primary Secondary No
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility

As a principal, I help teachers
understand the learning process
. using commonly defined terminoiogy.

,As a principal, I separately evaluate
teaching for formativée (i.e. improvement)
purposes alope. '

As a principal, I regularly meet with
teachers in advance of classroom
observations to mutually determine what
teaching actions will be specifically
observed, what the teacher expects
students to learn, and how these
actions and effects will be recorded
for analysis.

As a principal, 1 observe classroom
teaching at agreed upon times for
formative (i.e. improvement) purposes
only using agreed upon means of data
cbllection. )

As a principal, I schedule appointments
with the teacher to mutually analyze
the teaching that occurred during the
classroom visitation' as soon after the
observation as possible.

As a principai, I carefully analyze
the data coliected from the classroom
observation and categorize the data
for mutual analysis.

As a principal, I meet with the teacher at
the scheduled appointment time and present
the data and offer praise when appropriate,
for specific teaching skills observed.
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No

Responsibility

e L repe—

——————

As a principal, I lead the teacher
through an analysis of the teaching
skill under consideration.

As a principal, I suggest instructional
methods, when appropriate, which would
help to make a teaching lesson more
effective.

As a principal, | help teachers, when
appropriate, to match instructional
materials with instructional goals.

As a principal, I help teachers to insure
that students spend an appropriate
amount of time on task.

As a principal, I help teachers to provide
all students with opportunities to learn
higher level thinking skills, (i.e.
application, analysis, synthesis, and
evaluation).

As a principal, | assist teachers to
provide active participation by all
students.

As a principal, 1 assist teachers to
acquire teaching skills and practices
proven by research to make a difference
in what and how much children learn.

As a principal, ] assist teachers to
acquire effective student discipline
methods.

As a principal, 1 assist teachers to
acquire effective classroom management
skills.

As a principal, I assist teachers to
develop the ability to self-evaluate
and self-improve instructional techniques.’

As a principal, I supervise each teacher's
teaching for formative reasons (i.e.
improvement) at least once monthly.

As a principal, I establish a process to
acquire constructive criticism and
encouragement of supervisory activities.

As a principal, I create an environment in
which the staff feels free to consult with
me regarding instructional weaknesses

or needs. ’



Very
Weak

Very
Weak

Very
Weak

Very
Weak

252
Part 111 Perceived Expertise in Clinical Supervision Aclivities

For the purposes of this survey, on the continuum beneath each
question labeled Perceived Present Expertise, please evaluate your
present ability to perform this function by circling the appropriate
number from one to six, one representing very weak to six representing
very strong., On the other continuum, beneath the question, labeled
Perceived Ideal Expertise, please circle the number representing the

degree to which you would ideally like to possess this ability. (Note:
Please do not circle between numbers on the continuum.)

1. As a principal,] help teachers understand the learning process
using commonly defined terminalogy.

Perceived Present Expertise Perceived Ideal Expertise
Very Very Very
- —Strong Weak— --—-= -mrmmeme - -— Strong
1 2 3 4 5 6 . 1 2 3 4 5 6
2. As a principal, | separately evaluate teaching for formative (i.e.
improvement) purposes alone.
Perceived Present Expertise Perceived ldeal Expertise
Very Very Very
Strong Weak Strong
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 k! 4 5 6
3. As a principal, I regularly meet with teachers in advance of classroom

observations to mutually determine what teaching actions will be
specifically observed, what the teacher expects students to learn and
how these actions and effects will be recorded for analysis.

Perceived Present Expertise Perceived Ideal Expertise
Very Very Very
Strong  Weak Strong
1 2 ! 4 . § 6 1 2 3 q 5 b
4, As a principal, 1 observe classroom teaching at agreed upon times for

formative (i.e. improvement) purposes only using agreed upon means of
data collection.

Perceived Present Expertise Perceived Ideal Expertise
Very Very Very

—Strong  Weak - : Strong
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6



Y. Avoa principal, T osohedale appointiments with the teacher to metually
analyze the teaching thal occurered during the classroum visitation
as soon after the observation as possible.

Perceived Present bxpertise Perceived ideal Expertise
Very Very Very Very
Weak - vcommmven e e oo oo Strong . Weak e-s - e oo ee oo oo Strong
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
6. As a principal, | carefully analyze the data collected from the
classroom observation and categorize the data for mutual analysis.
Perceived Present Expertise Perceived ldeal Expertise
Very Very Very Very
Weak— — Strong MWeak ——----——- - mememiem e eeee o Strong
1 2 3 4 5 b l 2 3 4 5 6
7. As a principal, [ meet with the teacher at the scheduled appointment time
and present the data and offer praise, when appropriate, for specific
teaching skills observed.
Perceived Present Expertise Perceived Ideal Expertise
very Very Very Very
Weak— --— Strong Weak-— -—--—r s —n————————- Strony
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
8. As‘a principal, [ lead the teacher through an analysis of the teaching
skill under consideration.
Perceived Present Expertise Perceived Ideal Expertise
Very Very Very Very
Weak Strong Weak ———m- ———-~ Strong
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
9, As a principal, | suggest instructional methods, when appropriate, which
would help to make a teaching lesson more effective.
Perceived Present Expertise Perceived Ideal Expertise
Very Very Very Very
Weak ' Strong Weak Strong
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
10, As a principal, 1 help teachers, when appropriate, to match instructional
materials with instructional goals.
Perceived Present Expertise Perceived ldeal Expertise
Very
Ver very Very el
Weai-—r- e e = Strong Weakew—- - oo e e - o BEEONY
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 b
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dppropridte aniount ot Lime on Lask,

Perveived Present Lxpertise Perceived ldedl bxpertise
Very Yery Very : Very
Weak - vmmmemen e e s o SEOng WEAK v s e oo o L Strong
1 2 3 q 5 6 1 é K} 4 5 &
12. As a principal, 1 help teachers to provide all students with

opportunities to learn higher leve) thinking skills, (i.e. application,
analysis, synthesis, and evaluation}.

Perceived Present Expertise Perceived Ideal Expertise

Very Very Very very
Weak-- — —— Strong Weak- i ~ Strong
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
13, As a principal, 1 assist teachers to provide active participation by

all students.
Perceived Present Expertise Perceived Ideal Expertise
Very Very Very Very
Weak —- Strong Weak- - — - Strong
1 2 3 4 5 b 1 2 3 4 5 6
14. As a principal, I assist teachers to acquire teaching skills and

practices proven by research to make a difference in what and how much
children learn.

Perceived Present Expertise Perceived ldeal Expertise
Very
Very Very Very
Weak Strong Weak Strong
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 b
15. As a principal, | assist teachers to acquire effective student discipline
methods.
, Perceived Present Expertise Perceived Ideal Expertise
Very
Ver Very Very
weajli ' Strong Weak Strong
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
16. As a principal, I assist teachers to acquire effective classroom
management skills.
Perceived Present Expertise Perceived ldeal Expertise
Very
Very Very Very
Weak- — - Strong Weak - — ~=—--——- —-Styrong
| 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
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17. As a principal, | assist teachers to develop the ability to self-
evaluate and self-improve instructional techniques.
Perceived Present Expertise Perceived ldeal Expertise
Very Very Very Very
Weak _ Strong Weak ) Strong
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
18. As a principal, | supervise each teacher's teaching for formative
reasons (i.e. improvement) at least once monthly.
Perceived Present Expertise Perceived Ideal Expertise
Very Very Very Very
Weak _ Strong Weak _ Strong
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
19, As a principal, ] establish a process to acquire constructive
criticism and encouragement of supervisory activities.
Perceived Present Expertise Perceived ldeal Expertise
Very Very Very Very
Weak Strong Weak Strong
} 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
20. As a principal, I create an environment in which the staff feels free
to consult with me regarding instructional weaknesses or needs.
Perceived Present Expertise Perceived Ideal Expertise
Yery Very Very Very
Weak Strong Weak Strong
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Thank you for your cooperation! Please return this questionaire, unsigned,
in the self-addressed envelope provided for this use which was included
with the materials.

The results of this survey will be advertised in the MEMSPA Journal.
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