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ABSTRACT

EFFICACY CHARACTERISTICS OF PRINCIPALS IN LOW- AND 
HIGH-PERFORMING MICHIGAN ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

By

William Frank L i p se t t

The w r i t e r  hypothesized t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  o f  high-performing 

Michigan elementary schools  were more e f f i c a c i o u s  than p r i n c i p a l s  of 

low-performing schools .  Eff icacy  was def ined  as the  e x ten t  to  which 

one b e l iev es  he/she  can produce a de s i red  outcome. State-mandated 

c r i t e r i o n - r e f e r e n c e d  t e s t s  were used t o  d e t e r m i n e  p e r fo rm an c e  

l e v e l s .  Schools where 90% or more of  the  s tuden ts  achieved minimum 

mastery over a th r e e - y e a r  period were i d e n t i f i e d  as h igh-performing; 

schools  where the  percentage was below 75% were c h a r a c te r i z e d  as 

low-performing.

Two q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  were d ev e lo p e d  t o  a s s e s s  A b i l i t y ,  

Confidence, and Importance e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s .  One q u e s t io n n a i r e  was 

based on the  e f f e c t iv e - s c h o o l s  l i t e r a t u r e ,  and the  second was based 

on Gibson’ s Teacher Eff icacy  Quest ionna ire .  The f i n a l  sample 

included responses  from p r i n c i p a l s  in 45 low-performing, 59 in- 

between, and 55 high-performing sch o o ls - - a  r e tu rn  r a t e  o f  60.5%. 

Four p r i n c i p a l s  in  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  s c h o o l s  and f o u r  in  low- 

performing schools  were a l so  interv iewed using a c r i t i c a l - i n c i d e n t s  

format.



William Frank L ip se t t

Principal-component f a c t o r  a n a ly s i s ,  d i sc r im in an t  func t ion  

a n a ly s i s ,  and one-way ANOVA f a i l e d  to  i d e n t i f y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r ­

ences among the  th r e e  groups.  Mean score  d i f f e r e n c e s  by item were 

s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by i n t e r v i e w  d a t a  from p r i n c i p a l s  in  t h e  h ig h -  

performing sample but not f o r  p r i n c i p a l s  in low-performing schools .  

Quest ionna ire  responses  from p r i n c i p a l s  in low-performing schools  

suggested they were both competent and conf iden t  conducting school 

needs assessments ,  y e t  none o f  the  four  p r i n c i p a l s  in te rv iewed was 

involved in such a c t i v i t i e s .  Conversely,  q u e s t io n n a i r e  d a ta  from 

p r i n c i p a l s  in the  high-performing sample in d ic a ted  they be l ieved  

t h e i r  behavior had an e f f e c t  on t h e i r  s t a f f ;  t h i s  was confirmed by 

th e  in te rv iew s .  The f ind ings  suggested t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in high- 

performing schools ,  because they engaged in the  behaviors  l i s t e d  in 

th e  q u e s t io n n a i r e s ,  were more knowledgeable and r e a l i s t i c  about 

t h e i r  performance than were t h e i r  co l leagues  in low-performing 

schools ,  who overest imated  t h e i r  A b i l i t y ,  Confidence, and Importance 

e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s .  The in te rv iew  da ta  confirmed t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in 

high-performing schools  were more knowledgeable and e x p l i c i t  r e g a rd ­

ing t h e i r  e f f i c a c y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and more a c t i v e  in l e ad e r sh ip  

a c t i v i t i e s  than were t h e i r  co l leagues  in low-performing schools .
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

In t roduc t ion

Most c u r re n t  l e ad e rsh ip  models c h a r a c t e r i z e  p r i n c i p a l s  along a 

continuum (Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982; Serg iovanni,  1984).  At one 

end of  the  continuum, p r i n c i p a l s  are  descr ibed  as managers; a t  the  

o th e r ,  they are  seen as g o a l - d i r e c t e d  v i s i o n a r i e s .  The c u r re n t  

l i t e r a t u r e  a lso  has in d ica ted  t h a t  some p r i n c i p a l s  are  a c t i v e l y  

involved in school-improvement agendas, whereas o th e rs  are  no t .

Why such d i f f e r e n c e s  e x i s t  has y e t  to  be exp la ined .  One 

hypothesis  i s  t h a t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in p r in c ip a l  behavior r e s u l t  from the  

p r i n c i p a l s ’ c o g n i t iv e  media tion o f  pas t  exper iences .  For example, 

i s  i t  p o s s ib le  t h a t  v i s io n a ry  p r i n c i p a l s  have processed informat ion 

a r i s i n g  from p a s t  e x p e r i e n c e s  d i f f e r e n t l y  from t h e i r  more 

m a n a g e r i a l - o r i e n t e d  c o l l e a g u e s ?  Q u e s t io n s  o f  i n t e r e s t  c o n ce rn  

e f f e c t i v e  l e a d e r s h i p  and c o g n i t i v e l y  p r o c e s s e d  e f f i c a c y  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  Why do some p r i n c i p a l s  and not o th e r s  communicate 

t h e i r  goa ls  f o r  improvement? Why do some and not o th e r s  review 

academic progress  with school personnel?  Why do some and not o th e rs  

i n i t i a t e  school-wide in - s e r v i c e  programs? And why do some and not 

o th e r s  accept the  s t a t u s  quo r a t h e r  than c r e a t e  s e l f - renew ing  

o rg an iza t io n s?

1
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In t h e i r  s y n th es i s  of e f f e c t iv e - s c h o o l s  re s ea rc h ,  Leithwood and 

Montgomery (1982) suggested  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  a t t en d  to  d i f f e r e n t  

behavioral  s e t s .  I t  might very well be t h a t  the  l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  

p r i n c i p a l  b e h a v i o r s  d e s c r i b e d  by Lei thwood and Montgomery 

c h a r a c t e r i z e  in d iv id u a l s  who, based on p a s t  exper iences ,  have come 

to  b e l ie v e  t h a t  l e a r n in g  i s  not the  primary goal o f  th e  school ,  who 

f o r  some c o g n i t iv e ly  based reason a re  unable t o  c r e a t e  a v i s io n  fo r  

t h e i r  b u i ld in g s ,  and s t i l l  o th e r s  who a re  a f r a i d  to  become involved 

with any s i t u a t i o n  involv ing  a degree o f  r i s k .  I t  might a l so  be 

t h a t  th e  d e b i l i t a t i n g  o r  empowering images p r i n c i p a l s  possess  are  

based more on how they  have processed in format ion than on the  

informat ion i t s e l f .  With t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  in mind, the  p resen t  

i n v e s t i g a t i o n  was undertaken to  determine whether p r i n c i p a l s  in 

low-,  in-between, and high-performing Michigan elementary  schools 

d i f f e r e d  in t h e i r  b e l i e f  t h a t  they could in f luence  def ined  school 

outcomes ( e f f i c a c y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ) .  The re s e a rc h e r  hypothesized 

t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in h igh-performing schools would be more e f f i c a c i o u s  

than t h e i r  co l leagues  in lew-performing schools .

Problem Statement and Rat ionale  f o r  the  Study 

Perusal  o f  th e  a d m in i s t r a t iv e  l e ad e rsh ip  l i t e r a t u r e  in d ica ted  

t h a t  much o f  the  re sea rch  in t h i s  area  has "epitomized the  Baskin- 

Robbins ch a rac te r "  and has been based on "raw empiricism o f  meager 

i n t e r e s t  t o  scho la rs  and p r a c t i t i o n e r s  a l ik e"  (Bridges ,  1982, pp. 

17-18) .  Researchers  a l so  have noted t h a t  the  r e s u l t s  of  one study 

f r eq u e n t ly  a re  a t  odds with those  o f  another  (Behling & Champion,
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1984), which has led  many p r a c t i t i o n e r s  to  "underes t imate  the  

importance o f  the  p r in c ip a l  as an agent a f f e c t i n g  school outcomes" 

(G reenf ie ld ,  c i t e d  in th e  AASA C r i t i c a l  Issues  Repor t . 1983, p. 8 ) .  

P a r t l y  because o f  the  dominance of  survey q u e s t io n n a i r e s  and an 

e n v i ro n m e n ta l  f o c u s ,  r e s e a r c h e r s  s e e k i n g  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  

p r i n c i p a l s h i p  o f ten  have l im i t e d  t h e i r  focus to  th e  s u b j e c t s ’ 

ex te rna l  environment while "dismiss ing as i r r e l e v a n t  any unique 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  the  person t h a t  could not be exp la ined  by 

physical  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o r  by physical  events  in the  p e r so n ’s 

h i s to ry "  (de Charms, 1976, p. 3 ) .  This p e r sp ec t iv e ,  based as i t  i s  

on the  premise t h a t  in d iv id u a ls  have l i t t l e ,  i f  any, con t ro l  over 

t h e i r  behavior ,  has r e s u l t e d  in the  reduc t ion  o f  a l l  behavior to  

s t im ulus - response  sequences.

Countering the  t r a d i t i o n a l  b e h a v io r i s t  po in t  o f  view has been a 

layman’ s o r i e n t a t i o n  t h a t  has s t e a d i l y  gained acceptance  in the  

p ro fes s io n a l  community. According to  t h i s  o r i e n t a t i o n ,  in d iv id u a l s  

a re  unique e n t i t i e s  who indeed th in k  about,  and consc ious ly  c o n t r o l ,  

t h e i r  overt behavior .  This "new" p e r s p e c t iv e ,  which has been 

promulgated by soc ia l  p sych o lo g i s t s ,  sugges ts  t h a t  behavior i s  

i n t e r n a l l y  d i r e c t e d ,  i n t e n t i o n a l l y  caused, and b e s t  expla ined  by 

i n v e s t ig a t i n g  in te rn a l  cogn i t ive  p r o c e s s e s .

Need f o r  the  Study

The need fo r  a c o g n i t i v e -o r i e n te d  in v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  p r in c ip a l  

behavior  a r i s e s  from two sources .  F i r s t ,  al though a growing body of  

l i t e r a t u r e  has confirmed t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  do d i f f e r  in terms o f  t h e i r
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behavior ,  no in v e s t ig a t i o n  has been undertaken to  d iscove r  what 

mediating thought p rocesses  accompany such behavioral  d i f f e r e n c e s .  

Using the  e f f i c a c y  c o n s t r u c t  provides  an oppor tun i ty  t o  explore  

l e ad e rsh ip  from a f r e sh  p e r sp ec t iv e .  Indeed, exp lor ing  co g n i t iv e  

e f f i c a c y  processes  to  determine how p r i n c i p a l s  t h in k  about i s sues  

and t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  perform given behav ior (s )  might prove va luab le  

in expanding an unders tanding of  the  p r i n c i p a l s h i p .  To e l a b o r a t e ,  

exp lor ing  co g n i t iv e  e f f i c a c y  processes  ( a b i l i t y ,  expectancy, and 

im p o r tan c e  d im e n s io n s )  a f f o r d s  r e s e a r c h e r s  an o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  

d i s c o v e r  un ique  menta l  p r o c e s s e s  t h a t  a c c o u n t  f o r  b e h a v i o r a l  

d i f f e r e n c e s .  In some in s ta n ce s ,  d i f f e r e n c e s  can be expla ined  by the 

s e l f - p e r c e iv e d  presence or  absence of  s p e c i f i c  s k i l l s ,  by varying 

pe rcep t ions  o f  one’ s chance o f  success when performing a s p e c i f i c  

behavior ,  and/or by the  importance p r i n c i p a l s  ass ign  to  a s p e c i f i c  

s e t  of  behavio rs .

Second, th e re  i s  a p re s s ing  need to  s t reng then  l e ad e r sh ip  

i n v e s t ig a t i o n s  to  meet i n t e rn a l  and ex te rna l  school- re form agendas.  

As of  January 1983, 2,378 schools  in 875 d i s t r i c t s  in 35 s t a t e s  were 

involved in school-improvement p r o j e c t s ,  i n d i c a t in g  t h a t  the  general  

popula tion  i s  expecting more in the  way of  reform from school 

personnel (Miles,  F a r r a r ,  & Neufeld,  1983). Associa ted with the  

p ress  f o r  change i s  the  knowledge t h a t  previous  e f f o r t s  to  change 

schools  have been considered f a i l u r e s  (Goodlad, 1983; Kra jewiski,

1982), which in tu rn  has c rea ted  an expec ta t ion  to  do b e t t e r .  A 

c en t r a l  f ig u r e  in the  change e f f o r t  i s  the  p r i n c i p a l .  H a l l ,  Hord, 

and G r i f f i n ’ s (1984) conclusion t h a t  " i t  appears t h a t  th e  most
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impor tant f a c t o r  to  exp la in  the  q u a n t i ty  and q u a l i t y  of  change in 

schools  i s  the  concern o f  the  p r in c ip a l  and what th e  p r in c ip a l  did 

or  did not do" (p.  95) emphasizes the  need to  determine the  e x ten t  

to  which p r i n c i p a l s ’ co g n i t iv e  processes  in f luence  t h e i r  behavior .

In summary, i f  one acknowledges t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  a re  impor tant,  

t h a t  r e sea rch  d e s c r ip t i o n s  o f  e f f e c t i v e  p r in c ip a l  behaviors  have 

become more c o n s i s t e n t  ( e . g . ,  Blumberg & G reen f ie ld ,  1980; Croghan, 

Lake, & Schroder,  1983: Goldhammer e t  a l . ,  1971; Gregory,  1980;

Hal l i n g e r  & Murphy, 1985; Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982; L i p s i t z ,  

1984; R usse l l ,  Mazzare lla ,  & Maurer, 1985; Wilson, 1982), and t h a t  

behavior i s  c o g n i t iv e ly  mediated and c o n t r o l l e d ,  i t  fo llows t h a t  an 

e x p l o r a t i o n  o f  p r i n c i p a l s ’ a t t i t u d e s  and b e h a v i o r s  u s in g  t h e  

e f f i c a c y  c o n s t r u c t  i s  a worthy undertaking.

Purposes o f  the  Study

The major purposes of  the  c u r re n t  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  were (a) to  

determine whether p r i n c i p a l s  in high-performing Michigan elementary

crhnnl c a *«o mnyro oPP-i r  ar i niic than n n in r ina lc  in lni.i.nnnPnnminnW VI ■ V W I W M • V HIV I V V I I *  VMW < VMW MIIVII ^  I « IIW I I V Ml I W f V ^  V I I VIIII I 11^

schools ,  (b) to  address  measurement i s su e s  a s so c ia te d  with the  

de te rm ina t ion  of  e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s ,  and (c) to  use in te rv iew  d a ta  to  

g e n e r a t e  r i c h  d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  e f f i c a c y  between 

p r i n c i p a l s  in low- and high-performing schools .  With regard  to  the  

measurement i s su e ,  r e s ea rc h e r s  on e f f i c a c y  in an educa t iona l  s e t t i n g  

have been moderately success fu l  in a sse ss ing  e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s  by

means o f  q u e s t io n n a i r e s .  Yet doubt con t inues  to  e x i s t  about whether 

q u e s t io n n a i r e s  can adequate ly  measure e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s .  I t  has been
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c la im e d  t h a t  g e n e r a l i z e d  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  i t em s  as opposed  t o  

s i t u a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  i t e m s  can i d e n t i f y  r e a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  be tween 

in d iv id u a l s  in terms o f  t h e i r  competence and confidence  l e v e l s .  

However, a l l  r e s ea rc h e r s  on e f f i c a c y  in an educational s e t t i n g  have 

used in te rv iew  d a ta  to  support  ques t io n n a i r e  r e s u l t s .  In te rv iew 

d a ta  have provided the  most convincing evidence t h a t  behavio r  i s  

grounded in c o g n i t iv e  o r i e n t a t i o n s  t h a t  r e s u l t  in the  endorsement o r  

avoidance o f  s p e c i f i c  behavio rs .

In t h i s  s tudy, t h r e e  e f f i c a c y  dimensions were assessed  using 

both s i t u a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  and g en era l ized  i tems.  The th r e e  e f f i c a c y  

dimensions included (a) the  i n d i v i d u a l ’ s assessment o f  h i s / h e r  

a b i l i t y  to  perform a given behavior (ABILITY LEVEL), (b) the  degree 

o f  probable  success the  p r in c ip a l  expected in performing a given 

behavior (CONFIDENCE LEVEL), and (c) the  value the  p r in c ip a l  placed 

on t h e  b e h a v i o r  i t s e l f  (IMPORTANCE VALUE). In a d d i t i o n ,  a 

s t r u c t u r e d  in te rv iew  guide was employed t o  d iscove r  p r i n c i p a l s ’ 

c o g n i t iv e  p e rcep t ions  in the  goa l ,  s t r a t e g y ,  f a c t o r ,  and d e c i s i o n ­

making domains.

The Eff icacy  Construct

The f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  an e f f i c a c y - f o c u s e d  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  was 

confirmed by the  f a c t  t h a t  a number o f  w r i t e r s  have supported the  

hypothesis  t h a t  ind iv idua l  b e l i e f  and competence systems d i r e c t  

behavior .  For in s ta n ce ,  Watson (1976) maintained t h a t  long-s tand ing  

b e l i e f  and value systems i n t e r f e r e  with one’ s o b j e c t iv e  review o f  an 

innovat ion .  Berman and McLaughlin (1977) a lso  confirmed the  premise
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t h a t  behavioral  change and the  degree o f  change a re  both c o r r e l a t e d

with b e l i e f  and competence c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  Full  an (1982) s t a t e d

t h a t  p o s i t i v e  a t t i t u d e s  were c o n s i s t e n t l y  r e l a t e d  to  the  success  o f

e f f e c t i v e  school-improvement p r o j e c t s .  In 1983, Heckman, Oakes, and

S i r o tn ik  suggested t h a t  assumptions and b e l i e f s  had l a t e n t  and

m anifes t  e f f e c t s  on behavior .  And from a more ph i losoph ica l

p e r s p e c t i v e ,  Edmonds (1978) s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  i n t e r n a l  c o g n i t i v e

assessments  a re  important behavioral  de te rm inan ts .  He s t a t e d ,

We can, whenever and wherever we choose,  s u c c e s s f u l ly  te ach  a l l  
ch i ld re n  whose schooling i s  o f  i n t e r e s t  to  us.  We a l ready  know 
more than we need t o  do t h a t  and whether or  not we do i t  must 
f i n a l l y  depend on how we fee l  about th e  f a c t  t h a t  we haven’ t  so 
f a r .  (p. 35)

In 1959, White p o s tu la ted  t h a t  in d iv id u a l s  a re  mot ivated by an 

in te rn a l  d e s i r e  to  i n t e r a c t  with t h e i r  environment.  He a lso  

mainta ined t h a t  t h i s  d e s i r e  i s  developed through the  cumulative 

a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  knowledge and exper ience .  Seven year s  l a t e r ,  R o t te r  

(1966) suggested t h a t  in d iv id u a l s  engage in only those  behaviors  in 

which they expect  to  achieve success  and t h a t  such assessments  are  

made on the  b a s i s  o f  pas t  re in fo rcem ents .  In 1968, de Charms 

th eo r ized  t h a t  some in d iv id u a l s  are  e x t e r n a l l y  motivated by physical  

o r  ex te rna l  even ts ,  whereas o th e r s ,  namely those  who a c t  on the  

b a s i s  o f  a personal  commitment, who a re  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  motivated ,  and 

who see  th e m s e lv e s  as  t h e  c a u s e  o f  t h e i r  own b e h a v i o r ,  a r e  

i n t e r n a l l y  o r  c o g n i t i v e ly  d i r e c t e d .  F in a l ly ,  Bandura (1977),  the  

f a t h e r  o f  the  "newer" s o c ia l - p s y c h o lo g i s t  o r i e n t a t i o n ,  s t a t e d  t h a t  

as  a r e s u l t  o f  e n a c t i v e ,  v i c a r i o u s ,  e x h o r t i v e ,  and em ot ive
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exper iences ,  in d iv id u a l s  develop gen e ra l iz ed  and s i t u a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  

b e l i e f  systems t h a t  d e f ine  such behavioral  v a r i a b l e s  as e f f o r t ,  

engagement, and p e r s i s t e n c e .

Bandura conceptua l ized  e f f i c a c y  as a two-dimensional c o n s t ru c t  

based on observa t iona l  and performance le a r n in g .  Together ,  both 

dimensions e s t a b l i s h  e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s  t h a t  d i r e c t  and determine 

s u b s e q u e n t  b e h a v i o r ,  and bo th  a r e  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  c o g n i t i v e l y  

processed ,  s i t u a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  l e a rn in g  exper iences .  Bandura defined 

the  Ef f icacy  Expectat ion or competence dimension as " the convic t ion  

t h a t  one can s u c c e s s fu l ly  execute  the  behavior  requ i red  to  produce 

the  outcome"; he def ined  the  Outcome Expectat ion o r  performance 

dimension as "a pe rson ’ s es t im ate  t h a t  a given behavior w i l l  lead to 

c e r t a i n  outcomes" (p.  193).  Bandura’ s s e l f - e f f i c a c y  model i s  shown 

in Figure 1 .1 .

P e r s o n ------------ ^ ---------------  B e h a v i o r -----------------   Outcome

Eff icacy  Outcome
Expecta t ions  Expectations

Figure 1 .1 :  Bandura’ s s e l f - e f f i c a c y  model.

White (1959),  R o t te r  (1966),  de Charms (1968),  and Bandura 

(1977) be l ieved  t h a t  in d iv id u a l s  process and r e t a i n  informat ion th a t  

in f luences  t h e i r  f u tu r e  behavior .  They a l so  agreed t h a t  in d iv id u a ls  

l e a r n  from e x p e r i e n c e ,  by o b s e r v i n g  o t h e r s  in  s u c c e s s f u l  and 

unsuccessfu l  s i t u a t i o n s ,  and by being persuaded t h a t  they  can 

perform a given behavior .  Bandura was the  f i r s t  r e s e a rc h e r  to
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c a te g o r i z e  d a ta  c o l l e c t i o n  and r e t e n t i o n  under two major headings:

(a) s e l f - e f f i c a c y  or  competence informat ion and (b) behavioral

e f f i c a c y  or  confidence  informat ion.  S a l t z e r  (1982) hypothesized 

t h a t ,  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  c o g n i t i v e l y  p r o c e s s i n g  s e l f - e f f i c a c y  and 

b e h a v i o r a l - e f f i c a c y  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  i n d i v i d u a l s  a l s o  e v a l u a t e  t h e  

s u b jec t iv e  value a s so c ia te d  with performing a s p e c i f i c  behavior .  

S a l t z e r  l a b e l e d  t h i s  t h i r d  e f f i c a c y - i n f o r m a t i o n  d im en s io n  an 

outcome-value component.

That c o g n i t iv e  processes  a f f e c t  behavior  was confirmed in four  

t e a c h e r - e f f i c a c y  s t u d i e s .  In the  f i r s t ,  a Rand s tudy, Armor e t  a l .

(1976) assessed  e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s  by asking 356 elementary  school 

te ache rs  to  answer the  following ques t ions :

1. When i t  comes r i g h t  down to  i t ,  a t e ac h e r  can ’t  r e a l l y  do 
much [because] most o f  a s t u d e n t ’ s motivation  and perform­
ance depends on h is  or  her environment.

2. I f  I t r y  r e a l l y  hard,  I can ge t  through to  even the  most 
d i f f i c u l t  o r  unmotivated s tu d en t s ,  (p. 23)

Attempting to  account f o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  in s tuden t  achievement,  Armor

c t  a ! . concluded, "The more e f f i c a c io u s  the  t eache r  f e lu  ( the  more

the  te ac h e r  be l ieved  t h a t  he o r  she had the  cap ac i ty  to  produce a

d e s i r e d  e f f e c t ) ,  t h e  more t h e i r  s t u d e n t s  advanced in  r e a d i n g

achievement" (p. 23) .  The authors  a lso  confirmed the  "importance of

p r e d i s p o s i t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  ( e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s )  as  t h e  b a s i s  f o r

e f f e c t i v e  teaching"  (p.  24).

The second e f f i c a c y  s tudy, completed by Berman and McLaughlin

(1 9 7 7 ) ,  added c r e d i b i l i t y  t o  Armor e t  a l . ’ s h y p o t h e s i s  t h a t  

c o g n i t i v e  p r o c e s s e s  a f f e c t e d  s t u d e n t  a ch ie v e m en t  and t e a c h e r
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behavio r .  Looking a t  change processes  and using the  Rand i tems to  

measure e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s ,  Berman and McLaughlin demonstrated t h a t ,  in 

a d d i t i o n  t o  i n f l u e n c i n g  s t u d e n t  a c h i e v e m e n t ,  t h e  d e g r e e  and 

p e r s i s t e n c e  o f  changed t e ac h e r  behavior were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e l a t e d  

t o  t e ac h e r  e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s .  Both ques t ions  posed by Armor e t  a l .  

have been accepted by many re sea rc h e r s  as l e g i t i m a t e  e f f i c a c y  

m e a s u r e s ,  t h e  f i r s t  i t em  a s s e s s i n g  s e l f - e f f i c a c y  ( p e r s o n a l  

com petence)  and t h e  second m easu r in g  e x p e c t a n c y  e f f i c a c y  

(performance conf idence) .

The premise t h a t  an i n d i v i d u a l ’ s c u r r e n t  behavior  i s  bes t  

understood and expla ined  by a sse ss ing  s e l f - e f f i c a c y  r e l a t e d  t o  com­

petence and conf idence l e v e l s  was r e in fo rce d  in a major National 

I n s t i t u t e  o f  Education (NIE) i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  "A Study o f  Teachers ’ 

Sense o f  E f f icacy ,"  undertaken by Ashton, Webb, and Doda (1982,

1983).  The r e sea rc h e r s  concluded t h a t  a t e a c h e r ’ s sense o f  e f f i c a c y  

was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e l a t e d  to  te ac h e r  classroom behaviors  and s tuden t  

achievement s co res ,  as measured by th e  Metropoli tan  Achievement 

T es t .  The major purposes o f  the  Ashton e t  a l .  study were to  "(a) 

d e v e lo p  a c o n c e p tu a l  framework f o r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  t h e  n a t u r e ,  

an teceden ts ,  and consequences o f  e f f i c a c y  a t t i t u d e s  in t e a c h e r s ,  and

(b) to  sugges t  f u r t h e r  re sea rch  necessary  to  r e j e c t ,  e l a b o r a t e ,  

and/or  extend the  conceptual framework." The r e sea rc h e r s  employed a 

number o f  approaches to  a ssess  e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s ,  inc lud ing  the  two 

Rand i tems, an expanded e f f i c a c y  q u e s t io n n a i r e ,  a s t r e s s  quest ion  

used as a proxy f o r  e f f i c a c y ,  a v ig n e t t e  q u e s t io n n a i r e ,  R o t t e r ’ s
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(1966) Locus of  Control  ins trument,  and Rose and Medway’ s (1981) 

Teacher Locus o f  Control  ins t rument .  Ethnographic da ta  were a lso  

c o l l e c t e d ,  and th e se  da ta  led  Ashton e t  a l . t o  confirm Armor e t  

a l . ’ s (1966) and Berman and M cLaugh l in ’ s (1977) f i n d i n g  t h a t  

t e a c h e r s ’ personal assessments o f  t h e i r  competence and confidence 

l e v e l s  in f luenced  t h e i r  classroom behavio rs .

The fou r th  t e a c h e r - e f f i c a c y  study i d e n t i f i e d  in a 1986 ERIC 

search was completed by Gibson and Dembo (1984).  Using both open- 

and closed-ended methods o f  measurement, the  r e s e a rc h e r s  developed a 

30-item Teacher Ef f icacy  Scale  t h a t  they claimed v e r i f i e d  Bandura’ s 

s i t u a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  s e l f - e f f i c a c y  theory .  Gibson and Dembo confirmed 

t h a t  t h e i r  two e f f i c a c y  c o n s t r u c t s ,  Teaching Eff icacy  and Perceived 

Personal Ef f icacy ,  were d i s t i n c t  dimensions ( r  = 0 .1 9 ) .  Fu r the r ,  

t h e y  c o n c lu d e d  t h a t  t e a c h e r s ’ i n s t r u c t i o n a l  b e h a v i o r s  were 

d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  by t h e i r  e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s .

One o th e r  i n v e s t ig a t i o n  o f  note  was a doc tora l  s tudy by 

P a t t e r s o n  (1 9 8 4 ) ,  who a t t e m p te d  t o  a s s e s s  e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s  o f  

California school pr inc ipa ls .  The researcher used the length and 

s t r u c t u r e  o f  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ’ communication sequences as a proxy fo r  

e f f i c a c y .  He d e t e r m in e d  t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  used l o n g e r  

sentence  s t r u c t u r e s  when communicating with o th e r s  than d id  l e s s -  

e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s .  Ne i ther  Bandura’ s nor any o f  the  t e ac h e r -  

e f f i c a c y  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  was c i t e d  in P a t t e r s o n ’ s r e p o r t ,  which leads  

one to  ques t ion  i t s  q u a l i t y .
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O p e ra t io n a l i z a t io n  o f  the  Eff icacy  Construct

Armor e t  a l . (1976),  Berman and McLaughlin (1977),  Ashton e t  

a l . (1982, 1983), and Gibson and Dembo (1984) a l l  agreed with 

B an d u r a ’ s p e r s p e c t i v e  t h a t  t h e  e f f i c a c y  c o n s t r u c t  i s  two 

dimensional,  c o n s i s t i n g  o f  a competence and a confidence  domain. 

Another t h e o r i s t ,  S a l t z e r  (1982),  suggested t h a t  a t h i r d  component, 

outcome va lue ,  be included in subsequent e f f i c a c y  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s .  

Semantic d i f f e r e n c e s  e x i s t  in how the  competence and confidence  

dimensions have been de f ined ,  and th e se  a re  noted in  Table 2 .1 ,  

Chapter I I .  At the  same time,  soc ia l  p sycho log i s t s  have c o n s i s ­

t e n t l y  used the  terms "competence," "conf idence ,"  and "outcome 

v a lu e "  t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e  e f f i c a c y  c o n s t r u c t .  In t h e  c u r r e n t  

i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  th e  terminology was modif ied such t h a t  th e  word 

"competence" was rep laced  by th e  word ABILITY, the  CONFIDENCE 

terminology was r e t a i n e d ,  and th e  term "outcome value"  was rep laced  

by the  word IMPORTANCE.

Assumptions

The w r i t e r  assumed t h a t  one’ s e f f i c a c y  level i s  determined by 

the  i n d i v i d u a l ’ s s e l f - a s s e s s m en t s  o f  h i s / h e r  a b i l i t y  to  perform a 

t a s k  (ABILITY), by one’ s ex p ec ta t io n s  t h a t  he /she  can perform the  

behavior s u c c e s s f u l ly  (CONFIDENCE), and by the  values  he /she  ass igns  

to  s p e c i f i c  behaviors  (IMPORTANCE). A second assumption was t h a t  

p r i n c i p a l s  in h igh-performing schools ,  in c o n t r a s t  to  those  in low- 

p e r f o r m in g  s c h o o l s ,  have had d i f f e r e n t  e x p e r i e n c e s  t h a t  have 

c o n t r ib u te d  to  t h e i r  c u r r e n t  behavior and t h a t  they a re  i n t e r n a l l y
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motivated to  value and engage in s p e c i f i c  behaviors  a sso c ia ted  with 

" e f f e c t i v e n e s s . "

To t e s t  th e se  assumptions,  two q u e s t io n n a i r e s  were developed 

and a v a r i e t y  o f  s t a t i s t i c a l  approaches used to  a ssess  e f f i c a c y  

l e v e l s .  A s t r u c tu r e d  in te rv iew  guide was a lso  c rea ted  to  explore  

co g n i t iv e  e f f i c a c y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  p r i n c i p a l s  in low- and high- 

performing schools .  The in te rv iew  guide was based on the  c r i t i c a l - 

in c id e n t s  format used by Huff, Lake, and Schaalman (1982),  in which 

p r i n c i p a l s  were asked to  r e c a l l  and de sc r ib e  major events  t h a t  had 

occurred  dur ing th e  pas t  y ea r .  P r in c ip a l s  were a lso  asked to  

o u t l i n e  how they developed t h e i r  s k i l l s  in s p e c i f i c  a reas  and to  

i d e n t i f y  the  p rocesses  they went through to  conclude t h a t  some 

behaviors  were more important than o th e r s .  The w r i t e r  assumed t h a t  

the  q u e s t io n n a i r e  da ta  would i d e n t i f y  ABILITY, CONFIDENCE, and 

IMPORTANCE d i f f e r e n c e s  and t h a t  the  in te rv iew  d a ta  would provide 

a d d i t io n a l  evidence to  support  the  hypothesis  t h a t  h ig h -e f f i c a c io u s  

p r i n c i p a l s  a re  a d m in i s t r a to r s  o f  high-performing schools  and low- 

e f f i c a c i o u s  p r i n c i p a l s  a re  a d m in is t r a to r s  o f  low-performing schools .

D e f in i t io n s  o f  Terms 

The following terms are  defined in the  con tex t  in which they 

a re  used in t h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n :

Achievement m o t iv a t io n : the  a b i l i t y  to  i d e n t i f y  personal and

group goals  and the  d e s i r e  to  be su cc e s s fu l .

Competence: th e  a b i l i t y  to  perform w el l .
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Competency: any s k i l l ,  knowledge, schemata, or  a b i l i t y  t h a t

can be used in the  exped i t ious  achievement o f  a t a s k .

Concept fo rm at ion : co n s t ru c t io n  o f  concepts  and hypotheses ,

and the  reo rde r ing  o f  in format ion .

Conceptual f l e x i b i l i t y : a b i l i t y  to  accept  a l t e r n a t i v e  pe rspec ­

t i v e s  when d i scuss ing  a problem o r  i s su e .

Concern f o r  image: concern fo r  c o n t r o l l i n g  informat ion about

the  s ch o o l .

Confidence: the  expec ta t ion  t h a t  one wi l l  be su c c e s s fu l .

D ec is iveness : the  a b i l i t y  to  express  fo rc e fu ln e s s  and c o n f i ­

dence in making d e c i s io n s .

D e lega t ion : a ss ign ing  and monitor ing o t h e r s ’ performance.

Developmental o r i e n t a t i o n : engaging in behaviors  to  s t im u la te

growth in o th e r s .

E f f e c t iv e n e s s : the  a b i l i t y  to  a t t a i n  ap p ro p r ia te  goa ls .

E f f i c a c y : the  e x ten t  to  which one be l ieves  t h a t  he /she  can

produce a given outcome.

Eff icacy  c o n s t r u c t : a th ree-d im ensional concept encompassing

COMPETENCE, CONFIDENCE, and OUTCOME va lues .

High-performing s ch o o l : one in which 90% or  more of  the

s t u d e n t s  a c h i e v e d  minimum m a s t e ry  on l a n g u ag e  and m a th em at ic s  

c r i t e r i o n - r e f e r e n c e d  t e s t s  over  the  p a s t  th r e e  y e a r s .

Informational s e a r c h : ga ther ing  informat ion from re le v an t

o th e r s .

In te rpe rsona l  s e a r c h : de termining the  pe rcep t ions  of  o th e r s .
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Low-performing s ch o o l ; one in which 75% o r  l e s s  o f  the  

s t u d e n t s  a c h i e v e d  minimum m a s t e r y  on l a n g u a g e  and m a th e m a t i c s  

c r i t e r i o n - r e f e r e n c e d  t e s t s  over  the  p a s t  th re e  y e a r s .

Managing i n t e r a c t i o n : g e t t i n g  o th e r s  t o  i n t e r a c t  and to

re so lv e  c o n f l i c t .

Management c o n t r o l : a b i l i t y  to  monitor performance.

Miss ion; a va lue  o r  s ta tement  used to  d i r e c t  behavior .

M ot iva t ion ; an i n d i v i d u a l ’ s inner  s t a t e ,  which causes  him/her 

to  d i r e c t  h i s / h e r  behavior toward the  accomplishment o f  some goa l .

Oral communication; a b i l i t y  to  p re sen t  ideas  to  o th e r .

Organiza t iona l  a b i l i t y ; a b i l i t y  to  organize  t ime and se t  

g o a l s .

Outcome v a lu e ; the  su b je c t iv e  value a s so c ia t e d  with the  

performance o f  a given behavior .

P e r su as iv en ess ; a b i l i t y  to  persuade o r  in f luence  o th e r s .

P r o a c t iv e ; one who accep ts  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  takes  i n i t i a t i v e ,  

and provides  d i r e c t i o n .

T ac t ica l  a b i l i t y ; a b i l i t y  to  use a number o f  s t r a t e g i e s  to  

accomplish th e  d e s i r ed  r e s u l t .

Overview

Chapter I conta ined  an in t ro d u c t io n  to  the  s tudy, a s ta tement 

o f  the  problem and r a t i o n a l e  f o r  the  re sea rc h ,  need f o r  and purposes 

o f  the  s tudy, a d i scu ss io n  o f  the  e f f i c a c y  c o n s t r u c t ,  assumptions,  

and d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  key terms.  Chapter II  i s  a review o f  r e l a t e d  

l i t e r a t u r e  in the  a reas  o f  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  behavio r ,  theory  and
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r e sea rch  on e f f i c a c y ,  and e f f e c t i v e  l e ad e rsh ip  behav iors .  The 

design and methodology o f  the  study are  expla ined in Chapter I I I ,  

and the  s tudy f ind ings  are  d iscussed  in Chapter IV. Chapter V 

con ta in s  a summary o f  the  s tudy, conclus ions  drawn from th e  major 

f i n d i n g s ,  im p l ic a t io n s ,  l i m i t a t i o n s ,  and recommendations.



CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chap te r  con ta in s  a review o f  l i t e r a t u r e  on th r e e  t o p i c s :  

(a)  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  behavior o f  p r i n c i p a l s ,  (b) theory  and r e sea rc h  on 

e f f i c a c y ,  and (c) e f f e c t i v e  l e ad e rsh ip  behaviors .

D isc re t io n a ry  Behavior o f  P r in c i p a l s

A re v i e w  o f  t h e  s t i m u l u s  r e s e a r c h  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  schoo l  

p r i n c i p a l s  a re  l e s s  c o n s t r a in ed  by t h e i r  environments than might be 

expected.  For in s ta n ce ,  Weick (1976) wrote t h a t  the  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  

l i m i t s  on p r in c ip a l  behavior in the  " ty p i c a l "  American school 

r e p re se n t  a " loose ly  coupled" system in which even ts ,  e lements ,  

t a s k s ,  r o l e s ,  t e r r i t o r i e s ,  p o s i t i o n s ,  o f f i c e s ,  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  

rewards,  and sanc t ions  a re  weakly connected.  S ta t i n g  t h a t  school 

employees a re  r e l a t i v e l y  autonomous, Weick in f e r r e d  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  

have a choice  o f  whether o r  not to  engage in behaviors  t h a t  w i l l  

s t reng then  couplings  between the  t e chn ica l  core  elements o f  the  

school ( i n s t r u c t i o n a l  i s su e s )  and the  a u t h o r i t y  o f  the  o f f i c e  i t s e l f  

( l e a d e r s h ip ) .

R e l a t i o n s h i p s  between c e n t r a l  o f f i c e  p e r s o n n e l  and schoo l  

p r i n c i p a l s  have a l so  been desc r ibed  as loo se ly  coupled.  Hannaway 

and Sproull  (1978-1979) used s t r u c tu r e d  observa t ions  and in te rv iewed

17
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52 o f  77 c en t r a l  o f f i c e  personnel and school a d m in i s t r a to r s  and 

determined t h a t  l e s s  than 10% o f  the  t ime spent by e i t h e r  group was 

i n t e r r e l a t e d .  Less than 6% o f  t h e i r  time was spent on i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

i s s u e s ,  the  core  element Weick (1976) addressed in h i s  a r t i c l e .  In 

t h i s  s tudy , c en t r a l  o f f i c e  personnel spent most o f  t h e i r  t ime 

d ea l ing  with l o g i s t i c s ,  c o l l e c t i n g  and d is sem ina t ing  nonprogram 

in format ion ,  and address ing  d i s t r i c t - w i d e  po l icy  i s s u e s ,  thereby  

leav ing  a d m in i s t r a to r s  t o  do what they wished in t h e i r  r e s p e c t iv e  

b u i ld in g s .

Some have a rgued  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  a r e  c o n s t r a i n e d  in  t h e  

behaviors  they endorse o r  avoid by c o l l e c t i v e - b a r g a i n i n g  agreements.  

However, fo llowing an in v e s t ig a t i o n  o f  s ix  school d i s t r i c t s  lo ca ted  

throughout the  United S t a t e s ,  Johnson (1983) noted t h a t  c e r t a i n  

c o n t rac tu a l  p rov is ions  were f u l l y  implemented in some schools  and 

modified o r  r e n e g o t ia t ed  in o th e rs  w i th in  the  same d i s t r i c t .  She 

concluded t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  could manage schools  even in th e  most 

s t r o n g l y  u n i o n i z e d  d i s t r i c t s ,  a l t h o u g h  d o in g  so r e q u i r e d  

c o n s i d e r a b l e  t im e  and e f f o r t .  The f a c t o r  t h a t  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  

p r i n c i p a l s  who worked in harmony with t e a c h e r  c o n t r a c t s  from o th e rs  

was dependent on t e a c h e r s ’ pe rcep t ions  o f  the  p r i n c i p a l ’ s competence 

and va lues .  When t e ac h e rs  perceived t h a t  the  p r in c ip a l  ac ted  

re sp o n s ib ly ,  was well i n t e n t io n e d ,  and had s t u d e n t s ’ i n t e r e s t  a t  

h e a r t ,  they were both suppor t ive  and f o r g iv in g .  And a lthough the  

same t each e rs  expected p r i n c i p a l s  to  honor t h e i r  agreements,  th e re  

n e v e r th e le s s  e x i s t e d  an informal bond t h a t  allowed both p a r t i e s  to  

accommodate the  ex pec ta t ions  o f  the  o the r .
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Peabody (1962) reached a s im i l a r  conclus ion regard ing  the  

importance o f  a b i l i t y  in r e l a t i o n  to  behavior .  In h is  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  

o f  p r in c ip a l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  he noted t h a t  t e ac h e rs  were eq ua l ly  

w i l l i n g  to  accept d ec i s io n s  made by the  p r in c ip a l  because o f  the  

i n d i v i d u a l ’ s knowledge and s k i l l  l e v e l s .  F in a l ly ,  Kunz and Hoy

(1976) noted t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  who possessed the  necessary  s k i l l s  to  

take  charge o f  t h e i r  schools ,  those  they desc r ibed  as i n i t i a t o r s ,  

exerc ised  more le ad e r s h ip  in t h e i r  bu i ld ings  than did those who were 

p r im a r i ly  human-re la t ions  o r i e n te d .

An i n t e r e s t i n g  dichotomy r e l a t e d  to  p r in c ip a l  behavior concerns 

the  endorsement o f  e i t h e r  formal or  informal a u t h o r i t y .  Hanson 

(1976-1977)  co n c lu d e d  t h a t  a l t h o u g h  t e a c h e r s  e x p e c t e d  t h e i r  

p r in c ip a l  to  e x e rc i s e  formal a u th o r i t y  over such m a t te rs  as the  

a l l o c a t i o n  o f  h u m a n /m a te r i a l  r e s o u r c e s ,  schoo l  s a f e t y / s e c u r i t y  

measures, d ea l ing  with community/parent p r e s su re s ,  and ev a lu a t in g  

s t a f f ,  they were w i l l i n g  to  n e g o t i a t e  p r in c ip a l  l e ad e rsh ip  a c t i v i t y  

in a number o f  gray a reas  t h a t  included both i n s t r u c t i o n a l  and 

classroom i s s u e s .  This would again sugges t  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  have a 

c h o i c e .  They c a n ,  i f  t h e y  w is h ,  e x e r c i s e  l e a d e r s h i p  in  t h e  

i n s t r u c t io n a l / c l a s s r o o m  area or they can l i m i t  t h e i r  behavior to  

managerial  o r  po l icy  a reas  in which the  school s t a f f  accep ts  formal 

behavior .

In a r e l a t e d  s t u d y ,  Isherwood (1983) i n v e s t i g a t e d  t h e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between formal and informal a u t h o r i t y  behaviors  and 

determined t h a t  (a) formal and informal a u t h o r i t y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s
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were d i s t i n c t  and s ep a ra te  e n t i t i e s ,  and (b) informal a u t h o r i t y  

b e h a v i o r s  com pr i sed  f o u r  o t h e r  a u t h o r i t y  dom ains :  c h a r i s m a t i c  

a u th o r i t y  based on unique p e r s o n a l i t y  q u a l i t i e s  and behavioral  

s t an c e s ;  exper t  a u th o r i t y  based on the  pe r so n ’ s knowledge and s k i l l  

l e v e l s ;  normative a u th o r i t y  based on th e  i n d i v i d u a l ’ s w i l l in g n e s s  

and e f f e c t iv e n e s s  to  help  employees with problems ex te rna l  t o  the  

o rg a n iz a t io n ;  and a human-re la tions  a u t h o r i t y  c l u s t e r  based on the  

p r i n c i p a l ’ s behaviors when i n t e r a c t i n g  with o t h e r s .  Of p a r t i c u l a r  

importance was Isherwood’s conclusion t h a t  a p r i n c i p a l ’ s informal 

a u th o r i t y  behavio rs ,  which encompass the  th r e e  e f f i c a c y  dimensions 

in c l u d e d  in  t h e  c u r r e n t  i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  d e f i n e d  p r i n c i p a l  

e f f e c t i v e n e s s .

C o l l e c t i v e ly ,  the  r e sea rch  suggested t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  do have a 

choice  in the  behaviors they endorse and /or  avoid and t h a t  t h e i r  

d e c i s io n  i s  r e l a t e d  to  th e  in f luence  they have in  t h e i r  r e s p e c t iv e  

schools .  The s tu d ie s  a l so  implied t h a t  informal a u t h o r i t y  behaviors  

(competence, confidence ,  and outcome va lues)  a re  c en t r a l  f a c t o r s  

r e l a t e d  to  one’ s a b i l i t y  to  in f luence  o t h e r s .  This p o s i t i o n  was 

supported by such au thors  as Burlingame (1985),  S to g d i l l  (1974),  and 

Leithwood and Montgomery (1984), who a s s e r t e d  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s ’ 

behavior i s  dependent on t h e i r  b e l i e f  t h a t  a d e s i r e d  goal i s  

a t t a i n a b l e ,  t h a t  t h e y  can s u c c e s s f u l l y  e x e c u t e  t h e  b e h a v i o r  

re q u i re d ,  and t h a t  the  outcomes o f  t h e i r  e f f o r t s  w i l l  be s u cc e ss fu l -  

- i n  o th e r  words, t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  a re  motivated by a sense of  

e f f i c a c y .
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Theory and Research on Eff icacy

The word " e f f i c a c y "  i s  d e f i n e d  in  W e b s t e r ’ s N in th  New 

C o l l e g ia t e  D ic t ionary  as " the  power to  produce an e f f e c t . "  Several  

r e s ea rc h e r s  have used th e  e f f i c a c y  c o n s t r u c t  to  exp lore  behavior  in 

an educa tiona l environment.

Armor e t  a l . (1976) conducted the  f i r s t  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  the  

e f f i c a c y  c o n s t r u c t  in an educational s e t t i n g .  In t h i s  study the  

re sea rc h e r s  sought to  i d e n t i f y  school and classroom f a c t o r s  t h a t  

were i n f l u e n t i a l  in r a i s i n g  p u p i l s ’ reading scores  in 20 Los Angeles 

elementary schools .  Concluding t h a t  p u p i l s ’ background and previous  

reading scores  expla ined  much o f  the  va r iance  in t h e i r  d a t a ,  the  

r e s e a rc h e r s  a l so  noted t h a t  s c h o o l - r e l a t e d  f a c t o r s ,  namely which 

school the  c h i ld ren  a ttended and the  classroom to  which they  were 

a ss igned ,  a l so  a f f e c t ed  s t u d e n t s ’ s co res .  Seeking more in format ion ,  

Armor e t  a l . decided to  a sse ss  a t t i t u d e s  by asking te a c h e r s  to  

respond to  th e  two Rand items (Chapter I ,  p. 9 ) .  Then, combining 

both va lues ,  they c re a te d  a s in g le  measure they lab e led  an e f f i c a c y  

score .  According to  Armor e t  a l . ,  e f f i c a c y  i s  a two-dimensional 

c o n s t r u c t  con ta in ing  a competency and an expectancy component. They 

confirmed t h a t  e f f i c a c y  i s  c o r r e l a t e d  with t e ac h e r  behavior and 

s tuden t  achievement.  A year  l a t e r ,  Berman and McLaughlin (1977) 

used the  same items and a l so  concluded t h a t  e f f i c a c y  i s  c o r r e l a t e d  

with s tuden t  achievement and t e ac h e r  behavior .

Bandura (1977),  however, was the  f i r s t  r e s e a rc h e r  to  d e l i n e a t e  

the  f u l l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  the  e f f i c a c y  term. He took Newell’ s (1978) 

p o s i t io n  t h a t  psychological  t h e o r iz in g  and re sea rch  place  undue
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emphasis on in v e s t ig a t i n g  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between s t imulus  and 

r e s p o n s e  seq u e n c es  a t  t h e  expense  o f  l o o k i n g  f o r  p o s s i b l e  

i n t e r a c t i o n s  between th e  two. Bandura suggested in h i s  seminal 

paper t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l s ’ assessments o f  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  to  perform a 

s p e c i f i c  behavior and t h e i r  e s t im at ion  o f  how success fu l  they  would 

be doing i t  a re  i n t e r r e l a t e d .

Between the  s t imulus  and response sequences i s  a co g n i t iv e  

process  Bandura (1982) l abe led  " s e l f - r e f e r e n t  th ough t . "  According 

to  Bandura, s e l f - r e f e r e n t  thought i s  based on informat ion c o l l e c t e d  

from any o f  four  sources :  (a) performance feedback where the

ind iv idua l  t r i e s  t o  perform th e  behavior and i s  s u c c e s s fu l ,  (b) 

observing o th e rs  perform a behavior and convincing o n e se l f  t h a t  

he /she  can perform i t  as w e l l ,  (c) being persuaded by r e l e v a n t  

o th e rs  t h a t  one can perform the  behavior ,  and (d) from emotive 

exper iences  where the  ind iv idua l  l e a r n s  to  avoid c e r t a i n  behaviors  

because he/she  exper iences  s t r e s s .  Bandura s t a t e d ,  "Recent years  

have witnessed a growing convergence o f  theory  and re sea rch  on the  

i n f l u e n t i a l  r o l e  o f  s e l f - r e f e r e n t  t h o u g h t  in  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  

func t ion ing"  (p.  122).

Bandura, l i k e  Armor e t  a l .  (1976),  mainta ined t h a t  e f f i c a c y  i s  

a tw o -d im e n s io n a l  c o n c e p t  c o n s i s t i n g  o f  a competence  and a 

performance component. To e la b o r a t e ,  Bandura (1977) s t a t e d  t h a t  

i n d iv id u a l s  avoid a c t i v i t i e s  where they be l iev e  they lack  needed 

s k i l l s  o r  in  which t h e y  f e a r  f a i l u r e ;  c o n v e r s e l y ,  w i t h o u t  

h e s i t a t i o n ,  they engage in a c t i v i t i e s  where they perce ive  themselves
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t o  be competent and co n f id en t .  Whether th e  ind iv idua l  engages in 

the  behavio r  a t  a l l  depends on mediated thought  p rocesses  o r  the  

i n d i v i d u a l ’ s s e l f - e f f i c a c y  judgm ent  o f  h i s / h e r  com petence  and 

confidence  l e v e l s .

Three  (two o f  which a r e  r e l a t e d )  t e a c h e r - b a s e d  e f f i c a c y  

i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  a l so  supported the  two-dimensional s e l f - e f f i c a c y  

model p o s tu la t e d  by Bandura. The most important o f  th e se  a re  the  

Ashton e t  a l . (1982, 1983) i n v e s t i g a t i o n s .  Ashton e t  a l . ’ s e f f i c a c y  

model i s  shown in Figure  2 .1 .

SPECIFIC BELIEFS 
about

TEACHERS’ ABILITY TO 
MOTIVATE STUDENTS 
(RAND EFFICACY 1)

SPECIFIC BELIEFS about PERSONAL 
COMPETENCE in MOTIVATING STUDENTS 

(RAND EFFICACY 2)

GENERALIZED BELIEFS 
about

RESPONSE-OUTCOME CONTINGENCIES

GENERALIZED BELIEFS 
about

PERCEIVED SELF-EFFICACY 
PERSONAL CAUSATION 
(de CHARMS, 1968)

Figure 2 .1 :  Ashton e t  a l . ’ s e f f i c a c y  model.

The Ashton e t  a l . s tudy  i s  noteworthy because i t  r e p re s e n t s  a 

r igo rous  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  e f f i c a c y  t h a t  used a m u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y
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approach, grounded-theory p r i n c i p l e s ,  the  c o l l e c t i o n  o f  e thnographic  

d a t a ,  and p rocess -p roduc t  techniques  to  a ssess  and d e f ine  e f f i c a c y  

l e v e l s .  As the  model sugges ts ,  Ashton e t  a l . ,  while endors ing 

Bandura’ s (1977) two-dimensional s i t u a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  o r i e n t a t i o n ,  

added a t h i r d  e f f i c a c y  dimension labe led  Generalized B e l i e f s  about 

Perceived S e l f - E f f i c a c y .  The r e sea rch e r s  th eo r ized  t h a t  in d iv id u a l s  

who l a c k  s i t u a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  l e a r n i n g  e x p e r i e n c e s  w i l l  b a se  

behavioral  d e c i s io n s  on ex te rna l  g enera l ized  in format ion  sources .  

Based on de Charms’ s (1968) Personal Causation Theory, Ashton e t  a l . 

hypothesized t h a t  g lobal or more loose ly  defined b e l i e f s  could a lso  

a f f e c t  behavior .  For Ashton e t  a l . ,  Or ig ins  (de Charms, 1968) are 

more c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  Bandura’ s s i t u a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  o r i e n t a t i o n  than 

a re  Pawns, who a re  d i r e c t e d  by e x t e r n a l l y  o r i e n te d  informat ion 

systems.

During Phase One o f  t h e i r  s tudy, Ashton e t  a l . (1982) assessed  

e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s  o f  29 teamed midd le  school t e a c h e r s  and 20 

t r a d i t i o n a l l y  organized j u n i o r  high i n s t r u c t o r s  using the  two Rand 

items and a s t r u c tu r e d  observa t ion  technique.  Upon in te rv iewing  two 

h i g h -  and two l o w - e f f i c a c i o u s  t e a c h e r s ,  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r s  found 

l im i t e d  evidence to  support  the  inc lu s ion  of a Generalized S e l f -  

Eff icacy  dimension in t h e i r  Eff icacy  Model. Using Seligman’ s 

Learned Help lessness  Theory to  expla in  t h e i r  f i n d i n g s ,  Ashton e t  a l .  

i d e n t i f i e d  lo w -e f f i cac io u s  te ache rs  as those  who be l ieved  i t  was 

impossible  t o  motivate  s tuden t s  because of  t h e i r  home environments 

(Universal  H e lp le s sn es s ) ,  exer ted  l e s s  e f f o r t  to  teach  a l l  s tuden ts  

because they be l ieved  t h a t  i t  would be f u t i l e  to  do so (Motivat ional
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D e f i c i t ) ,  ind ica ted  they  would r e s i s t  l e a rn in g  from exper ience  even 

when they had been success fu l  with low-achieving s tu d en t s  (Cognitive  

D e f i c i t ) ,  but n e v e r th e le s s  maintained t h e i r  s e l f - e s t e e m  by tak ing  

th e  p o s i t io n  t h a t  no o th e r  t e ac h e r  could do b e t t e r .  I t  was the  l a s t  

s ta tement  more than anything e l s e  t h a t  suggested a global b e l i e f  can 

in f luence  behavior .

From an e thnographic  p e r s p e c t iv e ,  the  Ashton e t  a l .  (1982, 

1983) f i n d i n g s  were  e n c o u r a g in g  b ecau se  d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  h ig h -  

e f f i c a c i o u s  te ache rs  and t h e i r  classrooms p a r a l l e l e d  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of 

e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  and schools .  However, the  r e s e a rc h e r s  did 

exper ience  numerous s t a t i s t i c a l  problems. To e l a b o r a t e ,  the  two 

Rand items f a i l e d  t o  i d e n t i f y  s i g n i f i c a n t  t r e n d s  between th e  two 

t e a c h e r  groups.  In an at tempt  to  develop more r e l i a b l e  measures, 

the  r e s ea rc h e r s  developed an expanded e f f i c a c y  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  used a 

s t r e s s  ques t ion  as a proxy f o r  e f f i c a c y ,  and c rea ted  a 50-item 

v ig n e t t e  q u e s t io n n a i r e .  They a lso  adminis tered  R o t t e r ’ s (1966) 

Locus o f  Control and Medway’ s (1981) Teacher Locus o f  Control 

ins truments  to  a random sample. Again, s i g n i f i c a n t  t ren d s  were not 

found, lead ing  the  r e s ea rc h e r s  to  conclude t h a t  " the  Rand items 

remain  ou r  b e s t  p r e d i c t o r s  o f  a ch iev em en t"  (p .  1 0 5 ) .  They 

recommended, as Bandura (1977) had before  them, t h a t  d i s c r e t e l y  

d e f i n e d  s i t u a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  b e h a v i o r s  sh o u ld  be used  t o  a s s e s s  

e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s .

The next study o f  i n t e r e s t  was conducted by Gibson and Dembo 

(1984).  They sought to  develop an expanded e f f i c a c y  measure by
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d e le t i n g  the  Ashton e t  a l .  (1982, 1983) Generalized Perceived S e l f -  

Ef f icacy  dimension from t h e i r  model. Endorsing Bandura’ s (1977) 

s i t u a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  tw o -d im e n s io n a l  s e l f - e f f i c a c y  schema, t h e  

r e s e a r c h e r s  a n a ly z e d  t h r e e  f a c t o r s  ( t e a c h e r  e f f i c a c y ,  v e r b a l  

a b i l i t y ,  and f l e x i b i l i t y )  and developed a 30-item q u e s t io n n a i r e ,  

which has y e t  t o  be t e s t e d  in a re sea rch  s e t t i n g .  During Phase One 

o f  t h e i r  s tudy , Gibson and Dembo measured two e f f i c a c y  f a c t o r s ,  

Teaching Eff icacy  and Perceived Personal Ef f icacy ,  and confirmed 

s t a t i s t i c a l l y  t h a t  the  f a c t o r s  were d i s t i n c t  ( r  *= .1 9 ) .  R e l i a b i l i t y  

q u o t i e n t s  f o r  the  Teaching and the  Perceived Personal Ef f icacy  items 

were .75 and - .7 8 .  During Phase Two, convergent and d i sc r im in an t  

v a l i d i t y  were determined. Convergence was in d ica ted  using both an 

open- and closed-ended format,  where r  = .42,  p < .05.  Discr iminant 

v a l i d i t y  was a l so  in d ic a ted  by the  f a c t  t h a t  the  c o r r e l a t i o n  of  

t e a c h e r  e f f i c a c y ,  when measured  by bo th  methods ,  exceeded  

c o r r e l a t i o n s  between te ac h e r  e f f i c a c y  scores  and both th e  verbal 

a b i l i t y  and f l e x i b i l i t y  sco res .

Looking a t  d i f f e r e n c e s  among e f f i c a c y  r e s e a r c h e r s ,  two 

i n v e s t i g a t o r s  added d im e n s io n s  t o  B an d u ra ’ s m ode l .  Sem an t ic  

d i f f e r e n c e s  e x i s t e d  in terms o f  how both e f f i c a c y  dimensions were 

d e f i n e d ,  and m a jo r  d i f f e r e n c e s  a l s o  e x i s t e d  in  t e rm s  o f  t h e  

ins t ruments  t h a t  were used to  measure e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s .  In terms of  

in s t ru m en ta t io n ,  the  d i f f e r e n c e s  were major.  Followers o f  Bandura’ s 

s o c i a l  p s y ch o lo g y  o r i e n t a t i o n  have t r a d i t i o n a l l y  a r r a n g e d  

o p e r a t io n a l ly  de f ined ,  s i t u a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  behaviors  in an ascending 

h ie ra rchy  where respondents  were requ ired  to  a ssess  t h e i r  e f f i c a c y
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l e v e l s  using a L ik e r t  s c a l e .  In most in s ta n ce s ,  s e l f - e f f i c a c y  was 

measured using a 10-po in t  system (0 f o r  no conf idence t o  perform the  

b e h a v i o r  and 10 f o r  c o m p le te  c o n f i d e n c e ) ,  w h e rea s  b e h a v i o r a l  

e f f i c a c y  was determined using a 100-poin t percentage  s c a l e .  In 

c o n t r a s t ,  Gibson and Dembo (1984) and both Rand re sea rch  groups 

employed a s i x - p o i n t  s c a le  (1 f o r  s t ro n g ly  d i s a g r e e  and 6 f o r  

s t r o n g l y  a g r e e ) ,  and a l l  used  more g e n e r a l i z e d  r a t h e r  th a n  

s i t u a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  h i e r a r c h i c a l  behavioral  d e s c r i p t o r s  t o  genera te  

an e f f i c a c y  sco re .  These d i f f e r e n c e s  a re  summarized in Table 2 .1 .

To summarize, t h r e e  major conclus ions  were drawn from the  

w r i t i n g s  on e f f i c a c y .  One, t h e  e f f i c a c y  c o n s t r u c t  i s  two 

dimensional and c o n s i s t s  o f  a competence and a confidence component. 

Two, th e  e f f i c a c y  c o n s t r u c t  i s  r e l a t e d  to  behavior  and s tuden t  

achievement. Three,  a s se ss ing  e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s  i s  f r au g h t  with 

d i f f i c u l t i e s .  At the  t ime o f  t h i s  w r i t i n g ,  no re sea rch  had been 

u n d e r t a k e n  t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  v a l u e  o f  i n c l u d i n g  an im p o r ta n c e  

dimension in an e f f i c a c y  model ( S a l t z e r ,  1982), th e  Gibson and Dembo 

(1984) e f f i c a c y  ins trument has y e t  t o  be v a l id a t e d ,  and e f f i c a c y -  

o r i e n te d  re sea rch  focused on the  p r in c ip a l  remains l im i t e d .

E f fe c t iv e  Leadership Behaviors

A perusal  of th e  e f f e c t iv e - s c h o o l s  d a ta  suggested t h a t  e f f i c a c y  

i s  r e l a t e d  to  behavior and t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  a re  more 

motivated to  engage in p a r t i c u l a r  behaviors  than a re  t h e i r  l e s s -  

e f f e c t i v e  co l le agues .  In the  l i t e r a t u r e ,  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  were 

desc r ibed  as those  who bu i ld  consensus and commitment to  academic



Table 2 . 1 Suranary of efficacy theory.3

Factor A: 
S e lf-E fficacy

Factor B: 
Behavioral E fficacy

Factor C: 
S ubjective  Values

Factor D:
Loosely Defined Values

E fficacy
Formula

Measurement
Format

Asks question : "Can I perform the 
sp e c if ic  behavior?"

"How l ik e ly  i s  i t  th a t  p e r­
forming the  behavior w ill 
lead  to  th e  outcome I want, 
o r  How successful w ill I be?"

"What do I g e t out 
o f i t —why do i t  
a t  a ll? "

"What do I th ink  about 
a l l  th is  issu e  most o f 
the  tim e?''

D e fin itio n s : Conviction th a t  one 
can execute the  
behavior

A p erso n 's  estim ate  th a t  
a given behavior w ill 
lead  to  a successfu l end

Subjective  personal 
value o f a sp e c if ic  
outcome

Generalized b e lie f  th a t 
one can su ccessfu lly  
perform the  behavior

Armor e t  a l .  
(1976)

I be lieve  th a t  1 f I 
t r y  hard I can get 
through to  even the  
most d i f f i c u l t  pupil

I be lieve  th a t  a teacher 
c a n 't  do much given some 
o f the  home environments 
my studen ts come from

Not considered Not considered A + B Two questions using 
a 6 -po in t L ikert 
sc a le  to  measure 
Factors A and B

Ashton e t  a l .  
(1982, 1983)

I can m otivate these  
studen ts

These kids can be m oti­
vated

Not considered I can m otivate these 
s tuden ts

A + C Concluded th a t  two 
Rand questions a re  
b e s t e fficacy  
measures

Dembo S Gibson 
(1985)

I can m otivate 
studen ts

I can m otivate these 
s tuden ts

Not considered Not considered A + B 30-item tw o-facto r 
qu estionnaire  using 
L ik ert format

Bandura
(1977)

I am confiden t th a t  
I can perform th is  
behavior

I expect to  be successful 
a t  le a s t  50, 60, o r  what­
ever percen: o f the time

Not considered Not considered A + B Used L ik e rt sca le  
to  assess competence 
and a percentage 
sca le  to  assess 
outcomes

S a ltz e r
(1982)

I am confiden t 
th a t  I can do i t

I estim ate  chat I would 
be successful 50, 60 . . .  
percent o f  che time

I believe th a t  i t  is  
an im portant behavior 
to engage in

Not considered A+B+C Never te s te d

a E fficacy i s  defined as the  ex te n t to  which an individual be lieves he/she can su ccessfu lly  reach a desired  goal.
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g o a l s ;  have high e x p ec ta t io n s  f o r  themselves ,  s t u d e n t s ,  and s t a f f ;  

a r e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  l e a d e r s ;  e s t a b l i s h  o r d e r l y  schoo l  c l i m a t e s ;  

coo rd ina te  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  programs; make e f f e c t i v e  use of  t h e i r  t ime; 

and monitor s tuden t  achievement.  L e s s - e f f e c t iv e  a d m in i s t r a to r s  tend 

to  avoid such a c t i v i t i e s  (Armor e t  a l . ,  1976; Brookover,  G i g l i o t t i ,  

Henderson, & Schneider ,  1973; Brookover, Schweitzer,  Beady, Flood, 

& Wisenbaker, 1977; Brookover & Lezo t te ,  1979; C a l i f o r n i a  S ta te  

Department o f  Education,  1977; F e l s e n th a l ,  1982; Levine & S ta rk ,  

1981; Maryland S ta t e  Department o f  Education,  1978; New York City  

Board o f  Education,  1979; Phi Delta  Kappa, 1980; S t a t e  o f  New York, 

1974; U n ive rs i ty  o f  the  S t a t e  o f  New York, 1976; V a l l in a ,  1978; 

Venezsky & Winfie ld ,  1979; Weber, 1971; Wynne, 1981).

Three typo log ie s  were reviewed to  o rganize  th e  e f f e c t i v e -  

s c h o o l s / l e a d e r s h i p  m a t e r i a l  (Croghan, Lake,  & S c h r o e d e r ,  1983; 

Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982, 1984; Serg iovanni ,  1984).  Of the  

t h r e e ,  the  Leithwood and Montgomery (1984) format was s e le c te d  

because i t  was based on an e a r l i e r  typology (see Table 2 .2) t h a t  was 

accepted by p r a c t i c i n g  p r i n c i p a l s .

Leithwood and Montgomery (1982) used a g r o u n d e d - t h e o r y  

m ethodo logy  based  on p e r s o n a l  i n t e r v i e w s  w i t h  21 p r a c t i c i n g  

p r i n c i p a l s  before  developing t h e i r  typology, which c a teg o r ized  21 

p r in c ip a l  behaviors  under th r e e  major headings:  GOALS, FACTORS, and

STRATEGIES. The authors  def ined  GOALS as long-term a s p i r a t i o n s  held 

by the  p r i n c i p a l ,  FACTORS as w i th in-school  elements t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  

ac ted  on to  improve le a rn in g  outcomes,  and STRATEGIES as
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Table 2 . 2 . --Dimensions o f  p r in c ip a l  behavior (Leithwood & 
Montgomery, 1982).

Dimension Subdimension

GOALS

FACTORS 1. Factors  a f f e c t i n g  s tudent  classroom exper iences
1.1 The te ac h e r
1.2 Program o b je c t iv e s  and emphasis
1.3 I n s t r u c t io n a l  behaviors  o f  the  t e ac h e r
1.4  M ate r ia l s  and resources
1.5  Assessment, record ing ,  and r e p o r t in g  procedures
1.6  Time/classroom management
1.7 Content
1 .8  Physical  environment
1.9 In te rpe rsona l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  in the  c lassroom
1.10 I n te g ra t io n

2. Factors  a f f e c t i n g  s tuden t  school-wide exper iences
2.1 Human resources
2.2 Materia l  and physical  resources
2.3 R e la t ionsh ips  with community
2.4  E x t r a c u r r i c u l a r  and in tramural  a c t i v i t i e s
2 .5  R e la t ionsh ips  among s t a f f
2 .6  R e la t ionsh ips  with ou t -o f - schoo l  s t a f f
2.7 Student behavior  while a t  school

STRATEGIES Categories  o f  S t r a t e g i e s  Used by P r in c i p a l s :
1. B u i ld ing /m ain ta in ing  in te rp e r so n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

and motivating  s t a f f
1.1 Involving s t a f f
1.2 Doing th in g s  with s t a f f
1.3 Being p o s i t i v p .  c h p p r f u l . and encouraging
1.4  Being w i t h / a v a i l a b l e  or  a c c e s s ib l e  t o  s t a f f
1.5 Being hones t ,  d i r e c t ,  and s in ce re
1.6  Gett ing s t a f f  to  e x p r e s s / s e t  own goals

2. Providing s t a f f  with knowledge and s k i l l
3.  C o l lec t ing  informat ion
4. Using ves ted  a u th o r i ty
5. Providing d i r e c t  s e r v ice  to  s tuden t s
6. A ss i s t in g  with and support ing t e a c h e r s ’ r e g u l a r  t a sks
7. F a c i l i t a t i n g  with in -school  communication
8. Providing informat ion to  s t a f f
9. Focusing a t t e n t i o n  on the  spec ia l  needs o f  s tuden ts

10. F a c i l i t a t i n g  communication between the  school and 
community

11. Using goal and p r i o r i t y  s e t t i n g  and planning
12. Finding nonteaching time f o r  s t a f f
13. E s tab l i sh in g  procedures to  handle ro u t i n e  t a sk s
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i n t e r v e n t io n s  p r i n c i p a l s  employed to  achieve valued outcomes. Two 

y e a r s  l a t e r ,  f o l l o w i n g  a r e v ie w  o f  t h e  e f f e c t i v e - s c h o o l s  and 

e f f e c t iv e - 1 e a d e r s h i p  s t u d i e s ,  Leithwood and Montgomery expanded 

t h e i r  e a r l i e r  model and developed a fo u r -b y - fo u r  m atr ix  in which 

a d m in i s t r a to r  behavior was desc r ibed  in an ascending h ie ra rch y .  

Added t o  the  GOAL, FACTOR, and STRATEGY dimensions was a DECISION­

MAKING c a t e g o r y ,  and a lo n g  t h e  h i e r a r c h i c a l  a x i s  were f o u r  

behavioral  l e v e l s - - p r i n c i p a l s  as MANAGERS, HUMANITARIANS, PROGRAM 

MANAGERS, and, a t  the  upper end of  the  continuum, PROBLEM SOLVERS.

The following review of  w r i t in g s  on l e ad e rsh ip  i s  c a tego r ized  

under th e  headings Goals,  Fac to rs ,  S t r a t e g i e s ,  and Decision Making. 

The e f f e c t i v e - s c h o o l s / l e a d e r s h i p  resea rch  was reviewed, updated,  and 

incorpora ted  in to  the  c u r r e n t  m a te r i a l .  Included in th e  updated 

m a t e r i a l  i s  an i m p o r t a n t  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  h ig h -  and a v e r a g e -  

performing p r i n c i p a l s  in F lo r ida  (Huff e t  a l . ,  1982). At th e  end of 

each s ec t io n  are  l i s t e d ,  in ascending o rde r ,  the  p r in c ip a l  behaviors  

found in Leithwood and Montgomery’ s (1984) h ie ra rchy .

Goals

Of th e  four  major c a te g o r i e s  used by Leithwood and Montgomery, 

the  goal dimension c o n s i s t e n t l y  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  more- and l e s s -  

e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s .  Following a s y n th es i s  o f  the  e f f e c t i v e -  

schools  r e s ea rc h ,  Leithwood and Montgomery (1984) concluded t h a t  

a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ’ goa ls  d i f f e r  in terms o f  t h e i r  source,  n a tu re ,  and 

u s e .  With r e g a r d  t o  s o u r c e ,  l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  were 

desc r ibed  as those  who der ived  goals  from a personal need, whereas



32

m o re -e f fec t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s ’ goals  arose from a v a r i e t y  o f  ex te rna l  

sources--community,  p a r e n t s ,  p u p i l s ,  s t a f f ,  and r e s ea rc h .  Less- 

e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  a l so  had fewer g o a ls ,  t h e i r  goa ls  were f u r t h e r  

removed from publ ic  ex p ec ta t io n s ,  they t o l e r a t e d  the  e x i s t en c e  of  

loose ly  s t r u c tu r e d  a s s o c ia t i o n s  in t h e i r  schools ,  and they were more 

concerned with t h e i r  own personal  w e l fa re  than with the  w e l fa re  of  

o th e r s .  With regard  to  the  na tu re  o f  the  go a ls ,  those  o f  l e s s -  

e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  were not as ambitious and tended to  be d i r e c t e d  

a t  s e l e c t e d  school  a u d i e n c e s ;  such p r i n c i p a l s  t o l e r a t e d  t h e  

e x i s t en c e  o f  second-c lass  groups in t h e i r  b u i ld in g s .  In c o n t r a s t ,  

e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  were c h a r ac te r i z ed  as being more capable  o f  

e x p l i c i t l y  de f in in g  t h e i r  ph i losoph ies  about what c o n s t i t u t e d  an 

"educated p e rson"- - they  had what Leithwood and Montgomery c a l l e d  "a 

d e fe n s ib le  philosophy o f  education" (p. 29) .  Concerning how goals  

were used,  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  used t h e i r  espoused goa ls  to  d i r e c t  

decision-making processes  and to  bui ld  consensus among s tu d e n t s ,  

s t a f f ,  p a re n t s ,  and r e l e v an t  o th e r s .

A number o f  r e s e a r c h e r s  conc lu d ed  t h a t  m o r e - e f f e c t i v e  

p r i n c i p a l s  were p r im a r i ly  concerned with i n s t r u c t i o n a l  i s su e s  and 

r e f l e c t e d  t h i s  o r i e n t a t i o n  by being in s t r u c t i o n a l  le ad e rs  in t h e i r  

r e s p e c t iv e  bu i ld ings  (Austin ,  1979; Berman & McLaughlin, 1979; 

Blumberg & G reenf ie ld ,  1980; Brookover e t  a l . ,  1977; Brookover & 

Lezo t te ,  1979; Brundage, 1981; F e l s en th a l ,  1982; Maryland S ta te  

Department o f  Education,  1978; Phi Delta Kappa, 1980; Sarason, 1971; 

S t r o t h e r ,  1983; Venezsky & Winfie ld ,  1979; W ell isch ,  MacQueen,
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C a r r i e r e ,  & Duck, 1978; Wilson, 1982).  To e l a b o r a t e ,  Austin 

concluded t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  were perceived  by t h e i r  s t a f f s  

as exper t s  in reading and/or  mathematics,  whereas Fe lsen tha l  found 

t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  func tioned  as head t e ac h e rs  who could 

knowledgeably d i s cu s s  curr iculum and teach ing  methods with t e a c h e r s .  

Berman and McLaughlin s t a t e d  t h a t  t e ac h e rs  r a t e d  t h e i r  p r i n c i p a l s  

h igher  in terms o f  e f f e c t iv e n e s s  when they saw them as a source of 

new ideas ,  m a t e r i a l s ,  and methods.

P r in c i p a l s  in the  Blumberg and Greenf ie ld  and the  Brundage 

s tu d ie s  e s t a b l i s h e d  in s t r u c t i o n a l  goals  f o r  t h e i r  s t a f f s .  In the  

Brookover e t  a l .  i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  p r i n c i p a l s ’ a t t e n t i o n  to  the  ba s ic s  

in the  white school sample c o n t r ib u te d  to  the  s ch o o l s ’ o v e ra l l  

achievement.  In the  Maryland s tudy, p r i n c i p a l s  in the  high- 

r e s i d u a l  - e f f e c t i v e  s c h o o l s  had a c o g n i t i v e  o r  a ch iev em en t  

o r i e n t a t i o n .  All o f  the  p r i n c i p a l s  in th e  h igh-ach iev ing  schools  in 

the  Phi Delta  Kappa study s t a t e d  t h a t  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  i s su es  were 

i m p o r t a n t ,  w hereas  t h e  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l  in  Venezsky and 

W in f ie ld ’ s study made i t  known to  a l l  t h a t  reading i n s t r u c t i o n  was 

h i s  top p r i o r i t y .  Wilson, observing high-performing p r in c ip a l  Ed 

C orbe t t ,  noted t h a t  the  p r in c ip a l  cont inuously  emphasized q u a l i t y  

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  t ime f o r  s tu d e n t s .  F in a l ly ,  Brookover and Lezotte  

noted t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  in t h e i r  study were more l i k e l y  to  

be a s s e r t i v e  in t h e i r  r o l e  as i n s t r u c t i o n a l  l e a d e r s .  In c o n t r a s t ,  

l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  e x h ib i ted  a s t rong  management focus and 

were f u r t h e r  removed from both curr iculum and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  i s su e s .  

In t h i s  regard ,  Berman and McLaughlin r e p o r te d  t h a t  most p r i n c i p a l s
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av o id ed  a c t i v e  in v o lv e m e n t  in  i n n o v a t i v e  c u r r i c u l u m  p r o j e c t s .  

Fu r the r ,  l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  in both the  Brookover and Lezotte  

and the  Maryland s tu d ie s  emphasized c o l l e g i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  a t  the  

expense o f  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  i s su e s .

One s h o u ld  n o t  c o n c lu d e  t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  were  

inhumane. E f f e c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  were a l so  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  in  the  

l i t e r a t u r e  as being concerned about "human r e l a t i o n s "  and school - 

c l im a te  f a c t o r s .  However, t h i s  i n t e r e s t  was tempered by th e  b e l i e f  

t h a t  s tuden t s  and achievement came f i r s t  and t e a c h e r s ’ f e e l i n g s  

second. To e l a b o r a t e ,  e f f e c t i v e  t e ac h e rs  in the  Maryland (1978) 

study were not applauded f o r  t h e i r  s tance  on i n s t r u c t i o n a l  m a t te r s  

over the  personal wishes espoused by t h e i r  s t a f f s .  Brundage (1981) 

desc r ibed  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  as "boat rockers"  who dismissed the  

d e s i r e  t o  be loved f o r  th e  hard t a s k  o f  monitoring s tuden t  p ro g res s .  

C oncom itan t  w i th  t h e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  v e r s u s  h u m a n - r e l a t i o n s  

o r i e n t a t i o n  were h ig h  e x p e c t a t i o n s  f o r  t e a c h e r s  and s t u d e n t s  

(Brookover e t  a l . ,  1977; Brundage, 1981; Maryland S t a t e  Department 

o f  Education,  1978; Phi Delta  Kappa, 1980; Venezsky & Winfie ld ,  

1979; Wilson, 1982) and an emphasis on program improvements (Berman 

& McLaughlin, 1979; Wellisch e t  a l . ,  1978).

E f f e c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  a l so  perce ived  a need t o  b u i ld  s t rong 

community-school networks to  support  t h e i r  espoused g o a ls .  Venezsky 

and Winfie ld  (1979) noted t h a t  th e  e f f e c t i v e  p r in c ip a l  they s tud ied  

sought p a ren ta l  support  f o r  p r o j e c t s  t h a t  would take  t ime to  

implement. In the  Blumberg and Greenf ie ld  (1980) s tudy ,  t h r e e  o f
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th e  e ig h t  p r i n c i p a l s  r epo r ted  a need to  involve  both pa ren ts  and 

t e ac h e rs  in the  g o a l - s e t t i n g  p rocess .  Fur ther ,  approximate ly  one- 

t h i r d  o f  th e  p r i n c i p a l s  in v e s t ig a te d  in the  Phi Del ta  Kappa (1980) 

study recognized the  need f o r ,  and a s s e r t i v e l y  sought,  d e s i r e d  

ex te rna l  support  to  achieve valued g o a ls .  Berman and McLaughlin

(1977) noted s im i l a r  o r i e n t a t i o n s  when e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  were 

c o n f r o n t e d  w i th  o p p o s in g  p o l i t i c a l  and b u r e a u c r a t i c  f o r c e s .  

E f f e c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  a l s o  took advantage o f  o p p o r tu n i t i e s  to  speak 

t o  pa ren t  and community members to  ga in  consensus on school goa ls  

(Maryland S ta t e  Department o f  Education,  1978).

In terms of  e f f i c a c y ,  o r  the  b e l i e f  t h a t  one can achieve  a 

d e s i r ed  outcome, m o re -e f fec t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  were d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  from 

t h e i r  co l leagues  in t h a t  they knew what they wanted.  The l i t e r a t u r e  

suggested t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  had a d e s i r e  t o  run t h e i r  

schools  in a predetermined manner. I n v e s t ig a t o r s  in the  Maryland 

study (1978) noted t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  were organized and knew 

where needed da ta  were lo c a ted ,  were knowledgeable about a c t i v i t i e s  

q o in q  on in  t h e i r  s c h o o l s ,  and were no t  overwhelmed by 

a d m in i s t r a t iv e  d u t i e s .  Observers in th e  study a l so  rep o r ted  t h a t  

p r i n c i p a l s  in the  e f f e c t i v e  schools  had a sense o f  d i r e c t i o n ,  a 

po in t  o f  view, an o r i e n t a t i o n  t h a t  was not ev iden t  in th e  l e s s -  

e f f e c t i v e  schools they v i s i t e d .

In the  study o f  e ig h t  elementary school p r i n c i p a l s  conducted by 

Blumberg and Greenf ie ld  (1980),  p r i n c i p a l s  were "d e s i r i n g  and eager 

to  make t h e i r  schools  over in t h e i r  image" (p.  201) .  Following a 

study o f  31 F lo r ida  a d m in i s t r a to r s  (17 high performers  and 14
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average pe r fo rm ers ) ,  Huff e t  a l .  (1982) concluded t h a t  "highly  

e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  had a take-charge  a t t i t u d e  and a sense o f  

con t ro l  over  the  f a t e  o f  t h e i r  schools"  and t h a t  "ou ts tand ing  

p r i n c i p a l s  appeared to  have a g r e a t e r  sense o f  e f f i c a c y  in shaping 

t h e i r  universe"  (p.  9 ) .  S ta t in g  t h a t  h igh-performing p r i n c i p a l s  

were more prone to  l e a rn  from p as t  exper iences ,  t o  c a p i t a l i z e  on 

f a i l u r e s ,  and to  accept r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  the  s c h o o l s ’ performance 

and were more know ledgeab le  and e f f e c t i v e  i n  s e c u r i n g  needed  

resources  f o r  t h e i r  b u i ld in g s ,  Huff e t  a l .  concluded t h a t  average 

performers  were l e s s  w i l l i n g  to  accept r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h e i r  

s c h o o l s ’ e n t i r e  o p e r a t i o n .  Huff  e t  a l . a l s o  c o n c lu d e d  t h a t  

p r i n c i p a l s  in high-performing schools  were p ro a c t iv e ;  p r i n c i p a l s  in 

average-performing schools  were r e a c t i v e .

The l i t e r a t u r e  a lso  suggested t h a t  knowing where one wants to  

go i s  r e l a t e d  to  ego-development theory .  Leithwood and Montgomery 

(1982) t h e o r i z e d  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  f ramed t h e i r  g o a l s  a lo n g  a 

continuum based on a concern f o r  s e l f ,  f o r  t a s k ,  and, a t  the  h ig h e s t  

l e v e l ,  f o r  o th e r s .  I h i s  p a t t e r n  was observed among te ac h e r s  

( F u l l e r ,  1974), as well as among bus iness  managers (Ha l l ,  1974).  

Using s e l f - r e p o r t s  and assessments  c o l l e c t e d  from su b o rd in a te s ,  Hall 

determined t h a t  low ach ievers  had s t ro n g e r  c r e a t u r e - c o m f o r t / s e c u r i t y  

needs,  as def ined  by Maslow, than belonging o r  s e l f - a c t u a l i z a t i o n  

needs.  In c o n t r a s t ,  high ach ievers  were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  s t r o n g e r  in 

terms o f  t h e i r  need to  belong and to  be s e l f - a c t u a l i z e d .  C a l l ing  

low ach ievers  "maintenance seekers"  and high ach ieve rs  "motivation 

s e e k e r s , "  Hall concluded t h a t :
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The image o f  the  Achieving Manager which emerges from our 
study i s  one c h a r ac te r i z ed  by the  employment o f  an i n t e g r a t i v e  
s t y l e  o f  management in which people a re  valued j u s t  as highly  
as accomplishment o f  the  goals  o f  production and in terms of  
in te rp e r so n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  candor,  openness,  s e n s i t i v i t y ,  and 
r e c i p r o c i t y  as th e  r u l e  r a t h e r  than th e  excep t ion .  . . . From a 
mot iva t iona l  s tandpo in t  the  Achieving Manager would appear to  
b e l ie v e  formally  in the  need to  f ind  meaning in one’ s work and 
to  a f fo rd  such meaning in o th e r s .  Higher and more c o n s t r u c t iv e  
i n c en t iv e s  tend  to  preoccupy the  Achieving Manager, while  h is  
l e s s  achieving comrades remain mired in f a n t a s i e s  o f  defense 
and s e l f - p r e s e r v a t i o n ,  (p.  46)

As mentioned e a r l i e r ,  Leithwood and Montgomery (1984) arranged 

p r i n c i p a l s ’ g o a l - r e l a t e d  behaviors in a fo u r - l e v e l  h ie ra rch y :  the

p r in c ip a l  as an ADMINISTRATOR, a HUMANITARIAN, a PROGRAM MANAGER, 

and a PROBLEM SOLVER. At the  lowest level o f  th e  h ie ra rchy ,  

a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ’ goa ls  were der ived  from personal needs ,  were focused 

on a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  t a s k s ,  were  s t a t e d  o n ly  when demanded, and 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  goals  were deemed to  be the  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  te ache rs  

and not the  p r i n c i p a l .  At the  second o r  HUMANITARIAN l e v e l ,  goals  

were based on in te rpe rsona l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  could be ambitious  but 

l im i t ed  in focus ,  were not used f o r  p lanning, and, as in the  

previous  l e v e l ,  were s t a t e d  only on demand. At the  PROGRAM-MANAGER 

l e v e l ,  goa ls  were s e le c te d  from severa l  sources - -m os t ly  from the  

pub l ic  domain, th e re  was a focus on exceptiona l s tu d en t s  and s tuden t  

g r o u p s ,  s t a f f s  were e n co u rag e d  t o  use  g o a l s  f o r  p l a n n i n g  

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  a c t i v i t i e s ,  and goals  were shared with  o th e r s  when 

requested  and/o r  whenever the  need a rose .  At the  PROBLEM-SOLVER 

l e v e l ,  goa ls  were de r ived  from m u l t ip le  sources ,  were ambit ious ,  

inc luded a l l  s tuden t s  and s tuden t  groups,  were used f o r  planning, 

and were a l so  used to  bu i ld  consensus and to  e s t a b l i s h  cons is tency
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in the  school i t s e l f .  In o th e r  words, as Huff e t  a l . (1982) 

s u g g e s t e d ,  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  were commit ted  t o  a 

mission and were in con tro l  o f  t h e i r  b u i ld in g s .

Based on the  re sea rc h ,  the  following assumptions were made: 

Goals form the  ba s i s  o f  the  environmental  v a r i a b l e s  t o  which 

p r i n c i p a l s  a r e  w i l l i n g  t o  a t t e n d ,  g o a l s  d e f i n e  p u rp o s e  and 

d i r e c t i o n ,  and goals  con ta in  what Leithwood and Montgomery (1984) 

c a l l e d  a "motivational s t r u c t u r e - - a  s t imulus  f o r  ac t ion"  (p.  24).  

Thus, th e  w r i t e r  a n t i c ip a t e d  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  would be i d e n t i f i e d  who 

espoused s im i l a r  goals  but who n ev e r th e le s s  f a i l e d  to  a c t  on them 

because o f  perceived s e l f - e f f i c a c y  assessments .  Some might have 

f a i l e d  to  a c t  on t h e i r  goals  because they be l ieved  they d id  not 

possess  the  needed s k i l l s  to  o p e r a t i o n a l i z e  them, some might have 

a n t i c i p a t e d  f a i l u r e  r a t h e r  than success  when performing a given s e t  

o f  behaviors ,  and s t i l l  o th e rs  might have concluded t h a t  the  

outcomes a s so c ia te d  with the  behaviors  were not worth the  e f f o r t .  

Support f o r  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  was derived from Croghan e t  a l . ’ s (1983) 

i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  in which a l l  p r i n c i p a l s  were committed to  a school 

mission but high-performing p r i n c i p a l s  d i f f e r e d  from t h e i r  average- 

performing peers  in t h a t  they were more p ro ac t iv e  and d e c i s iv e  in 

terms o f  th e  g o a l - r e l a t e d  behaviors in which they engaged.

In a r e l a t e d  i n v e s t ig a t i o n  t h a t  focused on the  importance 

i s su e ,  Barth (1984) d iscovered  t h a t  20 midwestern p r i n c i p a l s  r e fu te d  

Edmond’ s e f f e c t i v e - s c h o o l s  c o r r e l a t e s .  Some o f  t h e i r  comments were: 

"You look a t  who’ s w r i t i n g  i t .  . . .  I don’t  look a t  the  re sea rc h .

. . . Challenge the  re sea rch  methodology. . . . C r i t i c i z e  the
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process  which i n f l i c t s  the  resea rch  on you. . . . Acknowledge the  

value o f  the  re sea rch  but d e c la re  i t  in a p p ro p r ia t e  in my s e t t i n g . "  

This re s ea rc h  confirmed t h a t  outcome v a lu es ,  i f  no t  p r e s e n t ,  a lso  

had an e f f e c t  on g o a l - r e l a t e d  behavior .  I f  a p r in c ip a l  had the  

d e s i r e  to  change c u r r e n t  school p r a c t i c e s ,  i f  he /she  had a v i s io n ,  

t h e n  one c o u ld  h y p o t h e s i z e  t h a t  t h e s e  v a l u e s  would s u p e r s e d e  

whatever c r i t i c i s m  the  p r in c ip a l  might have o f  re sea rch -based  d a ta .

Factors

Leithwood and Montgomery (1982) de f ined  f a c t o r s  as school 

elements t h a t  most account f o r  what s tuden t s  l e a r n .  Like goa ls ,  

f a c t o r s  d i f f e r  in terms o f  t h e i r  source,  n a tu re ,  and use.  In terms 

o f  source,  l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  have been found to  base t h e i r  

f a c t o r  e x p e c t a t i o n s  on p e r s o n a l  e x p e r i e n c e s  and n e e d s ;  in 

comparison, e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s ’ f a c t o r  e x p ec ta t io n s  were based on 

knowledge a r i s i n g  from respec ted  co l leagues  and r e s ea rc h .  Second, 

as e f f e c t i v e n e s s  inc reased ,  p r i n c i p a l s ’ expec ta t ions  a s so c ia te d  with 

each f a c t o r  became more v a l id  in terms o f  t h e i r  p o t e n t i a l  i n f lu en c e .  

T h i r d ,  as  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  i n c r e a s e d ,  t h e  number o f  f a c t o r s  t h e  

p r in c ip a l  t r i e d  to  in f luence  a l so  increased  and changed from a 

schoo l -appearance /day- to -day  focus to  a t o t a l  school o r i e n t a t i o n  

t h a t  included s tuden t  achievement.

Leithwood and Montgomery d iv ided  f a c t o r s  i n to  two c a t e g o r i e s :  

(a) f a c t o r s  t h a t  the  p r in c ip a l  a t tended  to  t h a t  a f f e c t e d  s tuden t  

classroom exper iences  and (b) f a c to r s  t h a t  a f f e c t e d  the  s t u d e n t ’s 

s c h o o l - w i d e  e x p e r i e n c e s .  F o l low ing  t h e i r  l i t e r a t u r e  r e v i e w ,
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Leithwood and Montgomery noted t h a t  al though both more- and l e s s -  

e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  t e n d e d  t o  a d d r e s s  t h e  same f a c t o r s ,  a 

d i f f e r e n c e  e x i s t e d  in terms o f  the  importance p r i n c i p a l s  p laced on 

each. The r e s ea rc h e r s  a l so  cautioned readers  not  to  p lace  undue 

em phas is  on t h e  f a c t o r s  t h e m s e lv e s  b e c a u s e  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  

r e sea rch  was not d e f i n i t i v e  in terms o f  f a c t o r  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n .  Some 

s tu d i e s  c i t e d  j u s t  one f a c t o r  and o th e r s  as many as seven; a l s o ,  

f a c t o r s  i d e n t i f i e d  in one in v e s t ig a t i o n  were not always i d e n t i f i e d  

in subsequent s tu d i e s .

Classroom f a c t o r s . F a c to r - r e l a t e d  e x p ec ta t io n s  a s so c ia t e d  with 

s tu d en t  classroom exper iences  f e l l  under th r e e  headings:  t e ac h e r

s e l e c t i o n ,  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s ,  and curr icu lum i s s u e s .  For 

in s t a n ce ,  a number o f  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  Maryland (1978) 

s t u d y  o b s e r v e d  p r o s p e c t i v e  t e a c h e r s  t e a c h i n g  and i n t e r v i e w e d  

cand ida te s  about t h e i r  teach ing  ph i losoph ies  before  o f f e r i n g  them a 

c o n t r a c t .  Wilson’ s (1982) ethnographic  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  p r in c ip a l  

C o r b e t t  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  p r i n c i p a l  saw a d i r e c t  c o n n e c t i o n  

between h i r i n g  competent s t a f f  and main ta in ing  q u a l i t y  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

programs f o r  s t u d e n t s .  C o r b e t t  a l s o  i n t e r v i e w e d  p r o s p e c t i v e  

c a n d i d a t e s  and r e q u i r e d  them t o  r e s p o n d  in w r i t i n g  t o  t h r e e  

classroom problems. He then analyzed the  cand ida te s  on the  b a s i s  of  

t h e i r  pedagogical approach, o rg an iza t io n  and th in k in g  s k i l l s ,  and 

the  l e g i b i l i t y  of  t h e i r  w r i t t e n  responses .

Wynne (1981) determined t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  a d m in i s t r a to r s  c a r e f u l l y  

checked cand ida tes  re fe re n ce s  and f r eq u e n t ly  sought s t a f f  a s s i s t a n c e
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when s e l e c t i n g  new personnel .  E f f e c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  in V a l l i n a ’ s

(1978) s t u d y  were p e r s o n a l l y  in v o lv e d  in- s e l e c t i n g  s t a f f .  

In c o n t r a s t ,  l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  pe rm it ted  d i s t r i c t - o f f i c e  

personnel to  s e l e c t  cand ida tes  f o r  them ( J a r v i s ,  Parker,  & Moore, 

1970; Phar is  & Zakaruya, 1979).

Concerning the  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  s t r a t e g i e s  used by t e ac h e rs  in the  

c lassroom, e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  be l ieved  t h a t  c e r t a i n  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

p r a c t i c e s  and not o th e r s  promoted s tuden t  achievement (Gross & 

H e r r io t ,  1965). The e f f e c t i v e  p r in c ip a l  in the  Venezsky and 

Winfie ld  (1979) i n v e s t i g a t i o n  emphasized homogeneous grouping as an 

outcome o f  a l l  c l a s s r o o m  d e c i s i o n s ,  a t t e n d e d  t o  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

between i n s t r u c t i o n a l  s t r a t e g i e s  and resource  m a t e r i a l s ,  and ensured 

t h a t  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  behaviors  were i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d .  In th e  Phi 

Delta  Kappa (1980) s tudy ,  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  used academic goa ls  

to  d i r e c t  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  behavio rs .  Blumberg and Greenf ie ld  (1980) 

noted t h a t  the  e ig h t  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  in t h e i r  r e sea rch  modeled 

in s t r u c t i o n a l  s t r a t e g i e s  te ache rs  were to  use and were more w i l l i n g  

to  confron t  s t a f f  members when t h e i r  te ach ing  s t r a t e g i e s  were not 

producing the  d e s i r ed  e f f e c t .

Marcus, Wel l isch ,  MacQueen, Duck, and Lee (1976) i n v e s t i g a t e d  

24 schools  ope ra t ing  Emergency School Aid Programs and noted t h a t ,  

in  s c h o o l s  where m a th e m a t i c s  ach iev em en t  was h i g h ,  p r i n c i p a l s  

e f f e c t i v e l y  communicated a po in t  o f  view about teach ing  p r a c t i c e s .  

In a S t a t e  o f  New York (1974) i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  the  re sea rch  team noted 

t h a t  th e  e f f e c t i v e  p r in c ip a l  had a w e l l -d e f in ed  plan to  teach 

read ing ,  which he shared with o th e r s .  The image o f  an e f f e c t i v e
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p r in c ip a l  ac t ing  as th e  "head teacher"  o f  the  school c o n t r a s te d  with 

behaviors  exh ib i ted  by l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s .  In the  S t a t e  of  

New York s tudy,  the  l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r in c ip a l  d id  not have a p lan ,  

whereas ty p ic a l  p r i n c i p a l s  in th e  Crowson (1980) and Leithwood, 

Montgomery, and Maynes ( c i t e d  in Leithwood & Montgomery, 1984) 

s tu d ie s  allowed t e ach e rs  to  use whatever teach ing  s t r a t e g i e s  they 

wished.

With regard to  curr icu lum o b j e c t i v e s ,  Berman and McLaughlin 

(1977) s t a t e d  t h a t  " o b je c t iv e s  o f  the  t e a c h e r ’ s e n t i r e  program are 

r epo r ted  to  be o f  i n t e r e s t  to  both e f f e c t i v e  and ty p i c a l  p r in c ip a l s "  

(p.  323).  N ever the le s s ,  numerous e f f e c t i v e - s c h o o l s  s tu d i e s  have 

s u p p o r t e d  t h e  p r e m is e  t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  f o c u s e d  t h e i r  

a t t e n t i o n  on a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  bas ic  s k i l l s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  in reading 

(Brookover & Lezotte ,  1979; Phi Delta  Kappa, 1980; S t a t e  o f  New 

York, 1974; U n ive rs i ty  o f  the  S ta te  o f  New York, 1976; Venezsky & 

Winfie ld ,  1979; Weber, 1971). In the  Wellisch e t  a l . (1978) study, 

e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  e s t a b l i s h e d  performance s tandards  f o r  s tuden t  

achievement, as did  the  p r in c ip a l  in the  Venezsky and Winfield 

study; he sp e c i f i e d  the  percentage  of  s tuden t s  in h i s  school who 

were to  be reading a t  grade l e v e l .  E f f e c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  in a 

C a l i f o r n i a  S t a t e  D epar tm en t  o f  E d u c a t io n  (1977) i n v e s t i g a t i o n  

communicated reading o b je c t iv e s  to  pa ren ts  and used reading goa ls  to 

s o l i c i t  pa ren ta l  involvement in t h e i r  c h i l d r e n ’ s educa t ion .  All 

e ig h t  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  Phi Delta Kappa study met with t e ac h e r s  to
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e s t a b l i s h  goa ls  and curr iculum o b je c t iv e s  ( in  f i v e  o f  the  e ig h t  

s t u d i e s ,  pa ren ts  were a l so  involved in the  p ro ce ss ) .

In th e  Blumberg and Greenf ie ld  (1980) and the  Venezsky and 

Winfie ld (1979) i n v e s t i g a t i o n s ,  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  e s t a b l i s h e d  

c l e a r  reading-program p r i o r i t i e s  and used o b je c t iv e s  as a focal 

po in t  f o r  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  a c t i v i t i e s .  At the  oppos i te  end o f  the  

continuum, l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  perceived l i t t l e  i f  any value 

in involv ing  themselves with curriculum is sues  (Wolcott ,  1973) 

and did so only i f  reques ted  (Leithwood e t  a l . ,  c i t e d  in Leithwood & 

Montgomery, 1984). Indeed, al though ty p ic a l  p r i n c i p a l s  tend to  

r e p o r t  t h a t  they would l i k e  to  be i n s t r u c t io n a l  l e a d e r s ,  Rosenburg 

(1980) suggested t h a t  th e  involvement they v i s u a l i z e  i s  i n d i r e c t .  

P r in c i p a l s  in t h i s  study c l e a r l y  s t a t e d  t h a t  they wanted t o  a c t  as 

f a c i l i t a t o r s  o r  c oo rd ina to rs  r a t h e r  than assume " d i r e c t  l e ad e rsh ip  

and curr iculum decision-making" r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  (p.  166).

Curriculum coord ina t ion  and in t e g r a t io n  was a l so  a primary 

concern o f  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s .  In the  Phi Delta  Kappa (1980) 

s tudy,  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  were able  to  i n s t i t u t e  a coordina ted  

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  approach throughout the  bu i ld ing .  Basal reading 

s e r i e s  were used in some b u i ld in g s ,  whi le  t e ach e rs  a t  every level  

knew the  teach ing  o b je c t iv e s  o f  t h e i r  co l leagues  throughout  the  

school .  Venezsky and Winfield (1979) in v e s t ig a te d  schools  with 

e f f e c t i v e  reading programs and noted t h a t  one e f f e c t i v e  p r in c ip a l  

had h i s  t e a c h e r s ,  a id e s ,  and the  s p e c i a l i s t  sequence the  e n t i r e  

reading program and communicate t h e i r  f ind ings  to  a l l  o th e r s  in the



44

school.  In t h e i r  su cce ss fu l - s ch o o ls  s tudy, Well isch e t  a l . (1978) 

noted t h a t  curr iculum con ten t ,  course o b j e c t i v e s ,  and the  use of 

s p e c i f i c  m a te r i a l s  were coord ina ted  throughout the  school.  In 

c o n t r a s t ,  l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  e x e r t e d  minimal e f f o r t  on 

c u r r ic u lu m -c o o rd in a t io n /  i n t e g r a t i o n  i s su es  and l e t  t h e i r  t e ach e rs  

make a l l  classroom d e c is io n s  (Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982).

Dif fe rences  between more- and l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  were 

minimal in  terms o f  th e  a t t e n t i o n  each paid  to  ty p e s ,  amounts, and 

use o f  curr iculum m a te r i a l s  and re sou rce s .  At the  same time,  th e re  

was some support  f o r  th e  premise t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  see a 

p o s i t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between being able  to  teach  and having needed 

r e s o u r c e s .  In t h e  Maryland (1978) s t u d y ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in  t h e  

e f f e c t i v e  schools  were ra te d  h igher  by t h e i r  t e ach e rs  with regard  to  

supplying i n s t r u c t i o n a l  m a te r i a l s  than were p r i n c i p a l s  in l e s s -  

e f f e c t i v e  schools .  Levine and S ta rk  (1981) rep o r ted  t h a t  the  

e f f e c t i v e  p r in c ip a l  in t h e i r  study made i t  a p r i o r i t y  to  d e l i v e r  

n e c e s s a r y  s u p p l i e s  p ro m p t ly  t o  h i s  s t a f f .  Two o f  t h e  e i g h t  

p r i n c i p a l s  in the  rhi  Delta  Kappa (1950) study be l ieved  they had to  

meet t e a c h e r s ’ reques t s  f o r  m a te r i a l s  i f  those  t e ac h e rs  were to  be 

e f f e c t i v e  in t h e i r  c lassrooms.  F in a l ly ,  Marcus e t  a l .  (1976) noted 

t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  assumed more r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  

s e l e c t i o n  o f  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  m a te r i a l s  than d id  t h e i r  l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  

peers .

A number of  s tu d i e s  a l so  in d ica ted  t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  schools  

d e v e lo p e d  sys tem s  to  c o n t i n u o u s l y  e v a l u a t e  s t u d e n t  p r o g r e s s
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(F e l s e n th a l ,  1982; Levine & S ta rk ,  1981; New York City  Board o f  

Education,  1979; Phi Delta  Kappa, 1980; V a l l ina ,  1978; Venezsky & 

W i n f i e l d ,  1979; Weber, 1971) .  S u r p r i s i n g l y ,  d i r e c t  p r i n c i p a l  

involvement in the  assessment process  was noted only in the  Va l l ina  

s t u d y ,  in  which e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  i n t e r p r e t e d  and re v ie w ed  

achievement r e s u l t s  with t e a c h e r s .  According to  Leithwood and 

Montgomery (1982),  l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  were more i n t e r e s t e d  in 

th e  types  o f  ins truments  used to  a sse ss  achievement than they  were 

in the  f i n a l  achievement r e s u l t s .

P r in c i p a l s  in e f f e c t i v e  schools  a l so  saw a connection between 

sa fe  and o rd e r ly  school c l im a tes  and le a r n in g .  In the  e f f e c t i v e -  

s c h o o l s  l i t e r a t u r e ,  b e t t e r  s c h o o l s  had fe w er  d i s c i p l i n a r y  

i n f r a c t i o n s  than t h e i r  l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  co u n te rp a r t s  (Armor e t  a l . ,  

1976; Edmonds & Frederickson, 1979; F r e t t e r s ,  C o l l in s ,  & Smith, 

1968; Maryland S ta t e  Department o f  Education,  1978; S t a t e  o f  New 

York, 1974).  Central  to  the  s ch o o ls ’ d i s c i p l i n a r y  c l im a te  was the  

p r in c ip a l  and what he /she  d id  (V a l l in a ,  1978). In the  Vio lent

Schools -Safe  Schools study (NIE. 1978). an in -dep th  a n a ly s i s  o f  the

d i s c i p l i n a r y  c l im a te  in ten  schools  showed t h a t  n o t i c e a b le  d e c l in e s

in  i n f r a c t i o n s  o f  r u l e s  were prompted by t h e  a r r i v a l  o f  new

p r i n c i p a l s  who implemented fi rm, f a i r ,  and c o n s i s t e n t  d i s c i p l i n a r y  

s t r u c t u r e s  in t h e i r  r e s p e c t iv e  b u i ld in g s .  These p r i n c i p a l s  were 

a l so  h igh ly  v i s i b l e  and made themselves a v a i l a b l e  t o  both s tuden t s  

and s t a f f .
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V al l in a  (1978) noted t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  Chicago p r i n c i p a l s ,  who 

were a l so  very v i s i b l e ,  promoted s e l f - d i s c i p l i n e  on th e  p a r t  o f  

s tu d e n t s .  In the  Maryland (1978) s tudy,  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  got 

involved in classroom d i s c i p l i n a r y  problems encountered by t e a c h e r s .  

The e ig h t  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  Phi Delta  Kappa (1980) i n v e s t i g a t i o n  

s t r e s s e d  v i s i b i l i t y ,  i n t e r a c t i o n  with s tu d e n t s ,  and s tu d en t  s e l f -  

c o n t r o l ;  they made a concerted  e f f o r t  to  help s tu d en t s  unders tand  

what was expected o f  them. Wynne (1981) noted t h a t ,  in e f f e c t i v e  

schools ,  p r i n c i p a l s  supported s t a f f  d e c i s io n s  r e l a t e d  to  s tuden t  

misbehavior .  Fur ther ,  in a d d i t io n  to  e s t a b l i s h i n g  and s u s t a in in g  a 

focused d i s c i p l i n a r y  c l im a te  in t h e i r  schools ,  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  

convinced t e ac h e rs  t h a t  they were p ro fes s io n a l  ex tens ions  o f  the  

p r i n c i p a l ’ s a u th o r i t y .

School-wide f a c t o r s . Looking a t  p r i n c i p a l s ’ in f lu en ce  on 

s t u d e n t s ’ school-wide exper iences  and, in p a r t i c u l a r ,  a t  p r i n c i p a l s ’ 

behavior r e l a t e d  to  personnel i s s u e s ,  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  in high- 

achieving schools  have been found to  devote  more t ime than l e s s -  

e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  t o  observing c l a s s e s  (Armor e t  a l :; 1976; 

Brookover  & L e z o t t e ,  1979; F e l s e n t h a l ,  1982; Maryland S t a t e  

Department o f  Education,  1978; V a l l in a ,  1978). In the  Maryland 

s tudy,  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  h i g h - r e s i d u a l - e f f e c t i v e  schools  a l l o c a t e d  

an average o f  29% o f  t h e i r  time to  observing c l a s s e s ;  p r i n c i p a l s  in 

the  l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  schools  spent 20%. Both Howell (1981) and 

Peterson (1978) suggested t h a t  t y p ic a l  p r i n c i p a l s  spen t  as l i t t l e  as 

5% to  10% o f  t h e i r  t ime superv is ing  s t a f f .  In th e  Armor e t  a l .

(1976) s t u d y ,  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  v i s i t e d  c l a s s r o o m s  w i th  a



47

s p e c i f i c  purpose in mind, inc luding  showing concern,  provid ing 

suppor t ,  and a s se s s in g  t e a c h e r s ’ needs.  M ore-ef fec t ive  p r i n c i p a l s  

a l so  made a d e l i b e r a t e  at tempt to  match s tu d en t s  with t e ach e rs  

(Venezsky & Winfie ld ,  1979; Wilson, 1982). Venezsky and Winfield 

noted t h a t  the  e f f e c t i v e  p r in c ip a l  in t h e i r  study was very concerned 

about te ac h e r  competence and became a c t i v e l y  involved in organ iz ing  

t e a c h e r  i n - s e r v i c e  and profess ional-deve lopment  a c t i v i t i e s .  Less- 

e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  t a k i n g  a p r o a c t i v e  s t a n c e  

regard ing  t e a c h e r -e v a lu a t io n  i s su e s ,  avoided a l l  such a c t i v i t y .  

This f in d in g  was supported by Koff,  Laffey ,  Olsen, and Achon (1979) 

in  t h e i r  s tu d y  o f  more t h a n  1 ,200  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  in  which 

p r i n c i p a l s  i d e n t i f i e d  four  teacher-performance i s su es  as the  top 

s t r e s s - r e l a t e d  a reas  with which they had to  contend.

E f fe c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  a l so  had d i f f e r e n t  p e rcep t ions  regard ing  

where to  acquire  needed funds and re sou rce s .  Whereas l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  

p r i n c i p a l s  focused t h e i r  a t t e n t i o n  on school and d i s t r i c t  funding,  

e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  in a t  l e a s t  t h r e e  s tu d ie s  sought supplementary 

resources  from ex te rna l  agenc ies ,  inc lud ing  government and p r i v a t e  

sources  (Clark ,  Lot to ,  & McCarthy, 1980; Huff e t  a l . ,  1982; Venezsky 

& Winfie ld ,  1979).  The l i t e r a t u r e  a l so  sugges ted t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  

p r i n c i p a l s  used resources  in such a way t h a t  t h e i r  a c t i o n s  were 

d i r e c t e d  by t h e i r  goa ls  (Reinhardt,  Arends, Burns, Kutz, & Wyart,

1979).

Seven s t u d i e s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  d i f f e r e n c e s  e x i s t e d  between 

e f f e c t i v e  and l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  in terms o f  community/school
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r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  B ossa r t ,  Dweyer, Rowan, and Lee (1982) r epo r ted  t h a t  

p r i n c i p a l s  in  e f f e c t i v e  s c h o o l s  e s t a b l i s h e d  and m a i n t a i n e d  

a p p ro p r ia te  community s t r u c t u r e s  and c o n s i s t e n t l y  communicated with 

p a re n ts .  In the  Maryland (1978) s tudy, p r i n c i p a l s  in the  high- 

r e s id u a l  schools  were desc r ibed  as e f f e c t i v e  communicators who 

s u c c e s s fu l ly  a r t i c u l a t e d  the  s ch o o ls ’ goa ls  to  p a r e n t s .  Five o f  the  

e ig h t  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  Phi Delta  Kappa (1980) s tudy had e x c e l l e n t  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  with p a re n t s ,  which were supported by an a t t i t u d e  t h a t  

pa ren ts  were equal p a r tn e r s  in the  educational p rocess .  Venezsky 

and Winfield (1979) rep o r ted  t h a t  the  e f f e c t i v e  p r in c ip a l  in t h e i r  

study worked d i l i g e n t l y  to  involve  pa ren ts  in the  school and 

r e p ea ted ly  sen t  memos home d e t a i l i n g  how pa ren ts  could help  t h e i r  

c h i ld re n  progress  in read ing .  Blumberg and Greenf ie ld  (1980) 

repor ted  t h a t  a l l  e ig h t  p r i n c i p a l s  in t h e i r  sample used a v a r i e t y  of 

methods to  ob ta in  pa ren ta l  support .  P r in c i p a l s  in the  same study 

a l so  viewed the  community as an e x c e l l e n t  source o f  informat ion .  

The e f f e c t i v e  p r in c ip a l  in the  S ta te  o f  New York (1974) study made a 

concer ted  e f f o r t  to  make pa ren ts  and o th e r  a d u l t s  v i s i t i n g  his  

school fee l  comfortable  and welcome. F in a l ly ,  V a l l in a  (1978) noted 

t h a t  success fu l  Chicago p r i n c i p a l s  addressed community i s s u e s ,  took 

an a s s e r t i v e  p o s i t i o n  t o  enhance  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i th  t h e  

community, and d id  so using a v a r i e t y  o f  media channels .  In 

c o n t r a s t ,  l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r in c ip a l s  in the  Crowson (1980) study,  

a l though wanting to  have p o s i t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  with the  community, 

n e v e r th e le s s  p ro jec ted  the  image t h a t  such r e l a t i o n s h i p s  were more a 

m a t te r  of  convenience than o f  purpose.  As V a l l ina  (1978) suggested ,
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p r i n c i p a l s  in l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  schools gave the  impression t h a t  "a 

s leep ing  community should be l e f t  alone" (p. 118).

The l i t e r a t u r e  a l s o  s u p p o r t e d  t h e  p re m ise  t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  

p r i n c i p a l s  nur tured  f r i e n d l y  and coopera t ive  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between 

themselves and t h e i r  t e a c h e r s .  Teachers in th e  success fu l  school 

in v e s t ig a t e d  in the  S t a t e  o f  New York (1974) s tudy thought the  

school was a p le a sa n t  p lace  t o  work. The school was r e l a t i v e l y  f r e e  

o f  g r i e v a n c e s ,  and t h e  p r i n c i p a l ,  b ecau se  o f  t h e  p o s i t i v e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  he had e s t a b l i s h e d  with th e  s t a f f ,  was ab le  to  

adm in is te r  the  t e a c h e r s ’ c o n t r a c t  with some degree o f  f l e x i b i l i t y .  

In an eco log ica l  s tudy o f  an e f f e c t i v e  i n n e r - c i t y  e lementary school,  

Fe lsen thal (1982) noted t h a t  the  p r in c ip a l  was g e n e r a l ly  well l iked  

and had t h e  c o n f i d e n c e  and r e s p e c t  o f  t h e  s t a f f .  E f f e c t i v e  

p r i n c i p a l s  in the  New York City  Board o f  Education’ s (1979) sch o o l - 

improvement p r o j e c t  communicated e f f e c t i v e l y  with t h e i r  s t a f f s .  In 

the  Venezsky and Winfield (1979) s tudy, the  e f f e c t i v e  p r in c ip a l  was 

ab le  to  in f luence  t e a c h e r s ’ d ec i s io n s  regard ing  the  curr iculum 

b eca u se  t h e  s t a f f  r e s p e c t e d  h i s  a b i l i t i e s .  T e a c h e r s  in  t h e  

achieving schools  s tud ied  in the  C a l i f o r n i a  S t a t e  Department of  

Education’ s (1977) school e f f e c t iv e n e s s  study were more s a t i s f i e d  

with t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  with t h e i r  p r i n c i p a l s  than were te ache rs  

loca ted  in the  l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  b u i ld in g s .  The same s tudy a lso  

in d ic a ted  t h a t  t e a c h e r - p r i n c ip a l  pe rcep t ions  regard ing  the  degree of 

in f luence  possessed by the  p r in c ip a l  were more c l o s e ly  a l igned  in 

the  success fu l  schools  than in the  l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  schools .  F in a l ly ,
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th r e e  o f  the  e ig h t  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  Blumberg and Greenf ie ld  (1980) 

study desc r ibed  the  need to  e s t a b l i s h  p o s i t i v e  t e a c h e r - p r i n c ip a l  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  as a h i g h - p r i o r i t y  i s su e .  Few s tu d ie s  have been 

c o n d u c te d  r e g a r d i n g  t y p i c a l  p r i n c i p a l - t e a c h e r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ;  

however, two suggested t h a t  te ache rs  were d i s s a t i s f i e d  with  and 

nega t ive  about t h e i r  p r i n c i p a l s  (S toker ,  1975; Wittmer & Loesch,

1976).

P r i n c i p a l s ’ r e l a t i o n s h i p s  with e x te rna l  support  s t a f f  a l so  have 

been found to  d i f f e r .  E f f e c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  were more concerned 

about ga in ing  ex te rna l  support  than were l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s .  

This was e s p e c i a l l y  t r u e  o f  the  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  s tu d ied  by 

Blumberg and Greenf ie ld  (1980). And although both more- and l e s s -  

e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  used super in tenden ts  as media tors  (Blumberg & 

G r e e n f i e l d ,  1980) ,  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  were more w i l l i n g  to  

cha l lenge  d i s t r i c t - o f f i c e  personnel i f  t h e i r  a c t i o n s  or  p o l i c i e s  

were o b je c t io n a b le .  For in s tan ce ,  one p r in c ip a l  in the  Blumberg and 

G r e e n f i e l d  s tu d y  d e l i b e r a t e l y  f o l l o w e d  some c e n t r a l - o f f i c e  

d i r e c t i v e s  and ignored o th e r s .  One p r in c ip a l  in the  Phi Delta  Kappa 

(1980) s tudy re fused  to  allow h is  teache rs  to  complete a d i s t r i c t -  

o f f i c e  form he viewed with d i s f a v o r .  And the  success fu l  p r in c ip a l  

in the  Venezsky and Winfield (1979) study re fused  to  acquiesce  to  

the  d i s t r i c t  reading s u p e r v i s o r ’ s demand t h a t  he change the  reading 

program in h i s  school so t h a t  i t  would be in l i n e  with the  d i s t r i c t  

program. Concerning the  i n t e n s i t y  o f  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between 

p r i n c i p a l s  and c e n t r a l - o f f i c e  s t a f f / c o n s u l t a n t s ,  t h e r e  were no 

a p p a r e n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between e f f e c t i v e  and l e s s - e f f e c t i v e
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p r i n c i p a l s ;  some were very c lo se  t o  t h e i r  s u p e r io r s  and o th e r s  q u i te  

d i s t a n t .  One n o te w o r th y  d i f f e r e n c e ,  however,  was r e p o r t e d  by 

Chesle r ,  Schmuck, and L i p p i t t  (1975),  who main ta ined t h a t  l e s s -  

e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  were more l i k e l y  to  respond to  c e n t r a l - o f f i c e  

r eq u es t s  than were m ore -e f fec t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s .

R e t u r n i n g  t o  Leithwood and Montgomery’ s (1984) h i e r a r c h y ,  

p r i n c i p a l s  a t  the  ADMINISTRATOR level  a t tended to  mostly n o n c la s s ­

room f a c t o r s  such as the  sch o o l ’ s appearance,  t h e i r  e x p ec ta t io n s  

regard ing  the  connection between a given f a c t o r  and a d e s i r ed  

outcome were vague, and t h e i r  ex p ec ta t io n s  were f r e q u e n t ly  der ived  

from personal  exper ience .  At the  HUMANITARIAN l e v e l ,  p r i n c i p a l s  

a t t e n d e d  t o  f a c t o r s  t h a t  would i n f l u e n c e  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  t h e i r  expec ta t ions  were vague although ambi t ious ,  and 

those  expec ta t ions  were der ived  from both personal exper iences  and 

b e l i e f s .  At the  PROGRAM-MANAGER l e v e l ,  p r i n c i p a l s  a t tempted to 

in f luence  f a c t o r s  bear ing  on the  school program, t h e i r  ex p ec ta t io n s  

were more s p e c i f i c ,  and those  ex p ec ta t io n s  were based on both 

personal  exper ience  and re sea rch  d a ta .  At the  PROBLEM-SOLVER l e v e l ,  

p r i n c i p a l s  at tempted to  in f luence  a l l  f a c t o r s  bear ing  on s tuden t  

achievement, t h e i r  expec ta t ions  were s p e c i f i c ,  and the  f a c t o r s  they 

addressed were based on p ro fes s io n a l  judgment and r e s ea rc h .

C o l l e c t i v e ly ,  the  re sea rch  suggested t h a t  goa ls  and f a c t o r s  are  

i n t e r r e l a t e d .  The assumption was made t h a t ,  when the  p r in c ip a l  

perceived dissonance between what he wanted to  ach ieve  and where the  

school was, t h i s  f a c t  d i r e c t e d  the  f a c t o r  behaviors  he subsequently
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endorsed.  For example, i f  the  p r in c ip a l  perce ived  a need to  h i r e  

competent t e a c h e r s ,  i t  was a n t i c ip a t e d  t h a t  he would be more a c t iv e  

in  t h e  t e a c h e r - s e l e c t i o n  p r o c e s s ;  i f  t h e  p r i n c i p a l  wanted 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s  t o  improve, he would become more involved in 

te ac h e r  i n - s e r v i c e  i s s u e s ;  i f  concerned about achievement i s s u e s ,  he 

would e s t a b l i s h  performance g o a ls ;  o r  i f  he wanted change, the  

p r in c ip a l  would communicate e f f e c t i v e l y  with whoever would l i s t e n .

S t r a t e g i e s

Research d e s c r ip t i o n s  r e l a t e d  to  p r i n c i p a l s ’ s t r a t e g y  behaviors  

supported a r e l a t i o n s h i p  s im i l a r  to  t h a t  o f  f a c t o r  behav iors .  

Leithwood and Montgomery (1984) def ined  s t r a t e g i e s  as a c t i v i t i e s  

a d m in i s t r a to r s  engage in to  in f luence  f a c t o r s  in d i r e c t i o n s  t h a t  

w i l l  promote goal achievement. S t r a t e g i e s  d i f f e r  from f a c t o r s  in 

t h a t  some s t r a t e g i e s  a f f e c t  a number o f  f a c t o r s  ( e . g . ,  promoting 

s t a f f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o r  b u i l d i n g  and m a i n t a i n i n g  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s ) ,  w hereas  o t h e r s ,  which Leithwood and Montgomery 

lab e led  " f a c t o r - s p e c i f i c . " influence s e l e c t  f a c t o r s ,  each o f  which 

depends on the  s ch o o l ’s c l im a te  and/o r  th e  previous  e s tab l i shm en t  of  

an a p p r o p r i a t e  back g ro u n d .  They found t h a t  as  p r i n c i p a l  

e f f e c t i v e n e s s  inc reased ,  the  number o f  s t r a t e g i e s  used, th e  number 

o f  f a c t o r s  a t t e n d e d  t o ,  and t h e  s k i l l  l e v e l s  a t t a i n e d  a l s o  

inc reased .  The p r i n c i p a l s  a l so  evidenced inc reased  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  in 

address ing  necessary  genera l -purpose  f a c t o r s  be fo re  using f a c t o r -  

s p e c i f i c  s t r a t e g i e s .
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A cons id e rab le  volume o f  da ta  was found in th e  e f f e c t i v e -  

schools  l i t e r a t u r e  d e sc r ib in g  s t r a t e g i e s  used by school p r i n c i p a l s .  

The f i r s t  o f  t h e  13 s t r a t e g i e s  i d e n t i f i e d  by Leithwood and 

Montgomery (1982) concerned p r i n c i p a l s ’ a t t i t u d e s  about involv ing 

t e ach e r s  in the  decis ion-making p rocess .  E f f e c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s ,  

un l ike  t h e i r  l e s s - s u c c e s s f u l  pee r s ,  were more w i l l i n g  to  share  t h e i r  

a u t h o r i t y  with o th e r s  while s t i l l  main ta in ing  con t ro l  over  the  

process i t s e l f .  They a l so  t r e a t e d  t e ach e rs  as equals  r a t h e r  than as 

subord ina tes  (Berman & McLaughlin, 1977; Blumberg & G reen f ie ld ,  

1980; C a l i f o r n i a  S t a t e  Department of Education,  1977; F r e t t e r s  e t

a l . ,  1968; Levine & S ta rk ,  1981; Phi Delta  Kappa, 1980).

E f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  d e l i b e r a t e l y  so u g h t  s t a f f  a d v i c e  on 

i m p o r t a n t  i s s u e s  t h a t  would d i r e c t l y  a f f e c t  t h e i r  b e h a v i o r .  

Blumberg and Greenf ie ld  (1980) observed t h a t  one p r in c ip a l  brought 

h i s  s t a f f  to g e th e r  to  "problem solve" the  s choo l ’ s l e a rn in g  c l im a te ,  

another  sought te ac h e r  support  f o r  change, s t i l l  another  involved 

h i s  s t a f f  in planning d e c i s io n s ,  and ano ther  involved t e a c h e r s  in 

b r a i n s t o r m i n g  s e s s i o n s  c o n c e r n in g  s t u d e n t  b e h a v i o r .  E f f e c t i v e  

p r i n c i p a l s  a l so  d iscussed  more w ork - re la ted  problems with t h e i r

te ache rs  (Gross & H e r r io t ,  1965; Phi Delta  Kappa, 1980; Wellisch e t

a l . ,  1978). Fu r the r ,  the  Phi Delta  Kappa r e s ea rc h e r s  noted t h a t  

e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  app roached  prob lem s  from a s o l u t i o n -  

o r ien te d /n o n p u n i t iv e  p e r s p e c t iv e .  Also noteworthy in t h i s  s tudy was 

t h e  o b s e r v a t i o n  t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  f r e q u e n t l y  r e f e r r e d  

problems t o  t e ac h e r  groups r a t h e r  than to  ind iv idua l  t e a c h e r s .
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E f fe c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  a l so  e s t a b l i s h e d  p ro b lem -so lv in g /d ec i s io n ­

making teams (Smith & Keith ,  1971) and t y p i c a l l y  used s t a f f  meetings 

as a forum to  g a th e r  t e ac h e r  input (Blumberg & G reen f ie ld ,  1980). 

In c o n t r a s t ,  l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  d i s t r u s t e d  t e a c h e r s  and 

r a r e l y  asked them f o r  t h e i r  input  on any i s sue  (Sweeney, 1982; Utz, 

1972).  Sweeney sampled 203 elementary and high school p r i n c i p a l s  

about whether to  involve  t e ach e rs  in th e  decision-making process .  

He c o n c lu d e d  t h a t  t y p i c a l  p r i n c i p a l s  had "a g e n e r a l  l a c k  o f  

confidence  and t r u s t  in te ache rs "  (p.  556).  Typical  p r i n c i p a l s  

expressed the  b e l i e f  t h a t  t e ach e rs  who wanted to  g ive  input  were 

s e e k i n g  power,  m isused  f reedom ,  were u n w i l l i n g  t o  a c c e p t  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  and requ i red  c lo se  superv is ion .

E f fe c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  were a lso  a c t i v e l y  involved in s t a f f  

c u r r i c u lu m - r e la te d  a c t i v i t i e s .  Venezsky and Winfie ld  (1979) noted 

t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  i n i t i a l l y  included themselves in s t a f f  

in - s e r v i c e  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  acqu ire  hands-on exper ience  about new 

p ro g ram s .  Berman and McLaughlin (1977) no ted  t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  

p r i n c i p a l s  became involved in i n - s e r v i c e  a c t i v i t i e s  with  t e ac h e rs  to  

send the  s ignal  t h a t  they were i n t e r e s t e d  in and committed to  the  

program under review. And Edmonds (1978) repor ted  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  

in schools with e f f e c t i v e  reading programs were d i r e c t l y  involved 

with te ache rs  in the  curriculum g o a l - s e t t i n g  p rocess .  In c o n t r a s t ,  

Leithwood e t  a l .  ( c i t e d  in Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982) concluded 

t h a t  l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  tended to  take  a hands-o f f  approach 

to  t e ac h e r  i n - s e r v i c e  a c t i v i t i e s  and may even have encouraged 

t e ac h e rs  not t o  "rock the  boa t . "
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E f f e c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  a l so  encouraged t h e i r  t e ac h e rs  to  express 

and s e t  t h e i r  own g o a ls .  Leithwood and Montgomery (1984) suggested 

t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  continuous ly  encouraged t h e i r  t e a c h e r s  to  

do b e t t e r .  In the  Maryland (1978) and Phi Del ta  Kappa (1980) 

s t u d i e s ,  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  conveyed h igh  e x p e c t a t i o n s  f o r  

s tu d e n t s ,  s t a f f ,  and t h e i r  own performance.  E f f e c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  

a l so  encouraged t im e -o n - ta sk  in s t r u c t i o n a l  behaviors  (Brookover,  

Schweitzer,  Schneider ,  Flood, & Wisenbaker, 1978), met with s t a f f  on 

an ind iv idua l  and group b a s i s  to  i d e n t i f y  and e s t a b l i s h  goals  

(Blumberg & G reenf ie ld ,  1980), and reviewed achievement d a ta  with 

t e ac h e rs  and used t h i s  informat ion to  s e t  new goals  (Phi Del ta  

Kappa, 1980). E f f e c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  a l so  promoted r i s k  tak in g  and 

change (Berman & McLaughlin ,  1977) and en co u rag e d  i n d i v i d u a l  

t e a c h e r s  t o  i n i t i a t e  i n n o v a t i v e  a c t i v i t i e s  (M aryland S t a t e  

Department o f  Education,  1980; Venezsky & Winfie ld ,  1979).

E f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  used  in fo rm a l  s t r a t e g i e s  t o  d e v e lo p  

t r u s t i n g  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  with t h e i r  t e a c h e r s .  They recognized "good 

work" and made th e m s e lv e s  a c c e s s i b l e  and a v a i l a b l e  t o  r e v ie w  

concerns and i s sue s  r e l e v a n t  to  the  s t a f f .  E f f e c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  

convinced t e ach e rs  t h a t  they could teach  and t h a t  they could do 

b e t t e r ;  in some in s t a n c e s ,  they r e g u la r ly  forwarded memos t o  p r a i s e  

t e ac h e rs  fo r  t h e i r  e f f o r t s  (Edwards, 1984; Gross & H e r r io t ,  1965; 

Johnson, 1985; Levine & S ta rk ,  1981; Phi Delta  Kappa, 1980).  In the  

Phi Delta  Kappa s tudy,  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  made a d e l i b e r a t e  

a ttempt to  be around the  s t a f f .  One p r in c ip a l  spent most o f  her day
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v i s i t i n g  classrooms and t a lk in g  with t e a c h e r s ,  ano ther  did  the  same 

and made a po in t  o f  emphasizing an "open door a t t i t u d e , "  and y e t  

another  was in the  c a f e t e r i a  every noon hour so t h a t  he would be 

a v a i l a b l e  and a c c e s s ib l e  to  s tu d en t s ,  t e a c h e r s ,  and h i s  a id e s .  In 

Wilson’ s (1982) s tudy,  the  e f f e c t i v e  p r in c ip a l  avoided h i s  o f f i c e ,  

p r e f e r r i n g  to  spend h i s  t ime roaming hallways and t a lk in g  with 

t e ac h e rs  in t h e i r  c lassrooms. This p r in c ip a l  c o n s i s t e n t l y  a r r iv e d  

a t  h is  school 30 minutes before  the  t e ach e rs  and s tu d en t s  so he

would have t ime to  t a l k  with them when they a r r i v e d .

E f fe c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  were a lso  descr ibed  as honest ,  d i r e c t ,

and s i n c e r e .  P r in c i p a l s  in the  Phi Delta  Kappa study supported

t e a c h e r s  p u b l i c l y  and r e p r im an d ed  them p r i v a t e l y  f o r  poor 

performance.  Wilson (1982) repor ted  t h a t  the  e f f e c t i v e  p r in c ip a l  in 

h i s  study was "up f r o n t "  with h i s  s t a f f .  One p r in c ip a l  in the

Blumberg and Greenf ie ld  (1980) study shared her job  f r u s t r a t i o n s  

with her s t a f f ,  and a l l  o f  the  p r i n c i p a l s  in t h i s  i n v e s t ig a t i o n  

t a lk e d  about t h e i r  d e s i r e  to  be n a t u r a l ,  genuine,  and comfortable  

w i th  t e a c h e r s  = L e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s ’ i n t e r a c t i o n s  w i th  

t e ac h e rs  were more formal and a u t h o r i t a r i a n .  In some in s t a n ce s ,  

such p r i n c i p a l s  t o t a l l y  ignored te ac h e r  problems and concerns ,  

hoping t h a t  they would e i t h e r  go away o r  be fo r g o t t e n  (Berman & 

McLaughlin, 1977; Crowson, 1980).

E f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  were a l s o  commit ted  t o  maximiz ing  

t e a c h e r s ’ competencies by providing them with r e l e v a n t  knowledge and 

s k i l l s .  E f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  used i n f o r m a t i o n  g a t h e r e d  from 

classroom v i s i t s  to  help t e a c h e r s .  In the  Blumberg and Greenf ie ld
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(1980) s tudy,  one o f  th e  e ig h t  p r i n c i p a l s  modeled i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

behavio rs  she expected t o  observe during  classroom v i s i t a t i o n s .  In 

th e  Edwards (1984) s tudy, p r i n c i p a l s  o f  schools  with e f f e c t i v e  

r e a d i n g  programs c o n s i s t e n t l y  p r o v id e d  t e a c h e r s  w i th  f e e d b a c k  

f o l l o w i n g  e v e r y  c l a s s r o o m  v i s i t .  E f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  a l s o  

encouraged t h e i r  s t a f f s  t o  v i s i t  o th e r  schools  (Berman & McLaughlin,

1977).

I n - s e r v i c e  was important to  m o re -e f fec t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  and was 

f r e q u e n t ly  a s so c ia t e d  with b e t t e r  school performance ( C a l i f o r n i a  

S t a t e  D epar tm en t  o f  E d u c a t i o n ,  1977; New York C i t y  Board o f  

Education,  1979; Phi Delta  Kappa, 1980; Venezsky & Winf ie ld ,  1979). 

Utz  (1972) n o te d  t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  used  i n - s e r v i c e  

a c t i v i t i e s  to  o r i e n t  new s t a f f  members and to  f a m i l i a r i z e  incumbents 

with new teach ing  m a te r i a l s  and methods. Venezsky and Winfield 

noted t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  f r eq u e n t ly  took charge o f  i n - s e r v i c e  

a c t i v i t i e s .  E f f e c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  were a l so  concerned about the  

purposes o f  i n - s e r v i c e  a c t i v i t i e s  and i n s i s t e d  t h a t  such programs be 

r e l a t e d  t o  r e l e v a n t  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  i s s u e s  ( C a l i f o r n i a  S t a t e  

Department o f  Education,  1977; Phi Delta  Kappa, 1980; V a l l in a ,

1978).  In c o n t r a s t ,  l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  provided l i t t l e  i f  

any i n - s e r v i c e  f o r  t h e i r  schools  (Wilson, 1982). Dow and Whitehead 

( c i t e d  in Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982) mainta ined  t h a t  l e s s -  

e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  were  more c o n ce rn e d  a b o u t  p h y s i c a l  and 

mechanical i s sues  than they  were with th e  con ten t  o f  i n - s e r v i c e  

programs.
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Leithwood and Montgomery (1982) repor ted  t h a t  both e f f e c t i v e  

and ty p ic a l  p r i n c i p a l s  ga thered  informat ion from t h e i r  environments 

but d i f f e r e d  in terms o f  th e  informat ion they c o l l e c t e d .  E f fe c t iv e  

p r i n c i p a l s  c o l l e c t e d  informat ion r e l a t i n g  to  s tuden t  achievement and 

knew th e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  needs o f  t h e i r  s tuden t s  (Maryland S ta te  

Department o f  Education,  1978). Levine and S ta rk  (1981) r epo r ted  

t h a t  one e f f e c t i v e  p r in c ip a l  in t h e i r  study r e g u l a r l y  met with 

t e a c h e r s ,  th e  a s s i s t a n t  p r i n c i p a l ,  and th e  resource  s t a f f  t o  keep 

informed o f  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  m a t te r s .  Venezsky and Winfield (1979) 

concluded from t h e i r  s tudy t h a t  the  p r in c ip a l  in the  school with the  

b e s t  reading-achievement l e v e l s  monitored s t u d e n t s ’ progress  with 

reading  su p e rv i so r s ;  when s t u d e n t s ’ p rogress  was below e x p e c ta t io n s ,  

th e  p r in c ip a l  in te rvened  to  determine what was wrong.

E f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  a l s o  c o l l e c t e d  i n f o r m a t i o n  a b o u t  new 

t e a c h e r s .  Wilson (1982) r epo r ted  t h a t  the  e f f e c t i v e  p r in c ip a l  in 

h i s  s tu d y  used a p r o f e s s i o n a l  ne tw ork  t o  i d e n t i f y  p r o m i s in g  

classroom i n s t r u c t o r s .  E f f e c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  Maryland (1978) 

i n v e s t i g a t i o n  sought in format ion about the  goals  and values  he ld  by 

p r o s p e c t i v e  t e a c h e r s ,  c o l l e c t e d  i n f o r m a t i o n  on t h e  t e a c h e r s ’ 

on-going i n s t r u c t i o n a l  behav io rs ,  and monitored t e a c h e r s ’ behavior 

when th e y  were im p lem en t ing  new p r o g r a m s / t e a c h i n g  t e c h n i q u e s  

(Goldhammer e t  a l . ,  1971).  E f f e c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  a l so  monitored 

s t a f f  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  (Chesle r  e t  a l . ,  1975) and c o l l e c t e d  informat ion 

about promising new teach ing  p r a c t i c e s  and f u tu r e  work/world demands 

t h a t  could be r e l e v a n t  to  s tuden t s  (Blumberg & G reen f ie ld ,  1980).
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F in a l ly ,  t h e r e  was some in d ic a t io n  t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  

were more purposeful regard ing  the  informat ion they  were seeking. 

In the  Phi Del ta  Kappa (1980) s tudy,  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  used 

q u e s t io n n a i r e s  and o th e r  d a ta - g a th e r in g  techniques  t h a t  involved 

s tu d e n t s ,  t e a c h e r s ,  and pa ren ts  to  i d e n t i f y  the  s ch o o l s ’ s t r e n g th s  

and weaknesses.  Typical p r i n c i p a l s ,  on the  o th e r  hand, tended not 

t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  t e ac h e r  va lues  (Chesler e t  a l . ,  1975) and were l e s s  

l i k e l y  to  eva lu a te  t e ac h e r s  in terms o f  improving i n s t r u c t i o n  or  

s tuden t  achievement l e v e l s  (Berman & McLaughlin, 1977; Utz,  1972). 

L e s s - e f f e c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  r a r e l y  gave t e ach e rs  performance feedback 

fo llowing classroom v i s i t s  (Wellisch e t  a l . ,  1978), nor d id  they 

confron t  i s sue s  in a problem-solving manner (Utz, 1972). In f a c t ,  

l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s ,  while spending t ime out o f  th e  o f f i c e ,  

tended to  c o l l e c t  informat ion r e l a t e d  to  p u p i l - c o n t r o l  s i t u a t i o n s  a t  

the  expense o f  looking a t  i n s t r u c t i o n a l / c u r r i c u l u m  is su es  (Crowson, 

1980). Fu r the r ,  they were a l so  unaware o f  the  normal ebb and flow 

o f  a c t i v i t i e s  in t h e i r  bu i ld ings  (Maryland S ta t e  Department o f  

Education,  1978).

With regard  t o  the  use o f  vested a u t h o r i t y ,  both more- and 

l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  used t h e i r  formal a u t h o r i t y  t o  con tro l  

pupil  behavior ,  al though Berman and McLaughlin (1977) a l so  suggested 

t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  used t h e i r  p o s i t io n a l  power to  address  

a c t i v i t i e s  they d i s fa v o re d .  In the  Phi Del ta  Kappa (1980) s tudy, 

one elementary  school p r in c ip a l  used her vested a u t h o r i t y  to  dismiss  

a te ac h e r  who c o n s i s t e n t l y  re fused  to  fo llow her d i r e c t i v e s  to  

submit weekly teach ing  o b j e c t i v e s .  Blumberg and Greenf ie ld  (1980)
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noted one e f f e c t i v e  p r in c ip a l  t e l l i n g  a co l league  t h a t  only the  

p r in c ip a l  had the  a u th o r i t y  to  suspend s tu d e n t s .  In the  same s tudy, 

another  p r in c ip a l  t o l d  pa ren ts  t h a t  he was the  only one who would 

eva lu a te  t e a c h e r s ,  whereas y e t  another used h is  ves ted  a u t h o r i t y  to  

p r o t e c t  t h e  schoo l  from becoming i n v o lv e d  in  a c o u r t  c a s e .  

E f f e c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  a l so  d i f f e r e d  from l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  in 

t h a t  they used t h e i r  a u t h o r i t y  to  a l l o c a t e  re sources  and to  promote 

an ach ie v e m en t  fo c u s  (L ev ine  & S t a r k ,  1981; Maryland S t a t e  

Department o f  Education,  1978; Reinhardt  e t  a l . ,  1979; Venezsky & 

Winfie ld ,  1979).

E f f e c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  a l so  enjoyed working with s tu d e n t s .  In 

the  Maryland (1978) s tudy,  some o f  the  p r i n c i p a l s  t augh t  c l a s s e s  in 

t h e i r  a rea  o f  e x p e r t i s e .  The e f f e c t i v e  p r in c ip a l  i d e n t i f i e d  by 

Wilson (1982) had s t u d e n t s  r e a d  t o  him, made n o t e s  ab o u t  

t h e i r  reading s t r e n g th s  and weaknesses,  and forwarded th e se  no tes  to  

p a re n t s .  He a l so  reviewed and made comments on s tuden t  w r i t i n g  

e x e r c i s e s  t h a t  were given a t  the  beginning and end o f  the  school 

y e a r  and made a p o in t  o f  having every c h i ld  v i s i t  him in h i s  o f f i c e  

on h i s / h e r  b i r th d ay .  I f  the  c h i l d ’ s b i r th d ay  f e l l  during a holiday 

pe r iod ,  he s en t  th e  youngster  a card .  In the  Fe lsen tha l  (1982), 

Johnson (1985),  and Phi Delta  Kappa (1980) s t u d i e s ,  e f f e c t i v e  

p r i n c i p a l s  had p o s i t i v e  a t t i t u d e s  about s tu d e n t s ;  they enjoyed 

i n t e r a c t i n g  and being with them. At the  o th e r  extreme, l e s s -  

e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  were f a r  removed from s tuden t s  (Leithwood & 

Montgomery, 1982).
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E f fe c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  have been found to  be more suppor t ive  of 

t e ac h e rs  than are  t h e i r  l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  c o u n te r p a r t s  (Armor e t  a l . ,  

1976; C a l i f o r n i a  S t a t e  Department o f  Education,  1977; Maryland S ta te  

Department o f  Education,  1978; Phi Delta  Kappa, 1980; Venezsky & 

W inf ie ld ,  1979). In th e  C a l i f o r n i a  s tudy , e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  

encouraged th e  implementation o f  new ideas ,  supported t h e i r  s t a f f s  

in t imes o f  c o n f ro n ta t io n ,  enhanced school-community r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  

enforced d i s c i p l i n e  p o l i c i e s ,  and acquired and d i s t r i b u t e d  necessary  

m a t e r i a l s .  In the  Armor e t  a l .  s tudy,  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  gave 

t e a c h e r s  t h e  r e q u e s t e d  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  a s s i s t a n c e  w h i l e  keep ing  

extraneous  d i s r u p t io n s  t o  a minimum. In th e  Maryland s tudy, 

e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  taugh t  c l a s s e s  to  permit  t e ac h e r s  to  work on 

p r o j e c t s  r e q u i r in g  t h e i r  a t t e n t i o n .  In the  Berman and McLaughlin

(1977) and Venezsky and Winfield (1979) i n v e s t i g a t i o n s ,  e f f e c t i v e

p r i n c i p a l s  provided t e ac h e rs  with needed curr icu lum m a te r i a l s  and

promoted the  use o f  new curr iculum t e x t s ,  ideas ,  and methods. They 

were a l so  a c t i v e l y  involved in he lp ing t e ac h e rs  implement new

Droarams (Leithwood et. a l . .  c i ted  in leithwood & Montgomery. 1982).  

On the  o th e r  hand, l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  were c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by 

Leithwood e t  a l . as being l e s s  open to  innovat ive  th in k in g .

E f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  were a l s o  d e s c r i b e d  as  e x c e l l e n t  

com m unica tors  who f a c i l i t a t e d  w i t h i n - s c h o o l  com m unica t ion  by 

b u i ld ing  and main ta in ing  h ea l thy  in te rp e r so n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  with 

o t h e r s .  In a d d i t i o n  t o  e s t a b l i s h i n g  p r o d u c t i v e  o n e -o n -o n e

communication r e l a t i o n s h i p s  with s t a f f ,  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  were 

known to  encourage and promote i n t e r a c t i o n s  between t e ac h e rs  (Berman
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& McLaughlin, 1977). Venezsky and Winfie ld  (1979) noted t h a t  

e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  pa i red  t e ach e rs  in o rde r  to  promote d ia logue  

regard ing  curr icu lum i s s u e s .  In a Leithwood and Montgomery (1978) 

study, e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  a l so  promoted hea l thy  school-community 

communication systems using a v a r i e t y  o f  approaches:  holding

meetings and conferences ,  c r e a t in g  t e a c h e r /p a r e n t  work groups,  and 

becoming involved in a v a r i e t y  o f  community groups themselves .  In 

the  Venezsky and Winfield i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  used 

pa ren t / schoo l  exchanges to  bu i ld  community support  f o r  the  s c h o o l s ’ 

goa ls  and p r i o r i t i e s  and p e r i o d i c a l l y  sen t  memos home adv is ing  

pa ren ts  how they could become more a c t i v e l y  involved in t h e i r  

c h i l d r e n ’ s educa t ion .  F in a l l y ,  in the  Phi Delta  Kappa (1980) s tudy, 

p a r e n t s  s u p e r v i s e d  c l a s s e s  w h i l e  t e a c h e r s  a t t e n d e d  i n - s e r v i c e  

se s s ions  and a l so  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in a teaching-methods course  t o  help 

t h e i r  c h i ld re n  improve t h e i r  reading s k i l l s .  At th e  o th e r  extreme, 

l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  consc ious ly  kept pa ren ts  f a r  removed from 

e i t h e r  th e  s choo l ’ s goals  o r  i t s  decision-making p rocesses  (Crowson,

1980).

E f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  a l s o  d i f f e r e d  from l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  

a d m in i s t r a to r s  in  terms of  th e  kinds o f  in format ion  they  shared 

with o t h e r s .  In the  Venezsky and Winfield s tudy (1979) ,  the  

e f f e c t i v e  p r in c ip a l  informed h i s  s t a f f  o f  the  s ch o o l ’ s g o a l s  and 

p r i o r i t i e s  and s e n t  memos t o  p a r e n t s ,  c o n t a i n i n g  t h e  same 

in form at ion .  One p r in c ip a l  in the  Phi Delta  Kappa (1980) s tudy used 

s t a f f  meetings to  inform teach e rs  of  the  s ch o o l ’ s goa ls  and shared
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t h i s  in format ion with  p a r e n t s .  In a d d i t i o n ,  the  same p r in c ip a l  

reviewed s tu d en t  achievement r e s u l t s  with t e a c h e r s .  The same was 

t r u e  o f  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  i d e n t i f i e d  in the  Brookover and Lezotte

(1979) and Venezsky and Winfie ld  s t u d i e s .  In c o n t r a s t ,  l e s s -  

e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  l im i t e d  th e  informat ion they shared with t h e i r  

s t a f f s  t o  c en t r a l - o f f i c e /m a n ag e m e n t - r e l a t ed  i s su es  (Crowson, 1980).

P r i n c i p a l s  used  many s t r a t e g i e s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  g o a l s ,  

s u b s t a n t i a t i n g  t h e  im p o r t a n c e  o f  g o a l s  in  p ro m o t in g  e f f e c t i v e  

schools .  E f f e c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  used goa ls  and goal p lanning  to  

promote s t a f f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in the  decis ion-making process  (Phi 

Delta  Kappa, 1980; Utz,  1972).  E f f e c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  a l so  used goa ls  

to  c l a r i f y  e x p ec ta t io n s  (Maryland S t a t e  Department o f  Education,  

1978; Phi Delta  Kappa, 1980).  Blumberg and Greenf ie ld  (1980) 

rep o r ted  t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  used goa ls  to  ga in  community and 

c e n t r a l - o f f i c e  suppor t ,  whereas Goldhammer e t  a l .  (1971) suggested 

t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  d e l i b e r a t e l y  c re a te d  t e a c h e r  c u r r icu lum /  

planning groups to  n u r tu r e  the  development o f  school-wide g o a ls .  

In the  Phi Delta  Kappa and Maryland s t u d i e s ,  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  

e s t a b l i s h e d  s t a f f - i n p u t  p r o c e d u r e s  t o  i n v o l v e  t e a c h e r s  in  t h e  

decis ion-making p rocess .

E f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  were  a l s o  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  as s t r o n g l y  

b e l ie v in g  in the  value o f  having goa ls  (Blumberg & G reen f ie ld ,  1980) 

and were known to  have w e l l -d e f in e d ,  - w r i t t e n ,  and -communicated 

goa l-based  p o l i c i e s  (Phi Del ta  Kappa, 1980; S t a t e  o f  New York, 1974; 

Wynne, 1981). L e s s - e f f e c t iv e  p r i n c i p a l s  f r e q u e n t ly  lacked p re c i s e  

g o a l s ,  and t h e i r  planning around goals  was l e s s  concre te  than t h a t
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o f  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  (Utz, 1972). They were a l so  desc r ibed  as 

being l e s s  a s s e r t i v e  (Brookover & Lezot te ,  1979),  considered  every 

problem to  be equa l ly  impor tant (Venezsky & Winf ie ld ,  1979),  and 

were seen by o th e r s  as being more r e a c t i v e  than p ro a c t iv e  (Chesler 

e t  a l . ,  1975). Possessing l im i ted  g o a ls ,  l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  

complained t h a t  t h e r e  was not enough t ime in the  day to  do what was 

expected o f  them o r  to  accomplish what they f e l t  they  should .  In 

c o n t r a s t ,  e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  were ab le  to  manage t h e i r  time 

e f f i c i e n t l y  and e f f e c t i v e l y  (Blumberg & G reen f ie ld ,  1980; Maryland 

S t a t e  Department o f  Education,  1978).

In terms of  Leithwood and Montgomery’ s (1984) h ie ra rc h y ,  l e s s -  

e f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  a t  the  ADMINISTRATOR level s e l e c t e d  s t r a t e g i e s  

based on personal needs t o  control  o th e rs  and to  main ta in  a d i s t a n c e  

from classroom i s su e s .  Most s t r a t e g i e s  they did use were based on 

ves ted  a u th o r i t y  and were designed to  a s s i s t  s t a f f  with  ro u t i n e  

i s s u e s ,  and th e y  a t t e n d e d  t o  f a c t o r - s p e c i f i c  s t r a t e g i e s  o n ly  

s u p e r f i c i a l l y .  At the  HUMANITARIAN l e v e l ,  p r i n c i p a l s  emphasized 

i n t e r p e r s o n a l - r e l a t i o n s h i p  s t r a t e g i e s .  They perceived  t h a t  t h e i r  

main t a s k  was to  make the  t e a c h e r s ’ job e a s i e r ,  and they made l i t t l e  

use o f  f a c t o r - s p e c i f i c  s t r a t e g i e s .  At the  PROGRAM-MANAGER l e v e l ,  

p r i n c i p a l s  used a l im i t e d  number o f  "proven" s t r a t e g i e s  t h a t  they 

s e l e c t e d  on the  b a s i s  o f  s tuden t  needs and on t h e i r  d e s i r e  t o  be 

f a i r  and c o n s i s t e n t ,  they  used s t r a t e g i e s  to  promote e f f i c i e n t  use 

o f  t ime, and they used f a c t o r - s p e c i f i c  s t r a t e g i e s  based on personal 

exper ience  o r  on c e n t r a l - o f f i c e  d i r e c t i v e s .  At the  h ighes t  leve l  in
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the  h ie ra rch y ,  the  PROBLEM-SOLVER l e v e l ,  p r i n c i p a l s  used a number of  

s t r a t e g i e s  based  on numerous c r i t e r i a :  g o a l s ,  f a c t o r s ,  and

environmental v a r i a b l e s .  They a l so  used ap p ro p r ia t e  f a c t o r - s p e c i f i c  

s t r a t e g i e s  to  achieve d e s i r ed  g o a ls .

Like the  f a c to r -b e h a v io r s  re sea rc h ,  the  s t r a t e g y  re sea rch  a lso  

suggested  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  made a c o g n i t iv e  assessment o f  how they 

would accomplish a d e s i r e d  outcome. The re sea rch  a l so  suggested 

some p r i n c i p a l s  were more c o m f o r t a b l e  t h a n  o t h e r s  e n d o r s i n g  

behaviors  t h a t  would in c rease  the  l ik e l ih o o d  o f  t h e i r  achieving 

g o a ls .  As Bandura (1984) s t a t e d ,  being comfortable  with a given 

behavior  was r e l a t e d  to  s e l f - e f f i c a c y  e v a lu a t io n s  o f  both competence 

and conf idence .  In d iv id u a ls  were w i l l i n g  to  perform behavio rs  when 

t h e y  e s t i m a t e d ,  c o r r e c t l y  o r  i n c o r r e c t l y ,  t h a t  t h e y  would be 

s u c c e s s f u l ,  j u s t  as they would avoid and/or  withdraw from s i t u a t i o n s  

in which they f e l t  uncomfortable o r  th r e a ten e d .  The s t r a t e g y  

r e s e a r c h  a l s o  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  what i s  i m p o r t a n t  i s  what  g e t s  

m easu red .  E f f e c t i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  were d e s c r i b e d  as  t h o s e  who 

c o l l e c t e d  and monitored s e l e c t  d a ta  bases t h a t  were t i e d  t o  what 

they wanted to  see happen in t h e i r  schools .  With t h i s  in mind, i t  

was assumed t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  more e f f e c t i v e  schools  would 

p lace  a h igher  v a lu e - e f f i c a c y  assessment on the  s t r a t e g y  behaviors  

they used to  implement change.

Decision-Making Processes

The fo u r th  dimension o f  the  Leithwood and Montgomery (1984) 

h ie ra rchy  i s  p r i n c i p a l s ’ decis ion-making p rocesses .  Based on da ta
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c o l l e c t e d  under th e  GOAL, FACTOR, and STRATEGIES headings ,  Leithwood 

and Montgomery mainta ined t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  a t  the  ADMINISTRATOR level  

used a u t o c r a t i c  forms o f  dec i s io n  making, focused d e c i s io n s  on 

running a smooth o p e ra t io n ,  based d ec i s io n s  on l im i t ed  personal 

sources ,  and never monitored t h e i r  dec i s io n  p rocesses .  At the  

HUMANITARIAN l e v e l ,  p r i n c i p a l s  used p a r t i c i p a t o r y  forms o f  dec i s io n  

making, based on the  b e l i e f  t h a t  s t a f f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  would make 

te ache rs  happy. P r in c i p a l s  a t  t h i s  leve l  were p ro a c t iv e  only in 

terms o f  schoo l -c l im a te  i s s u e s .  At the  PROGRAM-MANAGER l e v e l ,  

p r i n c i p a l s  were s k i l l e d  a t  using a v a r i e t y  o f  decision-making 

formats and s e le c ted  these  in terms o f  urgency and need, valued 

s t a f f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in the  process  i t s e l f  when i t  was o r i e n te d  to  

th e  sch o o l ’ s program, and based d ec i s io n s  on both personal and 

p ro fes s io n a l  sources .  F u r the r ,  p r i n c i p a l s  a t  t h i s  leve l  were able  

to  a n t i c i p a t e  most d e c i s io n  outcomes and r e g u l a r l y  monitored the  

process  i t s e l f .  At th e  h ig h es t  level  o f  the  h ie r a r c h y ,  th e  PROBLEM- 

SOLVER l e v e l ,  p r i n c i p a l s  were s k i l l e d  in many forms o f  dec i s io n  

making, made a connection between the  s t r a t e g y  to  he used and the  

s e t t i n g  in which i t  would be executed,  valued p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and 

focused i t  on achieving ideal  educa tiona l g o a l s ,  based d e c i s io n s  on 

informat ion from a v a r i e t y  o f  sources ,  and a n t i c i p a t e d ,  i n i t i a t e d ,  

and monitored the  decision-making p rocesses .

Related Research

A d d i t i o n a l  s u p p o r t  f o r  Lei thwood and Montgomery’ s (1984) 

h ie ra rch y  was found in a r e l a t e d  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  by Huff e t  a l .
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(1982). The re sea rc h e r s  admin is te red a v a r i e t y  o f  q u e s t io n n a i r e s  

and in te rv iewed both p r i n c i p a l s  and school s t a f f s  a t  31 schools  in 

F lo r id a .  Fourteen average and 17 high-performing p r i n c i p a l s  were 

in v o lv e d  in  t h e  s t u d y .  Of t h e s e ,  19 were e l e m e n t a r y  schoo l  

p r i n c i p a l s ,  8 were m id d le / ju n io r  high school p r i n c i p a l s ,  and 4 were 

high school p r i n c i p a l s .  This study i s  noteworthy f o r  two reasons .  

F i r s t ,  the  r e s ea rc h e r s  assessed  p r in c ip a l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  using s t a t e -  

mandated achievement d a ta ,  s t a n d a r d i z e d - t e s t  d a ta  when a v a i l a b l e ,  

and an exhaus t ive  nominat ion / in terv iew  process  t o  i d e n t i f y  high- and 

average-performing a d m in i s t r a to r s .  Second, in a d d i t io n  t o  using 41 

t r a i n e d  observers  to  c o l l e c t  d a t a ,  th e  r e s e a rc h e r s  employed a new 

methodological  technique known as the  " c r i t i c a l  i n c id e n t s "  in te rv iew  

process to  support  t h e i r  q u a n t i t a t i v e  d a ta .  The c r i t i c a l - i n c i d e n t s  

process  involved asking p r i n c i p a l s  to  i d e n t i f y  t h e i r  though ts ,  

f e e l i n g s ,  and values  as they d esc r ibed ,  in  d e t a i l ,  behaviors  and 

ac t ions  t h a t  the  t r a in e d  observers  had noted during previous  school 

v i s i t s .  In a d d i t i o n  t o  b e in g  u s e f u l  in  s u b s t a n t i a t i n g  t h e  

e f f e c t i v e - s c h o e l s  l i t e r a t u r e ,  t h i s  procedure promised to  i d e n t i f y  

r e l e v a n t  c o g n i t i v e l y  m e d ia te d  e f f i c a c y  p r o c e s s e s  t o  e x p l a i n  

behavior .  The Huff e t  a l .  competency model i s  shown in Table 2 .3 .

Huff e t  a l .  i d e n t i f i e d  s ix  behavioral  dimensions organized under 

s ix  c l u s t e r s  t h a t  were common to  both average- and high-performing 

p r i n c i p a l s  and e ig h t  add i t iona l  behavioral  dimensions t h a t  were 

unique to  high perform ers .  A quick review o f  th e  14 competency 

h e a d in g s  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  Huff  e t  a l . ’ s f i n d i n g s  s u p p o r t e d  and
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expanded on Lei thwood and Montgomery’ s (1984)  GOAL, FACTOR, 

STRATEGY, and DECISION-MAKING model.

Table 2 . 3 . --Competencies o f  average and high-performing p r i n c i p a l s  
(Huff e t  a l . ,  1982).

C lu s t e r
Competencies 

Basic High-Performing

Purpose & Direc t ion Commitment to  
school mission

P roac t ive  o r i e n t a t i o n  
Decis iveness

Cognit ive  S k i l l s In te rp e rso n a l  search  
Information search  
Concept formation 
Conceptual f l e x i b i l i t y

Consensus Management Concern f o r  image 
T a c t ic a l  a b i l i t y

Managing i n t e r a c t i o n  
Persuas iveness

Qual i ty  Enhancement Developmental
o r i e n t a t i o n

Achievement o r i e n t a t i o n  
Management con t ro l

Organization Delegation O rgan iza t iona l  a b i l i t y

Communication Writ ten  communication S e l f - p r e s e n t a t i o n

Three competency a reas  were i d e n t i f i e d  in th e  Purpose and 

D i rec t io n  c l u s t e r :  p ro a c t iv e  o r i e n t a t i o n ,  d e c i s iv e n es s  ( sense  of

c o n t r o l ) ,  and commitment t o  a school miss ion.  With regard  to  

d e c i s iv e n es s  competencies,  h igh-performing p r i n c i p a l s  had a t a k e -  

charge a t t i t u d e  and saw themselves as having con t ro l  over th e  f a t e  

o f  t h e i r  schools .  They consc ious ly  sought to  l e a r n  from pas t  

exper iences ,  d id  not dwell on the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  f a i l u r e ,  and had a 

broad view o f  where and how to  secure  needed re so u rce s .  On the
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o t h e r  hand, a v e r a g e  p r i n c i p a l s  m a i n t a i n e d  t h a t  c e n t r a l - o f f i c e  

budgets were t h e i r  only source o f  suppor t ,  they lacked a sense of  

c o n t r o l ,  and they tended t o  avoid tak in g  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  the  

a c t i o n s  o f  e i t h e r  s tu d en t s  o r  s t a f f - - a n d ,  in some in s t a n c e s ,  even 

f o r  school p ro p e r ty .  The second dimension w i th in  t h i s  c l u s t e r ,  

commitment t o  a s choo l  m i s s i o n ,  d i d  n o t  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  h igh  

performers  from average perform ers .  The mission espoused by both 

groups was having a humane concern f o r  t e ac h e rs  and s tu d e n t s ;  

everyone was given a chance to  succeed/improve, and f a i r n e s s  was a 

c o n s i s t e n t  concern o f  p r i n c i p a l s  in both groups.

The second c l u s t e r ,  C o g n i t i v e  S k i l l s ,  encompassed  f o u r  

competency a reas :  in te rp e r so n a l  sea rch ,  in format ion  sea rch ,  concept

formation,  and conceptual f l e x i b i l i t y .  High-performing p r i n c i p a l s  

were v i g i l a n t  and purposeful  in c o l l e c t i n g  r e l e v a n t  informat ion 

about t h e i r  schools .  They were a l so  more capable  than t h e i r  l e s s -  

e f f e c t i v e  c o u n t e r p a r t s  o f  c o l l e c t i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  from e x t e r n a l  

sources .  In terms o f  concept- format ion  competencies,  o r  recogniz ing  

p a t t e r n s ,  ou ts tand ing  p r i n c i p a l s  were ab le  t o  i d e n t i f y  t r e n d s  from 

ind iv idua l  events  while  recogniz ing  the  i n t e r r e l a t e d n e s s  o f  g o a l s ,  

f a c t o r s ,  and s t r a t e g i e s .  They a l so  tended t o  use an a log ies  to 

exp la in  such connections  t o  the  r e sea rch  team and t o  t h e i r  t e a c h e r s .  

H ig h - p e r f o r m in g  p r i n c i p a l s  were  a l s o  more o b j e c t i v e  in  t h e i r  

assessments  o f  o t h e r s ’ motives and po in t s  o f  view. They recognized 

and considered  the  p e rcep t ions  o f  o th e r s  and were b e t t e r  a n a l y s t s .  

They c o u ld  e x p e d i t i o u s l y  i d e n t i f y  a d v a n t a g e s  and d i s a d v a n t a g e s
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a sso c ia te d  with op t iona l  a c t i v i t i e s  and had a c l e a r e r  p e r s p ec t iv e  of 

th e  a s so c ia te d  i s su es  surrounding an even t .

The t h i r d  c l u s t e r ,  Consensus  Management, a l s o  had f o u r  

competency subdimensions:  concern f o r  image, managing i n t e r a c t i o n ,

t a c t i c a l  a b i l i t y ,  and p e rsuas iveness .  All 31 p r i n c i p a l s  in the  

sample were concerned about the  image o f  t h e i r  schools  as p ro jec ted  

t o  o th e r s  by s tuden ts  and s t a f f ,  and a l l  31 "sold" t h e i r  schools  and 

defused informat ion t h a t  could lead  to  the  development o f  nega t ive  

a t t i t u d e s .  All 31 a l so  included both school and community members 

in  planning and problem-solving a c t i v i t i e s .  The p r i n c i p a l s  viewed 

p a r e n t s  as  r e s o u r c e s ,  d e l e g a t e d  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  c a p a b l e  

i n d iv id u a l s  and groups,  and kept those i n t e r e s t e d  informed. High- 

and average-performing p r i n c i p a l s  did not d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  with 

regard  to  t a c t i c a l  a b i l i t y .  Both groups were ab le  to  s e l e c t  a 

s p e c i f i c  s t r a t e g y  to  produce a de s i r ed  e f f e c t ,  and both were ab le  to  

change from one s t r a t e g y  to  another  i f  the  f i r s t  was not working. 

High- and average-performing a d m in i s t r a to r s  did d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

on the  fo u r th  dimension, pe rsuas iveness .  High-performing p r i n c i p a l s  

were very success fu l  persuaders  and used a v a r i e t y  o f  t echn iques ,  

inc lud ing  modeling expected behaviors ,  us ing concre te  in format ion ,  

i d e n t i f y i n g  the  o th e r  p a r t y ’ s "bes t  i n t e r e s t s , "  and, when necessa ry ,  

becoming d i r e c t i v e  and t e l l i n g  o the rs  what they would do.

The f o u r t h  c l u s t e r ,  Q u a l i t y  Enhancement,  i n c l u d e d  t h r e e  

subdimensions:  developmental o r i e n t a t i o n ,  achievement mot iva t ion ,

and management c o n t r o l .  High-performing p r i n c i p a l s  had a d e s i r e  to
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excel and t o  improve t h e i r  schools ,  e s p e c i a l l y  in the  a rea  o f  

s tuden t  s co re s ;  they were c l e a r  on t h e i r  o b je c t iv e s  and used these  

as a mind-se t  to  guide t h e i r  a c t io n s  and to  e s t a b l i s h  p r i o r i t i e s .  

They a l so  made t h e i r  o b j e c t iv e s  and expec ta t ions  c l e a r  to  o t h e r s - -  

they  were committed t o  q u a l i t y .  High-performing p r i n c i p a l s  were 

involved in changing t h e i r  schools .  They were p ro a c t iv e  and took 

th e  i n i t i a t i v e  t o  g e t  t h in g s  s t a r t e d ,  took advantage of  every 

op por tun i ty  t h a t  would he lp  them achieve valued g o a l s ,  never gave up 

when fac ing  o b s t a c l e s ,  and focused everyone’ s a t t e n t i o n  on what had 

t o  be done. Both high- and average-performing a d m in i s t r a to r s  made 

s p e c i f i c  sugges t ions  t o  ind iv idua l  te ache rs  and t e a c h e r  groups and 

supported t e ach e r s  in t imes o f  c r i s i s  and /or  concern.  Both groups 

were a l so  s p e c i f i c  when p ra i s in g  performance but were quick t o  l e t  

o th e r s  know when t h e i r  performance was substandard;  they  were 

equa l ly  d e c i s iv e  in removing o th e rs  when they re fused  to  change.

With regard  t o  the  Organizat ion and Communication c l u s t e r s ,  

Huff e t  a l .  noted t h a t  high-performing p r i n c i p a l s  were b e t t e r

f \  4 ** A/4 MAMA A A A I ^ I  A A AMMI IM « A + A M ̂  l.lU A f  M A mi. 1 i • • • <*. m
v i  at iu i i i v i  c  v a ^ o v i c  c v i i h i i u i i  av.otui  a n u u  i i c t | u c u t i j  udCU d t u r

and metaphors to  exp la in  s i t u a t i o n s .

Summary

The l i t e r a t u r e  suggested t h a t  loose couplings  c h a r a c t e r i z e  

w i th in -school  and s c h o o l - t o - d i s t r i c t - o f f i c e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  and t h a t  

union c o n t r a c t s ,  even in the  most unionized environments,  do not 

n e c e s s a r i l y  d e l im i t  a d m in i s t r a to r  behavior .  This would in d i c a t e  

t h a t  a d m in i s t r a to r s  have cons ide rab le  l a t i t u d e  in dete rmin ing the
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behaviors  they w i l l  endorse o r  avoid.  At the  same t ime, the  

l i t e r a t u r e  r e l a t e d  to  e f f i c a c y  implied t h a t  behavior  i s  a r r e s t e d  a t  

some level in an ascending h ie ra rchy  because of  p a s t  exper iences  and 

assessments  o f  one’ s competence and confidence  l e v e l s .  F u r the r ,  the  

e f f e c t i v e - s c h o o l s  l i t e r a t u r e  descr ibed  more- and l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  

p r i n c i p a l s  d i f f e r e n t l y ,  e s p e c i a l l y  in  te rm s  o f  g o a l - r e l a t e d  

b e h a v i o r s .  In d e e d ,  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  c o g n i t i v e l y  

mediated goal informat ion could be a p ivo ta l  f a c t o r  in u l t im a te ly  

determining a l l  behav ior - -be  i t  f a c t o r ,  s t r a t e g y ,  o r  decision-making 

behavior .  I f  one th in g  was c e r t a i n  in the  l i t e r a t u r e ,  i t  was t h a t  

e f f e c t i v e  schools were d i r e c t e d ,  t h a t  a c t i v i t i e s  were p u rpose fu l ,  

and t h a t  the  e f f e c t i v e  p r in c ip a l  knew where he wanted to  go and was 

d e t e r m in e d  t o  g e t  t h e r e .  T h i s  image o f  an e f f e c t i v e  schoo l  

c o n t ra s t e d  with the  p i c t u r e  pa in ted  o f  l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  b u i ld in g s ,  

where  t h e  b e s t  one c o u ld  imagine  was t h a t  t h e  schoo l  was 

fu n c t io n in g .  In the  l i t e r a t u r e  these  schools  were desc r ibed  as 

o rg a n iz a t io n s  in which a c t i v i t i e s  were vaguely r e l a t e d  t o  one 

another and whose p r in c ip a l  was a t  a lo s s  to  exp la in  where he wished 

to  go, l e t  alone d e t a i l  where he was.



CHAPTER III

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

General Design

This study was a two-phase i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  the  e f f i c a c y  

c o n s t r u c t  as i t  r e l a t e d  t o  elementary school p r i n c i p a l s  in  low-,  

i n - b e t w e e n ,  and h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  Michigan  s c h o o l s .  Phase  one 

a c t i v i t i e s  were d e s i g n e d  t o  a d d r e s s  q u e s t i o n s  d e a l i n g  w i th  

measurement i s su e s .  As mentioned e a r l i e r ,  the  l i t e r a t u r e  suggested  

t h a t  e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s  can be assessed  using e i t h e r  s i t u a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  

or  more g en e ra l iz ed  i tems. A r e l a t e d  area  o f  i n t e r e s t  addressed 

during  t h i s  phase was determin ing the  r e l a t i v e  worth o f  inc lud ing  an 

importance dimension as p a r t  of  th e  e f f i c a c y  c o n s t r u c t .  At the  time 

of  w r i t i n g ,  a l l  e f f i c a c y  s tu d ie s  completed in an educa t iona l  s e t t i n g  

had l im i t e d  t h e i r  assessments  to  two dimensions,  namely a competence 

and a conf idence  dimension. In phase two, the  r e s e a rc h e r  conducted 

e i g h t  i n t e r v i e w s  w i th  a random sample o f  e l e m e n t a r y  schoo l  

p r i n c i p a l s  in low- and high-performing schools .  The in te rv iew  da ta  

were i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n t o  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  t o  g e n e r a t e  r i c h  

d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  p r i n c i p a l s ’ e f f i c a c y - b a s e d  b e l i e f  s y s t e m s .  

In te rv iews were not arranged f o r  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  in-between sample 

so as to  exped i te  the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  d i f f e r e n c e s  in e f f i c a c y  

between p r i n c i p a l s  in low- and high-performing schools .

73
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The Sample

The most re cen t  Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MEAP) 

d a t a ,  da ted  January 5, 1987, were used t o  i d e n t i f y  low-,  in-between,  

and high-performing elementary schools .  A low-performing school was 

de f ined  as one in which 75% or  l e s s  o f  the  s tu d en t s  had mastered 

minimum competency l e v e l s  in both mathematics and reading  f o r  th r e e  

consecu t ive  y e a r s ,  39 o r  more s tu d en t s  in grade fou r  had taken the  

t e s t s ,  and whose r e s u l t s  the  S ta te  Department o f  Education had 

desc r ibed  as s t a b l e  o r  d e c l i n in g .  A high-performing school was 

def ined  as one in which 90% or  more o f  the  s tu d en t s  had mastered 

minimum achievement l e v e l s  in both mathematics and reading f o r  th re e  

consecu t ive  y e a r s ,  more than 39 s tuden t s  had taken g ra d e - fo u r  MEAP 

t e s t s ,  and whose r e s u l t s  in both su b jec t  a reas  f o r  the  p a s t  th r e e  

y ea r s  had been c a teg o r ized  by the  S ta t e  Department o f  Education as 

s t a b l e  o r  improving. In response t o  some o f  the  c r i t i c i s m s  d i r e c t e d  

a t  the  e f f e c t i v e - s c h o o l s  re sea rch  (see  Rowan, Dweyer, & B ossa r t ,  

1985),  the  i n v e s t i g a t o r  decided a lso  to  i n v e s t i g a t e  in-between 

schools  o r  those  in which achievement l e v e l s  f e l l  between 75% and 

90%.

Using the  above c r i t e r i a ,  achievement da ta  f o r  1,851 schools 

l o c a t e d  in  567 d i s t r i c t s  were r e v i e w e d .  S e v e n t y - s e v e n  low- 

performing,  41 in-between, and 78 high-performing schools  were 

i d e n t i f i e d  in the  i n i t i a l  review. As the  number o f  schools  in any 

one c a t e g o r y  was s m a l l e r  t h a n  e x p e c t e d ,  a d e c i s i o n  was made 

to  inc lude  schools  in which one score  in one s u b je c t  f o r  one year  

was o u ts id e  the  parameters  e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  the  f i r s t  review. For
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in s ta n ce ,  a school could be c l a s s i f i e d  as low performing i f  75% or 

l e s s  of  th e  s tuden t s  had achieved mastery in language f o r  th re e  

consecu t ive  years  and in only two of  th e  th r e e  year s  in mathematics,  

o r  v i c e  v e r s a .  The c r i t e r i a  t h a t  t h e  s c h o o l ’ s a ch ie v e m en t  

performance remain s t a b l e  and t h a t  c l a s s  s i z e  be 39 or  more were 

re t a in e d .  Allowing t h i s  one exception inc reased  the  low-performing- 

school sample by 26 schools ,  th e  in-between sample by 71, and the  

high-performing-school sample by 32 schools .  Using th e  rev ised  

c r i t e r i a ,  97 low-performing, 112 in-between,  and 110 high-performing 

schools  were s e l e c t e d .  The f i n a l  t a r g e t  popula t ion  inc luded 319 

schools  lo ca ted  in 194 school d i s t r i c t s .  Mean achievement da ta  over 

the  t h r e e - y e a r  per iod  f o r  both respondent and nonrespondent schools  

a re  found in Tables El through E6, Appendix E.

Ins t rumenta t ion

The re s e a rc h e r  designed two q u e s t io n n a i r e s  to  a sse ss  e f f i c a c y  

l e v e l s .  The f i r s t  ins trument conta ined 82 i tems. Eighty items were 

based on a review o f  the  e f f e c t i v c - s c h c o l s / l e a d e r s h i p  l i t e r a t u r e ;  

Items 81 and 82 were th e  Rand ques t ions  used in the  Armor e t  a l . 

(1976) i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  Twenty items were genera ted  f o r  each o f  the  

four  general  e f f e c t iv e n e s s  domains i d e n t i f i e d  by Leithwood and 

Montgomery (1984): 20 GOAL items,  20 FACTOR items, 20 STRATEGY

items, and 20 DECISION-MAKING items. To b u i ld  a h ie r a r c h i c a l  

s t r u c t u r e  i n to  the  q u e s t io n n a i r e ,  approximately f i v e  items f o r  each 

leve l  found in the  Leithwood and Montgomery typology were developed: 

f i v e  a t  the  ADMINISTRATOR l e v e l ,  f i v e  a t  the  HUMANITARIAN l e v e l ,
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f i v e  a t  the  PROGRAM-MANAGER l e v e l ,  and f i v e  a t  the  h ig h e s t  or 

PROBLEM-SOLVING l e v e l .  In a d d i t i o n ,  t h r e e  forms o f  t h e  

q u e s t io n n a i r e  were c re a te d  to  a s c e r t a i n  whether th e  o rder ing  o f  the  

a b i l i t y ,  c o n f i d e n c e ,  and im p o r tan c e  v a r i a b l e s  a f f e c t e d  s e l f -  

assessments  o f  e f f i c a c y .  (See Appendix A f o r  the  f i n a l  ve rs ion  of 

t h i s  in s t rum ent . )

The r e sea rc h e r  c rea ted  the  second e f f i c a c y  q u e s t io n n a i r e  using 

Gibson’ s Teacher Ef f icacy  Scale  ( in  Gibson & Dembo, 1984).  (See 

Appendix B.) This ins trument con ta ins  30 i tems; 15 a sse ss  personal  

e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s  and 15 assess  teach ing  e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s .  To modify 

t h i s  ins trument f o r  the  c u r re n t  i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  the  word " p r in c ip a l "  

was s u b s t i t u t e d  f o r  " t e ac h e r , "  the  word " teacher"  f o r  " s t u d e n t , "  and 

the  word "super in tenden t"  f o r  " p r i n c i p a l . "  Where such s u b s t i t u t i o n  

was impossib le ,  a new item was w r i t t e n  t h a t  r e f l e c t e d  the  i n t e n t io n  

o f  the  o r i g i n a l .

S ix teen i tems were modified by s u b s t i t u t i o n .  For example, Item 

1 on the  Gibson q u e s t io n n a i r e  read ,  "When a s tuden t  does b e t t e r  than 

usua l ,  many t imes i t  i s  because I exer ted  a l i t t l e  e x t r a  e f f o r t . "  

In modified form the  quest ion  read ,  "When a te ac h e r  does b e t t e r  than 

usua l ,  many t imes i t  i s  because I exer ted  a l i t t l e  e x t r a  e f f o r t . "  

Nine a d d i t io n a l  items were modified s l i g h t l y .  For example, Item 2 

on the  Gibson q u e s t io n n a i r e ,  which read ,  "The hours in my c l a s s  have 

l i t t l e  in f luence  on s tuden ts  as compared to  the  in f luence  o f  t h e i r  

home environment,"  was changed to  read,  "The hours I spend working 

with t e ac h e rs  have l i t t l e  in f luence  on te ache rs  as compared to  the
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in f luence  of  o th e r  t e a c h e r s . "  Five i tems (4, 19, 23, 27, and 29) 

were r e w r i t t e n  items designed to  r e f l e c t  the  i n t e n t io n  o f  the  

o r i g i n a l .  For example, Item 4 on the  Gibson ins t rument ,  "The amount 

t h a t  a s tu d en t  can le a rn  i s  p r im ar i ly  r e l a t e d  to  family  background," 

was changed to  read ,  "The degree  t h a t  a t e ac h e r  can change h i s / h e r  

behavior i s  p r im ar i ly  r e l a t e d  t o  f a c t o r s  o u t s id e  o f  the  s ch o o l s ’ 

c o n t r o l . "  F u r the r ,  the  o rde r  o f  th e  i tems was a l t e r e d ,  and an

importance component was added. (See Appendix C f o r  th e  rev ised

vers ion  o f  Gibson’ s s c a l e . )

Content v a l i d i t y  f o r  the  e f f e c t i v e - s c h o o l s / l e a d e r s h i p  q u e s t i o n ­

n a i r e  was determined by having the  ins trument reviewed by two 

re spec ted  e ffec t ive-school- im provem ent  p r a c t i t i o n e r s ,  Dr. L. Lezotte  

and Dr. B. Rowan. Their  sugges t ions  regard ing  th e  wording o f  items

were incorpora ted  in the  reviewed q u e s t io n n a i r e .  Dr. B. Lent and

Dr. J .  Straubhaar  reviewed both the  e f f e c t i v e - s c h o o l s / l e a d e r s h i p  

q u e s t io n n a i r e  and th e  modified Gibson ins t rum ent .  Dr. Lent had 

in v e s t ig a te d  the  e f f i c a c y  c o n s t r u c t  as i t  r e l a t e s  t o  vocat ional  

educa t ion ,  whereas Dr. S t raubhaar  has s tu d ied  under Bandura. Dr. 

Lent recommended t h a t  a t e n - p o in t  versus  s i x - p o i n t  L ik e r t  s c a le  be 

used to  measure e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s .  At the  same t im e, he concurred 

with the  r e s e a r c h e r ' s  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  us ing a s i x - p o i n t  s c a le  s im i l a r  

t o  t h e  one used  by Gibson would be b e s t  b e c a u s e  s t a t i s t i c a l  

comparisons were to  be made between both q u e s t io n n a i r e s .

Dr. Pat Ashton, p r in c ip a l  r e s e a rc h e r  f o r  th e  NIE Teacher 

Ef f icacy  Study (Ashton e t  a l . ,  1982, 1983), provided add i t iona l  

advice  regard ing  the  modified Gibson q u e s t io n n a i r e .  In a d d i t io n  to
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making recommendations r e l a t i n g  to  s u b s t i t u t e  i tems,  Dr. Ashton 

sugges ted t h a t  the  format o f  the  o r ig i n a l  e f f i c a c y  s c a l e  should be 

changed. To e l a b o r a t e ,  the  o r ig i n a l  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  combined the  

e f f i c a c y  and im p o r ta n c e  v a r i a b l e s  u s i n g  an a b b r e v i a t e d  L i k e r t  

format .  For example, on the  o r ig i n a l  document, Item 1 read ,  "When a 

t e ac h e r  does b e t t e r  than usual many t imes i t  i s  because I e x e r ted  a 

l i t t l e  more e f f o r t  (D MD SD SA MA A). I t  i s  very im por tant to  

me to  work e x t r a  hard with  t e ac h e rs  to  ensure  t h a t  they do t h e i r  

b e s t  (I  MI SI SU MU U)." Dr. Ashton suggested t h a t  th e  format 

was cumbersome and confus ing ,  so the  w r i t e r  decided to  e l im in a te  the  

l e t t e r  d e s ig n a t io n s  and to  s u b s t i t u t e  numerical v a lu e s .

P i l o t  Study

A p i l o t  study o f  both q u e s t io n n a i r e s  was i n i t i a t e d  in February 

1987. Elementary school p r i n c i p a l s  a t t en d in g  evening c l a s s e s  a t

Michigan S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty ,  as well as those  e n ro l l e d  in two o f f -  

campus p ro g ram s ,  were a sked  t o  c o m p le te  one o f  t h e  two

q u e s t i o n n a i r e s .  Because of  the  small sample s i z e  f o r  each o f  the  

two q u e s t i o n n a i r e s ,  th e  r e s e a rc h e r  decided not t o  run a s t a t i s t i c a l  

a n a ly s i s  o f  the  p i l o t - s t u d y  d a t a .  Twenty-one o f  30 q u e s t io n n a i r e s  

were re tu rn ed  f o r  a n a l y s i s .  Sixteen o f  the  21 respondents  a l so  

completed a q u e s t i o n n a i r e -e v a lu a t io n  s h e e t .  The average completion 

t ime var ied  from a low o f  ten  minutes to  a high o f  two hours .  The

average was 20 minutes .  Seventy-seven percen t  o f  th e  respondents

s a id  they understood th e  purpose of  t h e  r e s e a rc h ,  90% s t a t e d  t h a t  

t h e  d i r e c t i o n s  were c l e a r  and c o n c i s e ,  a l l  o f  them s a i d  t h e
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q u e s t i o n n a i r e  i t e m s  w e r e  c l e a r l y  w r i t t e n ,  8 0 %  f o u n d  the
questionnaire interesting, and finally, 90% were not offended by any
items on the questionnaire.

The Target Popula tion 

Because the  o rde r ing  o f  the  a b i l i t y ,  conf idence ,  and importance 

v a r i a b l e s  was changed  f o r  t h e  e f f e c t i v e - s c h o o l s / l e a d e r s h i p  

q u e s t io n n a i r e  and the  o rde r  o f  the  e f f i c a c y  and importance v a r i a b l e s  

was r e v e r s e d  on t h e  m o d i f i e d  Gibson q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  f i v e  

q u e s t io n n a i r e s  were genera ted .  Three o f  the  f i v e  q u e s t io n n a i r e s  

were based on the  e f f e c t i v e - s c h o o l s / l e a d e r s h i p  l i t e r a t u r e .  On Form 

A, the  v a r i a b l e s  were ordered as fo l lows:  a b i l i t y ,  conf idence ,

importance; on Form B th e  o rde r  was conf idence ,  impor tance,  a b i l i t y ;  

and on Form C the  o rder  was importance,  a b i l i t y ,  conf idence .  With 

regard  to  the  modified Gibson q u e s t io n n a i r e ,  Form D l i s t e d  the  

e f f i c a c y  items f i r s t ,  whereas on Form E the  importance items 

preceded the  e f f i c a c y  i tems. A simple random-se lec t ion  process  was 

used to  i d e n t i f y  which q u e s t io n n a i r e  form would be forwarded to  a 

p a r t i c u l a r  school.  Included in each q u e s t io n n a i r e  packet was an 

endorsement l e t t e r  from Dr. Lezotte  and a demographic q u e s t i o n n a i r e .  

(See Appendix A.) The demographic q u e s t io n n a i r e  included i tems on 

number o f  s t u d e n t s ,  r e s p o n d e n t ’ s e d u c a t i o n a l  l e v e l ,  y e a r s  in 

a d m in i s t r a t i o n ,  yea r s  in the  school system, age, and gender .  Also 

included in each packet was a stamped, r e tu rn -ad d re s se d  envelope.
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Three hundred n ine teen  q u e s t io n n a i r e s  were mailed to  the  t a r g e t  

popula t ion  during th e  f i r s t  week o f  April  1987. (See Table 3 . 1 . )  

As a r e s u l t  o f  the  f i r s t  m a i l ing ,  129 q u e s t io n n a i r e s  were re tu rn e d .  

F i f t y - f o u r  were rece ived  the  f i r s t  week, 56 the  second, 9 the  

f o u r th ,  and 10 th e  f i f t h .  Of t h e se ,  48 were Forms A, B, and C and 

71 were Forms D and E. In terms o f  the  performance c r i t e r i a ,  43 

q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  were re tu rned  from low-performing schools ,  46 from 

in-between schools ,  and 46 from high-performing schools .  The r e tu r n  

r a t e  f o r  Forms A, B, and C was 30.36%; f o r  Forms D and E i t  was 

55.90%.

Table 3 . 1 . - - D i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  q u e s t io n n a i r e s  to  t a r g e t  popu la t ion .

Quest ionnaire  Form 
Performance Total

A B C D E

Low-performing 19 20 19 20 19 97
In-between 22 22 23 22 23 112
High-performing 22 22 22 22 22 110

T - l  -1
l U l d  1 63 64 64 64 64 319

Four a d d i t io n a l  q u e s t io n n a i r e s  were rece ived  but were not 

inc luded in the  f i n a l  a n a l y s i s .  Two o f  them lacked i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  

and the  o th e r  two were incomplete.  The incomplete q u e s t io n n a i r e s  

came from two la rg e  m e t ropo l i t an  a re as .  Both had a t tached  notes 

s t a t i n g  t h a t  permission had to  be g ran ted  by t h e i r  r e s p e c t iv e  

Central  Off ice  D i rec to r s  f o r  Research before  they could complete the
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questionnaire. This situation eliminated one high-performing and 34
low-performing schools from the target population. The researcher
called both districts in an attempt to expedite the approval
process .  He could not reach the  D i re c to r  f o r  Research f o r  one 

s y s te m ,  and in  t h e  second  sy s te m ,  t h e  a p p ro v a l  p r o c e s s  was

considered  p r o h i b i t i v e .  Thus, the  r e s e a rc h e r  decided to  e l im in a te  

th e  37 schools  from th e  sample, while inc lud ing  14 schools t h a t  did 

respond from one o f  those  systems. This inc reased  th e  r e t u r n  r a t e  

fo r  Forms A, B, and C to  44.84% and f o r  Forms D and E t o  66.95%.

To improve the  r e tu r n  r a t e ,  the  r e s e a r c h e r  te lephoned 48 

s c h o o l s  and s e n t  l e t t e r s  t o  a n o t h e r  105. He c o n t a c t e d  40 

a d m in i s t r a to r s  in the  48 schools  he te lephoned.  All but two assured 

him t h a t  they  would complete the  q u e s t io n n a i r e .  As a r e s u l t  o f  t h i s  

e f f o r t ,  32 add i t iona l  q u e s t io n n a i r e s  were r e tu rn e d ,  and a f in a l

r e t u r n  r a t e  o f  60.52% was r e a l i z e d .  T ab le  3 . 2  shows t h e

number o f  each o f  the  q u e s t io n n a i r e  forms re tu rn ed  by p r i n c i p a l s  in 

th e  low-performing, in-between, and high-performing schools .

Table 3 . 2 . - - D i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  completed q u e s t i o n n a i r e s :  f i n a l  sample.

Q ues t ionna ire  Form 
Performance Total

A B C D E

Low-performing 9 9 5 7 15 45
In-between 9 11 9 14 16 59
High-performing 10 9 8 15 13 55

Total 28 29 22 36 44 159
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A s e r i e s  of  tw o - t a i l e d  analyses  o f  va r iance  (ANOVAs) comparing 

achievement da ta  between schools whose p r i n c i p a l s  did  respond to  the  

q u e s t io n n a i r e  and those  whose p r in c ip a l s  d id  not respond f a i l e d  to  

i d e n t i f y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between groups a t  th e  alpha = .01 

l e v e l .  P r in c ip a l s  who re tu rned  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  and those  who did  not 

r e tu rn  them were a l so  s i m i l a r  in terms o f  gender.  Seven ty - f ive  

pe rcen t  o f  the  responding sample were males,  compared to  73% o f  the  

nonresponding sample.

Phase two a c t i v i t i e s ,  which included c r e a t in g  an in te rv iew  

guide and s e l e c t i n g  in te rv iew  s i t e s ,  r e s u l t e d  in v i s i t s  to  e ig h t  

schools  w i th in  a 70-mile rad ius  o f  Michigan S ta t e  U n iv e r s i ty .  The 

in te rv iew  guide was based on a document t h a t  was o r i g i n a l l y  used by 

Huff e t  a l . (1982) in an i n v e s t ig a t i o n  o f  high- and average-

performing a d m in i s t r a to r s  in F lo r id a .  As the  in te rv iew  guide  had 

been s u c c e s s fu l ly  p i l o t  t e s t e d  in the  F lo r id a  s tudy, the  r e s e a rc h e r  

decided t h a t  no f u r t h e r  v a l i d a t i o n  of  the  ins trument was req u i red .  

However, a small p i l o t  study in which he in te rv iewed two p r i n c i p a l s ,  

one from an e f f e c t i v e  school and another  from a l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  

s c h o o l ,  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  t h e  i n t e r v i e w  g u id e  c o u ld  be used  

s u c c e s s fu l ly  to  i d e n t i f y  c o g n i t iv e  p rocesses  a f f e c t i n g  behavior .  

The major d i f f e r e n c e  in ins t rum enta t ion  was t h a t  in t h i s  p i l o t  the  

r e s e a rc h e r  asked general  ques t ions  about the  f i v e  major e f f e c t i v e -  

s c h o o l s  c o r r e l a t e s ,  w hereas  in t h e  F l o r i d a  s t u d y  a c r i t i c a l -  

in c id e n t s  format was fol lowed. Huff e t  a l . suggested  t h a t  th e  major 

even ts  the  respondent  was asked to  r e c a l l  possessed s i g n i f i c a n t



83

meanings t h a t  in a l l  p r o b a b i l i t y  a f f e c t e d  the  pe rson ’ s behavior .  As 

a comparison, in the  F lo r ida  study respondents  were asked, "What are  

your pe rcep t ions  about a school having a mission s ta tement?"  In the  

c u r re n t  i n v e s t ig a t i o n  th e  quest ion  was reworded to  read ,  "Describe a 

s i t u a t i o n  where you t a lk e d  to  your s t a f f  about school m is s io n s ."  

The l a t t e r  was used to  cap tu re  the  i n d i v i d u a l ’ s a t t i t u d e s  and 

fe e l in g s  and what he /she  had learned  from th e  s i t u a t i o n  being 

desc r ibed .  A copy o f  the  in te rv iew  guide can be found in Appen­

dix  D.

V i s i t a t i o n  s i t e s  were randomly s e le c te d  by c r e a t i n g  fou r  l i s t s .

Two l i s t s  conta ined the  names o f  p r i n c i p a l s  in low- and high-

performing schools  who had completed Form A, B, o r  C; the  remaining 

l i s t s  conta ined  the  names o f  p r i n c i p a l s  in low- and high-performing 

schools  who had completed Form D or  E. The re s e a rc h e r  con tac ted  the  

p r i n c i p a l s  by phone and e s t a b l i s h e d  in te rv iew  times f o r  the  two-week 

period a f t e r  school c losed in June.

Research Questions

This i n v e s t ig a t i o n  was designed to  t e s t  the  hypothesis  t h a t  

h ig h -e f f i c a c io u s  p r i n c i p a l s  a re  a d m in i s t r a to r s  o f  high-performing 

schools  and low -e f f i cac ious  p r in c ip a l s  a re  a d m in i s t r a to r s  o f  low- 

performing schools .  The w r i t e r  assumed t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in high-

performing schools  would r a t e  themselves h igher  in terms o f  t h e i r

a b i l i t y  to  perform s p e c i f i c  behaviors ,  t h a t  they would expect more 

success  in performing these  behavio rs ,  and t h a t  they would place 

more importance on performing them than would t h e i r  co u n te r p a r t s  in
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low-performing schools .  An in te rv iew  component was incorpora ted  

i n to  the  i n v e s t ig a t i o n  t o  s u b s t a n t i a t e  th e  q u a n t i t a t i v e  d a ta  and to  

genera te  d e s c r ip t i o n s  o f  how p r i n c i p a l s  in low- and high-performing 

schools  had c o g n i t iv e ly  processed in format ion d i f f e r e n t l y .

The following r e l a t e d  e f f icacy -as ses sm en t  ques t ions  were a lso  

addressed in the  c u r r e n t  in v e s t ig a t i o n :

1. Are th e re  d i f f e r e n c e s  among the  f i v e  q u e s t io n n a i r e  formats 

used to  a ssess  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ’ e f f i c a c y  le v e l s ?

2. Can a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  c o n s i s t e n t  e f f i c a c y  q u e s t io n n a i r e  be 

developed to  assess  e f f ic a cy ?

3. Which e f f i c a c y  ques t io n n a i r e  format i s  the  bes t  p r e d i c t o r  

o f  school performance?

4. To what e x te n t  w i l l  the  in c lu s io n  o f  an Outcome Value 

(Importance) dimension c o n t r ib u t e  to  the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  e f f i c a c y  

le v e l s ?

5. Should  t h e  e f f i c a c y  c o n s t r u c t  be measured  u s in g  a 

s i t u a t i o n - s p e c i f i c ,  o p e r a t i o n a l ly  def ined  behavioral  format ,  should 

i t  be measured using Gibson’ s g en era l ized  format,  o r  should i t  be 

measured using a combination o f  both formats?

S t a t i s t i c a l - A n a l y s i s  Procedures

A s e r i e s  of  one-way ANOVAs was completed to  determine whether 

an order ing  e f f e c t  was p resen t  in the  d a ta .  A Cronbach alpha 

a n a ly s i s  was used to  determine r e l i a b i l i t y  q u o t i e n t s ,  as well as to 

compare alpha l e v e l s  s t a t e d  by Gibson and Dembo (1984) f o r  the  

T e a ch e r  E f f i c a c y  Q u e s t i o n n a i r e  w i th  t h e  M od i f ied  A d m i n i s t r a t o r
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Eff icacy  Q uest ionna ire .  Means, s tandard  d e v ia t i o n s ,  and F-values 

were used to  i d e n t i f y  t r e n d s .  Factor a n a ly s i s  was used to  reduce 

the  number o f  items to  be included in f u r t h e r  a n a ly s i s  o f  th e  d a ta .  

A s e r i e s  o f  m u l t i v a r i a t e  analyses  o f  va r iance  (MANOVAs) was a lso  

completed to  determine whether s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  

e x i s t e d  in  the  m a te r i a l .

A canonical  d i s c r im in a n t  a n a ly s i s  was done as a " l a s t  d i t c h  

e f f o r t "  (Rummel, 1970) to  f ind  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  in the  

d a t a .  Three r e g re s s io n  equat ions  were a l so  completed to  determine 

the  r e l a t i v e  value o f  inc lud ing  an importance v a r i a b l e  in the  

e f f i c a c y  c o n s t r u c t .

All  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  d a t a  were keypunched and v e r i f i e d  by 

personnel a t  the  Michigan S t a t e  U n ive rs i ty  Computer Laboratory  using 

th e  S t a t i s t i c a l  Package f o r  the  Social  Sciences (SPSS). F i n a l l y ,  

the  in te rv iew  d a ta  were t r a n s c r ib e d  and incorpora ted  in to  the  

f in d in g s .



CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

Demographics

From t h i s  po in t  on, Form A, B, and C q u e s t io n n a i r e s  are  

i d e n t i f i e d  as the  P r inc ipa l  Eff icacy  Quest ionna ire  and Form D and E 

q u e s t io n n a i r e s  as the  Modified Pr inc ipa l  Eff icacy  Q uest ionna ire .  

S e v e n t y - n i n e  P r i n c i p a l  E f f i c a c y  Q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  and 80 M od if ied  

P r i n c i p a l  E f f i c a c y  Q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  were r e t u r n e d  f o r  a n a l y s i s .  

T w e n t y - t h r e e  P r i n c i p a l  E f f i c a c y  Q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  were fo rw a rd e d  

from low-performing schools ,  29 from in-between schoo ls ,  and 27 

from h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  s c h o o l s .  Twenty-two M od if ied  P r i n c i p a l  

Ef f icacy  Q uest ionna ires  were received  from low-performing schools ,  

30 from in-between schools ,  and 28 from high-performing schools .  

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  f o r  the  e n t i r e  sample were as fo l lows:  Most schools 

had popula t ions  between 100 and 499 s tu d en t s ,  the  m a jo r i ty  o f  the  

sample (75%) were males,  most (42%) were between 40 and 49 y ea r s  of  

a g e ,  60% had m a s t e r ’ s d e g r e e s ,  40% had been employed in  an 

educa t iona l  s e t t i n g  between 20 and 29 y e a r s ,  and 39% had been 

p r i n c i p a l s  f o r  10 to  19 y e a r s .  Tables 4.1 through 4 .6  d e t a i l  

frequency counts f o r  the  demographic d a ta .

86
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Table 4 . 1 .--Distribution of respondents by school population and byPrincipal Efficacy Questionnaire and Modified PrincipalEfficacy Questionnaire.

No. o f  S tudents  P r in .  Eff.  Mod. P r in .  Eff.  Total

100-499 55 45 100
500-1,000 21 33 54
Over 1,000 3 1 4

Total 79 79 159

Table 4 . 2 . - - D i s t r i b u t i o n  of  respondents  by gender and by P r inc ipa l  
Ef f icacy  Q uest ionna ire  and Modified P r inc ipa l  Ef f icacy  
Q uest ionna ire .

Gender P r in .  Eff .  Mod. P r in .  Eff.  Total

Female 16 23 39
Male 63 57 120

Total 79 80 159

I ab le  4 . 3 . - - D i s t r i b u t i o n  of  respondents  by age and by Pr inc ipa l
Ef f icacy  Quest ionna ire  and Modified Pr inc ipa l  Eff icacy  
Q ues t ionna i re .

Age P r in .  Ef f. Mod. P r in .  Eff. Total

30-39 20 14 34
40-49 25 41 66
50-59 31 20 51

60 or  above 3 5 8

Total 79 80 159
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Table 4 . 4 . --Distribution of respondents by education and by P ri n c i ­pal Efficacy Questionnaire and Modified PrincipalEfficacy Questionnaire.

Degree Pr in .  Eff . Mod. P r in .  Eff . Total

Bachelo r’ s 1 1
Master’ s 50 45 95
S p e c i a l i s t 19 25 44
Doctorate 9 9 18

Total 79 79 159

Table 4 . 5 . - - D i s t r i b u t i o n  of respondents  by employment in an educa­
t io n a l  s e t t i n g  and by Pr inc ipa l  Eff icacy  Quest ionnaire  
and Modified Pr inc ipa l  Eff icacy  Quest ionnaire .

No. of  Years Pr in .  Eff . Mod. Pr in .  Eff. Total

Under 2 years 1 1 2
6- 9 years 2 1 3

10-19 years 32 26 58
20-29 years 27 36 63
Over 29 years 17 16 33

Total 79 80 159
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Table 4 . 6 . --Distribution of respondents by administrative experienceand by Principal Efficacy Questionnaire and ModifiedPrincipal Efficacy Questionnaire,

No. o f  Years P r in .  Eff . Mod. P r in .  Eff . Total

Under 2 years 5 7 12
2- 5 years 8 6 14
6- 9 years 15 11 26

10-19 years 24 37 61
20-29 years 24 17 41
Over 29 years 1 2 3

Total 77 80 157

Questionnaire  Analysis

Order E f fec t

The f i r s t  re sea rch  quest ion  concerned the  o rder ing  o f  the  

e f f i c a c y  v a r i a b l e s .  A s e r i e s  o f  one-way ANOVAs confirmed t h a t  no 

o r d e r i n g  e f f e c t  was p r e s e n t .  For t h e  P r i n c i p a l  E f f i c a c y  

Quest ionna ire  only 7 of  a p o s s ib le  240 items were s i g n i f i c a n t ,  and 

f o r  the  Modified Pr inc ipa l  Eff icacy  Quest ionnaire  only 5 o f  a 

p o s s ib le  120 items were s i g n i f i c a n t .  Fur ther ,  no p a t t e r n  was 

a s so c ia te d  with s i g n i f i c a n c e .  S i g n i f i c a n t  items were i d e n t i f i e d  in 

each of  the  four  f a c t o r  a reas  (Goals,  F ac to rs ,  S t r a t e g i e s ,  Decision 

Making) on the  Pr inc ipa l  Eff icacy  Questionna ire  as they were in the  

four  f a c t o r  a reas  on the  Modified Pr inc ipa l  E f f icacy  Quest ionna ire  

( P e r s o n a l  E f f i c a c y ,  A d m i n i s t r a t o r  E f f i c a c y ,  P e r s o n a l  E f f i c a c y  

Importance,  A dm in is t ra to r  Eff icacy  Importance).  As such, the  number 

o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  items was well below what one would expect  by chance 

a lone.
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R e l i a b i l i t y  Analysis

Cronbach’s (1951) alpha was used to  address  Research Ques­

t i o n  2: Can a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  c o n s i s t e n t  e f f i c a c y  q u e s t io n n a i r e  be

developed t o  a sse ss  e f f i c a c y ?  Reca l l ing  t h a t  only  one ins trument 

had been s t a t i s t i c a l l y  v a l id a t e d ,  namely the  Gibson q u e s t io n n a i r e  

( in  Gibson & Dembo, 1984) t h a t  formed th e  b a s i s  f o r  the  Modified 

P r inc ipa l  Eff icacy  Q uest ionna ire ,  i t  was encouraging to  f ind  t h a t  in 

15 o f  16 i n s t a n c e s  a l p h a  l e v e l s  f o r  t h e  P r i n c i p a l  E f f i c a c y  

Quest ionnaire  exceeded alpha l e v e l s  accepted by Gibson and Dembo 

(Table 4 .7 ) .

Table 4 . 7 . - - R e l i a b i l i t y  c o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  the  P r inc ipa l  Ef f icacy  
Quest ionnaire  and the  Modified Pr inc ipa l  Ef f icacy  
Q uest ionna ire .

P r inc ipa l  Eff icacy  
Quest ionnaire A b i l i t y Expectancy Importance

Goals 0.82 0.91 0.86
Factors 0.82 0.88 0.72
S t r a t e g i e s 0.78 0.87 0.81
Importance 0.83 0 = 84 0.85

Modified Pr inc ipa l
Ef f icacy  Questionnaire Modified Gibson & Dembo

Personal Eff icacy 0.78 0.78
A dm inis t ra to r  Eff icacy 0.60 0.75
Personal Eff icacy  Importance 0.83
Adm in is t ra to r  Eff icacy  Importance 0.78

Note: The Gibson and Dembo r e l i a b i l i t y  c o e f f i c i e n t s  a re  based on
only 16 of  30 items l i s t e d  in t h e i r  q u e s t io n n a i r e ;  the  r e sea rc h e r s  
used loaded f a c t o r s  exceeding 0.45 versus a f a c t o r  loading o f  0.50 
f o r  the  c u r r e n t  i n v e s t ig a t i o n .
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To e l a b o r a t e ,  the  h ig h e s t  alpha leve l  r e p o r te d  by Gibson and 

Dembo was 0 .76 ,  compared to  a low o f  0.72 and a high o f  0.91 f o r  the  

P r i n c i p a l  E f f i c a c y  Q u e s t i o n n a i r e  s u b t e s t s .  Comparing a lp h a  

c o e f f i c i e n t s  r epo r ted  by Gibson and Dembo with those  f o r  the  

modif ied ve rs ion  o f  the  q u e s t io n n a i r e  (Forms D and E) in d ic a te d  t h a t  

i t e m s  used  t o  e v a l u a t e  P e r s o n a l  E f f i c a c y  l e v e l s  f o r  e i t h e r  

ins t rument  were eq u a l ly  v a l i d - - b o t h  had alpha  c o e f f i c i e n t s  o f  0 .76 .  

At the  same time,  th e  Gibson and Dembo Teacher E f f icacy  items had an 

a lpha  c o e f f i c i e n t  o f  0.75 compared t o  a low o f  0.60 f o r  the  

P r inc ipa l  E f f icacy  i tems in the  modified ins t rum en t .  This sugges ts  

t h a t  a l though in fe ren ces  can be made with some confidence  regard ing  

th e  P r in c ip a l  Ef f icacy  Quest ionnaire  d a ta  and the  Personal Eff icacy  

d a ta  genera ted  from the  Modified P r inc ipa l  E f f icacy  Q ues t ionna i re ,  

s i m i l a r  in fe ren ces  based on the  Adm in is t ra to r  E f f icacy  i tems on the  

Modified P r inc ipa l  Ef f icacy  Quest ionna ire  must be t r e a t e d  with more 

cau t ion .

Analysis  o f  Data f o r  the  P r inc ipa l  Ef f icacy  Q uest ionnaire

Tables E7 through E9, Appendix E, con ta in  frequency counts  by 

i tem f o r  the  P r inc ipa l  E f f icacy  Ques t ionna i re ;  Tables E10 through 

E12 l i s t  means, s tandard  d e v ia t i o n s ,  and F-va lues .  Only fou r  items 

(Items 9A, 67A, 211, and 291) were s i g n i f i c a n t .  Comparing mean 

scores  in d ic a ted  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in low-performing schools  r a te d  

t h e i r  a b i l i t y  and confidence  l e v e l s  h i g h e r . t h a n  d id  p r i n c i p a l s  in 

high-performing schools .  In c o n t r a s t ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in h igh-performing
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schools  p laced more importance on more behaviors  than d id  t h e i r  

c o u n te r p a r t s  in low-performing schools .

To e l a b o r a t e ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in low-performing schools  had higher  

perceived e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s  on 51 a b i l i t y  and 59 confidence  i tems. 

P r in c i p a l s  in h igh-performing schools i d e n t i f i e d  48 of  80 i tems as 

im por tant.  This f in d in g  sugges ts  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in 

low-performing schools  exaggerated t h e i r  a b i l i t y  and expectancy 

l e v e l s ,  compared t o  p r i n c i p a l s  in  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  s c h o o l s .  

P r in c i p a l s  in high-performing schools ,  because they  placed more 

importance on more behaviors  r e l a t e d  to  school e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  could 

have been motivated to  t e s t  t h e i r  a b i l i t i e s  in more s i t u a t i o n s  than 

t h e i r  co l leagues  and as a r e s u l t  might have acquired more accura te  

in format ion  regard ing  t h e i r  ac tua l  performance.

C o r re la t io n s  r e s u l t i n g  from a comparison using the  Rand items 

and the  four  s u b te s t s  o f  the  Pr inc ipa l  Eff icacy  Q uest ionna ire  (Table 

4 .8 )  were weak. C o r re la t io n s  were p o s i t i v e  in r e l a t i o n  to  the  

Rand 1 i tem  and n e g a t i v e  f o r  a l l  f o u r  Rand 2 r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  

Considering Ashton e t  a l . ’ s (1382, 1383) conclus ion  t h a t  th e  Rand 

items were the  b e s t  p r e d i c t o r s  o f  e f f i c a c y ,  t h i s  f in d in g  in d ic a ted  

t h a t  the  P r inc ipa l  E f f icacy  Quest ionna ire  was a poor s u b s t i t u t e .  At

the  same t im e,  the  p o s i t i v e  and negat ive  c o r r e l a t i o n s  confirmed the  

two-fold  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  the  e f f i c a c y  cons t ruc t - -nam ely ,  t h a t  i t  

con ta in s  a performance and an expectancy component.
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Table 4 . 8 . - - C o r r e l a t i o n  o f  Rand i tems and Goals,  Fac to rs ,  S t r a t e g i e s ,  
and Decision Making: P r inc ipa l  Eff icacy  Q uest ionna ire .

Goals Factors S t r a t e g i e s Decision Making

Rand 1 0.0758 0.1552 0.1468 0.1733
79 79 79 79

p=.253 p=.086 p=.098 P- .059

Rand 2 -0 .2066 -0.1405 -0 .2165 -0 .2553
79 79 79 79

p=.034 p=.108 P- .028 P- .012

A principal-component f a c t o r  a n a ly s i s  inc lud ing  varimax and 

oblimimax r o t a t i o n s  was performed to  reduce the  number of  v a r i a b le s  

on the  P r inc ipa l  E f f icacy  Questionnaire  and to  e s t a b l i s h  comparison 

s t a t i s t i c s  between the  Modified Pr inc ipa l  Eff icacy  Quest ionnaire  and 

the  Gibson ins t rument .  Table 4 .9  l i s t s  the  percentage  o f  var iance  

expla ined f o r  each s u b t e s t .  Explained var iances  on the  f i r s t  f a c t o r  

ranged from a low o f  29.6% to  a high o f  45.6% on the  P r inc ipa l  

E f f i c a c y  Q u e s t i o n n a i r e  s u b t e s t s  (G o a l s ,  F a c t o r s ,  S t r a t e g i e s ,  

Decision Making), compared to  a low of  21.5% and a high of  33.3% on 

the  Modified Pr inc ipa l  Eff icacy  Questionnaire  s u b te s t s  (Personal 

E f f icacy ,  A dm inis t ra to r  Eff icacy ,  Personal E f f icacy  Importance, 

A dm in is t ra to r  Ef f icacy  Importance).  Because the  s t r e n g th  of  the  

f i r s t  f a c t o r  to  exp la in  most o f  the  va r iance  was a t  an accep tab le  

leve l  f o r  th e  s u b t e s t s ,  the  r e sea rc h e r  decided t o  r e t a i n  i tems with 

f a c t o r  loadings  exceeding 0.50 f o r  f u r t h e r  a n a l y s i s .  The same 

d e c i s io n  r u l e  was used to  i d e n t i f y  items to  r e t a i n  from the  Modified
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P r inc ipa l  Eff icacy  Ques t ionna i re .  Tables E14 through E16, Appendix 

E, l i s t  f a c t o r  loadings  by i tem f o r  each q u e s t io n n a i r e .

Table 4 . 9 . - -Percen tage  o f  expla ined  va r iance :  P r in c ip a l  E f f icacy  
Quest ionna ire  and Modified Pr inc ipa l  Ef f icacy  Quest ion­
n a i r e .

Fac tor  C lu s te r s Number of
Variab le Items in
Category 1 2 3 4 5 6 F i r s t  Facto r

P r inc ipa l  Eff icacy  Quest ionna ire

Abi l i ty-G 36.9% 8.9% 6.9% 5.8% . . . . 5
A b i l i ty - F 34.5% 8.6% 7.1% 6.1% 5.8% 9
A b i l i ty -S 29.6% 9.2% 6.8% 6.2% 6.2% 5.8% 7
Abil i ty -D 33.6% 9.5% 7.9% 6.0% 5.9% -- 6

Expect.-G 45.6% 7.4% 6.3% 5.3% ____ 1
Expect.-F 42.7% 7.9% 6.4% 6.1% - - - - 8
Expect .-S 40.0% 8.1% 7.3% 6.7% 5.6% - - 6
Expect.-D 39.5% 8.4% 6.9% 6.2% 5.7% - - 8

Import.-G 39.1% 8.9% 7.1% 6.3% 7
Import .-F 37.9% 8.4% 6.6% 5.9% 5.6% 5
Import .-S 34.5% 10.0% 7.7% 7.5% 5.0% 6
Import .-D 36.5% 9.1% 7.4% 6.1% 5.4% 5.2% 6

Modified P r in c ip a l  Ef f icacy  Quest ionna ire

Per.  Eff. 31.7% 12.2% 9.3% 7.9% 4
Admin. Eff . 21.5% 12.7% 10.4% 9.4% 8.2% - - 4
Per.  Impt. 33.3% 12.1% 8.0% 7.1% 7
Admin. Impt. 28.8% 11.1% 9.3% 7.9% 6.8% -- 4
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This process  r e s u l t e d  in the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  22 A b i l i t y  

i t e m s ,  32 E xpec tancy  i t e m s ,  and 23 Im p o r tan c e  i t e m s  f o r  t h e  

P r inc ipa l  Ef f icacy  Q uest ionna ire .  With regard  to  the  Modified 

P r i n c i p a l  E f f i c a c y  Q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  f o u r  P e r s o n a l  E f f i c a c y ,  f o u r  

Adm in is t ra to r  E f f icacy ,  seven Personal Ef f icacy  Importance, and four 

Adm in is t ra to r  Eff icacy  Importance items were i d e n t i f i e d .  Loaded 

items included f o r  f u r t h e r  a n a ly s i s  a re  i d e n t i f i e d  by a s t e r i s k s  in 

Tables E13 through El6, Appendix E.

The next procedures included a u n iv a r i a t e  a n a ly s i s  using a l l  

items on the  Pr inc ipa l  Ef f icacy  Quest ionna ire  (Table 4 .1 0 ) ,  a MANOVA 

a n a l y s i s  u s in g  l o a d e d  i tem s  (T ab le  4 . 1 1 ) ,  and a c a n o n i c a l  

d i s c r im in a n t - fu n c t io n  a n a ly s i s  (Bray & Maxwell, 1982) (Table 4 .1 2 ) .  

No s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  were i d e n t i f i e d  in th e se  an a ly se s .  A 

second Pearson c o r r e l a t i o n  an a ly s i s  was completed using loaded 

f a c t o r  i tems and each o f  the  s u b te s t s  (Table 4 .1 3 ) .  This a n a ly s i s  

reconfirmed the  e x i s t en c e  o f  the  two e f f i c a c y  c o n s t r u c t s  i d e n t i f i e d  

in the  f i r s t  Pearson a n a ly s i s  using a l l  i tems. In 11 o f  12 

ana lyses ,  the s u b te s t s  c o r r e l a t e d  p o s i t i v e l y  with the  Rand 1 item 

and n e g a t iv e ly  with the  Rand 2 i tem.



Table  4 . 1 0 . —R esu l t s  o f  u n i v a r i a t e  and m u l t i v a r i a t e  a n a l y s i s  o f  v a r ian ce  measures f o r  g o a l s ,  
f a c t o r s ,  s t r a t e g i e s ,  and d e c i s io n  making: P r in c ip a l  E f f i c ac y  Q u e s t io n n a i re .

Fac tor
Low-Performing 

M SD N

In-Between 

M SD N

High-Performing 

M SD N

MAN0VA 

F d f  p

ANOVA 

F d f  p

Goals 4.7546 .8142 23 4.6325 .7769 29 4.7527 .5642 27 .26 2,76 .774 .2575 2,76  .7737

Factors 4.5452 .9257 23 4.3153 .6932 29 4.6166 .5586 27 1 .30  2,76 .278 1.3029 2 ,76 .2777

S t r a t e ­
g i e s 4.9275 .7577 23 4.9916 .5476 29 5.0626 .5015 27 .31 2,76 .731 .3142 2,76 .7313

Decis ion
Making 5.0329 .6433 23 4.9126 .5977 29 4.8975 .5400 27 .38 2,76 .684 .3819 2,76 .6839
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Table 4.11.--Results of MANOVA for Ability, Expectancy, Importance 
by Performance: Principal Efficacy Questionnaire.

Category SS df MS F Sig. of F

Within Cells 40.44 76 .53
MWithin Ability-Goals 1896.26 1 1896.26 3546.22 .000
Eff. by MWithin Ability .71 2 .36 .67 .516
Within Cells 48.98 76 .64
MWithin Ability-Factors 1595.02 1 1595.02 2474.96 .000
Eff. by MWithin Ability .16 2 .08 M .884
Within Cells 33.41 76 .44
MWithin Ability-Strategies 1983.74 1 1983.74 4511.93 .000
Eff. by MWithin Ability .42 2 .21 .48 .619
Within Cells 66.58 76 .88
MWithin Ability-Dec.Mak. 1450.73 1 1450.73 1656.08 .000
Eff. by MWithin Ability 1.84 2 .92 1.05 .354
Within Cells 60.51 76 .80
MWithin Expecty-Goals 1609.47 1 1609.47 2021.45 .000
Eff. by MWithin Expecty .28 2 .14 .18 .837
Within Cells 62.95 76 .83
MWithin Expecty-Factors 1625.90 1 1625.90 1963.02 .000Eff. by MWithin Expecty .40 2 .20 .24 .784
Within Cells 76.42 76 1.01
MWithin Expecty-Strategies 1641.68 1 1641.68 1632.57 .000
Eff. by MWithin Expecty .36 2 .18 .18 .836
Within Cells 54.89 76 .72
MWithin Expecty-Dec.Mak. 1667.37 1 1667.37 2308.42 .000Eff. by MWithin Expecty 1.34 2 .67 .93 .399
Within Cells 50.75 75 .68
MWithin Import.-Goals 1866.29 1 1866.29 2758.26 .000
Eff. by MWithin Import. 1.35 2 .67 1.00 .374
Within Cells 28.29 75 .38
MWithin Import.-Factors 2230.36 1 2230.36 5913.40 .000
Eff. by MWithin Import. .45 2 .23 .60 .552
Within Cells 43.93 75 .59
MWithin Import.-Strategies 1942.56 1 1942.56 3316.84 .000
Eff. by MWithin Import. .46 2 .23 .40 .675
Within Cells 53.93 75 .72
MWithin Import.-Dec.Mak. 1688.14 1 1688.14 2347.72 .000
Eff. by MWithin Import. .06 2 .03 .04 .961
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Table 4 . 1 2 . --Results of canonical discriminant-functions analysis:Principal Efficacy Questionnaire.

Eigen- % o f Canonical Wilks’
Function va lue Var. Corr. Lambda X d f  S ig n i f

1 0.30127 60.56 0.4811636 0.6424366 28.540 36 0.8074
2 0.19620 39.44 0.4049915 0.8359818 11.555 17 0.8263

Rotated Standard ized Discr iminant  Function C o e f f i c i e n t s
(Var iab les  Ordered by Size  o f  C o e f f i c i en t  Within Function)

Function 1 Function 2

Age 1.38157 -0.13442
Years -1.27359 -0.02006
Importance-Goals 0.71204 -0.09587
Expectancy-Decision Making 0.60890 0.11267
A b i l i ty -G oa ls 0.56332 0.05407
Expectancy-Goals -0.52565 0.32518
Students 0.27864 0.06673
Importance-Decision Making -0.27729 0.21250
Sex 0.24526 0.13484
A b i l i t y - S t r a t e g i e s 0.22467 -0.13328
Expec tancy-S tra teg ies -0.21871 -0.21718

Employment -0.16243 0.98611
A b i l i ty -D ec is io n  Making -0.23454 -0.73146
Im por tance -S t ra teg ie s -0.20747 0.57824
Education 0.05305 -0.47988
Expectancy-Factors -0.07495 -0.47146
Importance-Factors -0.23477 0.42434
A b i l i t y - F a c to r s -0.13542 0.17146
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Table 4 . 1 3 . --Pearson correlation coefficients: Rand items byPrincipal Efficacy Questionnaire subtests.

Test
A b i l i t y

Rand 1 

Expect. Import. A b i l i t y

Rand 2 

Expect. Import.

Goals 0.0442
79

p=.349

0.1306
79

p=.126

-0.0355
79

p=.378

0.1957
79

p=.042

-0.1416
79

p=.107

-0.2092
79

p=.032

Factors 0.3095
79

p=.003

0.2473
79

p=.014

0.0691
78

p=.274

-0.1627
79

p=.076

-0.1617
79

p=.077

-0.3045
78

p=.003

S t r a t e g i e s 0.3368
79

p=.001

0.2512
79

p=.013

0.1178
78

p=.152

-0.2187
79

p=.026

-0.0122
79

p=.458

-0.0765
78

p=.253

Decision
Making

0.0127
79

p=.456

-.1671
79

p=.071

-.0601 
78 

p=.301

-0.1223
79

p=.141

-0.1176
79

p=.151

-0.1150
78

p=.158

Analysis  o f  Data f o r  the  Modified P r inc ipa l  
Ef f icacy  Quest ionna ire

Means, s tandard  d e v ia t i o n s ,  and F-values  by item f o r  the  

Modified Pr inc ipa l  Ef f icacy  Questionnaire  are  found in Tables E17 

through E24, Appendix E. A MANOVA a n a ly s i s  (Table 4.14) and a 

canonical  d i s c r im in a n t - fu n c t io n s  a n a ly s i s  (Table 4.15)  f a i l e d  to 

i d e n t i f y  s ig n i f i c a n c e .  Because ord ina l  da ta  were used f o r  the  

M odif ied  P r i n c i p a l  E f f i c a c y  Q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  t h r e e  r e g r e s s i o n  

equat ions  (Tables E25 through E27, Appendix E) were genera ted  to  

i d e n t i f y  the  s t r e n g th  o f  the  Importance f a c t o r .  Again, s i g n i f i c a n t  

r e g re s s io n  equat ions  were not found in the  d a t a .  F u r the r ,  the  

c o e f f i c i e n t  o f  de te rm ina t ion  was low f o r  a l l  t h r e e  equat ions  (0.16
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fo r  the  low-performing-school sample, 0.13 f o r  the  in-between-school 

sample, and 0.20 f o r  the  h igh-performing-school sample).  Squaring 

the  p a r t i a l - c o r r e l a t i o n  da ta  a l so  in d ica ted  t h a t  the  in c lu s io n  of  

the  Importance f a c t o r  did  l i t t l e  to  exp la in  va r iance  in the  da ta  

based on e f f e c t i v e n e s s .

Table 4 . 1 4 . - - R e su l t s  o f  MANOVA of  items by performance: Modified 
Pr inc ipa l  Eff icacy  Q uest ionna ire .

Subtes t Item df F Sig.  o f  F

Personal Eff icacy 20 74,1 .24 0.788
24 74,1 .63 0.534
28 74,1 1.52 0.635
29 74,1 .46 0.635

Adm in is t ra to r  Eff icacy 2 73,1 .46 0.192
16 73,1 .31 0.736
23 73,1 .31 0.734
26 73,1 1.13 0.329

Personal Eff icacy 14 72,1 1.68 0.194
(Importance) 18 72,1 1.13 0.327

19 72,1 .37 0.694
24 72,1 .14 0.867
25 72.1 .47 0.628
28 72,1 .07 0.935
29 72,1 .94 0.395

Adm in is t ra to r  Eff icacy 2 77,1 .00 0.996
(Importance) 22 77,1 .80 0.454

23 77,1 .64 0.528
30 77,1 .87 0.423
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Table 4 . 1 5 . --Results of canonical discriminant-functions analysis:Modified Principal Efficacy Questionnaire.

Eigen- % o f  Canonical 
Function value Var. Corr.

Wilks’
Lambda X d f  Si gn i f

1 0.26746 64.26 0.4593720 0.6868004 26.488 20 0.1503
2 0.14877 35.74 0.3598689 0.8704944 9.778 9 0.3688

Rotated Standard ized Discr iminant Function C o e f f i c i e n t s
(Variab les  Ordered by Size o f  C o e f f i c i en t  Within Function)

Function 1 Function 2

A dm in is t ra to r  Eff icacy  (Importance) 0.68222 0.47812
Personal Eff icacy  (Importance) -0.66214 -0.09011
Years 0.57170 0.20408
Students -0.55606 -0.14915
Education 0.54705 -0.15204
Adm in is t ra to r  Eff icacy 0.37760 -0.19249
Personal Eff icacy -0.15986 -0.13794

Employment 0.08506 -1.32902
Sex -0.21825 0.75664
Age -0.62695 0.63875

n-: ^
I l C f l l l  U l  I I C I  C I I I C 3

Mean scores  by i tem by school performance were arranged in 

h i e r a r c h i c a l  order  f o r  both q u e s t io n n a i r e s  (Tables E28 through E43, 

Appendix E). Items with the  h ighes t  mean scores  were i n t e r p r e t e d  as 

behaviors  p r i n c i p a l s  were comfortable  performing; those  with low 

mean s c o r e s  were i n t e r p r e t e d  as b e h a v i o r s  p r i n c i p a l s  found 

d i f f i c u l t .  No g la r in g  d i f f e r e n c e s  were i d e n t i f i e d  t h a t  separa ted  

p r i n c i p a l s  in low-,  in-between, and high-performing schools .  In 

most cases the  same behaviors were i d e n t i f i e d ;  where d i f f e r e n c e s  did
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e x i s t ,  t h o s e  d i s c r e p a n c i e s  were n e g l i g i b l e .  F u r t h e r ,  t h e  

ADMINISTRATOR, HUMANITARIAN, PROGRAM-MANAGER, and PROBLEM-SOLVER 

schema hypothesized by Leithwood and Montgomery (1984) was not  found 

in  t h e  P r i n c i p a l  E f f i c a c y  Q u e s t i o n n a i r e  d a t a .  To e l a b o r a t e ,  

a l t h o u g h  f i v e  q u e s t i o n s  were c r e a t e d  f o r  each  o f  t h e  f o u r  

h i e r a r c h i c a l  dimensions o f  the  model, the  r e s u l t i n g  mean scores  

ranked by i tem f a i l e d  to  i d e n t i f y  c l u s t e r s  t h a t  p a r a l l e l e d  the  

Leithwood and Montgomery model.

A f i n a l  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  d a t a  i n v o l v e d  t h e  

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  q u e s t io n n a i r e  items on which th e  mean scores  o f  

the  respondent  groups d i f f e r e d  by a h a l f  po in t  o r  more. R esu l ts  of  

t h i s  a n a ly s i s  suggested t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in low-performing schools  

be l ieved  they were more competent in performing the  following 

b e h a v i o r s :  s e l e c t i n g  a n d / o r  c r e a t i n g  su rv e y  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s

to  i d e n t i f y  school-improvement needs,  conducting school/community 

needs  a s s e s s m e n t s ,  i d e n t i f y i n g  s p e c i f i c  r e a s o n s  t o  v i s i t  a 

c l a s s r o o m ,  c o n s t a n t l y  e n f o r c i n g  d i s c i p l i n e  r u l e s ,  p r e v e n t i n g  

unwanted i n t r u s io n s  i n to  h i g h - p r i o r i t y  school a c t i v i t i e s ,  using 

s p e c i f i c  techniques  to  reach consensus,  making unpopular d e c i s io n s ,  

and ques t ion ing  t h e i r  own behavior when t each e rs  were upse t .

In terms of  confidence  l e v e l s ,  the  same p r i n c i p a l s  were more 

e f f i c a c i o u s  in conducting school/community assessments ,  g e t t i n g  

through to  d i f f i c u l t  t e a c h e r s ,  making sure  t h a t  t h e i r  d i r e c t i v e s  

were followed,  and ignor ing  or circumvent ing p o l i c i e s  t h a t  prevented  

them from achieving d e s i r ed  g o a ls .  In two in s tan ces  p r i n c i p a l s  in
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the  low-performing sample ranked items h igher  on importance than did 

p r i n c i p a l s  in the  h igh-performing sample. This was f o r  Items 8 and 

40, concern ing th e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  p o s i t i v e  and n ega t ive  f a c t o r s  

t h a t  had an impact on goal a t ta inm ent  and acqu i r ing  e x te rn a l  funding 

and support  t o  achieve goa ls .

In only one in s tance  d id  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  high-performing 

schools  r a t e  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  l e v e l s  h igher  than d id  t h e i r  co l leagues  

in low-performing schools .  In t h i s  rega rd ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  high- 

performing sample in d ic a ted  t h a t  t h e i r  behavior  had an e f f e c t  on 

s t a f f .  They a l s o  had h i g h e r  c o n f i d e n c e  l e v e l s  in t e rm s  o f  

main ta in ing  high l e v e l s  o f  community involvement and d e l i v e r i n g  

i n - s e r v i c e  programs in an area  o f  e x p e r t i s e .  Fu r the r ,  the  same 

p r i n c i p a l s  placed more importance on s e l e c t i n g  and /or  c r e a t i n g  

survey q u e s t io n n a i r e s  to  i d e n t i f y  school-improvement needs,  a c t i v e l y  

p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in  t e a c h e r  i n - s e r v i c e  a c t i v i t i e s ,  and d e l i v e r i n g  

i n - s e r v i c e  programs in an area  of  e x p e r t i s e .

Analysis  o f  In te rv iew Responses

Eight p r i n c i p a l s ,  t h r e e  in low-performing schools ,  fou r  in 

h igh-performing schoo ls ,  and one who had rep laced  a d ismissed 

p r in c ip a l  during the  course  o f  the  s tudy, were questioned  using a 

31- item c r i t i c a l - i n c i d e n t s  ins trument (Appendix E). In te rv iews  

l a s t e d  an hour and a h a l f  to  two hours and were scheduled a f t e r  

s tu d en t s  had been dismissed f o r  summer v aca t ion .  The th r e e  low- 

performing schools  were lo ca ted  in l a rg e  m e t ropo l i t an  a r e a s .  One 

community could be desc r ibed  as impoverished, another  as i n n e r - c i t y ,



104

and the  t h i r d  as a mixed-income a rea .  Schools in the  high- 

performing sample were loca ted  in more p leasan t  su r roundings .  One 

was s i t u a t e d  in a smal l ,  s i n g l e - i n d u s t r y  town, another  in a ru ra l  

s e t t i n g ,  and two in l a r g e ,  w e l l - to -d o ,  urban a r e a s .  The re s e a rc h e r  

made th e  dec i s io n  r u l e  t h a t  whenever two o f  the  t h r e e  p r i n c i p a l s  in 

th e  low-performing sample or t h r e e  of  four  in t h e  high-performing 

sample gave s im i l a r  responses ,  s i m i l a r i t i e s  e x i s t e d  w i th in  groups.  

Fu r the r ,  whenever the  responses  o f  the  new p r in c ip a l  concurred with 

comments made by p r i n c i p a l s  in the  high-performing sample,  they  were 

included in the  m ate r ia l  f o r  t h a t  sample.

In terms o f  demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  the  low-performing 

sample inc luded th r e e  males and one female;  th r e e  were over 30 years  

old and one was between 40 and 49. One had been employed in the

pub l ic  school system more than ten  y e a r s ,  another  f o r  more than 20

y e a r s ,  and two f o r  more than 29 y e a r s .  Adm in is t ra t ive  exper ience  

a l so  v a r i e d .  One in te rv iewee  had had fewer than two y ea r s  o f  

exper ience ,  and th r e e  had had between 20 and 29 y e a r s .  Three had 

m as te r ’ s degrees and one a d o c to ra te .  P r in c i p a l s  in the  high- 

performing schools  were somewhat l e s s  exper ienced and younger.  All 

fou r  were males. Two o f  these  p r i n c i p a l s  were over 30, one over 40, 

and the  fo u r th  over 60. Two p r i n c i p a l s  had been working in the

publ ic  school system between 10 and 19 y e a r s ,  one f o r  more than 20

y e a r s ,  and a t h i r d  f o r  more than 29 y e a r s .  One in te rv iewee  had been 

in an a d m in i s t r a t i v e  p o s i t i o n  between 2 and 5 y e a r s ,  ano ther  between 

10 and 19 y e a r s ,  a t h i r d  f o r  20 to  29 y e a r s ,  and the  fo u r th  f o r  more
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than 29 y e a r s .  Three had m as te r ’ s degrees  and one a s p e c i a l i s t  

degree.

General P a t te rn s

Two i n t e r e s t i n g  p a t t e r n s  emerged from the  in te rv iew  d a ta :  (a)

p r i n c i p a l s  in  the  h igh-performing sample were more e x p l i c i t  and 

knowledgeable in d e sc r ib in g  t h e i r  a b i l i t i e s ,  and (b) p r i n c i p a l s  in 

the  high-performing sample were goal d i r e c t e d ,  even befo re  they 

became p r i n c i p a l s .  I t  can a l so  be s t a t e d  t h a t  t h i s  "sense of 

mission" d i r e c t e d  subsequent behavior .

To e l a b o r a t e ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  h igh-performing schools  were 

more knowledgeable about t h e i r  own performance and what o th e rs  

thought o f  t h e i r  schools .  When asked to  d e sc r ib e  what o th e r s  

thought o f  them and t h e i r  schools ,  and why, one s t a t e d ,  "Right now 

. . . p r e t t y  g r e a t .  I hear  some p r e t t y  p o s i t i v e  comments from 

p a re n ts .  I feel  q u i t e  p o s i t i v e .  . . .  I t h in k  t h a t  o th e r s  t h in k  I 

am very p ro g r e s s iv e . "  Another s t a t e d ,  "I t h in k  t h a t  most people 

l i k e  the  work I do very much. I would say I ’ve always g o t ten  good 

feedback from te a c h e r s ,  p a re n t s ,  from a d m in i s t r a to r s ,  about the  work 

I ’ve done. I ’ve always g o t ten  p o s i t i v e  feedback."  A t h i r d  s a id ,  "I 

th in k  they th in k  I am competent. I know my boss does through h is  

e v a lu a t io n s  and h i s  comments a t  meet ings .  I th in k  t h a t  I have the  

r e sp ec t  o f  my co l leagues  and t h a t  they th in k  t h a t  I have a good 

b u i ld in g . "  And a fo u r th  s a id ,  "I th in k  t h a t  most people t h in k  t h a t  

I am a p o s i t i v e  person. . . .  I ’m p ro - t e a c h e r .  . . .  I t h in k  t h a t  

pa ren ts  have q u i te  a l o t  o f  conf idence in me to  handle a l o t  of
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th in g s  to  help kids l e a r n .  Frankly,  I ge t  a l o t  o f  p o s i t i v e  

feedback--f rom s t a f f ,  the  supe r in tenden t ,  s t u d e n t s . "

P r i n c i p a l s  in  t h e  l o w - p e r fo r m in g  s c h o o l s  r e sp o n d ed  q u i t e  

d i f f e r e n t l y .  With regard  to  the  same q u es t io n s ,  one s a t  in s i l e n c e  

and ignored the  query.  Another s a id ,  "I don’t  t h in k  t h a t  o th e r s  see 

me as an e x c e l l e n t  p r in c ip a l  but as a good adequate one"; and the  

t h i r d  commented, "The community i s  p r e t t y  well s a t i s f i e d  with us, 

al though c e n t r a l - o f f i c e  personnel see me as a thorn  in t h e i r  s i d e . "  

U n l ik e  p r i n c i p a l s  in t h e  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  sam ple ,  a l l  t h r e e  

p r i n c i p a l s  in  t h e  l o w - p e r fo r m in g  g roup  were u n a b le  t o  g i v e  

s u p p o r t i n g  e v i d e n c e  f o r  t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  s t a t e m e n t s .  T h e i r  

informat ion was l im i t ed  to  impressions and was not based on fac tu a l  

feedback from the  c l i e n t  system.

Information Search

Two in te rv iew  ques t ions  concerned g a the r ing  informat ion from 

o th e r s  in a one-to-one s i t u a t i o n  and c o l l e c t i n g  informat ion to  solve 

a complex problem. P r in c i p a l s  in the  high-performing schools  were 

more s k i l l f u l  in e l i c i t i n g  and w i l l in g  to  g a the r  informat ion from 

ex te rna l  sources .  Describing pa ren t  conferences ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  

high-performing sample por t rayed  themselves as a c t i v e  l i s t e n e r s  and 

good communicators. For in s ta n ce ,  one p r in c ip a l  s t a t e d ,  "I very 

d e f i n i t e l y  t r y  to  f ind  out what the  o t h e r ’s po in t  o f  view i s .  . . . 

I want to  know what they a re  saying and I want a l so  . . . I would 

hope t h a t  I would ge t  to  know the  person enough p e r so n a l ly  so t h a t  I 

would a l so  know where t h a t  person was coming from." A second sa id ,
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"I t r y  to  g ive  pa ren ts  the  in format ion I have,  c r e a t e  an environment 

so t h e y ’ re  f e e l i n g  comfortable  about asking ques t ions  they have, and 

show them t h a t  I was concerned about t h e i r  f e e l i n g s . "  A t h i r d  

t a lk e d  about a pa ren t  who phoned the  school concerning a f a i l i n g  

mark her son had rece ived  on a f in a l  r e p o r t .  The p a ren t  thought the  

school had not done enough to  help the  c h i l d .  The p r in c ip a l  went on 

to  de sc r ib e  how he l i s t e n e d  to  the  pa ren t  and t o l d  her t h a t  he 

d id n ’t  e x ac t ly  agree  with the  s ta tem ents  she was making but t h a t  

"her  pe rcep t ion  i s  her r e a l i t y  and t h a t  r e a l l y  co u n ts . "  And a 

f o u r th ,  who was t y p ic a l  o f  p r i n c i p a l s  in th e  h igh-performing sample, 

s t a t e d ,  "I t r y  to  summarize my conversa t ions  with pa ren ts  t o  make 

sure  t h a t  they unders tand what we’ ve d is cu s sed ."

In terms o f  seeking informat ion from o th e r s ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  

h igh-performing schools  consu l ted  more people when faced with a 

complex i s su e .  One desc r ibed  how she met with a l l  s t a f f  members to  

review d i s c i p l i n e  p o l i c i e s  and what might be done to  address  the  

i s su e .  She s t a t e d ,  "Some I j u s t  i n s t i t u t e d  and o th e r s  we worked on 

to g e th e r .  A second p r in c ip a l  ta lk ed  about using h i s  school advisory  

team ( s i x  t e a c h e r s  who headed t e a c h e r  teams t h a t  made 

recommendations about the  s ch o o l ’ s ope ra t ion )  and meeting with  the  

e n t i r e  s t a f f  t o  address  h i s  goal fo r  the  school to  have a f i v e - y e a r  

school-improvement p lan .  He s a id ,  "I th in k  I know about every 

problem in the  b u i ld ing  one way or  ano ther .  . . .  We t a l k  about a 

l o t  of  t h in g s .  . . . Everything goes to  the  s t a f f .  . . .  I th in k  

t h a t  I s e t  up a c l im a te  in t h i s  bu i ld ing  so t h a t  people fee l  f r e e  to 

express  how they fee l  about t h i n g s . "  The same p r in c ip a l  a l so
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c o l l e c t e d  i n f o r m a t i o n  from p e e r s  and p e r i o d i c a l s .  A t h i r d  

a d m in i s t r a to r ,  t a l k i n g  about h is  t e a c h e r s ’ d e s i r e  to  group s tuden ts  

homogeneously f o r  reading i n s t r u c t i o n ,  desc r ibed  how he c o l l e c t e d  

informat ion from ind iv idua l  t e a c h e r s ,  t e ac h e r  groups,  and re sea rch  

p e r i o d i c a l s .  And i f  an i s sue  was too  complex, p r i n c i p a l s  in high- 

performing schools  sought a s s i s t a n c e  from ex te rna l  sources .  One 

s t a t e d ,  "Sure, I seek o u ts id e  help from time to  t ime because

sometimes i t ’ s a problem with the  number o f  hands you have."

Another s a id ,  "I do a l o t  o f  mental work on i t .  . . .  I a l so  t a l k  to  

o th e r  people to  g e t  t h e i r  ideas  and t h e i r  views. . . .  I t  doesn’ t  

bo ther  me." A t h i r d  responded, "I look around and accep t  the  f a c t  

t h a t  I need h e lp ."

In c o n t r a s t ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  low-performing sample desc r ibed  

one-on-one d i s cu s s io n s  with o th e r s  as even ts .  One p r in c ip a l  s a id ,  

"I j u s t  have to  lump them t o g e t h e r . "  A second t e r s e l y  r e p l i e d ,  "I 

am p o l i t i c a l l y  a s t u t e  and know what to  ask and when"; a t h i r d ,  when 

asked whether he ever  sought a n o th e r ’ s p o in t  o f  view, s a i d ,  " I t  

depends on whether i t ’ s pa ren ts  or s t a f f . "  Cont inuing,  th e  same

p r in c ip a l  s t a t e d  t h a t  t e ac h e rs  u su a l ly  t o l d  him what was on t h e i r  

minds whether he wanted to  hear  i t  or no t .

Typical p r i n c i p a l s  a l so  l im i t ed  t h e i r  informat ion sea rches .  

Describ ing the  most complex i s sue  they had faced in the  l a s t  yea r  

and where and from whom they c o l l e c t e d  in form at ion ,  one p r in c ip a l  in 

the  low-performing sample t a lk e d  about a t im e ta b l in g  i s su e  and s a id ,  

"These i s su e s  are  r e a l l y  decided downtown." A second, d e sc r ib in g
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how he c r e a te d  a s e c u r i t y  p o l icy  fo r  h is  school,  s t a t e d ,  "I have two 

union r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  and we t a l k  to  one another  a l l  the  t im e ."  A 

t h i r d  reviewed any problems with h is  s e c r e t a r y .  When the  d i s t r i c t  

wanted to  s t a r t  a b r e a k fa s t  program in h i s  b u i ld in g ,  he went to  h is  

s e c r e t a r y  and t a lk e d  to  "a couple o f  s t a f f  members." Seeking 

ex te rna l  informat ion o r  a s s i s t a n c e  was unth inkable  f o r  p r i n c i p a l s  in 

the  low-performing schools .  One s a id ,  "I l i k e  to  keep problems here 

and p r o t e c t  the  s t a f f . "  Another s t a t e d ,  "I do every th ing  t o  keep a 

problem here" and went on to  say t h a t  he d id  not l i k e  t o  see c a l l s  

going downtown because they made h is  school look bad.

P r in c i p a l s  in the  low-performing schools  not only wanted to  

keep problems a t  the  school ,  they a l so  ignored i s su e s  e x te rn a l  to  

th e  school.  For in s ta n c e ,  p r i n c i p a l s  were asked to  d e sc r ib e  

s i t u a t i o n s  in which they had been the  t a r g e t  o f  nega t ive  c r i t i c i s m  

and what they had done to  address  the  i s su e .  All t h r e e  p r i n c i p a l s  

in  t h e  l o w - p e r f o r m in g  sample  d id  n o t h i n g  t o  c o n t r o l  n e g a t i v e  

p u b l i c i t y .  One desc r ibed  a s i t u a t i o n  in which a group o f  p a re n ts  in 

h i s  community had t r i e d  to  dismiss  him because he a l l e g e d ly  "put 

kids  in c l o s e t s  and so ld  dope." His response was t o  do noth ing  and 

to  l e t  a counter  group of  pa ren ts  go downtown to  f i g h t  f o r  h is  

r e t e n t i o n .

Only th r e e  o f  the  f i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  in th e  high-performing sample 

had s t o r i e s  to  t e l l  about being the  brunt o f  nega t ive  c r i t i c i s m .  In 

each in s t a n c e ,  they sought support  and advice  from ex te rna l  sources ,  

namely, c e n t r a l - o f f i c e  pe rsonnel .  One s i t u a t i o n  involved s t a f f  

c r i t i c i s m  about how d i s c i p l i n e  was handled in the  school.  This
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in c id e n t  had occurred in another  bu i ld in g ,  when the  in te rv iewee  was 

a v i c e - p r i n c i p a l .  The p r i n c i p a l  d e s c r i b e d  how a s e c o n d a ry  

c o n su l t a n t  from c e n t r a l  o f f i c e  had been engaged to  mediate the  

impasse between ad m in i s t r a t io n  and s t a f f .  In the  second in c id e n t ,  a 

p r in c ip a l  desc r ibed  a s i t u a t i o n  in which he consu l ted  with the  

su p er in tenden t  when a pa ren t  was accusing him of  mismanaging T i t l e  I 

funds.  In th e  t h i r d  case ,  the  p r in c ip a l  sought and rece ived  advice 

from co l leag u es  and p ee r s .  Unlike p r i n c i p a l s  in the  low-performing 

sample,  who simply dismissed c r i t i c i s m  from o th e r s ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in 

t h e  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  s c h o o l s  d e s c r i b e d  t h e s e  e x p e r i e n c e s  as 

" s t r e s s f u l . "  They a l so  s t a t e d  t h a t  they had lea rned  how to  deal 

with c o n f l i c t  from t h e i r  exper iences .  As one p r in c ip a l  s a id ,  "I 

guess t h a t  I l e t  a l o t  o f  th in g s  j u s t  r o l l  o f f .  . . . That doesn’ t  

mean you don’ t  c a re .  . . . I t ’ s r e a l l y  not worth worrying about--you 

have to  draw l i n e s  sometimes."

The in te rv iew  m a te r ia l  suggested t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in high- 

performing schools be l ieved  in t h e i r  a b i l i t y  to  c o l l e c t  informat ion 

from a v a r i e t y  o f  sources .  They were comfortable  e s t a b l i s h i n g  open 

communication networks,  and they a c t i v e l y  sought input  from o th e r s .  

They a l so  considered  feedback about t h e i r  own performance to  be 

impor tant .  They were e f f i c a c i o u s  informat ion c o l l e c t o r s .

Sense o f  Mission

Looking a t  p a s t  exper iences  t h a t  could be r e v ea l in g  in terms of 

c u r re n t  e f f i c a c y  p e rcep t ions  in d ica ted  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  high- 

performing schools  came from more a c t iv e  environments than did  t h e i r
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co l leag u es .  Describing pub l ic  school exper iences ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  

h igh-performing sample had been involved in t h e i r  schools  and came 

from suppor t ive  home environments .  One p r in c ip a l  had been involved 

in a cadet teaching  program in which he had superv ised  classrooms 

and assumed teaching  d u t i e s  f o r  t e ac h e rs  on s i c k  le av e .  Two o th e r s  

r ep ea ted ly  had been e le c te d  to  l e ad e rsh ip  p o s i t i o n s  f o r  a v a r i e t y  o f  

school o rg an iza t io n s  and even ts .  Two had been Eagle Scouts and 

th r e e  had been members o f  a t h l e t i c  teams. Three o f  the  f i v e  a lso  

mentioned the  support  they had rece ived  from p a r e n t s .  One s t a t e d ,  

"I was the  model s tuden t  and son, and my p a re n ts  were always 

su p p o r t iv e . "  Another s a id ,  "Whenever my f a t h e r  looked a t  my r e p o r t  

card he would say,  ’You can’ t  keep your mouth shut  and behave. Do 

you want to  end up l i k e  me d r iv in g  a bread t r u c k ,  because i f  you do 

I ’ l l  k i l l  y e h ! ’ " P r in c i p a l s  in the  low-performing sample did  not 

t a l k  ab o u t  t h e i r  p a r e n t s  and d e s c r i b e d  t h e i r  p u b l i c  schoo l  

exper iences  in l a c k l u s t e r  terms.  One s a id ,  "The whole purpose of  

l i f e  was t o  have a good time and playing ba sk e tb a l l  or  baseba l l  or 

whatever was in season ,"  whereas another  responded by simply saying, 

"Uneventful ."

The same p a t t e r n  was a l s o  e v i d e n t  in t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n s  

p r i n c i p a l s  provided about t h e i r  pos t -h igh-school  ex p er iences .  Seven 

o f  the  e ig h t  p r i n c i p a l s  had gone d i r e c t l y  from high school to  

u n i v e r s i t y .  The o th e r  had a t tended a seminary f o r  20 months, was 

asked to  l e av e ,  served in Vie t  Nam, and then en te red  u n i v e r s i t y .  

C once rn ing  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  g r o u p s ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in  t h e
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high-performing schools  desc r ibed  t h e i r  u n i v e r s i t y  exper iences  as 

unique le a rn ing  exper iences  t h a t  had had a l a s t i n g  e f f e c t  on t h e i r  

development. One s t a t e d ,  "Most o f  the  ideas  I have about education 

were formulated in c o l l e g e . "  Another desc r ibed  c o l l e g e  as a 

" t rem endous  o p p o r t u n i t y ,  a r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  and a s a c r e d  t r u s t  

between te ac h e r  and s tu d e n t . "  Three sa id  they had " learned  how to  

lea rn"  a t  co l leg e  and desc r ibed  themselves as s e r io u s  s tu d e n t s .  Two 

a l so  s t a t e d  t h a t  they had had d i f f i c u l t y  r e a d ju s t i n g  to  l i v i n g  on 

t h e i r  own away from t h e i r  f a m i l i e s .  P r i n c i p a l s  in t h e  low- 

performing sample simply went to  c o l l e g e .  One s a i d ,  "I wanted to  

g e t  out and work." A second ta lk ed  about h is  soc ia l  p u r s u i t s  and 

how he had "s t rugg led  to  l e a r n , "  whereas the  t h i r d  s t a t e d  t h a t  

u n i v e r s i t y  had had no e f f e c t  w ha tsoever- -per iod .

The f i r s t  i n d i c a t io n  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  high-performing 

sample were goal d i r e c t e d  came in response to  Item 3: "What event

o r  conversa t ion  prompted you to  become a school a d m in is t r a to r? "  

P r in c i p a l s  in the  high-performing group had become p r i n c i p a l s  fo r  

one o f  two r e a s o n s :  oth er s  had en co u rag ed  them t o  become

p r i n c i p a l s ,  o r  they had had an inner  f e e l i n g  t h a t  they could make a 

c o n t r ib u t io n  to  s o c i e ty  by working in educa t ion .  Four o f  the  f i v e  

p r i n c i p a l s  had been en co u rag ed  by t e a c h e r s  and b u i l d i n g  

a d m in i s t r a to r s  to  become l e a d e r s .  P r in c i p a l s  in the  low-performing 

schools  did  not t a l k  about making a c o n t r ib u t io n  to  s o c i e ty ,  whereas 

th r e e  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  high-performing sample d id .  To e l a b o r a t e ,  

one p r in c ip a l  in the  high-performing sample s a id ,  "I  did  a damn good 

job  in th e  classroom, and I was a fo rce  in my b u i ld in g .  Because I
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was a good te ac h e r  I had some th ings  to  share with t e a c h e r s ,  and I 

could in f luence  them to  make th in g s  b e t t e r  f o r  k id s . "  A second, the  

p r in c ip a l  who had served in Vie t  Nam, desc r ibed  how t h i s  h o r r i f y in g  

exper ience  had prompted him to  become an educa tor :  "I thought t h a t

th e r e  had to  be a b e t t e r  way to  make the  world a b e t t e r  p lace  

to  l i v e ,  and I thought t h a t  working in education I could make a 

c o n t r i b u t i o n . "  A t h i r d  ta lk ed  about the  excitement  o f  l i v i n g  on a 

l a rg e  c o l l e g e  campus in the  1960s and h is  d e c i s io n  to  become a 

p r in c ip a l  in order  to  address  human-rights i s su e s .  He, too ,  t a lk e d  

about making a c o n t r ib u t io n  to  s o c i e ty .  Two p r i n c i p a l s  in the  high- 

performing sample a l so  t a lk e d  about being r i s k  t a k e r s ,  and both sa id  

they loved change. As one commented, "I was looking a t  doing 

something t h a t  was going to  chal lenge  me." In c o n t r a s t ,  p r i n c i p a l s  

in the  low-performing schools  simply had f a l l e n  in to  the  j o b .  Two 

had become p r i n c i p a l s  because they had been "in the  r i g h t  p lace  a t  

the  r i g h t  t im e ."  The t h i r d  simply had n eg o t ia ted  h imse lf  out o f  a 

c e n t r a l - o f f i c e  p o s i t i o n  in to  a p r i n c i p a l s h i p .  Two of  the  th re e  

p r i n c i p a l s  had taken th e  job  because they had seen no long-term 

advancement s tay ing  in the  classroom, and one o f  them a l so  admitted 

being "very money consc ious ."

In te rv iewees  were asked whether t h e i r  schools  had mission 

s ta t em en ts .  Seven s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e i r  schools  d id  have such a 

s ta tem en t .  They had e i t h e r  heard o f  o r  a t tended  an e f f e c t i v e -  

schools  workshop d i r e c t e d  by Dr. L. Lezotte  o r  the  l a t e  Dr. R. 

Edmonds. The major d i f f e r e n c e  between the  two groups was t h a t
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p r i n c i p a l s  in the  high-performing schools  placed more importance on 

u s in g  m i s s i o n  s t a t e m e n t s  t o  move t h e i r  s c h o o l s  in  a d e s i r e d  

d i r e c t i o n .  One p r in c ip a l  s t a t e d ,  "The d i s t r i c t  has a mission 

s ta tement t h a t  . . . well we a l so  e s t a b l i s h  one f o r  each bu i ld ing  

. . . and we t a l k  about i t  a t  the  beginning of  the  y ea r .  With the  

s t a f f  and myself  we e s t a b l i s h  what we want to  ach ieve ."  A second 

p r in c ip a l  sa id  t h a t  he and h i s  s t a f f  " i n v e s t ig a t e d  ten  a reas  of  

concern and t a r g e t e d  f i v e  to  a f i v e - y e a r  bui lding-improvement p la n . "  

He continued , " Ins tead  o f  b u i ld ing  a permanent plan t h a t  changes

from one y ea r  to  the  next and where you kind o f  j u s t  worked on

whatever was the  hot t o p i c  o f  the  t ime,  I wanted us to  have a goal 

where we wanted to  be in f i v e  y e a r s . "  A t h i r d  t a lk e d  about sending 

brochures  home t h a t  advised the  community o f  what h i s  school stood 

f o r - - h i g h  ach iev em en t  based  on a q u a l i t y  e d u c a t i o n a l  d e l i v e r y  

system. The p r in c ip a l  expected h is  s t a f f  to  exper iment,  be with 

c h i l d r e n ,  know e v e r y t h i n g  p o s s i b l e  ab o u t  t h e i r  s t u d e n t s ,  and 

con t inuous ly  search f o r  b e t t e r  ways to  d e l i v e r  s u p e r io r  l e a rn in g  

r e s u l t s .  F in a l ly ,  a fo u r th  expressed d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  with the  

c u r r e n t  mission s ta tem ent  h is  school had. He e la b o r a te d ,  "I don’t  

t h in k  t h a t  i t  goes f a r  enough. . . .  I want to  have a r ea l  s t rong  

s ta tement  about a c c o u n t a b i l i t y . "  In t h i s  a d m i n i s t r a t o r ’ s opin ion ,  

too many of  h i s  t e ac h e rs  were simply paying l i p  s e r v ice  t o  the  

s ta tement  t h a t  a l l  s tuden t s  could l e a r n ,  while s t r e s s i n g  c h a r a c t e r

development a t  the  expense o f  achievement g a in s .

In c o n t r a s t ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  low-performing sample d ismissed 

mission s ta tem en ts .  For in s ta n ce ,  one s t a t e d  t h a t  h is  s t a f f  was
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"work ing t o  improve t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  w o r k l i f e  f o r  s t u d e n t s - -  

e d u c a t io n a l ly ,  s o c i a l l y ,  and h e a l th -w ise . "  When asked where h is  

school was going, the  same p r in c ip a l  r e p l i e d ,  "Tha t ’ s a d i f f i c u l t  

ques t ion  to  answer. . . .  I j u s t  don’ t  know." A second a l so  s t a t e d  

t h a t  h i s  school had a mission  s ta tement and went on to  say,  "We have 

advisory committees working on i t ,  but they  don’ t  func t ion  as well 

as they might.  . . . We’ re  s t i l l  working on t h a t . "  The t h i r d  

re sp o n d ed  by s t a t i n g  t h a t  h i s  schoo l  d i d  n o t  have a m i s s i o n  

sta tement  and he doubted t h a t  one could ever  be e s t a b l i s h e d .

P r in c i p a l s  in the  high-performing schools  be l ieved  they were 

p ro a c t iv e  and d e c i s iv e .  They knew what they wanted to  happen in 

t h e i r  b u i l d i n g s .  One s t a t e d ,  " I  r e a l l y  t r y  t o  a n a l y z e  

s i t u a t i o n s ,  not only here in school but in my personal  l i f e ,  t o  s e t  

a goal and make a d e c i s io n .  . . . Before I make a d e c i s io n  I always 

t h in k  o f  the  a l t e r n a t i v e  and what i s  th e  wors t  t h in g .  . . .  I th in k  

t h a t  t h a t  has made me p ro ac t iv e  because I ’m not f e a r f u l  o f  t r y i n g . "  

Another s a i d ,  " I ’d say t h a t  I ’m very p ro a c t iv e .  . . .  In terms of 

being an a d m in i s t r a to r  I have a rea l  c l e a r  idea about what I want 

the  b u i ld ing  to  be l i k e . "  A t h i r d  s t a t e d ,  " I ’m a Type A person who 

has a l o t  o f  energy. . . .  I th in k  t h a t  t h a t ’ s one o f  my s t r e n g t h s .

. . . I ’m a doer,  and they sense t h a t  and they know I ’m a r i s k  

t a k e r . "

In c o n t r a s t ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  low-performing sample maintained 

t h a t  they were r e a c t i v e  and blamed c e n t r a l - o f f i c e  personnel and /or  

p o l i c i e s  f o r  t h i s .  One p r in c ip a l  s t a t e d ,  "I t h in k  o f  mysel f  as
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p ro a c t iv e .  . . . The only problem with t h a t  i s  t h a t  a l l  too o f ten  I 

end up being r e a c t i v e - - I  r e a c t  to  downtown." A second quickly  

r e s p o n d e d ,  " I ’m r e a c t i v e !  I lo v e  t o  r e a c t  t o  downtown." 

Continuing, he desc r ibed  how he re tu rned  memos to  c e n t r a l  o f f i c e  

with grammatical e r r o r s  c i r c l e d  in red .  He a l so  de sc r ibed  a 

s i t u a t i o n  in which he had to ld  c e n t r a l - o f f i c e  personnel t o  "go to 

h e l l "  when they informed him they were going to  e s t a b l i s h  a spec ia l  

education c l a s s  in h i s  school.  F in a l ly ,  a t h i r d  s a id ,  "Up t o  th re e  

y ea r s  ago I was r e a l l y  p roac t ive  and f o r  the  p a s t  t h r e e  y e a r s .  . . . 

I was r e a l l y  hur t  by being taken out o f  my former sch o o l . "  He 

cont inued ,  "I never r e a l l y  f e l t  t h a t  I got a l o t  o f  support  from 

people t h a t  m a t te r .  No one comes here .  What I found was t h a t  

d e s p i t e  the  e x t ra  e f f o r t  no one r e a l l y  ca red ."  I n c i d e n t a l l y ,  the  

same p r in c ip a l  went to  work a t  8:30 a.m. and l e f t  a t  3:30 p.m.

P r in c i p a l s  in the  high-performing schools  be l ieved  in t h e i r

a b i l i t y  t o  take  charge o f  a s i t u a t i o n  and to  t e l l  t h e i r  s t a f f s  the  

way something was to  be done. One s t a t e d ,  "There comes a t ime you 

know when you have 30 people here  with t h e i r  own ideas .  . . .

Somewhere along the  l i n e  you have to  say t h a t  t h i s  i s  the  way i t ’ s 

going to  be. . . . I t  doesn’t  bother  me when I have to  do i t . "  A 

second s a id ,  "Oh yes . . . when I came back to  t h i s  bu i ld ing  I t o ld  

the  s t a f f  t h e r e ’s some dec i s ions  I want you to  make and some 

d e c i s io n s  where I am going to  make the  d e c i s io n . "  A t h i r d  s t a t e d ,  

"Yes . . .  i t  doesn’t  m a t te r  when I t e l l  them t h a t  t h a t ’ s the  way i t  

w i l l  be . . . no po in t  having long debates  i f  t h e r e  a re  not

o p t io n s . "  P r in c ip a l s  in the  low-performing schools avoided tak ing



117

charge o f  t h e i r  own d e s t i n i e s .  Not one mentioned any s i t u a t i o n  in 

which he/she  had taken a personal stand on an i s su e .  And when they 

d id  have to  inform the  s t a f f  t h a t  a p a r t i c u l a r  course  o f  a c t io n  was 

to  be fol lowed, they desc r ibed  s i t u a t i o n s  in which d i r e c t i v e s  had 

been r e c e i v e d  from c e n t r a l  o f f i c e .  T y p ica l  p r i n c i p a l s  were 

uncomfortable t e l l i n g  anyone anything.  As one s a id ,  " I ’m not 

comfortable  doing i t ,  and I don’t  l i k e  t o  do i t . "

I f  something needed to  be done in t h e i r  b u i ld in g s ,  p r i n c i p a l s  

in the  high-performing sample were more w i l l i n g  to  ask o th e r s  fo r  

t h e i r  support  and t ime. They simply asked. As one p r in c ip a l  s a id ,  

"I j u s t  ask,  ’Would you mind doing t h i s  f o r  me?’ " Another s a i d ,  "I 

do i t  a l l  the  t ime. . . .  I th in k  t h a t  i t  i s  important t h a t  they 

p a r t i c i p a t e .  . . . I t ’ s good. . . .  I t  makes the  school b e t t e r . "  In 

c o n t r a s t ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  low-performing schools  avoided any 

s i t u a t i o n  in which they would have to  ask.  One p r in c ip a l  in t h i s  

group sa id  he always apologized when he had to  ask s t a f f  to  do "a 

l i t t l e  e x t r a . "  He s a id ,  "I apologize because many o f  those  th ings  

are  not o f  my making."

Associa ted  with being p ro ac t iv e  was being d e c i s i v e .  P r in c i p a l s  

in the  high-performing schools  were more c o n f id e n t ,  f o r c e f u l ,  and 

thoughtfu l  in making major d e c i s io n s  than were t h e i r  c o u n te r p a r t s  in 

the  low-performing group. For in s tan ce ,  one p r in c ip a l  t a lk e d  about 

d ismiss ing  a t e a c h e r .  In t h i s  in s tance  the  p r in c ip a l  c o l l e c t e d  

informat ion from s tuden t  reco rds ,  i n - c l a s s  o b se rv a t io n s ,  and paren ts  

and f i n a l l y  made up her mind to  dismiss  the  t e a c h e r .  Her dilemma
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was knowing t h a t  d ismiss ing  the  te ac h e r  in midyear would be harmful 

to  the  t e ac h e r  but a l so  knowing t h a t  the  longer  the  t e ac h e r  remained 

in the  classroom, the  l e s s  h i s  s tuden t s  would l e a r n .  When the  

p r in c ip a l  decided to  dismiss  the  t e a c h e r ,  t h e re  was no backing down. 

The te ac h e r  p r o t e s t e d .  "He broke down in my o f f i c e ,  and I hope t h a t  

I never become t h a t  un fee l ing  t h a t  t h a t  s o r t  o f  th ing  doesn’ t  

bo ther  me. . . .  I knew o b je c t iv e ly  t h a t  i t  was th e  r i g h t  th in g  to  

do."  Another p r in c ip a l  was equa l ly  d e c i s iv e  in focus ing  h i s  s t a f f  

on the  d e s i r a b i l i t y  o f  e s t a b l i s h i n g  a f i v e - y e a r  building-improvement 

p lan .  He s t a t e d ,  "I wanted the  bu i ld ing  to  have a f i v e - y e a r  plan o f  

where we wanted to  be. . . .  I decided t h a t  i t  was worth tak in g  some 

o f  our i n - s e r v i c e  t ime t h i s  year  to  ge t  people to  look a t  t h a t  . . . 

t o  look ahead."

Another ta lk ed  about an inc iden t  in h i s  bu i ld in g  in which the  

pa ren t  o f  an educable menta l ly  impaired (EMI) c h i l d  overheard two 

te a c h e r s  saying t h a t  some o f  t h e i r  s tuden t s  were i n fe c te d  with l i c e  

by be in g  in  c o n t a c t  w i th  " t h o s e  EMI k i d s . "  The p a r e n t  was 

devas ta ted  by the  remark and repor ted  the  in c id en t  to  the  p r i n c i p a l .  

He was eq ua l ly  upset  and, a f t e r  r e f l e c t i n g  on how he would handle 

th e  compla in t ,  brought h i s  s t a f f  to g e th e r  and "took them to  t a s k . "  

His plan a l so  included a s e r i e s  of  one- to -one conferences  with 

s e le c te d  s t a f f  members t o  convince them t h a t  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  about 

EMI s tuden t s  were not hea l thy  f o r  the  b u i ld in g .  Yet another  

p r in c ip a l  t a lk e d  about a s t r i k e  s i t u a t i o n  in which he s t ru g g led  with 

how he was going to  r e a c t  to  h i s  s t a f f  when they re tu rn ed  t o  work. 

He was t ro u b led  by the  t e a c h e r s ’ stand and wanted to  go out t o  them
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and t e l l  them to  be reasonab le .  In t h i s  in s t a n c e ,  the  p r in c ip a l  

took t ime to  a r t i c u l a t e  h i s  response ,  which was "not to  become a 

defender  o f  te ac h e r  a c t i v i t i e s  but to  be a suppor te r  o f  educa t ion ,  

recogniz ing  the  t e ac h e r  as the  primary th in g . "

At the  o th e r  extreme, p r i n c i p a l s  in the  low-performing schools  

desc r ibed  major d e c i s io n s  as those  they made by chance.  One 

p r in c ip a l  desc r ibed  walking through h i s  bu i ld ing  and happening to  

e n t e r  a summer-school computer c l a s s  t h a t  was t o  be d iscon t inued  

and, on the  spo t ,  making an appeal to  r e t a i n  th e  program f o r  h is  

k in d e rg a r tn e r s .  A second desc r ibed  the  major d e c i s io n  he had made 

th e  previous  year  by saying t h a t  he had read an a r t i c l e  on school 

s e c u r i t y  and immediately decided h i s  school needed a s e c u r i t y  

p o l icy .

An a s so c ia te d  competency r e l a t e d  to  de c i s iv e n es s  i s  being 

prompt in making up one’s mind. P r in c i p a l s  were asked to  respond to  

a t h r e e - p a r t  ques t ion :  (a) "What d ec is ion  have you pondered the

longes t  in a r r i v in g  a t  a conclusion?" (b) "Was t h i s  a ty p i c a l  or 

unique s i t u a t i o n ? "  and (c) "Why did i t  take  so long?" Although 

p r i n c i p a l s  in both samples s t a t e d  t h a t  they d id  not be labo r  an 

i s su e ,  those  in the  high-performing schools  desc r ibed  themselves as 

b e in g  more m e th o d ic a l  in  r e a c h i n g  t h e  p r o p e r  d e c i s i o n .  For 

i n s t a n c e ,  a l l  f i v e  p r i n c i p a l s  in  t h e  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  sample  

d e s c r i b e d  i n s t a n c e s  in  which th e y  had t a k e n  t im e  t o  r e a c h  a 

d e c i s io n .  One p r in c ip a l  s a id ,  "I don’t  u su a l ly  take  a long t ime to  

make a d e c i s io n , "  whereas a second responded, "I th in k  t h a t  I g ive  a
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proper amount of  thought to  my decision-making e f f o r t s .  . . .  I 

pursue i s su e s  s u f f i c i e n t l y .  . . .  I t h in k  t h a t  when I a c t  on i t  

a f t e r  t h a t  I don’t  t h in k  t h a t  I be labor  t h a t . "  On the  o th e r  hand, 

p r i n c i p a l s  in the  low-performing sample were unable to  i d e n t i f y  any 

dec i s io n  t h a t  consumed a l o t  o f  t ime. One s a id ,  "I  make dec i s ions  

quick.  . . .  I have a tremendous s e c r e t a r y .  . . . Every t ime I ’m 

about t o  make a d e c i s io n  I ge t  her in here  and h a s s le  t h a t  th ing  

th rough ."  A second s a i d ,  "I make d e c i s io n s  more quickly  now than I 

did when I became a p r i n c i p a l .  . . .  I have been a p r in c ip a l  f o r  25 

y e a r s .  . . . You’ve p r e t t y  well come across  those  s i t u a t i o n s

b e fo re . "

Responses from p r i n c i p a l s  in the  h igh-performing schools  a lso  

in d ic a ted  t h a t  they wanted to  contro l  even ts  and outcomes in t h e i r  

b u i ld in g s .  For i n s t a n c e ,  one p r in c ip a l  t a lk e d  about the  need to  

r e f r a i n  from announcing h is  support  f o r  a new curr iculum program 

"because o f  a bandwagon s o r t  o f  t h in g .  . . . I wanted to  con t ro l  the  

horse and be a b so lu t e ly  sure  o f  the  f a c t  t h a t  t e a c h e r s  knew what was 

expected o f  them." Another t a lk e d  about h i s  d e c i s io n  to  d ismiss  a 

t e ac h e r  and how, d e s p i t e  p re s su re s  from c e n t r a l - o f f i c e  pe rsonnel ,  he 

avoided tak in g  a c t io n  because doing so would d i s r u p t  the  e n t i r e  

school.  He thought the  t iming was wrong because t h a t  i n s t r u c t o r  

continued t o  have con s id e rab le  community suppor t .  Although he 

thought  he needed to  take  a c t i o n ,  he a l so  be l ieved  he would be more 

success fu l  in d ismiss ing  the  te ac h e r  by con t inu ing  to  bui ld  a case 

a g a in s t  he r .  A t h i r d  p r in c ip a l  t a lk e d  about h i s  t e a c h e r s ’ d e s i r e  to  

in t roduce  homogeneous classroom groupings and h i s  personal  d i s t a s t e
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f o r  such a p r a c t i c e .  He, to o ,  avoided making a pub l ic  announcement 

and chose in s tead  to  r e q u i r e  h i s  t e a c h e r s  t o  f in d  re sea rch  t h a t  

would support  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n .  In th e  in te r im ,  he a l so  c o l l e c t e d  

informat ion to  support  h i s  p o s i t i o n .

With regard  t o  d e leg a t in g  ta sk s  to  o th e r s ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  

h igh-performing sample were more w i l l i n g  to  do t h i s  than were t h e i r  

co l leagues  in the  low-performing group. The l a t t e r  de lega ted  ta sks  

only to  s e c r e t a r i e s  and /o r  v i c e - p r i n c i p a l s ,  whereas p r i n c i p a l s  in 

t h e  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  sample  d e l e g a t e d  t o  t e a c h e r  g r o u p s .  Not 

s u r p r i s in g  was the  f in d in g  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  high-performing 

sample were uncomfortable  d e leg a t in g  anyth ing . As one s a id ,  "I l i k e  

to  be on top o f  e v e ry th in g ."  A second s t a t e d ,  "I  d e leg a te  a l o t  of 

a u t h o r i t y  but not r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . "

The premise t h a t  goa ls  and mission s ta tem ents  d i r e c t  behavior  

was supported when p r i n c i p a l s  were asked to  d e sc r ib e  an unpopular 

dec i s io n  they had made the  previous  y e a r .  P r in c i p a l s  in the  high- 

performing schools  were more w i l l i n g  to  make such d e c i s io n s  and in 

each in s tan ce  coupled the  d e c i s io n  to  a va lue .  One ta lk e d  about 

c lo s in g  ind iv idua l  t e ac h e r  accounts--money c o l l e c t e d  by t e ac h e rs  fo r  

c l a s s  a c t i v i t i e s - - a n d  p lac ing  a l l  money in a c e n t r a l  account.  The 

p r in c ip a l  was not bothered by making the  d e c i s io n ,  saying, "I f e l t  

t h a t  we weren’ t  r e a l l y  honest  with th e  community" and t h a t  sending 

s tuden t s  out to  c o l l e c t  more money was u n f a i r  to  them as w e l l .  

Another t a lk e d  about changing a recommendation submit ted by one of 

h i s  s ch o o l ’s advisory  teams. The group was very upset  with  h is
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d e c i s io n .  His response to  them was, "I have a very hard t ime with

the  d ec is ion  you have made, and I am making another  one." He a lso

supported h i s  dec is ion  by saying t h a t  the  change would "make the

school c l im ate  b e t t e r  fo r  s t u d e n t s . "  The same p r in c ip a l  a l so

in d ic a ted  t h a t  he had thought about th e  i n c id e n t  a f te rwards  and

concluded t h a t  the  s t rong  f e e l in g s  were the  r e s u l t  o f  h i s  not 

e s t a b l i s h i n g  parameters fo r  the  group to  fo llow. A t h i r d  ta lk ed  

about h i s  dec is ion  to  have te ache rs  e s c o r t  t h e i r  s tu d en t s  to  t h e i r  

buses.  He s t a t e d ,  "The d ec is ion  was not well re ce iv ed ,  but  they 

recognized the  need fo r  i t - - i t  was a s a f e t y  i s s u e . "  A fo u r th  ta lked

about h i s  d ec is ion  to  make a l l  t e ache rs  go o u t s id e  to  superv ise

t h e i r  s tu d en t s  during re c e s s .  He s a id ,  "My p o s i t io n  i s  t h a t  f i r s t  

o f  a l l  t h e r e ’ s the  s a f e t y  and welfare  o f  the  k ids ,  and you need to  

be out th e re  because you know your kids and a l so  t o  watch them 

because we can le a rn  a g re a t  deal from t h a t . "  P r in c i p a l s  in the  

low-performing schools  were unwil l ing  to  make unpopular d e c i s io n s .  

One s a id ,  "Someone e l s e  would have to  de sc r ib e  t h a t . "  Another s a id ,  

"I probably make a l o t  o f  them," followed by s i l e n c e .

Curriculum A c t iv i ty

P r i n c i p a l s  in  t h e  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  s c h o o l s  a l s o  were more 

commit ted  t o  c u r r i c u l u m  i s s u e s  t h a n  were p r i n c i p a l s  in  low-

performing schools .  Underlying the  importance they placed on 

curr iculum was a personal  mission to  address  s tu d en t  needs.  Only 

one p r in c ip a l  in the  low-performing sample mentioned anything about 

curr iculum. This was the  ind iv idua l  who wanted to  p lace  a computer
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program in h i s  bu i ld in g  f o r  d isadvantaged s tudents- -"M ost  o f  our 

k in d e rg a r tn e r s  a re  young ch i ld re n  who do not have the  background 

t h a t  most c h i ld re n  have when they come in to  school because Head 

S t a r t  has gone through cu tbacks ."

In c o n t r a s t ,  a l l  f i v e  of  th e  p r i n c i p a l s  in th e  h igh-performing 

sample were competently involved in curr iculum work. One t a lk e d  

about e s t a b l i s h i n g  a core  program supplemented by a "choices" 

curr iculum because he be l ieved  t h a t  young people needed to  be placed 

in a p o s i t i o n  in which they could make cho ices .  Another t a lk e d  

about in t roducing  a new mathematics program t h a t  " taught  kids how to  

t h in k  about math." Another mentioned a d i s t r i c t  sc ience  program: 

"A process  o r i e n t a t i o n  t o  sc ience  j u s t  doesn’t  have kids reading a 

tex tbook ,  and i t  r e a l l y  g e t s  them involved in experiments  and making 

p r e d i c t i o n s  and c o nc lus ions ."  Yet ano ther ,  a l so  t a l k i n g  about the  

sc ience  curr icu lum, s t a t e d ,  "The l a s t  two years  we’ve been doing an 

e lementary study in the  d i s t r i c t .  . . .  I t  was my concern as we went 

through t h i s  t h a t  sc ience  wasn’t  being t a u g h t .  . . .  I ’m chairman of  

the  d i s t r i c t  committee, and i t  was important to  me t h a t  we p lace  a 

sc ience  co o rd in a to r  in each school i f  we were in f a c t  going to  ge t  

sc ience  t a u g h t . "

That p r i n c i p a l s ’ goals  and missions d i r e c t e d  behavior in high- 

performing schools was a l so  supported by ac t ions  p r i n c i p a l s  took in 

r e l a t i o n  to  the  programs they began, how they d e a l t  with achievement 

d a t a ,  how they superv ised  s t a f f ,  and t h e i r  i n - s e r v i c e  a c t i v i t i e s .  

Describing success fu l  p lans  or  programs they had i n i t i a t e d  in t h e i r  

b u i l d i n g s ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in t h e  lo w -p e r f o r m in g  sample  fo c u s e d  on
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personnel i s su e s ,  whereas those  in the  h igh-performing sample ta lk ed  

about programs t h a t  could or  did  a f f e c t  the  e n t i r e  b u i ld in g .  To 

e l a b o r a t e ,  one p r in c ip a l  in a low-performing school t a lk e d  about 

h i r i n g  t u t o r s  to  work with s tuden t s  who had spec ia l  needs ,  a second 

desc r ibed  using s tuden t  funds to  h i re  a de tent ion-room su p e rv i so r ,  

and the  t h i r d  mentioned h i r i n g  nonprofess ional s t a f f  to  work with 

m inor i ty  s tu d e n t s .  In c o n t r a s t ,  one p r in c ip a l  in a h igh-performing 

school t a lk e d  about involv ing  h is  school and th e  e n t i r e  d i s t r i c t  in 

th e  in t r o d u c t io n  o f  a new sc ience  curr icu lum, another  about the  

in t r o d u c t io n  of  a new w r i t i n g  program, and y e t  another  about the  

i n t r o d u c t io n  of  a new mathematics program. F u r the r ,  a l l  t h r e e  

p r i n c i p a l s  ta lk ed  about the  importance o f  achievement ga ins  and of 

meeting f u t u r e  s tuden t  needs.

Achievement O r ie n ta t io n

P r in c i p a l s  were asked to  desc r ibe  any s i t u a t i o n  in which they 

had had to  review da ta  to  form hypotheses ,  i d e n t i f y  p a t t e r n s ,  and 

r e o rd e r  in format ion .  Six o f  the  e ig h t  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  sample 

desc r ibed  s i t u a t i o n s  in which they had worked with achievement d a ta .  

Two p r i n c i p a l s  in low-performing schools s a id  they were comfortable  

working with  d a ta .  One s a id ,  "I l i k e  to  f ind  th in g s  t h a t  show me 

how well we’re  doing.  . . .  I know how to  dev ise  ques t ions  and do

surveys a l l  the  t im e ."  A second desc r ibed  how he met with two

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  s p e c i a l i s t s  to  i d e n t i f y  l e a rn ing  needs.  At the  o the r

extreme, the  t h i r d  p r in c ip a l  in the  low-performing sample s a i d ,  " I f
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I can ge t  o th e r  people t o  look a t  the  d a ta  and t h a t  s o r t  o f  t h in g ,  I 

w i l l . "

P r i n c i p a l s  in  t h e  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  s c h o o l s  were f a r  more 

e n t h u s i a s t i c  about f in d in g  p a t t e r n s  in achievement d a t a .  One 

s t a t e d ,  "I do l i k e  to  look a t  d a ta  on t e s t i n g .  . . .  I use i t  not 

only  t o  look a t  our progress  but to  determine our needs . . .  and 

some o f  t h a t  a l so  comes from pa ren ts  and t e a c h e r s .  Another s a i d ,  "I 

t h in k  we organize  and p re sen t  d a ta  in a l o t  of  d i f f e r e n t  ways. . . . 

We t r y  to  organize  i t  in  some way t h a t  i t ’ s going t o  be usefu l  not  

only to  fo u r th -g rade  t e ac h e rs  who have the  kids but f o r  the  primary 

t e ac h e rs  as w e l l ,  so t h a t  they can look a t  our weak a reas  and see 

what we can do to  improve." I n c i d e n t a l l y ,  t h a t  p r in c ip a l  was the  

only one in the  h igh-performing sample t o  say he d id  not use t e s t  

r e s u l t s  as well as he should .  A t h i r d  desc r ibed  looking a t  d a ta  and 

f ind ing  needs as " fun ."  A fo u r th  responded, "Yeh, I enjoy f in d in g  

p a t t e r n s . "  He went on to  say t h a t  he and h i s  s t a f f  were c o n s ta n t ly  

looking f o r  weaknesses in t h e i r  programs.

Teacher-Supervis ion P r a c t i c e s

With r e g a r d  t o  s u p e r v i s o r y  b e h a v i o r s ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in  bo th  

samples used s im i l a r  procedures  to  eva lu a te  s t a f f  performance.  

P r i n c i p a l s  in  t h e  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  sam ple ,  however ,  were more 

concerned about s t a f f  performance and having s t a f f  meet e x p ec ta t io n s  

than were p r i n c i p a l s  in low-performing schools .  For in s t a n ce ,  

p r i n c i p a l s  in  t h e  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  sample  s p e n t  more t im e  in 

classrooms than d id  t h e i r  co l le ag u e s .  One p r in c ip a l  sa id  he v i s i t e d
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every t e ac h e r  in h i s  bu i ld in g  twice a week (he had a s t a f f  o f  22),  

one t a lk e d  about spending an e n t i r e  day with  each s t a f f  member, and 

another  sa id  he spent a t  l e a s t  tw o - th i rd s  o f  h i s  t ime in classrooms 

and, when necessa ry ,  took th r e e  to  f i v e  consecu t ive  days to  work 

with a t e a c h e r .  P r in c i p a l s  in the  high-performing sample t a lk e d  

abou t  t h e  im p o r tan c e  o f  a p r e c o n f e r e n c e  t o  g a t h e r  r e l e v a n t  

in format ion ,  and two o f  the  fou r  a l so  made s ta tem ents  to  th e  e f f e c t  

t h a t  they were d i s s a t i s f i e d  with the  c u r r e n t  c h e c k l i s t s  t h e i r  

d i s t r i c t s  req u i red  them to  use.  As one o f  the  two s t a t e d ,  "I much 

p r e f e r  a n a r r a t i v e - t y p e  ev a lu a t io n .  . . .  I f in d  t h a t  t e a c h e r s  are  

more concerned with which l i t t l e  square I checked r a t h e r  than the  

meat o f  what I t h in k  i s  r e a l l y  impor tan t ."

P r i n c i p a l s  in  t h e  l o w - p e r fo r m in g  sample  d i s m i s s e d  t h e  

importance o f  s t a f f  e v a lu a t io n s .  One responded, "I do them once 

every t h r e e  years"  and sa id  no more. A second s t a t e d ,  "My p a t t e r n  

i s  to  make up e v a lu a t io n s .  . . .  I ’m out in  th e  classrooms a l l  the  

t ime.  . . . When i t  comes to  eva lua t ion  t h e y ’re  a l l  going t o  g e t  an 

A-l e v a lu a t io n .  . . . Fact of  the  m a t te r  i s  t h a t  downtown nrohahlvi  - - -  — ^

doesn’ t  know i t ,  we s i t  down the  l a s t  day and f i l l  in back d a te s  and 

every th ing  e l s e . "

Whereas p r i n c i p a l s  in  b o th  sam ples  had a d e v e lo p m e n ta l  

o r i e n t a t i o n  and wished to  encourage improvement by being p o s i t i v e ,  

p r i n c i p a l s  in the  high-performing schools  were motivated to  take 

ac t io n  when performance or achievement goals  were not s a t i s f i e d .  

All but one desc r ibed  s i t u a t i o n s  in which they had p ra i s ed  te ac h e rs  

f o r  s u p e r i o r  work,  had spoken d i r e c t l y  w i th  t e a c h e r s  whose



127

performance was below ex p ec ta t io n s ,  or had helped some s t a f f  member 

exper ience  success .  One p r in c ip a l  in a low-performing sample and 

fo ur  in the  h igh-performing group ta lk ed  about the  need t o  have a 

purpose f o r  v i s i t i n g  the  classroom. As one p r in c ip a l  s a i d ,  "I s i t  

down and t a l k  with them before  a v i s i t .  . . .  I g ive  them a chance 

to  t a l k  about themselves ,  and I u su a l ly  f in d  out t h in g s  t h a t  I don’t  

know. . . .  I ask them what they would l i k e  me to  observe ,  t o  t e l l  

me about t h e i r  s t r e n g th s  and what they want me to  see  while  I ’m in 

th e r e .  . . .  I a lso  ask them i f  t h e r e ’ s something they  would l i k e  me 

to  g ive  them s p e c i f i c  feedback on."

Poor performance was not much o f  an i s su e  with p r i n c i p a l s  in 

the  low-performing sample. Only one p r in c ip a l  in t h i s  group had 

anything to  say about poor performance or  the  need to  e s t a b l i s h  

s p e c i f i c  o b je c t iv e s  f o r  the  t e ac h e r  to  fo l low.  In c o n t r a s t ,  in four  

o f  f i v e  s i t u a t i o n s ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  h igh-performing sample t a lk e d  

about the  need to  be s p e c i f i c  with te ach e rs  when t e ac h e r  performance 

was below e x p ec ta t io n s .  One s t a t e d ,  "S e t t in g  g oa ls  with these  

people i s  the  bes t  way to  help them improve." At the  o th e r  extreme, 

p r i n c i p a l s  in low-performing schools were uncomfortable  e s t a b l i s h i n g  

goa ls  f o r  t e a c h e r s .  For in s tan ce ,  one s t a t e d ,  "I always t r y  t o  ge t  

them to  e s t a b l i s h  g o a l s . "  Another s a id ,  " I ’m not very good a t  i t . "

In -Serv ice  A c t i v i t i e s

P r in c i p a l s  were a l so  asked a number o f  ques t ions  designed to 

determine t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  toward and competencies in speaking to 

groups.  One item concerned g iv ing  i n - s e r v i c e  p r e s e n ta t io n s  to  s t a f f
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or  co l le ag u e s .  P r in c i p a l s  in the  high-performing sample be l ieved  in 

t h e i r  a b i l i t i e s  to  make p r e s e n ta t io n s  on i s sues  they valued . For 

i n s t a n c e ,  t h r e e  p r i n c i p a l s  in  t h e  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  sample  had 

p resen ted  a number o f  ITIP se s s ions  to  t h e i r  s t a f f s ,  and ano ther  had 

given p r e s e n ta t i o n s  r e l a t i n g  to  e f f e c t i v e  schools .  P r in c i p a l s  in 

h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  s c h o o l s  were a l s o  more aware o f  r e q u i r e m e n t s  

a s so c ia te d  with success fu l  p r e s e n ta t i o n s .  One s t a t e d ,  "I use a l o t  

o f  metaphors and the  l i k e .  . . . I l i k e  to  have a theme. . . . 

Personal exper iences  are  h e l p f u l . "  A second s a id ,  "People have 

knowledge bases  so you have t o  s t r u c t u r e  your remarks d i f f e r e n t l y . "  

He went on to  say,  " I ’m rea l  aware of d i f f e r e n t  l e a rn in g  s t y l e s ,  and 

I t r y  to  take  these  in to  account.  . . . "You need to  use good 

examples." A t h i r d  t a lk e d  about knowing the  m ate r ia l  and being able  

to  t a l k  about " b en e f i t s  and the  p o s i t i v e  a spec ts"  o f  the  s u b je c t .  

P r in c i p a l s  in the  low-performing sample avoided o p p o r tu n i t i e s  to  

make p r e s e n ta t io n s  to  o th e r s ,  inc luding  t e a c h e r s .  One claimed he 

used to  do so but now f e l t  "more comfortable  about tu rn ing  over 

a spec ts  o f  i t  t o  o th e r  peop le ."  A second s a id ,  "I g ive  very l i t t l e  

in - s e r v i c e  to  my s t a f f " ;  a t h i r d  commented, "I g e t  o th e rs  to  do 

t h a t . "

P r in c i p a l s  in the  high-performing sample a l so  enjoyed t a lk in g  

to  o th e rs  and were comfortable  in t h a t  r o l e .  One p r in c ip a l  s t a t e d ,  

"I fee l  good. . . .  I had informat ion to  share  with  them, and I 

th in k  I p resen ted  i t  in a good way t h a t  people were i n t e r e s t e d  in 

i t . "  Another s a id ,  "I enjoy i t  because i t ’ s something I do a l l  the
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t im e ."  Yet another  remarked, "Pm b e t t e r  than I g ive  myself  c r e d i t

f o r  because when I do i t  I enjoy i t . "  Two p r i n c i p a l s  in the

high-performing sample sa id  they found some p re s en ta t i o n s  more

d i f f i c u l t  than o th e r s .  One s a id  he was uncomfortable t a l k i n g  to

p eer s ,  whereas a second commented, "Public  p r e s e n ta t i o n s  don’t  

bother  me. . . .  I ’m very comfortable .  . . . I t ’ s u su a l ly  something 

I know a l o t  about ."

Persuasion S k i l l s

A necessary  competency a s so c ia te d  with goal accomplishment is  

the  a b i l i t y  to  persuade o th e r s .  P r in c i p a l s  in the  high-performing 

schools  saw themselves as being good pe rsuaders .  Three p r i n c i p a l s  

s t a t e d ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  "I fee l  good about them," "That’ s something I 

do w e l l , "  and " I ’m a p r e t t y  good p e rsuade r ."  I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  

p r i n c i p a l s  in the  high-performing sample had acquired t h e i r  s k i l l s  

from a v a r i e t y  o f  d i s p a r a t e  exper iences .  For in s t a n ce ,  one had 

learned  how to  be pe rsuas ive  by arguing with h i s  f a t h e r ,  another  

from convincing h i s  c lassmates  t o  do th in g s  h i s  way, ano ther  from 

t e a c h e r - d i s t r i c t  n e g o t i a t i o n s ,  and a fo u r th  from l i f e  exper iences .  

P r in c i p a l s  in the  h igh-performing schools  were a l so  more involved in 

o th e r  l e ad e rsh ip  r o l e s  where persuas ion  s k i l l s  were d e s i r a b l e .  One 

was chairman o f  th e  d i s t r i c t  curr iculum committee, ano ther  cha ired  

the  d i s t r i c t  sc ience  curr icu lum, another was co o rd in a to r  o f  the  

d i s t r i c t  ITIP program, and y e t  another was d i r e c t o r  o f  summer 

programs.
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In c o n t r a s t ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  low-performing sample were l e s s  

competent in terms o f  persuading o th e r s .  One p r in c ip a l  s a id  t h a t  

h i s  p e r s u a s i o n  s k i l l s  were weak and th e n  d e s c r i b e d  how he 

c o n s i s t e n t l y  l i s t e n e d  to  o the rs  to  l e a rn  the  te chn iques  they  used to  

convince o th e r s .  A second ind ica ted  t h a t  he was good only when he 

was p resen t ing  da ta  to  o th e rs  who " r e a l l y  knew him." He went on to  

say ,  "I ha te  d e t a i l s  l i k e  g e t t i n g  a speech to g e th e r  o r  persuading

somebody or  something l i k e  t h a t . "

Group S k i l l s

P r in c i p a l s  in the  high-performing schools  were a l so  comfortable  

a c t i n g  as f a c i l i t a t o r s  and v a lu e d  t h e  need t o  fo c u s  o t h e r s ’ 

a t t e n t i o n  on a s in g le  agenda or  poin t  o f  view. One p r in c ip a l  in the  

h igh-performing sample s a id ,  "Consensus i s  impor tan t ,  and when i t  

needs to  be done i t ’ s a chal lenge  and I enjoy i t . "  Another s t a t e d  

t h a t  reaching consensus in h i s  bu i ld ing  was not d i f f i c u l t .  He sa id  

t h a t  h i s  r o l e  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  included id e n t i f y in g  the  i s sues

and making sure  t h a t  he got as many people as p o s s ib le  t a l k i n g  about

t h e i r  f e e l i n g s .  Another p r in c ip a l  t a lk e d  about the  need to  l e t  

o th e rs  express  themselves and h is  " sh u f f l in g  back and f o r t h "  with 

the  i n t e r e s t e d  p a r t i e s  to  reach c lo su re  on a 'curriculum i s su e .  

P r in c i p a l s  in the  low-performing sample were unable to  i d e n t i f y  

s i t u a t i o n s  in which they acted  as f a c i l i t a t o r s  o r  those  in which 

consensus was requ i red .  One s t a t e d ,  "I don’ t  do a l o t  o f  group work 

with the  s t a f f  where I ’m a f a c i l i t a t o r .  . . .  I t r y  to  g e t  o th e r
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people in to  do t h a t . "  The remaining p r i n c i p a l s  in th e  low- 

performing sample t a lk e d  about s t a f f  meet ings,  where consensus was 

not an i s su e .

A s a t e l l i t e  ques t ion  was asked regard ing  how p r i n c i p a l s  f e l t  

when t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  p o i n t  o f  view was c h a l l e n g e d  d u r i n g  a 

d i s c u s s io n .  P r in c i p a l s  in n e i t h e r  group were bothered o r  t ro u b led  

by c r i t i c i s m .  One respondent in the  low-performing sample s t a t e d ,  

"Quite o f t e n  t h e y ’re  r i g h t .  . . . T ha t ’ s f i n e  . . . .  Bring i t  on 

[and] show me." A second one s a id ,  "I don’t  mind o th e r s  c h a l l eng ing  

me i f  they  can support  t h e i r  s ta t em e n ts . "  One p r in c ip a l  in the  

h igh-performing sample was equa l ly  comfortable  with c r i t i c i s m  from 

o t h e r s .  She s t a t e d ,  "Oh, I don’t  mind. . . .  I ’m not ano in ted  by 

God or  anybody." Two o th e r s  q u a l i f i e d  t h e i r  responses  by s t a t i n g ,  

"Sometimes I don’t  l i k e  i t  and sometimes I don’ t  mind. . . . Some of  

i t  depends on the  amount o f  ownership I p e r so n a l ly  have in  the  

problem and i t s  r e s o l u t i o n " ;  and " I f  i t ’ s an a s s o c i a t e  and I th in k  

t h a t  i t  i s  given with good pedagogy i t  bo thers  me. . . . I f  i t

^  r w  ^ 41 •» 4- A  J  4  U  U  n  u  tl
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Conflict-Manaoement S k i l l s

P r in c i p a l s  were a l so  asked to  de sc r ib e  s i t u a t i o n s  in which they 

had had to  re so lve  a c o n f l i c t  between themselves and t h e i r  s t a f f s ,  

o r  t o  u se  Croghan e t  a l . ’ s (1983) c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  "managing  

i n t e r a c t i o n . "  One p r in c ip a l  in the  low-performing sample mainta ined  

t h a t  he loved c o n f l i c t :  "I love c o n f l i c t  with c e n t r a l  o f f i c e .  . . .

I love c o n f l i c t  with pa ren ts  too  . . .  and I don’ t  mind c o n f l i c t
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with my s t a f f  e i t h e r . "  Another,  t a lk in g  about a t e ac h e r  who was 

c o n t in u a l ly  a t  odds with him, was involved in d ism iss ing  the

in d iv idua l  and expressed s a t i s f a c t i o n  about confron t ing  the  person 

in a formal d ismissa l  p rocess .  The t h i r d  s t a t e d ,  "I have d i f f i c u l t y  

with the  word c o n f l i c t - - I  don’ t  l i k e  the  word." At the  same time,  

t h a t  p r in c ip a l  d id  not avoid c o n f l i c t .  He went on to  d e sc r ib e  how 

in one s i t u a t i o n  he had g o t ten  two te ac h e r  groups to g e th e r  to

r e so lv e  an i s sues  involv ing  re l e a se d  t ime f o r  a t r a c k  meet. Like 

p r i n c i p a l s  in the  high-performing sample, he a l so  had brought the  

i s su e  out on the  t a b l e  and sought to  f ind  a mutual meeting ground 

t h a t  both groups would accept .

Concerning s p e c i f i c  responses  from p r i n c i p a l s  in th e  high- 

performing sample, one s t a t e d ,  "I t r y  to  g e t  as much in format ion  as 

I can and make sure  t h a t  a l l  p a r t i e s  involved have a chance to  hear  

what each o th e r  have to  say. . . .  I t h in k  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  always a 

s o lu t io n  to  a problem t h a t  everyone can l i v e  w i th . "  A second s a id ,  

"At the  b u i ld ing  level I don’t  th in k  t h a t  c o n f l i c t  i s  bad. . . .

C o n f l i c t  i s  r e a l l y  a sign o f  growth." This p r in c ip a l  a l so  desc r ibed

a s i t u a t i o n  in which he had been c a l l e d  in to  mediate a c o n f l i c t  

between a pa ren t  and another  p r in c ip a l  in the  d i s t r i c t .  Like high- 

performing p r i n c i p a l s  in Croghan e t  a l . ’ s s tudy,  he desc r ibed  how he

had c re a te d  a win-win s i t u a t i o n :  "The p r in c ip a l  l e f t  with a sense

o f  s e l f - r e s p e c t  and the  mother l e f t  f e e l i n g  t h a t  she d e f i n i t e l y  had 

an impact on the  s i t u a t i o n .  . . .  All I r e a l l y  d id  was provide  a

forum f o r  both o f  them to  a i r  t h e i r  concerns ."
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The Wallenda Factor

The Wallenda F ac to r ,  desc r ibed  by Bennis and Nanus (1985),  a lso  

was a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  noted in the  high-performing sample. To 

e l a b o r a t e ,  p r i n c i p a l s  were asked to  de sc r ib e  a plan o r  program 

they i n i t i a t e d  in t h e i r  b u i ld ings  t h a t  had not worked w e l l .  The 

major d i f f e r e n c e  between groups was t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  high- 

performing schools  acknowledged f a i l u r e ,  r e f l e c t e d  on what had gone 

wrong, lea rned  from t h e i r  mis take ,  and went on with  t h e i r  l i v e s .  

Describ ing f a i l u r e s  as near  misses ,  one p r in c ip a l  s t a t e d ,  "I can ’t  

t h in k  of  any t h a t  f a i l e d .  . . . Some worked b e t t e r  than o t h e r s ,  but 

none of  them f e l l  f l a t  on t h e i r  face .  . . .  I r e a l l y ,  r e a l l y  t r y  to  

have s t a f f  involvement in dec i s io n  making. . . .  I th in k  because o f  

t h a t  t h a t  programs a re  l e s s  l i k e l y  to  f a l l  on t h e i r  f a c e . "  A second 

s t a t e d ,  "Most o f  the  th in g s  t h a t  don’ t  work well a re  u su a l ly  th in g s  

I don’ t  fo llow through with as much as I should ."  A t h i r d  ta lk ed  

about e s t a b l i s h i n g  g rade - leve l  o b je c t iv e s  and s a id ,  " I ’m not sure 

t h a t  i t  d i d n ’t  work well or  i f  we d id n ’ t  work a t  i t  long enough." 

Another t a lk e d  about a homework po l icy  t h a t  was causing a l o t  of  

c o n f l i c t  f o r  s t a f f  and p a re n t s .  The po l icy  was causing t e ac h e rs  to  

fudge marks, and pa ren ts  were con tac t in g  the  school complaining of  

the  t e r s e  notes  they were r e ce iv in g  from t e a c h e r s .  R e f lec t in g  f o r  a 

moment, the  p r in c ip a l  s t a t e d ,  "Maybe we should have communicated to  

pa ren ts  t h a t  t h i s  was a t r i a l  t h in g .  . . .  I d id n ’ t  communicate my 

mind-se t  to  pa ren ts  . . . and, w e l l ,  i t  f e l l  a p a r t . "  A f te r

d e sc r ib in g  a f a i l e d  at tempt to  in troduce  a new reading program, 

another  p r in c ip a l  s t a t e d ,  "I th in k  t h a t  t h e r e ’ s nothing wrong t h a t
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something i s  not working as long as you admit i t ,  move back, and do 

something r i g h t . "

In c o n t r a s t ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  low-performing sample denied 

f a i l u r e .  One s t a t e d ,  "God, o f f  hand I c an ’ t  th in k  o f  anything t h a t  

I ’ ve f a i l e d  a t . "  Another,  t a lk in g  about h i s  f a i l e d  goal to  improve 

s tuden t  a t tendance ,  s a id ,  "I don’ t  know i f  i t ’ s r e a l l y  f a i l u r e  

because I ’ve given you a l l  s o r t s  o f  reasons why i t  i s n ’ t . "  The 

t h i r d ,  a f t e r  having a bad year  in one school with  m i n o r i t i e s ,  

re fused  to  look a t  the  s i t u a t i o n  he had come from and t r a n s f e r r e d  

the  following year  to  a l a r g e r  bu i ld ing  fac ing  the  same problem.

School Image

P r in c i p a l s  in both samples were concerned about the  image t h e i r  

school had in the  community. One p r in c ip a l  in the  low-performing 

sample t a lk e d  about improving the  community’ s pe rcep t ion  of  the  

school,  r a i s i n g  pa ren ta l  expec ta t ions  f o r  m inor i ty  s tu d e n t s ,  and 

showing the  community t h a t  the  school was r e a l l y  concerned about 

t h e i r  c h i ld r e n .  When he had f i r s t  come to  the  school,  l e s s  than 60% 

of  the  pa ren ts  had a t tended p a re n t - t e a c h e r  n ig h t s .  Now, s ince  the 

m e e t in g s  had been moved t o  t h e  low-income community c e n t e r ,  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  had r i s e n  to  97%. Another p r in c ip a l  desc r ibed  how he 

had c r e a t e d  a schoo l  s e c u r i t y  p o l i c y  and had fo rw ard ed  

q u e s t io n n a i r e s  to  t e ac h e rs  and pa ren ts  to  a ssess  how they f e l t  about 

h i s  i n i t i a t i v e .  In t h i s  in s t a n ce ,  the  p r in c ip a l  sa id  he wanted 

paren ts  to  fee l  t h a t ,  once t h e i r  c h i ld ren  a r r iv e d  a t  school,  they 

were safe  and t h a t  the  s t a f f  cared about them. A t h i r d  p r in c ip a l
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t a lk e d  about g e t t i n g  h i s  s t a f f  to g e th e r  to  examine the  kinds o f  

supplementary m a te r i a l s  te ache rs  were using in the  school.  During 

the  p a s t  yea r  the  d i s t r i c t  had been c r i t i c i z e d  in the  p re s s  fo r  

using v ideotapes  t h a t  offended some segments o f  th e  community, and 

he wanted to  ensure t h a t  none o f  h i s  own te ac h e r s  were using s im i l a r  

m a te r i a l s  in the  classroom. A four th  p r i n c i p a l ,  who had taken over 

a school with a poor r e p u ta t i o n ,  ta lk ed  j o y f u l l y  about an open-house 

program t h a t  brought pa ren ts  in to  the  bu i ld ing  and how she used t h i s  

event  to  inform pa ren ts  o f  the  curr iculum and d i s c i p l i n e  changes 

made s ince  the  school opened in September.

Paper Work

P r in c i p a l s  in both samples d e te s t e d  paper work. One s t a t e d ,  "I 

manipula te  well and I am aware of  the  One Minute Manager";  another 

s a id ,  "I g e t  most th in g s  in on time and give  most o f  i t  to  my 

s e c r e t a r y  to  do." P r in c i p a l s  in the  high-performing schools  saw 

paper work as a necessary  component o f  the  p r in c ip a l sh ip - - so m e th in g  

t h a t  had to  be done. I t  was d e f i n i t e l y  not a p r i o r i t y .  One sa id .  

" I t ’ s probably not the  number one th ing  I do f i r s t .  . . . I t ’s 

something I ge t  t o . "  Another commented, "Paper work i s  not a 

p r i o r i t y  of mine," and a t h i r d  s a id ,  "I don’t  l i k e  i t  because i t  

t akes  me away from o th e r  th ings  I ’d r a t h e r  be do ing ."  Another 

r e p l i e d ,  "I don’t  l i k e  i t ,  and I ’m not very good a t  i t . "
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Job S a t i s f a c t i o n

P r i n c i p a l s  in the  high-performing sample were more s a t i s f i e d  

with t h e i r  work than were p r i n c i p a l s  in the  low-performing schools .  

For in s t a n c e ,  two p r i n c i p a l s  in the  low-performing sample were not 

e s p e c i a l l y  e n t h u s i a s t i c  about t h e i r  c u r r e n t  p o s i t i o n s ,  and both had 

thought  about doing something e l s e .  One was t ro u b led  by "people 

coming down on you and saying ’Do t h i s ,  do t h a t ,  and t h i s ,  and 

t h i s . ’ " The o th e r ,  who f e l t  i s o l a t e d  and r e j e c t e d ,  remained in  the  

job  because "being a p r in c ip a l  i s  a p r e t t y  good job  because you have 

a l l  summer to  do what you want."  P r in c i p a l s  in the  h igh-performing 

sample were f a r  more s a t i s f i e d  with t h e i r  c u r r e n t  p o s i t i o n s .  One 

s t a t e d ,  " I ’m r e a l l y  happy"; another  s a id ,  "I enjoy the  freedom. 

. . . I l i k e  the  idea t h a t  I ’m on th e  l i n e  when I make d e c i s io n s .  

. . . I l i k e  being a p r in c ip a l  in o rde r  to  i n i t i a t e  some o f  the  

t h in g s  t h a t  a re  e x c i t i n g  in e d u ca t io n ."  Yet ano ther  r e p l i e d ,  "I 

don’ t  t h in k  t h a t  I have ever  had second thoughts  about being an 

a d m in i s t r a to r .  . . . I ’ve been r e a l l y ,  r e a l l y  happy being an

a d m in i s t r a to r  and a t e ac h e r  as w e l l . "

Tra in ing  Recommendations

As a m a t te r  o f  i n t e r e s t ,  p r i n c i p a l s  were asked to  i d e n t i f y  

i n - s e r v i c e  and /or  c o l l e g e  courses  they would l i k e  to  see organized 

to  help them with t h e i r  work. One p r in c ip a l  in the  low-performing 

sample sa id  t h a t  the  Extern Program he had taken a t  Michigan S ta t e  

U n iv e rs i ty  was the  b e s t  course  he had ever taken . A second simply 

s t a t e d ,  " I f  I need a s k i l l  and don’t  have i t ,  I ’ l l  h i r e  someone t h a t
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has i t . "  A t h i r d  suggested t h a t  programs r e l a t e d  to  group work and 

improving communication s k i l l s  would be b e n e f i c i a l .  In fou r  of  f iv e  

case s ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  high-performing sample a l so  i d e n t i f i e d  

communication s k i l l s  as an a rea  of  i n t e r e s t .  Two o th e r s  ta lk ed  

ab o u t  c o u r s e s  on l e a r n i n g  t h e o r y .  O th e r  programs t h a t  were 

mentioned included c o n f l i c t  management, w r i t i n g  g r a n t s ,  group-work 

courses ,  and t ime management.

Summary

The in te rv iew  da ta  supported the  hypothes is  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in 

the  high-performing schools  were more e f f i c a c i o u s  than those  in low- 

performing schools .  P r i n c i p a l s  in the  high-performing sample valued 

personal  goa ls  and v i s i o n s .  They be l ieved  they had a c o n t r ib u t io n  

to  make, and subsequent behavior was d i r e c t e d  by t h e i r  d e s i r e  to  

a c h i e v e  t h e i r  g o a l s .  They c h a r a c t e r i z e d  t h e m s e l v e s  as  be ing  

p ro a c t iv e  and d e c i s i v e - - t h e y  knew what they wanted and where they 

wanted t h e i r  schools  to  go. They be l ieved  in t h e i r  a b i l i t y  to  

c o l l e c t  in format ion ,  to  a c t  as f a c i l i t a t o r s ,  to persuade o t h e r s ,  and 

to  move t h e i r  schools  forward to  meet perceived s tu d en t  needs.  

Support ing t h e i r  d e s i r e  to  have an in f lu en c e ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  

high-performing schools  were more comfortable  in su pe rv i s ing  s t a f f ,  

working on curr iculum i s s u e s ,  and g iv ing  i n - s e r v i c e  p r e s e n ta t i o n s .  

Being involved in more l e ad e r sh ip  p o s i t i o n s  and a c t i v i t i e s ,  these  

p r i n c i p a l s  were more capable  than t h e i r  co l leagues  in low-performing 

schools  o f  d e sc r ib in g  t h e i r  s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n s .  Most t e l l i n g  o f  a l l ,
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in terms o f  e f f i c a c y ,  the  same p r i n c i p a l s  continued to  exper ience  

s a t i s f a c t i o n  from being l e a d e r s .  Not one d iscussed  r e t i r e m e n t ,  and 

a l l  o f  them believed  t h e i r  work was both cha l leng ing  and rewarding.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

In t h i s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  e f f i c a c y  was def ined  as the  e x t e n t  to  

which one b e l iev es  t h a t  he /she  can br ing  about a d e s i r ed  outcome. 

Both q u a n t i t a t i v e  and q u a l i t a t i v e  d a t a - c o l l e c t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  were 

used to  t e s t  the  hypothesis  t h a t  h ig h -e f f i c a c io u s  p r i n c i p a l s  are  

a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  o f  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  s c h o o l s  and l o w - e f f i c a c i o u s  

p r i n c i p a l s  a re  a d m in i s t r a to r s  of  low-performing schoo ls .  As well as 

e x p l o r i n g  r e l a t e d  measurement i s s u e s ,  t h e  w r i t e r  i d e n t i f i e d  

d i f f e r e n t  co g n i t iv e  o r i e n t a t i o n s  o f  p r i n c i p a l s  in both high- and 

low-performing schools .

The sample included p r i n c i p a l s  from 45 low-performing,  59 

in-between, and 55 high-performing schools .  Seventy-nine p r i n c i p a l s  

r e tu rned  the  P r inc ipa l  Eff icacy  Q uest ionna ire ,  and the  remaining 80 

the  Modified P r inc ipa l  Eff icacy  Quest ionna ire .  The r e tu r n  r a t e  was 

lower than d e s i r ed  as schools  in two la rg e  m e tropo l i t an  a reas  had to  

be d e le t e d  from the  t a r g e t  popula tion due to  t ime c o n s t r a i n t s  

involved in ga in ing  approval to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in the  s tudy .  Of the  48 

schools  t h a t  were not inc luded in the  i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  one was a high- 

performing school,  and the  remaining 47 were low-performing schools .  

The f i n a l  r e tu r n  r a t e  was 60.52%.

139
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Seven ty -f ive  pe rcen t  o f  the  respondents  were male, 42% were 40 

to  49 y ea r s  o f  age,  99% had a m as te r ’ s degree  o r  h ighe r ,  97% had 

ten  or more y ear s  o f  employment exper ience  in p ub l ic  schools ,  and 

66% had been p r i n c i p a l s  f o r  ten  or  more y e a r s .  Eight p r i n c i p a l s ,  

f o u r  each  in  h ig h -  and lo w -p e r f o r m in g  s c h o o l s ,  were  randomly  

s e l e c t e d  f o r  in te rv iew s .  The percentage  o f  s tuden t s  achieving 

minimum mastery in the  high-performing schools  ranged from 92% to  

96.3%; in  the  low-performing sample, th e  range was from 52.2% to  

69.4%.

Methodological procedures  included the  c r e a t io n  o f  two e f f i c a c y  

q u e s t i o n n a i r e s .  The f i r s t ,  the  P r inc ipa l  Ef f icacy  Q uest ionna ire ,  

was based  on a r e v i e w  o f  t h e  e f f e c t i v e - s c h o o l s / 1 e a d e r s h i p  

l i t e r a t u r e .  An e i g h t - b y - e i g h t  m a t r i x ,  w i th  G o a ls ,  F a c t o r s ,  

S t r a t e g i e s ,  and Decision-Making c a t e g o r i e s  along one ax is  and the  

p r in c ip a l  as a Manager, Humanitarian,  Program Manager, and Problem 

Solver  along the  o th e r ,  was used to  o rganize  q u e s t io n n a i r e  i tems. 

Five i tems were developed fo r  each ca tegory  of  the  m a t r ix .  Also 

inc luded in the  P r inc ipa l  Eff icacy  Quest ionna ire  were the  two Rand 

e f f i c a c y  i tems. P r in c i p a l s  were asked t o  r a t e  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  and 

confidence  l e v e l s ,  as well  as the  r e l a t i v e  value  (importance) they 

p l a c e d  on 80 s i t u a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  b e h a v i o r a l  i t e m s .  The second 

q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  the  Modified Pr inc ipa l  Eff icacy  Q ues t ionna i re ,  was 

based on a te ac h e r  e f f i c a c y  ins trument developed by Gibson ( in  

Gibson & Dembo, 1984).  P r in c i p a l s  were asked to r a t e  t h e i r  personal 

and a d m in i s t r a t iv e  e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s  and to  i n d i c a t e  the  r e l a t i v e  

v a l u e  t h e y  a s s i g n e d  t o  60 p e r fo rm an c e  b e h a v i o r s  and b e l i e f
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s ta t em en ts .  A 32-ques t ion  in te rv iew  was a lso  used to  i d e n t i f y  the  

c o g n i t iv e  p rocesses  o f  e ig h t  p r i n c i p a l s  in low- and high-performing 

schools .

The S t a t i s t i c a l  Package f o r  the  Social  Sciences  (SPSS) was used 

to  analyze q u e s t io n n a i r e  d a ta .  A s e r i e s  o f  one-way ANOVAs confirmed 

t h a t  no o rder  e f f e c t  was p re sen t  in th e  d a ta .  A Cronbach alpha 

a n a ly s i s  was used to  determine r e l i a b i l i t y  q u o t i e n t s .  Factor 

a n a ly s i s  was used to  reduce the  number o f  items to  be included in 

the  f i n a l  an a ly s i s  o f  the  q u e s t io n n a i r e  d a ta ,  which included a 

s e r i e s  o f  MANOVA t e s t s  and a canonical  d i s c r im in a n t  a n a l y s i s .  

C o r r e l a t i o n s  were a l s o  computed t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  r e l a t i v e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the  Rand e f f i c a c y  items and th e  items on the  

P r inc ipa l  Eff icacy  Quest ionna ire  and the  Modified P r inc ipa l  Ef f icacy  

Quest ionna ire .

The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  should be o f  i n t e r e s t  to  

p r i n c i p a l s  in low-performing schools  in terms o f  t h e i r  id e n t i f y in g  

d i f f e r e n c e s  in a b i l i t y ,  conf idence ,  and va lue  between themselves and 

t h e i r  co l leagues  in h igh-performing schools .  Superv isors  should be 

i n t e r e s t e d  in the  f in d in g s  because the  study c o n ta in s  d e s c r i p t o r s  

r e l a t e d  t o  p r i n c i p a l  e v a l u a t i o n .  I n d i v i d u a l s  i n v o l v e d  in  

p r i n c i p a l  s e l e c t i o n  s h o u ld  be i n t e r e s t e d  in  t h e  f i n d i n g s  as 

p r i n c i p a l s  in  t h e  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  sys tem s  had had d i f f e r e n t  

exper iences  before  they became p r i n c i p a l s  t h a t  had in f luenced  t h e i r  

c u r r e n t  b e h a v i o r s .  P e r so n s  o r g a n i z i n g  p r i n c i p a l  i n - s e r v i c e  

a c t i v i t i e s  should f ind  the  s k i l l  d i f f e r e n c e s  c i t e d  in the  f in d in g s
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i n t e r e s t i n g  in r e l a t i o n  t o  d i f f e r e n c e s  in communication, group work, 

curr icu lum,  and persuas ion  s k i l l s  w i th in  the  sample. F in a l ly ,  

r e s e a r c h e r s  on e f f i c a c y  sh o u ld  f i n d  t h e  q u a n t i t a t i v e  d a t a  o f  

i n t e r e s t  i f  f o r  no o th e r  reason than t h a t  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  

were found among p r i n c i p a l s  in low-,  in-between, and high-performing 

schools .

Findings

Measurement Questions

The f i r s t  r e sea rch  ques t ion  dea l ing  with measurement was, "Are 

th e r e  d i f f e r e n c e s  among the  f i v e  q u e s t io n n a i r e  formats  used to  

a s s e s s  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ’ e f f i c a c y  le v e l s? "  On the  P r in c ip a l  E f f icacy  

Quest ionna ire  the  o rde r  o f  the  a b i l i t y ,  conf idence ,  and importance 

v a r i a b l e s  was v a r i e d .  On one form t h e  o r d e r  was a b i l i t y ,  

conf idence ,  importance; on the  second form th e  o rde r  was changed to  

conf idence ,  importance,  a b i l i t y ;  on the  t h i r d ,  the  o rde r  was changed 

to  read impor tance,  a b i l i t y ,  confidence .  On the  Modified P r in c ip a l  

Ef f icacy  Q uest ionnaire  the  importance i tems preceded the  e f f i c a c y  

i tems on one form and followed in the  second. A s e r i e s  of  one-way 

ANOVAs confirmed t h a t  no o rde r  e f f e c t  was p re s e n t .

The second re sea rch  ques t ion  p e r t a in in g  to  measurement was, 

"Can a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  c o n s i s t e n t  e f f i c a c y  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  be developed 

to  a sse ss  e f f i c a c y ? "  Cronbach’ s a lpha  was used to  determine 

r e l i a b i l i t y  q u o t i e n t s .  Alpha q u o t ie n t s  f o r  the  P r in c ip a l  E f f icacy  

Quest ionna ire  ranged from a low o f  0.72 to  a high o f  0 .91; f o r  the  

Modified P r in c ip a l  E f f icacy  Q uest ionna ire ,  the  a lpha  l e v e l s  ranged
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from 0.60 to  0.83.  With the  except ion o f  the  0.60 value on the  

A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  E f f i c a c y  i t e m s ,  a l l  o t h e r  r e l i a b i l i t y  q u o t i e n t s  

equaled or  exceeded those  accepted by o th e r  e f f i c a c y  r e s e a r c h e r s .  

As such, both ins t ruments  were considered  r e l i a b l e .

The t h i r d  re sea rch  ques t ion  concerning measurement was, "Which 

e f f i c a c y  q u e s t io n n a i r e  format i s  the  b e s t  p r e d i c t o r  o f  school 

performance?" A s e r i e s  o f  MANOVA t e s t s  and a canonical  d i s c r im in a n t  

a n a l y s i s  f a i l e d  t o  i d e n t i f y  any s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  

d i f f e r e n c e s  among p r i n c i p a l s  in  l o w - ,  i n - b e t w e e n ,  and h ig h -  

performing schools .  This would sugges t  t h a t  the  q u e s t io n n a i r e  used 

in t h i s  study was unable to  d e te c t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in how p r i n c i p a l s  

perce ived  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  perform a s t a t e d  behavior ,  t h e i r  chance 

o f  success in performing t h a t  behavior ,  and the  va lue they placed on 

th e  same behavior .  As no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  were found with 

e i t h e r  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  Research Question 5--"Should the  e f f i c a c y  

c o n s t r u c t  be measured using a s i t u a t i o n - s p e c i f i c ,  o p e r a t i o n a l l y  

de f ined  behavioral  format ,  should i t  be measured using Gibson’ s 

g en e ra l iz e d  format ,  o r  should i t  be measured using a combination o f  

both fo rmats?"- - remains  unanswered.

Research Question 4 was, "To what e x te n t  w i l l  t h e  in c lu s io n  o f  

an Outcome Value ( I m p o r t a n c e )  d im en s io n  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s? "  As ord ina l  d a ta  were c o l l e c t e d  

f o r  th e  Modified P r in c ip a l  Eff icacy  Q ues t ionna i re ,  t h r e e  r e g re s s io n  

equat ions  were run t o  address  t h i s  q u e s t io n .  The c o e f f i c i e n t  of  

d e t e r m i n a t i o n  was low f o r  a l l  t h r e e  s am p le s :  - 0 . 1 6  f o r  t h e
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low-performing-schools  sample, 0.13 f o r  the  in-between sample, and 

0.20 fo r  the  h igh-performing-schools  sample. This f in d in g  suggests  

t h a t  th e  in c lu s io n  o f  an Importance dimension in an e f f i c a c y  

c o n s t r u c t  c o n t r ib u t e s  l i t t l e  to  exp la in ing  d i f f e r e n c e s .

In summary, t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  d a t a  f a i l e d  t o  i d e n t i f y  

s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  among th e  t h r e e  samples.  This 

would sugges t  t h a t  using a q u e s t io n n a i r e  approach to  a sse ss  e f f i c a c y  

l e v e l s  i s  the  l e a s t  promising methodology in terms o f  id e n t i f y in g  

c o g n i t i v e ly  mediated behavioral  d i f f e r e n c e s .

Mean D if fe rences

A general  t rend  was noted when p r i n c i p a l s ’ mean scores  were 

compared with school performance.  P r in c i p a l s  in low-performing 

schools  r a t e d  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  and conf idence  l e v e l s  h ighe r  on more 

i t e m s  t h a n  d i d  p r i n c i p a l s  in  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  s c h o o l s .  In 

c o n t r a s t ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  s c h o o l s  p l a c e d  more 

importance on more items than d id  p r i n c i p a l s  in low-performing 

s ch cc l s .  Locking a t  s i t u a t i o n s  in which the  mean d i i i e r e n c e  oeuween 

p r i n c i p a l s  in low- and high-performing schools  d i f f e r e d  by a h a l f  

po in t  or more on both q u e s t i o n n a i r e s ,  i t  was found t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  

in low-performing schools  perceived themselves as being b e t t e r  able  

to  s e l e c t  and/or  c r e a t e  survey q u e s t io n n a i r e s  to  i d e n t i f y  s choo l - 

improvement  n e e d s ,  co n d u c t  s c h o o l / co m m u n i ty  needs  a s s e s s m e n t s ,  

i d e n t i f y  s p e c i f i c  reasons  f o r  v i s i t i n g  a c lassroom,  preventing  

unwanted in t r u s i o n s  in to  h i g h - p r i o r i t y  school a c t i v i t i e s ,  using 

s p e c i f i c  techn iques  to  reach consensus,  making unpopular d e c i s io n s ,
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and ques t ion ing  t h e i r  own behavior whenever t h e i r  s t a f f s  were upset .  

P r in c i p a l s  in low-performing schools  a l so  in d ic a ted  t h a t  they  were 

more con f iden t  about conduct ing school/community needs assessments,  

g e t t i n g  through to  d i f f i c u l t  t e a c h e r s ,  making su re  t h a t  t h e i r  

d i r e c t i v e s  were followed,  and ignoring o r  c ircumventing p o l i c i e s  

t h a t  i n t e r f e r e d  with t h e i r  achieving d e s i r e d  g o a l s .  P r in c i p a l s  in 

the  low-performing sample a l so  considered  i t  more important to  

i d e n t i f y  p o s i t i v e  and nega t ive  fo rces  ope ra t ing  in  t h e i r  schools  and 

to  acqu ire  ex te rna l  funding f o r  spec ia l  p r o j e c t s  than did  t h e i r  

co l leagues  in h igh-performing schools .

I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  the  in te rv iew  da ta  suggested t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in 

low-performing schools  avoided any a c t i v i t i e s  in which they had to 

analyze d a t a .  Contrary to  what the  q u e s t io n n a i r e  d a ta  i n d ic a ted ,  

p r i n c i p a l s  in  l o w - p e r fo r m in g  s c h o o l s  d id  n o t  engage  in  d a t a -  

c o l l e c t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s .  Fur ther ,  they d id  not t r e a t  classroom 

v i s i t a t i o n s  and superv iso ry  p r a c t i c e s  s e r io u s ly ,  avoided s i t u a t i o n s  

in which consensus was re q u i re d ,  and r e f r a in e d  from making unpopular 

d e c i s io n s .  One can i n f e r  from such d i f f e r e n c e s  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in 

lo w - p e r f o r m in g  s c h o o l s  m igh t  have o v e r r a t e d  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  and 

confidence l e v e l s .  Perhaps when responding to  th e  q u e s t io n n a i r e  

i tems, p r i n c i p a l s  in the  low-performing sample were th in k in g  of 

l o w e r - l e v e l  s k i l l s  and s i t u a t i o n s  r a t h e r  t h a n  h i g h e r - o r d e r  

a c t i v i t i e s .  For i n s ta n c e ,  when responding to  the  q u e s t io n n a i r e  item 

concerning conducting needs assessments ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  low- 

performing schools  might have been th in k in g  only o f  simple survey



146

q u e s t io n n a i r e s  t h a t  would a f f e c t  few people ,  as opposed to  a school - 

wide assessment involv ing the  community, the  s tu d en t  body, and 

s t a f f .  The in te rv iew  and q u e s t io n n a i r e  responses  could a l so  have 

d i f f e r e d  because p r i n c i p a l s  in th e  low-performing sample d id  not 

know what t h e i r  t r u e  a b i l i t i e s  were. They might have imagined t h a t  

they could s u c c e s s fu l ly  perform a given behavior  without a c t u a l l y  

having done so.

One a b i l i t y  i tem separa ted  p r i n c i p a l s  in th e  high-performing 

sample by a h a l f  po in t  or more from t h e i r  co l leagues  in low- 

performing schools .  This was Item 2 on the  Modified P r in c ip a l  

Ef f icacy  Q uest ionna ire ,  which read ,  "Work with t e a c h e r s  because I 

have an in f luence  on t h e i r  behavior ."  In a d d i t io n  to  b e l ie v in g  t h a t  

they had an e f f e c t  on o th e r s ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  high-performing 

sample were competent and conf iden t  t h a t  they could be success fu l  in 

main ta in ing  high l e v e l s  of community involvement in t h e i r  schools  

and d e l iv e r in g  i n - s e r v i c e  programs to  o t h e r s .  They a l so  p laced more 

importance on c r e a t in g  survey q u e s t io n n a i r e s  to  i d e n t i f y  s choo l - 

improvement, needs., a c t i v e l y  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in t e a c h e r  i n - s e r v i c e  

a c t i v i t i e s ,  and p re sen t in g  in - s e r v i c e  programs to  o th e r s .  Unlike 

p r i n c i p a l s  in  t h e  l o w - p e r f o r m in g  sam ple ,  whose q u e s t i o n n a i r e  

r e s p o n s e s  were n o t  s u p p o r t e d  by t h e  i n t e r v i e w  d a t a ,  t h e  

q u e s t i o n n a i r e  r e s p o n s e s  g iv e n  by p r i n c i p a l s  in  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  

schools  were s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by the  in te rv iew  d a ta .
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In te rv iew Data

General p a t t e r n s . The in fe rence  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in low- 

p e r f o r m in g  s c h o o l s  m igh t  have o v e r e s t i m a t e d  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  and 

confidence l e v e l s  because they had not a c t u a l l y  performed a s p e c i f i c  

behavior was given some credence by the  f ind ing  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in 

h igh-performing schools  were more involved with o t h e r s ,  rece ived  

more feedback from o th e r s ,  and had performed s p e c i f i c  s k i l l s  t h a t  

t h e i r  low-performing co l leagues  avoided. To e l a b o r a t e ,  one o f  the  

two general  p a t t e r n s  emerging from the  in te rv iew  d a ta  was t h a t  

p r i n c i p a l s  in  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  s c h o o l s  were more e x p l i c i t  and 

knowledgeable in d e sc r ib in g  t h e i r  a b i l i t i e s  and s i t u a t i o n s  in which 

they  had exerc ised  s k i l l s  p r i n c i p a l s  in low-performing schools  

avoided. The second general  p a t t e r n  was t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in high- 

performing schools  were goal d i r e c t e d .  They had a sense o f  what 

they  wanted t h e i r  schools  to  be l i k e  and were comfortable  t e l l i n g  

o th e r s  what was expected o f  them.

I n f o r m a t i o n  s e a r c h . P r i n c i p a l s  in  l o w - p e r f o r m in g  s c h o o l s  

r e c e i v e d  l i t t l e  f e e d b a c k  from o t h e r s .  They a l s o  l a c k e d  t h e

necessary  s k i l l s  t o  a c t i v e l y  seek informat ion from s i g n i f i c a n t

persons in the  o rg a n iz a t io n ,  and even when faced with  a "complex" 

problem they l im i t e d  t h e i r  in fo rm at ion -ga ther ing  a c t i v i t i e s  to  one 

or  two i n d iv id u a l s .  I f  any problem did  e x i s t  in t h e i r  b u i ld in g s ,  

p r i n c i p a l s  in the  low-performing sample wanted to  co n ta in  i t .  Their

p re fe r r e d  mode of  ope ra t ion  was to  keep problems w i th in  the  school.

In c o n t r a s t ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in high-performing schools  were in touch
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with t h e i r  own r e a l i t y .  They be l ieved  i t  was important to  determine 

o t h e r s ’ p e rcep t ions  and were more w i l l i n g  to  seek o u t s id e  support  

and informat ion when d ea l ing  with a major problem. Because of  t h e i r  

in fo rm a t ion -ga the r ing  s k i l l s ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in high-performing schools  

had rece ived  more feedback from o the rs  in r e l a t i o n  to  t h e i r  own

performance.  Unlike t h e i r  l e s s - e f f i c a c i o u s  c o l le ag u es ,  p r i n c i p a l s  

in h igh-performing schools  were more competent and con f id en t  and

be l ieved  i t  more important to  c o l l e c t  and re c e iv e  informat ion  from a 

v a r i e t y  o f  sources .

Sense o f  m is s io n . P r in c i p a l s  in the  low-performing sample had

had what could b e s t  be desc r ibed  as " l a c k l u s t e r "  p u b l ic  school and

c o l l e g i a t e  exper iences .  They were not as involved in t h e i r  school 

programs or  as committed to  l e a rn in g  as were p r i n c i p a l s  in high- 

performing schools .  Unlike p r i n c i p a l s  in low-performing schools ,  

who became a d m in i s t r a to r s  because they were in the  r i g h t  p lace  a t  

th e  r i g h t  t im e,  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  h igh-performing schools  became 

p r i n c i p a l s  because they  be l ieved  they could make a d i f f e r e n c e .  They 

be l ieved  they could make a c o n t r ib u t io n  t o  so c ie ty  and, as suggested 

in th e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  d a ta ,  have a p o s i t i v e  in f luence  on o t h e r s .

P r i n c i p a l s  in h igh-performing schools  supported t h e i r  v i s io n s  

by endors ing school mission s ta tem en ts .  They knew what they  wanted 

to  happen in t h e i r  schools  and were comfortable  e s t a b l i s h i n g  goals  

f o r  o th e r s  t o  achieve .  They perceived themselves to  be p ro a c t iv e  

and d e c i s i v e .  They were more w i l l i n g  to  take  charge o f  a s i t u a t i o n  

and to  t e l l  t h e i r  s t a f f s  how th in g s  were to  be done, j u s t  as they 

were more w i l l i n g  to  ask t h e i r  s t a f f s  f o r  a s s i s t a n c e  even when the
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re q u e s t  went a g a in s t  c o n t ra c tu a l  agreements.  They were a l so  more 

w i l l i n g  to  make unpopular d e c i s io n s .  I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  whenever a 

p r in c ip a l  in a h igh-performing school made an unpopular d e c i s io n ,  i t  

was r e l a t e d  t o  a personal  value th e  p r in c ip a l  had about teach ing  and 

s tu d e n t s .  And although some would sugges t  t h a t  environmental  or 

e x t e r n a l  e v e n t s  c o u ld  have p r o f o u n d l y  a f f e c t e d  a p r i n c i p a l ’ s 

behavio r ,  the  f a c t s  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in low-performing schools  had no 

mission  s ta tements  o f  t h e i r  own, d id  not make unpopular d e c i s io n s  in 

the  i n t e r e s t  o f  promoting le a rn in g  o r  p r o t e c t in g  s tu d e n t s ,  and 

avoided asking t h e i r  s t a f f s  to  do anything beyond t h e i r  c o n t r a c t s  

sugges t  t h a t  th e se  p r i n c i p a l s  al lowed th e  s t a t u s  quo to  e x i s t  

because they lacked the  conf idence and /or  competence to  be le ad e rs  

in t h e i r  schools .  No p r i n c i p a l s  in the  low-performing sample s t a t e d  

t h a t  they could not have a v i s io n ,  no one had sa id  t h a t  they had to 

be r e a c t i v e ,  and no one had t o l d  them they could not make an 

unpopular d e c i s io n .

Curriculum. P r in c i p a l s  in the  h igh-performing sample were more 

involved in curriculum a c t i v i t i e s  than were t h e i r  co l leagues  in low- 

performing schools .  Only one p r in c ip a l  in th e  low-performing sample 

mentioned anything about curr icu lum, compared to  a l l  fou r  in the  

high-performing sample. Common to  the  p r i n c i p a l s  in h igh-performing 

schools  was the  d e s i r e  t o  address  s tu d en t  needs,  whether i t  involved 

making cho ices  and r e a l i z i n g  t h a t  every d e c i s io n  had a consequence 

o r  coo rd in a t in g  and/or  improving mathematics,  s c i e n c e ,  and w r i t in g  

s k i l l s .  Again, no one had advised p r i n c i p a l s  in low-performing
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schools  to  avoid curr iculum i s s u e s .  Thus, one can i n f e r  t h a t  they 

were i n a c t iv e  in t h i s  area  because they  lacked a c l e a r  v i s io n  

concerning s tuden t  achievement and/o r  were weak in s k i l l s  a s so c ia t e d  

with i d e n t i f y in g  s tuden t  needs.

Achievement o r i e n t a t i o n . The in te rv iew  d a ta  suggested t h a t  

p r i n c i p a l s  in both high- and low-performing schools  were comfortable  

working with d a ta .  At th e  same time,  p r i n c i p a l s  in h igh-performing 

s c h o o l s  m a i n t a i n e d  t h a t  t h e y  en jo y ed  working  w i th  d a t a  and 

id e n t i f y in g  s tuden t  needs.  P r in c i p a l s  in h igh-performing schools 

were d i r e c t l y  involved in p re sen t ing  da ta  to  o t h e r s ,  o rgan iz ing  the  

informat ion in such a way t h a t  o th e rs  would unders tand ,  and ensur ing 

t h a t  t h e  d a t a  were s h a r e d  w i th  a l l  o t h e r  t e a c h e r s  in  t h e i r  

b u i l d i n g s .  These  f i n d i n g s  s u g g e s t  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  i n  h ig h -  

performing schools  were more e f f i c a c i o u s ,  competent,  and co n f iden t  

than those  in low-performing schools ,  f ind ing  p a t t e r n s  in d a ta ,  

communicating t h a t  in format ion to  l a rg e  audiences ,  and us ing the  

da ta  to  provide  d i r e c t i o n  to o th e r s .

Teacher-superv is ion  p r a c t i c e s . P r in c i p a l s  in h igh-performing 

schools  p laced more importance on superv is ing  te ac h e r s  and having 

te ac h e rs  meet expec ta t ions  than did t h e i r  c o u n te r p a r t s  in low- 

performing schools .  Associa ted with t h e i r  in fo rm a t ion -ga the r ing  

s k i l l s ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  s c h o o l s  s t r e s s e d  t h e  

importance o f  having preconferences  with t e ach e rs  to  determine t h e i r  

s t a f f ’ s s t r e n g t h s ,  weaknesses,  and i n - s e r v i c e  needs.  P r in c i p a l s  in 

low-performing schools  t r e a t e d  teache r  superv is ion  as a p rocess .  

Unlike the  p r i n c i p a l s  in high-performing schools ,  who were t roub led
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by the  " c h e c k l i s t "  p o l i c i e s  endorsed by t h e i r  d i s t r i c t s ,  p r i n c i p a l s  

in low-performing schools  simply played the  game by meeting minimum 

ex p ec ta t io n s  emanating from c en t r a l  o f f i c e .  A conclus ion t h a t  can 

be drawn from the  in te rv iew  mater ia l  i s  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in high- 

performing schools perceived a need to  l e a rn  as much as p o s s ib le  

about t h e i r  t e ach e rs  and what they d id  and did  not do in the  

c lassroom. I t  can a lso  be i n f e r r e d  t h a t  the  same p r i n c i p a l s  thought 

i t  important  to  provide t h e i r  t e ach e r s  with s p e c i f i c  informat ion 

about t h e i r  performance and wanted t h e i r  te ache rs  to  focus a t t e n t i o n  

on i n s t r u c t i o n a l  a c t i v i t i e s  in s tead  o f  check marks on an e v a lu a t io n  

s h ee t .

I n - s e r v i c e  a c t i v i t i e s . P r i n c i p a l s  in  t h e  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  

sample were more e f f i c a c i o u s  in giving p re s en ta t i o n s  to  o th e r s .  

They enjoyed t h i s  a c t i v i t y  and possessed the  necessa ry  s k i l l s  to 

t a i l o r  t h e i r  p re s en ta t i o n s  to  f i t  a p a r t i c u l a r  audience.  They a lso  

s t r e s s e d  the  importance o f  using s t o r i e s  and metaphors t o  exp la in  

t h e i r  po in t  o f  view. I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  the  t o p ic s  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  

h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  sample c i t e d  as  examples  o f  t a l k i n g  t o  l a r g e  

audiences  were r e l a t e d  to  t h e i r  r e s p e c t iv e  school mission s ta tem ents  

and v i s io n s .  They were competent and co n f iden t  in t a l k i n g  to  o th e rs  

about d e s i r e d  teaching  techn iques  and about how to  improve t h e i r  

schools  by reviewing e f f e c t iv e - s c h o o l s  l i t e r a t u r e  with t h e i r  s t a f f s .  

In c o n t r a s t ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in  lo w -p e r f o r m in g  s c h o o l s  were  l e s s  

e f f e c t u a l  in  s p e a k in g  t o  l a r g e  a u d i e n c e s .  They a vo ided  

o p p o r tu n i t i e s  to  do so and p re fe r r e d  to  say nothing about the
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t e a c h in g / l e a r n in g  process  in favor  of having o th e r s  come in to  the 

school to  do i t  f o r  them.

Persuasion s k i l l s . P r in c i p a l s  in th e  high-performing sample 

were competent and co n f iden t  pe rsuade rs .  They a l so  i n d ic a ted  they 

had acquired t h e i r  s k i l l s  from p a re n t s ,  f r i e n d s ,  and exper iences  in 

which they had convinced o th e r s  to  endorse t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  po in t  of 

view. This f in d in g  r e i n f o r c e s  th e  premise t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in 

the  h igh-performing sample be l ieved  they had an in f lu en ce  on t h e i r  

t e a c h e r s  and were more k now ledgeab le  ab o u t  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  and 

confidence  l e v e l s  than were p r i n c i p a l s  in the  low-performing sample.

Group s k i l l s . P r i n c i p a l s  in  t h e  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  sample 

be l ieved  in t h e i r  a b i l i t y  to  manage o th e r s .  They formed t a s k  groups 

and monitored group d i s c u s s io n s  in a v a r i e t y  of  s i t u a t i o n s .  They 

were c o m f o r t a b l e  a c t i n g  as f a c i l i t a t o r s  and b e l i e v e d  i t  was 

important  to  focus group a t t e n t i o n  on a s p e c i f i c  a rea  o f  i n t e r e s t .  

P r in c i p a l s  in low-performing schools  lacked such s k i l l s  and avoided 

s i t u a t i o n s  in which f a c i l i t a t i o n  s k i l l s  were n eces sa ry .  As with 

g i v i n g  i n - s e r v i c e  p ro g ram s ,  t h e y  r e l i e d  on o t h e r s  t o  achieve 
consensus in t h e i r  b u i ld in g s .

Conflict-manaqement s k i l l s . P r in c i p a l s  in both samples were 

comfortable  with c o n f l i c t .  At the  same time, p r i n c i p a l s  in high- 

performing schools were more competent in c o l l e c t i n g  in format ion ,  

de termin ing the  o th e r  pe rso n ’ s po in t  o f  view, and then c r e a t i n g  a 

win-win s i t u a t i o n .

The Wallenda f a c t o r . P r in c i p a l s  in low-performing schools 

could not g ive  examples of  a school program they had i n i t i a t e d  t h a t
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had f a i l e d ;  they denied f a i l u r e .  In c o n t r a s t ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in high- 

performing schools mentioned a v a r i e t y  o f  s i t u a t i o n s  in which 

they had i n i t i a t e d  a p a r t i c u l a r  program t h a t  was not s u c c e s s fu l .  

Unlike t h e i r  co l leagues  in low-performing schools ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  

h igh-performing sample acknowledged f a i l u r e ,  had i d e n t i f i e d  reasons 

f o r  the  f a i l u r e ,  and had gone on to  o th e r  i n i t i a t i v e s .  This again 

sugges ts  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in h igh-performing schools  were b e t t e r  

a n a ly s t s  and informat ion g a th e r e r s  than t h e i r  co l leagues  and t h a t  

they acknowledged f a i l u r e  and learned  from t h e i r  e f f o r t s .

School image. P r in c i p a l s  in both samples wanted to  p r o t e c t  

t h e i r  s c h o o l s ’ image. I t  was as much o f  a concern to  p r i n c i p a l s  in 

low-performing schools  to  s e l l  t h e i r  schools  and school programs to  

pa ren ts  as i t  was to  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  h igh-performing group.

Paper work. Again, no d i f f e r e n c e s  between samples were found, 

o th e r  than the  f a c t  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in h igh-performing schools  did 

not view management a c t i v i t i e s  as a p r i o r i t y .  This again r e i n f o r c e s  

the  p o s i t io n  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in h igh-performing schools  ac ted  on 

agendas r e l a t e d  to  l a r g e r  i s s u e s ,  namely, i n s t r u c t i o n a l  m a t te r s  

r a t h e r  t h a n  t h e  g e n e r a l  r o u t i n e s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  most schoo l  

o p e ra t io n s .

Job s a t i s f a c t i o n . P r in c i p a l s  in th e  low-performing sample 

t a lk e d  about r e t i r e m e n t ;  t h e i r  work was done. The f a c t  t h a t  many of  

them were unable to  s u b s t a n t i a t e  t h e i r  own p e rcep t ions  regard ing  how 

o th e r s  viewed t h e i r  performance sugges ts  t h a t  th e se  p r i n c i p a l s  

worked in a vacuum. Not having a v is io n  f o r  t h e i r  schools  and not



154

knowing how well  t h e y  were do ing  u n d o u b te d ly  m a g n i f i e d  t h e i r  

d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  with being p r i n c i p a l s .  In c o n t r a s t ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in 

high-performing schools a s s e r t e d  t h a t  they l ik e d  t h e i r  work and 

mainta ined t h a t  they s t i l l  had a l o t  to  accomplish.  Having a v i s io n  

f o r  t h e i r  schools ,  they continued to  f in d  t h e i r  work engross ing  and 

cha l l eng ing .

Tra in ing  recommendations. P r in c i p a l s  in both groups i d e n t i f i e d  

t r a i n i n g  needs.  P r in c i p a l s  in the  high-performing sample mentioned 

a need f o r  courses  in communication. They a l so  sugges ted courses  in 

g roup  work, c o n f l i c t  management,  w r i t i n g  g r a n t s ,  and l e a r n i n g  

th eo ry .  I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  only one p r in c ip a l  in the  low-performing 

sample was ab le  to  i d e n t i f y  an in - s e r v i c e  need, and t h a t  was r e l a t e d  

t o  group work. Looking a t  the  t o p ic s  c i t e d  by the  high perform ers ,  

i t  can be seen t h a t  th e se  p r i n c i p a l s  perce ived  a need t o  become even 

b e t t e r  f a c i l i t a t o r s .  They a l so  wished to  inc rease  t h e i r  knowledge 

and s k i l l  in r e l a t i o n  to  he lp ing te ac h e rs  in the  classroom.

In summary, the  q u e s t io n n a i r e  and in te rv iew  da ta  suggested t h a t  

p r i n c i p a l s  in low-performing schools  were l e s s  knowledgeable about 

t h e i r  perce ived  a b i l i t y  and confidence l e v e l s ,  and as a r e s u l t  they 

overes t im ated  t h e i r  t r u e  performance l e v e l s .  In c o n t r a s t ,  the  

q u e s t io n n a i r e  and in te rv iew  da ta  co incided  in terms o f  responses  

given by p r i n c i p a l s  in high-performing schools .  Also noteworthy i s  

the  f ind ing  t h a t  the  in te rv iew  m ate r ia l  matched the  competency 

f in d in g s  o f  Croghan e t  a l . ’ s (1983) study of  high-  and average- 

performing p r i n c i p a l s .  This f in d in g ,  coupled with th e  congruence of
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t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  and i n t e r v i e w  d a t a  f o r  p r i n c i p a l s  in  h ig h -  

performing schools ,  i n c rease s  the  v a l i d i t y  o f  the  c u r r e n t  s tudy. 

One can a l so  conclude t h a t  the  major hypo thes i s ,  namely t h a t  high- 

e f f i c a c i o u s  p r i n c i p a l s  a re  a d m in i s t r a to r s  o f  h igh-performing schools  

and t h a t  lo w -e f f i c a c io u s  p r i n c i p a l s  a re  a d m in i s t r a to r s  o f  low- 

performing schools ,  was v e r i f i e d .

P r in c i p a l s  in h igh-performing schools  be l ieved  t h e i r  behavior 

had an e f f e c t  on o t h e r s .  They were goa l  d i r e c t e d  and more 

knowledgeable about t h e i r  own a b i l i t i e s  because o f  t h e i r  a c t i v e  

involvement in a v a r i e t y  of  l e ad e rsh ip  a c t i v i t i e s .  They were more 

e f f i c a c i o u s  in c o l l e c t i n g  in format ion from o th e rs  and using mission 

s ta tem ents  to  e s t a b l i s h  goa ls  f o r  o th e rs  to  achieve .  Coupled with 

t h e i r  image o f  what t h e i r  schools should be l i k e  was a w i l l in g n e s s  

t o  p r o v i d e  i n - s e r v i c e  programs f o r  t h e i r  t e a c h e r s ,  t o  be 

f a c i l i t a t o r s ,  to  use t h e i r  persuas ion  s k i l l s  to  convince o th e r s  to 

fo llow t h e i r  l e ad ,  and to  be p roac t ive  and d e c i s iv e .  The in te rv iew  

m a te r i a l s  a l so  suggested t h a t  v i s io n s  o f  what schools should be l i k e  

and being a l e a d e r  who e f f e c t i v e l y  works with  o the rs  were roo ted  in 

the  re sp o n d en ts ’ exper iences  before  becoming p r i n c i p a l s .

Imp!ica tions

With regard  to  measurement i s su e s ,  the  f in d in g s  suggested  t h a t  

using a q u e s t i o n n a i r e  methodology to  i d e n t i f y  e f f i c a c y  d i f f e r e n c e s  

i s  f r augh t  with d i f f i c u l t i e s .  Both s i t u a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  and more 

gen e ra l iz e d  q u e s t io n n a i r e  i tems lack  the  power to  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  

c o g n i t iv e  p rocesses  a s so c ia te d  with how in d iv id u a l s  pe rce ive  t h e i r
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a b i l i t y ,  conf idence ,  and va lues .  At the  same time, the  in te rv iew  

approach, using a c r i t i c a l - i n c i d e n t s  format ,  o f f e r s  some hope t h a t  

e f f i c a c y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  can be s u c c e s s fu l ly  i s o l a t e d  and descr ibed  

in some d e t a i l .

The in te rv iew  and suppor ting  q u es t io n n a i r e  da ta  from p r i n c i p a l s  

in  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  s c h o o l s  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in  low- 

performing schools  need t o  have v i s io n s  o f  what t h e i r  schools  should 

be l i k e .  Without such v i s i o n s ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in low-performing schools 

w i l l  simply a t t en d  to  main ta in ing  a "smoothly running ship"  and f a i l  

t o  grasp  the  oppor tun i ty  to  be l e a d e r s .  Associa ted with having a 

v i s io n  i s  possess ing  th e  r e q u i s i t e  s k i l l s  to  c o l l e c t  and analyze 

d a t a  and p r e s e n t i n g  t h e s e  d a t a  in  such a way t h a t  o t h e r s  

f e e l  d i r e c t e d .  P r i n c i p a l s  in  l o w - p e r fo r m in g  s c h o o l s  r e q u i r e  

i n - s e r v i c e  and p r a c t i c e  in looking a t  a v a r i e t y  o f  d a ta  bases from 

which they should be expected to  c r e a t e  mission s ta tements  t h a t  w i l l  

inform o th e r s  what t h e i r  schools  stand f o r .  They should a l so  be 

requ i red  to  make p r e s e n ta t i o n s  to  t h e i r  co l leagues  so t h a t ,  with 

feedback; they can gain  competence and confidence in t h e i r  a b i l i t y  

to  make a p ub l ic  p r e s e n ta t i o n .

The d a ta  a l so  suggested  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in low-performing 

schools  need to  acqu ire  s k i l l s  in ac t ing  as f a c i l i t a t o r s ,  persuading  

o th e r s  to  accept a p a r t i c u l a r  po in t  of  view, and working with groups 

to  br ing  about change in t h e i r  b u i ld in g s .  Again,  i n - s e r v i c e  

a c t i v i t i e s  using a hands-on approach could help th e se  p r i n c i p a l s  

bu i ld  competence and confidence  in t h e i r  a b i l i t y  to  engage in such
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a c t i v i t i e s  and perhaps become more p ro ac t iv e  and d e c i s iv e  in  tak ing  

charge o f  t h e i r  own d e s t i n i e s .

A no the r  i m p l i c a t i o n  a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  t h e  f i n d i n g s  c o n c e r n s  

p r in c ip a l  e v a lu a t io n .  The f in d in g s  suggested t h a t  e v a lu a to r s  need 

to  expect  a l l  p r i n c i p a l s  t o  have a v i s io n  o f  what t h e i r  schools  

s tand  f o r .  Such v i s io n s  should be evalua ted  in terms o f  the  

schoo l ’ s needs and be based on da ta  c o l l e c t e d  about the  school 

i t s e l f .  P r in c i p a l s  a l s o  need to  be evalua ted  in terms o f  t h e i r  

a b i l i t y  to  form te ac h e r  teams to  address i s sues  fac ing  the  school.  

Information should a l so  be c o l l e c t e d  about p r i n c i p a l s ’ a b i l i t y  to  

a c t  as f a c i l i t a t o r s  and s u c c e s s fu l ly  to  persuade o th e r s  to  adopt a 

p a r t i c u l a r  p o in t  o f  view. Equally important in  terms of  p r in c ip a l  

eva lu a t io n  i s  the  a b i l i t y  t o  provide t e ac h e rs  with s p e c i f i c  feedback 

about t h e i r  performance and to  g ive  i n - s e r v i c e  programs to  t e a c h e r s .  

I f  p r i n c i p a l s  are  to  be perceived by o th e r s  as l e a d e r s ,  i t  i s  only 

n a tu ra l  to  expect t h a t  they make p re s en ta t i o n s  t o  t h e i r  t e ac h e rs  and 

be a c t i v e l y  i n v o lv e d  in  and k now ledgeab le  a b o u t  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

p r a c t i c e s .

One p r in c ip a l  in the  low-performing sample s t a t e d  t h a t  the  

in te rv iew  guide used in t h i s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  had made him r e t h i n k  h is  

c u r r e n t  s i t u a t i o n .  He went on to  say t h a t  i t  was th e  f i r s t  t ime in 

th e  t h r e e  y ea r s  he had been a t  t h a t  school t h a t  anyone had v i s i t e d  

him to  d i s cu s s  h is  pe rcep t ions  about the  b u i ld in g .  As the  in te rv iew  

was drawing to  a c lo se ,  he s a id ,  "You know what? I can do a b e t t e r  

job  here .  I have t o  s e t  my p r i o r i t i e s ,  o rgan ize  th e  managerial  

s t u f f ,  and work on curr iculum th in g s  i f  I ’m to  change t h i s  s choo l . "
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Also noteworthy was the  f ind ing  t h a t  a l l  t h r e e  p r i n c i p a l s  in 

th e  low-performing sample descr ibed  themselves as being r e a c t i v e ,  

and a l l  o f  them emphasized the  f a c t  t h a t  t h i s  was the  r e s u l t  o f  

c e n t r a l - o f f i c e  personnel and p o l i c i e s .  This would i n d i c a t e  t h a t  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between c e n t r a l  o f f i c e  and p r i n c i p a l s  in  low- 

performing schools  were,  a t  b e s t ,  s t r a i n e d .  Supe r in tendents  might 

wish to  cons ide r  using an in te rv iew  guide t o  a sse ss  where p r i n c i p a l s  

a re  in terms o f  t h e i r  performance.  Inc reas ing  the  d ia logue  between 

bo th  p a r t i e s  co u ld  h e lp  b u i l d  b e t t e r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  Having 

confe rences  with p r i n c i p a l s  in low-performing schools  could a lso  

e s t a b l i s h  a more p o s i t i v e  c l i m a t e  t h a t  would s u p p o r t  t h e  

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  r e a l i s t i c  e x p e c t a t i o n s  f o r  improvement and 

performance.

Limita t ions

From a q u a n t i t a t i v e  v e r s u s  q u a l i t a t i v e  p e r s p e c t i v e ,  t h e  

i n v e s t ig a t i o n  f a i l e d  to  i d e n t i f y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in a b i l i t y ,  

conf idence ,  and importance among p r i n c i p a l s  in low-,  in-between, and 

high-performing elementary schools .  Although d i s a p p o in t in g ,  the  

same outcome confronted Ashton e t  a l .  (1982, 1983),  who a lso  

determined t h a t  q u e s t io n n a i r e  da ta  alone f a i l e d  to  i s o l a t e  important 

v a r i a b l e s  a s so c ia t e d  with the  e f f i c a c y  c o n s t r u c t .  Recent e f f e c t i v e -  

s c h o o l s  s t u d i e s  r e l a t e d  t o  p r i n c i p a l  b e h a v i o r  and s t u d e n t  

achievement,  again using a q u e s t io n n a i r e  methodology, have a lso  

f a i l e d  to  i d e n t i f y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between a d m in i s t r a to r s  in 

more- and l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  schools .  To e l a b o r a t e ,  in a s y n th e s i s
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a r t i c l e  exp lor ing  l e ad e rsh ip  v a r i a b l e s  and e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  Z irkel and 

Greenwood (1987) n o te d  t h a t  in  9 o f  15 s t u d i e s ,  s t u d e n t s ’ 

achievement scores  were not c o r r e l a t e d  with p r i n c i p a l s ’ behavior .  

In two o f  the  s t u d i e s ,  the  methodology was s i m i l a r  t o  t h a t  employed 

in the  p re sen t  i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  In the  f i r s t ,  p r i n c i p a l s  were 

des igna ted  by t h e i r  supe r in tenden ts  as "most" o r  " l e a s t "  e f f e c t i v e .  

Using q u e s t io n n a i r e  d a t a ,  Glassman ( in  Zirkel & Greenwood, 1987) 

found t h a t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ’ s e l f - r e p o r t s  regard ing  t h e i r  sense o f  

e f f i c a c y  f a i l e d  to  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  p r i n c i p a l s  in more- and l e s s -  

e f f e c t i v e  s c h o o l s .  In t h e  second  s t u d y ,  u s i n g  a L i k e r t  

q u e s t io n n a i r e  format,  Wimpelberg ( in  Zirkel & Greenwood, 1987) a lso  

d e t e r m in e d  t h a t  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  r e s p o n s e s  f a i l e d  t o  i d e n t i f y  

behavioral  d i f f e r e n c e s .  At the  same time,  the  r e s e a r c h e r  d id  d e t e c t  

d i f f e r e n c e s  using fol low-up in te rv iew  d a ta .  Whereas p r i n c i p a l s  in 

both e f f e c t i v e -  and l e s s - e f f e c t i v e  schools  gave s i m i l a r  responses  to  

the  item "I am able  to  monitor i n s t r u c t i o n  very c l o s e l y , "  in te rv iew  

responses  in d ic a ted  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  m o re -e f fe c t iv e  sample had 

d i f f e r e n t  p e r sp ec t iv e s  regard ing  the  monitoring  o f  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

p r a c t i c e s .

Bandura and Schunk (1981) suggested a p l a u s i b l e  exp lana t ion  fo r  

why q u e s t i o n n a i r e  d a t a  a r e  weak in  t e rm s  o f  i d e n t i f y i n g  

e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s .  These r e s ea rc h e r s  maintained t h a t  e v a lu a t in g  one’ s 

own competence and expectancy l e v e l s  i s  a complex under tak ing .  

In d iv id u a ls  f r eq u e n t ly  ove res t im ate  t h e i r  c a p a b i l i t i e s  because they 

do not unders tand or  recognize  complex subtasks  o r  competencies
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a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  t h e  f i n a l  b e h a v i o r .  F u r t h e r ,  Bandura  (1977) 

suggested t h a t

performance t h a t  draws on only a few s k i l l s  reduces  the  
l ik e l ih o o d  o f  ove res t im at ing  personal c a p a b i l i t i e s .  . . .  In 
a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  depend on d iv e r se  s u b s k i l l s ,  knowledge o f  some 
of  them, the  more d i r e c t l y  observable  ones,  r a i s e s  the  leve l  of  
assurance  t h a t  one might be able  t o  perform s u c c e s s f u l ly ,  (p. 
215)

In the  q u e s t io n n a i r e  d a ta ,  e s p e c i a l l y  in r e l a t i o n  to  items 

conta ined in the  P r inc ipa l  Eff icacy  Q ues t ionna i re ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in 

low-performing schools  might have overest imated  t h e i r  a b i l i t i e s  fo r  

the  same reason .  They might have based t h e i r  responses  on a l im i ted  

s e t  o f  l o w e r - o r d e r  s k i l l s  w h i l e  i g n o r i n g  h i g h e r - o r d e r  s k i l l s .  

P r in c i p a l s  in the  low-performing sample had h igher  s e l f - p e r c e iv e d  

a b i l i t y  concerning c r e a t in g  and /or  s e l e c t i n g  survey q u e s t io n n a i r e s  

to  i d e n t i f y  school-improvement needs.  The in te rv iew  d a t a ,  however, 

suggested t h a t  these  p r i n c i p a l s  d i s l i k e d  working with achievement 

d a ta ,  whereas p r i n c i p a l s  in h igh-performing schools  used d a ta  to  

i d e n t i f y  c u r r i c u l u m  needs  and en jo y ed  f i n d i n g  p a t t e r n s  in  

t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  i t s e l f .  In t h i s  i n s t a n c e ,  i t  co u ld  be t h a t  

p r i n c i p a l s  in the  low-performing sample responded to  th e  item 

th ink ing  o f  a lower-order  s u b s k i l l ,  namely c r e a t in g  and /or  s e l e c t i n g  

surveys,  even simple surveys,  while ignor ing  or  underes t im at ing  the  

h ig h e r -o rd e r  subski 11s o f  f in d in g  p a t t e r n s  in the  d a ta  o r  developing 

a more complex ins t rument .

Another p la u s i b l e  exp lana t ion  f o r  why the  q u e s t io n n a i r e  da ta  

f a i l e d  to  show s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  among the  t h r e e  groups could 

be the  small sample s i z e .  Category s i z e ,  based on e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,
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ranged from 23 to  29. Considering t h a t  Gibson and Dembo (1984) had 

a sample o f  234 te ac h e r s  in t h e i r  s tudy and t h a t  Ashton e t  a l . 

(1982, 1983) had 48, small sample s i z e  could have been a weakness in 

t h e  p r e s e n t  s t u d y .  With sm al l  sample  s i z e s ,  b e tw ee n -g ro u p  

d i f f e r e n c e s  can be hidden, c o n t r ib u t in g  to  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  

committing a Type I e r r o r .

Yet a n o t h e r  i s s u e  a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  t h e  f a i l u r e  o f  t h e  

q u e s t i o n n a i r e  d a t a  t o  s i g n i f y  d i f f e r e n c e s  c o n c e r n s  t h e  

c a t e g o r i z a t i o n  of low- and high-performing schoo ls .  As suggested  by 

o th e r  r e s e a r c h e r s ,  no tably  Rowan e t  a l .  (1985),  achievement da ta  

do not n e c e s s a r i l y  c o r r e l a t e  with any d e f i n i t i o n  o f  e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  

Perhaps a number o f  p r i n c i p a l s  in the  low-performing sample were 

indeed more capable  than t h e i r  s c h o o l s ’ achievement d a ta  sugges ted; 

t h i s  would have been a contaminat ing f a c t o r .

U n l ik e  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  r e s u l t s ,  t h e  i n t e r v i e w  d a t a  d id  

d i f f e r e n t i a t e  p r i n c i p a l s  in  low- and h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  s c h o o l s .  

I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  t h e  v a r i o u s  b e h a v i o r s  i d e n t i f i e d  in  t h e  

in te rv iew  m ate r ia l  matched the  competency f in d in g s  o f  Croghan e t  

a l . ’ s (1983) study o f  average- and high-performing p r i n c i p a l s  in 

F lo r id a  schoo ls .  This f in d in g  sugges ts  t h a t  conclus ions  regard ing  

e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s  based on th e  in te rv iew  m ate r ia l  can be taken 

s e r i o u s l y .  As the  in te rv iew  items p e r ta in ed  to  r e sp o n d en ts ’ r e c a l l  

o f  " c r i t i c a l  in c id en ts "  o r  important happenings they  remembered, one 

can look f o r  examples o f  a l l  t h r e e  e f f i c a c y  v a r i a b l e s  ( a b i l i t y ,  

conf idence ,  importance) in t h e i r  d ia lo g u es .  P r i n c i p a l s  in low- 

performing schools ,  by omission,  i d e n t i f i e d  behaviors  they avoided;
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c o n v e r s e l y ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  s c h o o l s  i d e n t i f i e d  

b e h a v i o r s  t h e y  were c o m f o r t a b l e  p e r f o r m i n g .  A s s o c i a t e d  w i th  

r e s p o n s e s  t o  each i n t e r v i e w  i tem were c e r t a i n  b e h a v i o r s  o r  

competencies t h a t  were performed ( a b i l i t y  e f f i c a c y ) ,  s ta tem ents  t h a t  

expressed an inner  conf idence t h a t  a behavior  could be performed 

su c c e s s f u l ly  (expectancy e f f i c a c y ) ,  and s ta tements  i n d i c a t in g  a 

p a r t i c u l a r  a c t i v i t y  a n d / o r  b e h a v i o r  was v a lu e d  ( im p o r t a n c e  

e f f i c a c y ) .

Recommendations

The r e a d e r  i s  c a u t i o n e d  t h a t  d i f f e r e n c e s  c i t e d  in  t h i s  

i n v e s t i g a t i o n  might have been the  r e s u l t  o f  socioeconomic cond i t ions  

and not d i f f e r e n c e s  in performance.  All th re e  in te rv iew ees  from 

low-performing schools  worked in s i t u a t i o n s  in which the  m inor i ty  

popula t ion  c o n s t i t u t e d  50% to  100% of  t h e i r  s c h o o l s ’ en ro l lm en t ,  as 

compared to  a high o f  10% m inor i ty  enro llment in h igh-performing 

s c h o o l s .  Should  a n o t h e r  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  be u n d e r t a k e n ,  i t  i s  

recommended t h a t  school populations t h a t  a re  s i m i l a r  in terms of  

m inor i ty  r e p re s e n ta t i o n  be used in id e n t i f y in g  low-,  in-between,  and 

high-performing schools .

I t  i s  a l so  recommended t h a t  t ime be spent in te rv iew ing  s t a f f ,  

s t u d e n t s ,  p a re n t s ,  and super in tenden ts  to  v a l i d a t e  the  p r i n c i p a l s ’ 

s t a t e d  s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n s .

Another recommendation i s  to  s t reng then  the  q u e s t io n n a i r e  items 

by focusing on pas t  exper iences ,  g o a l s ,  v i s i o n s ,  and informat ion-  

g a ther ing  techn iques .  I t  i s  a l so  suggested t h a t  th e  q u e s t io n n a i r e
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items themselves be f u r t h e r  def ined  in h i e r a r c h i c a l  o rd e r .  For

in s t a n c e ,  r a t h e r  than simply asking whether the  p r in c ip a l  can c r e a t e  

and/o r  s e l e c t  survey q u e s t io n n a i r e s ,  one would i d e n t i f y  a s e r i e s  of  

s t e p s :  e . g . ,  c o n s t r u c t  a q u e s t io n n a i r e  t o  e l i c i t  th e  req u i red

in format ion ,  s e l e c t  a survey ins trument t h a t  w i l l  provide  the

p r in c ip a l  with the  needed in format ion ,  analyze th e  d a t a ,  and use the  

m ate r ia l  t o  make a d e c i s io n .  The same procedure should a l so  be used

in the  in te rv iew ;  t h a t  i s ,  the  p r in c ip a l  should be r e q u i re d  to

desc r ib e  how he/she had performed the  s p e c i f i e d  t a s k .

In terms of  i d e n t i f y in g  p rospec t ive  p r i n c i p a l s ,  search teams 

should look f o r  examples in the  i n d i v i d u a l ’ s p a s t  t h a t  would suggest  

th e  absence o r  presence o f  a number o f  v a r i a b l e s .  Questions 

regard ing  the  pe rson’ s pre-  and pos t-h igh-school  exper iences  could 

reveal t h a t  the  p rospec t ive  candida te  had no values  a s s o c ia te d  with 

teach ing  and l e a rn in g  and t h a t  he /she  was n e i t h e r  p ro a c t iv e  nor 

d e c i s iv e  in i n t e r a c t i n g  with o th e r s .  Responses to  such ques t ions  

could a l so  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  the  in d iv id u a l ,  from an e a r l y  age,  had 

avoided s i t u a t i o n s  in which he/she  had to  i n t e r a c t  with groups,  

persuade o t h e r s ,  o r  commit h im /h e rse l f  to  a h igher  i d e a l .  In t h i s  

i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in  h i g h - p e r f o r m i n g  s c h o o l s  had been 

involved in l e ad e rsh ip  a c t i v i t i e s  before  becoming t e a c h e r s ;  such 

involvement, in i t s e l f ,  could be a key c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  high- 

performing p r i n c i p a l s .  This to p i c  deserves  more a t t e n t i o n .

C once rn ing  p r i n c i p a l - e v a l u a t i o n  p r a c t i c e s ,  t h e  f i n d i n g s  

suggested t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  need to  be evalua ted  on t h e i r  a b i l i t y  to
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c r e a t e  " a l t e r n a t e  fu tu r e s "  f o r  t h e i r  schools .  They need the  s k i l l s  

to  o r i g i n a t e  v i s io n s  t h a t  w i l l  al low them to  become l e a d e r s .  

Associa ted  with c r e a t in g  a v i s io n  i s  the  a b i l i t y  to  communicate t h a t  

v i s io n  to  a l a rg e  audience and to  acqu ire  the  s k i l l s  needed to  be 

conf iden t  f a c i l i t a t o r s ,  pe rsuaders ,  and d a ta  a n a l y s t s .  D esc r ip t ions  

o f  success fu l  le ade rs  abound in the  l i t e r a t u r e ;  a l l  share  the  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  having a v i s io n  t h a t  guides  one’ s behavior and 

i n t e r a c t i o n s  with o th e r s .  The same seems to  be t r u e  o f  p r i n c i p a l s  

in high-performing schools .  They, too ,  r e q u i r e  a v i s io n  in o rd e r  to  

become p ro ac t iv e  and d e c i s iv e  about i s su e s  t h a t  conf ron t  t h e i r  

schools .  Like success fu l  le ad e rs  in bus iness ,  p r i n c i p a l s  need to  

know where they want t h e i r  schools  to  go and what t h e i r  schools  are  

to  s tand f o r .

Also a s so c ia t e d  with p r i n c i p a l - e v a l u a t i o n  i s su e s  i s  th e  need to  

determine weaknesses r e l a t e d  to  analyzing and c o l l e c t i n g  d a ta ,  

a c t i n g  as a f a c i l i t a t o r ,  and being able  to  persuade o t h e r s .  In the  

c u r r e n t  i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  p r i n c i p a l s  in h igh-performing schools  were 

competent and conf iden t  o f  t h e i r  a b i l i t i e s  in a l l  t h r e e  a reas  and 

s u c c e s s f u l ly  used these  s k i l l s  to  move t h e i r  schools  forward.  This 

sugges ts  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  in low-performing schools need t o  a t t a i n  

e f f i c a c y  l e v e l s  s i m i l a r  to  those  o f  t h e i r  co l leagues  in high- 

performing schools .  They, too ,  need to  be l iev e  t h a t  t h e i r  behavior 

has an e f f e c t  on o th e r s .  Thus, i t  i s  suggested  t h a t  i n - s e r v i c e  

a c t i v i t i e s  be o r g a n i z e d  u s in g  a " h an d s -o n "  ap p ro ach  in  which 

p r i n c i p a l s  would have to  c r e a t e  v i s io n s ,  communicate those  v i s io n s  

t o  t h e i r  c o l l e a g u e s ,  a n a l y z e  d a t a ,  and use p e r s u a s i o n  and
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f a c i l i t a t i n g  techniques  to  convince o th e r s  t h a t  t h e i r  v i s io n s  are  

r e a l i s t i c  and ach ievab le .

I t  i s  a l so  recommended t h a t  c e n t r a l - o f f i c e  personnel use an 

in te rv iew  approach to  determine p r i n c i p a l s ’ performance l e v e l s .  As 

m en t io n ed  e a r l i e r ,  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  be tween p r i n c i p a l s  in  low- 

performing schools  and c e n t r a l - o f f i c e  s t a f f  can b e s t  be de sc r ibed  as 

s t r a i n e d .  A s t r u c t u r e d  in te rv iew  approach could be used to  d e t e c t  

weaknesses in a b i l i t y  and confidence or  b e l i e f  systems t h a t  have a 

n e g a t i v e  e f f e c t  on t h e  p r i n c i p a l ’ s p e r f o r m a n c e .  A n o th e r  

c o n s id e ra t io n  would be to  p a i r  p r i n c i p a l s  from high-  and low- 

performing schools  and t o  have them in te rv iew  each o th e r .  This 

procedure  would be l e s s  t h r e a te n in g  to  a lo w -e f f i c a c io u s  p r in c ip a l  

t h a n  i f  t h e  i n t e r v i e w  were c o n d u c te d  by someone from t h e  

s u p e r in t e n d e n t ’ s o f f i c e .  F u r the r ,  the  exchange between th e  two 

p r i n c i p a l s  should h ig h l ig h t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in th in k in g  about educa t ion  

and what schools  and schooling a re  about.  The same procedure  could 

a l so  lead  to  the  e s tab l i shm en t  o f  a mutual support  team in which one 

p a r t n e r  would serve as a r o l e  model f o r  the  o th e r .
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From: Dr. L. Lezotte
Michigan S t a t e  U n ive rs i ty  
East  Lansing, MI 48824

Dear Colleague:

I have had many conversa t ions  with Frank regard ing  h is  re sea rch  
p r o j e c t .  He i s  committed t o  improving th e  q u a l i t y  o f  i n - s e r v i c e  
programs f o r  p r a c t i c i n g  a d m in i s t r a to r s .  I have a l so  d iscussed  his  
p r o j e c t  with o th e r  r e s e a rc h e r s ,  and they a re  as eager  as mysel f  to 
review Frank’ s f in d in g s .  This i s  a seminal e f f o r t  and one t h a t  
deserves  your a t t e n t i o n  and suppor t .  I encourage you to  complete 
the  enclosed q u e s t io n n a i r e  and to  cooperate  with Frank should he 
c a l l  upon you f o r  a follow-up in te rv iew .

R espec t fu l ly  yours ,

Larry Lezot te
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From: Frank L ip se t t - -D o c to ra l  Candidate February 18, 1987
Michigan S ta te  U n ive rs i ty  
East  Lansing, MI 48824

Dear Colleague:

For 19 years  I have worked in education as a t e a c h e r ,  a v i c e ­
p r i n c i p a l ,  and a p r i n c i p a l .  C urren t ly  I am completing my doctora l  
d i s s e r t a t i o n  requirements  a t  Michigan S t a t e  U n iv e r s i ty .  Like o the rs  
who have preceded me, I seek your coopera t ion  in completing the 
enclosed q u e s t io n n a i r e .  I t  t akes  l e s s  than 20 minutes to  complete,  
and a number of  in d iv id u a l s  have t o l d  me t h a t  they found i t  
c ha l l eng ing ,  i n t e r e s t i n g ,  and fun to  complete.

To con t inue ,  f o r  some time now I have been concerned about the  
i n - s e r v i c e  programs a f forded  p r a c t i c i n g  school a d m in i s t r a to r s .  My 
personal  pe rcep t ion  has been t h a t  an undue emphasis has been placed 
on a w are n e ss /k n o w le d g e  i s s u e s  a t  t h e  exp en se  o f  i n c r e a s i n g  
p e r fo rm an c e  and c o n f i d e n c e  l e v e l s .  F u r t h e r ,  i t  has been my 
e x p e r i e n c e  t h a t  r a r e l y  has anyone e v e r  shown an i n t e r e s t  in  
determin ing the  importance a d m in i s t r a to r s  p lace  on the  changes being 
advocated by i n - s e r v i c e  personnel .  The purpose o f  the  c u r r e n t  
i n v e s t ig a t i o n  i s  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  to  show t h a t  a d m in i s t r a to r s  d i f f e r  in 
terms o f  the  s k i l l s  they can perform and the  importance they  place  
on given behav iors .  I f  such d i f f e r e n c e s  can be shown to  e x i s t ,  then 
d e f i n i t i v e  s t a t e m e n t s  can be g e n e r a t e d  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  c o n t e n t ,  
format ,  and purposes of  f u tu r e  in - s e r v i c e  programs.

I assure  you t h a t  the  informat ion you forward me wi l l  be kept 
c o n f id e n t i a l  and t h a t  a l l  feedback wi l l  be in th e  form o f  grouped 
d a ta - -n o  names. Fu r the r ,  once I re ce iv e  the  a t tached  q u e s t io n n a i r e ,  
I w i l l  g ive  i t  to  a fe l low  graduate  s tu d en t ,  who w i l l  a ss ign  a 
number t o  th e  q u e s t io n n a i r e  and remove the  upper po r t ion  which 
i d e n t i f i e s  th e  school and you. A master  l i s t  o f  schools  and whether 
o r  not. q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  have been re tu rned  w i l l  be mainta ined f o r  the  
d u ra t io n  o f  t h i s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  This procedure i s  necessary  to  
maximize r e tu r n  r a t e s  and in the  event  t h a t  the  r e s e a r c h e r  f e e l s  the  
need to  co n tac t  you p e r so n a l ly  f o r  a d d i t io n a l  informat ion .

In c l o s i n g ,  t h i s  r e s e a r c h  p r o j e c t  has  g e n e r a t e d  c o n s i d e r a b l e  
i n t e r e s t  in the  educa tiona l community. I t  has a l so  been endorsed by 
Dr. L. Lezotte  as a seminal e f f o r t  to  improve and help  p r a c t i c i n g  
a d m in i s t r a to r s  meet th e  cha l lenges  o f  adm in is te r ing  schools  in an 
outcome-oriented environment.  One f i n a l  s ta tement :  I t  i s  very
impor tant in any s tudy o f  t h i s  n a tu re  to  have a high r e tu rn  r a t e - - a t  
l e a s t  70 pe rcen t .  As such, I hope t h a t  you wi l l  be ab le  to  take  a 
few minutes o f  your va luab le  t ime to  help me.

R esp ec t fu l ly  yours ,

Frank L i p s e t t
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BACKGROUND DATA

NAME: ______

SCHOOL NAME: 

STATE:

School number ass igned by gradua te  s tu d en t :

Approximate number o f  s tuden t s  
a t  your lo c a t io n
  Less than 100
  100 to  499
  500 to  1,000
  More than 1,000

Your age
  20 to  29 years  old
  30 to  39 years  old
  40 to  49 years  old
  50 to  59 years  old

60 o r  o ld e r

Employment in p u b l i c /  
p r i v a t e  school
  Less than 2 years
  2 to  5 years
  6 t o  9 years
  10 t o  19 years
  20 to  29 years
  More than 29 years

Level o f  education
  Less than b a c h e lo r ’ s degree
  Bachelor’ s degree
  Maste r’ s degree
  S p e c i a l i s t  degree
  Doctorate

Years in a d m in is t r a t io n
  Less than 2 years
  2 to  5 y ear s
  6 to  9 years
  10 to  19 year s
  20 to  29 years
  More than 29 years

Sex
  Female

Male
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QUESTIONNAIRE DIRECTIONS:
Following each SKILL STATEMENT are three response categories. The first measures the 
person’s ABILITY to perform the skill, the second the person’s CONFIDENCE that the 
skill will be performed successfully, and the third, the IMPORTANCE the person places 
on the skill behavior itself (some behaviors are seen as being more important than 
others). Each response sequence is preceded by the word ABILITY, CONFIDENCE, and 
IMPORTANCE, and each is followed by six numbers. The numbers are arranged in
ascending order, with the numbers 1 and 2 indicating low response levels and the numbers 5 and 6 high response levels.
Following are a number of SKILL STATEMENTS. For each SKILL STATEMENT please indicate 
your ABILITY, CONFIDENCE, and IMPORTANCE levels along the six-point interval scale by 
marking an "X" through the appropriate response number. Please respond to all of the 
questions. It is recommended that you go through the questionnaire quickly and 
record your initial response to each item.
A self-addressed envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

Thank you.

SKILL STATEMENT Low High
1. Analyze baseline data (e.g., attendance records, ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6vandalism costs, discipline sheets, teacher CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6absence figures, budget records) and establish IMPORTANCE 1 2 3 4 5 6school improvement goals.
2. Select and/or create survey questionnaires ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6to identify school improvement needs. CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6

IMPORTANCE 1 2 3 4 5 6
3. Identify student populations whose performance ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6levels are below expectations (e.g., minority, CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6male/female, or ethnic student groups). IMPORTANCE 1 2 3 4 5 6
4. Knowledgeably discuss new teaching methods and ABILITYrnurTnrurr 1 2 

i ^
3 40 5 6

/>•macci  l a i d  vv i i#it jruui d c a i i * oui i r  iucMisC
IMPORTANCE

1 c
1 2

0
3
*t
4 5

0
6

5. Create concrete, precise, outcome-based state­ ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6ments that describe your school’s mission. CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6
IMPORTANCE 1 2 3 4 5 6

6. Conduct a school/community needs assessment. ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6
CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6
IMPORTANCE 1 2 3 4 5 6

7 . Develop specific long- and short-term academic ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6goals for a select group(s) of students. CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6
IMPORTANCE I 2 3 4 5 6

8 . Identify positive and negative forces operating ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6within your school and in your community that CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6
have an impact on goal attainment. IMPORTANCE 1 2 3 4 5 6

9 . List specific actions (events) that need to ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6
be initiated in order to reach goals you have CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6
established for your school. IMPORTANCE 1 2 3 4 5 6



170

SKILL STATEMENT Low High
10. Formally monitor your school’s progress on ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6

goal-attainment activities. CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE 11 2 3 2 3

4 5 6 4 5 6
11. Communicate school goals and your expectations ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6to teacher and central office personnel. CONFIDENCE

IMPORTANCE
1
1
2 3 
2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6

12. Develop long- and short-term academic goals ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6for ALL students. -CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1
1
2 3 
2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6

13. Talk with parents and student groups about ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6school goals and your expectations. CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1
1
2 3 
2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6

14. Establish challenging but realistic instruc­ ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6tional goals for teachers to attain. CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1
1
2 3 
2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6

15. Involve parents and teachers in the goal- ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6setting process. CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1
1
2 3 
2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6

16. Initiate research-based instructional- ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6improvement activities. CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1
1
2 3 
2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6

17. Select school-improvement goals from multiple ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6data sources (e.g., respected colleagues, CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6research articles, relevant others). IMPORTANCE 1 2 3 4 5 6
18. Focus student, teacher, and community attention ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6on school goals. CONFIDENCE

IMPORTANCE
1
1
2 3 
2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6

i n an r i  ttw * « r1 9 • u a j c  s»u< i iwuiuui ucw i a  twild/ pup i » wiaadiuut i i / IDA LA 1 1 A L 9 *t 9 Oactivities on the school’s goal statement. CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1
1
2 3 
2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6

20. Find the necessary time to be an instructional ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6leader (e.g., attend to instructional improvement CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6and school goals) while adequately dealing with 
managerial demands (e.g., paper work). IMPORTANCE 1 2 3 4 5 6

21. Employ efficient procedures for use of and ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6accounting for supplies and equipment. CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1
1
2 3 
2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6

2 2 . Nurture two-way communication systems between ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6yourself and the community. CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1
1
2 3 
2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6

23. Identify specific reasons for visiting a ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6classroom prior to making the visit. CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1
1
2 3 
2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6
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SKILL STATEMENT Low High
24. Assess maintenance status of your building 

and its equipment. ABILITY
CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6

25. Consistently enforce disciplinary codes. ABILITY
CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6

26. Identify learning and teaching philosophies 
of prospective teachers. ABILITY

-CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6

27. Maintain high levels of community involvement 
in the school’s academic programs. ABILITY

CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6

28. Regularly supervise the instructional activities 
of the entire staff. ABILITY

CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6

29. Have teachers’ instructional objectives stated 
in concrete, measurable, and observable terms. ABILITY

CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6

30. Coordinate (scope and sequence) basic curriculum 
objectives between and within grades. ABILITY

CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6

31. Match curriculum materials and student charac­
teristics to maximize student learning. ABILITY

CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6

32. Demonstrate promising new instructional practices 
to teachers. ABILITY

CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6

33. Identify instructional strengths and weaknesses 
of your staff. ABILITY

CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6

34. Discuss specific strengths and weaknesses of 
core curriculum programs. ABILITY

CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6

35. Assign students to teachers to maximize 
student learning. ABILITY

CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6

36. Keep the staff working on the agreed-upon course 
of instructional activities and practices. ABILITY

CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6

37. Identify general trends or conditions by noting 
the behaviors of others and by seeing relation­
ships between events.

ABILITY
CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6

38. Nurture friendly and cooperative relationships 
between yourself and your staff. ABILITY

CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6
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SKILL STATEMENT Low
39. Identify classroom and school-wide factors that 

need to be addressed to increase student achieve­
ment levels.

ABILITY
CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3

40. Acquire external funding and/or support in order 
to achieve goals. ABILITY

CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3

41. Actively participate in teacher in-service 
activities relating to instructional and curricu­
lum issues.

ABILITY
CONFIDENCE
"IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3

42. Organize cooperative teacher work/planning teams. ABILITY
CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 2 3

43. Use metaphors, analogies, historical examples 
to describe desired teacher behavior and 
attitudes.

ABILITY
CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3

44. Promote the use of promising teaching practices 
by giving teachers encouragement and feedback. ABILITY

CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3

45. Establish trusting relationships with staff by 
listening attentively, paraphrasing for mutual 
understanding, and by sharing your own feelings 
with them.

ABILITY
CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3

46. Informally observe and interact with students 
and staff in order to identify in-service programs. ABILITY

CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3

47. Deliver an in-service program in an area of 
expertise (e.g., instructional techniques, 
curriculum, or classroom-management areas).

ABILITY
CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3

48. Work with an individual teacher to identify and 
agree on reasons why specific students or student groups are not achieving at expected 
performance levels.

ABILITY
CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3

49. Identify teaching and learning values of tenured 
staff. ABILITY

CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3

50. Give teachers detailed situation-specific infor­
mation following a classroom visit, during feed­
back sessions.

ABILITY
CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3

51. Prevent unwanted intrusions into high-priority 
school activities (e.g., refuse school partici­
pation in a community project because it would

ABILITY
CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3drastically cut into classroom time).

High
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6

4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6

4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6

52. Find nonteaching time for teachers to work on 
designated projects.

ABILITY 1 2  3 4 5 6
CONFIDENCE 1 2  3 4 5 6
IMPORTANCE 12 3 4 5 6
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SKILL STATEMENT Low High
53. Have fun with and enjoy students in your school. ABILITY

CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6

54. Facilitate within-school communication relating 
to professional issues (e.g., regularly having 
teachers report to the entire staff about special 
team/work projects).

ABILITY
CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
I 2 3 
1 2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6

55. Review and discuss with staff information regard­
ing the school’s performance.

ABILITY
CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6

56. Be honest, direct, and sincere with your staff. ABILITY
CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6

57. Give specific reasons for using a particular 
influence strategy with a teacher, teacher group, 
students, and/or parents.

ABILITY
CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6

58. Establish two-way school/community communication 
systems by organizing parent groups, holding meet­
ings with parents to discuss school goals, or 
building parent and teacher project teams.

ABILITY
CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
I 2 3 
1 2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6

59. When a particular influence strategy is not work­
ing quickly, initiate a second strategy to accomp­
lish the results you desire.

ABILITY
CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6

60. Maintain high visibility in the school by talking 
daily with students, teachers, and support staff. ABILITY

CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6

61. Identify influential staff members to participate 
on school decision-making teams. ABILITY

CONFIDENCE
IMPuRiANCt

1 2 3 
1 2 3
1 2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6

62. Impose controls over others when they are 
involved in delegated decision-making activities.

ABILITY
CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6

63. Acquire relevant information from your staff on 
important issues that would ultimately have an 
impact on their activities.

ABILITY
CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6

64. Establish an informal information network both 
within your building and with others in the 
community to help you identify problems.

ABILITY
CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6

65. Use a variety of decision-making techniques to 
define problems (e.g., decision trees, flow 
charts).

ABILITY
CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6

66. Develop both short- and long-term strategies to 
implement solutions designed to solve a problem.

ABILITY
CONFIDENCE
IMPORTANCE

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3

4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6
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SKILL STATEMENT Low High
67. Use specific techniques to reach consensus with ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6

others. CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6
IMPORTANCE 1 2 3 4 5 6

68. Develop problem-solving skills within groups. ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6
CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6
IMPORTANCE 1 2 3 4 5 6

69. Make decisions which may be unpopular and ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6involve high risk. ‘CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6
IMPORTANCE 1 2 3 4 5 6

70. Delegate responsibilities to others who are ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6
capable of performing desired tasks. CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6

IMPORTANCE 1 2 3 4 5 6
71. Resolve conflicts which arise during the ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6

decision-making process. CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6
IMPORTANCE 1 2 3 4 5 6

72. Initiate problem-solving activities quickly ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6(proactive stance). CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6
IMPORTANCE 1 2 3 4 5 6

73. Accept authority and assume responsibility for ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6
ALL activities in your school. CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6

IMPORTANCE 1 2 3 4 5 6
74. Identify situations where external help is ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6

required in order for personnel to solve a CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6specific problem. IMPORTANCE 1 2 3 4 5 6
75. Have others freely express their personal opinions ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6

and attitudes during problem-solving sessions. CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6
IMPORTANCE 1 2 3 4 5 6

76. Accurately describe the perceptions others are ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6
expressing during problem-solving meetings. CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6

IMPORTANCE 1 2 3 4 5 6
77. Identify causal relationships from data collected ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6from a variety of sources. CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6

IMPORTANCE 1 2 3 4 5 6
78. Monitor individual and group problem-solving ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6activities. CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6

IMPORTANCE 1 2 3 4 5 6
79. Make decisions not to decide. ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6

CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6
IMPORTANCE 1 2 3 4 5 6

80. Acquire information from a variety of sources 
before making a decision.

ABILITY 12 3 4 5 6
CONFIDENCE 1 2  3 4 5 6
IMPORTANCE 1 2  3 4 5 6



175

JUST TWO MORE . . .

Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree 
with each statement below by circling the appropriate 
numeral to the right of each statement.

1. When I really try, I can get through to the most 1 2  3 4 5 6difficult of teachers.

2. An administrator is very limited in what he/she 1 2 3 4 5 6
can achieve because the teacher’s peer group has 
a large influence on his/her performance.

PLEASE PLACE THE COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE SELF-ADDRESSED ENVELOPE AND MAIL AT 
YOUR EARLIEST CONVENIENCE.

Thank you.
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QUESTIONNAIRE: FORM 0

Please respond to all of the questions. It is recommended that you 9 0  through the 
questionnaire quickly and record your initial responses to each item. To indicate 
the degree to which you agree or disagree with each statement, simply circle the 
appropriate numeral to the right.
A self-addressed envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

Thank you.

1. When a teacher does better than usual, many times it 1 2 3 4 5 6  
is because I exerted a little extra effort.

2. The hours I spend working with teachers have little
influence on teachers as compared to the influence of 1 2  3 4 5 6

other teachers.
3. If my superintendent commented to me that teachers are more

professional in my school than in other schools, It probably 1 2  3 4 5 6

would be because I have some specific technique of managing 
their behavior which other principals may lack.

4. The degree that a teacher can change his/her behavior is
primarily related to factors outside of the schools’ 1 2  3 4 5 6

control.
5. If a principal has adequate skills and motivation, he/she 1 2  3 4 5 6

can get through to the most difficult teacher.
6 . If teachers are not self-disciplined they are not likely 1 2  3 4 5 6

to accept any discipline from me.
7. I have enough training to deal with almost any teacher. 1 2  3 4 5 6

8 . My administrative training program and experience have
given me the necessary skills to be an effective admin- 1 2  3 4 5 6ist.rator.

9. Many administrators are stymied in their attempt to help 1 2  3 4 5 6

teachers by lack of support from the community.
10. Some teachers need to be placed in lower grades or assigned

lower levels or responsibilities so that they are not 1 2  3 4 5 6

subjected to unrealistic expectations.
11. Individual differences among administrators account for 1 2  3 4 5 6

the wide variation in student achievement.
12. When a teacher is having difficulty with a new teaching

assignment, I am usually able to adjust my explanation 1 2  3 4 5 6

of it to the teacher’s level.
13. If one of my new teachers cannot remain on task for a par­

ticular assignment, there is little I could do to increase 1 2  3 4 5 6

his/her attention until the teacher is ready.
14. When a teacher gets a better rating than usual it is 1 2  3 4 5 6

because I found better ways of helping that teacher.
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15. When I really try, I can get through to the most difficult 1 2  3 4 5 6of teachers.
16. An administrator is very limited in what he/she can achieve

because the teacher’s peer group has a large influence on 1 2  3 4 5 6his/her performance.
17. Principals are not a very powerful influence on teacher 1 2  3 4 5 6

behavior when all factors are considered.
18. If teachers are especially upset one day, I ask myself " 1 2  3 4 5 6what I have been doing differently.
19. When the achievement levels 1n the school Improve, it is

usually because I found more effective principal/staff 1 2  3 4 5 6approaches.
20. If my superintendent suggested that I change some of my

school curriculum, I would feel confident that I have the 1 2  3 4 5 6

necessary skills to Implement the unfamiliar curriculum.
21. If a teacher masters a new teaching technique quickly,

this might be because I knew the necessary steps 1n 1 2  3 4 5 6

teaching that technique.
22. Teacher conferences can help a principal judge how much

to expect from a teacher by giving the principal an idea 1 2  3 4 5 6

of the teacher’s values toward education, discipline, etc.
23. If teachers would attend workshops and take courses, I

could do more. 1 2  3 4 5 6

24. If a teacher did not remember Information I gave in a
previous meeting, I would know how to increase his/her 1 2  3 4 5 6retention in the next meeting.

25. If a teacher in my school becomes disruptive, I feel
assured that I know some techniques to redirect him/her 1 2  3 4 5 6quickly.

26. District, school board, and union rules/policies hinder 1 2  3 4 5 6

my doing the job I was hired to do.
27. The influence of peer pressure and external policies can 1 2  3 4 5 6be overcome by good administrator practice.
28. When a teacher progresses after being reassigned to my

building, 1t 1s usually because I have had the chance to 1 2  3 4 5 6

give him/her extra attention.
29. If one of my teachers could not perform a teaching assign­

ment, I would be able to accurately assess whether the 1 2  3 4 5 6assignment was an appropriate one for him/her.
30. Even a principal with good administrative abilities may 1 2  3 4 5 6

not reach many teachers.
Just a few more to d o ...... Please go to the next page.
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With the following, please indicate the importance you place on the behavior by 
circling the appropriate numeral to the right of the statement. The numbers are in 
ascending order, with the numbers 1 and 2 indicating low importance response levels 
and the numbers 5 and 6  high importance response levels. A "1" response would 
indicate that the skill is useless, while a "6 " level response would indicate that 
you consider the skill extremely important.

Low High
1 . Work extra hard with teachers to make sure that they 1 2 3 4 5 6

do their best.
2. Work with teachers because 1 have an influence on their 1 2  3 4 5 6

behavior.
3. Use strategies which promote the development of profes- 1 2  3 4 5 6

sional teacher attitudes.
4. Change teacher behaviors regardless of existing variables 1 2  3 4 5 6

that tend to support the "status quo."
5. To be motivated and skilled at a level which permits me 1 2  3 4 5 6

to get through to the most difficult teachers on my staff.
6 . Discipline teachers when their performance is below my 1 2  3 4 5 6

expectations.
7. Actively seek additional training on how to deal effec- 1 2  3 4 5 6

tively with student learning problems.
8 . Enroll in college/university courses to improve my admin- 1 2  3 4 5 6istrative effectiveness.
9. Acquire community support for my school. 1 2  3 4 5 6

10. Reassign teachers when they are subjected to unrealistic 1 2  3 4 5 6

expectations.
1 1 m w i n f  i n n r  i n  e f  i r 'k  i  nunmnnl1 Kn4i>mnn f  4 ^
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student populations (e.g., male/female or minority groups). 1 2  3 4 5 6

12. Adjust my expectations for a teacher when he/she is having 1 2  3 4 5 6

difficulty with an assignment.
13. Ensure that teachers successfully follow directives issued 1 2  3 4 5 6

by myself.
14. Find ways to help a poor teacher improve his/her perform- 1 2  3 4 5 6

ance ratings.
15. Put forth extra effort in order to communicate with the 1 2  3 4 5 6

most difficult staff member(s).
16. Control the school’s learning climate. 1 2  3 4 5 6

17. Exert a powerful influence over teacher behavior. 1 2  3 4 5 6

18. Continuously seek relevant feedback regarding my impact 1 2  3 4 5 6

on teachers.
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Low
19. Find effective administrator-staff approaches to raise 1 2  3 4 5 6

student achievement levels.
20. In a proactive manner assist teachers implement unfamiliar 1 2  3 4 5 6

curriculums.
21. Explain and/or model new teaching concepts with teachers

who are having difficulties with a new instructional 1 2  3 4 5 6
approach.

22. Conference with teachers to learn about their attitudes 1 2  3 4 5 6
regarding teaching and learning.

23. Get teachers to help one another with issues and concerns. 1 2  3 4 5 6
24. Confirm during a conference or staff session that partici- 1 2  3 4 5 6pants understand what I have said.
25. Redirect disruptive teacher behavior. 1 2  3 4 5 6
26. Ignore and circumvent policies that hinder my doing the 1 2  3 4 5 6

job I was hired to do.
27. Overcome the influence of negative teaching practices by 1 2  3 4 5 6

using effective administrative strategies.
28. Improve the performance ratings and effectiveness of

teachers who have transferred into my building because of 1 2  3 4 5 6
poor performance ratings in the previous building.

29. Assess the appropriateness of a teacher’s grade level and 1 2  3 4 5 6
subject assignment in order to maximize learning outcomes.

30. Maximize my administrative skill levels to reach ALL 1 2  3 4 5 6
teachers.

PLEASE PLACE THE COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE SELF-ADDRESSED ENVELOPE AND MAIL AT 
YUUK tAKLltSI CUNVtNltNCt.

Thank you.
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SCHOOL IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: 

DATE:

The purpose o f  the  in te rv iew  i s  to  cap tu re  the  essence  o f  how 
a d m in i s t r a to r s  fee l  about the  jo b .  I have prepared a l i s t  o f  
g en e r ic  ques t ions  which I hope wi l l  he lp  unlock some c r i t i c a l  
i n c i d e n t s  t h a t  s t a n d  ou t  in  y o u r  mind as  b e in g  i m p o r t a n t .  
Obviously,  what you say w i l l  be kept c o n f id e n t i a l  and r e f e r e n c e s  in 
my d i s s e r t a t i o n  w i l l  be a l p h a b e t i c a l ,  e . g . ,  P r in c ip a l  A, P r in c ip a l  
B, e t c .

1. Did you do anything during your  pu b l ic  school y ea r s  t h a t  has had 
an impact on how you do th in g s?

2. Did you do anything in c o l le g e  t h a t  has had an impact on how you 
do th ings?

3. What event  o r  conversa t ion  prompted you to  become a school 
a d m in is t r a to r?

4.  Can you de sc r ib e  any event  o r  s i t u a t i o n ( s )  t h a t  made you th in k  
t h a t  you’d l i k e  to  do something e l s e ?

5. Descr ibe  a plan or  program t h a t  you i n i t i a t e d  t h a t  worked w e l l .  
Were you unsure o f  y o u r s e l f ?  What made you con f iden t  t h a t  you 
could do i t ?  What d id  you l e a r n  from t h i s  exper ience?

6. Descr ibe  a program o r  plan you i n i t i a t e d  t h a t  d i d n ’ t  work w e l l .  
How did  you fee l  when i t  was over?

7. How would you d e s c r i b e  y o u r s e l f :  p r o a c t i v e  o r  r e a c t i v e ?
Descr ibe  what f o r c e s ,  pe rsons ,  or  s i t u a t i o n s  support  your beinq 
one or  the  o th e r .

8. Describe a major d e c i s io n  you made t h i s  y ea r .  How did you fee l  
making i t ?

9. Describe an unpopular d e c i s io n  you have made r e c e n t l y .  How did 
you fee l  about i t ?

10. What dec i s io n  have you pondered the  lo n g es t  in a r r i v i n g  a t  a 
conclus ion?  Is  t h i s  t y p i c a l ,  or  was t h i s  a unique s i t u a t i o n ?  
Why do you th in k  t h a t  i t  took so long?

11. Does your school have a mission s ta tement?  How did  you inform 
te ac h e rs?  Parents?  Were you uncomfortable ex p la in ing  to  o the rs  
what was important  to  the  school?
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12. Describe a d i f f i c u l t  ac t io n  you took t o  p r o t e c t  th e  w e l fa re  of
your s tu d e n t s .  What f e e l i n g s  did  you have doing t h i s ?

13. Describe the  l a s t  one-on-one conference you held with a person
in your school.  How did  you determine th e  p o in t  o f  view o f  the
o th e r  person?

14. Describe the  most complex problem you have handled a t  your 
school.  From whom and how did  you c o l l e c t  your informat ion?  
Has t h e r e  ever  been a s i t u a t i o n  where you d i d n ’ t  ge t  a l l  the  
informat ion you needed? Why?

15. Descr ibe  a s i t u a t i o n  where you had t o  o rgan ize  da ta  i n to  some 
kind o f  meaningful p a t t e r n .  Do you enjoy f in d in g  p a t t e r n s  in 
d a t a / s i t u a t i o n s ?

16. Describe a group s i t u a t i o n  where you were th e  f a c i l i t a t o r  and 
had to  gain  consensus where d ive rgen t  views were p r e s e n t .  How 
do you view o th e r s  who cha l lenge  what you a re  saying?

17. Descr ibe  a c o n f l i c t  you have re so lv ed .  How do you fe e l  about 
c o n f l i c t  between y o u r s e l f  and the  s t a f f ?  Parents?

18. Tell  me o f  a success you have had in in f lu en c in g  o th e r s .  Would
you say t h a t  you have good p e rsuas ive  s k i l l s ?  How did  you
acquire  them?

19. Tell  me of  a t ime when you have been the  b run t  o f  nega t ive
p u b l i c i t y .  Did you handle i t ?  Did anyone help  you? Did you 
seek help  from o the rs?

20. Describe something t h a t  you do b e t t e r  than the  m a jo r i ty  o f  your 
p ee r s .  What reasons do you have t o  support  t h i s  p e r s p ec t iv e ?

21. Describe a ty p ic a l  ev a lua t ion  sequence you fe l low  when a s se s s in g  
y o u r  s t a f f .  How do you r e a c t  when you o b s e r v e  s u p e r i o r  
performance? Poor performance?

22. Describe a s i t u a t i o n  where you s e t  goa ls  fo r  a su bo rd ina te .  How
did you fee l  about i t ?

23. Describe a t ime per iod  when every th ing  had to  be done a t  once, 
and how you handled i t .  Would you say t h a t  th e  paperwork ever 
g e t s  to  you?

24. Do you ass ign  work to  o th e r  people? What? To whom? How do you 
monitor t h e i r  progress?

25. Describe a s i t u a t i o n  where you had to  g e t  o th e r  people to  help 
you when i t  was not t h e i r  r e g u la r  ass ignment.  How did you f e e l ?
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26. Describe the  most complex ru l e  o r  p o l i c y  you had to  exp la in  to  
o th e r  people .  How did you prepare? Were you uncomfortable?

27. Are some p re s e n ta t io n s  more demanding than o th e r s ?  Could you 
give me an example? What makes them t h i s  way?

28. What do you do when you cannot so lve  a problem or  s i t u a t i o n  in 
your a rea  of  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ?  How do you fee l  about th e se  s i t u a ­
t io n s?

29. Have you ever had to  say to  your s t a f f ,  "This i s  the  way i t  i s  
going to  be"? How did  you fee l  a f t e r ?

30. Have you ever  given i n - s e r v i c e  to  your  s t a f f ?  How did  you feel  
the  f i r s t  time you did  i t ?  Do you fee l  th e  same way now?

31. Are t h e r e  any s k i l l s  you fee l  t h a t  c o l l e g e s ,  u n i v e r s i t i e s ,  or 
d i s t r i c t s  should organize  fo r  b u i ld ing  a d m in i s t r a to r s ?

32. What do you th in k  o the rs  th in k  o f  your work? Your school? Why?
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Table El.--Achievement data for low-performing school sample:nonrespondent population.

Number Mathematics Reading Student Popula tion

160 70.17 61.97 170.
161 72.10 48.00 448
162 69.23 57.37 305
163 66.77 74.20 165
164 47.53 40.17 389
165 65.73 52.07 225
166 58.60 50.27 222
167 62.60 40.27 483
168 63.17 48.07 246
169 63.17 57.53 284
170 67.70 55.93 251
171 65.83 52.90 412
172 70.30 43.23 388
173 64.57 58.70 212
174 50.17 51.20 178
175 66.47 58.10 206
176 61.33 48.93 470
177 68.73 55.13 352
178 67.87 56.07 347
179 67.03 59.90 150
180 70.40 56.97 400
181 51.40 53.30 241
182 69.10 52.17 242
183 64.53 54.93 510
184 61.67 60.97 379
185 69.50 53.10 180
186 69.77 46.73 204
187 70.10 54.03 179
188 69.70 61.43 442
189 64.40 49.40 469
190 73.23 58.73 245
191 63.73 48.73 179
192 64.57 45.63 288
193 67.13 41.60 432
194 60.40 57.63 296
195 61.20 45.57 408
196 56.10 57.93 205
197 70.30 47.77 190
198 68.80 76.47 142
199 71.03 63.07 252
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Table El.--Continued.

Number Mathematics Reading Student  Popula tion

200 71.17 61.27 235
201 65.20 48.63 143
202 72.47 67.03 153
203 67.80 63.77 274
204 66.60 61.60 175
205 70.40 52.93 144
206 60.37 61.17 141
207 70.77 64.83 143
208 55.53 64.87 153
209 62.27 55.53 164
210 67.30 62.70 454
211 66.50 58.97 189
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Table E2.--Achievement data for in-between school sample:nonrespondent population.

Number Mathematics Reading Student  Popula tion

212 83.03 84.00 189
213 83.90 81.20 205
214 85.10 87.97 153
215 85.70 82.03 183
216 88.50 78.87 190
217 83.23 77.87 163
218 81.17 82.53 215
219 87.33 89.77 202
220 88.13 82.43 317
221 82.27 83.17 327
222 88.70 88.03 261
223 84.00 80.70 366
224 86.83 86.23 173
225 86.57 81.20 349
226 80.73 78.53 271
227 82.13 88.27 215
228 84.50 79.20 283
229 83.07 85.50 213
230 86.90 87.10 170
231 87.93 83.87 191
232 82.97 76.13 260
233 83.17 78.80 179
234 85.17 79.60 354
235 77.13 83.93 216
236 83.00 80.63 186
237 84.60 85.03 147
238 87.13 84.47 141
239 82.13 79.53 176
240 80.83 83.33 282
241 82.43 81.63 273
242 80.67 78.47 235
243 79.10 75.13 475
244 87.77 87.03 148
245 78.20 80.50 131
246 90.03 78.30 148
247 87.80 81.23 197
248 86.50 86.00 294
249 80.83 80.87 202
250 85.00 77.87 347
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Table E2.--Continued.

Number Mathematics Reading Student  Popula tion

251 88.53 83.47 196
252 83.87 80.47 220
253 82.40 82.77 260
254 87.67 85.10 316
255 82.63 79.33 155
256 74.83 80.20 180
257 86.03 81.33 335
258 83.57 76.23 133
259 82.47 82.70 440
260 88.27 83.33 144
261 78.33 82.60 252
262 87.17 85.83 302
263 88.57 82.67 180
264 83.14 83.07 301
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Table E3.--Achievement data for high-performing school sample:nonrespondent population.

Number Mathematics Reading Student Popula tion

265 96.87 97.60 166
266 92.50 93.70 157
267 90.87 89.77 153
268 91.47 89.50 249
269 95.43 92.77 150
270 97.30 94.50 217
271 93.00 89.50 289
272 93.50 93.03 147
273 94.37 90.87 176
274 95.13 92.60 205
275 91.27 95.00 180
276 96.67 92.57 271
277 96.43 93.00 220
278 96.13 90.50 209
279 95.73 94.50 166
280 95.97 93.83 146
281 93.13 92.83 151
282 93.60 90.60 193
283 93.43 92.73 139
284 93.77 93.40 228
285 96.67 96.70 143
286 94.63 90.27 178
287 91.63 90.70 227
288 94.57 93.23 136
289 92.67 94.43 232
290 95.87 97.30 189
291 95.67 92.07 161
292 oc on n n  i  r\ 

I V 137
293 93.17 90.17 154
294 91.97 93.80 173
295 97.60 95.40 170
296 94.80 94.10 148
297 97.57 95.83 162
298 93.70 95.30 175
299 94.26 93.07 135
300 98.03 95.70 444
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Table E3.--Continued.

Number Mathematics Reading Student Popula tion

301 96.47 94.47 254
302 94.03 90.83 159
303 94.53 95.30 182
304 94.17 90.73 161
305 99.40 97.00 168
306 95.83 91.93 149
307 91.63 92.37 144
308 96.00 92.27 131
309 94.33 93.87 168
310 96.90 95.73 215
311 92.53 93.10 189
312 94.43 96.17 180
313 95.97 94.17 152
314 92.37 94.40 148
315 91.53 91.47 164
316 100.00 97.93 130
317 93.17 96.20 131
318 90.40 95.47 176
319 95.40 90.23 190
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Table E4.--Achievement data for low-performing school sample:respondent population.

Number Mathematics Reading Student Popula tion

001 65.53 52.07 174
002 71.70 70.80 250
003 67.00 60.50 169
004 72.63 56.40 199
005 72.67 59.13 146
006 57.80 38.23 292
007 62.60 62.73 157
008 69.70 36.77 152
009 65.23 69.17 188
010 72.47 69.30 212
011 63.50 54.43 164
012 58.30 61.23 149
013 72.40 48.73 307
014 72.70 69.10 175
015 65.90 55.87 513
016 65.70 70.27 205
017 62.50 67.43 144
018 69.63 67.60 151
019 61.37 63.73 410
020 69.90 69.07 281
021 67.17 62.53 129
022 69.30 69.40 240a
023 74.30 67.63 436a
024 66.30 52.20 126a
025 66.00 68.97 204
026 72.93 67.03 189
027 55.17 64.80 144
A'lO\JLU r  ■?V/ . 90 r i  i ^3 1.1/ 274
029 71.67 56.67 330
030 65.87 56.33 162
031 72.70 65.63 169
032 66.47 57.13 245
033 66.63 63.77 206
034 61.33 49.40 393
035 65.83 58.27 202
036 70.57 52.00 340
037 71.87 60.73 366
038 69.10 56.97 185a
039 63.77 59.73 232
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Table E4.--Continued.

Number Mathematics Reading Student  Popula tion

040 68.50 65.40 126
041 70.50 64.07 247
042 51.50 38.77 149
043 73.67 64.80 229
044 61.90 46.50 209
045 70.77 44.87 311

P r i n c i p a l  in te rv iewed .
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Table E5.--Achievement data for in-between school sample:respondent population.

Number Mathematics Reading Student Popula tion

046 86.47 82.93 160
047 88.17 84.47 160
048 89.20 84.73 142
049 88.00 79.83 179
050 85.27 85.33 254
051 89.23 80.47 156
052 79.43 81.20 245
053 83.00 84.07 161
054 86.30 82.30 255
055 83.33 76.67 150
056 87.43 82.33 280
057 84.47 79.70 134
058 83.57 83.50 145
059 84.50 78.20 403
060 83.17 84.67 142
061 85.90 80.10 135
062 85.80 75.77 156
063 88.77 84.03 252
064 87.90 84.57 194
065 84.43 83.13 158
066 86.73 83.77 339
067 78.63 80.47 318
068 85.10 88.33 154
069 78.57 75.97 374
070 87.43 86.70 196
071 87.57 69.07 281
072 81.63 78.43 249
A*7A V /  O

A  A 1 A
QC *  i O

^  a  ^
/ 3 . U / 204

074 77.70 80.73 146
075 77.83 79.93 213
076 82.90 76.10 163
077 78.30 82.03 247
078 86.87 82.10 230
079 87.60 86.10 137
080 82.47 87.87 148
081 81.67 74.73 164
082 80.73 80.27 384
083 83.23 84.80 191
084 86.20 84.90 202
085 81.33 79.00 162
086 81.90 81.40 172
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Table E5.--Continued.

Number Mathematics Reading Student Popula tion

087 81.40 86.23 215
088 83.63 78.03 152
089 86.80 84.97 172
090 86.07 85.43 179
091 83.77 82.57 142
092 84.23 87.23 140
093 84.07 86.57 184
094 76.87 83.27 205
095 83.33 82.53 144
096 79.23 79.30 377
097 84.00 78.37 245
098 84.97 87.63 282
099 88.10 84.90 186
100 81.73 78.63 190
101 82.30 86.93 178
102 82.70 79.30 163
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Table E6.--Achievement data for high-performing school sample:respondent population.

Number Mathematics Reading Student  Popula tion

103 94.30 92.00 270a
104 91.93 91.57 164
105 92.93 94.10 265
106 95.37 91.03 145
107 97.50 96.30 142a
108 94.50 95.60 146
109 96.40 92.17 166
110 94.83 93.77 162
111 91.37 95.37 150
112 98.10 93.83 211
113 99.53 99.00 192
114 91.67 92.87 154
115 97.93 98.57 141
116 90.73 94.03 287
117 97.27 97.93 189
118 94.40 95.23 230
119 97.20 90.87 157
120 96.20 93.83 134
121 97.63 93.80 177
122 91.57 94.40 182
123 95.77 89.87 155
124 95.53 94.73 183a
125 95.17 93.03 202
126 89.27 93.27 204
127 95.00 92.90 198
128 98.80 94.57 172
129 90.77 91.20 18911 JU a m /■» «*3H.0/ 92.40 149
131 93.47 92.90 168
132 94.50 95.97 213
133 95.57 95.60 155
134 94.13 91.87 261
135 90.07 93.63 160
136 93.77 93.10 219
137 93.13 93.53 217
138 91.37 93.17 231
139 94.73 97.07 199
140 97.57 96.47 177
141 96.03 94.10 203
142 96.63 96.63 178
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Table E6.--Continued.

Number Mathematics Reading Student Populat ion

143 92.93 92.57 239
144 98.77 91.97 140
145 91.97 89.87 371
146 94.93 92.77 278
147 95.20 94.67 168
148 92.50 96.07 258
149 91.33 92.30 209a
150 96.13 93.83 207
151 97.77 94.83 176
152 96.57 95.43 196
153 93.63 91.63 161
154 94.00 94.57 184
155 93.40 93.93 147
156 94.90 94.63 153
157 90.47 96.47 211

P r i n c i p a l  in te rv iewed.
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Table E7.--Ability efficacy by frequency, mean, standard deviation:Principal Efficacy Questionnaire.

Frequency Missing
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 Cases Mean S.D.

1A 1 2 5 10 40 19 2 4.857 1.035
2A 1 5 5 29 24 13 2 4.416 1.128
3A 1 1 7 18 31 20 1 4.756 1.059
4A 0 2 6 18 33 20 0 4.797 0.992
5A 1 3 13 13 27 22 0 4.620 1.233
6A 2 4 12 22 25 14 0 4.342 1.229
7A 0 2 11 15 32 18 1 4.679 1.063
8A 0 2 6 22 29 17 3 4.697 0.994
9A 0 0 3 24 28 23 1 4.910 0.871

10A 0 1 8 23 23 21 3 4.724 1.028
11A 0 0 1 19 30 29 0 5.101 0.810
12A 1 3 10 21 27 17 0 4.532 1.153
13A 0 0 0 16 24 37 2 5.273 0.789
14A 0 1 2 22 30 23 1 4.923 0.894
15A 0 4 8 19 27 19 2 4.636 1.123
16A 1 5 13 23 20 15 2 4.312 1.228
17A 0 3 12 27 17 17 3 4.434 1.124
18A 0 7 6 24 26 14 2 4.442 1.153
19A 0 2 10 24 23 16 4 4.547 1.065
20A 1 13 13 28 11 11 2 3.883 1.298
21A 0 3 9 24 26 15 2 4.532 1.059
22A 0 1 10 20 25 21 2 4.714 1.050
23A 0 1 7 14 24 32 1 5.013 1.038
24A 0 2 10 18 27 20 2 4.688 1.079
25A 0 0 3 8 24 43 1 5.372 0.824
26A 1 0 12 21 27 17 1 4.590 1.074
27A 1 5 15 22 21 14 1 4.269 1.224
28A 2 0 9 25 25 17 1 4.564 1.112
29A 1 5 12 25 26 10 0 4.266 1.140
30A 0 5 10 24 30 10 0 4.380 1.066
31A 1 6 15 24 24 8 1 4.128 1.155
32A 0 5 20 19 18 17 0 4.278 1.240
33A 0 . 1 7 10 36 25 0 4.975 0.960
34A 0 1 12 29 29 8 0 4.392 0.912
35A 2 1 4 14 32 25 1 4.897 1.112
36A 0 1 2 25 36 15 0 4.785 0.827
37A 1 5 11 28 24 7 3 4.184 1.092
38A 0 0 2 6 29 41 1 5.397 0.744
39A 0 1 5 22 29 19 3 4.789 0.943
40A 1 12 8 23 18 17 0 4.215 1.374
41A 0 0 2 19 27 31 0 5.101 0.856
42A 0 5 9 22 31 12 0 4.456 1.084
43A 5 11 17 22 17 5 2 3.649 1.326
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Table E7.--Continued.

Item 1 2
Frequency 

3 4 5 6
Missing

Cases Mean S.D.

44A 0 1 4 10 27 36 1 5.192 0.941
45A 0 1 3 7 29 38 1 5.282 0.881
46A 0 2 4 17 34 20 2 4.857 0.956
47A 0 3 16 17 29 13 1 4.423 1.111
48A 0 5 11 15 24 22 2 4.610 1.226
49A 0 1 7 22 33 14 2 4.675 0.924
50A 0 0 2 15 24 38 0 5.241 0.851
51A 1 3 7 17 21 28 2 4.792 1.218
52A 1 7 14 22 18 16 1 4.244 1.291
53A 0 0 3 6 22 48 0 5.456 0.797
54A 0 3 12 18 20 22 4 4.613 1.184
55A 0 3 4 17 23 31 1 4.962 1.086
56A 0 0 0 2 24 53 0 5.646 0.532
57A 0 2 10 22 23 21 1 4.654 1.091
58A 0 2 12 23 19 22 1 4.603 1.132
59A 1 6 13 23 26 8 2 4.182 1.155
60A 0 0 1 6 20 51 1 5.551 0.696
61A 0 0 0 6 25 47 1 5.526 0.639
62A 1 4 12 26 23 11 2 4.286 1.134
63A 1 0 5 21 32 19 1 4.795 0.972
64A 0 1 11 27 22 17 1 4.551 1.028
65A 6 12 20 19 12 9 1 4.654 1.193
66A 2 2 12 22 24 17 0 4.456 1.207
67A 2 3 9 26 25 13 1 4.385 1.165
68A 2 4 14 30 17 12 0 4.165 1.192
69A 0 3 7 20 27 22 0 4.734 1.083
70 A 0 3 5 17 29 ?R 0 4 861 1.059
71A 0 1 1 19 42 16 0 4.899 0.778
72A 0 3 8 20 27 20 1 4.679 1.087
73A 1 0 0 13 24 41 0 5.304 0.897
74A 0 1 5 15 33 24 1 4.949 0.938
75A 0 2 6 12 29 29 1 4.987 1.038
76 A 1 1 6 22 32 15 2 4.662 1.008
77A 0 6 15 31 15 7 5 4.027 1.060
78A 0 3 10 30 24 9 3 4.342 0.987
79A 4 7 14 20 20 8 6 3.945 1.343
80A 0 0 3 16 28 29 3 5.092 0.867
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Table E8.--Expectancy efficacy by frequency, mean, standard d e v i a ­tion: Principal Efficacy Questionnaire.

Frequency Missing
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 Cases Mean S.D.

IE 1 4 6 17 31 18 2 4.649 1.156
2E 3 3 11 21 29 11 1 4.321 1.222
3E 1 4 10 15 25 24 0 4.658 1.249
4E 0 1 7 20 24 26 1 4.859 1.028
5E 0 3 8 22 24 21 1 4.677 1.101
6E 3 6 12 22 24 11 1 4.167 1.243
9E 0 1 8 22 23 25 0 4.797 1.042

10E 1 2 12 18 23 22 1 4.615 1.198
HE 0 1 5 17 30 25 1 4.936 0.958
12E 1 6 8 19 23 21 1 4.538 1.276
13E 0 2 4 23 18 30 2 4.909 1.066
14E 0 3 7 24 24 21 0 4.671 1.083
15E 1 2 14 16 29 15 1 4.462 1.181
16E 2 5 14 22 21 14 1 4.244 1.271
17E 0 4 15 28 15 15 2 4.286 1.145
18E 1 5 10 21 23 16 3 4.421 1.225
19E 0 2 14 17 30 13 3 4.500 1.065
20E 1 9 7 19 19 21 3 4.434 1.370
21E 0 1 9 23 25 18 3 4.658 1.014
22E 1 0 6 18 25 26 3 4.895 1.053
23E 1 1 14 14 25 23 1 4.667 1.192
24E 0 2 11 19 22 22 3 4.671 1.124
25E 0 0 2 5 25 45 2 5.468 0.736
26E 2 2 6 25 21 22 1 4.628 1.196
27E 2 4 15 24 17 17 0 4.278 1.280
28E 2 5 8 15 27 20 2 4.558 1.303
29E 1 6 16 21 19 lb 1 4.231 1.268
30E 0 5 18 13 24 17 2 4.390 1.248
31E 0 9 16 18 20 14 2 4.182 1.285
32E 1 7 14 15 27 14 1 4.308 1.282
33E 0 2 3 18 27 28 1 4.974 0.993
34E 1 5 10 29 20 13 1 4.295 1.163
35E 1 1 5 15 27 28 2 4.948 1.075
36E 0 1 6 20 31 20 1 4.808 0.954
37E 2 5 13 25 17 13 4 4.187 1.259
38E 0 1 3 4 26 43 2 5.390 0.861
39E 0 1 5 18 26 25 4 4.920 0.983
40E 3 9 9 17 18 22 1 4.333 1.483
41E 0 3 5 17 21 32 1 4.949 1.115
42E 2 5 9 21 24 17 1 4.423 1.274
43E 7 13 20 17 14 7 1 3.500 1.430
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Table E7.--Continued.

Item 1 2
Frequency 

3 4 5 6
Missing

Cases Mean S.D.

44E 0 1 6 7 26 37 2 5.195 0.987
45E 0 2 4 5 27 39 2 5.260 0.979
46E 0 4 10 14 25 23 3 4.697 1.189
47E 2 5 12 22 19 17 2 4.325 1.302
48E 0 5 11 15 24 22 2 4.610 1.226
49E 0 5 4 23 30 14 3 4.579 1.062
50E 0 0 4 13 24 37 1 5.205 0.903
51E 1 4 5 15 20 32 2 4.883 1.246
52E 1 8 11 16 22 21 0 4.430 1.356
53 E 0 1 2 6 21 48 1 5.449 0.847
54E 0 5 13 17 19 22 3 4.526 1.259
55E 0 3 5 17 22 30 2 4.922 1.109
56E 0 0 2 6 19 51 1 5.526 0.751
57E 1 3 9 18 21 25 2 4.688 1.228
58E 0 7 6 19 23 24 0 4.646 1.241
59E 2 8 10 20 25 13 1 4.244 1.311
60E 1 1 1 5 18 52 1 5.487 0.936
61E 0 0 0 8 30 39 2 5.403 0.674
62E 6 12 14 20 18 7 2 3.688 1.426
63E 2 2 4 18 30 21 2 4.753 1.149
64E 0 6 14 21 17 21 0 4.418 1.267
65E 7 12 11 25 13 9 2 3.675 1.464
66E 2 4 6 24 23 19 1 4.526 1.235
67E 2 3 12 17 25 18 2 4.481 1.263
68E 1 9 9 25 15 18 2 4.273 1.334
69E 0 5 11 17 21 24 1 4.615 1.240
70E 0 1 8 11 28 30 1 5.000 1.059
7 1  r  / 1 L

A
U

A
V

r
3

7 A
I O

A A
O C

a r*
L O

7
1 4.987 0.590

72E 0 2 8 21 24 22 2 4.727 1.072
73E 0 2 1 10 23 42 1 5.308 0.930
74E 1 2 2 21 31 20 2 4.805 1.026
75E 1 2 5 9 26 34 2 5.065 1.128
76E 1 2 6 16 28 25 1 4.833 1.121
77E 2 9 15 26 10 13 4 3.960 1.330
78E 1 5 10 28 21 12 2 4.286 1.157
79E 3 9 20 18 16 8 5 3.797 1.324
80 E 0 2 4 11 27 33 2 5.104 1.008
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Table E9.--Importance efficacy by frequency, mean, standarddeviation: Principal Efficacy Questionnaire.

Item 1 2
Frequency 

3 4 5 6
Missing

Cases Mean S.D.

11 1 8 16 13 25 10 1 4.128 1.252
21 1 7 5 24 28 12 2 4.390 1.183
31 2 6 8 15 25 22 1 4.551 1.345
41 0 2 2 9 23 42 1 5.295 0.955
51 0 3 7 11 24 33 1 4.987 1.134
61 0 4 11 23 20 20 1 4.526 1.170
71 1 4 9 20 25 19 1 4.551 1.202
81 0 2 9 16 20 30 4.870 1.140
91 0 0 4 19 28 27 1 5.000 0.897

101 0 3 5 9 30 30 5.026 1.063
111 0 0 4 12 19 43 1 5.295 0.913
121 2 3 3 18 22 30 1 4.859 1.235
131 0 0 2 17 22 38 5.215 0.872
141 0 0 1 12 30 35 1 5.269 0.767
151 1 4 7 14 24 28 1 4.795 1.242
161 0 4 13 16 24 20 2 4.558 1.198
171 1 2 7 24 23 19 3 4.618 1.119
181 0 3 5 16 25 27 3 4.895 1.090
191 1 1 5 16 25 27 4 4.920 1.088
201 0 0 2 4 18 52 3 5.579 0.717
211 0 2 16 20 22 16 3 4.447 1.124
221 0 1 3 6 29 37 3 5.289 0.877
231 7 6 11 16 19 20 0 4.190 1.578
241 0 3 10 19 24 22 1 4.667 1.136
251 0 0 1 1 22 54 1 5.654 0.577
261 1 2 7 11 28 30 0 4.937 1.147
271 0 5 7 21 18 27 1 4.705 1 21ft
281 0 0 4 14 19 40 2 5.234 0.930
291 0 7 11 12 26 22 1 4.577 1.284
301 0 1 5 19 29 24 1 4.897 0.961
311 0 2 3 17 29 25 3 4.947 0.978
321 0 1 10 13 27 27 1 4.885 1.069
331 0 0 2 12 25 39 1 5.295 0.824
351 1 1 6 9 20 40 2 5.156 1.125
361 0 0 2 13 29 34 1 5.218 0.816
371 1 7 9 22 24 12 4 4.293 1.228
381 0 0 1 2 23 51 2 5.610 0.610
391 0 1 2 5 30 37 4 5.333 0.827
401 3 5 8 15 25 22 1 4.538 1.374
411 0 1 5 9 23 40 1 5.231 0.979
421 1 2 8 19 29 19 1 4.667 1.113
431 8 8 18 20 13 10 2 3.675 1.482
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Table E9.--Continued.

Item 1 2
Frequency 

3 4 5 6
Missing

Cases Mean S.D.

441 1 0 2 6 17 51 2 5.481 0.912
451 0 0 1 3 25 48 2 5.558 0.639
461 0 3 6 12 24 31 3 4.974 1.119
471 1 5 11 18 24 18 2 4.468 1.252
481 0 0 6 8 31 32 2 5.156 0.904
491 0 1 4 16 34 21 3 4.921 0.906
501 0 0 5 7 23 43 1 5.333 0.892
511 0 3 4 10 24 37 1 5.128 1.073
521 2 1 10 17 23 25 1 4.705 1.229
531 0 0 2 6 16 54 1 5.564 0.749
541 1 1 8 17 22 27 3 4.829 1.148
551 0 0 4 13 18 42 2 5.273 0.927
561 0 0 0 3 12 63 1 5.769 0.508
571 1 3 8 17 23 25 2 4.727 1.210
581 0 5 1 15 26 31 1 4.987 1 . 1 1 1

591 2 3 10 16 29 17 2 4.532 1.231
601 0 0 3 5 11 58 2 5.610 0.781
611 0 0 3 5 18 51 2 5.519 0.788
621 7 13 20 20 8 9 2 3.468 1.438
631 0 0 1 18 30 28 2 5.104 0.804
641 1 3 8 21 22 23 1 4.654 1.193
651 2 11 15 21 15 13 2 3.974 1.376
661 1 4 5 22 20 25 1 4.718 1.216
671 2 4 9 13 28 21 2 4.610 1.289
681 0 5 5 23 18 26 2 4.714 1.191
691 1 4 9 13 28 23 1 4.692 1.231
701 0 1 2 7 29 39 1 5.321 0.845
711 o i 0 G

*
OT 
W 1 1 5.244 O.Sbb

721 0 1 5 13 21 37 2 5.143 1.009
731 2 3 2 8 16 47 1 5.231 1.237
741 1 2 2 8 33 31 2 5.117 1.026
751 1 1 2 7 24 42 2 5.312 0.990
761 0 2 2 14 34 25 2 5.013 0.925
771 1 4 13 23 20 13 5 4.297 1.190
781 1 3 9 31 18 14 3 4.368 1.118
791 5 6 16 14 19 14 5 4.054 1.479
801 0 1 4 10 20 41 3 5.263 0.971
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T able E10.--Ability by performance mean, standard deviation, s i g ­nificance values: Principal Efficacy Questionnaire.

School C la s s i f i c a t io n  
Low High S ig .

Item Cases Performing In-Between Performing F o f  F

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

1A 77 5.000 0.976 5.000 1.134 4.577 0.945 1.456 .2398
2A 77 4.682 1.128 4.448 1.213 4.154 0.925 1.337 .2690
3A 78 4.727 1.203 4.724 0.996 4.815 1.039 .061 .9406
4A 79 4.913 1.164 4.759 1.023 4.741 0.813 .218 .8046
5A 79 4.652 1.402 4.655 1.010 4.556 1.340 .055 .9464
6A 79 4.696 1.185 4.276 1.192 4.111 1.281 1.490 .2319
7A 78 4.955 1.133 4.586 1.018 4.556 1.050 1.033 .3610
8A 76 4.909 0.972 4.643 0.989 4.577 1.027 .727 .4867
9A 78 5.273 0.767 4.656 0.814 4.889 0.934 3.352 .0403

10A 76 5.091 1.065 4.630 0.967 4.519 1.014 2.117 .1277
11A 79 5.261 0.752 5.069 0.799 5.000 0.877 .675 .5123
12A 79 4.565 1.308 4.483 1.122 4.567 1.086 .041 .9602
13A 77 5.364 0.790 5.179 0.819 5.296 0.775 .352 .7047
14A 78 5.000 0.976 5.000 0.802 4.778 0.934 .539 .5856
15A 77 4.667 1.461 4.793 0.861 4.444 1.086 .679 .5104
16A 77 4.546 1.143 4.241 1.380 4.192 1.132 .563 .5720
17A 76 4.524 1.167 4.310 1.198 4.500 1.030 .282 .7550
18A 77 4.381 1.351 4.621 1.015 4.296 1.137 .587 .5585
19A 75 4.750 1.020 4.724 1.032 4.192 1.059 2.323 .1053
20A 77 4.000 1.517 3.655 1.317 4.037 1.091 .717 .4914
21A 77 4.524 1.327 4.655 0.814 4.407 1.083 .378 .6868
22A 77 4.571 1.248 4.828 0.929 4.704 1.031 .359 .6998
23A 78 5.273 0.935 5.172 0.966 4.630 1.115 3.022 .0547
24A 77 4.773 1.23? 4 = 821 0.983 L Aft? 1.051 77?

• t * W
Accn

• T WWW

25A 78 5.652 0.573 5.393 0.832 5 J l T 6! 934 2.823 .0658
26A 78 4.727 1.203 4.448 1.089 4.630 0.967 .444 .6433
27A 78 4.136 1.521 4.138 1.157 4.519 1.014 .853 .4301
28A 78 4.348 1.526 4.793 0.902 4.500 0.860 1.096 .3394
29A 79 4.391 1.196 4.172 1.038 4.259 1.228 .232 .7932
30A 79 4.609 1.076 4.172 1.071 4.407 1.047 1.091 .3411
31A 78 4.217 1.413 4.214 1.031 3.963 1.055 .416 .6610
32A 79 4.391 1.373 4.172 1.256 4.296 1.137 .200 .8192
33A 79 5.000 1.168 5.103 0.772 4.815 0.962 .637 .5318
34A 79 4.522 0.846 4.379 0.903 4.296 0.993 .378 .6863
35A 78 4.818 1.296 4.931 1.100 4.928 0.997 .076 .9268
36A 79 4.913 0.668 4.690 1.039 4.778 0.698 .463 .6311
37A 76 4.136 1.246 3.964 1.170 4.462 0.812 1.445 .2425
38A 78 5.522 0.731 5.414 0.628 5.269 0.874 .708 .4961
39A 76 5.000 1.024 4.643 0.989 4.769 0.815 .891 .4147
40A 79 4.130 1.546 4.138 1.356 4.370 1.276 .257 .7743
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Table E10.--Continued.

School C la s s i f i c a t io n  
Low High Sig.

Item Cases Performing In-Between Performing F o f  F

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

41A 79 5.000 0.798 5.276 0.841 5.000 0.920 .954 .3908
42A 79 4.435 1.343 4.379 0.979 4.556 0.974 .187 .8298
43A 77 3.455 1.683 3.586 1.268 3.885 1.033 .674 .5127
44A 78 5.174 1.073 5.214 0.917 5.185 0.879 .013 .9876
45A 78 5.348 0.832 5.107 0.994 5.407 0.797 .886 .4165
46A 77 4.826 0.937 4.815 1.145 4.926 0.781 .106 .8996
47A 78 4.348 1.071 4.393 1.166 4.519 1.122 .159 .8531
48A 78 4.609 1.033 4.357 1.062 4.667 0.920 .730 .4853
49A 77 4.913 0.900 4.556 1.013 4.593 0.844 1.099 .3385
50A 79 5.261 0.864 5.241 0.912 5.222 0.801 .013 .9876
51A 77 5.000 1.024 4.964 1.105 4.444 1.423 1.734 .1837
52A 78 4.364 1.465 4.379 1.115 4.000 1.330 .731 .4850
53A 79 5.522 0.665 5.310 0.806 5.556 0.892 .768 .4676
54A 75 4.682 1.287 4.741 1.259 4.423 1.027 .522 .5957
55A 78 5.217 1.043 4.679 1.219 5.037 0.940 1.682 .1929
56A 79 5.783 0.422 5.552 0.572 5.630 0.565 1.234 .2970
57A 78 4.739 1.389 4.621 1.050 4.615 0.852 .098 .9072
58A 78 4.455 1.262 4.759 1.023 4.556 1.155 .480 .6205
59A 77 3.864 1.424 4.500 0.962 4.111 1.050 1.998 .1429
60A 78 5.609 0.656 5.414 0.780 5.654 0.629 .925 .4011
61A 78 5.636 0.581 5.414 0.733 5.556 0.577 .800 .4533
62A 77 4.546 1.057 4.179 1.390 4.185 0.879 .804 .4513
63A 78 4.739 1.214 4.821 0.863 4.815 0.879 .053 .9487
64A 78 4.546 1.057 4.552 1.183 4.556 0.847 .001 .9994
65A 7 0  # w 0  0*7AV  • V/  V 1 7  A f\  1 « / "TV 7  ACM • T W t T O A T1 • tmU 1 O  4 0 0  • *tOL

l  *>rr\ 
1 • O O ?

66A 79 4.565 1.409 4.414 1.086 4.407 1.185 .131 .8776
67A 78 4.913 1.041 4.241 1.215 4.077 1.093 3.742 .0282
68A 79 4.304 1.363 4.138 1.093 4.074 1.174 .238 .7885
69A 79 5.044 0.976 4.552 1.121 4.667 1.109 2.418 .2485
70A 79 4.957 1.022 4.966 0.944 4.667 1.209 .684 .5077
71A 79 4.870 0.757 4.862 0.953 4.963 0.587 .137 .8719
72A 78 5.000 1.087 4.483 1.056 4.615 1.098 1.541 .2208
73A 79 5.478 0.790 5.345 0.721 5.111 1.121 1.091 .3408
74A 78 5.087 0.793 4.966 0.944 4.808 1.059 .541 .5842
75A 78 5.087 1.276 4.793 1.048 5.115 0.766 .807 .4500
76A 77 4.909 1.065 4.345 1.045 4.808 0.849 2.459 .0925
77A 74 4.000 1.225 4.036 0.999 4.040 1.020 .009 .9907
78 A 76 4.273 0.935 4.276 1.162 4.480 0.823 .357 .7008
79A 73 3.750 1.517 4.071 1.331 3.960 1.241 .330 .7197
80A 76 4.955 0.999 5.172 0.848 5.120 0.781 .408 .6666
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Table Ell.--Expectancy by performance mean, standard deviation, s i g ­nificance values: Principal Efficacy Questionnaire.

School C la s s i f i c a t io n  
Low High S ig .

Item Cases Performing In-Between Performing F o f  F

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

IE 77 4.727 1.121 4.544 1.317 4.577 1.027 .099 .9059
2E 78 4.304 1.396 4.345 1.203 4.308 1.123 .009 .9911
3E 79 4.913 1.240 4.241 1.431 4.889 0.934 2.661 .0764
4E 78 4.864 1.125 4.724 1.032 5.000 0.961 .497 .6105
5E 78 4.455 1.143 4.586 1.082 4.926 1.072 1.242 .2946
6E 78 4.500 1.102 4.069 1.335 4.000 1.387 1.038 .3591
7E 79 4.522 1.238 4.241 1.380 4.482 1.087 .403 .6700
8E 78 4.783 1.278 4.414 1.323 4.577 1.138 .558 .5748
9E 79 5.087 1.084 4.621 1.083 4.741 0.944 1.356 .2638

10E 78 4.870 1.180 4.571 1.230 4.444 1.188 .808 .4497
HE 78 4.046 0.950 4.966 1.052 4.815 0.879 .367 .6939
12E 78 4.727 1.279 4.310 1.312 4.630 1.245 .768 .4673
13E 77 5.046 1.045 4.643 1.129 5.074 0.997 1.391 .2553
14E 79 4.522 1.201 4.621 1.015 4.852 1.064 .620 .5404
15E 78 4.227 1.270 4.483 1.243 4.630 1.043 .706 .4970
16E 78 4.261 1.322 4.276 1.437 4.192 1.059 .032 .9687
17E 77 4.227 1.232 4.379 1.147 4.231 1.107 .152 .8593
18E 76 4.650 1.387 4.379 1.293 4.296 1.031 .500 .6089
19E 76 4.571 1.128 4.621 1.147 4.308 1.011 .652 .5242
20E 76 4.300 1.780 4.414 1.150 4.556 1.281 .201 .8185
21E 76 4.950 1.050 4.621 0.863 4.482 1.122 1.267 .2878
22E 76 5.000 1.026 4.828 1.197 4.889 0.934 .156 .8561
23E 78 4.773 1.343 4.586 1.181 4.667 1.109 .150 .8611
?4F 7fi l  R71 1 4.786 0.995 4.230 1.115 O A O

•  tm 1 70C1• f wv 1
25E 77 5.546 0.739 5 ! 536 0! 637 5! 333 6! 832 .687 .5065
26E 78 4.409 1.501 4.552 1.055 4.889 1.050 1.071 .3478
27E 79 4.044 1.609 4.103 1.145 4.667 1.038 1.945 .1500
28E 77 4.636 1.433 4.586 1.296 4.462 1.240 .115 .8914
29E 78 4.318 1.323 3.897 4.519 4.519 1.312 1.790 .1740
30E 77 4.591 1.141 4.069 1.252 4.577 1.302 1.560 .2171
31E 77 4.318 1.359 4.036 1.262 4.222 1.281 .313 .7325
32E 78 4.227 1.378 4.310 1.339 4.370 1.182 .074 .9290
33E 78 5.136 1.037 4.966 1.017 4.852 0.949 .493 .6130
34E 78 4.273 1.162 4.414 1.053 4.185 1.302 .270 .7639
35E 77 4.857 1.424 5.103 0.860 4.852 0.989 .498 .6209
36E 78 4.818 1.007 4.690 1.039 4.926 0.829 .424 .6560
37E 75 4.429 1.399 3.786 1.343 4.423 0.945 2.347 .1030
38E 77 5.364 0.954 5.517 0.575 5.269 1.041 .577 .5643
39E 75 5.095 0.995 4.714 1.084 5.000 0.849 1.034 .3609
40E 78 4.636 1.529 3.966 1.476 4.482 1.424 1.506 .2285
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Table Ell.--Continued.

School C la s s i f i c a t io n  
Low High S ig .

Item Cases Performing In-Between Performing F o f  F

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

41E 78 4.682 1.323 5.103 1.145 5.000 0.877 .936 .3968
42E 78 4.727 1.352 4.069 1.387 4.556 1.013 1.939 .1511
43E 78 3.522 1.675 3.172 1.365 3.846 1.223 1.547 .2197
44E 77 5.364 0.848 5.179 0.983 5.074 1.107 .521 .5963
45E 77 5.409 0.959 5.214 0.917 5.185 1.076 .359 .6999
46E 76 4.727 1.203 4.556 1.188 4.815 1.210 .325 .7238
47E 77 4.136 1.356 4.107 1.315 4.704 1.203 1.802 .1722
48E 77 4.409 1.297 4.536 1.374 4.852 0.989 .869 .4238
49E 76 4.818 1.007 4.333 1.144 4.630 1.006 1.323 .2726
50E 78 5.318 0.946 5.276 0.882 5.037 0.898 .725 .4878
51E 77 4.955 1.214 4.857 1.239 4.852 1.322 .050 .9518
52E 79 4.478 1.473 4.586 1.181 4.222 1.450 .518 .5980
53 E 78 5.591 0.590 5.345 0.814 5.444 1.050 .521 .5958
54E 76 4.696 1.329 4.444 1.368 4.462 1.104 .294 .7463
55E 77 5.182 1.007 4.643 1.193 5.000 1.074 1.580 .2128
56E 78 5.455 0.858 5.552 0.632 5.556 0.801 .134 .8745
57E 77 4.864 1.490 4.552 1.183 4.692 1.050 .398 .6733
58E 79 4.696 1.363 4.552 1.270 4.704 1.137 .128 .8797
59E 78 4.261 1.484 4.286 1.411 4.185 1.076 .042 .9587
60E 78 5.409 1.141 5.586 0.733 5.444 0.974 .262 .7704
61E 77 5.429 0.676 5.414 0.733 5.370 0.629 .049 .9520
62E 77 4.000 1.342 3.379 1.720 3.778 1.086 1.244 .2943
63E 77 5.000 1.234 4.750 1.041 4.556 1.188 .905 .4090
64E 79 4.739 1.176 4.069 1.335 4.519 1.221 1.972 .1462
65E 77 3.864 1.833 3.357 1.367 3.852 1.200 1.041 .3585
66E 78 4.546 1.371 4.586 1 lOI 1 • IUI 4.444 1 7 7  O .094 .9106
67E 77 4.682 1.359 4.517 1.153 4! 269 1.313 .650 .5252
68E 77 4.182 1.532 4.276 1.192 4.346 1.355 .088 .9155
69E 78 4.909 1.231 4.483 1.214 4.519 1.282 .862 .4265
70E 78 5.227 0.813 4.862 1.157 4.963 1.055 .806 .4505
71E 78 4.909 1.065 5.035 0.823 5.000 0.832 .126 .8822
72E 77 4.955 0.950 4.586 1.181 4.692 1.050 .755 .4736
73E 78 5.455 0.800 5.310 1.105 5.185 0.834 .502 .6074
74E 77 4.864 0.990 4.862 0.990 4.692 1.123 .233 .7930
75E 77 5.136 1.283 4.966 1.180 5.115 0.952 .179 .8366
76E 78 4.913 1.311 4.724 1.162 4.885 0.909 .218 .8044
77E 75 4.000 1.380 3.750 1.322 4.160 1.313 .635 .5327
78E 77 4.479 1.123 4.138 1.125 4.280 1.242 .549 .5799
79E 74 3.714 1.648 3.857 1.325 3.800 1.041 .068 .9342
80 E 77 4.913 1.164 5.069 1.100 5.320 0.690 1.001 .3710
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Table El2 . --Importance by performance mean, standard deivation, s i g ­nificance values: Principal Efficacy Questionnaire.

School C la s s i f i c a t io n  
Low High S ig .

Item Cases Performing In-Between Performing F o f  F

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

11 78 4.130 1.140 4.241 1.244 4.000 1.386 .250 .7796
21 77 4.000 1.414 4.517 1.243 4.577 0.809 1.721 .1860
31 78 4.591 1.469 4.379 1.399 4.704 1.203 .414 .6628
41 78 5.091 1.306 5.310 0.806 5.444 0.751 .833 .4386
51 78 4.818 1.220 4.897 1.176 5.222 1.013 .915 .4049
61 78 4.682 1.287 4.276 1.162 4.667 1.074 1.054 .3536
71 78 4.636 1.399 4.276 1.162 4.778 1.050 1.306 .2771
81 77 5.273 0.883 4.793 1.236 4.615 1.169 2.152 .1235
91 78 5.227 0.869 4.897 0.860 4.926 0.958 .990 .3763

101 77 5.182 0.907 4.893 1.133 5.037 1.126 .451 .6391
111 78 5.227 1.020 5.414 0.780 5.222 0.974 .385 .6816
121 78 5.318 0.716 4.483 1.573 4.889 1.050 3.025 .0545
131 79 5.348 0.832 5.000 0.886 5.333 0.877 1.411 .2502
141 78 5.182 0.907 5.172 0.759 5.444 0.641 1.080 .3450
151 78 5.000 1.234 4.690 1.198 4.741 1.318 .424 .6563
161 77 4.500 1.336 4.517 1.353 4.654 0.892 .123 .8845
171 76 4.619 1.244 4.483 1.214 4.769 0.908 .443 .6442
181 76 4.950 1.276 4.897 1.176 4.852 0.864 .045 .9556
191 75 4.850 0.988 4.828 1.136 5.077 1.129 .410 .6651
201 76 5.650 0.489 5.517 0.785 5.593 0.797 .206 .8141
211 76 4.850 1.137 4.035 1.085 4.593 1.047 3.715 .0291
221 76 5.300 1.031 5.241 0.951 5.333 0.679 .077 .9260
231 79 4.261 1.657 3.862 1.726 4.482 1.312 1.114 .3336
241 78 4.773 1.152 4.517 1.214 4.741 1.060 .398 .6731
251 78 5.727 0.456 5.690 0.660 5.556 0.577 .619 .5412
261 79 4.870 1.254 4.690 1.257 5.259 0.859 1.816 .1697
271 78 4.818 1.402 4.379 1.147 4.963 1.091 1.772 .1770
281 77 5.364 0.954 5.070 0.961 5.307 0.884 .746 .4777
291 78 4.909 1.109 3.966 1.375 4.963 1.091 5.909 .0041
301 78 4.955 0.950 4.586 1.053 5.185 0.786 2.904 .0610
311 76 5.000 0.926 4.778 1.050 5.074 0.958 .658 .5210
321 78 4.864 1.246 4.724 1.066 5.074 0.917 .750 .4757
331 78 5.318 0.946 5.276 0.841 5.296 0.724 .016 .9840
341 78 4.682 0.946 4.586 0.867 4.778 1.251 .239 .7879
351 77 5.000 1.265 5.035 1.085 5.407 1.047 1.048 .3561
361 78 5.182 0.795 5.103 0.900 5.370 0.742 .773 .4652
371 75 4.191 1.436 4.036 1.262 4.654 0.936 1.853 .1642
381 77 5.591 0.734 5.552 0.572 5.692 0.549 .373 .6899
391 75 5.286 0.956 5.321 0.945 5.385 0.571 .085 .9182
401 78 4.909 1.269 4.379 1.425 4.407 1.394 1.121 .3313
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Table E12.--Continued.

Item Cases

School C l a s s i f i c a t i
Low

Performing In-Between 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

on
High

Performing

Mean S.D.

F
Sig . 
o f  F

411 78 4.864 1.207 5.276 0.960 5.482 0.700 2.561 .0839
421 ' 78 4.727 1.352 4.448 0.948 4.852 1.064 .964 .3859
431 77 3.636 1.814 3.310 1.312 4.115 1.275 2.092 .1307
441 77 5.455 1.224 5.393 0.832 5.593 0.694 .336 .7156
451 77 5.591 0.734 5.500 0.577 5.593 0.636 .180 .8353
461 76 4.864 1.125 4.852 1.099 5.185 1.145 .743 .4791
471 77 4.136 1.320 4.286 1.182 4.926 1.174 3.027 .0545
481 77 5.091 1.019 5.036 0.922 5.333 0.785 .820 .4443
491 76 5.136 0.560 4.667 0.961 5.000 1.038 1.829 .1679
501 78 5.273 0.935 5.276 1.032 5.444 0.698 .314 .7312
511 78 5.087 1.084 5.072 1.275 5.222 0.847 .156 .8556
521 78 4.646 1.177 4.655 1.446 4.815 1.039 .162 .8504
531 78 5.546 0.739 5.379 0.903 5.778 0.506 2.043 .1368
541 76 4.727 1.454 4.741 1.023 5.000 1 . 0 0 0 .459 .6335
551 77 5.364 0.902 5.250 0.887 5.222 1.023 .151 .8602
561 78 5.727 0.631 5.690 0.541 5.889 0.320 1.187 .3108
571 77 4.818 1.296 4.621 1.237 4.769 1.142 .186 .8305
581 78 5.136 1.082 4.897 1.145 4.963 1.126 .296 .7447
591 77 4.455 1.405 4.571 1.168 4.556 1.188 .061 .9406
601 77 5.455 1.057 5.655 0.614 5.692 0.679 .623 .5391
611 77 5.571 0.746 5.379 0.942 5.630 0.629 .763 .4699
621 77 3.762 1.480 3.172 1.466 3.556 1.368 1.104 .3369
631 77 5.136 0.774 5.000 0.861 5.185 0.786 .383 .6831
641 78 4.773 1.110 4.517 1.243 4.704 1.235 .317 .7293
651 77 4.000 1 . 7 4 6 V R ? 1 1 a m 1 IRQ .304 7Q0G

•  0 W W W

661 78 4.773 1.343 4.690 1.199 4.704 1.171 :o i i .9693
671 77 4.818 1.220 4.690 1.257 4.346 1.384 .884 .4174
681 77 4.500 1.336 4.862 1.026 4.731 1.251 .576 .5647
691 78 4.864 0.990 4.586 1.323 4.667 1.330 .321 .7264
701 78 5.546 0.596 5.207 0.902 5.259 0.944 1.116 .3330
711 78 5.318 0.646 5.069 1.067 5.370 0.742 .984 .3788
721 77 5.364 0.790 4.897 1.145 5.231 0.992 1.508 .2280
731 78 5.546 0.739 4.828 1.605 5.407 1.010 2.634 .0784
741 77 5.000 1.024 5.310 0.930 5.000 1.131 .824 .4428
751 77 5.318 1.249 5.207 1.082 5.423 0.578 .322 .7261
761 77 5.273 0.827 4.966 0.944 4.846 0.967 1.341 .2678
771 74 4.333 1.238 4.123 1.146 4.440 1.228 .418 .6599
781 76 4.546 1.011 4.310 0.968 4.280 1.370 .387 .6805
791 74 3.714 1.765 4.286 1.357 4.080 1.352 .898 .4118
801 76 5.000 1.234 5.414 0.780 5.320 0.900 1.206 .3053



210

Table E13.--Factor loadings--ability efficacy: Principal EfficacyQuestionnaire.

Item Loading Item Loading Item Loading Item Loading

1 -.01271 21 .11483 41 .37678 61 .07007
2 .21383 22* .62213 42 .00783 62 .28864
3 .11706 23 -.05491 43 .01033 63 .28295
4 .28055 24 .49407 44 .49970 664 .23013
5* .72050 25 .16652 45* .67140 65* .82983
6 .27391 26* .66458 46* .71712 66* .71578
7 .29313 27* .66796 47 .10109 67* .61317
8* .78818 28* .65938 48 .66360 68* .78438
9* .61525 29 .17764 49* .60181 69 .09501

10 .38559 30 .22154 50 .45552 70* .50691
11* .61164 31 .25740 51 .20440 71 .08234
12 .18649 32 .40902 52 .06274 72 .49329
13* .64579 33 .30299 53 -.01678 73 .12501
14 .33352 34* .47909 54 .03037 74 .27068
15 .23566 35* .71222 55 .33123 75 .09119
16 .12010 36 .08921 56* .60501 76 -.04403
17 .20017 37 .40245 57* .52896 77 .36269
18 .49158 38 .29926 58 .27291 78 .26405
19 .31345 39 .26242 59 .12452 79 .18957
20 -.18554 40* .59479 60 .14512 80 .04079

*Item was used for further analysis.



211

Table El4 . --Factor loadings--expectancy efficacy: Principal EfficacyQuestionnaire.

Item Loading Item Loading Item Loading Item Loading

1 ,04224
2 .25176
3 .04962
4* .52651
5* .51158
6 .10276
7 .28655
8 .23241
9 .17530

10 .25390
11 .21485
12* .62354
13* .61844
14* .62415
15* .76832
16* .57652
17* .51529
18* .52574
19* .52590
20* .70803

21 .11196
22 .38030
23* .70031
24* .60090
25 .08525
26* .61706
27* .55258
28* .50902
29 .16419
30 .11366
31 .18421
32* .67233
33* .56037
34* .66466
35* .65487
36 .23930
37 .38051
38 .05543
39 .31756
40 .53755

41 -.01111
42 .07048
43 .22766
44 .18419
45 .29481
46 .42475
47 .41269
48* .65427
49* .54213
50 .12456
51 .23102
52 .14315
53 .00372
54 .33984
55 .31503
56 .11735
57* .62421
58* .85696
59* .82117
60 .21255

61 .70285
62 -.14017
63* .54906
64* .58398
65* .55580
66* .71234
67 .31194
68 .49181
69 .36591
70* .57205
71* .78346
72* .68319
73 .07243
74 .35524
75 .21543
76 .12431
77 .29490
78 .30667
79 .08911
80 .04335

*Item was used for further analysis.
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Table E15.--Factor loadings--importance efficacy: PrincipalEfficacy Questionnaire.

Item Loading Item Loading Item Loading Item Loading

1 -.06789 21 .05021 41 .18365 61 .16729
2 .07905 22 .04369 42 .05695 62 .04800
3 .23293 23 -.19610 43 .08797 63 .26306
4 -.02621 24 .28402 44 .07533 64 .23549
5 .13837 25 .48912 45 .10125 65* .66017
6 .33521 26 .15432 46* .56915 66* .69224
7 .32994 27 .03748 47 .18472 67 .23664
8 .35832 28 .24475 48* .67609 68* .74753
9 .25204 29 .14504 49* .62634 69 .20339

10* .54572 30 -.01754 50 .38442 70 .25539
11 .15801 31 .04406 51 .44998 71 .22104
12* .77957 32 .27714 52 .40828 72 .22954
13* .57577 33 .44803 53 .24255 73 .00394
14 .31048 34 .15063 54 -.01935 74* .73074
15* .65404 35 .28547 55* .75101 75 .17496
16 .47950 36* .66808 56 .18438 76 .27643
17* .68284 37 .48429 57* .67285 77* .69102
18* .57301 38* .68696 58* .66017 78* .67414
19* .51756 39* .77319 59 .17830 79 .28348
20 .00810 40 .42907 60 .20760 80 .21593

*Item was used for further analysis.
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Table E 16 .- -F ac to r  lo ad in g s :  Modified P r in c ip a l  E ff icacy  Q uestionnaire  
with Gibson s t a t i s t i c s .

Item
Personal
E fficacy

Import.
E fficacy Gibson Item

Admi n . 
E ff icacy

Import.
E ff icacy Gibson

1 .15907 .07830 .49 2* .61725 * .55397 .54
3 .35816 .13021 NA 4 .37975 -.01022 .54
7 .02610 .07271 NA 5 -.03051 .03652 NA
8 .09383 -.02548 NA 6 -.06454 -.19531 .60

12 .48587 -.01815 .46 9 .09513 .48076 NA
14 -.02052 * .52395 .46 10 .10753 .11046 NA
15 .26308 .39258 .53 11 .01816 .23195 NA
18 -.03304 * .64304 NA 13 .09041 .22545 NA
19 .28265 * .66934 .55 16* .76807 .02987 .65
20* .86996 .35341 NA 17 .46923 .29287 NA
21 .48600 .42704 .61 22 .10726 * .78954 NA
24* .75090 * .71627 .51 23* .60638 * .87626 .52
25 .46293 * .60098 .49 26* .62266 -.01771 NA
28* .61882 * .84098 NA 27 -.08771 .29287 -.5 2
29* .63395 * .67396 .48 30 .23627 * .61278 .45

*Item was used f o r  f u r th e r  a n a ly s is .
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Table E17.--Personal efficacy by frequency, mean, standarddeviation: Modified Principal Efficacy Questionnaire.

Item 1 2
Frequency 

3 4 5 6
Missing

Cases Mean S.D.

PE 1 0 7 8 33 22 10 0 4.250 1.085
PE 3 2 5 8 26 31 7 1 4.266 1.129
PE 7 6 5 4 11 38 16 0 4.475 1.432
PE 8 6 4 5 15 20 22 0 4.512 1.467
PE 12 3 5 6 25 29 7 5 4.240 1.195
PE 14 7 14 14 35 6 2 2 3.321 1.201
PE 15 3 7 7 22 27 13 1 4.291 1.312
PE 18 20 18 22 13 12 6 0 2.962 1.642
PE 19 2 8 7 34 19 10 0 4.125 1.205
PE 20 0 3 5 15 26 31 0 4.962 1.084
PE 21 4 10 10 26 25 5 0 3.912 1.285
PE 24 3 7 10 16 30 14 0 4.313 1.346
PE 25 0 6 5 16 29 23 1 4.734 1.174
PE 28 1 5 7 31 25 9 2 4.295 1.082
PE 29 1 1 8 16 31 22 1 4.785 1.082

Table El8 . - -A d m in is t ra to r  e f f ic a c y  by frequency, mean, s tandard  
d e v ia t io n :  Modified P r in c ip a l  E ff icacy  Q u estio n n a ire .

Item 1 2
Frequency 

3 4 5 6
Missing

Cases Mean S.D.

AE 2 19 22 18 13 5 1 2 2.564 1.275
AE 4 24 27 17 8 2 2 0 2.287 1.214
AE 5 10 12 8 17 20 12 1 3.772 1.640
AE 6 15 16 16 20 12 1 0 3.012 1.392
AE 9 20 20 20 11 5 3 1 2.620 1.371
AE 10 34 18 7 13 2 2 4 2.171 1.370
AE 11 18 16 10 22 12 2 0 3.000 1.493
AE 13 31 33 8 4 2 1 1 1.937 1.066
AE 16 21 28 13 9 6 1 2 2.410 1.284
AE 17 35 28 8 6 2 1 0 1.938 1.129
AE 22 4 3 8 26 25 13 1 4.316 1.266
AE 23 5 12 18 20 19 6 0 3.675 1.357
AE 26 10 20 14 17 11 8 0 3.287 1.536
AE 27 2 4 5 17 31 21 0 4.675 1.220
AE 30 12 18 15 20 11 4 0 3.150 1.422
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Table E19.--Personal efficacy importance by frequency, mean, standarddeviation: Modified Principal Efficacy Questionnaire.

Item 1 2
Frequency 

3 4 5 6
Missing

Cases Mean S.D.

PEIMP 1 1 0 5 11 29 33 1 5.101 1.008
PEIMP 3 1 0 3 12 30 33 1 5.139 0.957
PEIMP 7 1 3 4 21 26 25 0 4.787 1.133
PEIMP 8 11 8 10 18 22 11 0 3.813 1.608
PEIMP 12 7 18 10 22 16 5 2 3.474 1.439
PEIMP 14 0 1 1 9 27 42 0 5.350 0.828
PEIMP 15 0 1 4 18 24 33 0 5.050 0.980
PEIMP 18 1 5 10 14 25 25 0 4.650 1.284
PEIMP 19 0 0 1 10 23 46 0 5.425 0.759
PEIMP 20 0 3 2 12 33 30 0 5.063 0.985
PEIMP 21 0 1 6 14 29 30 0 5.012 0.987
PEIMP 24 0 2 5 18 22 32 1 4.975 1.062
PEIMP 25 2 6 4 18 24 26 0 4.675 1.320
PEIMP 28 3 3 5 11 30 23 5 4.747 1.295
PEIMP 29 1 1 5 13 26 34 0 5.050 1.078

Table E 2 0 .--A d m in is tra to r  e f f i c a c y  importance by frequency , mean, 
s tandard  d e v ia t io n :  Modified P r in c ip a l  E ff icacy  Ques­
t io n n a i r e .

Frequency Missing
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 Cases Mean S.D.

AEIMP 2 19 22 18 13 5 1 2 2.564 1.275
AEIMP 4 24 27 17 8 8 2 0 2.287 1.214
AEIMP 5 10 12 8 17 20 12 1 3.772 1.640
AEIMP 6 15 16 16 20 12 1 0 3.012 1.392
AEIMP 9 20 20 20 11 5 3 1 2.620 1.371
AEIMP 10 34 18 7 13 2 2 4 2.171 1.370
AEIMP 11 18 16 10 22 12 2 0 3.000 1.493
AEIMP 13 31 33 8 4 2 1 1 1.937 1.066
AEIMP 16 21 28 13 9 6 1 2 2.410 1.284
AEIMP 17 35 28 8 6 2 1 0 1.938 1.129
AEIMP 22 4 3 8 26 25 13 1 4.316 1.266
AEIMP 23 5 12 18 20 19 6 0 3.675 1.357
AEIMP 26 10 20 14 17 11 8 0 3.287 1.536
AEIMP 27 2 4 5 17 31 21 0 4.675 1.220
AEIMP 30 12 18 15 20 11 4 0 3.150 1.442
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Table E21.--Personal efficacy items by performance mean, standarddeviation, significance value.

School C la s s i f i c a t io n  
Low High Sig.

Item Cases Performing In-Between Performing F o f  F

Mean S.D. Mean S .D. Mean S .D.

PE 1 80 4.318 1 .171 4.100 0 .995 4.357 1 .129 .460 .6328
PE 3 79 4.318 1 .249 4.138 1 .157 4.357 1 .026 .296 .7447
PE 7 80 4.591 0 .959 4.467 1 .479 4.393 1 .707 .116 .8906
PE 8 80 4.500 1 .439 4.533 1 .456 4.500 1 .552 .005 .9953
PE 12 75 4.550 0 .826 4.133 1 .432 4.120 1 .130 .916 .4046
PE 14 78 3.227 1 .307 3.207 1 .114 3.519 1 .221 .557 .5753
PE 15 79 4.409 0 .854 4.241 1 .596 4.250 1 .323 .121 .8865
PE 18 80 2.409 1 .501 3.200 1 .710 3.143 1 .627 1.767 .1777
PE 19 80 4.136 1 .390 3.967 1 .217 4.286 1 .049 .502 .6070
PE 20 80 4.818 1 .097 4.967 1 .159 5.071 1 .016 .331 .7195
PE 21 80 3.682 1 .555 3.933 1 .202 4.071 1 .152 .567 .5698
PE 24 80 4.091 1 .509 4.267 1 .461 4.536 1 .071 .695 .5023
PE 25 79 4.773 1 .343 4.793 1 .114 4.643 1 .129 .130 .8781
PE 28 78 4.500 0 .964 4.393 0 .832 4.036 1 .347 1.323 .2724
PE 29 79 4.591 1 .221 4.833 0 .986 4.889 1 .086 .502 .6075
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Table E22.--Personal efficacy importance items by performance mean,standard deviation, significance value.

School1 C la s s i f i c a t io n
Low High S ig .

Item Cases Performing In-Between Performing F o f  F

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

PEIMP 1 79 5.381 0.740 5.100 0.960 4.893 1.197 1.423 .2473
PEIMP 3 79 5.048 0.974 5.100 1.155 5.250 0.701 .303 .7392
PEIMP 7 80 4.636 0.954 4.600 1.404 5.107 0.875 1.754 .1799
PEIMP 8 80 3.773 1.343 3.733 1.552 3.929 1.884 .114 .8929
PEIMP 12 78 3.273 1.518 3.517 1.503 3.593 1.338 .314 .7313
PEIMP 14 80 5.409 0.734 5.533 0.776 5.107 0.917 2.047 .1361
PEIMP 15 80 4.955 1.046 5.200 0.997 4.964 0.922 .557 .5752
PEIMP 18 80 4.864 1.167 4.733 1.173 4.393 1.474 .928 .3998
PEIMP 19 80 5.455 0.739 5.367 0.890 5.464 0.637 .140 .8700
PEIMP 20 80 4.864 1.207 5.000 0.831 5.286 0.937 1.234 .2967
PEIMP 21 80 4.864 1.082 4.900 0.885 5.250 1.005 1.264 .2884
PEIMP 24 79 5.046 0.899 4.966 1.017 4.929 1.245 .075 .9282
PEIMP 25 80 4.818 1.259 4.733 1.388 4.500 1.319 .399 .6724
PEIMP 28 75 4.762 1.044 4.808 1.497 4.679 1.307 .067 .9350
PEIMP 29 80 5.182 0.853 4.933 1.413 5.071 0.813 .340 .7129
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Table E23.--Administrator efficacy items by performance mean, standarddeviation, significance value.

School C la s s i f i c a t io n  
Low High S ig .

Item Cases Performing In-Between Performing F o f  F

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

AE 2 78 2.273 1.386 2.500 1.009 2.885 1.423 1.451 .2409
AE 4 80 2.409 1.563 2.100 1.185 2.393 0.917 .568 .5693
AE 5 79 4.318 1.323 3.800 1.750 3.296 1.660 2.447 .0934
AE 6 80 2.773 1.412 3.400 1.429 2.786 1.287 1.904 .1559
AE 9 79 2.546 1.405 2.517 1.379 2.786 1.371 .313 .7323
AE 10 76 2.381 1.359 2.321 1.442 1.852 1.292 1.153 .3215
AE 11 80 2.818 1.593 2.967 1.426 3.179 1.517 .365 .6953
AE 13 79 2.227 1.412 1.933 1.048 1.704 0.669 1.479 .2342
AE 16 78 2.200 1.240 2.400 1.248 2.571 1.372 .483 .6186
AE 17 80 1.818 1.053 2.100 1.373 1.857 0.891 .498 .6096
AE 22 79 4.667 1.197 4.100 1.494 4.286 1.013 1.258 .2901
AE 23 80 3.818 1.259 3.533 1.332 3.714 1.487 .292 .7474
AE 26 80 3.546 1.921 3.333 1.493 3.036 1.232 .694 .5025
AE 27 80 4.909 1.019 4.733 1.143 4.429 1.425 1.011 .3686
AE 30 80 3.500 1.596 3.000 1.339 3.036 1.427 .896 .4123



219

Table E24.--Administrator efficacy importance items by performancemean, standard deviation, significance value.

School C la s s i f i c a t io n
Low High Sig.

Item Cases Performing In-Between Performing F o f  F

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

AEIMP 2 80 5.091 1.019 5.067 0.980 5.071 1.120 .001 .9963
AEIMP 4 80 4.364 1.177 3.967 1.402 4.536 1.374 1.384 .2566
AEIMP 5 79 5.046 0.785 5.133 1.042 5.482 0.580 1.956 .1484
AEIMP 6 80 4.136 1.552 4.167 1.464 3.429 1.200 2.434 .0944
AEIMP 9 80 5.182 0.853 5.267 0.868 5.464 0.637 .867 .4241
AEIMP 10 77 3.895 1.487 3.700 1.466 3.857 1.604 .121 .8864
AEIMP 11 77 4.182 1.593 3.786 1.618 4.333 1.641 .835 .4380
AEIMP 13 80 4.546 1.299 4.400 1.248 4.286 1.117 .280 .7567
AEIMP 16 78 5.571 0.811 5.367 0.809 5.370 1.115 .368 .6931
AEIMP 17 80 4.500 1.406 4.433 1.305 4.329 1.219 .122 .8857
AEIMP 22 80 4.636 1.136 4.900 1.029 5.000 0.943 .799 .4536
AEIMP 23 80 5.182 0.733 5.267 0.907 5.429 0.690 .645 .5277
AEIMP 26 80 3.000 1.480 3.267 1.982 2.964 1.575 .264 .7685
AEIMP 27 79 4.727 1.162 4.733 1.230 4.926 1.207 .234 .7921
AEIMP 30 80 5.182 1.053 5.467 0.730 5.286 0.600 .871 .4226
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Table E25.--Regression tables: Modified Principal Efficacy Q u e s t i o n ­naire, low-performing-school sample.

V ariab les  en te red  on s tep  1 Sex
2 Age
3 A dm in is tra to r  e f f ic a c y
4 Level o f  education
5 Approx. number o f  s tu d en ts
6 Personal e f f ic a c y
7 Personal e f f ic a c y  (im portance)
8 Years in  a d m in is t ra t io n
9 A dm in is tra to r  e f f ic a c y  (im portance) 

10 Employment in pu b lic  school system

M ultip le  R 0.40174
R Square 0.16140
Adjusted R Square 0.03986
Standard E rro r 0.44029

R Square Change 0.16140 
F Change 1.32797
S ig n i f .  F Change 0.2334

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

d f  SS Mean Square F S ig . o f  F

Regression 10 2.57429 0.25743 1.32797 0.2334
Residual 69 13.37571 0.19385

VARIABLES IN EQUATION

Var. B SE Beta

1 -.090645 0.125786 -.091879
2 -.006403 0.105206 -.011428
3 -.035331 0.057096 -.072352
4 0.078571 0.073714 -.120627
5 0.185305 0.101427 0.215110
6 0.029127 0.065145 0.058341
7 0.114123 0.091054 0.198030
8 -.084919 0.055991 -.229393
9 -.194458 0.108481 -.307871

10 0.155922 0.103772 0.282040
CONST 0.243931 0.676943

P a r t i a l Sig.
C o r re l . C o r re l . T o f  T

-.103604 -.079444 -.721 0.4736
0.056209 -.006710 -.061 0.9516
-.012501 -.068219 -.619 0.5381
-.080640 -.117507 -1.066 0.2902
0.117741 0.229708 1.827 0.0720
-.066710 0.049290 0.447 0.6562
0.069475 0.138174 1.253 0.2143
-.131714 -.167201 -1.517 0.1339
-.102713 -.197616 -1.793 0.0774
0.073654 0.165646 1.503 0.1375

0.360 0.7197



SUMMARY TABLE: L OW -P E RF O RM IN G  S CHOOL SAMPLE

STEP MULTR RSQ ADJRSQ F(EQN) SIGF RSQCH FCH SIGCH BETAIN CORREL

1 IN SEX -.1036 -.1036

2 IN AGE 0.0548 0.0562

3 IN AE -.0 0 4 8 -.0125

4 IN ED. -.0879 -.0806

5 IN STU. 0.2634 0.2297

6 IN PE -.0230 -.0667

7 IN PEIMP 0.0482 0.0695

8 IN YEARS -.1716 -.1317

9 IN AEIMP -.2482 -.1027

10 .4017 .1614 .0399 1 .328 .233 .1614 1.328 .233 IN EMP 0.2820 0.0737
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Table E26.--Regression tables: Modified Principal Efficacy Q u e s t i o n ­naire, in-between school sample.

V ariab les  e n te red  on s tep  1 Sex
2 Age
3 A dm in is tra to r  e f f i c a c y
4 Level o f  educa tion
5 Approx. number o f  s tu d en ts
6  Personal e f f ic a c y
7 Personal e f f ic a c y  (im portance)
8  Years in  a d m in is t ra t io n
9 A d m in is tra to r  e f f i c a c y  (im portance) 

10 Employment in  p u b lic  school system

M ultip le  R 0.36196
R Square 0.13102
Adjusted R Square 0.00508
Standard E rro r 0.48594

R Square Change 0.13102 
F Change 1.04030
S ig n i f .  F Change 0.4199

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

df SS Mean Square F S ig . o f  F

Regression 10 2.45654 0.24565 -i 0 4 0 3 0  0 4199
Residual 69 16.29346 0.23614

VARIABLES IN EQUATION

Var. B SE Beta

1 0.270517 0.138830 0.252900
2 0.222072 0.116115 0.365531
3 -.049453 0.063017 -.093403
4 -.088823 0.081357 -.125773
5 0.815304 0.111944 0.367304
6 -.003059 0.071900 -.005652
7 0.037270 0.100495 0.059648
8 0.010310 0.061797 0.025688
9 0.062315 0.119730 0.090995

10 -.278961 0.114532 -.465400
CONST 0.474280 0.747137

P a r t i a l S ig .
C o r r e l . C o r r e l . T o f  T

0.149752 0.218672 1.949 0.0054
0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.214629 1.913 0.0600
-.045886 -.088067 -.785 0.4353
-.142554 -.122520 -1.092 0.2787
0.007567 0.000784 0.007 0.9944
0.291700 -.004775 -.043 0.9662
0.037291 0.141619 0.371 0.7119
0.013379 0.018723 0.167 0.8680
0.037665 0.058408 0.520 0.6044
-.139860 -.273337 -2.436 0.0175

0.635 0.5277



SUMMARY TABLE: IN-BETWEEN SCHOOL SAMPLE

STEP MULTR RSQ ADJRSQ F(EQN) SIGF RSQCH FCH SIGCH BETAIN CORREL

1 IN SEX 0.1498 0.1498

2 IN AGE 0 . 0 0 2 1 0 . 0 0 0 0

3 IN AE -.0571 -.0459

4 IN ED. -.1440 -.1426

5 IN STU. 0.0137 0.0076

6 IN PE 0.0544 0.0292

7 IN PEIMP 0.0842 0.0373

8 IN YEARS -.0503 0.0134

9 IN AEIMP -.0075 0.0377

10 .3620 .1310 .0051 1.040 .420 .1310 1.040 .420 IN EMP -.4654 -.1399
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Table E27.--Regression tables: Modified Principal Efficacy Q ue s t i o n ­naire, high-performing-school sample.

V ariab les  en te red  on s tep  1 Sex
2 Age
3 A dm in is tra to r  e f f i c a c y
4 Level o f  educa tion
5 Approx. number o f  s tu d en ts
6  Personal e f f ic a c y
7 Personal e f f i c a c y  (im portance)
8  Years in  a d m in is t ra t io n
9 A d m in is tra to r  e f f i c a c y  (im portance) 

10 Employment in  p u b lic  school system

M ultip le  R 0.45474
R Square 0.20679
Adjusted R Square 0.09183
Standard E rro r  0.45741

R Square Change 0.20679 
F Change 1.79882
S ig n i f .  F Change 0.0770

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

d f  SS Mean Square F S ig . o f  F

Regression 10 3-76355 0.37636 1.79882 0.0770
Residual 69 14.43645 0.20922

VARIABLES IN EQUATION

Var. R SF Ret.a

1 0.179872 0.130679 -.170681
2 -.215669 0.109298 -.360315
3 0.084784 0.059317 0.162536
4 0.167393 0.076581 0.240584
5 -.186086 0.105372 -.202225
6 -.026067 0.067679 -.048879
7 0.151392 0.094595 -.245928
8 0.074609 0.058169 0.188673
9 0.132142 0.112701 0.195853

10 0.123039 0.107808 0.208349
CONST 0.281788 0.703272

P a r t i a l Sig.
C o r re l . C o r re l . T o f  T

-.055009 -.147580 -1.376 0.1731
-.052620 -.211566 -1.973 0.0525
0.058277 0.153252 1.429 0.1574
0.220183 0.234362 2.186 0.0322
-.222721 -.189347 -1.766 0.0818
0.032843 -.041296 -.385 0.7013
-.102890 -.171595 -1.600 0.1141
0.109724 0.137521 1.283 0.2039
0.057924 0.125714 1.173 0.2450
0.073007 0.122366 1.141 0.2577

0.401 0.6899



S UMMARY TABLE: H IG H- P ER F OR MI N G  S CHOOL SAMPLE

STEP MULTR RSQ ADJRSQ F(EQN) SIGF RSQCH FCH SIGCH BETAIN CORR

1 IN SEX -.0550 - .0 5

2 IN AGE -.0534 - .0 5

3 IN AE 0.0624 0.05

4 IN ED. 0.2285 0 . 2 2

5 IN STU. -.2604 - . 2 2

6 IN PE -.0337 0.03

7 IN PEIMP -.1306 - . 1 0

8 IN YEARS 0.2117 0 . 1 0

9 IN AEIMP 0.2400 0.05

10 .4547 .2068 .0918 1.799 .077 .2068 1.799 .077 IN EMP 0.2083 0.07
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Table E28.--Hierarchy of ability/goals by performance: PrincipalEfficacy Questionnaire.

Low Performing In-Between High Performing

No. Item Mean No. Item Mean No. Item Mean

22 13 5.3636 28 13 5.1786 27 13 5.2963
22 9 5.2727 29 11 5.0690 27 11 5.0000
23 11 5.2609 29 14 5.0000 27 9 4.8889
22 10 5.0909 29 1 5.0000 27 3 4.8148
22 1 5.0000 29 15 4.7931 27 14 4.7778
22 14 5.0000 29 4 4.7586 27 4 4.7407
22 7 4.9545 29 19 4.7241 26 1 4.5769
23 4 4.9130 29 3 4.7241 26 8 4.5769
22 8 4.9091 29 9 4.6562 27 7 4.5666
20 19 4.7500 29 5 4.6552 27 5 4.5666
22 3 4.7273 28 8 4.6429 27 12 4.5666
23 6 4.6937 27 10 4.6296 27 10 4.5185
22 2 4.6818 29 18 4.6207 26 17 4.5000
21 15 4.6667 29 7 4.5862 27 15 4.4444
23 5 4.6522 29 12 4.4824 27 18 4.2963
23 12 4.5652 29 2 4.4483 26 16 4.1923
22 16 5.5455 29 17 4.3103 26 19 4.1923
21 17 4.5238 29 16 4.2414 26 2 4.1528
21 18 4.3810 29 6 4.2759 27 6 4.1111
21 20 4.0000 29 20 3.6552 27 20 4.0370
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Table E29.--Hierarchy of ability/factors by performance: PrincipalEfficacy Questionnaire.

Low Performing In-Between High Performing

No. Item Mean No. Item Mean No. Item Mean

23 25 5.6522 29 38 5.4138 26 38 5.2692
23 38 5.5217 28 25 5.3929 27 25 5.1111
22 23 5.2727 29 23 5.1724 27 35 4.9279
22 39 5.0000 29 33 5.1034 27 33 4.8148
23 33 5.0000 29 35 4.9310 27 36 4.7778
23 36 4.9130 29 22 4.8276 26 39 4.7692
22 35 4.8182 28 24 4.8214 27 22 4.7037
22 24 4.7727 29 28 4.7931 27 26 4.6296
22 26 4.7273 29 36 4.6897 27 23 4.6296
23 30 4.6087 29 21 4.6552 27 27 4.5185
21 22 4.5714 28 39 4.6429 27 28 4.5000
21 21 4.5238 29 26 4.4483 27 24 4.4815
23 34 4.5217 29 34 4.3793 26 37 4.4615
23 29 4.3913 28 31 4.2143 27 30 4.4074
23 32 4.3913 29 32 4.1724 27 21 4.4074
22 28 4.3478 29 30 4.1724 27 40 4.3704
23 31 4.2174 29 29 4.1724 27 34 4.2963
22 27 4.7273 29 27 4.1379 27 32 4.2963
22 37 4.1364 29 40 4.1379 26 29 4.2593
23 40 4.1304 28 37 3.9643 27 31 3.9630
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Table E30.--Hierarchy of ability/strategies by performance:Principal Efficacy Questionnaire.

Low Performing In-Between High Performing

No. Item Mean No. Item Mean No. Item Mean

23 56 5.7826 29 56 5.5512 26 60 5.6538
23 60 5.6087 29 60 5.4138 27 56 5.6296
23 53 5.5217 29 53 5.3103 27 53 5.5556
23 45 5.3478 29 41 5.2759 27 45 5.4074
23 50 5.2609 29 50 5.2414 27 50 5.2222
23 55 5.2174 28 44 5.2143 27 44 5.1852
23 44 5.1739 28 45 5.1071 27 55 5.0370
22 51 5.0000 28 51 4.9643 27 41 5.0000
23 41 5.0000 29 58 4.7586 27 46 4.9259
23 49 4.9130 27 46 4.8148 27 48 4.6667
23 46 4.8261 27 54 4.7407 26 57 4.6154
23 57 4.7391 28 55 4.6786 27 49 4.5926
22 54 4.6818 29 57 4.6207 27 58 4.5556
23 48 4.6087 27 49 4.5556 27 42 4.5556
22 58 4.4545 28 59 4.5000 27 47 4.5185
23 42 4.4348 28 47 4.3929 27 51 4.4444
22 52 4.3636 29 42 4.3793 26 54 4.4231
23 47 4.3478 29 52 4.3793 27 59 4.1111
22 59 3.8636 28 48 4.3571 27 52 4.0000
22 43 3.4545 29 43 3.5862 26 43 3.8846
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Table E31.--Hierarchy of ability/decision making by performance:Principal Efficacy Questionnaire.

Low Performing In-Between High Performing

No. Item Mean No. Item Mean No. Item Mean

22 61 5.6364 29 61 5.4138 27 61 5.5556
23 73 5.4783 29 73 5.3448 25 80 5.1200
23 75 5.0870 29 80 5.1724 26 75 5.1154
23 74 5.0870 29 74 4.9655 27 73 5.1111
23 69 5.0435 29 70 4.9655 27 71 4.9630
23 72 5.0000 29 71 4.8621 27 63 4.8148
23 70 4.9565 28 63 4.8214 26 76 4.8077
22 80 4.9545 29 75 4.7931 26 74 4.8077
23 67 4.9130 29 69 4.5517 27 70 4.6667
22 76 4.9091 29 64 4.5517 27 69 4.6667
23 71 4.8696 29 72 4.4828 26 72 4.6154
23 63 4.7391 29 66 4.4138 27 64 4.5556
23 6 6 4.5652 29 76 4.3448 25 78 4.4800
22 64 4.5455 29 78 4.2759 27 66 4.4074
22 62 4.5455 29 67 4.2414 27 62 4.1852
23 6 8 4.3043 28 62 4.1786 26 67 4.0769
22 78 4.2727 29 6 8 4.1379 27 68 4.0741
21 77 4.0000 28 79 4.0714 25 77 4.0400
23 65 3.8696 28 77 4.0357 25 79 3.9600
20 79 3.7500 28 65 3.4643 27 65 3.4815
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Table E32.--Hierarchy of expectancy/goals by performance: PrincipalEfficacy Questionnaire.

Low Performing In-Between High Performing

No. Item Mean No. Item Mean No. Item Mean

23 9 5.0870 29 11 4.9655 27 13 5.0741
22 13 5.0455 29 4 4.7241 27 4 5.0000
22 11 5.0455 29 1 4.6552 27 5 4.9259
23 3 4.9130 28 13 4.6429 27 3 4.8889
23 10 4.8696 29 19 4.6207 27 14 4.8519
22 4 4.8636 29 14 4.6207 27 9 4.7407
23 8 4.7826 29 9 4.6207 27 15 4.6296
22 12 4.7273 29 5 4.5862 27 12 4.6296
22 1 4.7273 28 10 4.5714 26 8 4.5769
20 18 4.6500 29 15 4.4828 26 1 4.5769
22 5 4.4545 29 20 4.4138 27 20 4.5556
20 20 4.3000 29 8 4.4138 27 11 4.8148
21 19 4.5714 29 18 4.3793 27 7 4.4815
23 14 4.5217 29 17 4.3793 27 10 4.4444
23 7 4.5217 29 2 4.3448 26 19 4.3077
22 6 4.5000 29 12 4.3103 23 2 4.3077
23 2 4.3043 29 16 4.2759 27 18 4.2963
23 16 4.2609 29 7 4.2414 26 17 4.2308
22 17 4.2273 29 3 4.2414 26 16 4.1923
22 15 4.2273 29 6 4.0690 27 6 4.0000
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Table E33.--Hierarchy of expectancy/factors by performance:Principal Efficacy Questionnaire.

Low Performing In-Between High Performing

No. Item Mean No. Item Mean No. Item Mean

22 25 5.5455 28 25 5.5357 27 25 5.3333
22 38 5.3636 29 38 5.5172 26 38 5.2692
22 33 5.1364 29 35 5.1034 26 39 5.0000
21 39 5.0952 29 33 4.9655 27 36 4.9259
20 22 5.0000 29 22 4.8276 27 26 4.8889
20 21 4.9500 28 24 4.7857 27 22 4.8889
21 35 4.8571 28 39 4.7143 27 35 4.8519
22 36 4.8182 29 36 4.6897 27 33 4.8519
22 23 4.7727 29 21 4.6207 27 27 4.6667
22 40 4.6364 29 28 4.5862 27 23 4.6667
22 28 4.6364 29 23 4.5862 27 24 4.6296
22 30 4.5909 29 26 2.5517 26 30 4.5769
21 24 4.5714 29 34 4.4138 27 29 4.5185
21 37 4.4286 29 32 4.3103 27 40 4.4815
22 26 4.4091 29 27 4.1034 26 28 4.4815
22 31 4.3182 29 30 4.0690 27 21 4.4615
22 29 4.3182 28 31 4.0357 26 37 4.4231
22 34 4.2727 29 29 3.8966 27 32 4.3704
22 32 4.2273 29 40 3.9655 27 31 4.2222
23 27 4.0435 28 37 3.7858 27 34 4.1852
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Table E34.--Hierarchy of expectancy/strategies by performance:Principal Efficacy Questionnaire.

Low Performing In-Between High Performing

No. Item Mean No. Item Mean No. Item Mean

22 53 5.5909 29 60 5.5862 27 56 5.5556
22 56 5.4545 29 56 5.5517 27 60 5.4444
22 60 5.4090 29 53 5.3448 27 53 5.4444
22 45 5.4090 29 50 5.2759 27 45 5.1852
22 44 5.3636 28 45 5.2143 27 44 5.0741
22 50 5.3182 28 44 5.1786 27 50 5.0370
22 55 5.1818 29 41 5.1034 27 55 5.0000
22 51 4.9545 28 51 4.8571 27 41 5.0000
22 57 4.8636 28 55 4.6429 27 51 4.8519
22 49 4.8182 29 52 4.5862 27 48 4.8519
22 46 4.7273 27 46 4.5556 27 46 4.8148
22 42 4.7273 29 58 4.5517 27 58 4.7037
23 58 4.6957 29 57 4.5517 27 47 4.7037
23 54 4.6957 28 48 4.5357 26 57 4.6923
22 41 4.6818 27 54 4.4444 27 49 4.6296
23 52 4.4783 27 49 4.3333 27 42 4.5556
22 48 4.4091 28 59 4.2857 26 54 4.4615
23 59 4.2609 28 47 4.1071 27 52 4.2222
22 47 4.1364 29 42 4.0690 27 59 4.1852
23 43 3.5217 29 43 3.1724 26 43 3.8462
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Table E35.--Hierarchy of expectancy/decision making by performance:Principal Efficacy Questionnaire.

Low Performing In-Between High Performing

No. Item Mean No. Item Mean No. Item Mean

22 73 5.4545 29 61 5.4138 27 61 5.3704
21 61 5.4286 29 73 5.3103 25 80 5.3200
22 70 5.2273 29 80 5.0690 27 73 5.1852
22 65 5.1364 29 71 5.0345 26 75 5.1154
22 63 5.0000 29 75 4.9655 27 71 5.0000
22 72 4.9545 29 74 4.8621 27 70 4.9630
23 80 4.9130 29 70 4.8621 26 76 4.8846
23 76 4.9130 28 63 4.7500 26 74 4.6923
22 71 4.9091 29 76 4.7241 26 72 4.6923
22 69 4.9091 29 72 4.5862 27 63 4.5556
22 74 4.8636 29 66 4.5862 27 69 4.5185
23 64 4.7391 29 67 4.5172 27 64 4.5185
22 67 4.6818 29 69 4.4828 27 66 4.4444
22 66 4.5455 29 68 4.2759 26 68 4.3462
23 78 4.4783 29 78 4.1379 25 78 4.2800
22 68 4.1818 29 64 4.0690 26 67 4.2692
22 77 4.0000 28 79 3.8571 25 77 4.1600
21 62 4.0000 28 77 3.7500 27 65 3.8519
22 65 3.8636 29 62 3.3793 25 79 3.8000
21 79 3.7143 28 65 3.3571 27 62 3.7778
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Table E36.--Hierarchy of importance/goals by performance: PrincipalEfficacy Questionnaire.

Low Performing In-Between High Performing

No. Item Mean No. Item Mean No. Item Mean

20 20 5.6500 29 20 5.5172 27 20 5.5926
23 13 5.3478 29 11 5.4138 27 14 5.4444
22 12 5.3182 29 4 5.3103 27 4 5.4444
22 8 5.2727 29 14 5.1724 27 13 5.3333
22 11 5.2273 29 13 5.0000 27 11 5.2222
22 9 5.2273 29 18 4.8966 27 5 5.2222
22 14 5.1818 29 9 4.8966 26 19 5.0769
22 10 5.1818 29 5 4.8966 27 10 5.0370
22 4 5.0909 28 10 4.8929 27 9 4.9259
22 15 5.0000 29 19 4.8276 27 12 4.8889
20 18 4.9500 29 8 4.7931 27 18 4.8519
20 19 4.8500 29 15 4.6897 27 7 4.7778
22 5 4.8182 29 16 4.5172 26 17 4.7692
22 6 4.6818 29 2 4.5172 27 15 4.7407
22 7 4.6364 29 17 4.4828 27 3 4.7037
21 17 4.6190 29 12 4.4828 27 6 4.6667
22 3 4.5909 29 3 4.3793 26 16 4.6538
22 16 4.5000 29 7 4.2759 26 8 4.6154
23 1 4.1304 29 6 4.2759 26 2 4.5769
22 2 4.0000 29 1 4.2414 26 1 4.0000
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Table E37.--Hierarchy of importance/factors by performance:Principal Efficacy Questionnaire.

Low Performing In-Between High Performing

No. Item Mean No. Item Mean No. Item Mean

22 25 5.7273 29 25 5.6897 26 38 5.6923
22 38 5.5909 29 38 5.5517 27 25 5.5556
22 28 5.3636 28 39 5.3214 27 35 5.4074
22 33 5.3182 29 33 5.2759 26 39 5.3846
20 22 5.3000 29 22 5.2414 27 36 5.3704
21 39 5.2857 29 36 5.1034 27 22 5.3333
22 36 5.1818 29 28 5.0690 26 28 5.3077
21 35 5.0000 29 35 5.0345 27 33 5.2963
22 31 5.0000 27 31 4.7778 27 26 5.2593
22 30 4.9545 29 32 4.7241 27 30 5.1852
22 40 4.9091 29 26 4.6897 27 32 5.0741
22 29 4.9091 29 34 4.5862 27 31 5.0741
23 26 4.8696 29 30 4.5862 27 29 4.9630
22 32 4.8636 29 24 4.5172 27 27 4.9630
20 21 4.8500 29 40 4.3793 27 34 4.7778
22 27 4.8182 29 27 4.3793 27 24 4.7407
22 24 4.7727 28 37 4.0357 26 37 4.0357
22 34 4.6818 29 21 4.0345 27 21 4.0345
23 23 4.2609 29 29 3.9655 27 23 3.8621
21 37 4.1905 29 23 3.8621 27 40 4.4074
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Table E38.--Hierarchy of importance/strategies by performance:Principal Efficacy Questionnaire.

Low Performing In-Between High Performing

No. Item Mean No. Item Mean No. Item Mean

22 56 5.7273 29 56 5.6897 27 56 5.8889
22 45 5.5909 29 60 5.6552 27 53 5.7778
22 53 5.5455 28 45 5.5000 26 60 5.6923
22 60 5.4545 28 44 5.3929 27 45 5.5926
22 44 5.4545 29 53 5.3793 27 44 5.5926
22 55 5.3636 29 50 5.2759 27 41 5.4815
22 50 5.2727 29 41 5.2759 27 50 5.4444
22 58 5.1364 28 55 5.2500 27 48 5.3333
22 49 5.1364 28 51 5.0714 27 55 5.2222
22 48 5.0909 28 48 5.0357 27 51 5.2222
23 51 5.0870 29 58 4.8966 27 46 5.1852
22 46 4.8636 27 46 4.8519 27 54 5.0000
22 41 4.8636 27 54 4.7407 27 49 5.0000
22 57 4.8182 27 49 4.6667 27 58 4.9630
22 54 4.7273 29 52 4.6552 27 47 4.9259
22 42 4.7273 29 57 4.6207 27 52 4.8148
22 52 4.6364 28 59 4.5714 27 42 4.8519
22 59 4.4545 29 42 4.4483 26 57 4.7692
22 47 4.1364 28 47 4.2857 27 59 4.5556
22 43 3.6364 29 43 3.3103 26 43 4.1154
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Table E39.--Hierarchy of importance/decision making by performance:Principal Efficacy Questionnaire.

Low Performing In-Between High Performing

No. Item Mean No. Item Mean No. Item Mean

21 61 5.5714 29 80 5.4138 27 61 5.6296
22 73 5.5455 29 61 5.3793 26 75 5.4231
22 70 5.5455 29 74 5.3103 27 73 5.4074
22 72 5.3636 29 75 5.2069 27 71 5.3704
22 75 5.3182 29 70 5.2069 25 80 5.3200
22 71 5.3182 29 71 5.0690 27 70 5.2593
22 76 5.2727 28 63 5.0000 26 72 5.2308
22 63 5.1364 29 76 4.9655 27 63 5.1852
22 80 5.0000 29 72 4.8966 26 74 5.0000
22 74 5.0000 29 68 4.8621 26 76 4.8462
22 69 4.8636 29 73 4.8276 26 68 4.7308
22 67 4.8182 29 67 4.6897 27 66 4.7037
22 66 4.7727 29 66 4.6897 27 64 4.7037
22 64 4.7727 29 69 4.5862 27 69 4.6667
22 78 4.5455 29 64 4.5172 25 77 4.4400
22 68 4.5000 29 78 4.3103 26 67 4.3462
21 77 4.3333 28 79 4.2857 25 78 4.2800
22 65 4.0000 28 77 4.1429 27 65 4.1111
21 62 3.7619 28 65 3.8214 25 79 4.0800
21 79 3.7143 29 62 3.1724 27 62 3.5556
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Table E40.- -H ie rarchy o f  personal e f f i c a c y  by performance: Modified 
P r inc ipa l  Ef f icacy  Q uest ionna ire .

Low Performing In-Between High Performing

No. Item Mean No. Item Mean No. Item Mean

22 20 4.8182 30 20 4.9667 28 20 5.0714
22 25 4.7727 30 29 4.8333 27 29 4.8889
22 29 4.5909 29 25 4.7931 28 25 4.6429
22 7 4.5909 30 8 4.5333 28 24 4.5357
20 12 4.5500 30 7 4.4667 28 8 4.5000
22 28 4.5000 28 28 4.3929 28 7 4.3929
22 8 4.5000 30 24 4.2667 28 3 4.3571
22 15 4.4091 29 15 4.2414 28 1 4.3571
22 3 4.3182 30 12 4.1333 28 19 4.2857
22 1 4.3182 29 3 4.1379 28 15 4.2500
22 19 4.1364 30 1 4.1000 25 12 4.1200
22 24 4.0909 30 19 3.9667 28 21 4.0714
22 21 3.6818 30 21 3.9333 28 28 4.0357
22 14 3.2273 29 14 3.2069 27 14 3.5185
22 18 2.4091 30 18 3.2000 28 18 3.1429
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Table E41. - -Hiera rchy  o f  im por tance /adm in is t r a to r  e f f i c a c y  by
performance: Modified P r inc ipa l  E f f icacy  Q ues t ionna i re .

Low Performing In-Between High Performing

No. Item Mean No. Item Mean No. Item Mean

21 16 5.5714 30 30 5.4667 27 5 5.4815
22 30 5.1818 30 16 5.3667 28 9 5.4643
22 23 5.1818 30 23 5.2667 28 23 5.4286
22 9 5.1818 30 9 5.2667 27 16 5.3704
22 2 5.0909 30 5 5.1333 27 30 5.2857
22 5 5.0455 30 2 5.0667 28 2 5.0714
22 27 4.7273 30 22 4.9000 28 22 5.0000
22 22 4.6364 30 27 4.7333 27 27 4.9259
22 13 4.5455 30 17 4.4333 28 4 4.5357
22 17 4.5000 30 13 4.4000 27 11 4.3333
22 4 4.3636 30 6 4.1667 28 17 4.3214
22 11 4.1818 30 4 3.9667 28 13 4.2857
22 6 4.1364 28 11 3.7857 28 10 3.8571
19 10 3.8947 30 10 3.7000 28 6 3.4286
22 26 3.0000 30 26 3.2667 28 26 2.9643
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Table E42.--Hierarchy of importance/personal efficacy by performance:Modified Principal Efficacy Questionnaire.

Low Performing In-Between High Performing

No. Item Mean No. Item Mean No. Item Mean

22 19 5.4545 30 19 5.3667 28 19 5.4643
22 14 5.4091 30 14 5.5333 28 20 5.2857
21 1 5.3810 30 15 5.2000 28 21 5.2500
22 29 5.1818 30 20 5.0000 28 3 5.2500
21 3 5.0476 30 3 5.1000 28 14 5.1071
22 24 5.0455 30 1 5.1000 27 7 5.1071
22 15 4.9545 29 24 4.9655 28 29 5.0714
22 21 4.8636 30 29 4.9333 28 15 4.9643
22 20 4.8636 30 21 4.9000 28 24 4.9286
22 18 4.8636 26 28 4.8077 28 28 4.6786
22 25 4.8182 30 25 4.7333 28 25 4.5000
21 28 4.7619 30 18 4.7333 28 18 4.3929
22 7 4.6364 30 7 4.6000 28 1 4.8929
22 8 3.7727 30 8 3.7338 28 8 3.9286
22 12 3.2727 29 12 3.5172 27 12 3.5926
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Table E43.--Hierarchy of administrator efficacy by performance:Modified Principal Efficacy Questionnaire.

Low Performing In-Between High Performing

No. Item Mean No. Item Mean No. Item Mean

22 27 4.9091 30 27 4.7333 28 27 4.4286
21 22 4.6667 30 22 4.1000 28 22 4.2857
22 5 4.3182 30 5 3.8000 28 23 3.7143
22 23 3.8182 30 23 3.5333 27 5 3.2963
22 26 3.5455 30 6 3.4000 28 11 3.1786
22 30 3.5000 30 26 3.3333 28 30 3.0357
22 11 2.8182 30 30 3.0000 28 26 3.0357
22 6 2.7727 30 11 2.9667 26 2 2.8846
22 9 2.5455 29 9 2.5172 28 9 2.7857
22 4 2.4091 30 2 2.5000 28 6 2.7857
21 10 2.3810 30 16 2.4000 28 16 2.5714
22 2 2.2727 28 10 2.3214 28 4 2.3929
22 13 2.2273 30 17 2.1000 28 17 1.8571
20 16 2.2000 30 4 2.1000 27 10 1.8519
22 17 1.8182 30 13 1.9333 27 13 1.7037
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